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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Problem Field

In June 2009, the European Commission presenteith8trategy for the Baltic Sea
Region (EUSBSR). The Strategy aims at bringing isdwegions and countries of the
European Union together in a so-called ‘macro-negmithout the term ‘macro-region’

being more clearly defined. Not until October 20@8aring the time of writing of this

project, the Commission formally defined and applibe concept of ‘macro-region”
with a position paper entitleddacro-regional strategies in the European Union

What is now clear is that macro-regional cooperatiepresents a new type of EU
policy that is not directly comparable to any of #xisting forms of cooperation of the

Union.

The EUSBSR envisages cooperation within four maeadtines: To enable a
sustainable environment, to enhance the Regiorsperity, to increase accessibility
and attractiveness, to ensure safety and secaribei Region.

A detailed Action Plan connected to the Strategcses strategic actions and flagship
projects to be carried out within the above-mergtheadlines.

At first sight, the EUSBSR seems to draw inspirafimm other types of EU policies. A
closer look suggests that the Strategy and theovwagional concept as such have some
unique features:

Contrary to e.g. The European Neighbourhood PO{EENMP), which is targeted at
countries outside the European Union, the EUSBSIR raacro-regional cooperation
involves mainly EU Member States, and entails coatjen within already integrated
EU policy areas.

Furthermore, while holding some of the charactessof ‘traditional’ EU regional
policy, macro-regional cooperation differs in thense that it provides both a
framework and a detailed Action Plan for cooperatithin the above-mentioned four
pillars.

The first impression of the EUSBSR suggests thatraaeegional cooperation takes

place somewhere between regional, national andasaponal levels of governance.



However, it is unclear whether macro-regional coapen provides something new, if

so, in what way especially in relation to regiosaliand governance.

The EUSBSR and the macro-regional concept itsedéra number of questions:

The Strategy put strong emphasis on the specificips, but states explicitly that no
new institutions will be created to ‘govern’ theaseégy. Therefore, the reason behind
creating a new strategy can be questioned.

Furthermore, it is interesting that the EU classifthe Strategy as a case for a macro-
region, when the focus is on only a few specifiigyopillars. In this respect, could the
EU not have settled with a policy paper or an acptan, instead of a comprehensive

strategy per se?

We find it interesting to analyse what macro-regiocooperation is characterised by
and implies. Moreover, we would like to get clogeran explanation of what the
‘novelty’ of the concept of a macro-region reaby i

This leads us to the following thesis statement:

= In light of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Ragiwhat are the innovative

features of the concept of a ‘macro-region’ and nmaegional strategies?



1.2 Working Questions

On the basis of our thesis statement, we proceedebfpllowing working questions:

Chapter 3:
= What are the characteristics of EU policies thatoempass a regional
framework?
= How did the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Regi@JEBSR) and macro-

regional strategies come about?

Chapter 4:
= How can regionalism be framed in a cross-bordespsative?
» What characterises different types of multi-levevgrnance?

Chapter 5:
»= In what way is the macro-region a new framework?
= What kind of governance characterises the EUSBSIR the macro-regional
visions?
=  With what purpose has the EU created the EUSBSR emvikioned future

macro-regional strategies?



2.0 Methodology

In this chapter, we present the methodological@®ie have made in the project.

In section 2.2, we discuss our theoretical appro&clorder to grasp the new macro-
regional concept, we bring in a two-tiered approadhere we discuss regionalism in a
cross-border perspective, as well as aspects ofi-lewél governance (MLG). We
proceed by this approach, as

1) The macro-region is a new political space tlsanot directly comparable to an
already existing type of region

2) We envision that the macro-region implies the o$ elements from multi-level

governance in a way that is different from othdiqycareas, where MLG exists.

In section 2.3, we outline the empirical choices hae made in the attempt to
understand the mechanisms within the EU Strategy the Baltic Sea Region

(EUSBSR). Moreover, we have made interviews witliaeal stakeholders that have
been part of the consultation process leading upd@resentation of the Strategy. Our
interviews provide us with some practical insight the main discussions of the
EUSBSR that we, in our analysis, put in contexbtm theoretical discussion and the

macro-regional concept.

Our overall approach to the project is inductivee Wm to discover what the novelty of
the macro-regional concept is, and how it can beea in relation to other EU policies

and ways of exercising governance. To approach iisise, we attempt to identify

similarities and differences between existing forohd€U cooperation and the macro-
regional concept. Moreover, we discuss theoretippiroaches to regionalism and MLG
in order to frame the macro-region. In our analysis use the EUSBSR as a macro-
regional case. We hypothesise that the macro-rajmmncept is unique and potentially
sets a new agenda in the way the EU exercises mmves. Therefore, we need to

characterise the macro-region and analyse whdltiitsg forces are.
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2.1.1 Explanation of Project Design

The following explains our project design.

In chapter 3, we discuss different patterns in EgjiBnal Policy and External Policy.
This is done in order to draw attention to thesecs elements in relation to what
constitutes the idea of macro-regions and spetiifithe EUSBSR. Furthermore, the
specific development leading to the EUSBSR is dised in this chapter, with the
purpose of framing how the idea of macro-regiomae@to existence.

In the following chapter, the focus is on the tleioal discussion of regionalism in a
cross-border and multi-level governance. As theroyaegion is a new concept, we find
it relevant to discuss it in a two-tiered theoraltiapproach, in the sense that the macro-
region is a new type of region as well as it opgm$or a certain type of governance.
The analysis is divided into three parts in anmafteto analyse what makes the
EUSBSR and the macro-regional concept somethinge momprehensive than merely
an action plan, and yet different than other stjiate and policies of the European
Union. In the three-levelled analysis we examinewtmat extent the EUSBSR and
macro-regional strategies provide with innovatieatéires in relation to regionalism,

governance and the role of the EU.

2.2 Theoretical Approach

This section outlines our theoretical approachigonplications for the project.

In the project, we analyse the EU Strategy forBha#tic Sea Region (EUSBSR) and the
new EU concept ofmacro-regional strategiesThe macro-regional concept puts the
notion of a ‘region’ within the EU in a new perspee. At the same time, it opens up

for a new form of EU governance.

The first part of the chapter identifies elemerat tcharacterise cross-border regions
and regionalism.

We combine approaches from both Theories of Intemnal Relations and more
‘geographical’ approaches to regionalism. The re@gpbehind this approach has to do
with the geographicadizeand the politicascopeof the macro-region, which we argue
is a new type of cross-border region.

As the concept ‘macro-region’ is brand new in an &dtext, there is no theoretical

basis for its definition. On the basis of the EUSB&nd the Commission’s position



paper Macro-regional strategies in the European UnidqRuropean Commission,

2009c), we define the macro-region in this way:

The macro-region is small compared to e.g. the El avhole, or another continent.
The Commission states that the macro-reggofian area including territory from a
number of different countries or regions associatgith one or more common features
or challenges” (European Commission, 2009c.. 1f) is a cross-border region, in the
sense that it involves countries that are mainlyNE#mber States. However, it is larger
than a traditional cross-border region in thatriecro-region involves a broader scope
of smaller regions within countries, and involvesyional as well as national and
supranational levels of governance.

Although the region is territorially defined, thge of cooperation that is to take place
within the macro-region is still not clearly defthdn other words, the macro-region is a
region ‘in the making’. It is not a fully-fledgedolfitical entity, but the region is
embedded within the EU. Moreover, the frameworktf@ macro-region and the policy

areas of cooperation has been designated by the EU.

Given the specific characteristics of the crosddborregion, we find it relevant to
discuss the concept in a ‘meta-regionalist perspstt We bring forward this approach
as we do not find that one particular theoretiggdraach covers the characteristics of
the cross-border region, in the sense that it canapplied to the macro-regional
concept. In other words, what does the term ‘regiomply and how can it be

understood in a context, where the EU creates mragjions?

In the second part of Chapter 4, we discuss a #awiél governance (MLG)

perspective. We find the governance aspect imppris it can help us define the
novelty of the macro-regional cooperation. Hereiwg discuss the more practical
aspects of regionalism: How does regionalism plalyio practice, and what are the
practical implications of MLG.

Our point of departure is the distinction betweew types of MLG as presented by
Marks and Hooghe (Marks & Hooghe in Bache & Flird@005: 17). Their distinction

! The concept was discussed in Manners & Whitmaf32885¢The European integration process of
flexible territoriality combined with a pooling sbvereignty can be considered ‘meta-regionalism’ in
that it goes beyond the macro-regionalism of creat ‘quasi-continental region’ (Weever, 1997: 298)
but does not ‘merely replicate on a larger scale typical modern political form’ (Ruggie, 1993: 372
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enables us to discuss how different parameterprasent in regards to categorising the

nature of governance existing within the EUSBSR.

2.2.1 Critique of Theoretical Approach

In our theoretical chapter, we discuss ‘old’ vewn regionalism.

We apply theories from ’old regionalism’ in the ¢hetical section, where we discuss
cross-border regionalism. This can be criticisesl theeoretical approaches from ‘old
regionalism’ deal with the global-system level ahd state level (Schouten, 2008: 4).
However, we find it relevant to include this persjpee as an outline, as we argue that
macro-regional cooperation takes place between rdgonal, national and the
supranational levels. Moreover, the ‘old’ vs. ‘nesggionalism distinction provides a
basis for the discussion of cross-border regiomalidn the discussion of old
regionalism, the focus is on perspectives from rehism, whereas we do not include
the more liberal approaches such as neo-functemaland intergovernmentalism.
Although these two approaches share a state-cetdwittng point with neo-realism, we
want to emphasise the role of security in neo-sealias opposed to the more identity-
related points within ‘new’ regionalism approaches.

This approach provides a ground for examining cbussler perspectives in the second

part of our discussion of regionalism.

In the second part of the discussion of regiongliam bring in the concept of ‘meta-
regionalism’, which does not have a cfettweoretical definition.

However, we find it useful in order to discuss oegilism in a cross-border perspective.
This is because the macro-regional concept, whsctheé new phenomenon that we
attempt to analyse, involves the supranational @t as the national, and the regional
levels. Therefore, our argument is that the maegpanal concept cannot be grasped by

looking only at it from either an ‘old’ or ‘new’ ggonalism approach.

It can be criticized that we mix approaches fromotires of international relations and
‘geographical’ approaches: Whereas theories ofrnatenal relations focus on the
region as a political system, the geographical @ggres analyse the region in a spatial

planning perspective.

2 Manners & Whitman seek inspiration from Waever whenging forward the concept 'meta-
regionalism’. However, the concept has not undezgowider theoretical discussion as such
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However, we find both of these approaches usefuidiude as we apply them in order
to pinpoint specific elements that characterisectioss-border region. Moreover, these
characteristics are used to analyse the EUSBSRhanchacro-regional concept later in

the project.

In regards to our application of multi-level govence a critical issue lies with MLG
itself. It can be argued that MLG is not a theosysaich, but is rather a method to
explain how governance can take place at diffele@rels. We find it useful to discuss
how MLG can be seen in relation to the EUSBSR aratrotregional strategies.
Moreover, we do not use MLG as a theory, but ratiera method to frame the

governance structure in the EUSBSR.

2.3 Empirical Approach

In this section, we discuss the empirical choiceslenin the project. The information on
the EU macro-regional concept is very limited, #melconcept was formally introduced
during the time of writing (European Commission026). We have therefore found it
necessary to involve a number of different soutodse able to analyse what the macro-
regional concept implies in relation to EU goverraand how it can be understood in a

wider context.

The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSB&R}he first macro-regional
strategy of its kind. The EUSBSR is therefore asecin relation to understanding how
a macro-regional strategy is expected to be playedin practice, and how it is
perceived by the different stakeholders. Havingnind that the EUSBSR was adopted
only at the end of October 2009, the knowledge lohtithe Strategy will imply for the
cooperation in the region is rather limited. Howewbe outline of the Strategy and
perceptions of different stakeholders can helpdesitify the characteristics of macro-

regional cooperation.

Already in November 2008, the European Commissaoimt¢hed a consultation process
to get inputs to the upcoming EUSBSR. More thanradhed authorities, institutions, or
individuals submitted position papers, in whichytigesented their suggestions to the
upcoming Strategy (Website: European CommissionG-R2gional Policy). Many of
these views became part of the final Strategy (8dkg Krumrey, 2009: 6).

12



The EUSBSR was presented by the European Commissitume 2009. Furthermore,
the attached Action Plan outlines the activitieattill be carried out within the
framework of the Strategy.

The Swedish Presidency of the European Union afrant2009 has had the EUSBSR
as one of its main priorities, and the Strategy adaspted by the Council on October
30.

Interestingly, the Commissioner for Regional PgliGgawel Samecki, presented a
discussion paper entitiddacro-Regional Strategies in the Ebutlining the European
Commission’s visions for macro-regional cooperation

We take point of departure in these documents wdisoussing the concept of EU

macro-regions in our interviews.

Our methodological approach has therefore beenstusks the regional concept in the
EU before the actual conceptualisation of the maegion, and steps taken in
development of the EUSBSR and the Action Plan.tiAil is held up against the views
presented by different stakeholders that have tendst in the region as a whole.

In order to draw a parallel between the EUSBSR thiedmacro-regional vision, we
attempt to highlight similarities and differencestwo other policies and frameworks, in
which the EU has played a ‘regional’ role, respagti the Regional Policy and the
European Neighbourhood Policy and Euro-Mediterranieartnership. This is done in
order to comprehend the experiences, which havehedEU to create transnational

macro-regions.

2.3.1 Interviews

An important part of the project has been intervigakeholders and actors who are
working with the Strategy on a daily basis, or hdwen actively involved with
designing the final outcome of the Strategy. Byradsing stakeholders, we have been
able to gather information about how they percéineeStrategy, and in which way they
have been involved and how they expect the prowedsvelop in the further working

process.

The novelty of the EUSBSR means that knowledge expkriences with flagship
projects, priority areas and the general framewafrkhe Strategy are mostly only
projections and not based on actual evaluationsveier, stakeholders have still been

13



able to give us important insights into working hwts and ways of governance

regarding the Strategy.

In order to get a nuanced and varied collectioerapirical data, we have interviewed
three different stakeholders representing importgatips involved with the Strategy.
The stakeholders chosen for interviews were:
» Hans Brask, Director of Baltic Development ForunDB
= Asa Andersson, Head of the Swedish Nature anddB&#a Programme, World
Wildlife Foundation (WWF), and
= Johan Friis, Head of Section, The Ministry of FgreiAffairs of Denmark
(MFA).
These actors represent either a level of polijfigagdiction or an NGO. The two chosen
NGOs, WWF and BDF represent different aspects efSktrategy, a job and growth
orientated aspect and an environmental aspecthérarbre both WWF and BDF have
throughout the whole process of creating the Siyaperceived that they have had and
continue to have a very close cooperation and gyaation with the Commission
(Interview Andersson, 2009: A9; Interview BraskP20A7).

The BDF is an NGO co-founded by former Danish Maridor Foreign Affairs Uffe
Ellemann-Jensen, and based in Denmark. Member<éf iBclude large companies,
big cities, institutional investors and differenidness associations in the Baltic Sea
Region. Their mission is “ta promote the Baltic Sea Region as an integrated,
prosperous and internationally competitive growthegiori (Website: Baltic
Development Forum - Organisation) by facilitatingriperships and international
contacts to create growth, innovation and competitess in the Baltic Sea Region
(Website: Baltic Development Forum - Organisation).

Together with five other organisations, BDF wergoaamong the 109 stakeholders that
for the Commission’s consultation process submitiegbint position paper stating
concrete suggestions for the Strategy. In assoaoiawith their strategic partner, a
Swedish innovation agency, VINNOVA, BDF expectsb® greatly involved with a
flagship project concerning innovation and poss#éigo the internal marked project led
by Poland (Interview Brask, 2009: A12).

“The WWF Baltic Ecoregion Programme” is a subdiemsiin WWF working with

national WWF offices and partner organisations fr8altic Sea countries. In the

14



submitted position paper WWF clearly stressed tiipy of the Baltic Sea ecosystem
and statedThis means that a strong environment policy wikac objectives should be

a priority and not be compromised by other politig8VWF, 2009b: 2). The most

important role of WWF now is to act as watchdog amake sure different projects are
carried out and not forgotten, especially in regaaloverfishing and eutrophication in
the Baltic Sea (Interview Anderson, 2009: A2).

To get an official government view and a betterarsthnding of the role the Member
States have in regards to the Strategy, an inte@rwigth Johan Friis from The Division
of Northern Europe at the Danish Ministry of Foreiffairs was conducted. Denmark
is expected to take considerable amount of respiibgin the implementation of the
Strategy and will be responsible for coordinatidonir priority areas“4. To become a
model region for clean shipping, 5. to mitigate aadapt to climate change, 8.
Implementing the small business act: to promoteepnéneurship, strengthen SMEs
and increase the efficient use of human resourcesld. To reinforce protection from
major emergencies at land or at sedfiterview Friis, 2009).

In addition to this, Denmark will be co-coordinaton two other areas and work on

several flagship projects as well (Interview Fri809).

Views representing the supranational level in thapse of the European Commission,
which drafted the Strategy, are not included byirgerview with the Commission.
However, on the 2% of November 2009 Colin Wolfe, Head of Unit ‘Tedrital
Cooperation’ in DG REGIO, and Jan Hgst Schmidtefcbikecutive for the European
Commission Representation in Denmark both atteadeanel debate as guest speakers
at the Nordic Council of Ministers in Copenhageroi@c Council of Ministers, 2009).
Here, we posed questions, a thereby also securee enapirical data from a different

level of jurisdiction than the national level.

The interviews have influenced our work with th@jpct to the extent that they have
provided us with information on the EUSBSR that wast in our possession
beforehand. The interviews have had an impact ervéihue we assign to the different

elements of our analysis, but have not influencde toverall framework.
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In the analysis, we refer to the individual answiershe questions. As an example, a
reference to answer 4 in the interview with HanasBrwill look as follows: (Interview
Brask, 2009: A4).

2.4 Critique of Empirical Approach

In regards to gathering information via in-depttemmiews with various stakeholders, it
can be criticised that additional interviews wer# nonducted. The extent of useful
empirical data would likely have been strengthehad different regional authorities
been interviewed, as they too have considerabf@resbility in implementing specific
projects. However, Baltic Development Forum (BD&pnesents not only an NGO, but
also a regional actor, as they have put forwardimt jposition paper together with,
among others, the Baltic Sea States Subregionalpéoation (BSSSC) that represents
sub-regional authorities.

Other relevant interview candidates would have Beegpresentative from the Swedish
government in charge of the prioritisation of tHdSBSR in their EU presidency. This
could have given important insight into especidle cooperation with the Polish
Presidency of autumn 2011, and how they intendityipse the Strategy.

In regards to the Strategy, it is both an empiraradl analytical challenge to examine
such a recent area that has only just been adbgtéte EU Council and where hardly
any of the objectives in shape of flagship projemt®ther tasks have even begun the
implementation process. Responsible stakeholdersaaan early planning stage and
have not yet had many practical experiences wighStrategy’s framework. Therefore
analysing a strategy that has not yet been impledeposes a number of challenges.
Instead of attempting to predict the future, we pare elements of the Strategy to other
events, where the EU has played a role as a rdgiot@ and weighed in on differences

and similarities.

2.5 Limitations

The following section will define the areas, whisle have knowingly chosen not to
include in the project and why.

The reasoning behind the choice of the Baltic Seeaae lies in the fact that the Baltic
Sea Region is the first to be officially labelledreacro-region. Although a number of

16



other similar structures are evident in variousoitooperative initiatives involving the
European Union, they have not been identified asroagegions. Furthermore, we have
applied the case of the EU Strategy for the B&ga Region (EUSBSR), as it seems to
be a front-runner in the attempt to extend theaitite to other European regions.

We have also decided not to cover the role of Russithe EUSBSR. The reason is
mainly that this issue, although interesting, isyveide and would overshadow the
chosen subject of macro-regions.

It can be a problem that neither the EUSBSR norntiaero-regional outline by the
Commission opens up for the inclusion of an extedimension. Especially, the macro-
region could have been a useful framework for i@t with Russia, given the overall
functional and ‘low politics’ approach that liesnmacro-regional cooperation. However,
since a major part of the Strategy focuses on dl#ithtion of implementation of EU
legislation, the participation of Russia in the BHER cooperation would mean
compromising this objective. In other words, if Riaswere to be included as an equal
partner in the macro-regional cooperation, the dnmuld have to give up the label
“EU Strategy”.

Furthermore, we have chosen not to discuss thehBlortDimension (ND) in the

project. ND is an EU initiative launched in 1997aaframework to create cooperation
between both EU and non-EU countries in the nontiperiphery of Europe. There are
striking similarities between the ND and the EUSB&Rd some of the focus areas of
the ND are also priority areas in the EUSBSR. Haveas our main focus is on the
macro-regional concept, we do not attempt to makenaparative study of the ND and
the EUSBSR. Furthermore, an important differendsveéen the ND and the EUSBSR
is that the EUSBSR is an internal strategy, whetbasND emphasised the external

relation and notably relations with Russia.
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3.0 The Development Leading to the EUSBSR and
Macro-Regions

This chapter consists of two sections, examiningpeetively the development of
European regional strategies within and outside Eweopean Union, and the
development leading up to the creation of the Etat8yy for the Baltic Sea Region
(EUSBSR) and the introduction of the macro-regicrmaicept.

The first section discusses the different formsregional cooperation within and
outside the EU. It has the purpose of identifyinffecent steps that have been taken by
the Union, which have focused on ‘the region’ agamework for a certain type of
policy. Here, we distinguish between developmentbea‘internal’ and ‘external’ scale.
The objective with this section is to link sometloé main characteristics of EU internal
and external regional cooperation to the macroereiconcept.

The second section focuses specifically on theldpugent leading up to the creation of
the EUSBSR. We discuss the different steps thatacterised this development, and
how it led to the forming of this Strategy. Thisredevant in relation to our analysis,
since the EUSBSR has become the first macro-regsbradegy.

3.1 Patterns of EU Regional Policy and External Pol icy
Development

The following concerns the EU’s approach towardgares and regional cooperation.
This is outlined through an ‘internal’ and ‘exteffrecale. The Internal scale identifies
the Union’s measures towards regions within the B nature of Regional Policy and
its consequences for the regions is discussed.

The external scale concerns the Union’s relatimwatds its neighbourhood. The
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) is an example wamework for cooperation
in a specific region. The characteristics of thimmeration are discussed with specific

attention to the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership REM
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Regional cooperation within the EU

Historically, the regions of Europe were somewhaglacted during the emergence of
nationalism and the nation-state in the 19th cen(Applegate, 1999:4). The nation
state hereafter became the most important actdinepolitical scene until the national
crisis in the 1970's where an uprising of regia®f-assertion was evident in a number
of European nations (Applegate, 1999:8). This wsseeially the case with regional
movements, such as the Basques, Scots, Wallooth& atalans.

Later, the emergence of the European Union andfearointegration especially on the
area of economic regulation had a positive mobijseffect on regions. Some regions
find that the EU has made decentralisation posdikeleby developing the regional
scope of governance (Keating and Hooghe in Riclard2006: 271-272). The
important judicial aspect is the EU’s principle sfibsidiarity, which is of great
relevance for regions as well. The Maastricht Tyeat 1993 institutionalised the
principle of subsidiarity stating thatt intended to ensure that decisions are taken as
closely as possible to the citizen and that conisthacks are made as to whether action
at Community level is justified in the light of tpessibilities available at national,
regional or local level” (Treaty of the European Union, 1992: art. 5). Thater
elaborated definition in Protocol (no. 30) of Theedty of Amsterdam specified the role
of the principle of subsidiarity, and thereby akbe role of the regions (Treaty of
Amsterdam, 1997: Prot. 30). Furthermore, the Lisboeaty explicitly points to the
regions in noting:“Before proposing legislative acts, the Commissgirall consult
widely. Such consultations shall, where approprita&e into account the regional and
local dimension of the action envisagedTreaties Consolidated Versions 2009:
protocol no. 2: art. 2). Moreover, the Lisbon Tyegives the Committee of the Regions
the right to bring a case before the European Gafuitistice if it believes the principle
of subsidiarity has not been maintain@deaties Consolidated Versions 2009: protocol
no. 2: art. 8).

Additionally, the EU has also equipped the regmith economic resources through the
EU’s Regional Policy subsumed under the structtuatls. Today, structural actions
cover about one third of the entire EU budget (\iteb&£uropean Commission - DG
Budget).

The Regional Policy and the various funding regimwas set up with the objective of
constructing a mechanism to rectify regional imbaés due to predominance of

agriculture, industrial change and structural unleyment, while ensuring efficient
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allocation of Union funds (Website: European Consmois -DG Regional Policy).
Furthermore, the structural funds policy broughtwba ‘programming approach’, in
which clear policy goals were outlined, and a pamhual development schemes were
introduced (Conzelmann, 1998: 2).

The aim of EU Regional Policy was to involve as mas possible the regional and
local interests as well as partners in the busimes$d, labour and voluntary groups.
Furthermore, there was a wish to bring the regmaoser to the EU and Union policies
via the introduction of a link between policy aresithin EU such as environmental
policy, technology and education, and the regiepsgitial policy (Hooghe & Keating in
Richardson, 2004: 279). This has spurred to a iavking of governance between the
EU and the regional level. As an example, in Jud@92the EU’'s Committee of the
Regions (CoR) launched a public consultation predesthe discussion of building a
“Europe in Partnership” following the CoR’s Whitaper on multi-level governance
(Committee of the Regions, 2009). Moreover, theceph of ‘territorial cohesion’ has
gained a place in the discourse surrounding EU dRediPolicy, suggesting a more
comprehensive approach to the European regionsteldge many disparities in the
very different regions; both in terms of size, podil autonomy, and resources.

In a Green Paper from 2008, the Commission arguea strengthened cross-regional
coordination of policies with the purpose of tyithg European regions closer together.
As an example, the Commission puts emphasis on rfemmchallenges”, the creation
of “synergies”, and argues for an “integrated apphd to many of the issues facing the
Union’s regions (European Commission, 2008b: 4).

The above outlines the internal dimension in thésEtdgional policy by explaining
some significant economic, political and institatb mechanisms or policies that have
been created by the EU to purposely enhance theofakgions.

The External dimension: ENP and Euro-Med

The European Union has introduced a regional scoje external dimension as well.
Through the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENPg tnion has introduced a
framework within which to govern relations towartsghbouring states. The objective
is to draw countries into an integration procesthait them necessarily becoming full
members of the Union (Website of the European Casiom - European
Neighbourhood Policy).

The ENP is a common policy framework covering allvalved ENP-countries

bordering the EU either by land or sea. Howevee, Mttion Plans are formed as
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bilateral agreements between the EU and the ragpdeNP-country. The Action Plan
set out the objectives for progress in each indiziccountry, and covers cooperation on
specific policies. The policy areas of cooperatiange from issues related to energy
policy to education policy (Website of the Europe@ommission - European
Neighbourhood Policy. The basis for the EU’s exaéraction, in this respect, is the
projection of the Union’sacquis communautairavith the objective to bring the
neighbouring countries closer to the European Unkatording to Sandra Lavanex &
Frank Schimmelfennig, the EU thereby aims at extenthe Union’s internal rules to
countries that are not EU members, while at theesame avoiding the discussion of
EU membership (Lavanex & Schimmelfennig, 2009: 788)ythermore, the EU aims at
bringing the ENP countries closer to the Union bgnpoting EU norms and practices
(Lavanex & Schimmelfennig, 2009: 807)

Another relevant initiative from the EU, which wastablished nearly ten years before
the launch of the ENP, is the Euro-Mediterraneantn@eship, and later the
Mediterranean Union which was officially re-laundhia 2008, having previously been
known as The Barcelona Process (Website of the gearo Commission - External
relations). The Mediterranean Union is now an esiten cooperative partnership
between the EU and 16 Mediterranean countries wwgplmatters on economic and
political issues.

Originally, the EMP was a non-legally binding agremt and the Barcelona
Declaration consisted of 3 "baskets” of overall jsgts to be achieved through
implementation of activities (Lannon & van Elsuwe@®07:35). These subjects are
also to be found as cooperative objectives in tN® Bnd thereby in the ENP Action
Plan signed by all the countries in question ad a®lthe EU (European Commission,
2007). The intention of the Mediterranean Uniotoigextend the field of cooperation on
to issues of environment, solar-power energy, agment of ports and city transport.

To achieve this six priority projects have beemideed:

. the de-pollution of the Mediterranean Sea

. the establishment of maritime and land highways

. civil protection initiatives to combat natural am@&n-made disasters
. a Mediterranean solar energy plan

. the inauguration of the Euro-Mediterranean Univgrnsi Slovenia

and the Mediterranean Business Development Iniggtcusing on micro,
small and medium-sized enterprises.
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(Website of the European Commission - Externaliaia)

Four of these six priority projects are similaraieas that have also been identified as
priorities in the EUSBSR, where e.g. issues of dé4pon of the Sea and development
of small and medium-sized business initiativesadge included.

However, the range of political scope of the EMPather limited compared to the
Baltic Sea Region, due to disagreements and cogeraroblems between the
participating countries (Wojcik, 2008:15).

The EMP is interesting because of its external dsran in EU policy thatpromotes
projects of regional, sub-regional and transnatibnalue across different sectors”
(European Commission: External relations, 06.12i09reas of environment, energy,

infrastructure and education, all very similartie hew Baltic Strategy.

3.2 The Development leading to the EUSBSR and Macro -
regional Strategies

The Baltic Sea area has for a long time been uhgeaittention of the Union. (European
Commission, 1994: 3). With the end of the Sovietiddnthe position towards the
former soviet states changed. The area has aiasoa dynamic cultural and trading
area. The potential value of a connection betwbkenndustrialised Western Europe and
the developing Eastern Europe was evident at the. tPoland and the Baltic countries
had rich agricultural resources, but were findihglifficult to sell their products, as
most neighbouring countries were in the same positrurthermore, there were great
expectations for the potential of investments ie tRussian economy (European
Commission, 1994: 3).

With the accession of Sweden and Finland in 199&jrterest in the Region grew and
bilateral agreements with Poland, the three Baltigentries and Russia were established
(European Commission, 1994: 2).

The Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS) was inteedun 1992 as a forum in which to
coordinate the cooperation between the states asctmeated to accommodate relations
and complement the bilateral agreements. The obgscof the CBSS are widespread
and they define these themselves “as: the CBSS identifies political goals, creates
action-plans, initiates projects and serves as aurfo for the exchange of ideas
concerning regional issues of common intergg¥ebsite: CBSS).
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Afterwards a large number of other organisationshsas the Helsinki Commission
(HELCOM) and Baltic Development Forum (BDF) werdaidished with the purpose

of facilitating cooperation in the Baltic Sea Ragio

In 1997, the EU Northern Dimension initiative wasihched by the European Union to
increase cooperation among EU countries as wdlaway, Iceland, and last but not
least Russia. Having both an internal and an eatedimension, the cooperation is
based on five priority areas of non-military seturi economic cooperation,

infrastructure, natural resources, environmentabpeoation and border crossing
(Tassinari, 2004: 205). Although still existingetimitiative has been criticized for being
stagnant, partly due to lack of financing and imirg too many policy areas of

cooperation (Tassinari, 2004: 210; Archer, 2003: 31

In 2004, a group of members of the European Pagijrsome of which represented
Baltic Sea Region Member States, formed an inforinérgroup named “Baltic

Europe”. The group’s aim was to promote the intsre$ the Baltic Sea region in the
European Parliament. In November 2005, the grouplighed and presented the
working paper:An EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Regitm the President of the

European Commission, José Manuel Barroso.

Interestingly, the European Parliament took upitleas from the working paper and a
separate strategy on the Baltic Sea Region becamefphe Parliament’s resolution on
the future of the Northern Dimension. Followingstihésolution, the Parliament devoted
more attention to the Region and in November 20@4_egislative Resolution of the
European Parliament related to the Strategy in Baltic Sea Region within the
Northern Dimensiomwas presented. In the resolution, the EuropealiaRant“Urges
the Commission to come up with a proposal for anHaltic Sea Strategy in order to
reinforce the internal pillar of the Northern Dim&on (...)” (European Parliament,
2006:4)hereby urging the Commission to take steps leatdiragdeepening of regional
integration rather then security oriented discussio

Even though there were no Swedish MEPs in the &B&tirope Intergroup, it was
Sweden that took the promotion of the Baltic Segiore to the next level.
At the 14th Ministerial session of the CBSS, CaltiB- the Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Sweden - suggested the development of a BadiicSrategy in order to promote the

Region as a priority area for the EU (Kalnins, 2007

Furthermore, also primarily on the initiative of &ten, the Council called upon the
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Commission to outline a strategy for the Baltic &sgion at the latest by June 2009
(European Council, 2007: 17; Ryba, 2008: 1-4).

The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region was mteseby the Commission on the
10th of June 2009, calling for primarily an intdrsarategy, which to some extent

countered with the Parliament’s wish for a strategyering both internal and external
policy areas (Bengtsson, 2009: 3).

No later than four months after, the CommissioneRegional Policy, Pawel Samecki,
presented a position paper entitiacro-Regional Strategies in the European Union
in which the Commission lays out its definition amaderstanding of macro-regions in
an EU context (European Commission, 2009c). Thesipapn be seen partly as a
response to the questions that were raised inael&d the EUSBSR. Furthermore, in
October 2008 the former Commissioner for DG REGanuta Hubner, stated that a
similar strategy is needed for the Danube regioardgean Commission, 2008a).

3.3 Summary

EU regional governance is relevant to discuss wdwounting for the macro-regional
concept, since macro-regions potentially contaements of both European and non-
EU regions and policies.

In this chapter, we have distinguished betweererimdl’ and ‘external’ scales of EU
regional governance. We have identified elementsadicular importance with regards
to EU Regional Policy. We have argued that thegypie of subsidiarity plays an
important role when defining the European regiomslationship to the EU.
Furthermore, we have argued that the economic ihgdabe Structural Funds needs to
be taken into account when discussing the rolehefregions. Moreover, aspects of
multi-level governance (MLG) have found their wayEU Regional Policy, and the
Committee of the Region’s launching of a consutatprocess to discuss MLG in a
regional perspective.

Regarding the ‘external’ scale, we have discusssddkaracteristics of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and the Euro-MeditereanePartnership (EMP). A
common framework and objectives outlined in acfiems characterises these external
policies and are in many ways similar to the EUatelgy for the Baltic Sea Region

(EUSBSR). Furthermore, it has been argued thatgiaten of the Acquis
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Communautaire, and expanding EU norms and valuesuntries outside the Union are
key driving forces to the external scale policies.

In the last part of the chapter, we have discuisedievelopment leading to the creation
of the EUSBSR and the introduction of the macraenegl concept. It has been argued
that the fact that we have reached this level afelbpment is the result of a large
number of small steps taken first by the Balticdpér Intergroup, and later by Sweden
that embraced the idea of a Strategy and pushetiéo€Council to decide on calling on

the Commission to present an EU Strategy for tHedBaea Region in 2009. Moreover,

this development has led to the creation of theroeegional concept, which will be

discussed later in the project.
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4.0 Regionalism and Multi-level Governance in a
Theoretical Perspective

This chapter introduces theoretical approaches wWeathave chosen to employ to
analyse the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea RegiblSBSR). We have included
different theoretical perspectives to be able talyse the horizontal level, concerning
the nature of the framework envisioned in the gt and the vertical level concerning
the governance structures to take place withirfrdmaework.

In the attempt to describe the regional framewoekhave made use of regionalism and
cross-border regionalism, which is discussed irfitkesection of this chapter.

The second section discusses the theoretical ptrgge on multi-level governance
(MLG) structures.

4.1 Cross-Border Regionalism in a Theoretical Persp  ective

In the following, different theoretical approachtes regionalism are discussed in a
cross-border regionalism perspective. This is @alevin order to characterise and
analyse the new form of cooperation that is enmisitbwithin the EUSBSR and macro-
regional strategies later in the project. The fiatt of the section discusses regionalism
by distinguishing between ‘old’ and ‘new’ approashé the second part, regionalism
is discussed in a meta-regionalist approach wittugoon a cross-border regional

perspective.

4.1.1 Regionalism in a Theoretical Perspective

There are many different theoretical approachesetponalism. It is common to
distinguish broadly between ‘old regionalism’ antew regionalism’ (S6derbaum &
Hettne, 1998; Tassinari, 2004).

Common for the approaches within the frameworkldfregionalism is that the state is

regarded as central to the understanding of amggiassinari, 2004: 20).

In a neo-realist perspective, the state acts wighpurpose of maximising its gains. The
region can thus be seen as an alliance, which malkessible for the state to tackle
external political pressures (Tassinari, 2004: ZBjs perspective suggests that regions

are formed as means to deal with issues of getigadlicharacter. As regards a neo-
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realist perspective;regionalism is understood by looking at the regidmom the
outside-in” (Hurrell, 1995: 47). This suggests that exterregitirather than internal
common features, shape and define the region. Rathe driving forces behind
regional cooperation are processes of otheringexistusion (Browning & Joenniemi,
2004: 236). Moreover, the security dimension can be a présitg for regional
cooperation, as it works as a driving force in orde counter external political
pressures. This is argued to be the reason foeased cooperation in the Baltic Sea
Region immediately after the EU enlargement in 2004en the Baltic States and
Poland became members of the Union (Browning & dieeni, 2004: 244).

‘New Regionalism’, on the other hand, includes mdggmamic approaches. In this
sense, regionalism is formed through a bottom-upcess (Tassinari, 2004: 25).
Moreover, the focus is no longer solely on theestdtut also on the community
surrounding the region. The ‘commonality’ of soagbups with a stake in the region
can be said to play a role in the constructiorhefregion (Paasi, 1991: 24 in Tassinari,
2004:29).

Within the concept of ‘security communities’, tiemmonality or we-feeling among
actors in the region involves an identity-buildimgcess. As argued by Karl Deutsch, a
security community rests on three major pillardegmation, sense of community and
peaceful change (Deutsch, 1957: 5 in Eilstrup-Saragini, 2006: 69). This approach
stresses the point that regionalism relies on timstcuction of specific values that form
a framework of interdependence among regions. Tdrereregionalism depends on
more than merely a cooperation based on commonieseMoreover, the process of
regionalism is taking place from the inside-out, time sense that the internal
characteristics (values and identity etc.) rathleant the external characteristics
(othering) define the region. Furthermore, in casésstrong interdependence the
security community may increase regional cohesiow anake the region an
autonomous entity. In the understanding of Hurnedgional cohesion iswhen the
region becomes the organising basis within the aegacross a range of important
issues”(Hurrell, 1995: 44).

4.1.2 The Relevance of a Meta-regionalist perspecti  ve

In a cross-border regional context, it can be atgimat it is more relevant to discuss

regions from a meta-regionalist perspective. Suge@pective may provide a more

% Browning and Joenniemi are not neo-realists, ey tomment on neo-realism in a regional perspectiv
in the article
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dynamic approach than the ‘old’/'new’ regionalisistohction. In this project deal with
regions ‘between’ member states that have already mstitutionalised within the EU.
Thus the issue of sovereignty is argued to be [@®sninent. Moreover, in our
understanding, the meta-regionalist perspectiviel®ain the precondition that there are
different layers of governance in place, in whikh supranational, the national, and the
regional level all play a role in the process ofgming the region.

Furthermore, cross-border cooperation combinesnateohesion and external unity,
and perspectives from both of these dimensionslghbe taken into consideration
when discussing what cross-border regions are itotest by, and what the driving
mechanisms are.

Moreover, in this perspective there are potentiddlgth processes of inside-out
regionalisation and outside-in regionalisation.sTmeans that since the cross-border
region is sort of ‘in between levels’, it may beedted from above (e.g. by the EU), as
well as from below by regional stakeholders. Reldtethis is that there may be driving

forces promoting regionalisation from within thgjien and from outside the region.

In a meta-regionalist view, regions are definedtésritoriality rather than sovereignty’
(Weever in Manners & Whitman, 2003: 385) and arengd according to the level and
scope of cooperation within the region, rather theing defined as a politically
sovereign unit. In this sense, it is interestindowk at the elements that constitute the
cooperation within cross-border regions.

As argued by Peter Schmitt-Egner, a cross-bordgomeis anaction spacgSchmitt-
Egner, 2001: 69). This means that regionalism isattarge extent defined by the
activities of cooperation in the region. In othesrds, this underlines the importance of
functionality . The perspective of ‘action regions’ also suggéisét the cross-border
region entails a strongdentifiability " and is able to carry out activities on its owmeT
prerequisite for this is a number of commonalit{esstorical, socio-economic and
cultural) and a regional identity with common ihgtions (Schmitt-Egner, 2001: 74).
Esko Antola also pays attention to the social aoisibn of the region, when discussing
regionalism in the perspective of politically destg regional arrangements. He argues
that a region:“(...)has a strong element of a self-defined commyubit interests”
(Antola, 2009: 12). Thus, in order to further ragabsm, actors need to be able to
identify with the region.
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In contrast to the above, Markus Perkmann argussatitcross-border region is defined
as a process of ‘political’ construction in whicbnemonalities are not a precondition
for how the region functions in practice (Perkma2®03: 157). Moreover, it is possible
to create strong cross-border cooperation amongnggin countries that do not

necessarily share a common history or culture.i@rcontrary, ‘a history of alienation’

between regions can actually provide the startioigtpfor cooperation. In this sense,
the importance of history and culture should notumglerestimated, but should be
understood as ‘dynamic’ rather than ‘fixed’. Moreoyvthe argument is that it is the

common challenges that create the basis and wikisg for cooperation.

This point is backed up by Andrew HurreflThere are no ‘natural’ region, and
definitions of ‘region’ and indicators of ‘regionsg vary according to the particular
problem or question under investigatio(Hurrell, 1995: 38).

Overall, this approach suggests that emphasis lsbglut on the discourse constructing
new processes of cooperation in order to deterrairstrong degree of regionalism.
Moreover, the importance of how political actorggeéve the idea of a region and
regionness in the particular case is central te timderstanding of regionalism. One
could argue that this is particularly central te ttiscussion of cross-border regions;
there may not be a specific CBR identity, and tfeeeethe understanding of the region
and issues ofpolitical interdependence in the sense of ‘what policy areas of
cooperation bring the region together’, need temg@hasised.

Soderbaum argues that region can be a region more or Iésand the region should
therefore not be taken for granted (S6derbaum &ndetl998: 9; Schouten, 2008). One
could add a point made by Perkmann, who arguesctbas-border regions often take
shape of informal orduasi-judicial’ arrangements (Perkmann, 2007: 863). In other
words, the region is defined by certain charadiegsbut does not necessarily have a
“distinct identity, institutionalised actor capaly, legitimacy, and structure of
decision-making(Soderbaum & Hettne, 1998: 10). Although this pevas made in an
article discussing different levels of ‘regionness’an overall perspective, it becomes
relevant in a cross-border perspective, where weadaeal with a full-fledged region.
Rather, the cross-border region is bound togetlyea lsomplex web of cooperation,
whereby the cross-border region gets charactesistipoints of reference attached to it:

The cross-border region is constituted by the cadjms that takes place within the
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region. This web of cooperation gives the regiaenidiability as well as it shows the
strength/weakness of the region as an entity.

Furthermore, this point of ‘region in the makingiderlines Séderbaum and Hettne’'s
approach that the region and regionness shouldebe as a process rather than an

outcome.

This point can be exemplified in relation to ingtibns: Regions within the EU are
involved in a number of different institutional angements. InterrgThe Northern
Dimension, and the Nordic Council of Ministers, aeamples of such cooperation
among countries in the Baltic Sea Region. Variousitutional arrangements exist
within different cooperation schemes that rang@sipolicy areas and across regions.
Furthermore, some of these cooperation schemetapyéereby all parts of the region
are not necessarily part of the different instdo#l arrangements in the region.

Additionally, these arrangements can change irc&tre and importance over time.

4.1.3 Summary

We have argued that an outside-in approach chaisegeold’ regionalism, in the sense
that external pressures play a strong role in dejinegional cooperation. On the other
hand, ‘new regionalism’ approaches focus on rediemaas a bottom-up process, with
specific focus on regional commonalities as detemmgi the cooperation. However, we
argue that in order to understand the complexityro$s-border regionalism, we need to
put forward a ‘meta-regionalist’ approach that sk@&to account functionality,
identifiability and political interdependence rathiean security or identity.

Furthermore, it has been argued that the crosseboegion is a dynamic entity that can
be defined as a ‘region in the making’ and notrasacome.

Moreover, these three elements make us able tasdiscross-border regionalism in

relation to the EUSBSR and macro-regions in outyasiga

4.2 Framing Multi-Level Governance

In order for us to develop an analytical framewatiereby to better understand the EU

Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR) andudis what makes it unique, and

“ Interreg is an EU initiative which aims to stimglanterregional cooperation within the Union (Wiebs
of the European Commission — Regional Policy — Réyectives)
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why the EU decided to create it, it is necessargisouss the Strategy in a governance
perspective.

Throughout the process of creating the Strategy Hueopean Commission has
cooperated with and involved actors at the regiomaional and supranational level of
politics together with numerous stakeholders fraffedent sectors in order to create
EU’s first macro-regional strategy. The final oute® of the Strategy and its action plan
also reflects a continuation of this working methdidincludes a net of multi-tiered
actors and stakeholders at all levels having toycawt the objectives of the Strategy
exemplified as flagship projects (European Comraigs2009b).

To better analyse and comprehend this complicatddraertwined relationship, which
characterises the policy-making in regards to ttrat&yy, the theoretical approach of
multi-level governance (MLG) is useful in our prajeMLG explains the EU and its
way of doing governance by looking at more tham nagional politics or politics
between states (Bache & Flinders, 2005: 1-2).

This chapter therefore explores theoretical appresicto MLG, its potential and
boundaries in connection to identifying and underding the method of governance

present with the EUSBSR and potentially future roaegional strategies.
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4.2.1 Theoretical Approaches to Multi-level Governa  nce

Theoretical approaches to MLG perceive the EU gsoletical system rather than

explain a European integration process. In thisese¢ne development of MLG was back
in the 1990’s a new approach and stood in contoasther, at the time, dominating EU
integration theories such as neo-functionalismnbergovernmentalism. MLG instead
focuses on ways to capture some of the decisioringattynamics occurring in the

European UnionRache & Flinders, 2005:1-3iattoni, 2009: 163-165).

MLG, as developed by Gary Marks, defined the conhesfa system of continuous
negotiation among nested governments at severalaeal tiers — supranational,
national, regional and local” (Marks in Bache & Fders, 2005: 3)The notion of
territorial tiers is significant and draws the atten to the fact that MLG not only
include national and supranational levels of pehtgking to be of importance, but also
regional and local levels have to be factored irnvanalyzing EU decisions (Piattoni,
2009: 166).

This means that “multi-level” thus refers to thecreased interdependence of
governments operating at different territorial Ié&s/e (Marks in Bache & Flinders,
2005: 3), whilst the “governance” aspect explains the indrepsnterdependence
between political governments and non-governmeattrs at all territorial levels. The
relevance of non-governmental organisations antoadnetworks are of a particular
trademark to MLG and shows how groups such assalinational governments, expert
committees, civil society groups and voluntary asstoons are highly relevant actors
who are able to exert influence in EU decision-mgkiThey not only engage in policy-
making in the periphery or on the demand of natiggewernmental bodies, but are
indeed present when it comes to policy-implementatimonitoring and evaluation
(Piattoni, 2009: 166-167).

A core argument of MLG is the belief that central’grnments are inadequate when it
comes to efficiently accommodating problems of taach diversity. Meaning that
policy-issues are so differentiated and varied engnagement of world economic
crisis’ at a global level to questions of schoalding at the local level, or in this case,
the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region, thategpance must exist and can be

created at multiple levels of jurisdiction in ordeer be efficient and encompass the
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increasingly globalised policy areas in today’'sistyc(Hooghe & Marks in Bache &
Flinders, 2005: 16).

Distinguishing between two types of MLG

Gary Marks and Liesbet Hooghe further theorised MiyGheorising a Type 1 and type
2 multi-level governance. A closer examination ledge two types of MLG is relevant
for our project as to better understand the sodasernance present when discussing

governance in regards to the EUSBSR.

The first type of MLG, type 1, is theoretically ted in federalism, where focus lies
with central government and its collaboration wstib-national governments instead of
specific policy areas.

Characteristic for type 1 MLG is a spreading ofhawity to jurisdictions at a limited
number of levels of governance with no intersectimgmbership between the levels. In
other words, there may be more levels of governanpéay e.g. the supranational (EU-
level), national and regional levels. However, ¢hex a clear division of powers and
‘who does what’, and the different levels do naéifere with each other.

Moreover, these jurisdictions are ‘general-purpposeiich means that the decision-
making powers have more or less clear-cut defimedsaof management that exists
over a long period of time and are also designethdt This makes the governance
institutions sticky and difficulty to change (Hoag& Marks, 2003: 7-8). Additionally,
type 1 can be characterized as ‘consolidationalistthe sense that there is a general
approach to governance between the different levidis levels of jurisdiction usually
consist of a well-known basic governance structareglected legislature, an executive
and a court system at every level, although conifyiexaries according to level.
Another important aspect of MLG type 1 is the ackisalgement that the nation-state is
being challenged by transnational movements, pyhate partnerships and large
political or financial corporations, but not to teetent of total abolishment of the state.
The nation states and its territorial power ar# géry strong and continue to be so
(Hooghe & Marks in Bache & Flinders, 2005: 20-21).

Type 2 MLG also has some of its roots in federalisat predominantly it is scholars of
neoclassical political economy and public choiceotly who inspired the type 2 MLG
approach. The idea is that.each public good or service should be providedtioy
jurisdiction that effectively internalizes its béitee and costs” (Hooghe & Marks,
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2005:11). In other words, it is not necessarilyrieatly planned federal framework like
with type 1, which makes for the best solution oligy organisation.

Rather, the idea behind type 2 is that the polireynework has to be adjusted to the
particular issues and objectives of the specificpga@rea or region. Moreover, this can
be called a ‘fragmentationalist’ approach.

Related to a cross-border perspective, Hooghe aattdvargue that certain EU regional
policies operate within a type | architecture, bauld be better functioning had they
been subject to a more flexible framework (Hooghkl&rks in Bache & Flinders 2005:
26). This is argued to be the case of the Intepregramme, since resources and
organisational capacity can vary across borders taed possibilities of effective
cooperation are therefore obstructed. Another prabit is argued, is that these regions
are more general-purpose in character than organmath the purpose of solving
specific functional tasks. The argument here i$ @éhanore ‘open’ mode of governance,

yet with task-specific objectives, would create eneffective problem-solving.

In contrast to MLG type 1, the jurisdictions in MU§pe 2 are usually vast specialised
independent jurisdictions with intersecting memhbgrshat are created to solve specific
problems. They are usually very loosely made ang flexible in design in order to
meet the needs and preferences of citizens inyaahoc and functionally manner.
The jurisdictions can also easily be dissolved wlleeir need for existence has
expired:"The number of jurisdictions is potentially vastther than limited; in which
jurisdictions are not aligned on just a few levdsit operate at numerous territorial
scales; in which jurisdictions are task-specifi¢hrar than general-purpose; and where
jurisdictions are intended to be flexible ratheathdurablé (Hooghe & Marks, 2005:
9).

4.2.2 Summary

In this section, MLG has been discussed with spefdtus on the distinction between
‘type 1’ and ‘type 2’ modes. The distinction offeasntrasting forms of MLG. MLG is
apparent within EU regional policy, and the crossder region is confronted with
iIssues relating to the type 1/type 2 distinction.

The distinction is especially relevant to the ma@gional concept, as macro-regions

potentially share features with both types.

34



In the analysis, we will aim to identify elementsrh the two types of MLG in the
EUSBSR and the macro-regional concept in relatothe discussion put forward in

this section.
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5.0 What is Macro-Regional Cooperation and What is
‘New’ about it? — The EUSBSR as a Case

In the previous chapters, we have discussed irdtemavell as external dimensions of
EU regional policies in a region-specific perspeetiFurthermore, we have discussed
regionalism in a cross-border perspective and &sp&Ecmulti-level governance that
could potentially play a role in a macro-region.

We argue that the EU Strategy for the Baltic Segidte (EUSBSR) and the macro-
regional concept bring in a number of new features.

In the analysis, we identify where, and to whateaktthe EUSBSR and the macro-
regional concept provides something new regardihgeet different interrelated
components. Our approach is illustrated in modebelow and is as follows;
in the first part, we analysghatthe macro-region is and what it is constituted\l§th
the EUSBSR as a case, we argue that macro-regioogleration is characterised by
functionality, which can be identified in a numlodéraspects. The macro-region is a new
forum in which a new type of governance takes plaoel is therefore connected with
the second box (model 1). Therefore, the secondgbahe analysis discussbsw the
governance structure in the macro-region is cartstit It is argued that the EUSBSR
draws on elements from multi-level governance, isuturthermore unique in some
aspects and can be characterised as a new form oVerrgance.
Bearing in mind this new form of governance, weuarghat the EU sees the macro-
region as a structure to be replicated in otheropesn regions. The second part is
therefore connected to the third part of the anslyghich examines the reason why the
EUSBSR and the macro-regional concept has beetedreehe main argument is that it
is a new framework that allows the EU to play aeraks an actor. Moreover, the
EUSBSR is a model for a macro-region, which indgisathat there are more macro-

regional strategies to come.

Model 1 Build-up of the analysis: Connecting noveiés in terms ofwhat, how and why

'what' lhuw‘ 'why|
e ®
New Farum New form of governance New mave by the EU as an actor
macro-region —> new type of MLG —> Promoting the EUSBSR as a macro-regional model
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5.1 Characterising the macro-region — a functional relationship

In chapter 4.1, we discussed different approachesgionalism in both an ‘old’/'new’
regionalism distinction, and in a meta-regionajigtrspective. The macro-region is
something different than a cross-border region,datre characteristics with the cross-
border region. Additionally, the macro-region inve$ a broad spectrum of actors:

With the EUSBSR as our example, it can be arguatthie macro-region ‘cuts across’
the regional, national level and ‘EU’ levels of peoation: The regional level is
represented by both governmental and non-goverrahenganisations working with
policies within the Baltic Sea Region. The natioleakel is represented by the Member
States in the Region, and the European Commissesents the EU-level and has the
role of initiating the macro-regional cooperationdamonitoring the process of

implementing the Strategy. This supports the psiirgssed in section 4.1 in relation to

meta-regionalism that a macro-region is ‘in betwiesels’.
This variety of actors involved makes the macrdeeginique in an EU perspective, as
it allows for top-down, bottom-up as well as honi processes of cooperation. In

section 5.2, we return to discuss the particulaeguance process.

5.1.1 A functional relationship

With regards to the EUSBSR, macro-regional coopmraenvisaged within the
framework of the Strategy will partly be based dready existing integrated EU
policies. The Commission has identified fduey challengesthat can be covered by
policies of more or less internal character. On tlleer hand, external aspects of
cooperation in region, which one could initiallieahought would have been included
in the EUSBSR, will be dealt with within the Northe Dimension framework

(European Commission, 2009a: 2-3).

Thus, the element of security policy linked to tbkl regionalism’ approaches is no
longer evident, as sovereignty has already beeregomom the involved Member
States to the EU level on the relevant policy aréas opens up for cooperation based
on functional interdependence rather than securitys is stated in the Strategy, which
outlines that the Baltic Sea Regidi...)is a highly heterogeneous area in economic,

® European Commission — The EU Strategy for thei®&ka Region: Four pillat3o enable a
sustainable environment; To enhance the Regiorsp@rity; To increase accessibility and
attractiveness; To ensure safety and security énrégion.”
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environmental and cultural terms, yet the countri@mcerned share many common
resources and demonstrate considerable interdepeede(European Commission,
2009a: 2). As argued by Bengtsson, the Commissiatisnale of the macro-region’ is
framed by the rationale of solving common problenhereby promoting
interdependence between the countries surrounda@altic Sea (Bengtsson, 2009: 2).
Our interviewees agree to the existence of a fanati interdependence within the
Baltic Sea Region. Hans Brask from Baltic Developtrfeorum (BDF) argues that the
macro-region provides a way to solve problems nedfectively than it is possible
when all EU member states are part of the prockgsr¢iew Brask, 2009: A2).
Asa Andersson from the World Wildlife Foundation \(W#¥) points out that a macro-
regional strategy is a way to ensure the implentiemaf specific EU legislation, since
the geographical scope of the macro-region entail actors across the region share
common challenges (Interview Andersson, 2009: A3).

Johan Friis from the Danish Ministry of Foreign &ffs emphasises that the EUSBSR is
first and foremost project-based (Interview Friz§09: A2). In this sense, the macro-
region provides a framework that ensures that @lbra involved have incentives to
establish cooperation, since they are all intedeatal affected by the issues in focus.
To sum up the above mentioned points, it can beieakgthat the macro-region
represents a new type of regionalism, in that liath a new tool and a new forum for

pursuing EU objectives.

The ‘new regionalism’ approaches, can be regarddoeang in line with the European
Commission’s visions for macro-regions. The impoc& of commonality can be
related to the concept of cohesion which we argoethapter 3.1 to be central to the
discourse surrounding EU Regional Policy. As wasiad, this is reflected in the Green
Paper on Territorial Cohesion, in which the Commissinderlines the interdependence

between regions in Europe (European Commissior3)200

The Commission’s idea is that there are a numbepobties of urgency and importance
in a long-time perspective that need to be treatexdregional European perspective as
it is of common interest to the regions. The EUSBB&uUs on maritime safety is an
example of such a policy, where there is a need¢donmon action within the region.
All countries in the Baltic Sea Region are depehdenthe Baltic Sea, and the lack of
actions taken by one country to e.g. prevent dll-spll have an effect on the other

countries bordering the Sea. Brask argl&here are concrete issues that have to be
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solved. The Baltic Sea is one of the world’s mo#itifed seas. It is a problem that has
to be solved{Interview Brask, 2009: A18).

Added to the above-mentioned point, we argue th@tmacro-region is a functional
region based on political interdependence and sssfie¢egion-specific identifiability.

However, a macro-region does not imply a specédgional identity as such. This point
is supported by Brask, who underlines the ‘horiabattions® of the EUSBSR that are
intended to spur regional coherence and orientationther words, it is more relevant
to speak of a Baltic identifiability rather thameggional Baltic identity. For the moment

no Baltic identity exists (Interview Brask, 20097 A

5.1.2 “No new institutions, no duplication of activ ities”

The Commission has clearly stated that “no newitirigins” should be involved to
implement the Strategy (European Commission, 2008a:Moreover, the Commission
has underlined that creating new institutions ia tase of the EUSBSRvould be

superfluous and perhaps wastefiEuropean Commission, 2009c: 3)

On the other hand, it can be argued that a cledefined institutional framework is
needed in order to pursue the objectives put fawathe strategy. While most national
governments would like to entrust the Commissiostrang role in monitoring the
implementation of the Strategy, the Commission see®wn role as a ‘facilitator’
rather than a ‘leader’ of the Strategy (Schymik &irey, 2009: 10). Andersson would
like to see a strong Commission as well, in ordegrisure effective implementation of
EU legislation within especially the Common Agricuhl Policy and Fisheries Policy
(Andersson, 2009: A4).

We argue that the decision not to create a new bodyplement the EUSBSR has to
be seen in connection with the Commission’s fumaicapproach to macro-regions.
The idea is to have a so-called “integrated apgprpashich means that the macro-
regional strategies are cross-sectoral as wellassdevel strategies (Wolfe, 2009). Had
a new strategic body been put in place, this ctalde been seen as merely another
institution in the region that could lead to ingtibnal overload. Furthermore, by
focusing more on policy than institutions, the Coission aims at handing more

responsibility over to the Member States, whenoihes to the implementation of the

® Besides the four key challenges outlined in th&8BBR, a number of horizontal actions are outlined.
The objective with the horizontal actions is torgase regional cohesion and make the Strategyidunct
more effectively (European Commission, 2009a; 2009b
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strategy. As was argued by Friis, the Member Stateghereby given a new role and

potentially more responsibility to ensure the inmpéatation of EU objectives, within
regional policy (Friis, 2009: A4).

Overall, the idea of “no institutions and no dugtion of activities” has to be seen in
line with the macro-regional mindset where macigiolws are an attempt to organize
the implementation of EU Regional Policy in a neaywbut not to invent new policy

or new institutions.

5.2 Creating new governance

As have been discussed in section 4.2 and 3.1ntlesion of different levels of
governance is often applied in EU policies.

This is also the case in the EU Strategy for th#id&ea Region (EUSBSR) and is
evident within the Strategy and within the procésading to the creation of the
Strategy.

The roles and jurisdictions of the different staidellers are to some extent outlined. In
this chapter, we have identified these and empldiiedtwo different types of multi-
level governance (MLG) discussed in chapter 4.Beable to draw parallels between
them and discover what kind of MLG that definesrlationship between the different
levels of governance in the EUSBSR.

Furthermore, we illustrate the relationship betwéen different levels of governance
and the top-down/bottom-up process in the EUSB3Rs & done mainly to identify

what the actors contribute with in the EUSBSR goaace process.

5.2.1 The Employment of MLG-types in the EUSBSR
We examine where MLG type 1 & 2 can be identifiedédlation to the EUSBSR.

Task-Specific Jurisdiction versus General-Purpose Jurisdiction

As argued in section 5.1, the EUSBSR is based mathar functional relationship. The
key priorities outlined for the EUSBSR are to ggaextent region-specific. The most
prominent example is the Strategy’s focus on emwvitental policy. Here, the Baltic Sea
constitutes a natural framework reference fortakeholders in the Region. This seems
to suggest that at an overall level the EUSBSResalments with MLG type 2.
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Meanwhile the approach to apply macro-regions ffedint parts of Europe shows a
tendency of a general-purpose framework. The rebsomy that if macro-regions are to
be a widespread framework, the concept should bewbat diffuse in order to fit in
different areas and circumstances.

Hereby, the EUSBSR involves policy areas that atieer general-purpose in character,
and could have been priority areas in any otheojgean region. Moreover, part of the
policy cooperation envisaged within the EUSBSR bantraced to the EU’s Lisbon
agend, such as the notions of innovation and sustaiitgbfdditionally, the Strategy
involves horizontal issues that serve a more géparpose. As an example, one action

aims at “cooperation on the transposition of Eléclives” (Commission, 2009b: 68).

I ntersecting Membership

The Strategy, although not trying intentionally dompromise the existing levels of
governance, does include actions, which could ben sas attempts to blur the
boundaries between levels of governance. Herelgyetts an informal intersection of
membership. As argued by Hans Brask, the EUSBSRbitw® regional integration
with EU integration (Interview Brask, 2009: A2). s it can be argued that the macro-
region, in the case of the EUSBSR, can be seemaw gathway of policy-making that
intersects different levels of governance.

Moreover, the EUSBSR can be regarded as an atteynipte European Commission to
commit the stakeholders to regional cooperationy #mereby also turn regional
stakeholders’ loyalty in the direction of the EUnig is evident in cases such as the
involvement of NGO'’s in flagship-projects operateglthe Member States, where the
placement of responsibility and monitoring is oe ttigh level of the Member Stafes
Furthermore, the Commission has not wanted to e€reat overarching institution
responsible for the Strategy’s implementation. Ehegamples all point out that the
intention behind the Strategy is to involve as miawels as possible while delegating a
sense of ownership and responsibility to all lewé#lgovernance (Interview Friis, 2009:
A21). This seems to suggest that the EUSBSR, iardsgto intersecting memberships,
can be placed in between MLG type 1 and type 2. Stnategy aims at involving the
different stakeholders in several parts of the @ssand thereby letting the stakeholders
intersect in different levels of governance, whdéé the same time retaining a

hierarchical structure of governance.

" European Commission, 2000
8 In most cases the Ministries of Foreign Affairsiigs 2009: A19)
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Levels of Jurisdiction

Intersection occurs between the different levelsjurisdiction there is no sign of
shifting the levels of jurisdiction — in fact therfal roles of the Commission and the
Member Sates are designated in the Strategy (Caionis2009:10). Furthermore, the
Commission’s decision not to employ an overarchimgfitution responsible for the
implementation of the Strategy limits the numbejuwidical levels to the preexisting.
This is somewhat evident in the MLG type 1 with staitic and limited number of
juridical levels.

The Strategy also contains elements from MLG typ€&Hh?s is apparent within the four
priority areas encouraging a cross-sectoral appraacthe sense that there are overall
priority areas, which cannot be handled within specific policy area or by a specific
type of stakeholder. Moreover, it opens up foritidusion of many different types of
stakeholders. The concept of employing specifigdtap-projects show a somewhat

experimental approach that allows a great variegctors to participate.

System Architecture

The EUSBSR and the position paper on macro-registrategies outlined by the

Commission does not provide with any attempt tongeathe existing levels of

jurisdiction. As was discussed in section 5.1 na mestitutions have been created with
the Strategy. On the other hand, many differerkestalders have been involved in the
composition of the Strategy and development of Alsdon Plan through the public

consultation process and stakeholder-meetings whdh Commission (Annex 4).

Thereby the governance process opens up for ablexesign (MLG type 2).

However, it can be argued that a new level of guaece is introduced with the
EUSBSR and macro-regions. The Member States araséed a leading role in the
monitoring of the implementation of the Strategyl amll be participating in a 'high-

level group' with the Commission. Thereby, a newyen'political’ role is assigned to
the Member States within EU Regional Policy, in skease that the Member States will
have to ensure progression with the implementatiothe Strategy. In this sense, the
Member States are provided with a ‘top-down toolkeep the lower levelsommitted

to implementing the objectives of the Strategy.

° Government agencies, regions, and NGO's involnetié EUSBSR as priority area coordinators or
involved in flagship projects (Interview Friis, 2B0A23; A25).
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As to the architecture of the governance structasenentioned above, a strong wish to
include different levels of governance has beedexiin the Strategy and the process
leading up to it.

However, it is important to remember that the 8ggtwas constructed and enforced
through a top-down management by the Commission.

According to our interviewees, the “traditional” ER&gional Policy in the Baltic Sea
area lacked a coordinated action plan, managerokatree and political commitment.
They suggest that a high level of jurisdiction isavwas needed (Interview Brask,
2009, A19; Interview Andersson, 2009: A4; InterviEviis, 2009: A25).

The kind of MLG used within the Strategy does inguwareas of both types of MLG
mentioned in chapter 4.2, which seems that the EBFSB based on a combination of
the two rather than resembling only one.

This combination of structure is also evident wiegamining the top-down/bottom-up

relationship of the actors in the Baltic Sea Region

5.2.2 Governance in the EUSBSR

The top-down arrangement, combined with the Comom&s wish to include the
smaller levels of governance and other stakeholdetside the governance-structure,
suggests a new kind of governance mixture stregchanoss MLG types 1 and 2 .

In model 2, we illustrated the structure of the B3R and the roles delegated by the
Commission to the different levels of governancertitermore, the figure shows
processes that have taken place during the creatidnimplementation of the Strategy
and how these processes have influenced the roldifigrent actors. The arrows
illustrate where the governance structure is mahagetop-down processes, and where
bottom-up processes take place.

The left row identifies the different actors. Theddie row (The Role of the Actors)
refers to the role of the different actors in tlwernance process of the EUSBSR: “who
does what”. Some of these roles are clearly statede Strategy, and some are based
on points made during the interviews.

The processes that have been influential in forntivegroles of the stakeholders are
illustrated in the right row. These processes alsmw the areas in which top-down and

bottom-up processes have been applied.
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The European Commission has through the processtiating and creating a strategy
enforced is role as authority. It has utilised thighority in the process of delegating
jurisdiction and roles to itself and the other staddders in the region. Hereby, the
Commission and the Member States are clearly theddovn actors in the structure.
Meanwhile, with the Commission’s wish to integr#te lower level stakeholders into
the process, though the public consultation and ihgolvement in projects, is the
channel though which the regional actors and NG&@is influence the framework —

making it a bottom-up process.

Model 2: The Top-down/bottom-up structure of théSBSR

The Actors The Role of the Actors Processes Creating the Role
- Monitoring - Role as instigator
European - Overall - Role as creator
Comﬁwission Responsibility - Delegator of
- Accountability jurisdiction and

influence-channel

- Leads Implementation
Member States - Project Coordination
- Project monitoring

Regional Actors, - Public

- Regional Specific

Transnational .
o) Knowledge consultation

o - Promoting/ - Involvementin
NGO'’s and Other g

Push-factor projects

The involvement of the EU in the EUSBSR signifiesti@ng hands-on approach in the
governance of the Region. The reasoning behindmi@vement of the EU, besides
that of simplifying and making the architecturalustures more efficient, has according
to Brask been to strengthen the role of the EU, raa#te itself more relevant for the
citizens, businesses and organisations of thedBa#a Region (Interview Brask, 2009:
A2).

In the early stages of creating the Strategy, tom@ission invited the regional actors
and NGO'’s and transnational organisations involwnetthe area to give their position on
how the Strategy should take form, and which isskieg found were most important to

address. By doing so, the Commission wanted tolwevstakeholders and open up for

44



stakeholders to re-position themselves, making gwakdifferent views were voiced in
the Strategy. The reasoning behind was, to be tsuencompass most wishes from
especially the different Member States and hereloyre continued commitment as the
Member States might pursue the initiative if theyrfd they might gain from it. It also
gives the Member States an incentive to take mespansibility for EU Regional
Policy.

The attempt to incorporate so many different olbyestin the Strategy could entail that
it could become too weak, as it might become tdiemintiated in its objective and too
wide stretching.

Meanwhile, the Commission was interested in theatiposof regional actors, NGO’s
etc. as they could contribute with their expertisethe regional arena (European
Commission, 2009:10 & Wolfe, 2009). The inclusidnstakeholders on all levels of
governance, and especially stakeholders outsidgdhernance-structure, could also be
an indication that the Commission wants to ensheesurvival of the Strategy on a
long-term basis. Therefore, it attempts to engafferdnt stakeholders, who could be
vital in continuously calling attention to the S&gy and “push” the Member States to

implement the relevant actions.

The role of the Member States in the EUSBSR govemmaignifies one of the most
remarkable novelties of macro-regional cooperatibhe Member States, first and
foremost the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, meetttwthe Commission in the so-called
High-Level Group’, where the future process of Bieategy is discussed (Interview
Friis, 2009: A19). As argued by Brask, this bringsan independent political level to
EU Regional Policy (Interview Brask, 2009: A2), whiis something that we have not

previously seen.

5.3 What's in it for the EU?

In the previous two sections of the analysis it basn discussed how and in what way
the Strategy is a new form of internal EU govermaimca cross-border regional context.
With this in mind it is interesting to take a steack and examine the bigger picture
behind EU’s decision to create the Strategy anduds what is in it for the EU and

what consequences might follow.
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In chapter 3, we argued that several different kstaps led to the design of the EU
Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR) andBbkés vision for macro-regional
strategies. During the process leading up to th&ERR, there was a considerable
variation between the interests put forward by Ewopean Parliament (mainly the
Baltic Europe Intergroup), the Council, and the @ussion. From potentially having
an external dimension, the final outcome of the nmaegional frame of the EUSBSR
was almost solely an internal EU Strategy, paxiyuking on strengthening the internal
market and having more effective transposition ob-dtrectives. (European
Commission, 2009a: 10).

At the same time different events have played a iol creating the Strategy. The
development of EU Regional Policy gave incentivesiricrease cooperation in the
region. And the cooperative frameworks establishethin other similar regional-
networks outside EU such as the Euro-Mediterrarfeamnership and the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) provided an examplehengtructure of the framework.
Where the EUSBSR is unique, is in its specific foom internal EU policies and the

desire to promote macro-regions in other parthefEuropean Union.

5.3.1 Olympic circles in the EU

The conceptualisation of macro-regions can be deghas a natural next step in the
EU’s approach to ‘the region’ as a framework. Femthore, the EU wants to draw

benefits from creating macro-regions.

Moreover, The Commission has also emphasised HeatEtJSBSR'(...)offers the
opportunity to (...) deliver real benefits for thegien (the EU, red.) as a whole”
(European Commission, 2009a: 11). The EUSBSR tlagsté be seen as an example
for possible future macro-regions internally aslvesl externally, hereby inducing the
enhancement of EU’s role on the global scene. phbist is underlined by Joenniemi,
who argues that the EUSBSR is the first exampla afiacro-regional strategy and a
new instrument for the EU to achieve its own obyes (Joenniemi, 2009: 4). He
argues that: .. macro-regions are not merely depicted as somgthimt the
Commission has to relate to and digest becausetdrin-up pressure from within such
regions themselves: they are instead put forwardragtegral aspect of the essence of
the Union. This is indeed a matter of strate@penniemi, 2009: 4).

46



This idea of macro-regions in the EU is not anrehtinew. Several scholars have
studied this topic (Browning & Joenniemi, 2001 ias§inari, 2004: 201); among them
iIs Esko Antola who foresees a Europe of Olympicleg (Antola, 2009: 8-12). He
argues that the increasing heterogeneity of the daused by a Union of 27 Member
States, will entail that EU is pushed towards dedéntiation process leading to a
differentiated integration model for different regs. This will ultimately result in a
Europe in different speeds (Antola, 2009: 8-9). $l&nask recognises this tendency:
“Innovation policy in the Baltic Sea Region is vefjferent from innovation policy in
Bulgaria and Romania.”(Interview Brask, 2009: A2). He therefore seeseadfor
differentiated policies across the EU in ordemipiiove the relevance of the policies of
the Union.

According to Antola, the Olympic circles will in ¢hfuture, due to increasing
regionalization, become five ‘mega-regions’ covgriespectively the Mediterranean
region, the central European countries within thisegrad cooperatidfy the Danube
regiort* and the circle of Western Eurdpand the Baltic region (Antola, 2009: 10-11).
Some of these regions all have an external dimanagowell, in the sense that they
potentially cover countries from outside the EU {@a, 2009: 10).

Characteristics for the emerging Olympic circles #at they all operate within the EU,
but at the same time have an important externaédgion in the sense that they shall
attract the interest of bordering actors, therebgating a flexible system, where
countries can belong to more than just one Olyropate (Antola, 2009 :13).

It is still too early to foresee whether the Baliea Strategy will feature as a blueprint
for the EU in the future, and whether Olympic a<will be the framework, in which
to solve policy issues and create European integrat a successful manner.

However, Johan Friis mentions that the Councihef European Union has requested a
similar strategy to be drawn up for the Danubeaegivhich is expected to be presented
in 2010.

As for additional macro-regional strategies, thesdl be initiated for the
Mediterranean, North Sea and the Alpine Regionh& Baltic Sea project and the

9 The Visegrad Cooperation dates back to 1991 ansistoof Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary and
Slovakia. The cooperation is founded on the bast®@mmon history, values, traditions, religion and
identity (Website: Visegrad Group - About)

* The Danube region falls under the framework ofla@ube Commission originating in 1948. It covers
13 countries, that all have the Danube river in gmm (Website: Danube Commission)

12 The circle of Western Europe refers to a futurersj region covering Germany, France and the
Benelux countries (Antola, 2009: 10).
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Danube project turn out to be successful (Interviavis, 2009: A2). Andersson also
mentions that she hopes the EU will use the EUSBSRan example to follow
(Interview Andersson, 2009: Al).

With all of the above in mind, the ENP cooperatitime Mediterranean Union, the
concept of Olympic Circles and the likelihood ofute macro-regional strategies, it is
not far fetched to argue that the EUSBSR, althatijha pilot project, is a new step for
the EU to secure better implementation of EU pobey ultimately more European

integration.

5.3.2 The other side of the coin

A concern of countries outside the Baltic Sea Regiould be that EUSBSR might
become too autonomous. This means that a potelowahside to a successful EUSBSR
and the promotion of other macro-regions will ppgsmean an EU in different speeds,
as mentioned above. By strengthening the Baltic FBegion the EU runs the risk of
creating a power-region much stronger than the sétshe EU, which in some way
stands in contradiction to the idea of creatingesidn in the European Union as a
whole. However, our overall impression is that Bi#SBSR has not been controversial.
According to Colin Wolfe from DG REGIO, the focus the Baltic Sea Strategy has
not brought about jealousy from other Member Stausite the contrary, Member
States have been very interested in learning heivadegy could be relevant in their
region (Wolfe, 2009).

Stakeholders in the Baltic Sea Region are mainlsitpe about the potential of the
EUSBSR. As argued by Hans Brask the EUSBSR cansbd as a starting point to
make a ‘regional Lisbon Strategy’ for the EU. Herethe Union opens up for a region
that is able to pursue objectives faster than otkgrons, while at the same time
realising that it is very difficult to set commomasdards for all European regions.
Moreover, he argues that the Strategy has not treated with the intention of splitting
up the EU (Interview Brask, 2009: A2, A12).

This point is backed up by Asa Andersson, who aghat macro-regional strategies
could prove to be an effective tool to deal witbuiss that are not relevant to the entire
EU. This especially concerns problems related taalgural and fishery policies
(Interview Andersson, 2009: 1).

Moreover, it can be added that the fact that th&€ BSR is so functional and ‘action
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plan-minded’ in its framework might diminish thekiof EU developing in different

speeds.

5.3.3 Principle of subsidiarity in relation to the EU as an actor

Both Brask and Andersson argue that the size ofEllemakes it difficult to design
policies that are relevant to all 27 Member StdBrgask, 2009: A2; Andersson, 2009:
Al. Therefore, EU policies might not be specifioegh to deal with problems related
to smaller geographical areas, which is why thecept of macro-regions could be
beneficial. This is in line with the principle ofulssidiarity, which indicates the
importance of making EU policies relevant to thézen by down-scaling policies,
where possible, to a regional or local scale.

The EU’s role as an actor in relation to macrooagl strategies, seem to pose a
potential challenge in relation to the principlesoibsidiarity. As argued in chapter 3.0,
the subsidiarity principle plays a strong role wittEU Regional Policy. By the
governance structure in the EUSBSR analysed inosebt2, the prominent role of the
Member States, as a top-down actor, brings in a demension to solving region-
specific issues. The Member States’ role withinEESBSR could seem to infringe the
principle of subsidiarity that should allow probleno be solved at the lowest level
possible. With the Strategy, the Member States bewome active players in pursuing
the EU’s regional objectives, and thus interferéhwihe role of regional stakeholders.
On the other hand, the regional specific naturghef Strategy could be seen as an
attempt to realize the subsidiary principle reglbynaln this perspective matters
concerning the Baltic Sea or the surrounding Men&iates are handled as close to the
lowest level possible rather then through regialegiisions taken in Brussels.

Much depends on how the content and formal govesatructure of the EU’s first
macro-regional strategy will function in practiééet, a new body or institution to deal
with the implementation of the EUSBSR, which somgional stakeholders wished for
(BSSSC et al., 2008: 10; WWF, 2008b: 4; Local Gowent Denmark, 2008: 5) and
scholars pointed to (Schymik & Krumrey, 2009: 9;nBtsson, 2009: 6), could have
taken on this potential problem.
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5.3.4 Macro-regions from an EU perspective: Balanci  ng aspects of
“deepening” and “widening”

In section 4.1 and section 5.1 the aspect of identas touched upon and it was argued
that macro-regions rely on a cooperation basedumctibnality and region-specific
identifiability, rather than regional identity pse. Given that the EU has a vision to
create several macro-regional strategies, it ex@sting that the issue of identity is to a
large extent left out of the EUSBSR. Especiallycsirboth EU regional policy and
external strategies have had an identity aspeatiaasargued in chapter 3. An example
is the EU’s idea to create a ‘ring of friends’ amduEurope with the European
Neighbourhood Policy (Khasson, Vasilyan and VosOrbie 2009: 217). It can be
argued that the reason why this is not the cade kit macro-regional strategies is that
it is first and foremost an internal strategy.

Even though the EUSBSR Action Plan touches uporstitgect of a regional identity,
this is done briefly and it is safe to say thatatirg a regional identity is not an
essential element in the whole concept of a maegmnal strategy for the Baltic Sea
Region. In the case of the EUSBSR, a possible refmsahis could be that an identity-
component could seem like a step towards ‘detactiritem the EU or decentralisation
of EU policies. This is not the case with the EUEBS

Although there is no wish to create a “region witlihe region”, the macro-regional
strategy is an instrument through which the EUgegigimilarities between the included
countries and due to the supposedly improved comditfor closer cooperation, can

pursue its objectives in an effective way. In otwerds: functionality before identity.

Interestingly, our interviewees open up for theaideat a strong functional cooperation
may actually lead to a ‘we-feeling’ in the future.

Hans Brask is not quite sure how to deal with Hsaie¢ of identity. On the one hand, he
iIs somewhat doubtful as to whether one could spéakregional identity in the Baltic
Sea. On the other hand, he supports a horizontel & cooperation where functional
and practical issues such as awards and publicelétams are created. This could
potentially be steps leading to the formation afegional identity for the Baltic Sea
Region (Interview Brask, 2009: A16). Brask is refgy to the horizontal actions that
are listed in the Strategy’s Action Plan, wheénald a regional identityis listed at the
very end (European Commission 2009b: 71). The EUSBStion Plan states that
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opinion surveys and marketing campaigns, promotdncultural heritage and a
common history book are among the initiatives toréalised, in order to build a

regional identity in the Baltic Sea Region (Eurap&€bmmission, 2009b: 71).

When adding up the above-mentioned points of ‘EUdifferent speeds’ and ‘identity’,
we argue that the EU aims to balance ‘deepening’aafwidening’ objectives with the
macro-regions.

The EU has an objective of deepening. This is dopneooperation on EU policies
regionally in a more effective manner by an “ineggd approach”, which means that it
takes cooperation within several policy areas tl @éth the objectives put forward in
the Strategy. Moreover, it opens up for governatadifferent levels (EU, national, and
regional) and across sectors (governmental and NGO’

The widening objectives, we argue, concern the afeereating a Europe of Olympic
Circles, where the EUSBSR is a model for macroemegjistrategies to be launched in
other European regions and serve as a tool foilEthen pursuing the Union’s own
objectives.

The European Commission expects that macro-regmratept will bring added value
to the EU. With the foresights of establishing noargions elsewhere within the EU,
common model, protocols and guidelines stemmingftbese cooperative structures
might be able to be exported to other parts of peiroutside the immediate setting in
which it was originally thought out. Hereby addealue would be created and the

regional cooperation could be beneficial to theé oé&urope as well.
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6.0 Conclusion

This project discusses and analyses the EU Strdteghe Baltic Sea Region and the

EU’s macro-regional ambitions in light of its ungjgovernance structures and cross-
border regional affiliation.

We conclude that The EU Strategy for the Baltic Region (EUSBSR) and the outline

for macro-regional strategies represent a new andvative approach. In the analysis,
we identify three inter-linked aspects of noveltibat we argue exemplify innovative

features of the macro-regional Strategy for theiB&ea Region.

We argue that the concept of macro-regions comssita new forum for cross-border
regional cooperation that cuts across the EU, natjoand regional levels. The
EUSBSR is to a large extent an internal strategys Ibased mainly on functional
cooperation and characterized by identifiabilitydathe politically interdependence
among actors. The fact that no new institutionsehbeen set up to implement the
Strategy should be seen in line with the attemps$ttengthen functional cooperation
among involved stakeholders solving specific tasisout in the Strategy.

The governance system that characterises the EU3SBSRtually one of the most
innovative features in the macro-regional stratemg what makes is more than just a
strategy paper or an action plane. The macro-regimnum creates the basis for a new
form of EU governance, which cannot be charactéraseeither multi-level governance
type 1 or 2, in the distinction of Hooghe & Marks. many respects the governance
structure in the EUSBSR holds similarities with lbdypes, but has some unique
features as well.

Elements of top-down as well as bottom-up govereadmave been identified in the
EUSBSR. Most remarkable is the role of the MembtateS in the implementation of
the Strategy, which adds a new political dimensmE&U Regional Policy, and bottom-
up process by the inclusion of stakeholders irdiégsgn and content of the Strategy.
The governance patterns of the EUSBSR imply regpeeific as well as more general
elements, and could therefore serve as a modebtftar macro-regional strategies,
which is what is constituted in the idea of Eura@beOlympic circles. Furthermore, we
have argued that macro-regional strategies cowudepio be an effective way of solving
region-specific problems in line with EU objectivé§e argue that the macro-regional

strategy is tool for the EU to exert its role asaator.
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Furthermore, we conclude that it is important tegka balance between the ‘deepening’
and ‘widening’ aspects of the strategy, in ordemtake the framework of the EUSBSR
an applicable model for other European regions.
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7.0 Perspectives

The project identifies new features that constitiie EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea
Region (EUSBSR).

However, the continuance of the Strategy on a Iotgen is based on several factors
that might create obstacles to the effective imgletation of the Strategy. The progress
is dependent on continued political willingness ammimitment. This is especially

relevant, since no new institutions or funding hasn provided along with the Strategy.

The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region has ie Mist six months received
considerable political attention from especiallg tBU level, which is not least due to
the Swedish decision to prioritise the Strategyhieir EU presidency in autumn 2009.
Poland has announced that a review of the EUSBSRbwimade during the Polish
Presidency in autumn 2011. According to our inameaes, the success of the Strategy
is linked to the focus remaining on the Strateghgo aafter Swedish and Polish
presidency, in order for the Strategy not just é@dme a political agreement without
clear follow-up activities. Our interviewees arghat the Strategy has to be dealt with

at a high political level including Heads of stategerview Andersson, 2009: A4).

A further dimension concerns the global financiais. When the concept of a macro-
regional Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region wast fioutlined in 2005-2007, the
financial situation in the Baltic Region was postiand portrayed a potentially
financial prosperous and capable region (Brask,92a®). Since then tables have
significantly turned with a financial crisis hitgnespecially the Baltic economies
extremely hard. Brask argues that focus on thenéiah crisis could overshadow the
commitment to implement the Strategy. Resourcesddmstead be spent on fulfilling
other needs and objectives than the ones set tl iBtrategy (Brask, 2009: 10).
Additionally, the lack of funding of the Strategyould also affect successful
implementation of the different objectives. TheaBtgy clearly states that there will be
no additional funding: The Commission is not proposing additional fundangother
resources at this time{European Commission, 2009a: 11). Instead fundingctions
and projects will come from already existing furglinnstruments (European
Commission, 2009a: 11).
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The above pitfalls could potentially endanger tlhiecessful implementation of the

EUSBSR and are at the same time lessons to be feafnture macro-regions.
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Annex 1: Interview with Hans Brask, Director, Balti C
Development Forum (6 November 2009)

Al: Jeg er meget enig i alt det, der er skrevet (tifsakikler om EUSBSR, red.), og
man kan jo anlsegge en kritisk tone, som er degkéye skal gegre — eller man kan
anlaegge en mere pragmatisk tilgang, og det erjeigtselv har anlagt og som ogsa
anleegges i denne "State of the Region-report:ddeta godt, som det nu kan vaere her
og nu. Fordi strategier i EU har aldrig veeret npbeor man springer lige ud, og sa har
man en genial strategi, som bare er en strategi,rsan kender det teoretisk. Alt bliver
jo lavet inkrementelt, som en del af en masse kommser. Jeg har aldrig set en
strategi i EU, hvor man siger, at det var som mamle forvente med klart definerede
problemstillinger, klart definerede prioriteringsg malsaetninger, og sddan noget osv.
Og nar vi anlaegger en mere pragmatisk tilgangeefatdi at vi lever af denne region,
og hvis vi gik ud og sagde: "sikke noget lort”,lgifolk nok blive lidt overraskede! Og
iseer ogsa fordi vi arbejder sammen med det sveRékéormandskab. Vi har lige
afholdt vores store topmgde i Stockholm den 5-6olwdr, hvilket var i samarbejde med
det svenske EU-formandskab, og de har jo virketiggbrigtig mange kreefter pa det
her. Men jeg vil sige, at jeg anerkender mangeeakhdemiske vinkler, der er anlagt,

og jeg er sadan set enig i dem alle sammen.

Q: Men hvorfor er der brug for en strategi? Der er jo masser af regionalt

samarbejde i forvejen?

A2: Jeg har selv baggrund i EU-systemet og har sid@letem danske repraesentation i
Bruxelles, og har siddet i Udenrigsministeriet agfthmed Lissabon-dagsordenen og
@stersgregionen at gare. Sa jeg har lidt en tilgamd=U-systemet og i stigende grad
via regionen selv og via Bruxelles. Det som er Igelhialt og interessant ved denne
strategi er fgrst og fremmest, at det er den fgvstiear af sin art. Det vil sige, at det er
noget, der bidrager til EU’s institutionelle udvilg, synes jeg. Det andet er, at det jo
ogsa er en konsekvens af EU’s udvidelse og at Efijénde grad bliver fragmenteret
og at forskelligheden stiger, og derfor tror jegdat er en god idé, at man laegger et
niveau ind. — Det kan man sige, at man har hafange ar i EU’s regionaludvikling,
men ikke pa den samme made. Det har vaeret sadahmed at udligne forskelle, men
det har ikke haft et selvsteendigt politisk niveagm man lsegger ind mellem
nationalstaten og EU-systemet. Og jeg synes daeget rigtigt, nar EU bliver mere og
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mere heterogent, at man siger, at der er regia®rhar saerlige problemstillinger og
seerlige karaktertreek, som legitimerer, at man fygs@at uddybe samarbejdet inden for
et geografisk omrade. Vel at maerke i fuld respekt EU’s acquis og EU’s faelles
regler. Og det er meget vigtigt for os. Det hejoeikke et forsgg pa at splitte EU op.
Tveertimod mener jeg, at det kan veere med til aediledre sammenhaengskraft i EU,
hvis man anerkender, at man kan lave, designeakkaitpa et geografisk omrade, som
passer bedre til de saerlige forhold, der gor sigigade. P& denne made kan mange af
EU’s politikker blive bedre og mere relevante. Imatonspolitik i @Jstersgen er
anderledes end innovationspolitik i Bulgarien ogrRenien, sadan er det. Og hvis man
skal lave noget, som passer for alle, kan det vesmget vanskeligt. Derfor skal man
designe noget. Og jeg synes, at hvis man enddakjgfgdet indre markeds review, der
er blevet lavet.. det indre marked er jo nogetetfrdest hellige og praeget af virkelig
feelles regler, ikke? Selv i det review, er Komnosgin kommet frem til, at der er
behov for yderligere udbygninger af det indre mdrkg at der kan veere behov for, at
der laves saerlige programmer og politikker for @isgeografiske omrader, visse
sektorer, visse problemstillinger. Og hvis det sebadant et review siges, at det kan
give god mening at lave nogle del-programmer, somexe relevante for visse af EU’s
geografiske omrader end andre, s synes jeg naueest et argument i sig selv at det
godt kan lade sig gare, og at det er en god itvatsadan nogle strategier, der gar ind
mellem nationalstaten og EU, hvor man lovgiver $téendig ens for alle. Og det nye er
sa 0gsa, at det er en EU-strategi, der kombineggomal og europeeisk integration. Dvs.
at man forsgger at f det bedste af begge verdedet regionale samarbejde har vaeret
preeget af meget svage institutioner: @stersgradet eneget svag organisation med et
lille sekretariat. Uffe Ellemann vil argumentere,fat det aldrig har veeret meningen, at
det skulle veere en steerk organisation, men skaeene og politisk dialog. Ved at tage
alle de positive tegn, der er, og karaktertreek edeidstersgregionen med et stort gnske
om samarbejde over greenser og et hav af netvaeokgagisationer. Ved at kombinere
det — pa mange mader bottom-up inspireret — med Btierke institutioner og staerk
styring, det synes jeg er rigtig godt og relev@i.jeg tror det kan hjeelpe EU med at
ggre EU mere relevant for borgere, virksomhedeomgnisationer, og det kan veere
godt for regionen, at den far gget styrke. Sa defoes jeg, at man skal have sadan en
strategi.

Men den er jo lige blevet vedtaget i sidste ugeyi $ar stadig at se, om det kan lade sig
ggre og leve op til de hgje forventninger, der@er er virkelig hgje forventninger,

hvilket ogsa er godt — det leegger et vist presd@ger ogsa afggrende, om der er den
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forngdne politiske vilje til at leve op til det. \ér spaendte pa at se situationen efter det

svenske EU-formandskab, om der er en ligesa drav&naft.

Q: Vi har leest jeres position paper, og selv om | dr et lille opt-out i forhold til det
beslutningsmaessige, men hvad betyder det, at derki bliver oprettet en ny

institution, som skal varetage og implementere sttagien? Er det et problem?

A3: Det er noget af det, der bliver speendende at senf@amer i stand til at kombinere
et multi-level governance-system, hvor man byggeEp'’s institutioner, men samtidig

abner op for at regionale institutioner kan gaagdspille en rolle. Det er den helt store
test-case. Pa det omrade er jeg en lille smuleasefordi jeg lige er blevet gjort

opmaerksom pa, at vi nok ikke bliver afholder akstwlder-forum til naeste ar, hvilket

vi jo selv synes, ville veere fuldsteendig oplagt.

Q: At | ikke skal veere med til det?

A4: Nej, hvem der skal have ansvaret for at arrangaeeBolder-forum. Det er ikke
defineret i beslutningen (strategien, red.). Dexl §lare veere arlige stakeholder-fora, og
man skal ikke bygge pa nye institutioner, men bengie eksisterende. Og hvem skal
det veere? Vi mener, at BDF er ret oplagt til detdif vi i dag eksisterer som en
platform for, hvor forskellige aktgrer mgdes crossder, siger vi normalt.. cross-level,
altsd vi har fra de gverste politiske niveauemtidesrodsorganisationerne. Og vi har
ogsa det her cross-sektor, som vi synes er vigiitga vi har erhvervslivet, vi har det
centrale beslutningsniveau, vi har det lokale,an byerne, parlamentarikerne. Og vi er
en neutral platform, frem for alt. Det, det nokrtegtil er, at DG REGIO vil samarbejde
med BSSSC, en regional organisation, og sammen @udmittee of the Regions
(CoR). CoR ser jo nu en chance for at fa et nyteddg en ny rolle, efter jo i mange ar
at have veeret et stovet politisk foretagende, bBvijeg mener — det er nu ’'off the
record’..

Det jeg frygter, er at det bliver en DG REGIO-logiler kommer til at praege for meget.
Strategien er jo lavet af DG REGIO i den forstahde kan koordinere, men det er jo
med et bidrag fra alle andre DG’er. Ogsa fra DG ERPRISE og DG MARE og DG
ENVIRONMENT, og hvad de alle sammen hedder. Jelidebange for, at det bliver
den der lidt bistands-agtige logik, der kommeatipreege det.

64



Q: Du mener, at der skal veere en politisk overbygmig pa det, for at det far et

drive?

A5: lkke en politisk overbygning. Man skal bare pas&egt man nu ikke gar ind i den
sektor, der hedder DG REGIO, som taler med CoR, tedéen med regionerne. For det
er jo ikke den samme logik, der er i DG ENTERPRIBEt er det jo meget det private
erhvervsliv.. Det er jo den del, der skal.. Men far se, om det bliver sadan.
Kommissionen siger, at de vil samarbejde med d¥lil2hvor vi planleegger, at vores
topmgde skal veere i Warszawa, nu hvor polakkerheriaritere et fgrste review af

strategien hgjt i 2011.

Q: Ma vi sparge ind til det, der foregar nu? Vi kanjo leese os til nogle ting, men vi
har maske ogsa en idé om, at der skal besluttes neaf de her flagship-projekter.

Det er sveert at gennemskue hvilke, og hvor osv.?

A6: Det er jo ogsa det, der er speendende at se. [leermMmeget ambitigs strategi i den
forstand, at der er mange projekter. Om alle lalader lige stort ansvar, og iseer om
Tyskland lgfter sit. Og ogsa om Balterne, som bl#f&et ingen penge har, om de har
administrativ kapacitet og overskud til at staidspn for det. Det skulle jo nagdig veere
sadan, at det kun er de nordiske lande, som |aftée. skal ligesom vise, at de er
committede til det. Og det er den proces, dergang nu. Siden foraret har den vaeret
meget regeringsstyret. Det har simpelthen veerdiedekoordinatorer, der har mgdtes
med Kommissionen, som har siddet og budt ind oduties Og nu er man igen
begyndt at abne op for, at der er andre politiskeauer, organisationer osv., der kan ga
ind og tage ansvar.

Der er lige en tanke, som kommer til mig.. Nordisknisterrad indkalder til
konference, som jeg synes, | skulle deltage i. &g fror netop ogsa, at Nordisk
Ministerrad vil ga ind at tage nogle politiske amsomrader. | strategiens tilblivelse var
de skubbet lidt ud til siden, fordi man fra sverssite var meget fokuseret pa, at det
skulle veere en EU-strategi, og det skulle veere K@msionen.. S& holdt man i hgj grad
CBSS helt ude, de matte slet ikke komme ind.. Mendisk Ministerrad kom langsomt
mere og mere ind i processen, og nu er man sadéygu kan de godt komme ind og
spille en rolle. Men de burde jo helt naturligttegfda en masse af deres aktiviteter
falder fuldsteendig i trdd med strategien. S& der skentlig ikke s& meget behind the

scenes andet end at de forskellige melder sig énfbyskellige projekter. Og det andet,
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der vel sker, er, at man begynder at sgge om destmakturfondsmidler, med
@stersgprogrammet som selvfglgelig det mest oplddtesa begynder de forskellige
projektholdere at mgdes og ser om de kan lafteS#ejeg tror sadan set ikke der lige nu
sker sa meget endda. Det, der bliver speendende at sm Parlamentet bliver i stand
til at fa sat nogle penge ind pa den budgetlingen £r oprettet.. Der er en budgetlinje
for samarbejde i @stersaregionen, der star bam rikigen penge pa den! At fa linjen
oprettet er det farste skridt at tage. Det kan maskret et mindre skridt at tage, at der
kommer lidt penge ind pa. Vi har forsggt — i detnt@mParlament — at sige, at vi synes,
der skal nogle penge ind pa den budgetlinje, fbali man skal sikre, at man far en
ordentlig governance-struktur. Det koster jo nquege, at holde mgder og indkalde..
og som Kommissionen fungerer i dag.. det har vivetgfordi BDF var et af de
rundbords-fora, som var med til at identificere éder og prioritere strategien i
tilblivelsesprocessen, der havde man et samarhegtk forskellige organisationer. Og
vores topmgde i @resundsregionen sidste ar holdavimen med Kommissionen. Og
det er naesten fuldsteendig umuligt, fordi de hamsaubgle bureaukratiske regler for
stagtte. Sa vi har ikke nogen frie midler til atasngere mader og sgrge for at de her
stakeholders er involveret. Det fgrste er, at depditiske vilje, som jeg naevnte
tidligere. Det andet succeskriterium er, at allehde organisationer og NGO’er bliver
holdt til ilden og opmuntret og faler, at de blivesrt og inddraget. Og at denne her lidt
mere regeringsstyrede proces, som vi har veerenégemu, bliver dbnet op, sadan sa de
kan komme ind og byde pa de her forskellige opgaver

Q: Fgler |, at | har haft det indtil nu?

A7: Vifgler, at vi har veeret ret privilegerede. Vi tear lgbende dialog med DG REGIO
0g jeg ringer og taler med dem, nar jeg vil, naetmleg) kender ham, der er koordinator
osv. osv. Nu har Udenrigsministeriet ogsa lige s@mddansk national ekspert derned:
Catharina Sgrensen — hun er lige kommet dernechogenfgrste arbejdsdag i mandags
og er til introduktionskurser nu. Jeg fik lige emihfra hende.

Q: Vil det sige, at der sidder nationale ekspertefra hvert land?

A8:. Der er nogle lande, der sender nationale ekspéftd@ruxelles for at hjeelpe
Kommissionen med den her governance-struktur. Fer skal jo gerne veere nye

ressourcer til at lgfte den her opgave, som Komones nu har faet, til labende at

66



administrere.. Jeg synes det er godt, at noglecldwad sendt nogle derned. Sverige har

gjort det..

Q: Er det frivilligt?

A9: Ja, nationalstaterne finansierer hovedparten afsdem og Kommissionen topper
op: Det er sadan en 'national ekspert-ordning’d&aer tre eksperter udsendt af lande i

regionen.

Q: Som skal veere der de neeste 2 ar?

A10: Ja, i en periode. Jeg tror nok, hun skal vaere depar ar. Det bliver speendende,
om de (Kommissionen, red.) seetter dem til at la@emube-strategien eller om de nu
virkelig far mulighed for at arbejde med @stersasigien. Det bliver lidt spaendende!

Q: Nar de nu endelig far flere ressourcer..

Al1l: Ja, netop!

Q: Hvilke projekter planleegger BDF at veere med i?

Al12: Vi har Vinnova som strategisk partner. Vinnova er senske innovationsagentur
med masser af penge til innovation. Og der eragsKibsprojekt i strategien, som har
med innovation at gare. Det haber og regner vi raedi skal vaere involveret i.

Det andet store projekt, som vi er spurgt, om Videltage i, er om det indre marked,
hvor Polen har ansvaret. Vi har sagt 'hvor er kogimer | ikke snart i gang?’, men vi

har ikke hgrt noget fra polakkerne endnu. Men mam $ige, at vi har sadan set ikke
ressourcer til at veere storleverandgr i nogle diateprojekter. Vi laver den her rapport
(State of the Region, red.), som seetter noglerafmabetingelserne. Vi synes faktisk, at
den er et flagskibsprojekt i sig selv — det er hike blevet defineret! Vi har haft meget

stor indflydelse pa indholdet af strategien, odnar sagt, at vi gerne vil have den rolle
som stakeholder-forum, som desveerre ikke far tdtaadr. Sa det er det, vi kan. Uden
yderligere ressourcer kan vi ikke.. Men vores ratenormalt, at vi seetter fokus pa
forskellige emner. Det, som vi ogsd synes er magetessant er, at vi haber EU-

strategien ogsa kan udvikle sig til en regional salson-strategi. For Lissabon-
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dagsordenen skal jo reformeres i 2010 og logikkegionaludvikling er jo altsa, at der
er visse lande, der er knyttet gkonomisk teetteransen, og hvor veekststrategier
pavirker hinanden mere end andre, sa hvorfor skuilekke lave en regional

veekststrategi? Det er meget sveert at lave en raigioategi, der deekker alle lande lige
meget. | denne rapport (State of the Region, redk), benchmarker vi landenes
opfalgelse af Lissabon-dagsordenen og vi kan se&j atesten allerede nu opfalger
hovedparten af de malseetninger, der er sat. Sardkah man sige at Lissabon-
strategien begynder at veere irrelevant. Sa dekfarder ssettes en ny — og hvorfor kan
vi ikke betragte det der (State of the Region,)redm en regional strategy for jobs and
growth — det foreslar vi i den rapport. Og jeg fi@ktisk, at neeste ars topmgde i Vilnius

kom til at hedde noget med "Regional Strategy @drsJand Growth”.

Q: Hvordan vurderer du tankegangen om makro-regione?

A13: Det, jeg tror Antola har skrevet bedst — han talarOlympic Circles og det synes
jeg er en meget god made at se det pa. Nu gar kejotil neeste cirkel, og det er
Danube. Balkan — jeg ved ikke om det er helt modedihu. Men det, der hele tiden har
veeret en udfordring er, at det skal veere en EUegitaOg det vil sige, at det skal veere
EU-lande. Med Balkan er der jo stadig mange laddejkke er medlem, men det kunne
de jo nok blive ad are. Sa det er en intern straégterne strategier pa Balkan har man
jo, med alle de forskellige instrumenter, man har. Men i hgj grad vil det veere
relevant. Jeg var i Groningen, Holland, i sidste.uger sidder man og taenker pa "skal
vi have sadan en?” (strategi, red.) og de ledereinefier partnere. Den konference hed
"Hansa Reinvented”, fordi Groningen var faktisk geng en Hanse-by, og de ser lidt
den der historiske mulighed for at koble sig opggstersaregionen. De vil bade veere en
@stersagregion, men er ogsa en Nordsgregion, odiver ba glade, nar jeg siger, at
Danmark er jo i virkeligheden ogsa splittet imelléstersgregionen og en Nordsg-
orientering, ikke? Men de havde lidt sveert ved iatld partnere og er i en lidt
identitetssggende proces, fordi det oplagte videres Benelux, men de har problemer
nok, m& man sige. Og Tyskland er simpelthen barstfir. Men det er i hgj grad ogsa
en Hansetradition, dvs. Hamborg, Kiel, Libeck ogsteok. Men Meckelenburg-
Vorpommern er stadig meget tilbagestaende og ikleelvendt i sddan noget regionalt..
de er nok kommet op i omdrejninger, men de er ikkenmet dertil endnu. Sa

indflydelse til Berlin gar i hgj grad via Hansestew, og noget af det, der er
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udfordringen er netop at holde de store landes ogswmmhed fanget.. Polens og
Tysklands strategi.. det er meget vigtigt.

Altsé det Nordisk-Baltiske er drivkraften, men udinstore (lande, red.), sa taber man
det, der er hele idéen med den her region. Men skahbare heller ikke altid blive og
vente pa de store, sA ma de sma lande ga i forvegedet synes jeg, de har vist sig

dygtige til.

Q: Har det vist sig sveert indtil nu?

Al4: Ja, det har det. Ikke med Polen, overraskendeDekar lavet en stor bog — den
skal | nok ogsa lige se. Vi har haft et fantastiskit samarbejde med polakkerne. Men
det har ogsa noget at ggre med, at den nuveeretgle pegering er fra Gdansk. Tusk
er fra Gdansk, og i det hele taget er Gdansk, soaftcknter i Polen, meget
dominerende. Og lige nu har Tusk via hele det lndid&noct — det var jo Gdansk. Sa
mange har den der @stersg.. men du skal ikke ledti Polen for de ikke har den
mere. Men i gjeblikket er der en positiv orientgrii ser det ogsa som meget positivt,
at polakkerne har sagt, at de vil tage Strategpenderes formandskab i 2011. Men det
er langt fra en given sag, og de starter faktisgehéra scratch. Og jeg tror der er ligesa
mange andre dimensioner ind over deres engagedenhar noget at ggre med, at de
ser de nordiske lande som ufarlige og som godratpn til polsk udvikling, hvor vi jo
ved, at de til tider har haft problematiske relagiotil deres tyske naboer. Sa jeg tror det
er en orientering om, hvor skal Polen veere i frderti Netop det her med innovation,
viden, forskning og udvikling — det tror jeg er mbgman synes er rigtigt at stile efter,

men som jo langt fra er sa udviklet og orientesetn de nordiske lande er.

Q: Hvad med de baltiske lande, som ikke er udsetltat veere koordinatorer pa

mange af Jstersgstrategiens projekter?

A15: P.t. er situationen, at der sker politisk set ugroleget positivt, men gkonomisk er
det meget greelt, og der er nogle, der siger, avaletjodt strategien kom pa nuveerende
tidspunkt, hvor den kan vaere med til at seetteghiditg i kludene igen. Men det kan ogséa
veere en barriere for balternes evne til at tageansgordi de i gjeblikket simpelthen
ikke har penge til at deltage i noget internatibnalv. Sa det er meget vanskeligt. Men
balterne har ikke noget andet valg. De er jo ikkedp globale markeder endnu. Deres

handel gar til de umiddelbare naboer. Balternegséanteresserede i at man ikke helt
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udelukker Rusland: P& den ene side vil de gerngebdet til et instrument til at lukke
endnu mere af. Pa den anden side er deres hanog$jomed Rusland og Kaliningrad,
deres umiddelbare nabo. Sa det er vigtigt for badteat den der eksterne dimension
ogsa udvikler sig parallelt. Den der Northern Disien, som har ligget lidt stille
igennem nogle ar. Men det interne og det ekstepw skulle gerne udvikle sig
parallelt. Det har vi her i BDF gjort vores beskednidrag til, bl.a. ved, at der nu
oprettes et Northern Dimension Business Councit. i3der vi kan blive et udtryk for,
at der sker noget pa den eksterne dimension, Sgmtied at der er s@ meget gang i den
interne strategi. Og i denne maned vil der vaerengbedsmandsmgade, hvor man vil
notere sig, at det her business council udvikigrgores perspektiver med det er, at det
skal veere vores evne til at udvikle den helt unikkigang vi har til Rusland, som jo
ingen andre EU-lande har. Den privilegerede adgaagvi jo netop udvikle, ikke? Den
kan godt udnyttes bedre. Og perspektivet kunne ,vaeman udvikler et regionalt EU-
Rusland roundtable. | EU i dag er der et EU-Rus$sdustrialist Roundtable, hvor
erhvervslivets top i EU mgdes med det russiskeesuslivs top. Hvis vi kunne lave en
regional aflaegger af det, sa ville det veere faistagfodt. Dermed jo ikke sagt, at man
kan fa lgst nogle af de grundlaeggende problemérkale man jo ikke ggre regionalt.
Men man kan fa skabt en masse business kontakgersgnlige kontakter, som bare er
dadvigtige for at fa lgst praktiske ting med erlwgtivet i Rusland, sa det kunne veere til
god nytte.

Q: Vi har bemeerket at @stersgstrategien ikke omhankér meget om, hvad der
kendetegner en evt. identitet i @stersgregionen. Edet bevidst, at man fokuserer

meget pa det funktionelle i samarbejdet?

A16: Jeg har det ogsa lidt vanskeligt med identitet. Nkal bare heller ikke vaere
overfglsom overfor det. Jeg tror i virkelighedem deen femte kategori i EU-strategien.
Der er de fire sgjler, men der er ogsa et horisonieeau, som handler om, at man skal
lave nogle projekter, som understgtter alle de tionklle og praktiske ting. Man vil
lave awards osv. Vi forsgger at lave en Baltic ®@#k-tank, som vil kunne veere med
til at f& debatteret emnerne mere livligt. Alle lier forskere, som vi har talt om, har vi
faktisk inviteret til at veere med til at lave enntetank. Sadan en public debat om
regionen. Det er sddan noget, som langsomt karkledsig til en identitet eller en
orientering. Men identitet er jo et vanskeligt begr— vi faler jo ikke engang, at vi

rigtigt har en nordisk identitet, og en gstersaiidet ligger endnu leengere veek. Men
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jeg tror, at hvis du sparger balterne, sa vil de sat de har en baltisk identitet, og sa har
de vel en gstersg-identitet. Ogsa fordi det er natpeegnsker. De gnsker jo ligesom at
tilpasse sig mere. Jeg tror ogsd, at i Sverigeiolaid fylder gstersgen bare sa meget
mere, end den gear i Danmark.

Sa vi er faktisk med i et branding-projekt, someligr blevet vedtaget. Og vi har
igennem mange ar haft med branding at gare. | &gpeger pa billede pa vaeggen) det
er Simon Anholt. Han er nation branding ekspert.n@m med brillerne her (?) er ogsa
nation branding ekspert. Det er ligesom for aegadtte, at der er nogle feelles veerdier.
Men regionen er s heterogen, og det er et fakDghhvis man virkelig skal have
effektiv branding, sa skal man jo dele mange vaerMen bare det, at man taler om det
og har en offentlig debat med bade hvad man kamlekaikkerhedspolitik, og
funktionelle emner. Det ggr, at sa begynder mameé en feelles orientering. Jeg tror,
vi skal holde det pa det niveau. Men Kommissionan dagt, at vi skal have den der

'femte sgjle’, der maske er. Sa det synes jegnér fi

Q: Sa Kommissionen er med inde over branding-projetet?

A17: Ja branding eller det identitetsmeessige, i sadaneeé lgst begreb, hvor man
maske skal have en award. Der er ogsa nogle, gram "hvorfor laver vi ikke en
feelles historiebog”. Der er mange mader at praesemhistoriens udvikling i regionen
pa. Kunne man lave en feelles om @stersgregionstmrig, som alle kunne vaere enige
i — det kunne godt blive et keempearbejde! Men sédagle idéer synes jeg er

glimrende.

Q: Hvordan ser | strategien om 5 ar?

A18: Lige nu ser man frem til det polske formandskal,fdeste review der. Og sa er
spgrgsmalet om man kan ggre strategien endnu rkarg der. For lige nu er det jo
ikke rigtig en strategi, for der er alle muligesbdnd pjeces. Kommissionen skriver alt
det rigtige; det er en integreret strategi og déeder ting. Det er lidt ligesom Lissabon-
strategien, der er jo ogsa sadan et juletrae mednmallige ting. Og maske kunne man
maske skeerpe det lidt til. Og jeg synes idéen medi@ det til et ’jobs and growth’.. er
en rigtig god idé. Samtidig er der nogle konkratebfemstillinger, man skal have Igst:
Det at @stersgen er et af verdens mest forureneeks det er jo ikke jobs and growth.

Men det er et problem, man ogsa skal have lgst.
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Sa mit perspektiv er det polske formandskab ogwew af strategien der, og ligesom
fa spidset (strategien, red.) lidt mere til. Ocgkaé sadan noget fungere, sa leenge der er
politisk vilje til det, vil jeg mene.

Séa skal man sa se efter 2013, nar de nye struktsfoidler skal vedtages, og hvor
mange penge er der, og saddan noget. Det kan johagssstor indflydelse pa, hvad man

prioriterer.

Q: Er der fejl og mangler ved EU’s 'traditionelle’ regionalpolitik?

A19: Alt dette med, at @stersgen har sa mange institettialet er bade en fordel og en
ulempe. Det er en fordel hvis man har netveerk ognasse mennesker organiseret.
Ulempen er, at det er meget sveert at styre ogrdereget overlap — der har der veeret
mange ulemper. Nu har vi ligesom defineret en feallenme. Sa geelder det om, at vi
alle sammen bliver overbeviste om, at nu skaldéaitarbejde inden for den. S& har man
jo sonderet, og det hjeelper jo meget med koordina%a tidligere har der veeret starre
forvirring, kan man sige. Og i og med, at vi er @&dn platform, har vi forsaggt at
koordinere det, men det er bare dgdsveert.

Hvad siger | selv til det hele?

Q: Det har veeret sveert at vide hvem af de involvedr, der har indflydelse.
Teoretisk set karer vi pa to ben — vi har regioname og den makro-regionale
tankegang, og pa den anden side governance-aspekiedet. For netop at finde
frem til hvad det nye i strategien er. For der er kke nogen ny finansiering, og der
er potentielt set heller ikke nogen nye institutioer, og pa den anden side er der en

form for ramme stadigvaek. Sa hvad er det her for estrategi?

A20: Jeg synes ogsa det her med governance er megess#at. Og det er unikt, hvis

man kan fa det til at fungere. For mig at se kudeiehelt sjove perspektiv veere, at man
overhalede Frankrig og alle de andre, der er tale &t samarbejde, hvor der er nogle
pionerer, og hvor Frankrig ligesom ikke skulle vapienerer og ga forrest og veere
kernen. Man taler ongroupe pionéeeller et 'core Europe’. Det kan veere, at man i
Nordeuropa ligesom overhaler dem totalt indenona, aesige, at nu laver vi bare et
regionalt samarbejde, og det fantastiske ved detehenetop, at det er inden for

traktatens rammer, hvor Frankrig ellers havde tfdlesssig, at de skulle ga forrest.
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Fordi uden for traktatens rammer.. at sta i spidss vi nu siger, at vi kan fa endnu
mere ud af samarbejdet i den her region, fa saesvenalsaetninger for ’jobs and
growth’, som jo ikke skal g& ud over nogen andvegrtimod. Men som bare er bedre
defineret. Det kunne da veere lidt sjovt. Sa kan praxsse samarbejdet videre pa den
made, ved at gare det pa sddan en lgdig madenarifar det regionale til at fungere

rigtig godt. Det synes jeg er et sjovt perspektiv.

Med hensyn til det sikkerhedspolitiske, sa er dange forskere, der laeegger meget veegt
pa det. Det ved jeg ikke rigtig, om man skal leeg@yeneget veegt pa. Den er der jo helt
oplagt, og den kom sadan set ogsa frem, da jegHliand, for de har sddan en meget
pragmatisk tilgang om, at vi skal jo bare samarb@uh nogle projekter, er det ikke det,
det hele gar ud pa? Nej, det er det jo ikke. Sd Jtamisforstaet noget. Det hele kom jo
sig af den sikkerhedspolitiske dimension, som hielen er der. Og alt det her med
Nordstream-diskussionerne, og nar vi kommer inceéer som forsyningssikkerhed
0g energi, Som jo ogsa er et vigtigt element itsgi@n, og det her med 'Energy Islands’
og sadan noget. S& kommer man jo lynhurtigt intkisidan nogle sikkerhedspolitiske
aspekter. Det ligger bare lidt latent og er ikké plgmaere. Men nogle gange kommer

man ind pa nogle af emner, hvor de ting poppegep.i

Q: Men i mange af de emner er Rusland jo en vigtigpiller. Hvorfor er de sa ikke

mere involveret i strategien?

A21: Jeg synes ogsa, at man skal ggre alt hvad man dwmtfRusland bliver
involveret, men de er jo bare ikke involveret ilogsngsprocessen — det er jo bare en
EU.. Men nar det sa er vedtaget, sa skal man je gltrfor.. (at involvere Rusland,
red.). Og vores neeste topmgde bliver i Vilnius.deg bliver Kaliningrad selvfalgelig
en del af det, der kommer til at bliver drgftet. @gr skal man ggre alt hvad man kan

for at fA& dem med ind over.

Q: Men der har veeret noget kritik af, at selv om de blev sat en ny strategi for
Northern Dimension i 2008, sa er det en meget lilldel at Northern Dimension kan
optage af dstersgstrategiens elementer, ikke? Kanan komme til at skyde sig selv

i foden?
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A22: ..0g hvad skal CBSS-sekretariatets rolle veere?jdepwil jo sige, at det er et

Northern Dimension-sekretariat. For der er Rusl@nohed som lige partner. Sa det er
sveert for det sekretariat at have noget med EUgaaé.gDer er stadig en masse
organisationer, som ikke helt har tilpasset sig g virkelighed, hvor der er en intern
og en ekstern dimension. Men det er heller ikkeasadt nar man kommer ned pa et
lavt niveau med projekter, sa skal man jo stadig Her kommer en masse spildevand
fra Rusland, sa& skal man jo selvfalgelig involvdesn. Det er logisk. S& det har ogsa
lidt at ggre med hvilket niveau, man taler om. IW&n kommer ned pa det praktisk
niveau, sa er det helt oplagt, at man bare skal pagjekter med russiske virksomheder,

ligegyldigt hvad det er.

Q: Der er blevet fremlagt 109 hgringssvar op til sategien. Hvor meget har | sat

jer ind i andre positioner?

A23: lkke sa meget. Vi synes, vi kender meget af detndéaaf dem har lobby-
organisationer, som siger "husk nu byerne”, "husk@gionerne”. Sadan en rolle har vi
jo egentlig ikke rigtig. P4 mange mader kan mae,sig vores orientering er den samme
som Kommissionens — "the greater is good”. Og sauaselvfglgelig vores egen
eksisterende placering at passe pa. Men mange hfddag er jo forsgg pa at gare
opmaerksomme pa forskellige interesser, og det énfjoMen jeg har ikke leest dem

alle sammen.

Q: Vi skal ogsa tale med WWF, som jo er meget malteet direkte pa dstersgen og
rensningen af den, og hvorvidt de har oplevet helsituationen pa en anden made.
Og hvordan NGO'’ernes forbindelse er til strategien.

A24: Pa hele det maritime og vandomradet er det jolesberligt kapitel. HELCOM er

jo som international organisation, som har gjort reasse godt arbejde; de har
identificeret det hele og alle planer er der, mermdr bare ingen penge. Og de har ingen
instrumenter til at sla landene i hovedet med. &edet, at Kommissionen byder ind.
Og Kommissionen har taget hele HELCOM's strategi mgtet den udover EU-
strategien, og det synes jeg kun er godt, hvis sgakan begynde at bruge nogle af
EU’s instrumenter. Det var det jeg sagde, at hvas tkan fa bedste ud af EU’s steerke
institutioner, det vil jo veere fint. Men WWF vil jook ogsa.. jeg mener, det kapitel er

lidt szerligt, fordi der er virkelig nogle interesg& spil. Og der er en kamp om at fa last
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et konkret problem. Andre kapitler er maske lidtrensned at udnytte muligheder, og

sadan noget.
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Annex 2: Interview with Asa Andersson, Head of the
Swedish Nature and Baltic Sea Programme, WWF (16
November 2009)

Q: Why is there a need for the EU strategy for thdBaltic Sea Region?

Al: | know why we think there is a need for it (stgateed.). In the Baltic Sea Region
there are many different conventions and agreemémasthe HELCOM Baltic Sea
action plan, and we have a very long list of coiegrs and agreements, but if you look
at them most of those agreements are made forpcieire) or for one specific issue.
Again if you look at the Baltic Sea action planfrddELCOM it is only dealing with
environmental problems, but not with the entireisrg And | think that from our
perspective we can see that the implementation afymof the agreements and
conventions we have so far, have been very week] #nnk one reason for that is, that
you try to deal with it sector by sector. And thevieonmental ministers are the ones
that find the Baltic Sea Action Plan, for exampalad then they go home and meet their
ministers from agriculture or from fisheries or and then they probably don't, or
maybe they don’t agree. So they have problems img@iging things they have agreed
on in the conventions. So | think there is a nedafmore comprehensive strategy for
the entire region looking at both the environmepgispective, but also the sustainable
development and the development of the region| aimdk that is what we need for the
Baltic Sea. | guess from the EU perspective itgs #hat there are issue that are specific
for this region and development of the region safe security, the environmental
problems in the Baltic Sea region, issues thatvamy specific for this region, but
maybe not for the best of Europe. So there wasea me have just one integrated

strategy for this region to deal with issues reteeafor the Baltic.
Q: How happy are WWF with the Strategy? What are yair concerns?

A2: | mean for a start there are the good things. Wiektit is good to have one
integrated Strategy, we think it is one step fodydyut | think the main problem or
challenge if we look at the Baltic Sea is the frishendustry and the agricultural
industry, which are the ones that have the majgrairh on the Baltic Sea. So the big
problem comes from the fishery sector and then awehthe eutrophication problem

that comes from agriculture. | don’t think that t@mmon agricultural policy produces
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an EU policy and the common fishery policy, whishalso an EU policy, is very well
integrated in the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sethirikk one of the reasons is, is that the
two main problems and the two main.., the sectbad should be integrated in the
Strategy is not very well integrated.

Q: How would you have liked these (fishery and agcultural) policies integrated

specifically?

A3: First of all we would like to see much strongen@any more activities dealing with
fishery and agricultural within the Strategy, seytthave clear activities they have to
have to deal with and have to implement and alsatwie would like to see is an
activity that the Baltic Sea region is aiming forvary strong common agricultural
policy. | don’'t know if you know that, but there Wbe a review, a reform of the
agricultural policy and the fishery policy in 2013y what we would like to see is that
the Baltic Sea region as such is aiming for a w&rgng common agricultural policy and
a strong common fishery policy and that they daoasttogether to have such a strong
policy. And that is not included (in the Strateggl) and | think that the reason for that
is, that the fishery sector and agricultural sedidn’t want to have stronger agreements
in the EU strategy and that is a problem of couifsgpu try to take the Baltic Sea
without including the fishery and agricultural s@ctn a very good way than | don’t
think that you will succeed.

Q: But what about the more institutional aspects othe Strategy, which you have
also critised in your consultation paper and your pess release? Where exactly is
there a problem? Do you see that the institutionsra not present enough?

A4: Do you mean when we talk about the governante® exactly First of all if you
look at the Baltic Sea as such, there are so méfgraht interests or sectors that
influence or are influenced by the Baltic Sea ortly status of the Baltic Sea, and if
you look at the governance of those different gscii’s always sector based sector.
You have from the international level, we have édgample for shipping; you have the
IMO International Maritime Organization, that deagh shipping on a global level.
Then if you look at fisheries and agricultural,elikve talked about earlier, that the
common agricultural and common fishery policy frime EU level and then if you look

at the regional level for the Baltic Sea than ya@véhfor example HELCOM that is
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dealing with environmental issues and than in e rcountries in the Baltic Sea region
you have a number of different departments and@gemnd authorities dealing with a
number of different issues in all nine countriesjtss like a mix of so many different
agencies, authorities, different frameworks anaipso it is a bit of a chaos. | think
that if we want to succeed in this region and tllyetake care of the Baltic Sea we
need to simplify this system and we need to hab®dy, someone who can balance
between different interests. We think that the E&ltiB Sea Strategy could be one way
forward to deal with it in a more coordinated antegrated way. But that also means
that you need to have a strong governance of tteegy itself, so | think that is the
long background. The shorter version is that if hawe, if you want the Strategy to be
more than just a paper strategy and if you watat lite implemented, | think you need to
keep the high basis of the Strategy and | think thaans that you need to have it
(strategy red.) at a very high level, so that & b be dealt with by the heads of states
and you need to have a very good implementatiategty with all the different.. ..with
the Commission, we think that the Commission néedgave a strong role, but also that
you need to have small coordinated implementatan the way it is right now, we
have split the implementation on all the differeauntries, so that each country or
group who has responsibility for different projedisit who is really dealing with a big

picture. That is a missing, | think.

Q: How do you then see the perspectives of the Stegy? How do you see the
governance perspective in the future? How do you sdhe Strategy in the next five

years?

A5: | think that it is very important that this wiledd to real implementation of the
activities can create and have influence, so what would like to see is real
implementation of it (Strategy red.) and also tllaey continue to have these
stakeholders meetings like they have had now \kiéhdevelopment of the Strategy, so
every year or something like that they hold stak#dromeetings to discuss the Strategy
and the development of the Strategy and new aesvand so on, and then to regularly
to measure the progress and to report back to highiest level of decision-makers, the
heads of states in the European Council, so thateps the high profile and high status

it has right now.
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Q: How about the shifting of the presidencies, doeéd/WF have any concerns about

this?

A6: We know that Poland is planning to do a followaiphe Strategy, so | mean that is
really good and important that they do that arfuirik that the Commission again needs
to have a very strong role to make sure that theghpthe countries to do the

implementation. It is very much up to the Commissatso to push the countries and be
the watchdog and check that what the countries pewaised are really there.

Q: What is your perception, will this happen?

A7: 1 think this is the chance we will get and | thimkthe near future at least, | think
this is a really good chance and | hope that thenttees in the region and also in the
rest of Europe will take this chance. | hope thatBaltic Sea countries and the EU will
use this Strategy to create a good example for adggons to follow. This is its first
regional strategy of its kind and if we do thisargood way in this region, than other
regions can follow and be something good for tis¢ oé Europe.

Q: How does WWEF think of the aspect of macro-regios, which the EU has very
much been pushing? Does WWF see this as been readisor something the

Commission and EU is pushing unnaturally?

A8: 1 think there are many questions that you haveddal with on a regional level,
especially when the EU is so big with so many coestinvolved, but | think it has to
be balanced between what you do on a regional kewelwhat you do in the entire
European Union. | think that the Strategy for thaltiB is very important and from
WWEF and our perspective, what we try to do in theurfe is to keep an eye on this
Strategy and the implementation of the Strategywaedvill make sure that countries
are reminded of what they have agreed to do. 8k twe see our own role as being
the ones following the implementation to make stlva we don't forget about the

Strategy and make sure that is wasn't just a tthieg raised at the Swedish presidency.

Q: What has then been your role up to the Strategpeing made? How has WWF

been involved exactly?
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A9: We have been involved in many different ways, lwtta national level and also on
an EU level, so we have been part of stakeholdesutations and stakeholders
meetings and the Commission had plenty differenétings where we have been their
speakers and to give our input and ideas and we hEBo sent our comments to the
Commission in the different briefing proceduresythave had. We have also had many
meetings both with people at the Commission, bswb alith different countries in the
region to present our ideas about what kind ofgatsj and activities should be included
and also the more horizontal actions we would ilitegrated, maritime spatial planning
for an example. We have been part of the procedh,ib the meetings, workshops; we
have had discussions with the Commission, with difieerent countries and also we

have tried to push countries via the media andlastito raise the issue a bit.

Q: What are then the most pressing projects for WWP Are you more involved in

any specific projects of the action plan?

A10: | think what is really important for us, is first all, what | said in the beginning,
the integration with fisheries and agriculture @nak is of course because we think the
theme interest in the Baltic Sea is overfishing d@hed eutrophication problem, so
activities related to that, to reduce the nutriethist leak into Baltic Sea and also to
reduce fishing to a sustainable level. | think tilsathe two main things and it is not
really included as specific activities in the BalBea Strategy, but that is something we
are pushing for, and then one of the main actwitigat is part of the Strategy, the
horizontal actions, you have maritime spatial plagrand that we are focusing very
much on. Also a thing we worked very hard on toigeluded in the Strategy and that
is one thing we will closely follow to make sureathithere will be maritime spatial
planning in the Baltic Sea, and that it will be don a very integrated way between

countries and between different sectors.

Q: How do you perceived the governance structure garding “no new

institutions”?

All: | think that is a difficult question. | understaticht that is the way it is, but
sometimes | wonder if it is possible to.., if youant to have a system based
management.., | don’t know if it is possible witkisting structures, so maybe in the

future when you have a new structure, governanstesy for the Baltic Sea and
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hopefully the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea regoam be sent in that direction. | don’t
know if that was a good answer, but this has beerething that they have said already
from the beginning, no new money, no new structunesnew laws. So that is pretty
much were work is. | think that this is one stepMard, but | don’t think you will...??.

What will be needed to really create an integratea use Strategy will be interesting in

the future.

Q: Is the Strategy not just a new Northern Dimensia framework?

Al12: | mean that the Northern Dimension is.., | meatom’t know all the details on
that, but it's not all the countries, it's not atJ Eegional Strategy like the Baltic Sea
Strategy, and | think this is (the EUSBSR, redmething more substantial in a way.

Q: Will it be a problem that the Baltic countries are underrepresented when it

comes to responsibility?

Al13: 1 don’t know. | think that it is important thate@lones that have the responsibility,
who really take it seriously and push other coestrand again that the Commission
need to have a strong hold and also be there th powsntries to do what they have

promised to do.

Q: You don’t see any significant problems in the fet, that the Baltic countries

aren’t primary responsible for different areas of the Strategy?

Al4: What is really important, is that the incentives the countries to implement,
what they have agreed to do. Like we talked abeftdrk, there will be no new money.
But | think it is important for the EU to make suhat the money that exists within the
system, will be focused on those activities witkle Strategy. That is maybe more
important, to make sure that implementation wilppen. To make sure that they
(countries red.) can only get money for those mtsjehat are priorities within the
Strategy and not for other things. That is very om@nt, to make it easy and best
possible to implement the agreement.
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Annex 3: Interview with Johan Friis, Head of Sectio n,
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark (2 Decem  ber
2009)

Al: Som | ved blev strategien vedtaget ved Det Eurdmedad’'s magde den 29.-30.
oktober og handlingsplanen blev bekraeftet. Nu er gang med planleegningen af

implementeringen af strategien og handlingsplanen.
Q: Hvordan har Udenrigsministeriet veeret involveret?

A2: Vi har veeret involveret fra et tidligt tidspunkteDgar helt tilbage fra 2007, hvor
Det Europeeiske Rad vedtog at anmode Kommissionemtdiave en Jstersgstrategi.
Og det er den farste af sin karakter i EU-sammenghas maske global sammenhaeng.
Og det er jo en sakaldt makro-regional strategi.

Det Europeeiske Rad har anmodet om, at der skas$ lavget tilsvarende for Donau-
regionen. Sa det skulle gerne vaere klar til naesteAfheengigt af succesen og
resultaterne af @stersgstrategien, og efterfglgB@uteau-strategien, er der planer om at
lave noget tilsvarende for Middelhavsregionen, Nerdegionen og Alpe-regionen.
Disse tre regioner har man som egnede til makrmnedp strategier. Nar man taler
'makro’ er det ikke pa det helt lave niveau, merdpémere generelle niveau. Man skal
prgve at finde nogle regioner, som er velegnedat thve noget styrket samarbejde og
til at styrke integrationen inden for regionen,dsgmed ogsa inden for EU som helhed.
Det er et projektbaseret samarbejde og nar vi talar Ostersgstrategien er det
koncentreret om fire omrader: miljg, skonomi/vaekgtkerhed, trivsel for borgerne og
energi. Disse fem prioritetsomrader har man optettraf Danmark er koordinator pa 6
af dem (projekter, red.), heraf 3 hvor vi er medkmator sammen med Letland,
Finland og nu ogsa Tyskland pa prioritetsomrade 8yr.som vedrgrer Sma og
Mellemstore Virksomheder. Altsa erhvervsfremmegdbfertalt.

Den proces er sa skudt i gang nu. Jeg tror, ardét forskelligt hvor langt fremme de
prioritetskoordinatorer er med hensyn til at fagang i processen. Jeg ved i hvert fald
at nogle af de danske er kommet godt i gang medletldt opstartsmade; snakke med
dem man samarbejder med. Det er fx Finland pa imisomrade 14 om maritim
sikkerhed.
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Q: Foregar det mest pa ministerielt niveau?

A3: Det m& man sige ja til. Hvis man ser pa alle 19ngtsomrader sa er det langt
overvejende ministerier, der er ansvarlige. Sakaldéssort-ministerier, som har
indsigten, den faglige kunnen og viden pa det pdgeele omrade, der er
hovedkoordinator. Det kan ogsa veere en styrelseeruret ministerium. Pa
prioritetsomradet omkring turisme er det dog eniomgi Tyskland, Nordrhein-
Westfalen, der er koordinator. Hamborg er vist ogsdrdinator pa et enkelt omrade.
Men typisk er det et ministerium/styrelse.

Under disse prioritetsomrader er der 78 flagskibjghter. Nogle af
flagskibsprojekterne er allerede i gang, og nogld gjangseettes. Det starste arbejde er
med dem, der skal igangsaettes, for der skal male fid af hvor pengene skal komme

fra. Du skal sgge om pengene og komme igennemBtugimaskineriet.

Q: Er der kommet nye penge?

A4: Nej, det er inden for de eksisterende midler, idgelr klart nu. S& det geelder om at
bruge de midler, der er og 'fa sugergret ned id@skan man godt sige. De projekter,

der allerede er igangsat, dem er der midler til. @mnsa kan blive behov for yderligere

midler, det ma man sa se hen ad vejen.

Hovedformalet med alt det her, er, forhabentligdabedre sammenhaeng i alle de her
projekter, der er i gang og skal i gang. Og faatsKellige aktarer til at arbejde bedre
sammen. Der er nogle, der har ment at de projelltar tidligere har kert har veeret

noget spredt faegtning. Fordi der ikke var nok gphvem der lavede hvad, og der var
overlap og duplikeringer osv. S& strategien skatevat redskab til at fa bedre

sammenhaeng i de projekter, der er i gang og decliswj der skal igangseettes.

Kommissionen, medlemslandene og Det Europeeiske HRadned det forsggt at fa

hgjnet effektiviteten i projektimplementeringen odnyttelsen af midlerne og styrke

integrationen i regionen og dermed udviklingen i &dun sadan.
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Q: Vi har hgrt, at nogle lande har sendt nationaleeksperter til EU, bl.a. har
Danmark. Er det et forsgg pa at ggre noget ekstragonoget nyt ud af strategien og

promovere processen?

A5: Det er for at have en person dernede, som harréinged pulsen i Kommissionen,
som vi kan treekke pa. Men andre medlemslande et vgkomne til at treekke pa
hende (den nationale ekspert, red.). Men jeg sgiaegiver meget god mening at sende
en ekspert derned, fordi Danmark har pataget sigy dstgrste del af
koordinationsansvaret, koordinationsbyrde, kan siga, med 6 prioritetsomrader ud af
15. Det er der ingen andre, der har. Sverige halléotre, og kommer pa andenpladsen.
Sa vi er helt i front med hensyn til at patage wsvaret for implementeringen. Det tror
jeg er en god ting (at sende national ekspertil ied.)

Q: Hvad er baggrunden for at Danmark har valgt at Hive ansvarlig for, og faet, sa

mange prioritetsomrader?

A6: Da der var 15 handlede det om hvem, der byder Det. handler noget om
profilering i EU: Vil Danmark tage teten og vil Daark promovere sig. Det er vel
primeert det, der ligger i det. Men det giver ogsgle fordele at veere koordinator. Det
giver selvfglgelig arbejdsmeessigt nogle ulempern nsamtidig giver det nogle
muligheder for at seette fingeraftryk og, for atesiget meget firkantet, fa et stgrre
sugergr ned i kassen til gavn for Danmark. Menfglgelig i samarbejde med de andre
lande og projektdeltagere.

Hvis Danmark har nogle malsaetninger, vi gerne ailehfremhaevet, vil vi selvfglgelig
pragve at arbejde for dem. Det kan man bedre sonmdkwdor, end hvis du bare sidder
pa bagsaedet. Det synes jeg giver god mening. Meskdkjo heller ikke blive sadan, at
vi tager for meget pa skuldrene, sa det bliveistor en byrde. Fordi sa er der nogle, der
bagefter vil sige "hvorfor tog | s@ meget pa jerfidgter jo ikke at gennemfgre det. Men
vi har jo faet ministerier og styrelser med pa deg det er blandt andet
Udenrigsministeriets opgave at fglge det og ovesvé@igm nu. Farvandsveesenet,
Sgfartsvaesenet, Undervisningsministeriet, @konood- Erhvervsministeriet osv.,
(folger red.) fremskridt i processen, og fglger désat. Holde mgder i1 vores
kontaktudvalg. Det er Udenrigsministeriets opgavevervage, fglge, fa afrapportering
fra vores prioritetskoordinatorer, at de har gapgpcessen. Det gar vi dels ved at holde

mader i kontaktudvalget, og dels ved at fa statued nderes arbejde med
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implementeringen. Dels holder vi labende kontdkli¢im - jeg sender mails til dem og

skriver ud til dem.

Q: Skal udenrigsministeriet sa igen rapportere tilKommissionen?

A7: Prioritetskoordinatorerne skal afrapportere til Koissionen. Formentlig bliver
farste gang her i foraret 2010. Og da Udenrigsrtergs er dansk national koordinator,
vil vi gerne sikre, at vi er fremme i skoene, ogsiahar gjort vores arbejde. Det pragver
vi at sikre gennem mgder i kontaktudvalget, hvarsigder repraesentanter ikke kun fra
prioritetskoordinatorerne, men ogsa fra andre, dear med de sakaldte
flagskibsprojekter at gare. Det er bade statslmyékke-statslige aktarer, der er med der.
Det kan veere fra Danske Regioner, det kan veefgditec Development Forum.

Q: Det lyder som om det er et meget teknisk samaripe. Ser du et starre billede i
det, ifht. fx at skabe en feelles Jstersg-identitetller identifikation? Eller er det

meget de her enkelte projekter?

A8: Teknikken findes jo pa mange planer: Der er nogetniieringsteknik i at have
kendskab til, hvordan far du skaffet midlerne. Hiét er nye projekter, vi taler om. Jeg
var til mgde i Farvandsvaesenet for et par ugemsiilsaddan et opstartsmgde. Og der
var det, at vicedirektgren derovre sagde, at deehargtig god mand, der kender EU-
systemet indefra, ved hvordan man skriver projedgninger, ved hvor man skal
trykke pa de rigtige knapper. Og ham vil vi virkebruge til at treekke pa og seette
ekstra midler til de projekter, vi vil prioritereNu var det prioritetsomrade nr. 14
(Maritim sikkerhed), vi taler om. Efter at havettaled finnerne, som man samarbejder
med pa det omrade. Sa der er noget teknik i hvordan sgger om midler, hvordan
man laver projektansggninger osv.

Sa er der noget teknik i at drive en proces i sty ®g nd nogle mal. For de her
flagskibsprojekter, der seetter man nogle tidsfriggd et ar, hvor de skal veere
gennemfart. Og det kreever noget fodarbejde og koatidn, nogle samtaler og magder
oSV.

Sa teknik er pa mange forskellige niveauer: detogret med viden, det er noget med at
du kan dine veerktajer, at du har nogle folk, der &perere pa den rigtige made. Og det
er nok meget forskelligt, tror jeg. Nogle famleordi der ikke rigtigt er nogen, der

kender til processen og procedurerne i EU og hvordan arbejder med projekter i det
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hele taget. Projektarbejde — for dem, der ikkepdrawet det for, sa er det sveert. Jeres,

det er jo ogsa et projekt — det er bare en andentyojekt, kan man sige.

Q: Der er jo ikke blevet oprettet nogen nye institioner, der skal varetage

strategien..?

A9: Det er ikke meningen, som udgangspunkt. Man skelkke pa de eksisterende. Det
er jo farst og fremmest Kommissionen. Sa er dete@gtadet og sa pa
Udenrigsministeriet. Ja, man laver ikke nogen starstitution med henblik pa den her

strategi. Man bruger de eksisterende institutioner.

Q: Er det fint, som det er?

A10: Umiddelbart ser jeg ikke behov for nyt. Som jeg det, handler det langt
overvejende om at fa bedre sammenhaeng i projekégefiemselen. Og det er projekter
pa alle mulige forskellige omrader; miljg, klimaneegi, veje, transport, maritim
sikkerhed og ikke mindst forurening i @stersgend&akan vi habe pa, at her om et par
ar, hvor der skal veere en gennemgang af resuleatarmler Polsk formandskab i 2011,
at det bliver meldt ud, at der faktisk er kommetig godt fremskridt i det her. Gode
resultater, positive resultater. At man samlethsetopnaet noget — for at bruge et rigtig
godt ord — merveerdi ud af det. Det koster trodsnaljet: Det koster noget at holde
mgader, rejse, hoteludgifter. Sa de udgifter, deil eiet, de skal jo mere end hentes hjem
ved at du far noget bedre samarbejde, noget bgdezgi, noget hurtigere udfgrelse af
projekterne, men samtidig af en hgj kvalitet. Men mha tiden vise. Vi er farst lige ved
at starte op pa det. Tidligere var det i langtrstmmfang Kommissionen, der var inde
over processen her. Og nu har vi altsa faet etuimsint her, hvor medlemslandene i

regionen skal arbejde teettere sammen.

Q: Du teenker pa ifht. den 'traditionelle’ EU regionalpolitik, hvor Erhvervs- og

Byggestyrelsen fordeler regionalfondsmidler?

All: Ja, sa satte de noget i gang i Jylland. Sa sattenwget i gang i Estland maske,
om noget. Og det vil ogsa kere videre stadigveeky det her (strategien/det makro-
regionale samarbejde, red.) er jo greenseoverskieprojekter, hvor man kan arbejde

sammen om nogle ting. Det geelder fx forurening te@wen — det daekker jo en masse
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lande. Maritim sikkerhed i @stersgregionen deeklggaomange lande. Transport via
veje gar ogsa igennem mange af regionens landegibken vi ogsa samarbejde om.
Der kan veaere noget pa uddannelsesomradet, sorte\dahmen kan have gavn af, og
som ikke bare vedrgrer Estland alene, men somaalliee lande i regionen kan have

gavn af. Pa den made kan der skabes noget synergi.

Q: Hvordan ser du fremtidsperspektiverne for strategien, inden for en 5-arig
periode?

A12: Der er ingen tvivl om, at mange af de projekter, mdser pa formalene, og
omraderne, sa er det nogle vigtige ting. For deidgeevores dagligdag, det geelder
vores fremtid, det geelder. Det handler om at hdxans pa paeren, have nogle gode
veje, gode skoler, sikkerhed af den ene og dennakal@kter. Sa der er ingen tvivl om,
at alle de mal er gode nok og ogsa fornuftige &ihgruge penge pa. Men spgrgsmalet
er altid, om man kunne bruge pengene pa en lidtraniBde og er det den rigtige made
at skrue maskinen sammen pa for at fa de projedderi gang, implementeret og
feerdiggjort. Nar vi taler om sékaldt greenseovedsaide samarbejde, som det her jo er,
sa kan man godt stille sig selv det spargsmalyiatiiu vi slet ikke havde noget af den
her karakter, s& er der maske starre risiko fadeabliver duplikering. Det kan vaere, at
de i Estland laver noget af det samme, som vi laBanmark osv. Sa der skulle veere
starre chance og mulighed for at vi undgar dobdsdjde og duplikering. Det er sadan
en fornuftig betragtning. Man skal vaere klar ovesa@dan er internationalt samarbejde
med forskellige sprog, kulturer og uddannelsessyste- selv i lande inden for EU.
Forskellige tidspunkter man er kommet i gang medilkliigen af sit land. Tag
@stereuropa og de Baltiske lande — de er fgrdiestap med en ny samfundsmodel for
fa ar siden, mens eksempelvis Danmark har haftsvemenfundsmodel i mange ar. Der
kan skabes noget traeeghed og nogle misforstaelgeieinkan vaere kapacitetsproblemer
0g ressourceproblemer osv., der gar at proceskerglider hurtigt og nemt. Danskeren
har en made at arbejde pa, mens tyskeren har eenarsdenskeren en tredje.
Eksempelvis gar danskerne maske hurtigt til dear€tikomme i gang og hurtigt faerdig,
ikke for mange mgder”, mens svenskerne maske ee tilbwijelige til at holde 20
mader, hvor vi ville holde 5 mgder. Det godt vaatenar svenskerne farst har holdt de
20 mgader, sa ligger linjen fuldsteendig klar og &k man derudad. Mens vi holder 5

mader, og der ligger linjen sddan % klar og maepeshen ad vejen.
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Q: Man kalder @stersgstrategien for en ‘'model’ og Kmmissionen har fremlagt et
position paper (Macro-regional strategies in the EUred.), som favner det hele
uden at sige noget helt konkret, og hvor man skrivelidt om @stersgstrategien,
som blev lavet lidt specifikt pa den og den made. &her du, at man kan lave en

sddan 'model’?

Al13: Nogle vil kalde Ostersgstrategien for et pilotpkbjeDet er en illustration, et
eksempel pa en made at gore det pa. Som en test-cas

Q: Man kunne fx ogséa have taget Rusland med.

Al4: Det er vigtigt, du lige kommer ind pa det. Det efttklart, at Rusland er en meget
vigtig spiller i alt det her, fordi Rusland er emgtyg spiller i regionen. Og Rusland skal
— og det er ogsa helt klart og det ligger i kortenat Rusland skal involveres mest
muligt. Jeg har fx veeret til mgde i Farvandsveesémreto uger siden, hvor vi talte
meget Rusland. P& hvilke omrader kan vi identiéicévor Rusland skal veere med. Sa
Rusland var helt klart pa dagsordenen.

Q: Kommer der ikke en begraensning i og med at en dla&f strategien ogsa er, at
man vil facilitere implementeringen af EU-lovgivning? Sa pa hvilkken made kan
russerne veere med? Man kan jo ikke tvinge dem til taimplementere EU-

lovgivning.

A15: Na nej, men der ma man tale med russerne om, \éthpirojekt, der vedrarer et
eller andet med @stersgen, fx forurening i Dstersdier maritim sikkerhed. Vi har sa
et projekt her, som vi mener, ville kunne gavne deitime sikkerhed. Vi mener helt
klart | vil kunne bidrage. Der ma man tale med enmss om det og arbejde pa, at de er
med pa tanken og idéen og projektimplementeringihe mindst. Sa alle traekker

ligesom samme vej til gavn for eksempelvis den timaei sikkerhed i @stersgen.

Q: Hvad med finansieringen?

A16: Det er helt klart, at russerne jo vil undga at leetaest muligt, det er klart. Men

der mé vi finde en modus vivendi — en made at &remen pa. Men jeg vil da mene, at
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hvis det er projekter, som Russerne har gavn afy&@nan finde en eller anden nggle,

som forhabentlig kan tilfredsstille alle parter.

Q: Har der veeret dialog med Rusland?

A17: Der har veeret noget i forskellige sammenhaengea ahtskring @stersgstrategien
og vedrgrende deres involvering og engagemenétegfien. Men konkret har jeg ikke
set eksempler pa noget endnu. Men det ligger tait kkortene, at de skal vaere med
pa relevante udvalgte omrader. Og de skal informeia Dstersgradet, eksempelvis.
Det vil veere et naturligt forum at informere Rusgeom hvor vi er henne, og hvor
langt vi er kommet omkring Dstersgstrategien. §ar@r nok, de skal vaere med. Det er
ogsa vores indtryk, at de gerne vil veere med. Dt en vigtig ting.

Q: Er der forskel pa de 8 EU-landes engagement i bejdet med

Jstersgstrategien?

A18: Nej, men jeg tror det er lidt preeget af kapacitessourcer, vilje, erfaring og.. Jeg
kan godt forsta at de Baltiske lande ikke lige &astg over en masse prioritetsomrader.
De har vel 2-3 stykker i alt, de lande. For dem dhetr veeret vigtigt at markere, at de
godt kan tage sig at af et land for hvert omraee hdir betydning for dem. Men jeg har
ikke faet indtryk af, at der er nogen lande, derek@ meget lavt gear. Det er klart, der
er nogle, der karer i hgjere gear end andre, s&dadet. Sadan er internationalt
samarbejde.

Man kan sige, at Danmark hidtil har kert i et hgggtr, i kraft af, at vi har sat os pa sa
meget, kan man sige. Og treekker sa meget i prates3g svenskerne i kraft af
formandskabet, karer i et hgjt gear. Polen maske iksa hgijt gear. Det samme med
den nordlige del af Tyskland — ikke i hgjeste gedrjeg sige. Finland er helt klart
meget engageret. Finnerne er dygtige og ofte fragtme i skoene og meget engageret
i mange sammenhaenge — ogsa i Jstersgstrategiebalbske lande er maske lidt
famlende, vil jeg sige, men forstaeligt. Ogsa faddihurtigt skifter mange folk ud pa
mange poster. Det gar vi jo ogsa her i Danmark, degrer jo et handikap. For der skal
veere en vis kontinuitet for at fa en momentum egnfirift i processen. Det kraever, at
folk ikke springer fra det ene til det andet. Dekkart noget, som er med til at seenke
processen og treekke den lidt i langdrag. Men detvadtigste, som jeg ser det, er at fa

nogle strukturer pa plads. For hvordan griber menash — starter op. Og hvordan har
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man en Igbende dialog blandt prioritetskoordinateeog dem, der er ansvarlige for
flagskibsprojekterne, og falge den der proces meshimgsudveksling, dialog og
madeaktivitet. Enten med mail eller opsamlingsmgaahéiske 1-2 arligt.

Naeste ar har vi det sakaldte stakholder-forum, segmer til at blive i Tallinn til
efteraret. Og sa skal vi snart have et mgde i dkaldte hgjniveau-gruppe. Det bliver

nok ikke i ar, som vi farst havde forventet, merstdgjanuar maned.

Q: Er det pa Udenrigsministerie-niveau?

Al19: Ja, eller de nationale koordinatorer, og de fleafe dem kommer fra
udenrigsministeriet. Der er et par enkelte landey hiet er lidt anderledes. Fra Sverige
er det faktisk fra Statsministerens kontor, meersller det typisk Udenrigsministeriet.
Og hgjniveau-gruppen — om den sa kommer til at @ddajniveau-gruppen eller noget
andet, det er ikke fastlagt endnu. Men det bliven gruppe, der i den videre del af
beslutningsprocessen er det hgjeste organ, hgpsau — med Kommissionen for
bordenden. Og s& har man det her arlige stakehfudem, hvor alle aktgrer; statslige,
NGO’er, alle projekthavere, er til stede og holuellzeg og snakker sammen.

Q: Pa hvilken made spiller NGO’erne en rolle i proessen?

A20: Pa stakeholder-forum vil de relevante NGQO’er biiveiteret til at deltage. Og sa
vil de hagre pa indleeg, oplaeg, preesentationer, ogdl delv kunne kommentere og veere
med i processen pa det tidspunkt. Men ellers kanazessen nu gennem alle de her 15
prioritetsomrader med prioritetskoordinatorer caglkibsprojekter. Og nogle af disse
flagskibsprojekter vil hen ad vejen blive skrotferdi man finder ud at, at det ikke gar.
Sa vil der komme nye til. Man kan sige, at handipignen er levende og dynamisk.
Det er ikke et statisk dokument, men et levendeudwnt, der skal tilpasses hen ad
vejen til nye udviklinger.

Men det er klart, at NGO’erne far et 'say’, kan nsige, pa et tidspunkt. Men der er
enkelte NGO’er der er med i projektimplementeringeleg mener, at Baltic

Development Forum er med i nogle projekter

Q: Vi vender lige tilbage til et spgrgsmal, vi skde have stillet i starten. Hvor
tilfredse var Danmark med EU’'s Ostersgstrategi, daden blev praesenteret i

sommers. Var det hvad man havde forventet?
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A21: Det er en lang proces, som startede op i slutniaesidste ar. Kommissionen fik
opgaven af Det Europeeiske Rad i juli 2007. Kommissh gar sa i gang med at lave
udkast til strategipapir og udkast til hvordan Hang$planen skal skrives sammen.
Handlingsplanen er baseret pa inputs. Det er gig@piret jo ogsa, for det foregar i
dialog med medlemslandene: Vi kommenterede paesimatpiret frem og tilbage. |
forhold til handlingsplanen er de enkelte medleatsstkommet med en masse oplaeg
til, hvad der skulle i den, og hvad vi kunne patageaf opgaver. Og der har vaeret nogle
mader og konsultationsprocesser for at fa den @dsplSa udkastet til handlingsplanen

kom pa plads i maj/juni maned i ar.

Det er mit indtryk fra det, jeg har set og heart, fogstaet pa kolleger, som har siddet
med det, at processen alt i alt indtil nu er gaeltgDet har vaeret en god proces. Og den
er gaet mere smertefrit, end man maske havde fatve®a man har naet de ting, man
havde sat sig for. | begyndelsen kagrte man melhvairofil fra dansk side. Men der var

sa nogle, der sagde, at "det her er for lav pr&fét er trods alt @stersgen og vores
nabolande. Sa der var nogle, der tog fat og sagd®) hgjner vi ambitionsniveauet. S&

der blev sat nogle kraftige fodaftryk fra danskesid

Q: Det er ikke noget, man har hgrt meget om i medree.

A22: Nej, der har veeret et par artikler. Der var ogsarigt en her for nylig. Det var
noget med regionalt.. Det var i Viborg Folkeblateekt eller andet. Jeg tror ogsa, at
Udenrigsministeren har skrevet en eller to artik® der har veeret lidt rundt omkring.
Men det er jo ikke det, som seelger. Men det vilevéait med nogle succeshistorier.

Vi har veeret tilfredse med processen indtil vid@makring Jstersgstrategien, red.). Der
har ikke veeret noget der. Men det, man kan frygtateen ting er at vedtage noget pa et

stykke papir — noget andet er at gennemfgare deth&rde arbejde er jo nu.

Q: Vi har talt med NGQO’er, som understreger, at manskal blive ved med at holde

et hajt pres fra politisk niveau.

A23: Det er vigtigt, at vi, som national koordinator, Kgmmissionen, som jo har en
stor rolle at spille i processen, at der blivert legpres hele tiden fra de forskellige, der

kan leegge presset. For ellers kan dampen godt dé@dslen. Det er vigtigt for at
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opretholde en fremdrift. For hvis ikke det bliver gucces.. nu bliver Donau-strategien
nok sat i gang under alle omsteendigheder. Mensdiian det godt veere, at man vil sige,

at det her ikke er maden at gribe tingene an pa dié¢ er jo gode leerepenge.

En ting, jeg kommer til at teenke pa: Jeg har vaared til noget projektrelateret
samarbejde omkring.. man taler altid om bottom-gpap-down. Det var ogsa det, | var
lidt inde pa med, at man skal styre det lidt fremaf. Der kan man sa habe pa.. for det,
der bottom-up, jeg har vaeret med til, det kan vaezget langharet noget af det.

Q: Hvad er det for noget projektrelateret samarbejce?

A24: Det gar nogle ar tilbage i forbindelse med nogeARH og TACIS-projekter, og

noget af det, hvor BSSSC var med. Det blev nogétfisisder og nogle sma-projekter
og man drgftede og snakkede. Det blev noget ugdenoget. Man sad 20-30

mennesker rundt om et bord og snakkede om 50.000édr skulle kgres pa en helt
anden made. Vi skal op i noget volumen, ikke? Dar moget, hvor man kan se et
virkelig godt formal med det, sa man far noget edtar money. Selvfglgelig er det ogsa
vigtigt med civilsamfunds- og sma-projekter, og dkal ogsa vaere muligheder for det,
og der skal ogsa gives penge til sma-projekter, man kan altid diskutere hvordan det

skal gribes an og styres. Og det er klart, at uitigheden er der, sa griber mange den.

Q: Det er ogsa noget af det, hvis der skal vaere éritisk vinkel pa det her, som har
veeret diskuteret fra forskeres side: At strategierikke umiddelbart foreskriver en

struktur — det kan godt veere, at den findes pa enevery day basis’ — man i
Kommissionens strategi star der ikke, at sadan ogadan skal strategien
implementeres. Og det abner netop op for, at mangaktarer bliver interesseret i

strategien.

A25: Ja, netop BSSSC — de er sikkert fine og gode, nfanregerne taler for, at vi skal
gribe det an pé en lidt anden made: maske lidt nogrelown end bottom-up. Det er de
selvfglgelig ikke sa glade for. For de lever jodsft omvendte. Men vi lever i en
konkurrence-praeget verden. Det er markedsanddiwem kan lave de bedste ting. Der
er jo forskellige organisationer og alle preoverfaten del af kagen. Men det er jo
politikernes opgave at styre processen og sigenuaer det pa tide at lukke for

pengekassen. Og sa skriger organisationerne jo "lopordan kan i lukke for
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pengestrammen. Det er jo sa vigtigt, sa vigtigd’ d&t er jo det spil, man ogsa skal

teenke pa foregar.

Q: Vi talte med WWF, som gnskede en styrket rolleitKommissionen.

A: 26: Ja, ok. Der skal veere plads til alle og vi levenifri verden og alle skal kunne
spille med og veere med, og udtrykke sine meninln hvordan man sa griber
tingene an, det er jo sd lige det. Hvem der skaéJmvedaktar, og hvem der skal sidde
pa bagsaedet og spille statistrollen. Det er jo mdge det handler om. Og hvor far vi
mest ud af det, til gavn for os alle sammen. S&eden meget god ting at kare det pa

denne made. Men det er jo en test-case.
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Annex 4: Chart




