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Theoretical framework

Definition of cross-border integration

“Process of convergence between separate territories resulting from
the intensification of interactions between different types of actors
located on both sides of the border”

- Market-driven/functional integration “based on the
proliferation and/or reactivation of social or economic

relationships”

- Policy-driven/Zinstitutional integration “based on the building
of cooperative relationships between public and other bodies that

share certain interests”
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Theoretical framework

Question r—— }

What is the relationship between “l.
functional and institutional integration |
processes ? S

Hypotheses _Oi

1. Metropolitan reform tradition: there 2
should be a link between the two

Sohn et al. 2009

2. Border theory: no linear relationship
between functional and institutional -
integration

3. Poststructuralist approaches: loose * 1B =l E e e
connections between institutional and . 2 2
functional integration, warning of s

“territorial traps” o !




M
Functional Integration

Cross-border daily commuters in Luxembourg

From 47.300 to 150.000 between 1995 and 2009 (+8.6%/yr)
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Functional Integration
Luxembourg-France: The busiest border in Europe

Cross-border commuters, 2000 and 2006
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Functional Integration

Increasing integration of peripheral territories
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Functional Integration
Luxembourg as a Cross-Border Metropolitan Region

Rate of commuters working in the agglomeration of Luxembourg (2008)
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Functional Integration
Centre-periphery relationships

In Luxembourg, functional
integration is relying on high border
differentials:

- Fiscal and regulatory differentials
- Niche policy

- Borders as resources for
economic competitiveness

- Development of negative
externalities calls for more cross-
border cooperation

How can institutional integration
be developed without hampering
Luxembourg’s competitive
advantages?
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Institutional Integration

.

f

Deutschsprachige
Gemeinschaft

WVALLUNIE

Communauté francophone

RHEINLAND-PFALZ

SAARLAND ™

LORRAINE

Km




ESPEEN

Institutional Integration
Institutional Mapping ‘Grande Reéegion’
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Institutional Integration
Institutional Mapping ‘POle Européen de Développement’
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Institutional Integration:
e.g. Spatial planning: “multi-level-mismatch”?
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Institutional Integration
what kind of territory?

Adoptation/
homogenisation/

L 4

Cp. Grasland et al. 1999 (modified)




Institutional Integration

what kind of territory?

Cooperation /

concertation/

Adoptation/

homogenisation/

regionalisation‘ /
Europeanisation

,Supra-

Cp. Grasland et al. 1999; Chilla/Evrard forthcoming; ...
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Institutional Integration

what kind of territory?

Territory Territory
of institutional of functional
integration? integration?
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Institutional Integration
what kind of territory?

Territory Territory
of involved institutions of ,,cross-border-
mandate“?
e,

Mapping: Uni.lu/MLG
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Institutional Integration

what kind of territory?
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