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ABSTRACT

The present dissertation focuses on elucidating the role of cross-border cooperation
(CBC) organisations in strategic interventions and development processes within a
cross-border regional setting. CBC organisations’ role is analysed in the context of
three interlinked theoretical concepts: multi-level governance, learning regions, and
collaborative regional innovation. This approach makes it possible to analyse how
institutionalised mechanisms like CBC organisations can enhance usage of complex
tools and methods for the advancement of cross-border innovation. The research
includes theoretical research, traditional empirical research including comparative
international research of CBC organisations, and action research.

Firstly, the main characteristics, constraints, and development potentials occurring
in the activities of CBC organisations or euroregions as institutional mechanisms
enhancing regional development are identified. CBC organisations are distinguished
depending on their level of maturity. Secondly, the institutional setup and functioning
of a CBC organisation on a more concrete level is analysed to identify the goal
setting, contradictions, and development process based on the case of Helsinki-
Tallinn Euregio. Thirdly, it is analysed how to facilitate the creation of CBC forms
with public and private sectors and academia (cross-border triple-helix cooperation)
and additionally with active involvement of citizens in service design (cross-border
Living Lab) for the creation of a regional innovative environment.

The dissertation shows that a CBC organisation is a facilitator and an appropriate
framework for fostering innovative and complex CBC forms and tools. The disser-
tation proposes institutionalised CBC models as mechanisms of intervention in re-
gional policy and cooperation between different bordering countries considering the
legal, organisational, financial, and functional dimensions of cooperation. The dis-
sertation results contribute to further research on institutionalised CBC and to the
potential for such mechanisms to contribute to regional development processes,
growth, and competitiveness by inclusion of various societal sectors in the coopera-
tion forms.

Keywords: cross-border cooperation, cross-border cooperation organisation, multi-

level governance, triple-helix cooperation, Living Lab cooperation, innovation-centred
cooperation
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PART 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Relevance of the Topic

Internationalization processes characterising the development of society today have
led to a diversity of cooperation forms for countries and their regions. It presents
new challenges for improvement of traditional administrative areas and administra-
tive units considering the changed needs of the society.

Economic and technological changes and increased mobility of people have led to
new needs in the organisation of regions; they have to cope with the pressures of
the modernisation of regional economies and at the same time be competitive with
other regions. Globalization makes borders more permeable and leads to a rear-
rangement of economic and political interactions. Ray Hudson refers to four strands
of the new economy and the associated institutional and policy changes: inward
foreign direct investment in manufacturing industry and a new role for the region in
the international division of labour; enhancing the region’s technological capacity;
creating an enterprise culture: small and medium-sized enterprises, new forms of
local economic development strategies, and the emergence of private sector ser-
vices (Hudson 2000). Coping with the new restructuring processes in the develop-
mental dynamics of EU integration requires new models for governance, institu-
tions, and cooperation.

The topic of territorial cohesion as a way to decrease regional disparities has nowa-
days significant importance in the ongoing debates on the European Union (EU)
level. Cross-border cooperation is one of the most recognized ways to develop
border regions (Baldwin and Forslid 1999; Brodzicki 2002; Pitoska 2006) and thereby
increase territorial cohesion in Europe. The term ,,region® has two meanings in this
dissertation: territorial units located within one country and cross-border territorial
units composed of the territorial units of different countries sharing a border.

In the course of the studies which serve as the bases for the present dissertation,
the author analysed forms of cross-border cooperation, especially focusing on cross-
border governance, as the governance structures at the regional level are essential
for a functioning cross-border cooperation organisation and influencing regional
development. Cross-border governance has become in the last decade a key ex-
pression of regional development and of dynamics of change in territorial relations
in Europe (OECD 2003). In theoretical literature this topic is usually addressed in
the framework of multi-level governance.

Sub-national level is gradually gaining more power in terms of tasks and competences
in comparison with nation states. Institutionalized cross-border cooperation support-
ing the development of sub-national level serves as one of the tools for implement-
ing social, economic and territorial integration in Europe.
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The studies which serve as the basis for the present dissertation address cross-
border cooperation organisations, which are also called euroregions in the European
Union as special forms for cross-border cooperation. These organisations are ad-
dressed by the author as general frameworks for cross-border cooperation. To-
gether with the concrete organisational solutions implemented in the framework of
such euroregions, such organisations serve as specific mechanisms for develop-
ment of regional cooperation analysed in this dissertation.

The existence of a cross-border cooperation organisation in a region assists in the
creation of other concrete level institutional mechanisms. The analysis of the cre-
ation of “triple-helix” and “Living Lab” type of cooperation is presented in the dis-
sertation. The “triple-helix” cooperation denotes collaboration among public and
private sectors and academia in a region, enhancing collaboration in research and
development, and the implementation of scientific achievements. A “Living Lab” is
an innovative and prospective method allowing usage of technological solutions and
innovation and assist in linking them together for achievement of changes in various
economic sectors and social spheres important for regional development. A “Living
Lab” aims to provide structure and governance to the user participation in co-cre-
ation of new innovative services, products and societal infrastructure. The “Living
Lab” is treated in this dissertation as a potential next phase from “triple-helix” coop-
eration. While planning the empirical studies, the author has synthesised several
treatments of theoretical frameworks of multi-governance, learning regions and
collaborative regional innovation.As compared to the earlier periods, the capacity of
regions to support processes of learning and innovation has been identified as an
increasingly significant source for regional development, increasing competitive ad-
vantage and growth in Europe in addition to decreasing regional disparities. As re-
gional development and innovation are interlinked, the studies and their results point
to the theoretical frameworks of learning region and collaborative regional innova-
tion. It provides linkages between a cross-border cooperation organisation, the models
of governance of institutionalised cooperation, and advancement of learning and
innovation via novel methods.

1.2. The Originality of the Research and Its Practical Merit

The literature on cross-border regions, cooperation, and cross-border cooperation
(CBC) organisations or euroregions can be found in a large variety of disciplines and
these topics have been addressed from very different viewpoints (Anderson and
O’Dowd 1999; Kramsch 2002; Anderson et al 2003; Perkmann 2003; Paasi 2003;
Malchus 2004; Pikner 2008). The dominating topics include cultural-ethnic contacts,
social, political problematics, and those related to geographical location. The European
cross-border regions and organisations have been documented and analysed by Markus
Perkmann (2003). His research covers only the practices of the organisations in the
period of 1958—1999. Similar analysis on institutionalized cross-border cooperation in
the academic literature beyond that date is not known to the author.
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Traditionally the problems of cross-border cooperation organisations have proceeded
from their peripheral location. The first euroregions were primarily the outcome of
bottom-up social action aimed at addressing issues of peripheralization generated by
nation-state borders and an attempt to develop economic situation caused by this
location (Popescu 2008; Diirrschmidt 2006 ). Similarly, cross-border governance has
been often treated in literature as a policy alternative aimed at the reduction of core-
periphery disparities through the development of endogenous potential of peripheral
regions (Gualini 2003; Kosonen and Loikkanen 2004). The studies which constitute
this dissertation have a somewhat different focus. A region consisting of Helsinki-
Tallinn capital regions has been treated from a more ambitious perspective — namely
proceeding from the perspective of development of a new international growth cen-
tre. Cooperation in capital regions has in earlier literature been treated based on Vienna-
Bratislava cooperation (OECD 2003). To date, empirical study of institutionalised cross-
border cooperation and theoretical debate on the institutional mechanisms influencing
regional development in the capital regions have not been explicitly linked.

According to the author the originality of the implemented studies is expressed in
the following:

a. In this dissertation cross-border cooperation has been studied not in the frame-
work of its usual goal setting which is decreasing the drawbacks of border
regions related to their peripheral location compared to core regions but such
cooperation which aims at creation of joint internationally significant innova-
tion-based growth pole. As in this case the cross-border cooperation involves
not only border cities or regions but cities belonging to important growth cen-
tres of the participating countries, especially capital cities, the present disser-
tation is very relevant and topical and has been researched to a small extent.

b. Cross-border cooperation and its institutional mechanism have been addressed
in an original way integrating such modern theories as multi-level governance,
learning regions and collaborative regional innovation.

c. Development of cross-border cooperation institutional mechanism and its prob-
lems have been dealt with following the multi-stage principle moving from less
developed forms and simpler tasks to more developed forms and ambitious
tasks. The author has studied what kind of management problematics may
arise moving from the initial stage to mature stage in development.

d. The author has analysed the implementation of such important innovative co-
operation forms in complex cross-border settings which experiences have so
far been traditionally dealt with in the context of one country (“triple-helix”
cooperation, “Living Labs”). The author has presented as a result of the re-
search how an organisation established for enhancement of cross-border co-
operation can assist in implementation of complex forms of cross-border co-
operation between neighbouring countries.
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e. The author has analysed such novel topic as functioning problems and man-
agement of a special international mechanism created for arrangement of
cross-border cooperation. Its management problematics has been analysed
related to the board representing the institutions that have created the
organisation and its other associated organisations.

Asregions’ economic growth and prosperity are determined to a large extent by the
competitiveness and innovative capacity, the nature of regional cooperation depends
on the actors driving and facilitating that cooperation. Cross-border cooperation can
be a useful concept for local governments in a more globalized and modernized
economy and an increasingly integrated Europe as it allows using the complemen-
tary growth from both sides of the borders.

The results of the studies presented in this dissertation add to the body of knowledge
and enrich the understanding of CBC organisations as important intervention mecha-
nisms in regional development processes and as facilitators of enhanced and more
complex cross-border cooperation forms. The author treats various supporting sys-
tems for innovation in the cross-border cooperation context and opens the differ-
ences and interlinkages of those systems.

The case of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio enables cross-border cooperation organisations
to learn from the experiences of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio in fostering wider coop-
eration with local governments, enterprises and research institutions (“triple-helix”
cooperation). Furthermore, facilitation of the creation of a cross-border “Living Lab”
based on an institutionalised CBC provides a novel approach for creation of an
urban environment in an innovative way.

The presented systematised bases for models and dimensions of CBC organisations
offer valuable information for their work to the decision-makers and managers of
CBC organisations. The EU and Council of Europe’s legal frameworks have been
considered in compiling those systematized models.

1.3. The Aim and Research Tasks

The present dissertation’s author attempts to clarify the role of CBC organisations
in innovation and development processes within a cross-border regional setting. The
CBC organisations and their functioning are analysed in the framework of an inter-
national comparative research, which serves as one of the studies in the empirical
part. The more concrete level findings of the operation of a CBC organisation are
derived from Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio, a cross-border cooperation organisation be-
tween Finland and Estonia.

Cross-border cooperation organisations can enhance relations between both sides
of'aborder and hence support integrated regional development. The author does not
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investigate regional integration itself but the operation of the institutional mecha-
nisms created for increasing regional integration.

The first research task is to study the main characteristics, constraints of activi-
ties, and the development potential for cross-border cooperation organisations or
euroregions as institutional mechanisms enhancing regional development. The chal-
lenges in organisational development processes confronting the managers involved
in the activities of CBC organisations are also investigated. The CBC organisations
are categorized according to their level of maturity as either “initial stage” or “ma-
ture” organisations. The international comparative research of various composi-
tions, roles, forms of governance, legal and financial aspects serves as the back-
ground study for further research in this area.

The second research task is to analyse on a more concrete level the institutional
setup and functioning of a CBC organisation based on the case of Helsinki-Tallinn
Euregio to elucidate more specifically the aspects related to goal setting, contradic-
tions, and development of such an organisation.

The third research task is to analyse how to facilitate the creation of cross-
border cooperation forms with more specific focus like cross-border “triple-helix”
cooperation and a cross-border “Living Lab” type of cooperation using the pre-
mises availed by a CBC organisation.

A generalized survey of institutionalised cross-border cooperation models as mecha-
nisms of intervention in regional policy and cooperation between different bordering
countries is presented. The models are constructed by considering the legal,
organisational, financial, and functional dimensions of cooperation.

1.4. The Setup of the Research and Methods Used

The author has conducted various studies for addressing the research tasks; the
processes have been described and the results and conclusions published in inter-
national scientific journals. The dissertation synthesises the results published in
those three articles. This dissertation is based on the following original articles
incorporated into the dissertation and referenced by their respective Roman nu-
merals):

I Lepik, K-L. 2009. Euroregions as Mechanisms for Strengthening of Cross-border
Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region. TRAMES, 13 (3), 265-284.

II Lepik, K-L., Krigul, M. 2009. Cross-border cooperation institution in building a

knowledge cross-border region. Problems and Perspectives in Management, 7
(4),33-45.
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II Lepik, K-L., Krigul, M. Terk, E. 2010. Introducing Living Lab’s Method as Knowl-
edge Transfer from One Socio-Institutional Context to another: Evidence from
Helsinki-Tallinn Cross-Border Region. Journal of Universal Computer Sciences,
16 (accepted, will be published in autumn of 2010)

In order to prepare for the empirical studies, many sources addressing various theo-
ries encompassing the theoretical bases and problematics of multi-level governance,
learning regions, and collaborative regional innovation had to be worked through.
The institutional setup and functioning of CBC organisations was analysed in the
framework of international comparative research and on a more concrete level
based on the case of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio.

The author used both traditional empirical research as well as action research meth-
ods. Due to author’s employment in the organisation Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio, it was
possible to implement so-called intervention activities (initiatives, conferences, fora,
roundtables, seminars, action, and strategies) and their impact was more concretely
analysed in this dissertation. In the framework of the second and third research
tasks various questionnaires and interviews were conducted. They are treated in
this dissertation not so much as separate empirical research, but in the context of
action and supporting research.

The aim of international comparative research among thirty-five CBC organisations
was to identify the differences and similarities between the CBC organisations and
the greatest constraints and development potential for those organisations’ activi-
ties. The distinction in their levels of maturity was made, namely either as “initial
phase” or “mature” organisations. Legal, organisational, financial, and functional
aspects of those organisations were investigated (Study I and II).

In the case of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio, qualitative data (strategies and development
plans) was used to analyse the characteristics and the legal, organizational, financial
arrangements and functioning of a CBC organisation within a real-life context.

Questions regarding Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio stakeholders, its owners and partners
included topics about Euregio’s governance — the relationships between partners of
various sectors, mechanisms of power, and its role in society. The fourteen in-depth
interviews were carried out with experts (university, local government, entrepre-
neurs) on both sides of the Gulf of Finland to study the prospects for regional inte-
gration between the Helsinki and Tallinn capital regions as the main target area for
the CBC organisation Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio. Prospects and development trends
for Euregio as an institution were separately studied (Study II).

Diagnostic interviews were conducted with fourteen persons involved or potentially
involved in adoption of the “Living Lab” method in Tallinn and Helsinki cross-border
context. This part of the research serves as an investigation of a novel method for
implementation of innovative cross-border co-operation tasks (Study III).
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Part of the results of the study was obtained from in-depth research of one object,
Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio. In interpreting the results, it is difficult to estimate the
exact scale of the multiplication and generalisation of the results to other CBC
organisations as their performance levels vary. It is logically possible to assume
their wider applicability, but at the same time the differences in the development
levels and qualitative differences between the CBC organisations can be limiting
factors. For addressing regional development and enhancement of innovation in a
specific international context, components of both organisation theory and public
administration theory have been applied and mutually integrated.
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PART 2. THE THEORETICAL BACKGROUND FOR ANALYSING
CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION ORGANISATIONS

The aim of the dissertation is to elucidate the role of cross-border cooperation
organisations in strategic interventions and regional development processes. CBC
organisations’ role is discussed in the context of three interlinked theoretical con-
cepts: multi-level governance, learning regions and collaborative regional innova-
tion. According to information available to the author, those theoretical concepts
have not yet been dealt together in the framework of CBC organisations.
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Figure 1. Theoretical concepts of a CBC organisation and its activities (author’s
figure)

2.1. Multi-level governance and cross-border cooperation organisations

Decentralisation processes in Europe have made local and regional governments
more powerful and their capacity to formulate and deliver policy has been recognisably
increased. Local and regional governments, concerned that their economies are
increasingly exposed to global competition, expect to influence public policies so
that they have a real and positive impact on improving competitiveness of the re-
gional economy and the well-being of their populations. This shift of authority away
from national governments to other levels is described as “multi-level” or “multi-
layer” governance (Hooghe 2001). It means that the exercise of authority and the
various dimensions of relations occur across levels of government.

Governance as a term has been widely perceived as a “policy network” or an
“inter-organizational network” (Rhodes 1997), “public management” (Hood 1990),
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“public-private partnership” (Pierre and Peters 1998), and “co-ordination of sectors
of the economy” (Campbell et al. 1991) (quoted from Pierre and Peters 2000).
Governance includes the organisational forms and processes through which eco-
nomic activities in a specific field are co-ordinated and controlled. Hierarchy, mar-
kets, networks and culture are seen as the most important types of governance.

Various regionally based organizations and stakeholders participate in regional de-
velopment and innovation activities, stimulating and co-ordinating their activities and
forming cooperation networks. In addition to actors representing the public sector,
enterprises and representatives of enterprises have an important role as their eco-
nomic success does not depend only on their own organisational mechanisms, but
also the regional governance structure and the institutions in that regional setting.
The aspect of companies will be dealt with in the context of collaborative regional
innovation.

EU policy-making has a multi-layered character. The theory referred to as multi-
level governance argues that the sub-national tier of government is important next
to national and European levels of governance. In the EU context, CBC organisations
are included in the governance patterns as they have been established for imple-
mentation of joint regional development policy. Multilevel governance is a dynamic
process with a horizontal and a vertical dimension, which does not in any way dilute
political responsibility. On the European level, it has to do with the policy approach
embedded in the implementation of the Structural Funds — the main tool of EU
regional and territorial cohesion policy —and as an innovative field for experimenta-
tion with the principle of subsidiarity. Analyses of the European legal frameworks
show that contrary to the Hooghe’s (2001) fear that state sovereignty is becoming
diffused across various levels of government, sub-national authorities use various
forms and channels to influence European policy while sub-national empowerment
does not replace national states and state institutions retain significant control over
CBC organisations.

In this dissertation the author addresses cross-border cooperation and governance
as an element of multi-level governance. Multi-level governance has turned in the
last decade into a key expression of regionalism and dynamics of change in territo-
rial relations in Europe. The term “cross-border governance” can be defined as the
establishment of, and adherence to, a set of incentives, norms, and organisations
that are set up to co-ordinate policy making across political borders (OECD 2003).
Further analyses of CBC organisations in the dissertation are directly related to
multi-level governance theory. Cross-border governance is practiced in a cross-
border setting. Perkmann (2003) distinguishes between two types of cross-border
interaction: cross-border cooperation, defined as “a more or less institutionalized
collaboration between contiguous sub-national authorities across national borders,”
and cross-border region, which is “a bounded territorial unit composed of the terri-
tories of authorities participating in a CBC initiative” (Perkmann and Sum 2002). In
Europe, cross-border regions tend to be territories governed by local and regional
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authorities integrated into, or attached to, the multi-level policy implementation net-
works constituted by EU regional policy (Perkmann 2003; Anderson, O’Dowd and
Wilson 2003). One wide-spread cross-border cooperation institutional structure is a
euroregion. Euroregions are administrative-territorial structures intended to promote
cross-border cooperation between neighbouring local or regional authorities of dif-
ferent countries located along shared state borders. In this dissertation a CBC
organisation and a euroregion are treated as synonyms.

Perkmann (2003) argues that CBC organisations “represent a specific challenge
within public governance due their atypical, non-nested territorial set-up: As their
constituent parts — municipalities, districts and other sub-national jurisdictions — be-
long to different nation states, they do not operate in a conventional context of public
administration defined by legal competencies and decision-making mechanisms rooted
in public law.” Based on the analyses of the development of CBC organisations, it
can be concluded that they have been operating on voluntary co-operation basis
between partners. When cooperation has advanced, the organisations have been
institutionalised. In cooperation networks the partners have acted within a context
of pragmatically defined and mutually recognised set of rules and “even operated
outside public law and resorted to civil law arrangements” (Malchus 2004).

The author analyses the legal frameworks imposed today by the EU and the Coun-
cil of Europe that could assist in overcoming some of the legal obstacles faced in the
work of CBC organisations. EU has additionally developed what has been defined
as a strategy of multi-level institutionalisation (Scott 1999) which means vertical and
horizontal interregional linkages. At the same time the nation-states maintain an
important mediating and supervisory role in cross-border co-operation. Scott’s criti-
cism of cross-border cooperation includes the argumentation that CBC initiatives
appear in many cases to consist of relatively loosely related policy measures, only
partially capable of addressing EU’s aim of territorial cohesion (Scott 1999). He is
critical of public sector’s dominance in CBC, its bureaucratic complexity, and the
dependence of CBC on exogenous incentives (both material and political). The
author’s empirical research findings (Study I) support the criticism to some extent.
In the dissertation (Study I) two frameworks provided on the European level — the
European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC), a regulation of the EU and
Protocol No. 3 to the European Outline Convention on Transfrontier Co-operation
between Territorial Communities or Authorities concerning Euroregional Co-opera-
tion Groupings (ECQG) of the Council of Europe are analysed. Both frameworks
allow provision of legal form to the cross-border cooperation involving an enlarged
partnership with a variety of socioeconomic actors in addition to public sector repre-
sentatives. The areas of application are varied, allowing a very broad scope of joint
cross-border initiatives. The advantage of involving an enlarged partnership is that
the competence of CBC organisations is increased.

Cross-border governance institutions have been analysed in political science from
the viewpoints of thickness and territorial incorporation (Church and Reid 1999,
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Amin and Thrift 1994). It can be concluded that cross-border governance institu-
tions and their ability to reach political objectives can be evaluated along four lines:

“1) the nature and integrity of co-operation (social capital in the region); 2) the
positioning strategies of the partners (costs and benefits of co-operation versus
non-co-operation); 3) the contribution to organisational diversity (risk diminution
and stability); and 4) the interaction between cross-border co-operation and other
national, local and regional networks (transaction costs between institutions)” (OECD
2003).

In theoretical literature “governance® is said to focus on the dynamic side - the
process and outcomes - rather than on the static side, the formal institutional ar-
rangements referred to as “government”. Institutional systems remain important,
according to the author. They determine roles and interactions among the different
actors having impact in regional development. For the creation of governance it is
necessary to establish institutional arrangements in which different actors work in a
cooperative manner for common purposes. Hence, the case of Helsinki-Tallinn
Euregio as an institutionalised cross-border cooperation organisation grown out of a
network provides good ground for analysing the institutional setup, functions and
interactions of actors at various levels of governance.

Changes in the structure of the economy and its modernisation needs call for im-
proved cross-border governance models. The ability of regions to shift towards
knowledge-economy has been identified as a significant driver of regional competi-
tiveness. In that context develops the need to support learning processes and inno-
vation; hence the creation of necessary networks and forms of activities for innova-
tion and collaborative learning constitutes an important part in the activities of “ma-
ture” CBC organisations.

2.2. Learning regions and cross-border cooperation organisations

National economies have become global, reducing states’ control over flows of
investment and exposing regions directly to the effects of international competition.
This has focused attention on the need for regional-level intervention in policy pro-
cesses during which regions could shape their own development prospects in a
climate of rapid technological change and increased capital mobility (Amin and Thrift
1994). In view of the shift towards a “knowledge-driven economy” in the 1980s and
1990s, extra-economic relations and the capacity of regions to support processes of
learning and innovation have been identified as significant sources of competitive
advantage (Amin and Thrift 1994; Jessop 2000). Innovation is often a social exer-
cise in which a range of different actors participates in a collective learning process.
Public policy can help by exploring the sources of endogenous potential and strength-
ening the capacity of actors for self-development by creating a climate conducive to
learning and removing obstacles to co-operation and interaction. Innovations are
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not very exceptional phenomena; on the contrary, they can take place at any time in
all areas of the economy. Therefore, they have to be conceptualised as ubiquitous
phenomena (Lundvall 1992). At the same time innovation and development are two
terms that refer to partially overlapping concepts. Whenever the author refers to
innovation supporting regional development, the broadest definition of innovation is
used. Using the concept this way, there is no need to associate innovations only with
major changes, incremental changes are also included in the concept of innovation
and it can occur in all economic areas, thus supporting knowledge-based economic
development.

In the 1990s, a theory of learning regions (Florida 1995) emerged as a response to
the shift from comparative advantage of the leading industrialized countries to knowl-
edge-based economic activity. This emergence of learning regions reflects the grow-
ing importance of the social and institutional foundations of economic growth (Lawson
et al 1998). In his “Competitive Advantage of Nations” (1990) Porter recognized
that nations and regions could maximize their competitive advantage by developing
specialized complexes of interrelated industries as the majority of economic activity
takes place at the regional level. Some of his ideas are continuously applied to cities
and regions. The shift from an economics of regions based on comparative advan-
tage to concern with competitive advantage has institutional prerequisites and the
need for new models of governance to cope with the new economic challenges
(Brenner 1999, Scott 1998).

From the point of view of this dissertation, the author has tried to interlink theories
dealing with the enhancement of innovation for the economic growth of the regions
and governance forms treated in public administration theories. Amin and Thrift
(1994) present the importance of locally specific social and institutional factors in
shaping economic development, particularly in terms of supporting innovation and
entrepreneurship through the development of collaboration and trust between firms
and institutions. Thus moving towards an open innovation climate (Chesbrough 2003)
is considered increasingly significant, and is dealt with in Study III.

Since the 1990s knowledge has been claimed as the most important resource in
economy and learning the most important process (Lundvall 1994; Florida 1995).
The increased importance of collaborative forms of innovation and learning within
regional economies has led to a paradigm shift from individual to collective and
organisational learning, emphasizing the knowledge created by individuals appropri-
ating knowledge from outside or by creating new knowledge in interaction and col-
laboration with other organisations that support innovation and growth. The terms
“learning region” and a “learning organisation” are ever increasingly used. “Orga-
nizations where people continually expand their capacity to create the results they
truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where
collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning to learn
together” are defined as learning organisations by Senge (1990). As a learning
organisation it is possible to treat the organisation in a narrow sense, but also in the
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sense of a cooperation network created around the organisation. “As the learning
processes require a degree of continuity and stability they are likely to be facilitated
by spatial proximity” (MacKinnon 2002) which becomes important in case of CBC
and CBC organisations. The author’s Study II addresses CBC organisations as
learning organisations. Unlike Senge who suggests that all characteristics must be
simultaneously developed, O’Keeffee (2002) suggests that the characteristics of a
learning organization are gradually acquired factors. Most of the authors have men-
tioned information sharing, storage, and transformation. Environment scanning, ex-
perimentation and system problem solving are the most relevant characteristics of
learning organizations. In addition, also empowerment, participation, strong culture,
and team learning are mentioned by different authors. It is common to many theo-
rists that a learning organization is created, when the results of learning are
institutionalised (Alas 2006).

Having learning-related benefits of cross-border cooperation necessitates gover-
nance structures that facilitate cross-border co-operation. According to Perkmann
cross-border regions cannot be governed in the traditional territorial and political
sense. Instead, they are governed through various networks between multiple pub-
lic and private actors and depend on the nature of socioeconomic relationships across
the border (Perkmann and Sum 2002). Additionally, the competitive non-material
advantages rendered in the close interaction of various sectors are claimed to be
located at the regional level rather than on the national level. As it is argued that the
learning region concept can be applied to less favoured regions as well as more
advanced ones (Florida 1995), the theory can well be applied in the case of CBC
organisations which possess various performance levels (Study I).

High interaction between the various societal sectors is referred to as “triple helix”
cooperation (Etzkowitz 1998; Leydesdorff et al 2006; Johnson 2008) which is a
term used to denote cooperation among three societal sectors: the public sector, the
business community, and the educational establishment. The economic context in
which these several sectors operate is analysed in terms of university-government-
industry relations. Those sectors complement each other along the process of inno-
vation.

“There are four dimensions to the development of the triple helix model: first, internal
transformation within each of the helices; second, the influence of one helix upon
another; third, creation of a new overlay of institutional structures from the interaction
among the three helices; and fourth, a recursive effect of these entities, both on the
spirals from which they emerge and on the larger society” (Etzkowitz 1998).

In terms of “triple helix” cooperation, CBC organisations practice various models of
enhancement of “triple-helix” cooperation between public and private sectors, aim-
ing at joint strategies and policies as well as greater involvement of all relevant
stakeholders. More mature CBC organisations function as platforms of cooperation
based on the “triple helix”” model (Study I).
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Enhancement of a learning region reinforces cross-border relations and networks
which stimulate innovative activities and better use of skills and knowledge. Cross-
border cooperation organisations have a vital role in the enhancement of regional
knowledge exchange and creation of collaborative regional innovation, thereby making
contribution to regional competitiveness.

2.3. Collaborative regional innovation

Since the 1990s research and development, and innovation policy are not just arenas
for action by themselves, but are also instruments for achieving more wide-ranging
policy objectives such as growth, competitiveness, and equity. The regional institu-
tional context is an important factor in the creation of networks by embedding knowl-
edge and enhancing interaction between the available physical and human resources
(MacLeod 2000; Malmberg and Maskell 2006). Rather than the ability to produce
low cost products, knowledge, innovation and creativity have become more impor-
tant and European regions compete to attract and keep inhabitants, companies and
visitors as sources of innovation and creativity. This trend is linked to the ever ad-
vancing process of European integration that has led to growing similarities in the
“hardware” and “software” of places: nearly every urban area has invested over
the years in the development of high-tech clusters, physical and knowledge
infrastructural facilities, and non-work related amenities (e.g., culture and leisure)
(Hospers 2006). The clustering (Porter 1990) policy on regional level is one of the
policy tools for creating networks of companies and thereby facilitating the creation
of innovative solutions. The earlier cluster policies focused on high-tech, knowl-
edge-based industries in “strong” clusters, but recently a new innovation policy para-
digm has emerged that is tailor-made for the specific context and applicable to
regions depending on their needs and performance levels.

Although the world becomes more global with the support of information communi-
cation technologies (ICT) it is still to a large extent local as we live in localities. This
means that services still require local tailoring. Many of the public services that can
be useful are only valid locally, whether concerned with schools, healthcare, etc.
(Eriksson et al 2005). In a world where increasing efforts are made to codify knowl-
edge and render it ubiquitous or cosmopolitan, the places that become the reposito-
ries for tacit, specialized local knowledges can derive considerable advantages
(MacKinnon 2002).

Innovation creation is directly interlinked with diffusion of knowledge, rapid cre-
ation, distribution and usage of new technologies. A CBC organisation has a role in
the advancement of those processes as a promoter of a “Living Lab” concept in
which real-life user-centric research and innovation is a normal co-creation tech-
nique for new products, services, and societal infrastructure. “Living Lab” offers
services which enable users to take an active part in research and innovation (Samelin
2007). The “Living Lab” phenomenon can be viewed in many ways - as an environ-
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ment, (Ballon et al 2005), a method or an approach (De Leon et al 2006; Eriksson et
al 2005), or an innovation platform (Niitamo et al 2006). In the author’s study (III),
“Living Lab” is taken as a method. The theories of learning regions and “Living
Labs” are interlinked in this dissertation, as the learning regions are associated with
the importance of local knowledge as a source of competitive advantage by gather-
ing local enterprises into clusters of industries in a region. Thus, the geographical
proximity of the companies and public sector institutions utilising tacit knowledge in
every day development processes is also important in cross-border cooperation
models (Study III) and in the context of CBC organisations where knowledge is
prevailingly tacit (Study II). Tacit knowledge refers to the experiences and skills
employees acquire during the work processes and which are difficult to transfer. It
often includes cultural peculiarities and habits belonging to the persons working in
an organisation and which cannot be easily communicated to others outside the
organisation.

According to the author, “Living Lab” can also be considered an institutionalised
form of an innovation system where public sector, private sector, and third sector
representatives cooperate. Thus, innovation can also be considered as a localized
form of collaborative learning where representatives of various sectors participate
in an open exchange of knowledge and ideas. There are strong incentives encour-
aging such participation, particularly for smaller firms which generally lack the knowl-
edge and scale economies of larger firms. In particular, it is argued that innovation
can be seen as a process of collective learning where complementary forms of
knowledge are combined.

Nowadays “Living Labs” are “functional regions” where enabling actors have es-
tablished PPP (Public-Private Partnership) of companies, public entities, universi-
ties, institutes and individuals. All these actors cooperate for the creation, prototyping,
validation and testing of new services, products and systems in real-life environ-
ments. These environments may be towns, districts, villages or rural areas, as well
as industrial zones. According to a study by Estonian Institute of Futures Studies
(2008) PPP alone is too narrow; it suggests instead a public-business-citizen part-
nership or public-private-civic partnership - the end-users of innovative products
and services or citizens are also included.

Cooperation across national borders in general is not only the technical inter-linkage
of two or more different systems of governance. It also has to bring together differ-
ent people and social systems with differing systems of values. There is a differ-
ence between the type of linkages that can be established between companies or a
company and a research institution, a public institution and a company, or a public
institution and a research organisation. The development processes become espe-
cially complex when the ideas offered as a result of the cooperation of various
sectors become implemented with novel methods, and the services and products
are to be created together with citizens/end-users. A leading role of a CBC
organisation in those processes is both possible and necessary.
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PART 3. THE EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON CROSS-BORDER COOP-
ERATION ORGANISATION FRAMEWORKS AND MECHANISMS

3.1. The Composition of Research Process

The author has been researching the topic of cross-border cooperation since 2003
when she began to work for the cross-border cooperation organisation Helsinki-
Tallinn Euregio. Having worked for public sector organisations since 1999 and deal-
ing with local governments and their international relations, the author developed an
interest in cross-border cooperation related topics. The author conducted various
studies addressing the research tasks, which have been described and the results
and conclusions published in international scientific journals. The dissertation
synthesises the results published in three articles. In order to prepare the empirical
studies, many sources addressing various theories had to be worked through with
the theoretical bases and problematics of multi-level governance, learning regions
and collaborative regional innovation.

The first research task was to study the main characteristics, constraints, and
development potential for cross-border cooperation organisations or euroregions as
institutional mechanisms enhancing regional development. The international com-
parative research among thirty-five cross-border organisations in the Baltic Sea
Region was carried out for that purpose in 2006 (Study I). The challenges in
organisational development processes confronting the managers involved in the ac-
tivities of CBC organisations were identified. Research of various compositions,
roles, forms of governance, legal and financial aspects was carried out with a ques-
tionnaire, which served as background study for further research in this area (Study
I and II). The respondents could also add their comments and ideas for addressing
the problems. The results were structured, conclusions drawn, and recommenda-
tions worked out for different levels of governance (local, national, EU) to tackle
the faced obstacles (Study I). As a result of the research, the CBC organisations
were categorized according to their level of maturity as either “initial stage” or
”mature” organisations.

The second research task was to analyse on a more concrete level the institu-
tional setup and functioning of a CBC organisation using Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio as
the base to elucidate more specifically the aspects related to goal setting, contradic-
tions, and development of such an organisation. As an institutionalised cross-border
cooperation organisation grown out of a network, it provided good ground for analysing
the institutional setup, functions, and interactions of actors from diverse sectors.

Within the framework of the second and third research tasks various questionnaires
and interviews were carried out and are treated in this dissertation not so much as
separate empirical research, but in the context of action and supporting research. The
action research was considered appropriate as the researcher could be involved in a
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real organisational situation where there was not only expectation that contribution to
knowledge should be made, but also to produce directly usable knowledge that could
be applied and validated in action. Furthermore, the researcher could be actively in-
volved in the situation or phenomenon being studied (Remenyi 1998).

Due to author’s long-term employment in the organisation Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio,
it was possible to implement so-called intervention activities (initiatives, conferences,
fora, roundtables, seminars, action and strategies), and to analyse their impact more
concretely in the dissertation. In the case of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio, qualitative
data (strategies and development plans) was used to analyse the characteristics,
and the legal, organizational, financial arrangements, and functioning of a CBC
organisation in a real-life context. The action research process also included ques-
tionnaires and interviews with the CBC organisation’s key persons, hereinafter re-
ferred to as elite interviews.

The questions addressing Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio stakeholders, its owners and part-
ners included topics about Euregio’s governance — the relationships between part-
ners of various sectors, mechanisms of power and its role in society. The question-
naire was sent out to fifty persons in October 2007, the stakeholders and partners of
Euregio: members of the general meeting, members and substitute members of the
board and secretariat members, entrepreneurs, artists, university lecturers, former
speakers on Euregio fora, former project partners. Out of fifty questionnaires thirty-
two answers were received. Respondents were asked to prioritize the statements.
The priorities were scored by the author and all scores were summarized by priority
lists given by each respondent.

The prospects and development trends for Euregio as an institution were separately
studied (Study II). The fourteen in-depth interviews were carried out with experts
(university, local government, entrepreneurs) on both sides of the Gulf of Finland to
study the prospects for regional integration between Helsinki and Tallinn capital regions
as the main target area for CBC organisation Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio. The interviews
were referred to as elite interviews as defined by Odendahl and Shaw (2002) since
they were carried out with the high-level decision-makers in Estonia and Finland. Elite
interviews were used because they contribute to a fuller picture of multiple realities and
as complex a picture as possible provided by the specialized knowledge that the inter-
viewee possesses. Because the in-depth interview format stresses the interviewee’s
definition of a situation, the interviewee is encouraged to structure the account of the
situation which enables him/her to introduce notions of what is most relevant instead of
relying on the investigator’s notions of relevance (Odendahl and Shaw 2002). The
interviews were aimed to elicit subjective perceptions.

The third research task was to analyse how to facilitate creation of cross-border
cooperation forms with more specific focus like cross-border “triple-helix” coop-

eration and a cross-border “Living Lab” type of cooperation using the premises
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availed by a CBC organisation. Diagnostic interviews were conducted with four-
teen persons involved or potentially involved in adopting the Living Lab method in
Tallinn and Helsinki cross-border context. This part of the research served as an
investigation of a novel method for implementation of innovative cross-border co-
operation tasks (Study III).

In the course of the interviews the prerequisites of the method’s transfer, potential
areas of usage, and realisation options were investigated. The interview programme
consisted of several blocks that contained main and additional sub-questions. The
methodology made it possible to change the sequence of the questions. It was pre-
sumed that the researchers can later classify the answers given to the questions,
e.g., to differentiate more perspective fields of use from less perspective, differen-
tiate the existence of preconditions from lack of preconditions to using the method.
At the same time, the aim of the interviews was not only to get answers to the
questions, but also to stimulate the respondents so that they would develop their own
ideas and suggestions on how to use the “Living Labs” method in Tallinn. The
average length of the interview was sixty minutes.

Based on the various types of research, the dissertation’s author presents a gener-
alized survey of institutionalised cross-border cooperation models as mechanisms of
intervention in regional policy and cooperation between different bordering coun-
tries. The construction of the models takes into consideration the legal, organisational,
financial, and functional dimensions of cross-border cooperation. The “mature” CBC
organisation serves as the basis for the development of more complex cross-border
cooperation like the “triple-helix” and “Living Lab”.

3.2. The results of the studies
3.2.1. Results of the international comparative research

The international comparative research facilitated the comparison of characteris-
tics, constraints, and the development potential of cross-border cooperation
organisations or euroregions as institutions enhancing regional development. Their
setup, forms, financing and functions were studied. The results of the research
allowed making a distinction between the development levels of CBC organisations
by referring to them as either “initial phase” or “mature” organisations.

Legal status of cross-border cooperation organisations

Establishing cross-border governance means institutionalisation of one set of co-
operation agreements on the basis of different legal systems. CBC is facilitated in
cases where there are similar characteristics in the different legal systems of the

countries. The respondents thought that the legal status of a CBC organisation af-
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fects its eligibility for funding, because in order to be eligible for an EU grant, a
euroregion must be a registered legal body. If it contains members lacking legal
standing, the legally recognized members must apply on behalf of all the partners,
creating potential inequity in their relationship. On the positive side, some respon-
dents saw advantages in different kinds of legal status, which they believed helped
achieve common initiatives through synergy. A commonly held view was that more
discussion is needed at the local level about the legal status of a euroregion. If a
euroregion is not an independent legal entity, financing can become more difficult.
In addition, when the legal status of cooperating parties is incommensurate, the ideal
balance characteristic of partnerships could be disturbed.

The theoretical research analysed the potential European legal frameworks for gov-
ernance of cross-border cooperation. During the time of the international compara-
tive research (Study I), EU regulation on the European Grouping of Territorial Co-
operation (EGTC) had not yet been adopted and thus none of the CBC organisations
had been able to implement it. The instrument was approved only in 2006. EGTC
provides an opportunity to adopt a legal form governed by public law, but the final
decision is left to EU member states to decide. EGTC can act on behalf of its
members in matters such as governance, public service, and public facilities. In
2005, Council of Europe started its work on the 3rd protocol to the European Outline
Convention on Transfrontier Co-operation between Territorial Communities or Au-
thorities concerning Euroregional Co-operation Groupings (ECGs), also called the
Madrid Convention, being influenced by the parallel negotiations taking place in the
framework of the EU. This protocol’s aim is to provide a legal framework for the
establishment of the Euroregional Cooperation Grouping (ECG), similar to the EGTC
but easier to set up and operate. At the end of 2009 the protocol was available for
signing by the 47 member states of the Council of Europe. Similar to EGTC, the
ECG can comprise only public entities established for general interest and those
which are established, financed, or controlled by a public body. Industrial or com-
mercial entities cannot become members. The wider application of the EGTC tool
in Europe could assist in overcoming obstacles to institutionalised cooperation like
legal personality and legal jurisdiction. However, the daily work of a CBC institution
can be problematic since the EGTC must choose the legislation of one of the mem-
ber countries in which it is registered, and as the public administration systems are
different, it may lead to misunderstandings about the implementation of governance,
although it might solve the formal obstacles to cross-border cooperation activities.
The same applies for ECG as all legal rights must be transformed into the national
legal systems. The problem of including the non-EU countries in cross-border ac-
tivities with EU countries can be solved by the EGTC as it can also include among
its members partners from non-EU member states where the legislation of the non-
EU country or agreements between Member States and third countries so allow. In
the case of ECG members outside EU partnering with those inside, they must use
the traditional legal instruments offered by the Madrid Outline Convention together
with framework state treaties.

28



Notwithstanding the legal form the CBC organisations eventually select, their func-
tions and responsibilities will be in accordance with the law they select and not
universally standardized on the European level since both EGTC and ECG leave the
content of the activities open for the CBC institutions themselves to decide.

Organisation

It became evident from the study that the levels of institutionalisation of CBC
organisations vary. Euroregions in the “initial stage” consist only of local and re-
gional authorities; “mature” organisations include, for example, representatives of
non-governmental organisations, universities, chambers of commerce, etc. In terms
of “triple-helix” cooperation” “mature” euroregions practice various models of co-
operation within the public sector, within the private sector, and between the two
sectors, aiming at joint strategies and policies as well as greater involvement of all
relevant stakeholders. Research revealed that most, but not all, “mature” euroregions
have adopted the “triple-helix” principle in governance. Some CBC organisations
especially euroregions with non-EU member countries have not embraced the model
to the same extent. The respondents of the questionnaire carried out in the study
feared that admission of new partners like universities or chambers of commerce in
an officially registered euroregion would complicate the efficient discharge of the
main functions such as management, election of officers, collection of fees, and
projects and activities. They feared that formalities might then supplant real coop-
eration activities.

Financing

Financial incentives have to be provided to enhance co-operation. Euroregions are
funded from different sources: funds-generating programs or projects; the EU; na-
tional, regional, local entities, private individuals or agencies. Regarding EU-spon-
sored programmes, roles also varied. Although some “mature” euroregions engage
in EU programme management, most participate as project applicants. Some na-
tional governments prefer to manage EU programmes themselves rather than as-
sign responsibility to a euroregion, and some euroregions prefer not to manage
programmes or micro-funds themselves. Based on the responses to the question-
naire, financing was one of the most crucial and important problems of every CBC
organisation regardless of its legal status. Collectively the partners are responsible
for seeking and sustaining financial support for running the office and supporting the
executive body. Euroregions’ main source of support includes project-based EU
programmes and funds, Interreg programme being the most prominent. The “ma-
ture” organisations which have legal bodies tend to have membership fees for fi-
nancing their everyday maintenance costs whereas the organisations in the “initial
stage” are mainly financed on project-basis. As grant funds often must be reim-
bursed afterwards, it makes the financing of a permanent staff and office difficult
and in many cases impossible. Hence, the availability of external funds for the es-
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tablishment of a system of governance is also dependent on sufficient internal funds.
The international comparative research made abundantly clear that the most crucial
problem confronting euroregions in the “initial stage” is the absence of sustainable
funding and the co-financing of projects. These factors influence their ability to
conduct the everyday activities of cross-border cooperation.

Functions

The equality of partners in CBC organisations is important in terms of their func-
tions and competencies. The questionnaires revealed that roles and functions varied
depending on the specific needs and conditions of the cross-border region, the de-
velopment stage of cross-border cooperation, and the national context. Differences
of membership in euroregions influenced for better or worse the purposes and func-
tionality of the CBC organisations.

According to the managers of CBC organisations, central governments still tend to
regard cross-border cooperation as part of international relations and thus do act as
“gate keepers”. In the case of CBC organisations bordering with non-EU countries,
the national institutions seem to be afraid that euroregions are somehow implicating
foreign policy and leading a foreign policy different from that of the nation states.
On the Russian border the euroregions are still instruments of policy of govern-
ments which vest power in one to two leaders. In some cases, central governments’
international relations priorities are so general that they do not respond to the spe-
cific needs of the population of border regions.

Attempts among the “initial stage” CBC organisations in Europe and especially
those bordering with the non-EU countries to make their voice heard are faced with
insufficient support and trust from national institutions. The central governments do
not tend to see the role of CBC organisations as mechanisms for influencing re-
gional development. CBC organisations’ financial and personnel resources in the
“Initial stage” obviously set limits on the roles they can assume. In many instances
euroregions recognize their limitations and elect to adopt roles accordingly. In the
analysed CBC organisations, networking in the form of a “triple helix” model also
proved difficult to implement due to problems associated with their role definition
and articulation among the parties. Although CBC organisations could serve as in-
struments for tackling problems of national importance, especially at the regional
level, their capabilities are not understood enough for them to have earned a distinc-
tive niche within their national hierarchies. The majority of the respondents ex-
pressed concerns about recognition and leverage with international, transnational,
as well as with EU institutions and national authorities.
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3.2.2. Results based on the case of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio (Euregio) is a cross-border cooperation organisation grown
out of a cooperation network and registered as a non-profit organisation in 2003.
The founding members are the City of Helsinki and Uusimaa Regional Council
from Finland and the City of Tallinn, Harju County Government and Union of
Harju County Municipalities from Estonia. The composition of Helsinki-Tallinn
Euregio is different from other analysed CBC organisations as it includes national
level representation from the Estonian side due to the Estonian administrative-
territorial system. In Estonia and Finland three administrative-territorial levels have
been determined by law. The countries’ territory is divided into local and regional
level. The local or first level units are municipalities and cities in Estonia and
municipalities in Finland. The regional level units in Estonia are counties and in
Finland regions (maakunta).

In Estonia, regions belong to artificial administrative units, i.e., they are established
by the state. A region may also be treated as a regional association (union) that is
competent as a legal entity in public law to complete the tasks imposed on it. It
should also be noted that regions, as a general rule, are functional state administra-
tive units or special administrative units. Unlike a region, a county can be treated as
a general administrative unit in its main functions (Almann 2007). In this dissertation
the term ,,region‘ has two meanings: territorial units located within one country and
cross-border territorial units composed of the territorial units of different countries
sharing a border.

In order to have a counterpart for Uusimaa Regional Council by the corresponding
competencies, it was necessary to include Harju County Government in addition to
the Union of Harju County Municipalities in the membership of the organisation. If
membership formation of the CBC organisation is considered in general, then in the
case of Tallinn, no general legal obstacles are identified regarding possible coopera-
tion with Helsinki (e.g., Local Government Organization Act). “The legal obstacles
lie mainly in specific regulations adopted by the state (i.e., different standards, ser-
vices regulated by the state, different methods for collecting and analysing data,
etc.)” (Ruoppila 2007).

However, a solution whereby Harju County Government as national level represen-
tation in the region participates in solving problems which are in local governments’
jurisdiction is to some extent problematic. There have been regular discussions with
the Ministry of Internal Affairs on those matters. Such a difference in the adminis-
trative-territorial systems of Estonia and Finland is to some extent an obstacle to
balanced cooperation within CBC organisation.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio is registered in Estonia and governed by Estonian laws, but

any contradictions with the Finnish law regulating the corresponding area are also
avoided. Euregio has a Tallinn office, established and financed by the members,
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with staff from Estonia and a representative located in Helsinki. The organisation’s
overall general mission is defined as enhancement of cross-border integration be-
tween Helsinki-Uusimaa Region and Tallinn-Harju County. Specifications with ref-
erences to promoting and assisting in inter-regional development and competitive-
ness and the regional knowledge-based economic development were added later.
Euregio’s daily activities are financed by the annual partnership fees of its mem-
bers; additional funding is sought from international donors, mainly EU funded
programmes, as well as national governments. To some extent the transfer to
institutionalised cooperation (creation of a CBC organisation) was expedited by the
financing opportunities EU availed at the end of the 1990s, which could be used only
in case of a separate organisation. The process of institutionalization lasted over
three years due to the need to harmonize the differences in Estonian and Finnish
laws. The organisation’s members are represented by politicians on the Board
(including vice mayors and leaders of local government associations) and by civil
servants in the Secretariat. Since the beginning, Euregio has created working groups
where the representatives of universities and development organisations and later
also representatives of enterprises have been included. The organisation’s role as
defined in the strategy of Euregio is to initiate cross-border contacts and network-
ing, promote and inter-mediate cross-border cooperation. The activities have ranged
from compiling project applications to introducing newest and most innovative trends
in selected cooperation areas. A study of the Euregio key persons (Study I1) showed
that Euregio should focus on a very broad range of activities starting with knowl-
edge exchange in regional planning to social services.

The strategic planning documents (strategies compiled for three years and action
plan for one year) define the mission of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio and its role, the
characteristics of the operating environment as well as setting out priorities and
activities. As such, the documents provide a check-list for goals and activities for
joint cooperation initiatives with the members. Analysis of the Euregio planning docu-
ments and their structure reveals that these documents do not set out implementa-
tion mechanisms with clearly outlined roles and responsibilities of the involved par-
ties. Moreover, the activities have evolved as a result of consensus building among
the members of the organisation and driven by exogenous factors like Estonia’s
accession to the EU. Thus, the initial phase of the organisation in 2000-2002 was
mostly devoted to the formation of a network, mapping of cooperation fields, and
establishing of specific working groups for organising study tours for the exchange
of experiences and generation of ideas. During 2003-2005 Euregio focused mainly
on a broad range of cross-border cooperation aspects. The activities of Euregio
were aimed at cooperation fostering cohesion of administrative procedures of local
authorities and improving their capacity in regional development planning, education
and science, drug prevention, rescue work, business support and raising public aware-
ness about the twin region. The activities set out in Euregio Strategy 2005-2007
aimed at increased strengthening of the art and science twin-region, development of
information services on education and science, encouraging coordinated spatial plan-
ning and joint public transport ticketing, facilitating political dialogue between part-
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ner regions, enhancing elaboration of joint cross-border cooperation projects, and
cooperating with CBC organisations in other countries. Euregio Strategy priorities
for 2007-2009 centred on sustainable regional planning, the creation of a common
business environment, and promotion of human resources. The Strategy Frame-
work for 2009-2013 sets out three priorities: (1) increased interaction in spatial and
regional planning; (2) creation of innovative and a barrier free region with common
well-functioning markets and (3) a special priority devoted to the development of
Twin-region of Arts and Science.

The broad range of activities shows that the intervention in the regional develop-
ment processes is expected to be achieved on a large arena. Fulfilment of complex
competencies requires also implementation of new cooperation methods. From the
interviews with the organisation’s stakeholders (Study II) it became evident that the
stakeholders expected continued increase in the integration of Helsinki and Tallinn
capital regions. Based on an analysis of the interviews, it can be concluded that an
organization with varying tasks should be a learning and developing organization.

Based on a generalization of Helsinki-Tallinn development case, several conclu-
sions can be drawn. Euregio was created by representatives of local governments
in a situation where no broad strategy for integration of the two regions defining the
target status and the stages for its achievement existed. It is possible to speak about
a general will for more integration of Tallinn and Helsinki areas and to find corre-
sponding references in various development documents, but of no concrete strategy
in that direction. Strategic direction for Euregio’s activities is given step-by-step as
initiatives by its partners (founders, involved stakeholders, Euregio employees) as
they reach integration aspirations. Based on present information such a situation
can be considered quite typical also in case of other CBC organisations.

If initially Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s main activities included exchange of experi-
ences in traditional local government activity areas, then by now the central focus is
on topics like innovation in all its forms. Heretofore, those had not been included in
the traditional functions of local governments and local governments have only re-
cently embraced them. This is especially applicable in case of Euregio’s Estonian
partners. Thus, it can be asserted that joint activities carried out in the framework of
Euregio exert influence on local government activity patterns as holistic modernisation.

A large circle of stakeholders are included in Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s activities
which creates conditions whereby to a large extent regional development and inno-
vation are influenced via their activities. At the same time, research revealed that
Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s role in the regional development is best expressed via its
founding institutions, i.e. local government units and their associations, whom it also
mostly represents.

The stakeholders and Euregio employees have been eager to offer various impor-
tant activity areas and in many cases these have been launched. At the same time,
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achieving a wider scale effect and guaranteeing sustainability of the activities, which
is done via corresponding strategies and action programmes, requires their accep-
tance and financing by the Euregio Board consisting only of founding members.

In the case of an international organisation, strategic planning and the process of
compiling development programs are a much more complicated and time-consum-
ing process. It takes a lot of effort to balance and harmonise the interests of stake-
holders. (For example, the question on the size of the share of Finnish partners in
transferring a bit more developed practices to Estonia and how much the strategies
and programmes must include other activities). If in the case of economic
organisations it is usual that reaction to changes in the external environment are
prevented by inertia on the structural level (A. Chandler’s classical research), then
in the case of Euregio’s type of international organisation, the “bottle-neck” seems
to work the initiatives through to be confirmed on the level of strategies and
programmes.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s seven years of experience shows that an organisation
consisting only of public sector partners can operate with a relatively large spec-
trum of activities, changing the priorities periodically according to new requirements
and demand, and rising to the level by implementing more important strategic projects.
On one hand, this requires an abundance of experiences for operating in two quite
different administrative cultures - to maintain an operative contact between the
Board, the Secretariat, employees, members of the organisation, and linking active
flexible activities in cooperation networks which allow flexible reaction to external
opportunities. And on the other hand, it requires coping with harmonization and
monitoring procedures demanding precision.

A complex future challenge is the question whether to enlarge the membership of
the Board, possibly, with some associations of enterprises and representatives of
universities. This could increase the capacity of the organisation to react to chal-
lenges and possibly also increase the necessary financial resources, but at the same
time it would make the activities harmonisation process even more complex.

3.2.3 Results of the studies on innovative cooperation forms

The third research task was to analyse how to facilitate the creation of cross-border
cooperation forms with more specific focus like cross-border “triple-helix” and “Liv-
ing Lab” type of cooperation, using the opportunities available at a CBC organisation
(Studies II and III).

It became evident from the diagnostic interviews that “Living Lab” method is quite
known in Finland, but Tallinn representatives’ interpretations of the method and how

to define “Living Lab” as an object, differed greatly. Some respondents interpreted
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it as physically limited new city space (under construction), a settlement under re-
construction, already existing city district that is distinguished by a concentration of
certain type of citizen-groups, such as ecologically orientated, some functional sub-
system in city space, like a transportation system with main transportation channels
and cross-roads; concentration of technology creators (individuals and companies)
or some other phenomenon, such as a high number of visitors or creative industries
in a densely inhabited city district, or so-called virtual community of certain people.
Shared understanding existed regarding several public areas where “Living Lab”
method could be applicable in Estonia based on the Finnish example. “Living Lab”
method could above all be implemented in areas like transport and logistics, media,
tourism, and public security. Ideas were expressed about solutions for the improve-
ment of life in cities. The most perspective technology for using “Living Labs”
method was overwhelmingly ICT (in some cases IT, and in some cases info and
telecommunication technologies were emphasized), and in some cases also elec-
tronics and precision mechanics (different measurement and identification systems
and optics). Several technology companies, universities, and municipal leaders were
interested in participating in the development of the “Living Lab’s” method. One of
the major obstacles is the different understanding of the method itself and its realisation
possibilities. As to the inclusion of citizens, traditions of citizen participation differ in
Estonia and Finland. The somewhat weaker participatory democracy in Estonia
could be an obstacle.

The launching process to introduce the method showed that realisation of the “Liv-
ing Lab” method is institutionally a very challenging task. Not only technology, but
ideology, knowledge, institutional cooperation traditions, and ways of thinking and
acting need to change. It also requires much political support and expansion of
social networks.

In the following table (Table 1) the author provides a generalization of the stages in
the development of a cross-border Living Lab.
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Table 1. Stages in the development of a cross-border Living Lab (LL) organisation.

Acquisition of
information on LL

Formation of & cross-

border LL partnership
based on the CBC
Organisation

Institutionalisation of
cross-border LL

COnperation

Operation of ¢ross-
border LL

Stage |

Imitiation

ANWarcness raising

evenis, fora, seminars,

conferences, study
trips ete. organised by
the CBC organisation
for potential partners
in LL

Public sector highly
interested; public
sector institutions ask
for information about
the ways for service
development in
urban/regional setting

Universities and
SMEs providing
potential solutions,
selection of user
groups for testing

Testing service
solutions in a cross-
border setting m
cooperation with
stakeholders
(companies,
universities,
municipalities,
cilizens)

Stage 2
Decisions on
mechanisms

Cienerating further
imterest in LL
among interested
pariners,
infisrmation on
available
operational tools

Finding suitable
pariners from
public and private
seetors at both sides
of the horder for
creation of cross-
border services

Deciding on
appropriate,
institutional model
based on the CBC
organisation with
enlarged
parinership

Caonfirmation of the
selected operational
miodels;

Finally, creation of
an international LL
as a legal body

36

Stage 3
Implementation process

Evaluation of the
information

Megotiations with
potential cross-border
PArErs on appropriste
legal forms, types of
governance, parimership
models, financing
schemes, intelleciual
property rights
Incorporating cross-
border LL into the CBC
organisation and the
administrative-termtorial
settings of the countries
mvalved

Final implementation of
a cross-border LL:

LL functioning;
Replicating in other
countries the
technologies created by
the technology
companies,

Potential for replicating
the expenence of
OFEANIsing a cross-
horder LL i other cross-
border areas
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Abstract. Euroregions are administrative-territorial structures intended to promote
cross-border cooperation between neighbouring local or regional authorities of dif-
ferent countries located along shared state borders. They are widely known tools of
cooperation among the regions. Having integrated structures and their own finan-
cial resources, euroregions are able to address a variety of cross-border topics such
as health, research and development, education and training, waste management,
environmental protection, tourism and leisure, rescue and security, transport and
communication infrastructure, mobility of people, and business cooperation. This
paper explores the main characteristics and problems of euroregions as institutions
in the Baltic Sea Region and especially in the regions bordering the Third countries.
First, it describes euroregions; then it focuses on their compositions and roles and
main issues confronting them with reference to the empirical research carried out
among the thirty-five cross-border cooperating organisations.

The new legal instrument for euroregions deserves special attention since it pro-
vides a basis under public law for decentralised trans-European cooperation be-
tween regional and/or local authorities. The article concludes with a discussion of
the needs and associated development opportunities available to euroregions within
the Baltic Sea Region.
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Keywords: euroregion, cross-border cooperation, Baltic Sea region, regional de-
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1. Introduction

Boundaries can connect as well as separate. Both characteristics should be taken
into consideration when dealing with trans-frontier cooperation (Bottger 2006).
According to Anderson, it is necessary “to analyse how borders function to under-
stand the obstacles to cross-border cooperation, how networks of trust can be es-
tablished, and how the democratic governance of cooperation might be achieved”
(2002). “Territory is an essential element of modern states as it provides a tangible
base for the exercise of its functions. Functions of boundaries are derived from
functions of the state” (Knippenberg 1999). Besides the delimitation of state pow-
ers within the boundaries towards their citizens and organizations, “a boundary rep-
resents most typically a line (or a vertical level) of physical contact between states
and ultimately affords opportunities for cooperation and discord” (Paasi 1996). During
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the last two centuries, especially the last decades, as European nation-states as-
sumed greater responsibilities and functions, boundaries have changed significantly,
and they have grown in importance.

In Europe several key terms are used to describe various forms of cross-border
cooperation. For instance, ‘transfrontier cooperation’ is a term mainly used in con-
nection with the Council of Europe. According to the Practical Guide to Transfrontier
Cooperation, it is “a form of cooperation within cross-border service and employ-
ment areas traversed by all kind of flows”. The most distinctive feature of
transfrontier cooperative initiatives is the establishment of collaborative undertak-
ings at the local community level between adjacent local public bodies subject to
different national legal systems. The so-called Madrid Convention defines transfrontier
cooperation as “any concerted action designed to reinforce and foster neighbourly
relations between territorial communities or authorities within the jurisdiction of two
or more Contracting Parties”. The preamble of Protocol No 2 to the Madrid Outline
Convention on Interterritorial cooperation defines transfrontier cooperation as the
cooperation with neighbouring authorities and interterritorial cooperation as coop-
eration with foreign non-neighbouring authorities. Transregional cooperation means
“cooperation between member states and partner countries, addressing common
challenges, intended for their common benefit, and taking place anywhere in the
territory of the member states and of partner countries” (Regulation (EC) No 1638/
2006). In this paper the term ‘Euroregion’ and ‘cross-border cooperation (hereinaf-
ter CBC) structure/organisation’ is used synonymously to denote an area of coop-
eration of local and regional authorities situated directly at the border or close to it
and collaborating in different sectors (See Fig. 1).

Common identity, proximity, or mutual interests are common bases for cross-bor-
der cooperation (Boman and Berg, 2007). The idea for CBC organisations was
first raised by the Council of Europe. However, the name ‘euroregion’ originated
with the still-existing CBC region ‘Euregio’ (Germany — The Netherlands), and it
gradually became a general term defining a form of CBC throughout Europe. In
Europe various organisational structures have characteristics of a CBC. Many of
their names derive from the terms ‘region’ or ‘Euroregion’: ‘euregio’ (Helsinki-
Tallinn Euregio), ‘euroregio’ (Inn-Salzbach-Euroregio), ‘euroregion’ (Niemen
Euroregion), ‘regio’ (Regio Egrensis), ‘council’ (Kvarken Council), ‘conference’
(Lake Constance Conference), ‘working community’ (Working Community of
Western Alps), ‘committee’ (Oresund Committee) or similar terminology. The
term ‘regio’ comes from the Latin rege, meaning to draw a line or border. In
ancient Rome the ‘regio’ was used for demarcating an area rather than governing
it. It did not correspond to any legislative or governmental institution (CoE, 2005).
The term ‘euroregion’ refers mostly to institutionalized cross-border cooperation
applied to a joint or twin-region of at least two different countries sharing a bor-
der. Yet, the existence of institutionalized cooperation does not imply the exist-
ence of a euroregion per se. Some regions which share a border have very close
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cooperation on various matters similar to euroregions without possessing a special
institution to promote cross-border relations and activities. Sometimes regions
possess an institution for managing cross-border activities, yet little significant
cross-border interaction occurs.

Generally speaking the cross-border structures are arrangements for cooperation
between units of local or regional government across the border of two different
countries in order to promote common interests and enhance the living standards
of the border populations within the limits of the geographical scope of coopera-
tion. Historically, the euroregions were instituted in order to overcome unnatural
barriers between regions and ethnic groups which ‘naturally’ belonged together.
They evolved from commonplace activities like everyday cross-border commut-
ing among people who shared common economic, social or cultural characteris-
tics. Inhabitants of border areas often want cooperation as a means of overcom-
ing the problems they face and improving their living conditions. Hence the likeli-
hood that euroregions can function at different levels of development relatively
successfully. Their role has always been to integrate and harmonize regional rela-
tionships. Cooperation usually starts with people to people exchanges and with
the help of cultural programmes. Having organizational structures and their own
financial resources, euroregions are able to address a larger variety of cross-
border topics like health, research and development, education and training, waste
management, environmental protection, tourism and leisure, rescue and security,
transport and communication infrastructure, mobility of people, and business co-
operation (see Fig. 1).

This article studies the main characteristics and problems of euroregions as institu-
tions in the Baltic Sea region and especially in the regions bordering the Third coun-
tries. It aims to explore the challenges confronting the leaders involved in the activi-
ties of euroregions. First, it conceptualizes euroregions while focusing on the vari-
ous compositions, roles, forms, legal and financial issues. Second, the article dis-
cusses the new legal instrument for euroregions which can partly solve the prob-
lems that euroregions encounter. The empirical part of this article focuses on thirty-
five cross-border cooperation organisations. A questionnaire was used to help to
identify the most crucial issues and problems facing euroregions. Additional evi-
dence was gathered from secondary materials as well as policy documents of Euro-
pean Union institutions, the Council of Europe and cross-border organisations. Docu-
mentation included legal documents, regulations, agreements, strategy papers, and
reviews produced by different national and international institutions; official statis-
tics; conference and workshop materials; articles in the local and international press;
government programmes, and Internet data. Based on research findings, the article
concludes by presenting the development opportunities for the Baltic area’s
euroregions.
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Local and regional authorities cooperating
in adjacent regions/along common borders

Types of
cooperation
of
euroregions

Mational + regional and local authorities
Sources of /' cooperating (transnational cooperation)
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Initial stage
Level of A
development :

— Intermediary
stage

\ Mature stage

Cooperation
focus

~

all areas of life involving all actors

single sectors (specific topics)
involving selected actors

Figure 1. Types of cooperation of euroregions
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2. Legal framework of euroregions

In his study of 2003, Markus Perkmann wrote that “in more than seventy cases,
municipalities and regional authorities cooperate with their counterparts across the
border in more or less formalized organisational arrangements” (Perkmann, 2003).
Currently there are thirty-eight border regions as defined by NUTS 2 (European
Commission). However, the Association of European Border Regions (hereinafter
AEBR) has a list of one hundred and sixty-eight euroregions and similar structures.
Anderson observes that the EU could be viewed as causal factor, notably through
the diminishing importance of borders and growing regional representation at the
supranational level and in the Interreg programme (Anderson, 1997). However,
various scholars disagree whether the European Union should be considered a driv-
ing force behind the emergence and spread of euroregions across Europe. Accord-
ing to European Parliament’s report, the EU’s impact is often overestimated be-
cause it tends to obscure the fact that cross-border cooperation is driven from the
bottom up. The regions have a long history of signing cooperation agreements. The
first euroregion was created in 1958 around the Dutch area of Enschede and the
German area of Gronau. “Other bilateral and multilateral interstate agreements such
as the German-Dutch Treaty signed on 23 May 1991 and the agreement of Karlsruhe
on transfrontier cooperation between territorial authorities and local public bodies
signed on 23 January 1996 have created frameworks for more sophisticated forms
of transfrontier cooperation, notably on the basis of public law” (CoE, 2005). Be-
tween 1975 and 1985, a number of working communities were set up between
regions in different states. The Karlsruhe Agreement was signed between the Gov-
ernment of the French Republic, the Government of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, the Government of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, and the Swiss Federal
Council acting on behalf of the cantons of Solothurn, Basel-town, Basel-county,
Aargau and Jura with limited scope to act.

In terms of legal status, the euroregions vary. They may involve a community of
interest without legal personality, a European Economic Interest Grouping, a non-
profit-making association, or a working community without a legal personality or a
public body. Euroregions and other structures for cross-border cooperation do not
create a new type of government at the cross-border level. They do not have politi-
cal powers, and their work is limited to the competencies of the local and regional
authorities that constitute them. Different CBC structures will have to adopt their
needs and strategic goals to existing legal possibilities provided by EU legislation,
the legal framework of the Council of Europe, bilateral agreements, and national
legislation.

AEBR’s White Book on European Border regions points out that cross-border co-
operation is a policy framework task for the European Union which must be imple-
mented at the regional/local level in partnership with the national bodies: “There is a
need to make progress towards elaborating a more uniform and comprehensive
typology of European border and cross-border regions that integrates — in a bal-
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anced way — the various dimensions characterising the actual cross-border coop-
eration reality”. Both the Council of Europe and EU institutions have been working
on recommendations and legal documentation concerning the legal status of
euroregions for years. The European Outline Convention on Transfrontier Coop-
eration between Territorial Communities or Authorities (ETS No. 106) was opened
for signature by the member States of the Council of Europe, held in Madrid, on 21
May 1980. It became effective on 22 December 1981. Thirty-three states ratified it
and another three signed it. The so-called Madrid Convention was the first step
towards cross-border cooperation structures based on public law. “The Outline
Convention includes twelve articles. To allow for variations in the legal and consti-
tutional systems in the Council of Europe’s member States, the Convention sets out
arange of model agreements to enable both local and regional authorities as well as
states to place transfrontier cooperation in the context best suited to their needs”
(CoE 20006). It provides a legal framework for completing bi- and multinational
agreements for cross-border cooperation among regions. The decisions put for-
ward are binding only on the public authorities within the cross-border area con-
cerned. The countries ratifying the Outline Convention agree to foster and facilitate
transfrontier cooperation by removing obstacles, and they ,,grant to authorities en-
gaging in international cooperation the facilities they would enjoy in a purely national
context™ (CoE, 2005).

Article 10 of the European Charter of Local Self-Government envisions the right of
local governments to “belong to an international association” (paragraph 2) and
“under such conditions as may be provided for by the law, to co-operate with their
counterparts in other States (paragraph 3)”. The Additional Protocol to the Euro-
pean Outline Convention on Transfrontier Cooperation between Territorial Commu-
nities or Authorities (ETS No. 159) was opened for signature by states which signed
the Outline Convention in Strasbourg on 9 November 1995 and entered into force
on 1 December 1998. It has been ratified by fifteen states and signed by a further
seven. The Second Protocol to the European Outline Convention on Transfrontier
Cooperation between Territorial Communities or Authorities concerning interterritorial
cooperation (ETS No. 169) was opened for signature on 5 May 1998. Twelve states
ratified it, and seven more signed it. It entered into force on 1 December 2001.
According to the Second Protocol, the territorial communities or authorities have
the right to engage in interterritorial (territorial communities or authorities of two or
more contracting parties) activities and to conclude interterritorial agreements in
accordance with the procedures laid down in their statutes, in conformity with na-
tional law and insofar as such agreements are in keeping with the contracting par-
ties’ international commitments.

The main barriers to joint cross-border cooperation are the different administrative
and territorial structures and legal systems, which influence the level of activities
and the management of projects and programmes. These influences also affect the
management of joint EU programmes. The Council of Europe has drafted a legal
instrument in the form of a third protocol to the European Outline Convention on
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Transfrontier Cooperation between Territorial Communities or Authorities on the
establishment of European cooperation groupings. The present version of the legal
statute under proposal has been drawn up so as to apply to every draft euroregion
constitution of II Council of Europe member states. It was drafted to serve as a
model for a possible European Union regulation to introduce a framework for
transfrontier, transnational or inter-territorial cooperation between local and regional
authorities (CoE 2004). The idea behind the third protocol is that it would obviate the
need for countries to adopt their own national legislations or amendments.

3. Problematizing the Baltic Euroregional Network

In 2006, a study was conducted among thirty-five cross-border organisations in the
Baltic Sea Region. The selection of the organisations was based on the membership
of the Baltic Euroregional Network (BEN), which was formed in 2005 at the Baltic
Sea Region Interreg I11B. The project had a steering group made up of representa-
tives from all the partners, which approved at its steering group meeting the man-
date of six persons to work on the Baltic euroregional strategy.

The aim was that the composition of the strategy group had to reflect representa-
tives of all the stakeholder groups represented in the BEN project in order to be able
to encompass the experience and interests of all the stakeholders in the region. The
following stakeholder-groups were represented:

. Lead partner;

. Secretariat of a euroregion from the Nordic, Baltic countries or Russia/
Belarus;

. Local or regional authority from the Nordic, Baltic countries or Russia/
Belarus;

. NGO from the Nordic, Baltic countries or Russia/Belarus.

Additionally, the composition of the group had to reflect the geographical scope of
the BEN partnership so that at least one representative from the Nordic countries,
one from the Baltic countries and one from Russia/Belarus had to be in the group.
The composition also had to reflect gender balance as much as possible. Hence, in
consequence the working group was comprised of representatives of the following
organisations: the Zemgale Development Agency, the Oresund Committee, the Vyborg
municipality, the Association of Municipalities of the Republic of Karelia, the Nordic
Council of Ministers Office in Lithuania, and the Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio. The work-
ing group consisted of four men and two women.

The group’s initial task was to develop a strategy for cross-border cooperation in
the Baltic Sea region and to develop an agenda of topics and activities to be part of
the BEN project. The document had to give direction to the BEN partners and its
stakeholders on how to proceed with future cooperation. However, as the project
commenced, obstacles surfaced due to differences among the regions and cooper-
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ating parties. So the group had to find a common ground first. This part of the work
constitutes the core of the present article. In order to carry out the preliminary
study, the group developed a questionnaire. The aim was to find a catalogue of the
main characteristics of euroregions, to identify main impediments to cross-border
cooperation, and to receive ideas for addressing problems. The author of this article
was the chair of the working group, compiling background information; participating
in the development of the questionnaire, and drawing provisional conclusions. Based
on the group’s meetings and discussions, a list was completed which described the
main challenges for CBC structures. The list was distributed to the representatives/
managers of the participating institutions.

It included the following statements:
1. Euroregions have various roles.
2. Membership and partnership in euroregions varies.
3. Euroregions represent platforms for all three elements of triple helix
cooperation.
There is no single solution for the legal status of euroregions.
Financing of euroregions varies.
The role of euroregions regarding EU CBC programs varies.
Euroregions are important supplements to international relations.
Euroregions have an important role in the spatial development of the Baltic
Sea Region.
9.  There is a constant need for a dialogue between euroregions and national
governments.
10. There is a need for consultations between euroregions and international
organizations.

NN

The respondents received these statements in written form and were asked to re-
spond and freely comment on them. The answers were analysed, generalisations
made and conclusions drawn. The next sections of the article analyse the respon-
dents’ views.

3.1. Characteristics of euroregions

A number of roles for euroregions were suggested including acting as facilitators,
catalysts, network builders, process initiators, platforms, framers of common agen-
das and strategies; and acting as venues for holding people to people meetings and
events. Questionnaires revealed that roles and functions varied depending on the
specific needs and conditions of the cross-border region, the development stage of
cross-border cooperation, and the national context. Some euroregions consist only
of local and regional authorities; others include, for example, NGOs, universities,
and chambers of commerce. Differences of membership in euroregions influenced
for better or worse the purposes and functionality of the CBC structures.
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“Triple helix cooperation’ is a term used to denote cooperation among three societal
sectors: the public sector, the business community, and the educational establish-
ment at the regional, national and multinational levels. The economic context in
which these several sectors operate is now analysed in terms of university-govern-
ment-industry relations. “There are four dimensions to the development of the triple
helix model: first, internal transformation within each of the helices; second, the
influence of one helix upon another; third, creation of a new overlay of institutional
structures from the interaction among the three helices; and fourth, a recursive
effect of these entities, both on the spirals from which they emerge and on the
larger society” (Etzkowitz, 1998). In terms of ‘triple helix cooperation’, euroregions
as territorial units practice various models of cooperation within the public sector,
within the private sector and between these two sectors, aiming at joint strategies
and policies as well as greater involvement of all relevant stakeholders. More ad-
vanced euroregions can function as platforms of cooperation based on the ‘triple
helix” model. Research revealed that most but not all euroregions have adopted the
‘triple helix’ principle. Some CBC'’s especially in euroregions with non-EU member
countries have not embraced the model to the same extent.

The legal status among euroregions varies depending on geography, politics, and
ambition. Although a few respondents preferred a legal determination of the role of
local authorities within euroregions, support for a ‘common concept’ was limited,
reflecting the multiplicity of juridical and financing structures among existing
euroregions. Euroregions are funded from different sources: funds-generating pro-
grams or projects; the EU; national, regional, or local entities, and private individuals
or agencies. Regarding EU-sponsored programs, roles also varied. Although some
euroregions engage in program management, most participate as project applicants.
Some national governments prefer to manage EU programs themselves rather than
assign responsibility to a euroregion, and some euroregions prefer not to manage
programs or micro-funds themselves. CBCs’ financial and personnel resources of-
ten set limits on the roles they can assume. In many instances euroregions recog-
nize their limitations and elect to adopt roles within them.

Significantly, none of the euroregions on the Russian border agrees with the state-
ment that “euroregions constitute an important supplement to foreign policies at
people to people level”. On the Russian border the euroregions are still instru-
ments of policy of governments which vest power in one to two leaders. In some
cases official international relations priorities are so general that they do not re-
spond to the specific needs of the population of border regions. National institu-
tions might be afraid that euroregions are somehow implicating foreign policy. But
a euroregion cannot have a different foreign policy from the home countries of its
members.
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3.2. Problems of euroregions

According to the respondents, the main obstacles to the success of euroregions are
the following: insufficient support and trust from national institutions; inability to
recruit and retain qualified staff; limited organizational capacity; lack of authority,
insufficient funding, and not enough international cooperation. The ‘triple helix’ model
also proved difficult to implement due to problems associated with role definition
and articulation among the parties. In several cases universities and businesses did
not exhibit a high degree of interest in the activities of their euroregions. Some
euroregions feared that admission of new partners like universities or chambers of
commerce in an officially registered euroregion would complicate the efficient dis-
charge of the main functions such as management, election of officers, collection of
fees, and projects and activities. They feared that formalities might then supplant
action at the grass roots level.

Various opinions on legal standing were expressed. A commonly held view was that
more discussion is needed at the local level about the legal status of a euroregion. If
a euroregion is not an independent legal person, financing can become more diffi-
cult. In addition, when the legal status of cooperating parties is incommensurate, the
ideal balance characteristic of partnerships can be disturbed. For example, to be
eligible for an EU grant, a euroregion must be a registered legal body. If it contains
members lacking legal standing, the legally recognized members must apply on be-
half of all the partners, creating a potential inequity in their relationship. On the
positive side, some respondents saw advantages to different kinds of legal status,
which they believed helped achieve common initiatives through synergy.

Based on the responses, financing was one of the most crucial and important prob-
lems of every CBC structure regardless of legal status. Collectively the partners
are responsible for seeking and sustaining financial support for running the office
and supporting the executive body. Euroregions’ main source of support is project-
based EU programmes and funds. Often grant funds must be reimbursed after-
wards, however, making the financing of a permanent staff and office difficult and
in many cases impossible. The absence of stable funding limits the ability to make
commitments on a long-term basis, which in turn diminishes the likelihood for re-
ceiving a grant or loan. Euroregions, especially NGOs, need stable funding in order
to cover operational costs. As a consequence, too few euroregions participate ac-
tively in multinational projects, focusing instead on the management of EU
programmes.

The question concerning the role of euroregions in improving cross-border mobility
and accessibility in the Baltic Sea Region was subject to interpretation. Some re-
spondents understood it as a long-term regional development made in consultation
with national governments. Others interpreted the question more narrowly, taking it
to refer to cooperation across a border region. The dominant problem for the re-
gions bordering Russia was securing visas, which are either too expensive or not
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permissive. Solving the problem often required national governments to intervene
because they control public services across borders.

Presently the CBCs are trapped within a recursive and self-perpetuating cycle leading
from low credibility to low status among major decision-makers and then back again
to low credibility. Although euroregions have significant accomplishments to their
credit, their story has not been well publicized so that their importance in addressing
national needs is insufficiently known or understood. In consequence, they partici-
pate in their national governments from a position of weakness. Although they can
be effective instruments for tackling problems of national importance, especially at
the regional level, their capabilities are not understood enough for them to have
earned a distinctive niche within their national hierarchies. The majority of the re-
spondents expressed concerns about recognition and leverage with international,
transnational, and Pan-Baltic organizations as well as with EU institutions and na-
tional authorities. Discussion with these organizations should centre on issues that
the CBCs have an ability to manage effectively.

3.3. Possible solutions to the problems of euroregions

The following solutions were suggested: establishment of functions and responsibili-
ties enshrined in law; allocation of state funds to support cross-border cooperation;
adoption of strategies for the general promotion of euroregions; clarification of the
‘triple helix’ concept; developing a marketing plan for publicizing the value-added of
regional cooperation; and inviting businesses, chambers of commerce, and univer-
sity representatives to euroregion events in order to raise interest. Suggestions re-
garding financing included lobbying governments for earmarked funding through
state budgets, through international cooperation organizations, and through regional/
local governing bodies. In order to provide a sustainable and working mechanism, all
partners need to make their financial contributions on a regular and planned basis.
In order to receive funding to the local/regional budgets, activities of euroregions
should be highlighted and visualised, so that lobbying for recognisable conceptual
projects in national bodies becomes much easier.

The legal status of a CBC affects its eligibility for funding. Potential for conflicts of
interest needs to be minimized. Euroregions also need to determine priorities and iden-
tify their specific roles as programme managers or as project partners. The issues of
cross-border mobility and accessibility also need to be resolved. The respondents felt
that the position of the euroregions needs to be strengthened within their national
countries. CBCs need to stay in constant and systematic dialogue with national gov-
ernments and direct discussions towards concrete policy implementation measures
that improve living standards in border territories. People to people contact happens
anyway through projects and seminars. However, when relations between neighbouring
countries become strained, local and regional level can increase in value. Cooperation
on the grassroot level can be a force in sustaining long-term relations.
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The majority of the respondents thought that the international, transnational, and
Pan-Baltic organizations, as well as the EU, in cooperation with national authorities,
should consult with euroregions on issues relevant for CBCs. The solutions pro-
posed by euroregions included taking self-initiative in various fields and not only
consulting with various levels of governance but forming a working network of
organisations for the purpose of information exchange on various policies.

4. A new legal instrument for euroregions

Although respondents believed that the differences in the legal status of the
euroregions impeded cooperative projects and application for EU funds, they did
not take a single legal solution for all euroregions as the only possibility. At the
time when the questionnaire was distributed, the EU regulation on the European
Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) had not been adopted. The instru-
ment was approved in 2006 on the basis of an initial proposal by the European
Commission in 2004. The regulation sprang from the difficulties that regional and
local authorities experienced as they endeavoured to implement territorial coop-
eration within the framework of differing national laws and procedures. The main
purpose of the Commission’s proposal was “to reduce the obstacles and difficul-
ties encountered in managing actions of cross-border, transnational or interre-
gional cooperation within the framework of differing national laws and proce-
dures” (EP 2006). This initiative was followed up and strengthened by the Euro-
pean Parliament and the Committee of the Regions.

Viktor von Malchus, a researcher of AEBR, has noted that “numerous conventions,
treaties, agreements and protocols at bilateral and trilateral level, which include
national and/or regional or local authorities, often contain declarations of goodwill on
friendly neighbourly cooperation, partnerships and more. They also allow for rec-
ommendations to be made, but do not confer decision-making powers on cross-
border structures. The strategic, long-term cross-border cooperation at regional and/
or local level has largely been rooted in private law”. He also argues that ,,coopera-
tion under public law is easier to achieve at project level/.../”. “There are no forms
of cooperation based on public law in the domain of interregional and transnational
cooperation”. Olivier Kramsch (2002) has advanced similar arguments in his article
on one of the oldest institutionalised euroregions, the Euregio Maas-Rhein, which
acquired the juridical status of a foundation in 1991 under the terms of Dutch private
law as Stichting Euregio Maas-Rhein. He argues that the weakness of the euroregion
is that “fiscal and social security issues remain a matter for policy making at the
member state level.” “The Stichting is legally proscribed from intervening in matters
related to spatial planning and the regulation of local labour markets.” He concludes
that the transformation from a private to a public entity resulted in “greater decision-
making flexibility within the Stichting and improved its democratic accountability
with the cross-border community at large” (Kramsch 2002). The new legal instru-
ment provides a basis in public law for decentralised trans-European cooperation
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between regional and/or local authorities on the basis of public (EU) law for all
forms of cooperation (cross-border, interregional and transnational) whether strate-
gic or operational and regardless of topic or form.

The territory of the EU has been subject to EGTC regulation since August 1, 2007.
So far only thirteen member states have adopted the EGTC’s national legislation.
Only three EGTCs have been established to date: the first one between France and
Belgium involving the cities of Lille, Tournai and Kortrijk; the second between Hun-
gary and Slovakia in the region of Ister-Granum; and the third between Spain and
Portugal on the border of Galicia and Norte. After establishing a general basis for
cooperation, the regulation allows the EGTC members the flexibility to reach agree-
ment on particulars in accordance with domestic law. In effect, the EGTC supple-
ments rather than replaces the existing instruments. Designed to have legal person-
ality, it has the capacity to act for and on behalf of its members, and it can place
contracts, employ personnel and acquire movable and immovable property. As a
legal entity governed by public law, it can act on behalf of its members in matters
such as governance, public service, and public facilities. The EGTCs’ regulations
provide for the controlling law to be the statutes of the member state where the
EGTC has its registered office. In addition, the EGTC seeks to comply with the
national law of its members. The purposes of the EGTCs are to promote cross-
border and transnational and interregional cooperation and to make the euroregions’
management of cooperative projects easier.

An EGTC can also include among its members partners’ non-EU member states. In
this case “at least two members from two EU member states must participate in the
EGTC. The registered office of the EGTC, which determines the applicable legal
system under which the EGTC will operate, must be located in one of the EU
member states by whose law at least one of the members of the EGTC is gov-
erned” (MOT 2008). Nevertheless, the EGTC remains under the control of national
governments since the establishment of an EGTC depends on authorisation by each
member state concerned.

The wider application of the EGTC tool in Europe would address several obstacles
to institutionalised cooperation of euroregions (heterogeneity, legal personality and
legal jurisdiction). However, it could also create new problems or resurface old ones
in a new form. Due to imbalances among partnering communities, issues regarding
implementation might arise; vagueness regarding supervision due to different public
administration systems in the countries might result in ineffectiveness, and ambigu-
ities about legal authority and jurisdiction might persist since the EGTC must choose
the legislation of one of the member countries in which it is registered. Despite
these issues, EGTCs could favourably influence the overall legal landscape of
euroregions in the future.
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5. Discussion on development opportunities for euroregions

Euroregions are challenged by the constant changes and reforms they have to un-
dertake in order to become stronger in terms of structures, membership, and financ-
ing. They are part of a developing system at both the micro or macro levels. To
maximize the benefits of improvements as they occur, they need to be informed and
adaptable. An information network among euroregions, national institutions and the
European Commission would be beneficial. Presently, without such a support sys-
tem, many euroregions lack the experience, resources, and status to take full advan-
tage of new developments.

The research data made abundantly clear that the most crucial problem confronting
euroregions is the absence of funding and the co-financing of projects. Financial
instability prevents the formation of joint structures. Without common resources
including permanent staff, the euroregions are forced to focus their energy on strat-
egies for long-term cooperation and on individual projects which can be implemented
using volunteers or temporary staff. Yet with absent adequate staffing, they are
often incapable of managing programmes, including European programmes. Tech-
nical, administrative, financial and decision-making instruments are vital for lasting
cross-border cooperation activities. Euroregions should actively work on fundraising
using all possible financial sources available at the moment. At the same time, long-
term financial schemes (loans, preferably at low interest rates) as well as advanced
payment schemes should be worked out on the national level with financing institu-
tions, banks, and the private sector. The degree of involvement of the ministries in
the work and funding of euroregions also needs to be more clearly defined. To avert
excessive influence on the part of member nations, euroregions should not rely on
national funding as their basic revenue source. Instead national resources should be
allocated to support particular projects. The best solution is assessing euroregion
membership fees for funding for increasing organizational capacity and manage-
ment. Micro-funds could be created within the framework of cross-border coop-
eration programs, and they should be monitored or analyzed through SWOT within
the context of programs managed by euroregions.

Euroregions can to a large extent help to overcome the legal, administrative and
financial barriers and disparities that hamper the progress of the border regions.
They can prepare joint studies and improve mutual understanding. They can also
facilitate more open labour markets, enhancing economic development and job cre-
ation. Euroregions should inform the national government of their successes and
point out the benefits of the CBCs’ operations on their service regions or countries.
Stronger contacts with academic and research institutions would help euroregions
perform their functions when their own institutional capacity is insufficient. Regard-
ing membership, an overview and assessment of the main types of membership/
partnership structures might prove helpful. The involvement of ‘triple helix’ partners
from both sides of the border is important for achieving common goals.
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Euroregions could also play a more prominent role in the overall development of the
Baltic Sea Region if they took part in analyzing the needs and in writing and imple-
menting international projects. As multinational institutions, euroregions possess unique
knowledge about cross-border cooperation on the local and regional level. Today
the euroregions are not only interacting within the circle of their immediate mem-
bership but they are also active vis-a-vis central governments and EU institutions.
They are well informed about the local needs and problems of border territories,
especially those with a cross-border character, and they are bearers of a longstanding
tradition of cross-border cooperation on the grass roots level. Although this knowl-
edge and experience is invaluable, it has been insufficiently used as a resource for
responding to issues within the Baltic Sea Region.

By implementing ‘triple helix’ projects and fostering networks, wider audiences can
be addressed. If euroregions could secure greater involvement from the university
and business sectors, the public would acquire a better understanding of the mean-
ing and activities of cross-border organizations. But the business sector in particular
will not be motivated to involvement in the practical work of euroregions unless it
first believes that euroregions can serve their interests. Euroregions need to make a
conscious effort to develop programmes that promote business success, making
their value-added evident. Then the needed support of the business community can
be expected to follow.

Euroregions can serve as platforms for strategic cooperation regarding issues of
spatial planning. As part of the ‘triple helix’, universities should investigate joint
development strategies for bordering territories and regions within the framework
of legislation that guarantees complementarity among participating nations and re-
gions. National governments should include a CBC in their regional development
plans, and they should involve euroregions in the development of cross-border infra-
structure and in spatial planning commissions. They should then try to foster compe-
tency at the regional/municipal level, and after issues of local infrastructure are
solved, entrust the euroregions to find solutions responsive to local and regional
needs.

Friendly visa policies need to be adopted to permit non-EU members of a euroregion
to travel across borders with minimal inconvenience and cost. Experiences with
Nordic CBC partners in issues concerning the model of mobility and accessibility to
services across the borders could be exchanged. The national institutions should
inform the euroregions on the new legislation that is being prepared concerning
CBCs and include the representatives of euroregions in the decision-making bodies
of the national institutions. Having a national coordinator in national institutions would
be an advantage. Regarding the legal status of euroregions, on the EU level the new
model of EGTCs needs to be promoted among the stakeholders at different levels
of governance.
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6. Conclusions

Euroregions are administrative-territorial structures intended to promote cross-bor-
der cooperation between neighbouring local or regional authorities of different coun-
tries located along shared state borders (either land or maritime borderlines). They
are widely known mechanisms of cooperation between regions. The empirical study
discussed in this report examined euroregions in the Baltic Sea Region and espe-
cially in those bordering non-EU member states. It examined characteristics of
euroregions and various problems they face. Euroregions differ with regard to orga-
nizational setups, legal forms, membership, roles and financing. These factors influ-
ence their ability to conduct everyday activities of cross-border cooperation. The
most severe problems pertain to the lack and stability of financial resources, which
leads to understaffing, insufficient capacity and the inability to participate effec-
tively in cooperative problem solving. Lack of dialogue with the national institutions
as well as EU-level institutions also militated against effectiveness. Euroregions are
often excluded from decision-making bodies within the central government, and
they are not always kept informed through regular systems of communication, lim-
iting their ability to contribute fully to national success.

The respondents agreed with seven out of ten statements presented to them. As to
the statements concerning the wider international arena, respondents believed that
those areas are already too far from the everyday activities of a euroregion. Be-
cause respondents interpreted the statement on spatial development differently, they
cited a wider range of opportunities for regional intervention than anticipated. Re-
garding suggestions for solving the main problems, respondents thought that a mix
of political representatives (local, regional, national and European) was crucial for
successful cross-border cooperation. Various initiatives were suggested including
coordinated cooperation among different institutions, demonstration of the benefit
of euroregions, and establishment of direct contacts with universities and the busi-
ness sector. A need for various financing schemes mainly from the national sources
was recommended.

As to the new legal instrument of the European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation
(EGTC), respondents thought it would simplify the management of cross-border
cooperation projects among countries with differing legal systems and laws. They
also believed that the possibility for an EGTC to enter into agreements with private
sector entities would improve cooperation among the public and private sector and
academia.

In conclusion, regions should be seen as continuous spheres of common interest
despite borders and national allegiance. For the model of territorial cooperation to
succeed, discussions in diverse forums throughout Europe are recommended with
the future development of euroregions as the main topic. Future research directions
could include investigating whether the existence of a CBC institution in the region
results in a higher degree of integration in a region and among local or regional

56



authorities representing the member countries. Another main research topic could
be documenting whether euroregions are cost effective organizations for contribut-
ing to the achievement of local and regional goals and aspirations and whether
euroregions could also be effective instruments of beneficial effects through na-
tional and international cooperation.
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Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) Secretariat, represents 11 BSR
countries, office in Sweden;

Nordic Council of Ministers’” Office in Estonia (EE);

Nordic Council of Ministers Office in Latvia ( LV);
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Tauragé County Government, representing Euroregion Saule (LT/LV/RUS),
office in Lithuania;
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Euroregion Saule (LT/LV/RUS), office in Lithuania;
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Lappeenranta municipality (FIN);
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Pskov Section” (RUS);
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Sovietsk municipality, representing Euroregion Saule (LT/LV/RUS), office
in Russia;
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Annex 2. Map of the partners of the BEN project
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ABSTRACT

Euroregions are administrative-territorial structures intended to promote cross-bor-
der cooperation between neighbouring local or regional authorities of different coun-
tries located along the shared state borders. They are widely known cooperation
mechanisms between the regions.

This paper explores development of integration processes in cross-border region
based on the cross-border cooperation organisation. Firstly, it conceptualizes
euroregions and cross-border cooperation regions from the viewpoint of knowledge
management processes. Secondly, the article analyses management of CBC
organisations and knowledge management in general. Thirdly, the article analyses
management in creation of knowledge cross-border region, and how cross-border
cooperation is enabled via cross-border cooperation institution using the example of
Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio. The article concludes by presenting how a learning
organisation can be a tool for cross-border regional integration and how it could
contribute to the development of a common knowledge cross-border region.

Keywords:
cross-border co-operation organisation, euroregion, knowledge management pro-
cess, knowledge cross-border metropolitan region, triple helix, Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio

JEL: 032

Introduction

The EU enlargement has created challenging opportunities to countries for the sup-
port of economic and regional development. Peripherality is a well-known problem
of border regions and there is a wide discussion in the regional development litera-
ture about the possibilities to reduce regional disparities.

The cross-border cooperation is one of the most recognised ways to develop border
regions (Baldwin and Forslid, 1999; Brodzicki, 2002; Pitoska, 2006). Still, the twenty
first century new global economy seems to give metropolitan (city-) regions a new
central role. In Jane Jacobs’s words (1985) regions make the wealth of nations, and
yet, often, their governmental structures and functions do not mirror those important
urban social, political, and economic and spatial facts. In a British study which de-
scribes the challenges and opportunities for knowledge based city-regions under the
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term “Ideopolis”, a city-region is de?ned as “the enlarged territories from which
core urban areas draw people for work and services such as shopping, education,
health, leisure and entertainment. (Brenner 2003)

Cross-border cooperation in general refers to “a more or less institutionalised col-
laboration between contiguous sub-national authorities across national borders”
(Perkmann, 2003). One possible and wide-spread cross-border co-operation institu-
tional structure is a euroregion. Euroregions are administrative-territorial structures
intended to promote cross-border cooperation between neighbouring local or re-
gional authorities of different countries located along shared state borders (either
land or maritime borderlines).

The authors of the article will use the term euroregion and cross-border coopera-
tion (CBC) organisation synonymously hereafter to denote an area of co-opera-
tion of local and regional authorities situated directly at the border, or close to it and
collaborating in different sectors.

The authors of the article work for the Non-Profit Association Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio
(further: Euregio) whose mission has been stated as “to enhance cross-border inte-
gration between Helsinki-Uusimaa region and Tallinn-Harju county” and the role is
“to promote and assist co-operation inside the twin-region, Euregio supports and
promotes inter-regional development and competitiveness, aiming to strengthen the
regional knowledge based economic development”. Founded as a network in 1999
and re-organised as a non-profit organisation in 2003. As euroregions have been
often created for finding solutions to concrete problems and not for dealing with the
development of the competitiveness of the region, Euregio stands out as a different
case. Euregio will be dealt with as a learning organization. From the point of view of
the target and mission of Euregio, the aim is to develop a cross-border metropolitan
knowledge region.

The organisation’s development has raised several theoretical questions that have
proved to be academically insufficiently covered. The problem regarding activities
of the organisation lies in disparities in the development of innovation environment
between Finland and Estonia. Thus, investigation process is two-fold: organizational
learning about the actors that help overcome this disparity and influencing actions
via regional decision-makers to help overcome these disparities.

The goal of the article is to analyse knowledge management in creation of a knowl-
edge cross-border region, and how cross-border cooperation is enabled via cross-
border cooperation institution using the example of Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio.

Our hypotheses are that a euroregion that aims at developing a cross-border region
of knowledge, arts and science should be a developing learning organisation itself
and according to the stakeholders there takes place development towards a metro-
politan knowledge cross-border region.
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The empirical part of the paper consists of the Euregio’s case as its novelty lies in
the fact that CBC takes place between capitals/metropolitan regions, not peripheral
regions. Still, disparities between two regions exist and they both, Estonia and Fin-
land, are located far from the European growth centers.

This paper explores development of integration processes in cross-border region
based on the cross-border cooperation organisation. Firstly, it conceptualizes
euroregions and cross-border cooperation regions from the viewpoint of knowledge
management processes. Secondly, the article analyses management of CBC
organisations and knowledge management in general. Thirdly, the article analyses
management in creation of knowledge cross-border region, and how cross-border
cooperation is enabled via cross-border cooperation institution using the example of
Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio. The article concludes by presenting how a learning
organisation can be a tool for cross-border regional integration and how it could
contribute to the development of a common knowledge cross-border region. The
present research is part of an ongoing longer research.

Theoretical Framework
Cross-Border Cooperation Organisations

Historically, the euroregions have come into existence due to the fact that unnatural
barriers have been created between regions and ethnic groups which actually be-
long together. They are widely known cooperation mechanisms between the re-
gions. Until today the concepts and characteristics of CBC organisations have been
worked out by the Council of Europe and dealt with mainly by EU institutions and by
associations uniting border regions.

However, the characteristics, management and problems of euroregions have not
been thoroughly investigated in the Baltic Sea Region. Moreover, there are very
few examples of clear institutional and functional frameworks presiding over large
cross-border urban regions (Brunet-Jailly 2002). The management of the cross-
border cooperation varies. There can be a joint executive committee created for a
cross-border structure or region, permanent working groups and/or a cross-border
secretariat with members from both sides of the border (AEBR). With the EU
regulation on the European grouping of territorial cooperation (EGTC) adopted in
2006 the initiative was made to reduce the obstacles and difficulties encountered in
managing actions of cross-border, transnational or interregional cooperation within
the framework of differing national laws and procedures (MOT 2008).

Since 1958 when the first euroregion was created, more than 100 cross-border
cooperation structures have been established at regional/local level along the EU’s
internal and external borders. Very often, there are big differences regarding size,
population, competences and financing. Regarding the euroregions in the Baltic Sea
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Region, an analyses of the characteristics and most crucial problems for cross-
border co-operation institutions and ideas for addressing the problems has been
made by Lepik (2009) based on the research carried out among the leaders of the
35 CBC organizations.

Today the cross-border cooperation organisations in Europe differ with regard to
organisational set-ups, legal forms, membership, roles and financing that characterise
everyday activity of the cross-border co-operation. Knowledge management im-
portance has risen as today’s effective and successful regional and interregional
organisations have been built on triple-helix model. Triple helix cooperation is a term
used to denote cooperation between three sectors in the society: the public sector,
businesses and high schools/universities at the regional, national and multinational
level. (Etzkowitz 1998). This system is complicated and demands from counterparts
knowledge sharing, as well as knowledge creation, sharing storing and transfer sys-
tems.

Knowledge Management and Cross-Border Learning Organisation

The concept of knowledge has long fascinated scholars in many disciplines. Differ-
ent perspectives have given rise to different methodologies by which knowledge
can be studied and different ways for analysing, interpreting and managing knowl-
edge. (Troilo 2006, Firestone 2001) Over the last decade the concepts of knowledge
and knowledge management in business and management sciences have been up
and down the sinuous curves of the hype cycle. Now it is recognised that knowl-
edge as a management theme is a fundamental part of our present and future.
(Dawson 2005)

The important distinction for the CBC institutions is between tacit and explicit knowl-
edge, introduced by Polanyi (1996): we can know more than we can tell or explain
to others. Explicit knowledge is what we can express to others, while tacit knowl-
edge comprises the rest of our knowledge —that which we cannot communicate in
words or symbols. Much of our knowledge is tacit. Explicit knowledge, conversely,
can be put in a form that can be communicated to others through language, visuals,
models, diagrams or other representations. When knowledge is made explicit by
putting it into words or other representations, it can then be digitized, copied, stored,
and communicated electronically. It has become information. What is commonly
termed explicit knowledge is information, while tacit knowledge is simply knowl-
edge. One way we can share our tacit knowledge with others is socialization, where
we converse directly, share experiences, and together work toward enhancing an-
other person’s or organization’s knowledge. (Dawson 2005)

An organization’s competitiveness is based on its capabilities that impact its perfor-

mance. Those capabilities are based on a fusion of effective goal-oriented business
and management processes and skills, both of which are forms of knowledge.
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Firestone (2001) defines Knowledge management as human activity that is part of
knowledge management process (KMP) of an agent or collective. And the KMP, in
turn, is an ongoing, persistent, purposeful network of interactions among human-
based agents through which the participating agents aim at managing (handling,
directing, governing, controlling, coordinating, planning, organizing) other agents,
components, and activities participating in the basic knowledge processes (knowl-
edge production and knowledge integration) in order to produce a planned, directed,
unified whole, producing, maintaining, enhancing, acquiring, and transmitting the
organisation’s knowledge base.

There is no consensus on the nature of knowledge (Firestone, 2001). Definitions
vary from “Justified true belief” (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995), “Knowledge, while
made up of data and information, can be thought of as much greater understanding
of a situation, relationships, causal phenomena, and the theories and rules (both
explicit and implicit) that underlie a given domain or problem.” (Bennet and
Bennet,1996) to “Knowledge is the capacity for effective action” (Sveiby, 1996).
This definition is the one favoured by the organisational learning community. Simi-
larly, Tom Davenport and Larry Prusak contend that “knowledge can and should be
evaluated by the decisions or actions to which it leads”, while Donald Schén notes
of professionals that “our knowledge is in our action.” Firestone (2001) distinguishes
three types of “knowledge”:

World 1 “knowledge” - encoded structures in physical systems (such as genetic
encoding in DNA) that allow those objects to adapt to an environment;

World 2 “knowledge” - validated beliefs (in minds) about the world, the beautiful,
and the right;

World 3 “knowledge” - validated linguistic formulations about the world, the beautiful
and the right.

In many organizations, there is little concern with world 1 knowledge and with the
beautiful, and only slightly greater concern with the right, so world 2 and 3 knowl-
edge of reality is in the outcomes of knowledge processes that are of primary con-
cern to knowledge management.

Malhotra (2001) looks at knowledge management as ““a synthesis of I'T and human
innovation: knowledge management caters to critical issues of organisational adaption,
survival and competence, in face of increasingly discontinuous environmental change.
Essentially, it embodies organisational process that seek synergistic combination of
data and information processing capacity of information technologies, and the cre-
ative and innovative capacity of human beings” (2001).

The authors of this article consider Malhotra’s (2001) and Karl Wiig’s (2000)

understanding of knowledge management relevant for cross-border cooperation
organisations that have chosen their development towards a learning organization.
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“Knowledge management in organisations must be considered from three
perspectives with different horizons and purposes:

Business Perspective - focusing on why, where, and to what extent the organisation
must invest in or exploit knowledge. Strategies, products and services, alliances,
acquisitions, or investments should be considered from knowledge-related points
of view.

Management Perspective - focusing on determining, organising, directing, facilitating,
and monitoring knowledge-related practices and activities required to achieve the
desired business strategies and objectives.

Hands-On Operational Perspective - focusing on applying the expertise to conduct
explicit knowledge-related work and tasks.”

Authors consider Senge’s (1990) definition of the learning organisation most suit-
able in the CBC organisations context. Senge defines Learning Organizations as
“Organizations where people continually expand their capacity to create the results
they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where
collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning to learn
together.” A Learning Organization has five main features; systems thinking, per-
sonal mastery, mental models, shared vision and team learning. In Euregio’s context
the authors propose that unlike Senge who suggests that all characteristics must be
simultaneously developed, O’Keeffee (2002) suggests the characteristics of a Learn-
ing Organization are factors that are gradually acquired.

There has been an extraordinary burgeoning of literature in recent years on the
relationship between innovation, learning, and regional economic development. This
includes literature exploring the concept of a ‘learning region’ (Florida, 1995; Mor-
gan, 1997; Simmie, 1997) and knowledge region. As the Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s
strategy indicates the concept of a knowledge region, the authors remain with the
term “knowledge region”.

The authors consider most relevant approach to the definition of knowledge cross-
border region as presented by the team of the Crossworks (2008) project:
As the analysis shows, leading knowledge region models compel:

. The development of high-tech services;

. The development of education: knowledge workers, universities, life-long
learning;

. The development of wide cooperation and collaboration in R&D among
and between triple helix actors;

. International cooperation in R&D.
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Further moves to extend cooperation should be based on longer-term strategic con-
siderations linked to the science policies of both countries and innovation policies of
the countries and cities.

Methodology

In terms of methodology, the article adopts a mix of primary research and second-
ary evidence provided by the literature. Evidence was collected by participatory
method via in-depth interviews, elite interviews and questionnaires. The qualitative
approach was selected as euroregions are not widely known among not-involved
citizens.

The empirical research evidence consists of the 3 investigations and a case:

(a) the investigation carried out among the thirty-five cross-border cooperation
organisations in the Baltic Sea Region to identify the most crucial issues and
problems for euroregions (Lepik, 2009);

(b)  investigation among Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio owners and partners

(c) eliteinterviews

(d)  Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio case

Research methods

(a) The leaders of the 35 CBC organisations from the Baltic Sea Region com-
mented on the 10 statements concerning euroregions to find out the characteristics
and most crucial problems for cross-border cooperation institutions and receive ideas
for addressing the problems. The study was carried out in 2006 and other aspects
apart from knowledge have been addressed in the article “Euroregions as Mecha-
nisms for Strengthening of Cross-border Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region”
(Trames 2009).

(b) The Questionnaire

The questions involved Euregio’s expected areas of expertise, influence mecha-
nisms, supporters and co-partners. The questionnaire was sent out to 50 persons
in October 2007, the stakeholders’ and partners’ of Euregio: members of the gen-
eral meeting, members and substitute members of the board and secretariat mem-
bers, entrepreneurs, artists, university lecturers, former speakers on Euregio fora,
former project partners. Out of 50 questionnaires 32 answers were received.
Respondents were asked to prioritise the statements. There was “other, please
specify” option. The given priorities’ numbers were counted and the number of
points calculated.
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The statements were:
1. Euregio should influence decision-making of city governments and state govern-
ments in the following policy areas:
innovation
general and spatial planning
Environment protection
physical infrastructure
Social services
Energy economy
Education
Regional development
Other, please specify

2. Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio should influence changes in society through:
Top-leaders (mayors, vice-mayors, municipality heads, MPs, CEOs, etc.)
Middle-level leaders (heads of departments, etc.)

Officials

University representatives
Artists and media people
Entrepreneurs

3. Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio is a representation and cooperation organisation for:
Politicians
Common citizens
University professors and students
Artists
Entrepreneurs
Others:

4. Please describe what indicates Euregio’s success?

(c) Elite in-depth interviews on regional integration

The research question was on the perspective of regional integration between Helsinki
and Tallinn metropolitan regions as the main target area for Euregio. The perspec-
tives of development of Euregio as an institution were additionally studied.

Elite interviews on regional development perspectives were carried out with 14
experts (university, local government, entrepreneurs) from both sides of the Gulf.

Elite interview questions:
1.Which scenario do you predict to happen?
Integration between two regions will deepen,;
Joint integration will not happen at all;
A new entity Helsinki-Tallinn twin-region will emerge
regional integration will happen in a form of knowledge region/science and
arts region/technology region/functional region/virtual region
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2. Which scenario do you predict to happen to Euregio?
3. How to brand the twin-region and Euregio?

The questions were asked in the course of discussions in order to allow the respon-
dents to comment and offer ideas connected to the research area. Every interview
lasted about an hour, the interview period was February to July, 2008 and interviews
were conducted by two persons and they were recorded. Respondents were prom-
ised anonymity, their names are recorded by researchers.

(d) Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio Case

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s mission, role, institutional structure and management, strat-
egy, priorities and activities for implementing of the given tasks were studied. The
investigations named above have been included in the analyses of the case. Addi-
tional evidence was gathered from secondary material as well as policy documents
of European Union institutions, Council of Europe and cross-border organisations,
Helsinki, Tallinn, Uusimaa and Harjumaa different strategy documents, Euregio fora,
conference and workshop materials; articles in the local and international press,
government programmes affecting cross-border co-operation and related issues as
well as Internet data were reviewed.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio Case

Authors investigate Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio case as an empirical inquiry that analy-
ses a phenomenon of the organisational development and goals within its real-life
context. Case study research includes qualitative evidence — the questionnaires,
elite interviews and strategy documents of Euregio and its partners.

Euregio has a well-developed institutional organisation with characteristics of a clas-
sical management system: General meeting, Board meetings, Secretariat meetings
as strategic management bodies, manager, project managers as implementing bod-
ies; permanent funding by partners, additional funding from European projects; pri-
orities and action plans are worked out yearly, information producing and preserving
mechanisms established. Since 2001 the target area is innovation, science and arts
co-operation, competitiveness of the region. Additionally the organisation has a speci-
fied target area of activities — Harjumaa/Tallinn and Uusimaa/Helsinki metropolitan
regions.

From both, an understanding-oriented and an action-oriented perspective, it is more

important to clarify the deeper causes behind a problem of further developments of
the Euregio and the region.
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Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio — organisation, mission, priorities

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio started as a cross-border co-operation network in 1999.
The non-profit association (NPA) for providing services to the partners of the net-
work was established in 2003. Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s role is to promote co-
operation inside the region and enhance regional integration by:

. being a cross-border, triple helix driven tool;

. aiming to strengthen the cross-border regional knowledge based economic
and political development;

. aiming to develop of a united multi-cluster innovation region of high
competitiveness.

The financing of Euregio is provided from annual membership fees paid by the
partners. Additional sums for joint projects are applied for from various national and
international funds.

Key events of the cooperation process are Euregio fora, which take place every 1,5
years. The second most important event is the Knowledge Arena, which takes
place every second year.

Effective work in the period between the key events is carried out in seminars,
conferences, round table meetings, minor and major cooperation networks, project
groups, forming, maintaining and mediating of contacts between local governments,
academic circles and entrepreneurs.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio members are: Helsinki, Tallinn, Uusimaa Region, Republic
of Estonia represented by Harju county government and Union of Harju county
municipalities. The list of co-operation partners includes Culminatum Ltd. (Uusimaa
research and development centre), the Tuglas Association, the Finnish Institute in
Estonia and the Estonian Institute in Finland, embassies, EAS (Enterprise Estonia),
universities, science parks, chambers of commerce and trade and ministries.

The mission of Euregio is to increase balanced cross-border integration and to con-
tribute to the emergence of the Harjumaa-Uusimaa a cross-border metropolitan
knowledge region by boosting the entire area’s competitiveness and sustainability.
The development of an integrated cross-border region is based on the principle that
both sides should benefit from closer ties and co-operation and that balanced mutual
economic co-operation makes the two metropolitan regions stronger and more vis-
ible together than they could be apart. The basis for this process is provided by an
innovative and creative environment, knowledge-based economy, mutual support
and operation according to the “triple helix” principle — co-operation of universities,
business and local governments to either side of the Gulf of Finland.

Euregio priorities are set by two-year periods. The 1999-2000 was for the Estonian

and Finnish sides primarily a period of learning to co-operate and adjusting to the
other party’s operating culture. The first formal action plan was drafted for the
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years 2003-2005. Keywords of that period were connected to the European Union
— how it works and how to operate within the union, dialogue and information
exchange, learning how to select possible projects in accordance with the needs of
Tallinn and Harjumaa, how to solve own problems. The rectors and pro-rectors of
universities of Tallinn, representatives of the Tallinn City Chancellery and higher
officials of the Ministry of Education and Research convened in the Euregio offices
in January 2004 in order to agree on common interests and spheres of cooperation.
The Science twin cities project was completed in 2005; it comprised six reports and
studies, including two specifically dedicated to Helsinki-Tallinn universities coopera-
tion “Helsinki-Tallinn - Science Twin City: University Cooperation Development”
(Merle Krigul) and “Cooperation in High-tech Business Development” (Raivo
Tamkivi).

Keywords of the period 2005-2006 were competence and knowledge: development
of the science region concept, branding activities for the science and arts twin re-
gion — the idea of a science twin region was complemented by art and the designa-
tion no longer concerned twin cities, but twin region. Priorities for 2007 — 2009
included sustainable regional planning, creating a common business environment,
developing human resources. The keywords were recreation services and ways for
improving welfare of seniors; relations between urban space and “new media art-
ists”, use of new technologies in humanising the urban space (m-services, VJ-bus,
wiki-technologies) and new type of festivals; branding and marketing; cooperation
between euroregions of the Baltic Sea area. Priorities for 2009-2013 are increased
interaction in spatial and regional planning, creation of innovative and a barrier free
region with common well-functioning markets and development of Twin-region of
Arts and Sciences. In order to implement the above-mentioned priorities the activi-
ties include a fixed link/transportation systems’ development study, Helsinki-Tallinn
Twin-TV based services’ development, implementation of the Living Laboratories’
method in Tallinn metropolitan region and common festivals in the framework of
Tallinn Culture Capital 2011.

Results
Investigation of euroregions

Based on the study (Lepik, 2009), cross-border cooperation organisations in Europe
depending on type and role differ in management categories and implementation of
management. Euregios are part of knowledge management process, being collec-
tive agents of managing cross-border knowledge production, preservation, integra-
tion and transfer.

In the case, where the strategy, vision and mission of a cross-border cooperation

organisation is focused on basic knowledge processes, then knowledge manage-
ment should be applied. Euroregions’ competitiveness and sustainability is based on
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a fusion of effective goal-oriented business and management processes and skills,
and both of them are forms of knowledge.

Knowledge management is an inherent part of the work of developed cross-border
cooperation organisations as it demands organisational capabilities. As cross-border
organisations act in a very practical world, Firestone’s World 3 “knowledge” ac-
companied by Wiig’s business, management and hands-on perspectives form theo-
retical basis to analysis of management of cross-border organisation. Explicit and
tacit knowledge are important part of everyday life of these organisations.

According to Lepik (2009) newer euroregions are in lack of funds and human re-
sources that raises a dual situation — on the one hand, there is lack of finances for
using themin developing knowledge formation, storing and management, and lack of
time to develop special knowledge systems; on the other hand, as in majority of
euroregions in the Baltic Sea region there are one to four employees, a manager is
expected to be competent in all areas of activities and processes on different sides of
borders. She or he becomes a real knowledge bank — if the manager leaves, organisation
is at risk of not being sustainable, as explicit knowledge consists basically of minutes of
meetings, project descriptions and annual reports; good or bad working relations, unof-
ficial networks, contexts and inside information are not described in the written form.

In knowledge management of euroregions predominant is tacit knowledge, both, in
older and newer organisations: this is the information, competencies, and experience
possessed by employees, including professional contacts and cultural and interper-
sonal dimensions — openness, lessons to be gained from successes of failures, anec-
dotal fables, and information sharing (Hellriegel 2002). Tacit knowledge is inexpress-
ible, so, in many instances, it is impossible to share even through non-verbal communi-
cation. Thus, if we accept the idea of personal, tacit knowledge, we must also accept
that knowledge is not always experience we can share. Possibilities to add to knowl-
edge sharing is socialization and this is inherent part of activities of euroregions.

In newer cross-border cooperation organisations actors of knowledge management
are covered or partly covered: use of new technologies (tele-conferences, Skype,
etc.), knowledge producing and preserving procedures are well established (sys-
tems of minutes, information sharing etc.), still, the problem of one-person-con-
nected knowledge and knowledge management makes cross-border cooperation
organisations vulnerable.

Importance of knowledge management has increased as today’s effective and suc-
cessful regional and interregional organisations have been built on triple-helix model
and forms a complicated system. This system is many-sided and demands knowl-
edge storing systems, as well as knowledge transfer and competencies to use the
positive effects knowledge management process in different aspects offers.

Cross-border cooperation organisations are well informed about the local needs and
problems of border territories and they are bearers of longstanding tradition of cross-
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border co-operation on the grass-root level. This knowledge and experience of the
cross-border cooperation organisations are valuable for discussions concerning cru-
cial issues of the region. Effective knowledge management in a cross-border
organisation would contribute to developing regions’ competitiveness. This means
that knowledge creation, storage, and transfer are essential factors of raising re-
gional competitiveness.

According to the development documents of both, Estonia and Finland, and strate-
gic plans of Tallinn, Helsinki, Uusimaa and Harjumaa (Tallinn Development Strat-
egy 2025, Harju County Development Strategy 2025, Trends and bases for activi-
ties of the Union of Harju County Municipalities 2007-2013, Uusimaa Development
plan 2030/ Vision and Strategy, Helsinki Strategy Programme 2009-2012), all coun-
terparts state that knowledge economy is the future of development of the region.
This sets frames to Euregio — Euregio should be a learning organisation, and the
management type is knowledge management.

Results of the stakeholders’ questionnaire

The areas where positive changes are expected:

Respondents favoured innovation (28 points), education (27), regional development
(25) and social services (24), environment protection (1), physical infrastructure
and energy economy (0 points).

Power of influence of stakeholders:

Euregio is influential via top leaders (18 points), entrepreneurs (14 points), artists
and media people (13 points), university representatives (10 points), middle-level
leaders (heads of departments, etc.) (0 points), officials (0 points).

Strong connection to the respondents’ profession or position was noted: university
and art representatives did not mention official top-leaders; official top-leaders did
not mention middle-level leaders and artists. It may indicate that for official city
leaders’ new developments in city entrepreneurship bases is not familiar and ideas
of city economic bases are traditional. The under-estimation of the middle-level
leaders surprised the authors as the majority of every-day practice is going on be-
tween the middle-level leaders.

Euregio partners in the strategy process

Euregio was considered as a representation and co-operation body for city authori-
ties (others — 6 points), artists and media people (5 points), entrepreneurs (3 points);
politicians and common citizens were not mentioned. It may indicate the fact that
mayors and vice-mayors are not considered to be politicians, and the link to com-
mon citizen is understood directly.

Euregio’s success factors

Euregio’s success factors were connected with fora, seminars, projects, implementing
new ideas.
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There was a strong connection with respondents’ profession. University-connected
respondents tended to consider Euregio as a developer of a science and arts region
through people connected to universities and artists and they under-estimated local
government and politicians’ roles. The trend was stronger among Estonian experts.
This trend needs further study. Respondents being the city or regional officials un-
der-estimated university co-operation and pointed out co-operation between local
authorities. Only one respondent indicated that success factors can be characterised
by the development of co-operation between the regions, namely, the number and
scope of joint projects, the number of joint events, marketing and representation of
the region in fairs, seminars, etc., the number of joint publications, etc. For the
Euregio staff the study indicated the necessity to repeat the questionnaire and organise
interviews with key persons. It is also necessary to achieve common understanding
between main stake-holders about the expectations towards Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio
organisation and towards the twin- region as the main goal. Proceeding from these
results Euregio brand can be developed.

On the bases of the research it may be stated that Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio is expected
to focus on innovation and education, meaning knowledge dissemination, its visibility
increased through top-leaders. The main clientele being from the demand side found-
ing members (board, top-politicians and top-officials, secretariat) and supply side be-
ing universities, innovative businesses, new media representatives, new media artists.

Results of the in-depth elite interviews

Future trends for regional integration

. Integration between the two regions will deepen — television and e- and
m-services, integration of university and science institutions; joint city and
regional planning activities; job mobility; joint festivals; joint marketing,
joint television programmes. Sill there is no twin-region self-identification.
(8 experts)

. Joint integration will not happen at all. The cities and the regions will
follow different paths and the present interaction and networking will be
stopped either by internal (common will, laws, economic situation etc.) or
by external (national security situation, natural disasters, etc.) forces. (2
experts)

. A new entity Helsinki-Tallinn twin-region will emerge.

A twin-entity may correspond to many features. It may include for
example joint universities between the cities, joint city councils, joint city
departments, joint services in the region (social services, health care,
procurement, etc.), joint resources, joint transport networks (tunnel), joint
spatial planning (general and regional planning), etc. A new dialect (like
stadia) might emerge. (4 experts)

Future trends for Euregio development

. Euregio as a strong networking and matchmaking organisation between
Estonia and Finland. (8 experts)

78



. Euregio will continue working as it has so far and no significant changes
happen. The awareness of the activities and results of Euregio remains
low among the stakeholders as well as the target group. (3 experts)

. Euregio will be transformed into something else like Oresund Committee
or, Euregio might finish its existence. (3 experts)

Euregio branding
Euregio’s brand is connected to fora, seminars, innovative festivals, innovation-pro-
moting activities. Extended and visible projects, like tunnel/fixed link study, serve as
branding actions.

The investigation showed that regional integration will deepen between the two
regions, still the self-identification of the region as a twin-region is not foreseen
Euregio development is seen by interviewees as continuing and strengthening but
not transforming into any other type of organization. The number of respondents
who believe in positive qualitative developments indicates that Euregio activities and
goals correspond to interviewed partners’ expectations.

Case study results

Euregio’s organisation and interplay with founding members and interested parties
can be described as follows:
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Figure 1: Euregio’s supply and demand chart
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Euregio is the only regional level tool between Estonia and Finland which deals with
contact making between universities, enterprises and local governments. This task
is not given to any other institution in Estonia by law and not by general practice
either. Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio is also the only institution between Finland and Esto-
nia whose primary task is enhancing regional integration towards a joint region, in
Euregio documents also referred to as a twin-city and twin-region.

Based on the analyses of the interviews we may conclude that the organization with
the tasks to enhance regional integration would be a learning organisation as the
tasks continuously vary and develop. Such organization should be developing itself—
its systems thinking, personal mastery, mental models, shared vision and team learn-
ing. This is proved by the change in priorities from 1999-2001 when learning how to
cooperate was stressed until 2009 when extended infrastructure projects are planned.
The stakeholders foresee the development towards a metropolitan knowledge cross-
border region. As it is a complex task, knowledge management should be applied.

The twin-region of arts and science (knowledge region) has been stressed but the
creation of no other joint institutional structures apart from Euregio are foreseen,
e.g. joint city councils. Based on the elite interviews integration between the two
regions will deepen — television and e- and m-services, integration of university and
science institutions; joint city and regional planning activities; job mobility; joint fes-
tivals; joint marketing, joint television programmes.

The target status of Euregio could be as follows:
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Figure 2: Euregio’s target as a learning organization
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In order to be a learning organisation, the authors forecast that with new and visible
tasks Euregio should grow, both, in capacities and numbers of working force and
should remain as one of the leading forces in promoting cross-border regional inte-
gration. Further regional development via joint projects developing joint services,
common television, joint festivals and marketing is the most possible development
for Euregio in the near future. Branding of a region is usually a task for national
governments, but as cities play growing role in regional economic development, still
a joint marketing system for the region should be established. Branding the region
and the organisation is inter-connected. Euregio’s brand is connected to fora, semi-
nars, innovative festivals, innovation-promoting activities. Extended and visible
projects, like tunnel/fixed link study, serve as branding actions.

Based on the investigations, the authors claim that regional integration should de-
velop towards metropolitan knowledge cross-border region, meaning integration of
higher education, high-tech entrepreneurship, services and new media and arts.
They will serve as Euregio priorities in the near future.

Further research

Euregio’s role as a change agent in knowledge transfer and open innovation re-
quires further research.

Mutual understanding and acceptance of counterparts of triple helix — local authori-
ties, academic circles and innovative entrepreneurs needs further study. There is a
need for clarifying the triple helix concept and the added-value of developing such
co-operation as well as developing common long term strategies for how to achieve
it. For the Euregio staff the study of stakeholders indicated the necessity to repeat
the questionnaire and organise interviews with key persons to find out more on
Euregio’s success factors and brand Euregio better. Institutional cooperation and
coherence of strategy documents between Estonia and Finland for knowledge cross-
border regional integration is needed.

Conclusion

The cross-border cooperation is one of the most recognised ways to develop border
regions (Baldwin and Forslid, 1999; Brodzicki, 2002; Pitoska, 2006). The twenty
first century new global economy seems to give metropolitan regions a new central
role.

Cross-border cooperation in general refers to “a more or less institutionalised col-
laboration between contiguous sub-national authorities across national borders”
(Perkmann, 2003). One possible and wide-spread cross-border co-operation institu-
tional structure is a euroregion. Euroregions are administrative-territorial structures
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intended to promote cross-border cooperation between neighbouring local or re-
gional authorities of different countries located along shared state borders (either
land or maritime borderlines).

The authors of the article used the term euroregion and cross-border coopera-
tion (CBC) organisation synonymously hereafter to denote an area of co-opera-
tion of local and regional authorities situated directly at the border, or close to it and
collaborating in different sectors. The goal of the article was to analyse knowledge
management in creation of knowledge cross-border region, and how cross-border
cooperation is enabled via cross-border cooperation institution using the example of
Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio.

Our hypotheses were that an institution that aims at developing a cross-border re-
gion of knowledge, arts and science should be a developing learning organisation
itself and according to the stakeholders there takes place development towards a
metropolitan knowledge cross-border region.

Authors used Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio case for an empirical inquiry that analysed a
phenomenon of the organisational development and goals within its real-life context.
Case study research included qualitative evidence —two questionnaires, elite inter-
views and strategy documents of Euregio and its partners.

Euregio is the only regional level tool between Estonia and Finland which deals with
contact making between universities, enterprises and local governments and whose
mission is “to enhance cross-border integration between Helsinki-Uusimaa region and
Tallinn-Harju county” and the role is “to promote and assist co-operation inside the
twin-region, Euregio supports and promotes inter-regional development and competi-
tiveness, aiming to strengthen the regional knowledge based economic development”.

Euregio strategy documents set frames for Euregio as a learning organisation, using
knowledge management. On the bases of the research it may be stated that Helsinki-
Tallinn Euregio is expected to focus on innovation and education and new high-tech
services, meaning knowledge dissemination and knowledge transfer, its influence
provided through top-leaders. The main clientele being from the demand side founding
members (board, top-politicians and top-officials, secretariat) and supply side being
universities, innovative businesses, new media representatives, artists.

Strong connection to the respondents’ profession or position was noted: university
and art representatives did not mention official top-leaders; official top-leaders did
not mention middle-level leaders and artists. It may indicate that for official city
leaders’ new developments in city entrepreneurship bases is not familiar and ideas
of city economic bases are traditional. The under-estimation of the middle-level
leaders surprised the authors as the majority of every-day practice is going on be-
tween the middle-level leaders.
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Euregio was considered as a representation and co-operation body for city authori-
ties, artists and media people, entrepreneurs; politicians and common citizens were
not mentioned. It may indicate the fact that mayors and vice-mayors are not consid-
ered to be politicians, and the link to common citizen is understood directly.

University-connected respondents tended to consider Euregio as a developer of a
science and arts region through people connected to universities and artists and they
under-estimated local government and politicians’ roles. Respondents being the city
or regional officials under-estimated university co-operation and pointed out co-
operation between local authorities.

Euregio’s success factors were connected with fora, seminars, projects, implementing
new ideas. The investigation via in-depth elite interviews showed that regional inte-
gration is expected to deepen between the two regions, still the self-identification of
the region as a twin-region is not foreseen in the near future. Euregio development
is seen by interviewees as continuing and strengthening but not transforming into
any other type of organization. The number of respondents who believe in positive
qualitative developments indicates that Euregio activities and goals correspond to
interviewed partners’ expectations. Euregio’s brand is connected to fora, seminars,
innovative festivals, innovation-promoting activities. Extended and visible projects,
like tunnel/fixed link study, serve as branding actions.

Based on the analyses of the interviews we may conclude that the organization with
the tasks to enhance regional integration would be a learning organisation as the
priorities continuously vary and develop. Such organization should be developing
itself. This is proved by the change in priorities from 1999-2001 when learning how
to cooperate was stressed until program period 2009 - 2013 when extended infra-
structure projects are planned.

The stakeholders foresee the development towards a metropolitan knowledge cross-
border region. As it is a complex task, knowledge management should be applied.
The twin-region of arts and science (knowledge region) has been stressed but the
creation of no other joint institutional structures apart from Euregio are foreseen,
eg. joint city councils. Based on the elite interviews integration between the two
regions will deepen — television and e- and m-services, integration of university and
science institutions; joint city and regional planning activities; job mobility; joint fes-
tivals; joint marketing, joint television programmes.

Based on the investigations, the authors claim that regional integration should de-
velop towards metropolitan knowledge cross-border region, meaning integration of
higher education, high-tech entrepreneurship, services and new media and arts.
They will serve as Euregio priorities in the near future.

Euregio’s task in the near future is influencing actions via regional decision-makers
to help overcome regional disparities.
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Abstract: The present article aims to describe the Living Lab’s method as a method
innovation in institutional activities and problems of taking this innovation into use.
Possibilities to transfer the Living Lab’s method from one country, Finland, to other,
Estonia, potential implementation fields and obstacles are studied. Considerations
on the process of utilising the Living Lab’s method in Tallinn are given. Living Lab’s
is a human-centric research and development approach in which new technologies
are co-created, tested, and evaluated in the users’ own private context. This method
is coming into use in several countries among which Finland is in the forefront but
is not yet in use in Tallinn, Estonia. The empirical part of the research is based on the
analyses of fourteen interviews conducted among Tallinn and Helsinki city officials,
representatives of technology enterprises, experts of the fields that are internation-
ally most wide-spread Living Labs’ testing grounds, using structured interviews and
discussions. The article concludes by discussing possibilities to use the Living Lab’s
method in enhancing Helsinki-Tallinn cross-border co-operation and thus metropoli-
tan regional intergration.

Keywords: cross-border co-operation, Living Lab, Living Lab’s method, open in-
novation, Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio, knowledge transfer, method innovation

Category: M

1. Introduction

Living Labs is a human-centric research and development approach in which new
technologies are co-created, tested, and evaluated in the users’ own private con-
text.

In practice the Living Lab phenomena can be viewed in different ways, as a special
environment for innovations, as a quite general approach and as a method. The
process of taking it into use is a complex process with many stakeholders. In this
paper, the perspective taken is Living Lab as a method with concrete characteris-
tics. The method of Living Labs started to emerge around Europe in 2000 only.
Presently it is only in the process of formulation and hence listing of its main fea-
tures and demands proceeding from this requires additional separate work. The
authors study how to transfer this complicated and developing method including
different counterparts from one cultural environment to another and where obstacles
occur. As the phenomenon of transfer of innovations from one user (early adaptor)
to another is vastly covered by literature since Rogers’ classical surveys [Rogers
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2003], transfer of innovations from one state or cultural environment to another is
less studied, but still studies are available [Koren 2006, Chesbrough 2003]. The
object of these studies being usually spontaneous spread of innovation. In this article
authors study the method’s innovation in the conditions where a special institution
created to enhance cross-border transfer of knowledge — Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio -
is in existence and is part of the process of assisting in creation of such environ-
ment. Rogers proposes that innovation phases include awareness raising, interest,
evaluation, trial, and adoption. Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio aims at shortening innova-
tion phases described by Rogers. The article concludes by presenting strategies and
tools this institution could use to enhance the faster spread of Living Labs’ method
in Tallinn, Estonia.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio, a cross-border cooperation institution, has some experi-
ence in using the “triple-helix principle” in its cross-border activities, but the Living
Labs’ method has been inaccessible for the organization so far, as the method is
well-used in Finland - only in Helsinki there is registered 7 Living Labs in 2009
[Helsinki LL 2009] and not known in Estonia. Relying on the Finnish experience and
studying the reasons for economic success of Finland it is visible that there has been
consensus in Finland on goal-oriented innovation’s environment development for
about 10 years: well developed institutions, systematic development of innovation
environment and attention to R&D [Hautaméki 2008] The authors presume that
transfer of Living Labs’ method to Estonia might open up innovation processes,
facilitating user involvement and also facilitating citizens’ democratic involvement in
developing their living and working environment and services.

As the authors have long-time experiences in facilitating co-operation in Helsinki-
Tallinn metropolitan region suggestions for the utilisation of the Living Labs method
in parts 5 and 6 of this article are based on the special research based on the
interviews, but also on authors’ experiences and results from numerous other dis-
cussions with stakeholders.

2. Living Lab Phenomenon — Some Theoretical Considerations

By Stéhlbrost [Stahlbrost 2008] the concept of Living Labs started to develop in the
late 1990s and one of the first to mention it was the Georgia Institute of Technology,
where the technology was developed for capturing a live experience from an edu-
cational situation and then provide it to users for later access and review [Abowd
1999]. By Veli-Pekka Niitamo [Nokia 2009] the term of the Living Labs was first
used by Professor Bill Mitchell, MIT, Boston, around 1995. Other areas where
Living Labs have been used as a concept have been in tests of new technologies in
home-like constructed environments [Markopoulos 2000]. Since then, the concept
has grown and, today, one precondition in Living Lab activities is that they are
situated in real-world contexts, not constructed laboratory settings.
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In Living Labs the activities go around the clock, since the user involvement process
is situated in users’ real-life everyday context [Eriksson 2005]. With such an ap-
proach, it follows that users are involved actively in development processes in their
own context; hence, the users are facilitated to communicate their needs and re-
quirements on the basis of their everyday experiences. It is assumed that the devel-
opment and innovation process should be open for all relevant and interested stake-
holders. This is influenced by the open innovation approach posed by Chesbrough
[Chesbrough 2003], and by the emerging Web 2.0 approach, aiming to facilitate
creativity, information sharing, and, collaboration among users [Dearstyne 2007;
Leibs 2008; Walters 2007].

Another important aspect of a Living Labs environment is the “living” aspect -
people involved in any development project live with the process and constantly
check how the process proceeds. Eriksson and others [Eriksson 2005] define Liv-
ing Labs as a research and development methodology whereby innovations, such as
services, products, and application enhancements, are created and validated in col-
laborative, multi-contextual empirical real-world settings. This definition implies that
humans are considered as the collaborative sources of innovation, not merely in-
volved for testing and validating products and services. Inherent in this definition is
the assumption that the involvement processes should be carried out in real-world
settings and in close connection to research. In this definition, the perspective of
Living Labs is that it is a methodology.

Living Labs are considered as a new character in a chain of open innovation. Open
innovation needs different mindset and company culture than traditional or closed
innovation. In Nokia presentation [Nokia 2005] the end users are considered as co-
creators, and user-driven innovation is understood as human-centric innovation.
According to Salmelin [Salmelin 2007] the object of Living Labs is societal innova-
tion with technological innovation what indicates that the content is not testing any
technological solution in any social environment, but to initiate change in social envi-
ronment using technological means.

Nowadays Living Labs are “functional regions” where enabling actors have settled
down PPP (Public-Private Partnership) of companies, public entities, universities,
institutes and individuals. All these actors cooperate for the creation, prototyping,
validation and testing of new services, products and systems in real-life environ-
ments. These environments may be towns, districts, villages or rural areas, as well
as industrial zones. According to the study by Estonian Institute of Futures Studies
[EIFS 2008] just a PPP is too narrow, the suggested expression is public-business-
citizen partnership or public-private-civic partnership. A Living Lab is a system
for building future economy in which real-life user-centric research and innovation
will be a normal co-creation technique for new products, services and societal infra-
structure. A Living Lab offers services which enables the users to take active part
in research and innovation.
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Figure 1: From user-centric to user-driven model (Helsinki LL 2009)

Living Lab is often related to creation of technological systems for usage in urban
environment and redesign of urban environments and the role of the public sector,
namely the city government is very important here. The typical list of actors in the
implementation of the method includes: communities as end-users of innovation pro-
cesses, companies interested in innovations, especially technology enterprises, uni-
versities, research institutions and city government as the main goal setting partner
in the process and an organiser. The Finnish experience shows that those technol-
ogy enterprises that are interested in participation of working out new solutions in
order to gain from multiplying them at a later stage are ready to contribute with their
own financing in case the environment and partners are motivating. Due to that
development costs are not too big for the city and the cooperation is useful to both
sides. The city government and city departments have the strategic position in the
implementation of the method in public services. If the city government is in the
position of an initiator, they need to suggest the idea and provide financing for the
process. A focused task and a well planned goal are the key success factors here
and the technology enterprises (TEs) should not start working on random ideas.

3. Living Laboratories as Special Kind of Innovation

Living Labs are created in order to work out some innovations but at the same time
living labs constitute an innovation in working methods and in the system of coop-
eration of various stakeholders compared to the earlier methods in the field. Thus, it
is possible to presume that obstacles that must be overcome when implementing the
method are close to other innovations that are tackled in the framework of innova-
tion theory.

Rogers [Rogers 2003 ] proposes that adopters of any new innovation or idea can be
categorized as innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards,
based on the mathematically-based Bell curve. The introduction of an innovation
goes through the following phases: awareness, interest, evaluation, trial, and adop-
tion. Using of these categories provide a common language for innovation research-
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ers. In our case of Living Lab in Tallinn we can position ourselves between the
awareness raising stage and the interest. The Living Lab method’s innovation is
more complex than a product, technology or any other type of innovation as in
Living Labs the technology and life-style are interwoven. Special institution like
Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio serves in this case as a supporting institution for innovation
cross-border transfer and speeding the process of moving from one innovation phase
to the next one. The broader positive context includes the general Estonian-Finnish
(Tallinn-Helsinki) knowledge transfer and exchange of experiences, which has given
positive results in several fields and is generally valued well.

The method is still in development and this status of progress becomes especially
important in case of transfer. Not only technology, but ideology, knowledge, institu-
tional cooperation experiences, and ways of thinking and acting need to be trans-
ferred. It requires also political support and enhancement of social networks.

4. Study of Living Lab’s Method’s Transferability and Implementation
Peculiarities

After the study visits and seminars of leading city officials, politicians and ICT
specialists aiming to introduce Helsinki and Finnish experiences of using the Living
labs’ method, the necessity for a study of the prerequisites and implementation po-
tential in Tallinn occurred. In the first half of 2008 a special diagnostic methodology
was worked out that concentrated on the following main questions:

What could be the general presumptions in Tallinn to become a ground for imple-
mentation of the Living Labs method?

Which are the public service sectors in Tallinn where the living lab method could
be adopted?

Which areas are considered as potential Living Lab environments?

Is there any potential and motivation of domestic technology enterprises and
universities, technology parks and research institutions start to participate ac-
tively in potential Living Labs?

Do we find representatives of the local authorities in Tallinn ready to initiate and
support the creation of Living Labs?

Can we count on the readiness of Tallinn citizens for active participation as the
essence of the method presumes?

The study method was a semi-structured interview. (Annex 1) The interview pro-
gram consisted of several blocks that contained main and additional sub-questions.
The methodology enabled to change the sequence of the questions. It was pre-
sumed that the researchers later can classify the answers given to the questions,
e.g. to differentiate more perspective fields of use from less perspective, differenti-
ate the existence of preconditions from lack of preconditions to using the method.
At the same time the aim of interviews was not only to get answers to the questions
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but to stimulate the respondents to develop their own ideas and suggestions how to
use the Living Labs method in Tallinn.

14 persons were interviewed, from them 5 were representatives of high-level mu-
nicipal officials, 9 were well-known experts of the ICT sector, most of them had had
earlier co-operation with public sector, included municipal sector. The interviewees
were in addition to the authors of the current article Ms Kyllike Tafel and Anna
Murulauk from the Estonian Institute of Futures Studies. Interviews were recorded.
An average length of the interview was 60 minutes.

As follows, we present the generalised answers to the before mentioned six ques-
tions and we also bring out these questions that generated more problems and inter-
pretation options. We presume that bringing out communication difficulties, difficult
questions, consciousness of researchers helps to understand the thinking schemes
and clichés of the stake-holders and can be beneficial for researchers in the future.

The interviewees were generally optimistic considering Tallinn’s suitability to use
the Living Labs’ method. As positive preconditions it was considered that in several
communal fields it is possible to to take the next step from existing “yesterday’s and
the-day-before solutions” to new “tomorrow and after-tomorrow” solutions, just
omitting today’s solutions. An exception here are ICT companies as Tallinn has
acquired in this field quite a leading position. This might be a promising possibility for
technology companies who could gain experience in scaling new solutions in several
municipalities. It was brought out that city districts in Tallinn are very different what
enables to test different systems.

Interviewees were of different opinion on the general innovativeness of the citizens
as the precondition for using the Living Labs method. Those who were positive
about the innovativeness of the citizens, pointed out that the Tallinn citizens are
generally very positive about ICT-based solutions, also, the citizens have gone through
big changes in employment and life-style, thus their level of innovativeness and trust
towards “new things” cannot be low. Those who were negative pointed out that
citizen from Central and Eastern Europe are less active in social interference than
in for example Northern Europe and a significant part of younger, more active and
successful citizens have due to urban sprawl moved out of the borders of Tallinn.
Thus, perspectives for creating new systems lay in the hinterland new settlements
rather than in traditional city districts.

Concerning the potential of different fields of Tallinn city life to use the Living Labs
method, the viewpoints of interviewees was quite similar. Clearly more potential
were considered two fields: first, transportation and logistics, and second, media. A
bit less was represented tourism management and providing security. All other fields
were mentioned just once or twice. In transportation and logistics possibilities like
creation of intelligent cross-roads, but also regulating movement on the main roads
were favoured. In media (multimedia as means of communication, but also the
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traditional media and interactive new media) television and television based ser-
vices were favoured by interviewees. New solutions suggested were massive mo-
bile TV, Tallinn tagging, interdisciplinary solutions like new media festivals, new arts,
new participatory methods in film producing, audiovisual performances to enlighten
specific social/environmental problems and solutions.

Analysing the arguments of respondents preferences about the aforementioned fields
we may conclude that they were based on the potential of achieving breakthrough
using the Living Labs method rather than indicating that this field is problematics in
comparison with other fields in Tallinn. This indicates that prioritising the fields was
seen through the prism of perspective and usable technologies, i.e what high-tech
companies exist in Tallinn/Estonia and how active they are. The most perspective
technology for using the Living Labs method was overwhelmingly ICT (in some
cases IT, in some cases info and telecommunication technologies were stressed). In
some cases also electronics and precision mechanics (different measurement and
identification systems and optics).

Technology experts tended to consider as the LL environment as a technology city
or technopark type of environment: the Ulemiste Technology City where it is at-
tempted to concentrate high-technology companies and connected service-compa-
nies was mentioned in the first place; or the Tallinn University of Technology Tech-
nology park, not fully understanding that solutions created in specific conditions of a
technology cities may not be multiplied in other districts. City officials tended to
consider as the LL environment either functional systems like traffic magistrales or
certain types of city districts or certain places where people gather in great numbers
like business streets or centers.

Analysis of the protocols of the interviews indicates that there exists 8-9 different
interpretations of LL environments: physically limited new city space (under con-
struction) or settlement under reconstruction, already existing city district that is
distinguished by concentration of certain type of citizens like ecologically orientated,
older or younger than the average etc. ,some functional sub-system from the city
space like the transportation system with main transportation channels and cross-
roads; concentration of technology creators (individuals and companies), for ex-
ample in a technology cities,or some other criteria, like high number of visitors or by
creative industries densely inhabited city district, or so-called virtual community of
certain people.

Concerning before mentioned questions, we may state that the respondents had
clear-cut and coinciding opinions, definitely it is not the case concerning the next
question about potential concrete living labs’ environments: what physical space
might be “turned into” a living lab. Firstly, problematics was the concept of an envi-
ronment, it was possible to interpret it in different way, secondly, occurred that the
understanding of the environment differed greatly as understood by municipal offi-
cials or representatives of technology companies.
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Concerning municipal departments it is possible to state that in some departments
interest exists. Several respondents pointed out that the possibility to solve their
problems using the LL method exists, still, strong motivation was not visible. During
the interviews several actors that diminish interest, were mentioned. First, very
strict rules of the public procurement process, it is difficult to organise LL type of
flexible cooperation as underbidding mechanisms are not applicable here. Second,
the leaders and leading specialists are overloaded with current work, implementing
the L. method demands great dedication. It is not clear where to find additional
working time. Third, limitations due to current budgetary situation. In the interviews
with departments’ leaders it was noted that they were informed about Finnish LL
experience, but it was difficult for them to understand their own part in a coopera-
tion mechanisms of LL type. As the practical experience was lacking, attempts
were made to find analogues with used financial schemes like public-private part-
nership. This kind of analogues may not work in all cases. Interviews were followed
by group works: roundtables and seminars.

In conclusion we should mention that as the topic of the LL was quite new to most
of the interviewees. It was possible to think in terms of a field or technology, but not
in terms of concrete environment that should be created for the LL. Formation of
this type of concrete ideas presumes quite deep understanding of functioning mecha-
nisms. Concerning the potential of domestic high-tech companies, general opinion
was that the potential is big in ICT companies, but not enough high with other
firms.Their number is too limited. A bigger problem than the number of high-tech
companies is their size: majority of Estonian high-tech companies are very small
and financially weak. This is a problem: if in more richer countries like Finland the
companies are able to invest into development of an idea that may not bring money
back immediately and this is extremely important considering the Living Labs. Com-
panies invest money in the future scaling perspective. For Estonian high-tech com-
panies this kind of investment is usually not available. Concluding, there may be
interest and potential, but it is difficult to agree on financing mechanisms with the
municipality.

5. Design of the Method Transfer and Perspectives of a Cross-Border
Living Labs

After getting findings of the study, generalising and discussions on next steps for
process design were taken: several roundtables and seminars were organised. In
group discussions it was concluded that the logic of implementing the LL method
should be as follows:

First, there must be a clear statement from Tallinn high-level leaders, preferably the
mayor’s level that Tallinn has decided to begin to use the LL concept. Second, as
there are several areas where using the LL concept is possible, the next step is to
figure out departments and areas where implementing the method might be per-
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spective. As the Helsinki’s example shows the content of the LL can vary on a very
large scale from online photo project in a kindergarten to a whole neighbourhood for
elderly citizens. Third, a decision must be made on high level what problems should
be solved via LL, and start with not only one, but rather with two to three LLs. The
process of creating LLs should be the joint activities of city departments with pos-
sible stakeholders. The high-level decision should also state the financing schemes.
Thereafter, it may occur relevant to create a umbrella organiszation that brings
along (high)technology companies. It occurred that immediate implementation was
difficult.

The findings indicated that basic preconditions for implementation of the method in
Tallinn were existing, still the study indicated several weak elements in the imple-
mentation potential. There was a danger of a deadlock: to go on with the process
presumed from the City Government and especially from the Heads of those City
Boards where the LL method was perspective, great effort to work out exact tasks
to start the project and involve the citizens. This instead of general comprehension
formed realistic ideas that were necessary for city development and attractive to
domestic technology companies. This presumed guarantees that the process is seri-
ous and companies and people just do not waste time. At the same time there was
lack of certainty of the the amount of technology companies who were motivated
and financially able to invest in city development processes. It was also difficult to
estimate how big is the workload for key officials to initiate and supervise this type
of projects, and it was also unclear what cooperation model between the city gov-
ernment and technology companies, and city government and involved people was.
In other words, to continue the innovation process, it was necessary to move from
the awareness raising phase to trial phase (by Rogers). There was a too big amount
of unanswered questions, even with the Finnish experience available.

Under these conditions the idea of creating a LL not just in Tallinn and with Estonian
counterparts, but attempt to create cross-border, Estonian-Finnish LL is very ambi-
tious: there is a need to transfer not only method, but the people having the experi-
ence using the method. Differently from several other forms of open innovation LL
is considered as strongly connected to the region. It presumes strong contacts be-
tween the involved citizens as co-authors of the service and understanding of the
certain city districts’ possibilities by technology companies. Generally this is an ob-
stacle to operate other country’s LL. Different lifestyles and culture are also ob-
stacles.

In Tallinn-Helsinki case cross-border LL seems promising:

. geographical proximity, everyday contacts possible, if necessary;
. culturally close countries, with intensive contacts over last 20 years;
. several Finnish high-level technology companies have LL experience.

Differently from Estonian companies they have financial coverage for participating
in technological innovations and ability to multiple the solutions worked out in the
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LL. Several Finnish companies have daughter companies in Tallinn what made par-
ticipation in the LLs even less complicated.

In the diagnostic study Estonian experts were pessimistic about foreign companies
motivation to participate in Estonian networks of innovation, included LL. It was
stated that the foreign companies motivation to participate in local initiatives is low
and they are supposed to act in accordance with mother company’s strategy. This
criticism is relevant only until we speak about contacts with daughter companies,
our aim is, vice versa, to involve mother companies in Finland and get them inter-
ested to involve local daughter companies in Estonian LL.

The reputation of Finland as a technology country and Finnish technology compa-
nies is high in Estonia. Finnish participation in Tallinn LLs not only increases the
capacity of the LLs, but also guarantees stakeholders and all citizens positive atti-
tude. For Finnish companies Tallinn were a good testground: East-European cities
are specific markets for new technologies and new ways of organising citizens life.
Developing new solutions, different from Finnish and involving citizens of Tallinn
and multiplying them later in Central- or Eastern Europe or in other places, is a
promising business idea, being useful to Tallinn at the same time.

Creation of a cross-border LL is institutionally a complicated task that presumes
assistance and intermediating. Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio’s mission is to enhance (Lepik,
Trames) knowledge transfer between two metropolitan regions and has longstanding
experience in the area. First negotiations between Helsinki and Tallinn, initiated by
Euregio, have proved interest from both sides towards the idea. The usage of a LL
to work out solutions for TwinTV, Caring TV, TV-based services, intelligent traffic
cross-roads, innovative services for elderly are under discussion. Institutional forms
of these LLs are under discussion, one option might be joint stock company with
stakeholders from Tallinn and Helsinki.

6. Discussion and perspectives for future research

Empirical evidence presented in the article is based on the experience in Helsinki
and Tallinn metropolitan regions, but as creating of the LL in Tallinn is still in pro-
cess, it is impossible to conclude if the method is transferable within this region or
not. Still, as the authors are of the opinion that findings and conceptions of this
research may be of wider interest, we suggest two possible research directions that
might develop our research.

First, the results of our diagnostic research on obstacles and favouring actors of
creating LLs and on transferability of the LL method from one socio-cultural envi-
ronment to another may indicate a more general character and may be valid in
wider context than Tallinn/Estonia. This means that it may be expedient to study if
these actors are valid in other East-European cities. Still, it is not clear, if our re-
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search methodology is repeatable in this type of study. In our case it was presumed
that the interviewee is at least to some extent informed about the essence and
functioning of the LLs. This was the case in Tallinn, as several events for introduc-
ing the method had taken place, but this presumption may not be in force with many
cities. One solution may be to improve the interview methodology more operational
towards greater formalisation, so that it was possible to ascertain with an interview
or questionnaire the findings of an implementation potential elements (for example
availability of a high-tech company, cooperation experience between the authorities
and the companies, innovativeness potential of citizens, potential activity in seeking
solutions to environmental problems etc.) even in the case when the respondent
does not have information on LL method or implementation potentials. In this case
an important element is missing: interest of potential users. Interest occurs with
knowledge on the method’s potentials.

We set a hypothesis that part of actors found in the study may be even more general
and valid than in cities with post-soviet history, but transfer takes place from a
region with higher technological or institutional level to lower. In literature the cre-
ation of LLs is interpreted as a process that is going on within the borders of the
same country. It is presumed that information spreads from one country to another,
but the LL operates in cooperation of one and the same city government and tech-
nology company from the same country. Our article states that combining condi-
tions other opportunities open. If this presumption finds proof'in practice, it will open
up new perspectives of developing cross-border clusters of technology companies.
Due to this, an additional hypothesis should be set to define which combinations of
basic actors might occur relevant in creating the LLs. In case of Helsinki and Tallinn
cultural and geographical proximity are fostering actors, but it is possible to build
combinations on other basic actors.
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Annex 1

Guide for Conducting Interviews to Investigate the Usage of Potential of
Living Lab Method in Tallinn

We address you with this interview as we consider you to be a person who has
previous knowledge about Living Lab method and its usage in Finland and/or other
countries. As Living Lab method is quite complicated and its implementation cases
vary then we would like to start with specifying if we understand similarly the term
of the Living Lab method. [In case the respondent claims that he/she needs addi-
tional clarifications, then additional short instruction by the interviewer follows ac-
cording to the prepared explanatory materials.

For the beginning one should ask generally if Tallinn has needs and prerequisites for
using the LL method in the near future. If so, then the respondents should explain
why he/she thinks this way.

In which urban areas would it be reasonable to use this method in Tallinn and what
are the justifications?

[Questions 1-2 about the most potential implementation areas.] How do you envi-
sion the implementation of this method in the particular urban area? What kind of
new solutions would be reasonable to try to create with this method? How do you
envision the so called lab environment in this particular case?

Is there critical mass of local technology enterprises that could participate in such
activities? Can you name concrete companies that could be interested? What could
prevent those companies from participating? Could universities and technology park
be interested in participating? In what way?
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Reputedly one of the features of the Living Lab method is the participation of
clients (in this case citizens, people working in the city or visiting it) in creation of
new products, systems or environment. Can we presume that Tallinn’s citizens
could be active participants in future Living Labs? In which cases? Why do you
think so? What could be the motives for participation?

[A question to the respondent from a city department.] Do you think that top city
officials are motivated and ready to take up the leading role in the from the city’s
side in the future Living Labs? Are there problems in addition to the lack of informa-
tion about the method that could prevent it? Which problems could occur?
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

The theoretical bases, overview of the methods used, and studies carried out are
presented in Section 1.4 and Chapter 2 and 3 of the dissertation. The concrete
results of the author’s studies are also covered in Chapter 3.

A number of general conclusions are noted here about the various institutional forms

of cross-border cooperation, their potential dynamics and interconnectedness.
. Cross-border cooperation of border regions between neighbouring coun-
tries is important for regional development. Application of such cooperation with
the assistance of EU is an increasing trend among European countries.
. During the implementation period of the research in the Baltic Sea Re-
gion, the networks created by local and regional authorities for enhancement of
cross-border cooperation were more numerous than the special CBC coopera-
tion bodies. The networks’ activities were initially planned for short periods and
financed mainly on project-basis by EU grants. Financing was not based on a
sustainable model. It was not evident from the financing perspective which insti-
tutional form would function best. Networks’ activities were often driven by
external factors (EU financing) and were quite noncommittal. Movement to-
ward the mature stage in cross-border cooperation is attributable mostly to
strengthening of the internal mechanisms of the cooperating networks, and, sec-
ondly, to the creation of special institutionalized arrangements for development
of cooperation.
. The Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio experience shows that for institutionalised
form of cooperation it is necessary to reach agreement on the resolution of the
differences in the institutions and legal systems of the two countries. CBC orga-
nization tends to be established and goals set in situations where various types of
cooperation exist between regions with no experience in developing and coordi-
nating systemic cooperation. Partners’ visions for integration and its coordination
are often divergent and preliminary.
. Key issues addressed in arranging a CBC organisation’s activities are the
harmonizing of vertical (public sector institutions) and horisontal (stakeholders)
cooperation, and the different organisational cultures of the countries. During
the launching phase of a CBC organisation, focus is on inclusion of the various
stakeholders in the cooperation and the organisation’s planning and manage-
ment. A concern is the existence/non-existence of representation of other stake-
holders (in addition to the local and regional authorities and/or their associations
that established the organisation) on the Board of the CBC organization.
. Transition to the knowledge-based economy is topical in cities and regions
of EU. Question becomes: in what way can institutionalised form of CBC
facilitate the transition? From the Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio study it is possible to
conclude that focusing on the enhancement of innovation-centred economy is
possible, but rather complicated due to a variety of reasons. For example, “triple-
helix” type of cooperation (representatives of public and private sectors, and
research institutions participate) works well when the goal is to transfer experi-
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ences from one country to another. Cooperation becomes more problematic,
however, when geographic proximity of partners is not essential, as in the case
of university cooperation. It is prospective to enhance such cross-border coop-
eration forms where technology companies have a key role in development pro-
cesses. Such forms of cooperation may include collaboration in technology parks
or “Living Labs” in various urban environment fields. In the “triple-helix” model,
citizens are not included in the development processes. “Living Lab” has the
potential for being the next phase from “triple-helix” and it can encompass citi-
zens in the creation of urban environment.

As a result of the research, the author submits a generalization of the forms of
cross-border cooperation proceeding from various development stages of a net-
work — from an initial stage to a mature organisation.

The upper part of the table below provides an overview of the organisation of CBC,
and the characteristics of CBC institutional mechanisms on its two development
stages. Subsequent sections in the table present the two mechanisms that can be
developed in the framework of a CBC organisation if a more complex CBC is in
focus. The models are based on the author’s experience gained in a real-life work-
ing environment.

Research showed that it is possible to create an institutional framework for coop-
eration. Models are submitted on how a “mature” CBC organisation provides suit-
able conditions for building broader cross-border cooperation in the form of cross-
border “triple-helix” and “Living Lab” types of cooperation, and how a cross-
border “Living Lab” can be developed into a free-standing legal entity.

Currently, it is possible to generalise only about launching innovation-centred coop-
eration in the cross-border context, and not yet about analysis of the effectiveness
of such cooperation activities. In future research, the focal point could move from
the initiation stage in innovation processes to the role of a CBC organisation as
facilitator of on-going development and innovation processes, and the effectiveness
of such activities.
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SUMMARY IN ESTONIAN

PIIRIULESE KOOSTOO INSTITUTSIONAALNE KORRALDUS JA
SELLE ROLL REGIONAALARENGUS

Too aktuaalsus ja uudsus

Ténapideva iithiskonna arengut iseloomustav rahvusvahelistumine on kaasa toonud
riikide ja nende eri piirkondade koostdovormide mitmekesisuse ning esitab uusi
viljakutseid ka traditsiooniliste halduspiirkondade ja haldusiiksuste koost6o
taiustamisele, arvestades {ihiskonna muutunud vajadusi.

Majanduslikud ja tehnoloogilised muutused ning inimeste suurenenud litkumine tekitavad
vajaduse ka regioonide parema toimimise jarele: nad peavad suutma toime tulla
majanduse niilidisajastamise survega ning olema konkurentsivdimelised teiste
regioonidega. Riigipiirid pole enam lébitamatuteks takistusteks ning see omakorda on
muutnud majanduslikku ja poliitilist vastastikust suhtlust. Kaivitunud restruktureerimise
protsessid ning Euroopa Liidu integratsiooni arengudiinaamika tekitavad vajaduse uute
institutsionaalsete lahendite, korraldus- ja koostoomudelite jarele.

Territoriaalse ithtekuuluvuse (territorial cohesion) teema ja selle suurendamise
meetodid on praegusel ajal tdhelepanu keskmes ka Euroopa Liidus (EL) peetavates
debattides. Uheks enam tunnustatud viisiks arendada piiriddrseid regioone ning
suurendada territoriaalset iihtekuuluvust Euroopas loetakse piiriiilest koostood
(Baldwin ja Forslid 1999; Brodzicki 2002; Pitoska 2006).

Doktorit6 aluseks olnud uurimuste kéigus analiilisis autor piiriiilese koostd6 vorme
ning selle korraldusmudeleid, mis kogumis loovad aluse piiritilese koostdo toimivale
organisatsioonile ning mdjutavad oluliselt regionaalset arengut. Piiriiilese koost6o
korraldusmudelist on viimasel kiimnendil saanud pohitermineid Euroopa territoriaalsete
suhete muutuste diinaamikat ning regionaalarengut puudutavates arutlustes (OECD
2003).

Teoreetilises kirjanduses késitletakse seda teemat tavaliselt mitmetasandilise
valitsemise (multi-level governance) teema raames. Riikide halduskorralduses saab
regionaalne tasand itha enam mojujoudu nii iilesannete kui ka diguspadevuse aspektist.
Selle tasandi arengut toetava institutsionaliseeritud piiritilese koostdd kaudu on vdimalik
saavutada Euroopas sotsiaalse, majandusliku ja territoriaalse integratsiooni eesmarke.
Moistet ,,regioon” kasutatakse antud t66s kahes tahenduses: riigisisesed piirkonnad
jaerinevate riikide riigisisestest piirkondadest moodustunud piiriiilesed piirkonnad.

Doktoritdo aluseks olnud uurimuses voeti tdpsema vaatluse alla piiriiilese koostdo
jaoks Euroopa Liidus loodud spetsiaalsed organisatsioonilised vormid (inglise keeles
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euroregion/euregio). Neid organisatsioone késitleb autor piiritilese koostoo tildise
raamistikuna. Koos euregiote raames rakendatavate konkreetsete organisatsiooniliste
lahenditega moodustavad sellised organisatsioonid spetsiifilise mehhanismi regionaalse
koostdo arendamiseks, mida selles doktoritdds uuriti.

Piiriileste regioonide, piiriiilese koostdd (PUK) ja piiriiilese koostdd organisatsioonide
kohta leidub késitlusi viga mitmetes distsipliinides ning neid teemasid on kajastatud
véga erinevatest vaatenurkadest ldhtuvalt (Anderson ja O’Dowd 1999; Kramsch
2002; Anderson et al. 2003; Perkmann 2003; Paasi 2003; Malchus 2004; Pikner
2008). Koige enam késitletavateks teemadeks on majandussuhted ja areng,
kultuurilised-etnilised kontaktid, sotsiaalne, poliitiline ja geograafilisest asendist tulenev
problemaatika. Euroopa PUK-organisatsioone on kiillalt pdhjalikult dokumenteerinud
ja analiitisinud Markus Perkmann (2003). Paraku hdlmab tema uurimus vaid aastatel
1958-1999 tegutsenud organisatsioonide praktikat. Hilisema perioodi kohta autorile
teadaolevalt taolist analiiiisi pole erialases kirjanduses avaldatud.

Traditsiooniliselt on piiriiileste regioonide probleemide tekkepohjuseid tuletatud nende
perifeersest asendist (Gualini 2003; Kosonen ja Loikkanen 2004; Popescu 2008;
Cappellin 1993; Diirrschmidt 2006). Piiriiilest korraldusmudelit on sel juhul késitletud
kui vdimalust vihendada tdmbekeskuse ja ddremaa erinevusi (Popescu 2008,
Diirrschmidt 2006). Doktorit66 aluseks olnud uurimustele seati monevorra erinev
fookus. Helsingi ja Tallinna pealinnaregioonidest koosnevat piirkonda késitletakse
ambitsioonikamast perspektiivist: nimelt uue rahvusvahelise kasvukeskuse
viljaarendamise perspektiivist. Varem on pealinnu hdlmavat piiriilest regiooni
késitletud Viini ja Bratislava nditel (OECD 2003).

Empiiriliste uuringute kavandamise kéigus on autor siinteesinud mitmes erinevas
teoreetilises kasitluses (mitmetasandiline korraldusmudel, Sppiv regioon, koostddpohine
regionaalne innovatsioon) olevaid skeeme.

Kuna varasema perioodiga vorreldes hakkavad regioonide arendamisel ja nende
konkurentsivoime tdstmisel enam tdhtsust omandama OJppimise ja
innovatsiooniprotsesside toetamise kiisimused, siis 1dhtuti doktorit66 uurimustes ja
esitatud jareldustes sellistest teoreetilistest késitlustest nagu Oppiv regioon ja
koostdopohine regionaalne innovatsioon.

Doktoritdo raames tehtud uurimuste uudsus pohineb alljargneval:

a. Vaatluse alla ei ole vetud piiriiilese koostdo tegemine mitte tema seni tavapérase
eesmirgipiistituse raames, milleks on lihtsalt piiriregioonide perifeersest asendist
tulenevate miinuste vihendamine vorreldes tuumikregioonidega (core region), vaid
selline koost60, mis on suunatud iihise rahvusvahelise tahtsusega innovatsioonipohise
kasvupooluse loomisele. Juhul kui piiriiilesesse koostddsse ei ole kaasatud mitte lihtsalt
piiridérsed linnad voi regioonid, vaid osalevate riikide oluliste arengukeskuste hulka
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kuuluvad linnad, eriti pealinnad, on taoline eesmérgipiistitus darmiselt asjakohane ja
aktuaalne, samas aga véga vihe uuritud.

b. Piiriiilest koost6dd ja selle institutsionaalset korraldust on kasitletud uudsel viisil,
integreerides selliseid niitidisaegseid teoreetilisi késitlusi nagu mitmetasandiline
valitsemine (multi-level governance), oppivad regioonid (learning regions) ja
koostodpdhine regionaalne innovatisioon (collaborative regional innovation).

c. Piiritilese koostd0 institutsionaalse mehhanismi arengut ja probleeme on késitletud
stadiaalsel pohimottel litkumisena vahemarenenud vormidelt ja lihtsamatelt tilesannetelt
enamarenenud vormidele ja ambitsioonikamatele {ilesannetele. Autor on ndidanud,
mis laadi juhtimisproblemaatika v3ib esile kerkida, litkudes algtasemelt “kiipsematele”
staadiumidele.

d. Autor on analiitisinud selliste oluliste innovaatilise koost66 vormide rakendamist
keerukates piiriiilese koostod tingimustes, mille kogemust on seni késitletud
traditsiooniliselt iihe riigi raames (triple-helix cooperation, Living Labs). Autor on
uurinud, kuidas piiriiilese koost66 edendamiseks loodud organisatsioon saab kaasa
aidata taoliste keerukate koostoovormide rakendamisele piiiirileselt naaberriikide
vahel.

e. Autor on analiiiisinud sellist uudset teemat nagu piiritilese koostd6 korraldamiseks
loodud spetsiaalse rahvusvahelise organisatsiooni funktsioneerimist, probleeme ja
juhtimist, s.h. juhtimisprobleeme seoses organisatsiooni loonud institutsioone esindava
juhatuse ja selle sidusorganisatsioonidega.

Piiritilese koostd0 organisatsiooni olemasolu regioonis aitab luua teisi konkreetsema
tasandi institutsionaalseid mehhanisme. Siinses t60s on vaatluse alla voetud nn
“kolmikspiraali” tiilipi koosto0 ja “eluslaborite® loomine. “Kolmikspiraali” tiilipi koostoo
tdhendab koost6od avaliku sektori, erasektori ning teadusasutuste vahel regioonis,
mis edendab koostdod uurimis- ja arendustegevuses ning teadussaavutuste ja nende
rakendamisega seotud arengutes. “Eluslabor” on uudseks ja perspektiivikaks
meetodiks, mis voimaldab kasutada tehnoloogilisi lahendeid ja innovatsiooni ning aitab
need siduda regionaalarengu jaoks oluliste muutuste saavutamisega eri
majandussektorites ja sotsiaalelu sfdédrides. “Eluslabori” eesmérgiks on olla
struktuuriks ning korraldusmudeliks, mis aitab 13pptarbijatel/kasutajatel osaleda uute
innovatsiooniteenuste ja -toodete ning lihiskondliku infrastruktuuri loomisel.
“Eluslaborit” késitletakse t60s kui jargmist voimalikku etappi peale “kolmikspiraali”
tiitipi koostdod.

Doktoritdds esitatud uuringute tulemused rikastavad arusaama PUK-organi-
satsioonidest kui olulistest regionaalarengu protsesside sekkumismehhanismidest ning
uute arenenumate ja keerukamate piiritilese koostdd vormide edendajatest. Autor
kasitleb mitmesuguseid innovatsiooni tugisiisteeme piiriiilese koostdo kontekstis ning
avatakse nende siisteemide erinevused ja omavahelised seosed.
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Too eesmérk ja uurimisiilesanded

Doktoritdds piiiitakse selgitada piiriiilese koostéd (PUK) organisatsioonide rolli
regionaalarengu ja innovatsiooni protsessides. T66 aluseks olnud empiirilises osas
uuritakse PUK-organisatsioone ja nende toimimist rahvusvahelise vordlusuuringu
raames, detailsemal kujul Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio néitel. Viimane on Eesti ja Soome
vahel loodud PUK-organisatsioon.

PUK-organisatsioonid vdivad edendada suhteid mdlemal pool riigipiiri ning seega
toetada regiooni 16imumist. T6Gs ei uurita regionaalset integratsiooni ennast, vaid
nimelt integratsiooni slivendamiseks loodud institutsionaalsete mehhanismide
toimimist. Uuritakse nii PUK-organisatsiooni tunnusjooni kui ka tema tegevust
innovatsiooni edendamisel.

Esimeseks uurimisiilesandeks on kirjeldada PUK-organisatsioonide ehk
euroregioonide tunnusjooni, nende tegevust takistavaid tegureid ja potentsiaali
regionaalaset arengut soodustavate institutsionaalsete mehhanismidena. Uuritakse
ka PUK-organisatsioonide juhtide viljakutseid organisatsiooni arenguprotsessides.
PUK-organisatsioonid jaotatakse “algastmel” ja “kiipseteks” organisatsioonideks.
Rahvusvaheline vordlusuuring eri PUK-organisatsioonide liikmelisuse, rollide,
valitsemisvormide, juriidiliste ja finantsaspektide kohta on taustauuringuks edasisele
selles valdkonnas tehtavale uurimistdole.

Teiseks uurimisiilesandeks on analiiiisida konkreetsemalt iihe PUK-
organisatsiooni institutsionaalset iilesehitust ja toimimist Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio niitel,
et selgitada ldhemalt taolise organisatsiooni eesmirgistamise, vastuolude ja
viljaarendamisega seotud kiisimusi.

Kolmandaks uurimisiilesandeks on analiiisida, kuidas edendada konkreetsema
sihitusega PUK-vormide loomist, nagu piiritilene “kolmikspiraali” tiitipi koost6d ja
piiritilene “eluslabor”, kasutades selleks PUK-organisatsiooni loodud eeldusi.

Doktoritdds on esitatud iildistatud iilevaade institutsionaliseeritud PUK-mudelitest
kui regionaalpoliitika sekkumismehhanismidest koostooks iihiste piiridega riikide vahel.
Ulevaate koostamisel on ldhtutud koostdo diguslikest, organisatsioonilistest,
finantsilistest ja funktsionaalsetest aspektidest.

Esitatud PUK-organisatsioonide korraldusmudelite ja dimensioonide siistematiseeritud
alused annavad PUK-organisatsioonidega seotud otsustajatele ning juhtimisega seotud
inimestele nende t66ks vajalikku informatsiooni. Selle siistemaatika koostamisel on
arvestatud ka EL-i ja Euroopa Noukogu digusraamistikuga.
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Uurimistoo iilesehitus ja meetodid

T60s esitatud uurimuskiisimuste lahendamiseks on autor teinud uurimusi, mida on
kirjeldatud ning tulemused ja jareldused avaldatud rahvusvahelistes teadusajakirjades.
Doktoritd6 votab kokku kolmes artiklis avaldatud tulemused. Nendeks uuringuteks
(doktoritdos téhistatud rooma numbritega I-11T) on:

Lepik, K.-L. 2009. Euroregions as Mechanisms for Strengthening of Cross-border
Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region. (Euroregioonid kui piiriiilese koost6o
tugevdamise mehhanismid Ladnemere regioonis). TRAMES, 13 (3), 265-284.

Lepik, K.-L., Krigul, M. 2009. Cross-border cooperation institution in building a
knowledge cross-border region. (Piiriiilese koostdo institutsioon piiriiilese
teadmusregiooni kujundajana). Problems and Perspectives in Management, 7 (4),
33-45.

Lepik, K.-L., Krigul, M. Terk, E. 2010. Introducing Living Lab’s Method as Knowl-
edge Transfer from One Socio-Institutional Context to another: Evidence from
Helsinki-Tallinn Cross-Border Region. (Eluslabori kui {ihest sotsiaal-institutsionaalsest
kontekstist teise teadmusiilekande meetodi tutvustamine Helsinki-Tallinn piiriiilese
regiooni nditel). Journal of Universal Computer Sciences 16. (aktsepteeritud,
avaldatakse 2010. a siigisel).

Empiiriliste uuringute tarvis tuli doktoritdds 1abi to6tada eri teooriavaldkondi késitlevaid
allikaid, milles puudutati mitmetasandilise korraldusmudeli, dppiva regiooni ja
koostddpdhise regionaalse innovatsiooni teoreetilisi aluseid ja probleeme. PUK-
organisatsioonide iilesehitust ja toimimist on t60s analiiiisitud nii rahvusvahelise
vordlusuuringu raames kui siivendatud kujul organisatsiooni Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio
néitel.

T606s on kasutatud nii traditsioonilise empiirilise uuringu kui ka tegevusuuringu (ac-
tion research) meetodit. Tanu autori pikaajalisele to6le organisatsioonis Helsinki-
Tallinn Euregio on olnud véimalik teha nn sekkuvaid aktsioone (algatused, konverentsid,
foorumid, timarlauad, seminarid, tegevuskavad, strateegiad), mille mdjusid on t60s
lahemalt uuritud.

Teise ja kolmanda uurimisiilesande raames korraldati ka hulk kiisitlusi ja intervjuusid,
mida to0s ei ole késitletud mitte niivord eraldiseisvate empiiriliste uuringutena, kuivord
tegevusuuringu ja toetava uuringu kontekstis.

Kolmekiimne viie rahvusvahelise PUK-organisatsiooni vordlusuuringu eesmérgiks
oli selgitada vilja erisused ja sarnasused PUK-organisatsioonide vahel ning nende
to0s esinevad suuremad takistused ja organisatsioonide potentsiaal. To0s kirjeldatakse
PUK-organisatsioonide erinevusi sdltuvalt nende “kiipsuse” astmest ehk siis
kirjeldatakse “algtasemel” olevaid ning “kiipseid” organisatsioone. Samuti on uuritud
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neid organisatsioone diguslikust, organisatsioonilisest, finantsilisest ja funktsionaalsest
aspektist lahtuvalt (uuringud I ja II).

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio puhul uuriti kvalitatiivsete tdendite (strateegiad ja
arengukavad) alusel PUK-organisatsiooni tunnusjooni, samuti selle diguslikku,
organisatsioonilist, finantsilist korraldust ning toimimist reaalses keskkonnas.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio votmeisikutele, Euregio asutajatele ja partneritele esitatud
kiisimused holmasid Euregio valitsemist - suhteid eri sektorite partnerite vahel,
véimumehhanisme ning organisatsiooni rolli ihiskonnas. Stivaintervjuud 14 eksperdiga
(iilikool, kohalik omavalitsus, ettevdtjad) korraldati ekspertidega mdlemalt poolt Soome
lahte, et uurida regionaalse integratsiooni aspekte Helsingi ja Tallinna pealinnapiirkondade
vahel, mis on PUK-organisatsiooni Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio sihtalaks. Eraldi uuriti Euregio
kui institutsiooni perspektiive ja arengutrende (uuring II).

“Eluslabori” rakendamiseks vajalikud diagnostilised intervjuud tehti 14 isikuga, kes
on kaasatud voi voiksid olla potentsiaalselt kaasatud selle meetodi juurutamisse Tallinna
ja Helsingi piiriiileses koostods (uuring I1I).

Osa uurimisto06 tulemustest on saadud tihe objekti, Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio siivendatud
uurimise pohjal. Nende tulemuste tdlgendamisel on raske hinnata seda, kuivord need
on laiendatavad teistele piiriiilestele koostddorganisatsioonidele. Loogiliselt voiks
eeldada nende laiemat rakendatavust, samas vdivad seda piirata erisused eri PUK-
organisatsioonide arengutasemetes ja kvalitatiivsed erinevused nende vahel.

Késitlemaks regionaalset arengut ja innovatsiooni edendamist spetsiifilises
rahvusvahelises kontekstis, on kasutatud nii organisatsiooniteooria kui ka
haldusjuhtimise teooria komponente ja neid omavahel 16imitud.

Teoreetiline raamistik piiriiileste koostooorganisatsioonide uurimiseks
Mitmetasandiline valitsemine ja piiriiilesed koostooorganisatsioonid

Detsentraliseerimisprotsesside tulemusel Euroopa riikides on tunnetatav regioonide
mdjuvoimu tugevnemine. Kohalikud ja regionaalsed omavalitsused piitiavad mojutada
poliitilisi otsustusprotsesse, et olla globaalse majanduse tingimustes
konkurentsivoimelisemad. V&imu lileandmist riigi tasandilt teistele haldustasanditele
on kirjeldatud kui “mitmetasandilist” voi “mitmekihilist” valitsemist (Hooghe 2001).
Regionaalses arendus- ja innovaatilises tegevuses osalevad erinevad organisatsioonid
ja asjaosalised (stakeholders), kes koordineerivad oma tegevust ja moodustavad
koostoovorgustikke.

Peale avalikku sektorit esindavate subjektide (actors) on oluline koht ka ettevotetel
ja ettevotete esindajatel, kuna ettevotete edukus ei soltu mitte ainult neist endist,
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vaid oluliselt ka valitsemisstruktuurist ja -institutsioonidest. Ettevotete aspekt leiab
to0s kasitlemist koostodpohise regionaalse innovatsiooni kontekstis.

EL-i tingimustes lisanduvad mitmetasandilise valitsemise mustrisse peale tileriigilise
valitsemistasandi ka EL-i tasand ja regionaalse arengu poliitika tihiseks elluviimiseks
loodud PUK-organisatsioonid. Mitmetasandiline valitsemine on diinaamiline protsess,
millel on horisontaalne ja vertikaalne dimensioon, kuid see ei hajuta mingil viisil poliitilist
vastutust.

EL-i regionaalse ja territoriaalse ithtekuuluvuse saavutamise peamiseks vahendiks
on tdukefondid ning neid kasutatakse mitmetasandilise valitsemise kdigus, samas on
need innovaatiliseks mooduseks rakendada subsidiaarsuspohimotet. Ladnemere
regiooni riikide diguslike raamistike analiiiis néitab, et erinevalt Hooghe’i (2001)
kartusest, et riigi suverddnsus hajub eri valitsemistasandite vahel, kus piirkondliku
tasandi haldusorganid kasutavad Euroopa poliitikate mdjutamisel eri vorme ja kanaleid,
siilitavad riiklikud institutsioonid piisava kontrolli PUK-organisatsioonide iile.

Doktoritdos kisitletakse piiritilest koostddd ja selleks loodud korraldusmudeleid
mitmetasandilise valitsemise raames. Mitmetasandilisest valitsemisest on viimasel
kiimnendil saanud pohitermin kirjeldamaks territoriaalsete suhete muutusi Euroopas.
Edasine diskussioon PUK-organisatsioonide iile on otseselt seotud mitmetasandilise
valitsemise teooriaga. Perkmann (2003) eristab kahte piiriiilest vastastoimet: piiriiilene
koostdo kui “suuremal voi vihemalt mééral institutsionaliseeritud koostdo eri
piirkondlike haldusorganite vahel lile riikide piiride” ja piirililene regioon, mis on “seotud
territoriaalne iiksus, mis koosneb piirililese koost66 algatustes osalejate
haldusterritooriumitest” (Perkmann ja Sum 2002). Euroopas on piiriiilesed regioonid
enamasti kohalike ja regionaalsete omavalitsuste hallatavad territooriumid, mis on
seotud EL-i mitmetasandilise regionaalpoliitika juurutamise vorgustikesse (Perkmann
2003, Anderson, O’Dowd ja Wilson 2003). Uheks laialt levinud institutsionaalseks
PUK-i struktuuriks on euroregioon, mis on haldus-territoriaalne struktuur PUK-i
edendamiseks naabruses asuvate riikide kohalike ja regionaalsete omavalitsuste vahel,
millel on Tihiseid riigipiire.

PUK-organisatsioonide arengu analiiiisi pohjal vdib viita, et esmalt on need teatud
aega tegutsenud kui partneritevahelised vabatahtlikud koostodvorgustikud, mis on
koostdd edenedes hiljem institutsionaliseeritud. Koostodvorgustikes on partnerid
tegutsenud vastastikku kokkulepitud reeglite alusel ning “toimides isegi mitte avaliku
Oiguse, vaid eradiguse alusel” (Malchus 2004). Doktoritdds analiiiisitakse Euroopa
Liidus ja Euroopa Noukogu poolt kehtestatud diguslikke raamistikke, mis aitaksid
iiletada mdningaid juriidilisi taksitusi PUK-organisatsioonide tods. Kriitiliselt on
suhtutud avaliku sektori domineerimisse PUK-organisatsioonide tods (Scott 1999).
Autori tehtud empiiriline uuring (uuring I) kinnitab selle kriitika digsust moningal
maaral. T60s (uuring 1) analiitisitakse EL-i madrust Euroopa Territoriaalse Koost6o
Rihmituse kohta ning Euroopa Ndukogu raamkonventsiooni lisaprotokolli
Euroregioonide Koost6d Rithmituse kohta. Mdlemad oiguslikud raamistikud
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vodimaldavad anda piiriiilesele koostodle juriidilise vormi, kaasates sellesse laiemat
partnerlust avaliku sektori esindajate korval. Laiema partnerluse eelis on eeskétt
selles, et suureneb PUK-organisatsiooni kompetents.

Kuigi teoreetilistes allikates vastandatakse korraldusmudeli diinaamilist kiilge (gov-
ernance) tema staatilisele kiiljele (government) ning rohutatakse just nimelt
protsessile ja tulemustele, mitte formaalsele institutsionaalsele korraldusele suunitletust,
on autori analiilisile tuginevalt oluline ka institutsionaalsete siisteemide iilesehitus.
Selle kaudu maéiratletakse rollid ja omavaheline suhtekorraldus regionaalarengut
mojutavate poolte vahel.

Organisatsiooni valitsemise puhul on oluline, et pooled teeksid koostodd iihiste
eesmirkide nimel. Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio kui vorgustiku staadiumist
institutsionaliseeritud staadiumisse jdudnud PUK-organisatsiooni variant on hea niide
analiiisimaks PUK-organisatsiooni iilesehitust, toimimist ja interaktsiooni eri
valitsemistasandite vahel.

Vajadused moderniseerida PUK-organisatsiooniga hdlmatud regiooni majandus-
struktuuri seavad uued nouded piiriiilese koostdokorralduse mudelitele. Mérkimis-
vairseks regioonide konkurentsivoime suurendamise vahendiks on vdime minna iile
teadmistepohisele majandusele. Sellega seoses tekib vajadus toetada oppimist ja
innovatsiooni - jirelikult peab ka PUK-organisatsioonide tegevuses leidma olulise
koha innovatsiooniks ja tihiseks dppimiseks vajalike vOrgustike ning toovormide
loomine.

Oppiv regioon ja piiriiilesed koostodorganisatsioonid

Majanduse iileilmastumine vahendab riikide kontrolli majanduse iile ning avab regioonid
itha enam rahvusvahelisele konkurentsile. See on tekitanud vajaduse regionaaltasandi
sekkumise jarele poliitika kujundamises, mille kéigus regioonid saavad vdimaluse
kujundada oma arenguperspektiivi kiirete tehnoloogiliste muutuste ning kapitali mobiilsuse
tingimustes (Amin ja Thrift 1994). Uleminekul teadmistepdhisele majandusele on
regioonide vOimet toetada Oppimist ja innovatsiooniprotsesse peetud oluliseks
konkurentsieelise allikaks (Amin ja Thrift 1994; Jessop 2000). Innovatsiooni saab
kujutada sotsiaalse tegevusena, mille korral hulk asjaosalisi osaleb kollektiivses
Oppeprotsessis. Avalik poliitika saab kaasa aidata viliste allikate leidmisele ning
tugevdada asjaosaliste enesearendamisvoimet soodsa Oppimiskeskkonna loomise ning
koostootakistuste eemaldamisega. Innovatsioon ja areng on osaliselt kattuvad
kontseptsioonid. Kuna autor késitleb regionaalarengut toetavat innovatsiooni, siis
kasitletakse innovatsiooni kdige laiemas tdhenduses. Innovatsioon antud kontekstis ei
tdhenda mitte ainult radikaalseid muudatusi, vaid see voib leida aset koikides
majandusvaldkondades, toetades seega teadmistepdhist majandusarengut. Oppiva
regiooni teooria tekkis 1990-ndatel (Florida 1995) reaktsioonina juhtivate todstusriikide
tileminekule teadmistepdhisele majandustegevusele. Oppivate regioonide teke peegeldab
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sotsiaalse ja institutsionaalse mdotme tdhtsuse kasvu majanduses (Lawson et al. 1998).
Porter on oma teoses “Competitive Advantage of Nations” (1990) mérkinud, et riigid
jaregioonid saaksid suurendada oma konkurentsieelist, arendades spetsialiseerunud
omavahel seotud majandusharude komplekse ning neid ideid - kas ainult ideid? -
rakendatakse jatkuvalt linnade ja regioonide tasandil. Uued viljakutsed majanduses
tingivad ka vajaduse uute valitsemismudelite jarele (Brenner 1999; Scott 1998).

Doktorito0s on omavahel piiiitud ihendada teoreetilised lahenemised, mis kisitlevad
innovatsiooni edendamist regioonide majanduskasvu saavutamiseks ning
haldusjuhtimise teoorias késitletavaid koostd6 korraldusmudeleid. Amin ja Thrift (1994)
on rohutanud ettevotluse ja innovatsiooni toetamise tihtsust just sotsiaalset ja
institutsionaalset moddet arvestades ehk ettevotete ja institutsioonide koostddd ning
vastastikust usaldust siivendades. Uha tihtsamaks peetakse liikumist avatud
innovatsiooni mudeli poole (Chesbrough 2003), mida késitletakse uuringus III.
Innovatsiooni tdhtsustumine majanduses on toonud kaasa paradigma muutuse:
individuaalselt dppimiselt on mindud iile kollektiivsele dppimisele. Uha tihedamini
kasutatakse termineid “Oppiv regioon” ja “Oppiv organisatsioon” (learning
organisation). Sealjuures saab Gppiva organisatsioonina késitada nii organisatsiooni
kitsamas tdhenduses kui ka organisatsiooni timber loodud koostoovorgustikku. “Kuna
oppeprotsessid vajavad jatkuvust ja stabiilsust, siis neid soodustab ruumiline 1&hedus”
(MacKinnon 2002), mis saab oluliseks ka piiriiilese koostdd ja PUK-organisatsioonide
jaoks. Autori uuring II kisitleb PUK-organisatsiooni kui dppivat organisatsiooni.
Paljude autorite késitluses on lihine aspekt see, et Sppiv organisatsioon luuakse, kui
oppetulemused institutsionaliseeritakse (Alas 2000).

Piirililesest dppimisest kasu saamine eeldab valitsemisstruktuuride olemasolu, mis
edendavad piiriiilest koostodd. Perkmanni sdnul ei valitseta piiriiileseid regioone
traditsioonilisel viisil, vaid paljude avaliku ja erasektori asjaosaliste vaheliste vorgustike
abil ning sdltuvalt nende sotsiaal-majanduslikest suhetest (Perkmann ja Sum 2002).
Kuna dppiva regiooni definitsiooni v3ib rakendada nii arenenumatele kui ka vihem
arenenud regioonidele (Florida 1995), siis sobib see hésti PUK-organisatsioonidega,
mis on samuti eri arengutasemel (uuring I). Tihedat koost6dd iihiskonna eri sektorite
vahel, nagu erasektor, avalik sektor ja kodanikuiihiskond, millele lisanduvad
teadusasutused, nimetatakse “kolmikspiraali” tiilipi koostooks (Etzkowitz 1998;
Leydesdorff et al. 2006; Johnson 2008). Need sektorid tdiendavad iiksteist
innovatsiooniprotsessi kiigus. “Kiipsemad” PUK-organisatsioonid toimivad
“kolmikspiraali” tiitipi koostoo platvormina (uuring I).

Oppiva regiooni edendamine tugevdab omakorda ka piiriiileseid sidemeid ning
vorgustikke, mis toetavad innovaatilist tegevust ning paremat teadmiste ja oskuste
kasutust. PUK-organisatsioonidel on oluline roll teadmistevahetuse ning koostdpdhise
regionaalse innovatsiooni korraldamisel ning seega ka regiooni konkurentsivdimesse
panustamisel.
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Koostoopohine regionaalne innovatsioon

Alates 1990-ndatest ei kujuta uurimis- ja arendustegevus ega innovatsioonipoliitika
omaette valdkondi, vaid on vahendid saavutamaks laiaulatuslikke poliitikaeesmairke,
nagu majanduskasv, konkurentsivdime ja vordsus. Regionaalne institutsionaalne kontekst
on oluliseks teguriks vorgustike loomisel, mis soodustavad teadmiste ja koostoo
edendamist olemasolevate materiaalsete ja inimressurssidega (MacLeod 2000;
Malmberg ja Maskell; 2006). Teadmised, innovatsioon ja loovus on muutunud odavast
tootmisest olulisemaks ning Euroopa regioonid voistlevad omavahel inimressursi ning
ettevotete ligimeelitamisega. Klastripoliitika (Porter 1990) on regionaaltasandi
poliitikavahendeid, millele tuginedes saab luua ettevotete vorgustikke ja tingimusi
innovaatiliste lahenduste véljatootamiseks. Varem keskendus klastripoliitika
teadmistepdhisele toostusele “tugevates” klastrites, kuid innovatsioonipoliitika paradigma
muutus on toonud kaasa “ritsepat0d” (failor-made), mis on rakendatav konkreetses
regioonis ja vastavalt regiooni arengutasemele ja vajadustele. Kuigi me elame
globaliseerunud maailmas, on suur osa tegevusest ikkagi lokaalne, sest me elame oma
igapdevast elu oma konkreetses lokaalses keskkonnas ning seetottu on vaja ka
“ritsepatoona” pakutavaid teenuseid. Paljud avalikest teenustest on tarvitavad ainult
kohalikul tasandil, nagu koolid, tervishoid jne. (Erikssonet al. 2005).

Innovatsioon on otseselt seotud teadmiste leviku ja uute tehnoloogiatega ning PUK -
organisatsioonil on oma roll innovatsiooniprotsesside ning “eluslabori” kontseptsiooni
edendajana, kus 16pptarbijaid kaasatakse uurimis- ja innovatsiooniprotsessidesse ning
uute toodete, teenuste ja ihiskondliku infrastruktuuri loomisse. “Eluslabor” voib oma
olemuselt olla nii keskkond (Ballon ez al. 2005), meetod, kasitlus (De Leon et al.
2006; Eriksson et al. 2005) kui ka innovatsiooniplatvorm (Niitamo et al. 2006).
Siinses uuringus (I11) kisitletakse “eluslaborit” innovatsiooni meetodina. Oppiva
regiooni teoorias on olulisel kohal kohalik teadmus (knowledge) ning selle kasutamine
konkurentsieelisena, koondades regioonides kohalikke ettevotteid toostusharude kaupa
klastritesse. Ettevotete ja avaliku sektori institutsioonide geograafiline 1dhedus “vaikiva
teadmuse” (tacit knowledge) kasutamisel on olulise tdhtsusega ka piiritilese koost6o
mudelites (uuring I1I) ning oluline PUK-organisatsioonide kontekstis, kus esineb
peamiselt “vaikiv teadmus” (uuring II). Vaikiva teadmuse all mdistetakse eelkdige
tootajate t00 kaigus saadud oskusi ja kogemusi, mida on raske teistele edasi anda.
See hdolmab sageli kultuurilisi eripdrasid ning organisatsioonis tootavatele isikutele
teadaolevaid tavasid, mida on keeruline organisatsioonivilistele isikutele edastada.
Autori hinnangul vdib “eluslaborit” pidada ka iiheks innovatsioonisiisteemi
institutsionaalseks vormiks, kus avaliku sektori, erasektori ja kolmanda sektori
esindajad teevad koostddd. Seega vdib ka innovatsiooni pidada kollektiivseks
oppeprotsessiks, kus eri sektorite esindajate teadmised iiksteist tdiendavad.

Piiriiilene koostdo ei ole ainult tehniliselt ithe voi enama valitsemissiisteemi sidumine,
vaid ka eri sotsiaalsete ja vdirtussiisteemide kokkusobitamine. Koostodsidemete
tekitamine on erinev nditeks ettevotete vahel, ettevotete ja teadusasutuste, avaliku
sektori institutsiooni ja ettevotte voi avaliku sektori ja teadusasutuse vahel.
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Arendusprotsessid ldhevad keerukamaks, kui eri sektorite koostdo tulemusena vilja
pakutud ideid hakatakse rakendama uudsete meetoditega ning tooteid ja teenuseid
looma koos kodanike/lopptarbijatega. Eriti keerukas on kogu taolist koostood
korraldada piiriiileses kontekstis. PUK-organisatsiooni roll selliste protsesside
juhtimisel on nii voimalik kui ka vajalik.

Uuringute pohitulemused

Rahvusvaheline vérdlusuuring andis vdimaluse vdrrelda PUK-organisatsioonide
tunnusjooni, kitsaskohti ning arengupotentsiaali. Uuriti nende iilesehitust, vormi,
rahastamist ja funktsiooni. Uuringu tulemused andsid aluse liigitada PUK
organisatsioonid “algtasemel” olevateks ja “kiipseteks”.

PUK-organisatsioonide &iguslik staatus

Piiritilest koost6dd toetavad sarnased lahendused eri riikide diguskorras. Vastanute
hinnangul takistab partnerite ebavordne juriidiline staatus koostdo tasakaalu ning
mojutab EL-i raha saamist projektidele, kuna programmides osalemiseks peab
organisatsioon olema juriidiliselt registreeritud.

Uurimistoo koostamise ajal ei olnud EL-i regulatsioon Euroopa Territoriaalsetest
Koostod Rithmitustest (ETKR) veel vastu vdetud ning seega iikski PUK-
organisatsioon ei olnud seda veel rakendanud. ETKR annab voimaluse tihtse avalik-
digusliku vormi kasutuselevatuks, mille kohta 10plik otsus jadb EL-i liikmesriigi enda
teha. Praeguseks ajaks on ka Euroopa Noukogu votnud vastu Madridi
raamkonventsiooni (territoriaalsete kogukondade ja vimuorganite vahelise piiritilese
koost6o Euroopa raamkonventsiooni) 3. lisaprotokolli, mis voimaldab Euroregioonide
Koost6d Rithmituste (EKR) loomist, kuid monevorra lihtsamatel alustel kui ETKR.
Sarnaselt ETKR-ga voib EKR kaasata ainult avalikes huvides asutatud {iksusi, mida
kontrollib ja rahastab avalik sektor. EKR-i litkmeteks ei saa selle regulatsiooni kohaselt
olla erasektori esindajad. Samas peab organisatsiooni registreerimise kohaks siiski
valima tihe litkmeks oleva partneri asukohariigi, mis aga voib tekitada vaaritimdistmisi
eri riikide partnerite vahel tulenevalt riikide halduskorralduse ja halduskandjate
padevuse erisustest. Eeltoodu kehtib ka EKR-i kohta. ETKR voimaldab koostood
ka riikidega, mis ei kuulu EL-1, kui seda lubavad nende riikide seadused, ning EKR-
i puhul saab sdlmida eraldi raamlepinguid selliste riikidega. Mdlemad raamistikud
jatavad siiski vaba valiku organisatsioonide sisu ja tegevuste kiisimustes.

Organisatsioon
Institutsionaliseerituse tase on PUK-organisatsioonidel erinev. “Algtasemel” PUK-
organisatsioonid koosnevad ainult kohalikest ja regionaalsetest vdimuorganitest,

“kiipsed” organisatsioonid hdlmavad ka mittetulundusiihingute (MTU), iilikoolide,
kaubanduskodade jne esindajaid. “Kiipsed” PUK-organisatsioonid on enamasti votnud
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kasutusele “kolmikspiraali” tiilipi koostoomudeli ning praktiseerivad selle eri variante
valitsemises. Uurimistod kdigus korraldatud kiisitlustele vastanud avaldasid kartust,
et “kolmikspiraali” tiilipi koostoomudeli kasutus voiks muuta juhtimisstruktuuri liigselt
keerukaks ning formaalsustega kaasnevate kohustuste tditmine takistaks reaalseid
koostdotegevusi.

Rahastamine

PUK-organisatsioone rahastatakse EL-i, riiklike, regionaalsete vdi kohalike
programmide ja projektide kaudu voi eraisikute ja erasektori vahenditest. Moned
“kiipsed” PUK -organisatsioonid toimivad ka EL-i programmide juhtorganitena, kuid
enamik osaleb siiski programmides projektide esitajatena. Koostddvormina
registreeritud PUK-organisatsioone rahastatakse enamasti liikkmemaksudest ning
vorgustikuna toimivaid organisatsioone peamiselt projektipohiselt.

Funktsioonid

Partnerite funktsioonide ja kompetentside vordsus on PUK-organisatsioonides
olulised. PUK-organisatsioonide rollid ja funktsioonid on erinevad, sdltudes piiriiilese
regiooni vajadustest ning piiriiilese koostdo arengustaadiumist. Riikide keskvalitsused
tavatsevad suhtuda PUK-organisatsioonide juhtide hinnangul piiriiilesesse koostoosse
kui rahvusvahelistesse suhetesse. Keskvalitsused ei tavatse niha PUK-
organisatsioonide rolli regionaalarengut mdjutava mehhanismina. PUK-
organisatsioonide puhul, mis piirnevad EL-i mitte kuuluvate riikidega, esineb
suundumus, et riikide valitsused kontrollivad piiriiileseid koostoosuhteid kartuses, et
PUK-organisatsioonid tegelevad nii-delda oma vilispoliitikaga, mis vdib olla vastuolus
riigi vélispoliitikaga.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio arengulugu ja selle analiiiisi pohjal tehtud
jareldused

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio (Euregio) on koost6ovorgustikust kujunenud ja 2003. aastal
mittetulundusiihinguna registreeritud PUK-organisatsioon. MTU asutajateks on
Helsingi linn, Uusimaa Liit, Harjumaa Omavalitsuste Liit, Tallinna Linn ja Harju
Maavalitsus. Kuna Eesti poolelt piiiiti leida Uusimaa Liidule kompetentsidelt vastav
partner, siis kaasati organisatsiooni lilkmeskonda Harjumaa Omavalitsuste Liidu korval
ka Harju Maavalitsus Eesti riigi esindajana. Taoline lahend on mdnevdrra
problemaatiline, kuna riigi valitsusasutus maavalitsuse kujul osaleb nende probleemide
lahendamisel, mis kuuluvad kohalike omavalitsuste padevusse. Sel teemal on peetud
regulaarseid diskussioone Siseministeeriumiga. Taoline haldus-territoriaalsete
siisteemide erinevus Eesti ja Soome vahel on mdningaseks takistuseks ka PUK-
organisatsiooni tasakaalustatud koostddle.

Euregio on registreeritud Eestis siinseid digusakte jargides ning pohikirjaliselt on valditud
ka vastuolusid Soome vastavat valdkonda reguleerivate digusaktidega. Euregiol on
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partnerite asutatud ning rahastatud biiroo asukohaga Tallinnas ning esindajaga Helsingis.
Euregio missiooniks on edendada piiriiilest integratsiooni Helsingi-Uusimaa ning
Tallinna-Harjumaa vahel. Hiljem on seda missiooni tépsustatud viidetega toetada
regioonidevahelist konkurentsivoimet ja regionaalset teadmistepohist majandusarengut.
Euregiot rahastatakse lilkkmemaksudest ning EL-i programmide kaudu.

Mbonevdrra kiirendas iileminekut koostdd institutsionaliseerimisele (PUK-
organisatsiooni loomisele) 1990-ndate 16pus avanenud EL-i-poolne
rahastamisvdimalus, mida sai kasutada iiksnes eraldi organisatsiooni olemasolu korral.
Institutsionaliseerimise protsess kestis lile kolme aasta Eesti ja Soome seaduste
tthitamise vajaduse tottu. Organisatsiooni lilkkmeskonda esindavad juhatuse tasandil
poliitikud (sealhulgas abilinnapead ja omavalitusliitude juhid) ning sekretariaadi tasandil
ametnikud. Oma tegevustes on Euregio algusest peale loonud t66gruppe, kuhu on
olnud kaasatud iilikoolide ja arendusorganisatsioonide esindajad ning hiljem ka
ettevotete esindajad. Euregio tegevuse suunitluseks koostatud strateegiates on
organisatsiooni rollidena sonastatud jargmised: koostd6 vahendaja, edendaja ja
algataja. Tegevused on ulatunud projektitaotluste vormistamistest kuni uusimate ja
innovaatiliste trendide tutvustamiseni valitud koostodvaldkondades. Nagu néitas
Euregio vdtmeisikute uuring (uuring II), leiti, et Euregio peaks keskenduma véga
laiale tegevusareaalile alates teadmiste vahetusest regionaalse planeerimise
valdkonnas kuni sotsiaalteenusteni.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio arengudokumendid (kolmeks aastaks koostatud strateegiad
ja liheks aastaks koostatud tegevusprogrammid) defineerivad Euregio prioriteedid
jategevused, kuid ei ole sdtestanud rakendusmehhanisme partnerite selgete rollide
ja vastutusega. Tegevused on kujunenud litkmesorganisatsioonide konsensuslike
otsuste tulemusena ning vilistegurite mojutusel, nagu niiteks Eesti liitumine Euroopa
Liiduga. Euregio algperiood 2000.-2002. a oli peamiselt vorgustiku kujunemise,
koostoovaldkondade viljaselgitamise ning todgruppide loomise etapp dppevisiitide ja
kogemuste vahetusega. 2003.-2005. a holmas Euregio strateegia laialdaselt
koostootegevusi, nagu omavalitsuste haldussuutlikkuse tostmist regionaalses
planeerimises, hariduses, teaduses, narkoennetuses, paéstetoodes, ettevotluses. Sel
perioodil sai juba kasutada EL-i programme. 2005.-2007. a strateegia keskendus
teaduste ja kunsti kaksikregiooni arendamisele, ruumilisele planeerimisele ning
koostoodle teiste maade PUK-organisatsioonidega. 2007.-2009. a strateegia hdlmas
jatkusuutlikku regionaalset planeerimist, tihise ettevotluskeskkonna loomist ning
inimressursside arengut. 2009.-2013. a strateegia sOnastab prioriteetideks koost6o
suurenemise ruumilises ja regionaalses planeerimises, innovaatilise ja barjdédrivaba
tthisturuga regiooni loomise ning teaduste ja kunstide kaksikregiooni arendamise.
Strateegiate laiaulatuslik sisu néitab, et organisatsioonilt oodatakse sekkumist
regionaalarengu protsessidesse véga laial skaalal. Komplekssete kompetentside
tditmine nduab ka uute koostoomeetodite rakendamist. Votmeisikutega tehtud
intervjuudest selgus, et asjaosalised eeldasid Helsingi ja Tallinna pealinnaregioonide
jatkuvat integratsiooni. Tddeti, et kui organisatsioonile pandud tilesanded varieeruvad
ja arenevad, peab organisatsioon ise samuti dppima ning arenema.
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Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio arenguloo tildistamise pohjal vaib formuleerida hulga jareldusi.
Euregio 16id kohalike omavalitsuste esindajad olukorras, kus ei olnud olemas iildisemat
strateegiat kahe regiooni [6imimiseks, mis madratleks tdpsemalt sihtseisundi, kuhu
tahetakse jouda ja etappide jarjekorra. VOib radkida iildisest taotlusest Tallinna ja
Helsingi piirkondade senisest suuremaks integreerimiseks ja leida sellekohaseid viiteid
mitmesugustes arengudokumentides, mis ei asenda aga kindlasti veel konkreetset
sellesuunalist strateegiat. Strateegilised tegevussuunad, mille alusel iildine
integratsioonitaotlus jark-jargult sisuga tditub, kujunevad vélja pigem Euregio t66
kaigus tema osaliste (asutajad, kaasatud asjaosalised, Euregio tootajad) initsiatiivina.
Olemasoleva informatsiooni alusel voib taolist olukorda pidada kiillalt tiiiipiliseks ka
teiste PUK-organisatsioonide puhul.

Kui jatta kdrvale Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio algperiood, mil tegeldi valdavalt kogemuste
vahetamisega omavalitsuste traditsioonilistes tegevusvaldkondades, on tegevuses
keskendutud innovatsioonile selle eri vormides, mis ei ole kuulunud omavalitsuste
traditsiooniliste funktsioonide hulka ning millega kohaliku omavalitsuse liksused on
hakanud tegelema alles viimasel ajal. Eriti kehtib see Euregio Eesti poole kohta.
Seega saab viita, et Euregio raames edendatav iihistegevus avaldab teatud moju ka
omavalitsuste tegevusmustrite kui terviku moderniseerimisele.

Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio tegevuses on toetutud kiillalt laiale osaliste ringile, mis loob
eeldusi, et suuresti just nende tegevuse kaudu mojutataksegi tegelikku regionaalarengut
ja innovatsiooni. Samas niitas kiisitlus, et tegevuses osalejad peavad pohiliseks
regionaalarengu mojutajaks ikkagi Euregio asutajate, st omavalitsusorganite ja nende
liitude omavahelist moju.

Osalised ja Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio to6tajad on olnud varmad vélja pakkuma olulisi
tegevussuundi, paljudel juhtudel on neid tegevusi ka kidivitatud. Samas eeldab taolise
tegevusega laiema mastaabi saavutamine ja tegevuste jirjepidevuse tagamine
strateegiate ja tegevusprogrammide kaudu seda, et neid tegevusi aktsepteeriks ja
neile annaks finantseerimisloa Euregio juhatus, kuhu kuuluvad vaid asutajad.

Rahvusvahelise organisatsiooni puhul on strateegiline planeerimine ja programmide
koostamine keerukas ja acgandudev ettevotmine. Tuleb palju vaeva néha, et saavutada
juhatuses esindatud eri poolte huvide tasakaalustatus ja kooskolastatus. (Naiteks
kiisimus, kui suur osa tegevuses saab olla Soome monevdrra arenenuma
tegevuspraktika tilekandmisel Eestisse, kui palju peavad strateegiad ja programmid
sisaldama muud tegevust). Kui majandusorganisatsioonides on tavapérane, et
viliskeskkonnas tekkinud muutustele reageerimist takistab struktuuriiiksuste tasandil
avalduv inerts (A. Chandleri klassikalised uuringud), siis Euregio tiilipi rahvusvaheliste
organisatsioonide puhul tundub “pudelikaelaks” kujunevat initsiatiivide labisurumine
strateegiate ja programmide kinnitamise tasandile.
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Innovaatiliste koostoovormide uuringute tulemused

Kolmandaks uurimisiilesandeks oli analiiiisida, kuidas edendada konkreetsema
sihitusega PUK-vormide loomist, nagu piiriiilene “kolmikspiraali” tiiiipi koostd ja
piiriiilene “eluslabor”, kasutades PUK-organisatsiooni loodud eeldusi (uuringud I1 ja
III). Diagnostilistest intervjuudest selgus, et kui meetod on Soomes kiillalt tuntud,
siis Tallinna esindajate tdlgendused, eriti kiisimuses, kuidas piiritleda “eluslaborit”
objektina, hajusid vdga tugevalt. Osa intervjueeritavaid tolgendas “eluslaborit” néiteks
linnaosa voi transpordisiisteemina, teised nditeks virtuaalse kogukonnana. Suhteliselt
tiksmeelselt leiti, et “eluslabori” meetodi perspektiivseteks rakendusvaldkondades
Tallinnas voiksid olla eelkdige sellised valdkonnad nagu transport ja logistika, meedia,
turismikorraldus ning turvalisus.

Perspektiivsetest tehnoloogiatest eluslabori rakendamisel tosteti esile eelkdige info-
kommunikatsioonitehnoloogiat. “Eluslabori” meetodi rakendamisest olid huvitatud
paljud tehnoloogiaettevotted, iilikoolid ja omavalitsusjuhid. Avaldati kartust, et elanike
kaasatuse aspektist vOib saada takistuseks Soomest monevdrra ndrgem
osalusdemokraatia traditsioon Eestis. Meetodi tutvustamiseks kiivitatud protsess
nditas. et “eluslabori” meetodi rakendamine on institutsionaalselt viga keerukas
protsess, kuna see hdlmab peale tehnoloogiate ka muudatusi mdtteviisis ning
institutsionaalse koostdo tavades. Samuti tingib see suure poliitilise toetuse ja
sotsiaalsete vorgustike edendamise vajaduse.

Jargnevalt on kokkuvotvalt esitatud etapid piiriiilese ,,eluslabori loomisel (Tabel 1).
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Tabel 1. Etapid piiritilese “eluslabori” loomisel.

Informatsiooni
hankimine
“gluslabori™
kbt

Pirtiilese
“gluslabori™
partneriuse
tekitnmine
PUK-
Organisatsiooni
piihijal

Pinrviilese
“gluslabon™
kot i
institutsionali-
sCeTimine

Pinrviilese
“gluslabon™
toimiming

Etapp |
Algotamine

PUK -organsaisiooni
korraldaavad
tead ik kuse Wstmse
iiritused, foomumid,
konverentsid,
dppevisidid jne
poientsiaalsetele
“ghslabon™

parmeritele

Avalik sekior viiga
huvitatud, avalik
sekior kiisih
infommatsioon
teenuste arendamise
vitzide kohta

[imnea rumis Fegioomis

(likoolid ja viitkese
mng keskmise
suprusegn eftevitied
pakuvad viamalikke
lahendusi, valiakse
kasutajate grupid,
kellega lahendusi
iestidda

Teenuste Inhenduste
testimimne purniibeselt
koostias
asjmosalistegn

{cttevdited, dlikoolid,

omavalitsused,
kodanikud)

Etapp 2

Tepevused BEOSEE
rakendusmehhanismide
loomisepa

Edasise huvi tekitamineg
“gluslabon™ vastu
huovitatud Fl.ilrlru:ri!-:
sies, informatsieon
tomime

michhanismidest

Sobivate partnerite
lesdmine avalikust ja
erasekborist mdlemall
poolt piiri piiridleste
feenuste loomiseks

Sohaliku
insludsionaalse mudeh
iile odsustnmine, mis
tuginch POK-
organisatsioonile
laicndatwd parineriusega

Walvtul
toimrmesmdehite
kooskdlnstamine:
Lippfansina
“cluslabori™ kui
rahwvusvahelise
Juriidilise
arganisalsiooni loomine
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Rakemdusprotsess

Informatsioon hindamine

Libiriikimised
potersmnlsele prndbeste
partnentegn sobilike
Juriidiliste vormide,
koostbimudelite,
parineriuse,
rahastamisskecmide ja
inicllckiuzalse omandi
diguse kilsimusie Gle

Pirrviilese “eluslibon™
paigutaming POK-
OFEAnISMS 0N ning lemi
digusliku staatuse
maéfiratlemine osalevate
riikide institwisieonide
slsteemis ja
halduskorralduses
Pirrviilese “eluslabon™
Hiphik kiinvitamine;
“eluslabor™ toimib;
Loedud tehnoloogiate
multiplitseerimine
tehivcloogizetievibete poalt
teisicsse ritkidesse;
Paotentsiaalselt voimalik
emiltiplitseerida“eluslabon™
korrldanmize kogeniust
bepslEsse parriilesbesss
regioomidesse



Uurimistulemuste siintees

Doktoritdos késitletud teemade aktuaalsus on seotud ressursipohiselt majanduselt
teadmistepohisele majandusele lilemineku suundumustega. Taolised muutused
tingivad ka vajaduse muudatuste jérele valitsemises. Mitmetasandilise valitsemise
teooria rakendamisel kaasatakse valitsemisse horisontaalne ja vertikaalne poliitiline
otsustustasand ja luuakse eeldused paremaks strateegiate koordineerimiseks Euroopa
Liidu tasandil. PUK-organisatsiooni avaldatav mdju regionaalarengul eeldab sobivat
organisatsiooni struktuuri, millele on antud diguslik staatus, sellest tulenevad
funktsioonid ja vorm ning kinnitatud ressurssidega kindlustamise allikad ja kord.

Rahvusvahelise vordlusuuringu tulemusel jaotati PUK-organisatsioonid “algtasemel”
ja “kiipsel” tasemel olevateks. Peamine takistus PUK-organisatsioonide arengus
algtasemelt kiipsele tasemele iileminekul on seotud ebastabiilsete finantsmehha-
nismidega ning kitsa liikmeskonna ja viheste eri sektorite partnerite kaasatusega.
“Kiipsed” PUK-organisatsioonid on koostddks arendanud vilja laiema partnerluse
kui ainult kohalikud ja regionaalsed voimuorganid.

Teoreetiline uurimistdo, analiiiis ja tegevusuuringu kdigus saadud tdendid praktika
kohta kinnitavad, et PUK-organisatsioonil kui institutsionaalsel mehhanismil on
regionaalarengus mérkimisvédrne roll innovatsiooni edendamisel. Nagu empiirilised
toendid néitavad, edendab avaliku sektori, erasektori ja tilikoolide koostdd innovatsiooni
regioonis, mida kirjeldatakse “kolmikspiraali” tiiiipi koostdona. Siiski pole selles mudelis
kodanikud otseselt innovatsiooniprotsessidesse haaratud. Seega kisitletakse
“eluslabori” kontseptsiooni kui potentsiaalset jargmist etappi peale “kolmikspiraali”
tiilipi koostdod. Uuringu tulemused néditavad, et “eluslabori” kontseptsiooni moistmine
erineb suurel méiral, arvestades nii meetodit ennast kui ka vajalikku keskkonda ning
kasutusvaldkondi. Uurimistd6 tulemusena ndidatakse, et piiriiilesele koostdole saab
luua institutsionaalse raamistiku, ja esitatakse mudelid selle kohta, kuidas “kiips”
PUK-organisatsioon loob eeldused laiema piiriiilese koostdd tegemiseks piiriiilese
“kolmikspiraali” tiilipi ja “eluslabori” vormis koostodks ning kuidas piiritilest
“eluslaborit” saab arendada omaette juriidiliseks institutsionaalseks mehhanismiks.
PUK -organisatsioonide institutsionaliseeritud mudelid tuginevad autori poolt reaalses
toosituatsioonis saadud praktilisele kogemusele.
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Tabel 2. Institutsionaliseeritud piiriiilese koostd6 mudelid (autori koostatud).
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Helsinki-Tallinn Euregio toimimise seitsmeaastane kogemus niitab, et ka ainult avaliku
sektori litkmetega organisatsiooni iilesehituse ja funktsioneerimise raames on olnud
voimalik opereerida kiillalt laia tegevussuundade spektrit, vahetada perioodiliselt
prioriteete vastavalt uutele nduetele ja voimalustele ning tousta strateegiliselt
olulisemate projektide elluviimise tasandile. See eeldab tihelt poolt korralikku kogemust
opereerimaks kahe kiillalt erineva administratiivse kultuuri tingimustes, samuti seda,
et hoitakse iilal operatiivset kontakti organisatsiooni juhatuse, sekretariaadi, tootajate
jalitkmete vahel ning iihendatakse aktiivne paindlik tegevus koostddvargustikes, mis
voimaldab paindlikult reageerida véliskeskkonna vdimalustele, hakkamasaamisega
kiillalt suurt tipsust ndudvate kooskdlastamis- ja kontrolliprotseduuridega.

Tuleviku keerukaks dilemmaks on kiisimus juhatuse litkmete koosseisu vdimalikust
laiendamisest néiteks teatud ettevotlusliitude voi tilikoolide esindajatega. See voiks
suurendada organisatsiooni voimet reageerida véljakutsetele ja voimalik et suurendada
ka organisatsiooni tegevuseks vajalikke finantsressursse, samal ajal aga teeks see
tegevussuundade kooskolastamise protsessi veelgi keerukamaks.

Siiski voib kokkuvdtvalt véita, et Euregio raames juurutatav tihistegevus koos eri
sektorite asjaosalistega avaldab teatud mdju nii omavalitsustele kui ka regioonile
tervikuna, sest Euregio tegevustes on keskseks tousnud innovatsiooniprotsesside
edendamine selle eri vormides.

Edasise uurimist6d kdigus kavandatakse uurimise raskuspunkt iile kanda
innovatsiooniprotsesside algatamise staadiumilt PUK-organisatsiooni rollile juba
kdivitatud arengu- ja innovatsiooniprotsesside juhtimises ja selle tegevuse
efektiivsusele.
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