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Abstract
Cross-border cooperation is growing mostly thanks to incentives in the form of funding
under the European Regional Development Funds (ERDF) and its Interreg programme
also called European Territorial Cooperation (ETC). This funding and support under EU
cohesion policy, aims at reducing the economic, social and territorial disparities between
the EU regions rather than between EU countries. The deepening of European integration
on the ground may however be facing obstacles inherent to each country’s specificities
Examples include form of government, socioeconomic conditions, political and legal
framework.
This paper is about cooperation in education in one of the established European crossborder regions called Greater Region (GR), which is an area stretching from Luxembourg,
France (Grand Est Region), Belgium (Wallonia region, French community and Germanspeaking community of Belgium) and Germany (Rhine-Palatinate and Saarland). The
interregional cooperation in education in the GR is framed under Interreg VA and takes
shape through cross-border projects and educational networks. These projects are jointly
defined by partners from across the Greater region, to achieve the European educational
objectives Horizon 2020.
This paper will study a cross-border project and its networks in education and within
the GR. The research will be conceptualised in multilevel governance (MLG). MLG
supposes different levels of interaction, cooperation and networking between different
levels of supranational, national and subnational authorities as well as public and private
entities in decision-making process. A case study of the cross-border project Sesam’GR,
monitored by Interreg VA GR, was chosen. The case study uses interviews as a research
method to uncover the inherent obstacles and proposed solutions in such a European
border region setting.
The study is important in the general scheme of the EU overall integration project and
for any existing and future educational projects and networks in particular. The GR lies
at the geographic heart of the EU which includes four of its founding member countries.
Sesam’GR project is by far the largest educational project in terms of finance and scale
within Interreg. By the time the project has reached its end, there are positive indications
that will set in motions other projects and will trigger an expansion and multiplication of
networks despite the intrinsic challenges grounded in multi-level governance.
4
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“This is not the Europe of the Regions. It is something simpler and more innovative:
the manifestation of a community of interests that transcends national borders, and the
desire to break through these barriers to make life easier.” Jacques Delors, 2001 1
1. Introduction and background
This paper will study cross-border cooperation in cooperation in one of the established
European cross-border regions called Greater Region (GR), which is an area stretching to
Luxembourg, France (Grand Est Region), Belgium (Wallonia region, French community
of Belgium – Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles - and German-speaking community of
Belgium - Ostbelgien) and Germany (Rhine-Palatinate and Saarland).
The paper will follow a multi-level governance (MLG) as a theoretical framework.
MLG supposes different levels of interaction, cooperation and networking between
different levels of supranational, national and subnational authorities as well as public
and private entities in decision-making process.
The intrinsic challenges grounded in multi-level governance will be analysed in depth
using scholarly articles, official documents and through a case study. The latter will deal
focus on cross-border collaboration in education within a project (Sesam’GR) co-funded
by the EU Interreg programme as well as the network that is developing within this
context. The study is important in the general scheme of the EU overall integration project
in general and for any existing and future educational projects and networks in particular.
By the time the project has reached its end, there are positive indications that will set in
motions other projects and will trigger an expansion and multiplication of networks.
1.1. Introducing the geographical area of the study
To avoid different conflicting geographical classifications of what does or does not
constitute a cross-border region and its territorial limits, I will be defining in the following
paragraphs the exact geographic area of my study and introducing terms.

1

Jean-Louis Arnaud, “COOPERATION TRANSFRONTALIERE ET Cooperation transfrontaliere et
transnationale, la nouvelle europe s’invente sur ses marges: Séminaire organisé par Unioncamere et par
Notre Europe à Bruxelles le 13 novembre 2001,” 2002, 5, accessed July 23, 2018,
https://institutdelors.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/sminairefrontiresfr.pdf
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1.1.1. European cross-border regions (CBRs)
European cross-border regions (CBRs) can be seen as an attempt to democratise the
abstract concept that is Europe by bringing it “down to ‘earth’”, thus participating in the
achievement of Jean Monnet’s early aspiration for an ‘ever closer’ Europe for the future
European citizen.2 CBRs - among them the GR - span national borders to create crossborder territories.
According to Perkmann, CBRs:
1) are territorial entities gathering contiguous subnational public authorities on local,
district, or regional levels from different nation states.
2) “are based on informal or `quasi-juridical' arrangements” as they most of the time do
not have the decision-making capacities on international issues.
3) deal

with

“practical

problem-solving”

regarding

their

cross-border

interdependencies.3
According to Perkmann, “European CBRs represent policy-driven rather than marketdriven cases of local cross-border integration.”4 Policy-driven integration is supposed to
develop partnerships following shared interests, i.e. practical problem solving – for
example dealing with environmental issues across borders. Therefore, Perkmann suggests
that the development of a mesolevel network i.e. subnational network, is often the result
of the failures of the national government - its incapacity or disinterest or a different
perspective - on the given matter.5 Therefore, CBRs are the ideal framework for the
development of networks and flows of all kinds (economic, environment, cultural, etc).
Additionally, according to the same author, “CBRs do not have ‘governments’ but rely
on voluntary cooperation within a context of pragmatically defined and mutually
recognized set of rules.”6

2

Olivier Thomas Kramsch and Barbara Hooper, Cross-border governance in the European Union,
Transnationalism 15 (London, New York: Routledge, 2004), 3
3
Markus Perkmann, “Policy Entrepreneurship and Multilevel Governance: A Comparative Study of
European Cross-Border Regions,” Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy 25, no. 6 (2016):
863, doi:10.1068/c60m
4
ibid., 862
5
“CBRs are primarily concerned with practical problem-solving in a broad range of fields of everyday
administrative life; these tend to be local policy areas with a perceived need for policy coordination or the
management of cross-border interdependencies.” ibid., 863
6
Markus Perkmann, “Construction of New Territorial Scales: A Framework and Case Study of the
EUREGIO
Cross-border
Region,”
Regional
Studies
41,
no. 2
(2007):
259,
doi:10.1080/00343400600990517
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Moreover, Euroregions represent a specific type of cross-border regions - smaller size
of cooperation. The paper will refer to the latter as it characterises the focus area of the
study, which is the GR. CBRs are proliferating and take various forms that are described
in Perkmann’s quantitative work7 .
CBRs participate in the process of legitimising the European idea. Many authors
compared and aligned cross-border integration with the European integration,
highlighting the peace-making role of the industrial and economic common interests
among France, Germany and Luxembourg through cross-border cooperation.8 Some
argue that the cross-border cooperation in this area existed even before the signing of the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC),9 initiated by Robert Schuman in 1950.
In the framework of the integration process, the territories along the internal borders
play a particular role and the cohesion policy enables regional authorities to be involved
in decision-making. Decoville and Durand argue that
strengthening the integration of border regions by reinforcing the ties between
populations is precisely one of the tasks of the European Regional Policy [i.e. cohesion
policy], which provides funding (INTERREG) and legal tools (European grouping for
territorial cooperation) to help local actors to overcome the obstacles to cross-border
integration.10
The Summit of the GR illustrated the idea of a Europe built on the ground by stating
“that is here [in cross-border regions], above all, that Europe is being built.”

11

The

strategy of the GR is thus introduced as follow “If cross-border cooperation is the catalyst
for European integration, then the Greater Region is its laboratory”.12

Markus Perkmann, “Cross-Border Regions in Europe,” European Urban and Regional Studies 10,
no. 2 (2016), doi:10.1177/0969776403010002004
8
Emile-Pierre Guéneau, La Grande Région: La petite Europe, Edition des Paraiges (Metz, 2017), 206
9
Eric Auburtin, “La construction d'un processus interrégional transfrontalier: Du "triangle industriel
Sar-Lor-Lux" à la Grande Région,” in Quelle(s) Europe(s) ? Nouvelles approches en histoire de
l'intégration européenne / new approaches in european integration history, ed. Katrin Rücker and Laurent
Warlouzet, Euroclio 1 (Bruxelles, Bern, Berlin etc.: PIE; P. Lang, 2006), 142
10
Antoine Decoville and Frédéric Durand, “Building a cross-border territorial strategy between four
countries: Wishful thinking?,” European Planning Studies 24, no. 10 (2016): 1826,
doi:10.1080/09654313.2016.1195796
11
Translation of this quote, as well as other quotes that follow in this article, done by the author,
Charlotte Saillard. “1er Sommet déclaration commune - Mondorf-les-Bains, Luxembourg — Grande
Region,” accessed June 9, 2018, http://www.granderegion.net/Mediatheque/Publications/1er-Sommetdeclaration-commune-Mondorf-les-Bains-Luxembourg, 1
12
“Stratégie — Grande Region,” accessed July 24, 2018, http://www.granderegion.net/La-GrandeRegion-en-bref/Strategie
7
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1.1.2. The Greater Region (GR)
This paper will focus on the Greater Region (Grande Région in French or Groβ Region
in German) and its territorial and governance particularities, which have paved the way
for the implementation of several educational projects and initiatives over the past
decades. The Greater Region (GR), designated as a large-scale cross-border cooperation
by the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR), is a dynamic cross-border
region at the crossroad of France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg. The GR counts
11,5 million inhabitants, with three different spoken languages, and two different system
of governments (a federal system in Germany and Belgium and a centralised government
in France and Luxembourg).13
The GR is thus an intergovernmental cooperation taking shape in the European multilevel context – a concept that will be developed below.14 It is the largest European crossborder area of cooperation15, located in one of the historical centres of European
unification and on the European backbone that connects London, Amsterdam, the RhineMain basin and the Rhine-Neckar basin, to Milan – a corridor of urbanization that the
geographers often call “blue banana”.
It is generally accepted that the GR presents above all an economic integration, which
has deepened remarkably thanks to the EU INTERREG program that encourages winwin strategies between the different partners of the Greater Region. The GR is the largest
labour market in the EU. In 2016 alone more than 220,000 people commuted daily to
work in a neighbouring country of the GR, with the majority (170,000) commuting to
Luxembourg.16

13

The two German Länder being Rhineland-Pfalz and Saarland. Belgium includes itself two federated
political communities (French-speaking and German-speaking communities in Belgium), as well as the
Wallonia region, overlapping with the preceding communities. The GR also englobes the French Grand
Est administrative region, supersedes three former administrative regions—Alsace, Champagne-Ardenne,
and Lorraine— since 1 January 2016, as a result of territorial reform passed by the French legislature in
2014. See Loi n° 2015-29 du 16 janvier 2015 relative à la délimitation des régions, aux élections régionales et
départementales et modifiant le calendrier électoral, article 2(I) (in French)
14
Tobias Chilla, Estelle Evrard, and Christian Schulz, “On the Territoriality of Cross-Border
Cooperation: “Institutional Mapping” in a Multi-Level Context,” European Planning Studies 20, no. 6
(2012): 977, doi:10.1080/09654313.2012.673563
15
Tobias Chilla et al., Cross-border Polycentric Metropolitan regions (Metroborder). Final Report
(2010)
16
“Le
Luxembourg
dans
la
Grande
Région,”
accessed
July 24,
2018,
https://gouvernement.lu/fr/dossiers/2018/grande-region.html
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1.1.3. Interreg
Also known as “European Territorial Cooperation” (ETC), Interreg is a European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) programme under the EU cohesion policy, which
aims at reducing the economic, social and territorial disparities between the EU regions
as well as diminishing the influence of national borders. ETC is one of the two main goals
of the cohesion policy along with “Investment in Growth and Jobs” for the 2014-2020
programming period.
There are three types of Interreg programmes (A, B and C) depending on the
geographical scope and on the essence of the cooperation:
-

Interreg A (cross-border)

-

Interreg B (Transnational)

-

Interreg C (Interregional). 17

The EU has been investing in cross-border cooperation via Interreg since its launch in
1989. For most CBRs this programme is most important source of funding. 18 Five
different Interreg programmes corresponding to five periods have taken place in the EU
over the past decades (Interreg I to V). Interreg V has a budget of 10.1 billion €,
representing 2.8% of the EU cohesion policy budget.
Perkmann defines the conditions of eligibility of Interreg as follows:
Local and regional authorities and other organisations located on external and internal
land borders, as well as some maritime areas, are eligible to apply for Interreg support
to pursue cross-border projects. As the European Commission's objective is to develop
cross-border social and economic centres through common development strategies,
eligible projects are required to demonstrate a structural economic benefit to the border
area. The allocation of funds is governed by steering committees controlled by higher
level authorities (central governments and/or regional authorities) as it is they who are
responsible for the lawful implementation of policies. 19
Interreg aims at developing networks, partnerships and integration between EU
member states and some other countries20, for them to work on common issues and
ultimately to deepen EU integration. Therefore, this programme is not implemented to
overcome micro-issues on the short-run, but it aims at creating outcomes on a long term
on a broader scope.
17

COMM/REGIO/02, “Interreg European Territorial Co-operation - Regional Policy - European
Commission,” accessed June 10, 2018,
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/european-territorial/
18
Perkmann, “Policy Entrepreneurship and Multilevel Governance,” 864
19
ibid.
20
Four European Free Trade Association (EFTA) countries, six accession countries, and 18
neighbouring countries.
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This paper will exclusively focus on Interreg A, cross-border cooperation in the GR.
Interreg A gathers 60 programs including Interreg Grande Région/Großer Region. The
following map (Map 1: Programming area Interreg V A Greater Region) highlights the
eligible territory under Interreg VA in the GR. Both territories overlap yet the Interreg
eligible territory is smaller than the GR territory for proximity reasons. It does not include
the West part of Wallonia and the East part of Rhineland-Pfalz – territories which are yet
part of the GR. The stategy of Interreg A GR is jointly decided by its 11 members. 21
Moreover, Interreg VA GR has a budget of 140 million euros to co-finance proximity
projects as well as larger ones.
Map 1: Programming area Interreg V A Greater Region

Source : EuroGeographics EuroRegionalMap v3.0 – 2010, SIG-GR, 201422

21

the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, Wallonia, the Wallonia-Brussels Federation, the German-speaking
Community of Belgium, the Prefecture of the Grand Est Region, the Grand Est Regional Council, the
County Council of Meurthe-et-Moselle, the County Council of the Meuse, the County Council of the
Moselle, the County of Rheinland Pfalz, the County of Saarland.
22
“Programme
INTERREG
V-A
Grande
Région,”
accessed
July 24,
2018,
http://www.moselle.fr/vivrelamoselle/Pages/Territoire/Transfrontalier_Europe/interreg5.aspx
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1.1.3.1.

Cross-border projects within Interreg VA GR: eligibility

criteria
Through cross-border co-operations between local and regional actors in the GR, “the
program aims to strengthen the territorial, social and economic cohesion of the largeregional areas by reducing the negative effects of borders.”23 The strategy of the
INTERREG V Greater Region program is built around a triptych of “employment /
territorial development / economy” which places employment support in the largeregional labour market at the heart of the priorities.”24
The Joint administration of the GR (Interreg V) states that any cross-border project
should generate a cross-border added value which should be beneficial for the inhabitants
and/or the cross-border region that is by contributing significantly to one of the ten
objectives of the programme.25
A cross-border Interreg project in the GR should be composed of a project initiator
(and lead partner in this case) and at least two project operators from at least two different
member states, who jointly plan and carry out the project actions. 26 The project operators
can come from the public sector as well as from the private one. The project initiator is
designated by mutual agreement among the project operators. Hence he is the project
coordinator and is responsible for the good implementation of the project. Therefore, he
is responsible for the administrative and financial coordination of the project. He is in
charge of submitting the project application to the managing authority of the Interreg
Programme (GR), with which he signs the ERDF convention. Formally the lead partner
is the final beneficiary of the ERDF funding and acts as a link between the project partners
and the Programme. Hence, he receives the ERDF grant payment for the project as a
whole and is in charge of distributing the allocated amount entitled to each partner.27
In addition, the partnership can be constituted of associated partners. These are
institutions that are linked to the project and can influence its implementation by sharing
knowledge and skills relevant to the project field. They do not have a budget for the
project nor do they receive ERDF funding.
“Interreg Grande Région / Großregion • Interreg.eu,” accessed July 24, 2018,
https://interreg.eu/programme/interreg-grande-region-grosregion/
24
ibid.
25
Interreg VA Grande Région, “Procédure de dépôt, d'examen et de sélection d'un projet: Europäische
Territoriale Zusammenarbeit 2014-2020,” 17, accessed June 10, 2018, http://www.interreg-gr.eu/wpcontent/uploads/2017/01/II._Depot_examen_selection.pdf
26
ibid., 6
27
ibid., 7
23
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The selection process is composed of different phases, which enables the selection
committee (Comité de sélection INTERREG V A GR) to evaluate the extent to which
each project contributes to the achievement of programme objectives, the output and
result indicators.28
1.2. Introducing the legal and political framework of the GR
1.2.1. Vertical and horizontal collaboration overlapping
Despite the creation of several German-French and then German-FrenchLuxembourgish intergovernmental commissions aiming at developing cross-border
cooperation since 1971, the cooperation in the cross-border region has only legally
existed since the agreement on German-French-Luxembourgish cooperation in crossborder regions, which was signed in 1980 in Bonn.
Sandrine Devaux explains the process of constructing new administrative and political
space as the “result of a conjunction of interests, sometimes diverging, of actors that try
to defend or to consolidate their social and/or political position by committing to such an
initiative.”29
The vertical collaboration within the GR is formed of higher and lower levels of
governments interacting and sharing to foster capacity building, and encourage the overall
development of the GR. The main instances (Summit, Inter-regional Parliamentary
Council and Economic and Social Council of the GR) are the driver for structuring
projects in the GR, and draw up sectoral strategic documents. These instances and the
networks that interacts with them form a multilevel cooperation, explained by the
AEBR’s Practical Guide to Cross-border Cooperation as follows
Cross-border structures do not constitute additional administration levels. They are
rather a cross-border interface or exchange to enhance the cross-border efficiency of
cooperation between regional/local and national bodies on either side of the border. 30
The Summit of the GR is the main strategic and political institution of the GR, with
different levels of interaction. The 15 working groups and sub-working groups are
responsible for the operational implementation of the GR strategies. (Diagram 1:

28
“Stratégie – INTERREG V A Grande Région,” accessed June 10, 2018, http://www.interreggr.eu/fr/axes-prioritaires-et-objectifs-specifiques
29
Gäelle Crenn and Jean-Luc Deshayes, eds., La construction des territoires en Europe: Luxembourg
et Grande Région / avis de recherches / [actes des séminaires organisés par la Maison des sciences de
l'homme Lorraine en 2008 et 2009] 1 (Nancy: Presses universitaires de Nancy, 2010) Sonja Kmec, 63
30
AEBR, “Practical Guide to Cross-border Cooperation,” 2000, 2, accessed July 24, 2018,
https://www.aebr.eu/files/publications/lace_guide.en.pdf
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Overview of the institutional cooperation in the Greater region). The latter gathers experts
in relevant fields from different administrations within the GR. As the GR has no
operational budget, the working groups implement projects using the administrative
budget of each participating country or content to direct, recommend and coordinate other
Interreg projects taking place in the GR and ultimately carried out by project partners.
The GR gained in legitimacy by forming the EGTC administration of the Summit of
the Executives in 2013, which participates in deepening the institutionalisation of the GR.
The latter supports the work of the Summit and its working groups and ensures continuity
between the presidencies of the Summit. 31 The latter does not have the mission to lead
or participate in European funding programmes.32
The EGTC is an EU instrument with legal capacity. It was designed to facilitate and
promote territorial cooperation, i.e. cross-border, transnational and interregional
cooperation, in order to strengthen the economic and social cohesion of the EU.

33

According to Evrard, “EGTC triggers the institutionalisation of the cross-border
cooperation”34
By creating its first EGTC, the GR adopted a new political and administrative
dimension, which translates the willingness to reinforce the European social and
territorial cohesion put forward since the Amsterdam Treaty in 1997.

35

31

The EGTC administration of the Summit of the Executives is funded by its partners on each side of
the GR.
32
“Secrétariat du Sommet de la Grande Région,” accessed June 10, 2018,
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/CoRActivities/Pages/Sommet-de-la-Grande-Region.aspx
33
D. R./C. Unit, “Regulation (EC) No 1082/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5
July 2006 on a European grouping of territorial cooperation (EGTC): Article 7,” accessed June 29, 2018,
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/legislation/2006/regulation-ec-no10822006-of-the-european-parliament-and-of-the-council-of-5-july-2006-on-a-european-grouping-ofterritorial-cooperation-egtc
34
Estelle Evrard, “The European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC): Towards a
Supraregional Scale of Governance in the Greater Region SaarLorLux?,” Geopolitics 21, no. 3 (2016): 523,
doi:10.1080/14650045.2015.1104667
35
Samuel Carpentier-Postel, Claude Gengler and Philippe Gerber, La mobilité résidentielle
transfrontalière entre le Luxembourg et ses régions voisines: Un panorama (2011), 1–2
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Diagram 1: Overview of the institutional cooperation in the Greater region

Source: Administration of the Summit of the Greater Region 36
Regarding the vertical levels of cooperation, the EU and its cohesion policy being at
the top of the hierarchy, is the ultimate organisation to define general objectives,
directives and guidelines to be followed by member states and cross-border regions.
Another lower level on the vertical scale is composed of the GR and its institutions, which
might have different priorities and objectives which are not necessarily aligned with the
EU. The GR finds itself in a challenging situation where they have to find a trade-off and
a balancing act between EU objectives of integration37 and cohesion and their own
pressing issues.
The horizontal cooperation, which consists in projects execution and implementation,
is mainly pushed forward by Interreg, thanks to EU funding, to project partners from
different parts of the GR. However, the collaboration within Interreg VA might not
necessarily align with the GR context on a specific level, as it strictly aligns with general
EU objectives.
Another layer of vertical cooperation overlapping with the others is the Interreg
management authority. In 2010, the Greater Region has set up its first European Grouping
of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) which acted as a managing authority for the
INTERREG IV A Greater Region Programme. The latter has been phased out and new

“Observation territoriale de la Grande Région: Rapport final de la région modèle « Grande Région »
sur le projet modèle d’aménagement du territoire (MORO),” 2017, accessed July 24, 2018, http://www.siggr.eu/content/dam/sig/publications/moro-raumbeobachtung-gr-eb-fr-20180319web.pdf
37
The objectives of the Strategy Europe 2020 are part of the political strategy of cooperation driven by
the Summit of the GR. See “https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/CoRActivities/Pages/Sommet-de-la-GrandeRegion.aspx
36

17

EGTC was formed under INTERREG V A GR “Management authority and Joint
administration Interreg” in 2015.38 The latter “addresses the most important cross-border
challenges linked to the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy in the Greater
region.”39 It aims at constructing an integrated cooperation space to serve the citizens, the
economy and the territories of the Greater Region. Promoting European territorial
cooperation for a smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. To do so, the GECT Interreg
VA draws up a scheme for territorial development « on the basis of the functional
complementarities of the territories in the Greater Region in the framework of a multilevel governance ».40
MLG supposes different levels of interaction, cooperation and networking between
different levels of supranational, national and subnational authorities as well as public
and private entities in decision-making process. This approach will be further developed
in part 1.4.1.
1.2.2. Degree of institutionalisation
From an idealistic point of view, CBRs can be seen as bridges to bring neighbour
countries together and deepen integration. From a more pragmatic point of view, CBRs
contribute to regional development thanks to Interreg.
Is the development and institutionalisation of CBRs an end in itself or does it depend
on EU funding? This concern was highlighted by Perkmann. According to him, there are
differences in the institutional development of cross-border regions. Some have capacities
to act, others seem to be “vehicles for EU programmes”. 41Interreg works as an incentive
by allocating funding to CBRs, which could imply that without Interreg, this kind of
cooperation within CBR might not exist or might be insignificant. 42
The degree of cooperation varies between CBRs, according to the territory, the type of
organizational entities - usually the administration or management unit, but sometimes
also a general assembly, an executive committee, thematic working groups. It also depend
on the chosen form of cooperation - legally non-binding arrangements to public-law
38
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bodies, the scope of cooperation in multiple policy areas and the definition of a common
development strategy. 43
The institutionalisation of the GR is in a relatively advanced stage. However, one can
put it into perspective. Indeed, it presents a complex vertical cooperation including
several instances which participate in legitimising cross-border cooperation in the GR.
The latter is also reinforced by the existence of EGTCs giving legal capacity to the GR.
Evrard explains that
Both EGTCs [EGTC Interreg VA GR and EGTC administration of the Summit] are
given rather technical and operational tasks, leaving the power to structure and
implement the cooperation at the regional level.44
They “contribute to institutionalising a cross-border scale of governance, used as a
platform for negotiation and power bargaining both within the region in construction and
towards national and European levels.”45 However, the operational development of the
GR is mainly fostered by Interreg funding and its large scale projects, whose managing
institution in the GR is separated from the GR instances, which consequently have only
an indirect role in the development of the GR process. Moreover, the eligible territory
under Interreg VA is smaller than the GR territory (Map 1: Programming area Interreg V
A Greater Region), making the strategical area of project implementation different.
As exposed above, the roots of the GR were already formed in the 1970s, before the
creation of Interreg. Therefore, Interreg acted as a catalyst for a deeper cohesion and
integration across borders, and as an institutional form of legitimising the GR.
Evrard examined the significance of supraregional institutions such as the EGTC
Interreg VA GR Managing Authority for cross-border governance.46 According to her,
the GR, which follows an interregional setting, is on its way to supraregionalisation. The
process toward supraregionalisation depends on the nature of the measures executed, the
decision making-process under majority-voting as well as its external visibility47 “While
keeping the balance between (sub)-state authorities, cross-border supraregionalisation is
a process through which, besides them, a cross-border institution embodies and
perpetuates the cross-border region in construction.”48
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1.3. Introducing the field area of the study
I intend to concentrate on the educational cooperation in the GR by analysing in depth
an educational project – Sesam’GR - which was implemented within the Interreg VA
framework. Nóvoa and Lawn describe a “borderless education” to describe how the
traditional borders of education are blurred as a result of the increasing of cross-border
activities.

49

Therefore, I will also explore the educational network that a project like

Sesam’Gr fosters. I will also look at the challenges that occur in such a complex
framework within overlapping levels of authorities and operations (EU, CBRs – GR,
Interreg).
In any network, links are made of connections, nodes, and flows. Van Aalst defines
“networking” as “the systematic establishment and use or management of internal and
external links (communication, interaction, and co-ordination) between people, teams or
organisations (“nodes”) in order to improve performance.”50 “‘Network’ stresses the idea
of ‘community’ as the common element and the principle of connection between
institutions”, it supposes the existence “[…] connections that have been deliberately
established and worked on in pursuit of common interests and goals”51
These networks have a determinant role in widening the scope of education across
borders. Cross-border networks are necessary to complement the very centralised
educational systems in some of the partner countries like France, that do not highlight the
specificity of each regions and the importance for the students to immerse in the culture
of their neighbours. Moreover, these networks participate in the deepening of EU
integration with regard to the blurring of the borderlines and cross-border cooperation in
Europe by developing under a multi-level governance setting.
The EU does not have direct competencies in education, but carries out actions to
support, coordinate or supplement the actions of the Member States. 52 Therefore, and
considering the territorial differences in each member state, cross-border cooperation in
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terms of education goes in the direction of a deeper integration adapting to specific
particularities. The flows do not stop at the borders.
Yet, the funding allocated to cross-border regions in the framework of Interreg, aims
at pursuing EC objectives, including educational ones. Indeed, these projects have to be
placed within the “Lifelong learning — key competences”53 identified by the EU
Parliament and the EU Council54. In terms of education, one of the objectives of the
Horizon 2020 strategy in the field of education and training is that “at least 20% of higher
education graduates and 6% of 18-34 year-olds with an initial vocational qualification
should have spent some time studying or training abroad”55. For an Interreg project to be
selected by the selection committee, it has to draw its objectives following the EU’s
strategy in a given programming period.
1.3.1. Relevance
As exposed above, the educational project studied in this paper indirectly aims to reach
the EU education and training 2020 strategies. Moreover, education and training is one
of the eleven priorities for Cohesion Policy in 2014-2020.56 The educational project is
partly funded by the ERDF under the Interreg V A programme. Therefore, one of the
intangible outcomes is to deepen European integration. Hence, this analysis of the
facilitating factors and obstacles to the proper development of educational networks in
the Greater Region could be extended to other cross-border regions and facilitate their
own internal cooperation.
Indeed, such a multilevel cross-border governance - often said to be a “laboratory of
Europe” - appears at first sight to be ideal to favour cross-border cooperation57. There are
in fact complexities in the process of developing efficient networks between stakeholders
in such a setting.
According to the 2010 Metroborder study,
the potential [of the GR] is not being fully exploited – multilingual abilities especially
remain incomplete. Education is the major policy factor in this regard. Exploiting this
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potential requires further adaptation of public facilities (e.g. cross-border use of
schools) and new flagship projects.58
Sesam’GR is a powerful example of such projects as it brings together 22 partners
from the six sides of the Greater Region that is four different countries with various key
actions ranging from multilingualism to professional development. A study of the
collaboration and the network in such a large educational cross-border project has not yet
been done.
Moreover, a case study of an ongoing project such as Sesam’GR could seem unwise
at first sight as one cannot study its outcomes in the medium and long terms. However, it
enables one to analyse the development of networks at a closer view as one can perceive
the difficulties felt by the stakeholders to cooperate efficiently before, at the start and
during the implementation of a project – difficulties that can be minimized or put aside
when looking only at reports or when interviewing stakeholders after the completion of a
given project.
1.4. Introducing the theoretical framework of the study
1.4.1. Multilevel governance (MLG)
This paper will study an educational cross-border project and its network within the
GR. It will follow a multi-level governance setting and a theoretical framework. As a
framework for my research, in order to better explain the complexity of the GR and
especially of cross-border projects, understanding its governance setting is necessary.
Perkmann describes a “shift from “government to governance” towards selforganising networks of public agency.” 59 That is the “shifting of state powers upwards to
supranational bodies and down to regional or local states, or even to networks of regional
or local states”.
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This shift towards more governance is closely linked with the

willingness of parties within networks to cooperate when lacking adequate hierarchical
instance.

61

This is the case of CBRs, which share common interests and decide to

cooperate without being subordinated to a common hierarchical entity.
Therefore, European integration is synonym for a loss of sovereignty for national
governments while giving more capacity to supranational entities and sub-national actors
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to operate locally but also across national boundaries. In this setting, the governance of
cross-border spaces organise in order to collaborate on a territory which is both
infranational – or sub-national - and international. An interconnection between the
different levels occurs de facto, which can have an influence on each layer of decisionmaking and therefore on the pace of European integration.
MLG was used as a theoretical tool in the 1980s in social science. Considering MLG
as a theory can yet seem irrelevant. However, MLG has become attractive to the EU to
use it with its cohesion policy and is now recommending it. MLG was recognised in the
Treaty of Lisbon in 2007. Indeed, the Treaty participated in the institutionalisation of
MLG, giving role to national and regional parliaments as well as to the CoR and thus
strengthening the competences and influence of subnational authorities in the Community
decision-making process. Moreover, in 2008, EU parliament has called for a
strengthening of MLG62. EU stakeholders suggested MLG was a good answer to complex
issues where different levels of governments are involved.
MLG has been widely recognised by academics and policy-makers as a suitable
approach to frame a policy-making system based on vertical and horizontal interaction
and interdependencies at various levels of government and within different sectors. The
concept of MLG has become a “palatable, easily digestible paradigm for grasping how
the European Union (EU) works in practice” according to Stephenson.63
MLG is a political science concept developed by Hooghe and Marks in the early 1980s,
built through studies on European integration, as an effort to understand the nature of the
EU as a political system.64 This approach developed along with the increasing delegation
and sharing of decision-making competencies by actors at different levels.
MLG supposes different levels of interaction, cooperation and networking between
different levels of supranational, national and subnational authorities as well as public
and private entities in decision-making process. Under MLG, state and non-state actors
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at these different levels cooperate, forming a complex network based on frequent
interactions.
According to Hooghe, “The model [of multi-level governance] argues first and
foremost that the subnational tier is a governmental level of importance next to national
and European levels of governance”65 Hence the traditional national state authority has
shifted both downward to subnational entities and upward – to the EU. But the model is
not replacing national states; it does not form a Europe of the regions but a “Europe with
the regions”66. Marks and Hooghe argue that
the dispersion of governance across multiple jurisdictions is both more efficient than,
and normatively superior to, central state monopoly […] governance must operate at
multiple scales in order to capture variations in the territorial reach of policy
externalities.67
There exists plenty of benefits for pursuing a MLG approach. These approaches to
cooperation produce a beneficial partnerships both horizontally and vertically. Hence,
vertical interactions (stakeholders at different levels of government) and horizontal
interactions (different stakeholders on the same levels) intermingle and intertwine.
Hooghe and Marks defined two types of MLG. 68 (Table 1: Types of multilevel
governance) Type I governance
conceives authority as shared across a small number of government levels (local,
regional, national, international) based on stable, general-purpose jurisdictions
(covering bundles of different policies) with mutually exclusive memberships.69
Table 1: Types of multilevel governance
Types of multilevel governance
Type I
General-purpose jurisdictions
Nonintersecting memberships
Jurisdictions at a limited number of levels
Systemwide architecture

Type II
Task-specific jurisdictions
Intersecting memberships
No limit to the number of jurisdictional levels
Flexible design
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In other words, in Type I governance, there is no intersection between membership
boundaries of the jurisdictions cited above, which are nested. Thus, only one jurisdiction
is relevant at any particular territorial scale within Type I governance.
Within type II governance, (Table 1: Types of multilevel governance)
MLG is fluid and flexible, based on a larger number of task-specific jurisdictions (such
as cross-border cooperation, community development, local housing, schooling etc.)
with overlapping memberships, and a much greater presence of private actors.70
Task-specific jurisdictions mean that the jurisdictions are specialised and aim to solve
a particular common issue.
MLG enables a subnational authority to bypass the authority of the state, the national
obstacle, which can sometimes hinder cross-border cooperation and progress. In this
sense, MLG can offer new solutions at the local level, and contribute to the EU
integration. This original approach on governance has another particularity, which is its
being closer to the citizen level than the state. In other words, the emphasis is not on
where the authority lies but on how the region will develop in multifaceted ways, by
favouring dialogue with the citizens and by making them part of the decision-making –
consequently forming a regional community decision-making. This impulsion towards
more partnership cooperation was encouraged by the Reflection Group on the Future of
the EU 2030, among others, with a call
for a new compact between the European institutions […] and between different levels
of power – national, regional and local. Above all, we call for strong leadership, a form
of leadership marked by the capacity to sustain an honest and fruitful dialogue with
citizens and to govern in partnership.71
In 2009, 95,000 local and regional authorities were identified as having capacity to
implement but also influence EU policies in key sectors (education, the environment,
economic development, town and country planning, transport, public services and social
policies). 72
To analyse multilevel governance approach in depth, the next paragraphs will present
the CoR and its main principles. Indeed, the CoR favours MLG for being a driver to the
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success of the process of European integration. Establishing genuine MLG in Europe has
always been the CoR’s strategic priority. 73
Established in 1994, the Committee of the Regions (CoR) is EU assembly of local and
regional representatives. The CoR acts as an interlocutor between EU's institutional
framework and sub-national authorities (i.e. regions, counties, provinces, municipalities
and cities) by providing the latter with a direct voice within the EU institutions.
The Committee of the regions sees the principle of multilevel governance as based on
coordinated action by the EU, the Member States and regional and local authorities
according to the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality and in partnership,
taking the form of operational and institutionalised cooperation in the drawing-up and
implementation of the European Union's policies. 74
Subsidiarity means that within the EU framework, decisions should be taken at the
closest practical level to the citizen. This principle explains why the EU should not have
direct competences in education for example – a task that is the responsibility of the
national, regional or local administrations depending on the member state. Proximity with
the citizens is also fostered by the CoR, by aiming for transparency and to encourage
democratic participation. The principle of partnership means that European, national,
regional and local government should work together within a multilevel governance
decision making process.
In 2014, the CoR launched a “Charter for multilevel governance in Europe” which was
opened for signatures by local and regional authorities (LRAs) and their networks to
promote cooperation at different levels through MLG. 75 The implementation of joint
projects to tackle common challenges was also encouraged. The adoption of the White
paper on Multilevel Governance of the CoR in 2009 gave legitimacy to MLG approach.
One of the main aim of the paper being to reinforce the Community action by fostering
the process of “Building Europe in partnership”. 76
This legitimisation of MLG in the EU was also reinforced by the publication of the
monitoring scoreboard in 201277, which is a tool created by the CoR to monitor on a
73
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yearly basis the development of MLG at European Union level. It “seeks to analyse and
identify trends towards the development of a genuine MLG culture within the EU through
key legislative packages or policy strategies initiated at EU level” 78.
Therefore, the uniqueness of the EU and its integration process is reflected under
MLG, and illustrated by the fading of domestic and international politics. This
entanglement at different levels of government are the cornerstone of MLG, which will
produce manageable challenges but at the same time the sum of the solutions will be
larger than the number of the partners. These challenges should not be considered as
negative or as a cause for the slowdown of the European integration process. They are in
fact positive symptoms of the diversity of the people in the countries/ regions. These
challenges will participate in the implementation of new standards and create a certain
dynamic, driving things to move ahead in diversified regions.
1.4.2. Other relevant and connected theories to the study
One particular driver of cross-border cooperation is EU-funded project. Such projects
are set up by different actors from different organisations and countries, they therefore
form inter-organisational collaboration/group. The latter are analysed within
communication theories and studies on collaboration at a mesolevel. In sociological
research, a mesolevel level of analysis studies the experiences of groups and the
interactions between groups - while micro level analysis focuses on the self or on the
relationship between two people and macro level research studies the interactions
between nations or conducts comparisons across nations.
Communication scholarships view collaboration as a "phenomenon that is both a
structure for and the process of ways in which organizations and communities work to
resolve common problems and explore new ideas".79
Keyton et al. identified factors influencing collaboration, which interestingly echo
MLG approach. One of them takes the form of “public-private tensions”. Another factor
influences the collaboration when the latter is seen as a strategic process. Therefore,
Keyton et al.’s mesolevel communication-based model of interorganizational

encouraged throughout the EU policy cycle? methodology, scoring and executive summary.” Publications
Office of the European Union, accessed July 25, 2018, https://publications.europa.eu/en/publicationdetail/-/publication/d4a0cabc-a28a-41d7-aa69-1f2d56745b45/language-en
78
ibid., 19
79
Joann Keyton, Debra J. Ford, and Faye l. Smith, “A Mesolevel Communicative Model of
Collaboration,” Communication Theory 18, no. 3 (2008): 377, doi:10.1111/j.1468-2885.2008.00327.x

27

collaboration characterizes the dialogue creating the collaboration process by scrutinizing
both structure and processes.80
Walker and Stohl highlighted the external influences that have an impact in the
collaboration. They explain that
collaborative dynamics that distinguish collaborations from more traditional
organizational forms… identify specific exogenous variables (i.e.,properties of the
individuals and groups external to the network) and endogenous variables (i.e.,
properties of the internal group) that influence the structural formation of collaboration
networks. 81
Both studies can be applied to the complex collaboration within the Interreg project
Sesam’GR – between the different project managers. Indeed, the latter constitutes an
inter-organisational cross-border group made of 22 stakeholders who work together to
implement the project in the GR. Thus its focus is on a mesolevel. This analysis will
highlight factors that slowdown interorganisational cooperation in the third part of this
paper.
1.5. Research question
Within the complex political construction of the Greater Region, gathering (sub)national authorities with more or less decision-making power, what is the scope of the
educational cooperation in the GR? To what extent does multilevel governance facilitate
but also hinder the development of deeper cross-border cooperation between educational
professionals and the creation of durable educational networks in the framework of crossborder educational projects?
Therefore, I will wonder what are characteristics and the density of the educational
cooperation in the GR, what is the nature of the main challenges in cooperating in such a
cross-border setting and what are the prerequisites for an efficient and durable network.
This paper argues that cross-border cooperation has more benefits than the challenges
would lead us to think, by analysing the case of an educational project in the GR.
In part 2, the multilevel approach will be first introduced in a general cross-border
context, which applies to the GR in order to highlight the main challenges that can occur
in such interconnected institutions at different levels. The latter approach will then be
applied to the specific field of educational cooperation in the GR, which testifies to the
80
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complexity of the collaboration across borders between stakeholders. Despite
heterogeneous decision-making and competencies, each stakeholder can be actively
involved for the success of the project. It will assess the existing drawbacks in such a
collaboration – among others structural mismatches as well as intercultural ones, but also
the advantages, of such collaboration.
The research will be ultimately extended in part 3 through a case study on the
collaboration within Sesam’GR, a large educational cross-border project implemented
within Interreg. The interviews conducted with the Sesam’GR project managers will
complete the study by providing a deeper analysis of the educational collaboration in the
GR. In order to analyse the collaboration in such an inter-organisational cross-border
group, it will then apply some communication theories and studies on collaboration at a
mesolevel. The end of this part will assess the efficiency of the collaboration as well as
the developing educational network in the GR. The findings on identifying and
overcoming cross-border challenges can be applied to other CBRs’ collaboration in
education - but also in other fields.
1.6. Methodology
In order to further discuss the different perspectives outlined above, I will use a mixed
method research design, including inductive and deductive reasoning. To that end, I will
use the multilevel governance approach introduced in the theoretical framework as well
as the related studies on intrinsic obstacles within this model, to apply it first to the general
cross-border context and then to the specific case of an educational cross-border project.
Therefore, MLG enables to have a clearer view, to organise my research in the most
complete and comprehensive way. Defining MLG as the framework of the GR setting
will enable to find the roots of numerous of the main challenges that appear in crossborder cooperation and more particularly in a context of project collaboration as will be
focused within the case study.
I will first use deductive reasoning to test my hypothesis, which is:
The challenges that occur in CBRs within a MLG approach are the same in the GR
and particularly within cross-border cooperation in education.
The theories and existing literature on cross-border governance in the Greater Region
- as well as in other cross-border regions - will enable me to expose the opportunities that
prefigures in such a multilevel governance with regard to cooperation and networking but
also the complexity of such a model of governance, by drawing up a list of the main
29

challenges that occur in such a context. Indeed, according to Rodriguez, the cross-border
analytical frameworks must “extend beyond the nation-state with sensitivity for fluidity
and diversity, and to do so with a sense of historical change through time and space.”
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Using such a framework enables to rescale social spaces and places and thus to avoid
methodological nationalism.
This deductive part will frame the cooperation in the Greater Region. Indeed,
considering the original framework of cross-border cooperation, on a setting that overlaps
with national ones, composed of various types of stakeholders having heterogeneous
decision-making capacities, with sometimes different if not opposing priorities, finding
compromises in order to move in the same direction can be challenging.
My study will lead to a more empirical approach in order to give depth to my research
by finding more specific obstacles related to the process of cross-border collaboration in
itself. My observation, after conducting the deductive approach and drawing up a list of
the main challenges is that some challenges – among the ones highlighted in the deductive
research - seem to be more critical than others in cross-border education in the GR
regarding the multilevel setting.
Thus, I will follow an inductive approach by conducting a case study, in which I will
scrutinise the essence of educational cooperation in the GR. An inductive case study
research investigates a single individual, group or event to explore causation in order to
identify underlying principles. To do so, I will study an ongoing educational project,
Sesam’GR, which was implemented in 2016 and aims to develop an integrated labour
market in the Greater Region through the promotion of education, training and mobility.
Therefore, I will identify which challenges apply particularly within the Sesam’GR
cooperation and which ones do not, as well as the advantages and facilitating factors in
83

such a cooperation. This will follow the principal objective of case-study research

described by O’Donnell and Cummins, which is “to achieve a deep understanding of
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undiscovered or undocumented phenomena, the actors involved as well as their
interactions.”84
The case study will first emphasise the complexity of the implementation of such
projects in light of the very divergent educational and governance systems in every
partner region/country. Therefore, in the first part of the case study, I will analyse
Sesam’GR and official documents, evaluations, results and reports as well as other
documents surrounding the project (Declaration of the Summit, Working group reports,
application for ERDF grant, annual reports, etc).
The observation made through the study of the project documents will be
complemented by an analysis of the collaboration between the project managers within
Sesam’GR, in the second part of the case study. This part will consist of an analysis of
the interviews I conducted with project leaders, representatives, coordinators, project
managers of the Sesam’GR project. In this process, I inquired about their experience
related to cross-border educational network(s) in this area. The aim of the interviews was
to identify what constitutes, according to them, successful cooperation networks for the
fulfilment of educational projects and what factors hinder this cooperation.
In order to better understand the challenges that can occur in interorganisational group,
I will refer to the work of relevant authors in the field through an in-depth deductive
analysis. Indeed, if defining MLG as the framework of the GR setting will enable to
identify challenges in cross-border cooperation, a more specific analysis of the group
collaboration within Sesam’GR using communication theories in collaborative settings
will highlight other specific challenges. However, this analysis might have limited results
regarding the setting of the research, as the collaboration is very specific, being crossborder-based.
Overall, this qualitative study will allow the phenomenon of networking and
cooperating in the field of education in a multilevel governance setting to be studied
within its social context. Moreover, such a longitudinal approach – a behaviours study brings to light the dynamic nature of networks. 85 Hence, the efficiency of the
collaboration and of the developing educational network in the Greater Region over time
will be assessed. Considering that some aspects of cross-border collaboration have not
been studied by scholars before, therefore the case study will be mostly based on
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empirical research. Yet, some patterns such as the prerequisite for an efficient
collaboration and the development of networks, will appear through the analysis. They
could be of use for other cross-border collaboration but a theory as such will not be built.
1.6.1. Methodology of the interviews
As all the interviewees have different expertise on the topic as well as various
backgrounds, and roles in their own areas of influence, it was necessary to have first clear
explanations on their own implication in the project. According to Tull and Hawkins 86
the in‐depth interview is the most relevant method to analyse an individual’s behaviour
or attitudes. Moreover, Patton explained that “the basic thrust of qualitative interviewing
is to minimise the imposition of predetermined responses when gathering data” 87.
Therefore, I used semi-structured interviews, which have the advantage to give insights
into an issue from the perspective of participants. I asked the interviewees pre-determined
questions framed in an open-ended way, without necessarily following an order, but
bouncing back on question depending on the direction the conversation was taking. 88
This gave flexibility for dialogue and enabled me to ask for more details when needed,
and thus to highlight aspects that would not have been explored through surveys for
instance. An example of an open-ended question which was asked is “What are the main
challenges in cooperating within such a partnership?”
I sent emails to all the project partner institutions – lead partner, project operators and
associated partners – in which I presented my research and asked them if they would
accept to contribute in it by taking part in a one-to-one interview.
I conducted the interviews within two months. The interviews were conducted within
the end of the second year of the project. Each interview lasted between 45 and 90
minutes. The duration of the interview depended on the inclination of the interviewees to
share information. Some interviewees went straight to the point and did not elaborate
much, some others gave various examples related to each question.
At the beginning of my research, I conducted key informant interviews which helped
me trace the area of my research, to narrow it down and to find a gap in academic research
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that I could fill with my analysis. They were partners in former educational projects in
the GR or they work in GR institutions.
I decided to interview the 15 project partner institutions that have been working in
Sesam’GR project since 2016. Among them, the project initiator and lead partner
(territorial authority) Département of Moselle (county) and several projects operators
(institutions, universities, authorities, EGTC etc) including project managers, financial
managers and legal representatives. 11 of them accepted to answer my questions. I also
interviewed one associated partners. (Table 4: List of the Sesam’GR partners)
Unfortunately, I could meet only five of the project managers in person. The other
interviewees were either busy or I could not arrange meetings in such a short period of
time. Therefore I had a phone conversation with five of them. Two of them answered my
questions by email.
Some of them were reluctant to share information. That is the reason why I chose not
to record them, thus they would talk more freely. Indeed, it is a partnership. If they were
not inclined to discuss the state of the collaboration due to possible consequences in their
relationship with the other partners or on their reputation. Another reason why I chose not
to record them is that recording is intrusive. Finally, knowing that they were recorded,
they might not act spontaneous, and make what they say fit in what I would expect them
to say. Therefore I did not have transcripts of the interviews but I took notes that I used
to analyse the collaboration within the project. (Part 3) I decided to respect the anonymity
of the interviewees. Therefore, when using interviewee’s answers in the analysis, I will
instead refer to their institution or country of origin.
The German partners were all reticent at first to answer my questions. They did not
want to share some information related to relationships between the partners for example.
Two of them, despite answering the emails in which I asked them for an interview,
ultimately refused to answer my questions. One of them did not want to answer on the
phone and asked me to send them the questions by email.
Country of origin of the interviewees
Germany n=3
France n=4
Luxembourg n=2
Belgium n=3
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1.7. Preparation and design of the questionnaire
The questionnaire aims to have a more specific view on the general question I wanted
to answer through the research, which aims to identify the challenges that occur in crossborder cooperation as well as the advantages of such a setting.
I wrote the questionnaire both in French and in German, as I addressed the
interviewees in their respective language – French was favoured by the Luxembourgish.
Then I translated the questionnaire in English to include it in this paper.
Therefore, the questions were divided into three parts. The first one aims to frame the
scope, and to define the range of the network that exists within the management of the
project Sesam’GR. Another part gathers questions regarding the challenges in such a
cross-border collaboration. The last part deals with the possible improvements within the
collaboration. Hence, the first questions were personal ones, in order to better understand
the experience of the interviewee in education matters, in the management of educational
Interreg project specifically and more particularly in Sesam’GR. The questions that come
after are more sensitive ones. They ask for concrete issues within the collaboration, as
well as solutions, inviting the interviewees to elaborate by giving examples. The last
questions are more abstract. I used findings from Kasey et al. on group collaboration, in
order to ask the interviewees their opinion on the matter when applied to the case of the
collaboration within Sesam’GR. (Appendices: Questionnaire)Erreur ! Source du renvoi
introuvable.
For each question of the interview (empirical question) corresponds a theoretical
question - some of the questions in the interview correspond to the same theoretical
question. The three theoretical questions bellow link the research question of the overall
research.
Table 2: Empirical questions and corresponding theoretical questions
Theoretical questions
What are the characteristics and the
density of the cooperation?

What are the main challenges in
cooperating in such a cross-border
setting?

89

Empirical questions
6. What is the frequency and medium of exchanges with the other partners?
(Monthly/weekly, meetings/phone calls/mail correspondence, etc.)
3. How would you describe the efficiency of the educational cooperation in
the project Sesam’GR? Why?
4. What are the main challenges in cooperating within such a partnership?
10. […] exogenous variables such as hierarchy, the institutions the project
partners work for, […] and the group they joined within the collaboration,
in our case the working groups (i.e. company membership in the article)
may influence the form that the network/collaboration will take. 89 […] How

Walker and Stohl, “Communicating in a Collaborating Group,” 465

34

What are the prerequisites for an
efficient/durable network?

can they influence the collaboration in a partnership such as Sesam’GR’s
partnership? […]
5. How has the network/cooperation evolved since the launch of the
project? Or even since the drafting of the project proposal?
7. How can one facilitate the cooperation? / What is crucial to develop
cooperation in this setting? Can you identify steps or necessary elements to
achieve an ideal cooperation?
8. […] being aware of the limited duration of a project has a positive impact
on the cooperation within interorganisational groups. […] What do you
think?
9. […] even though the partners do not know each other at the beginning
of such a collaboration, they “exhibit information sharing behaviours that
presume requisite levels of confidence and trust in the group even though
traditional sources of trust, shared experience, reciprocity, disclosure, and
fulfilment of past commitments (…) are not present.“90 What do you think?

Moreover, I had the opportunity to attend two meetings of the steering committee
during my research. It was very interesting to see how the project partners interact with
each other. They call themselves by first name and are very respectful to each others. I
could experience the way some of them think in a practical way when a new idea is shared.
For example, I heard this: “I have to ask (superior in the institution of origin), we might
not be able to do that”. One can only acknowledge how the institutional and
administrative obstacles are anchored and have become inevitably part of the negotiations
within such group cooperation.
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2. MLG Analysis of challenges and opportunities in the GR
This particular approach has evident advantages, such as fostering the development of
partnerships between local, regional, national and European tiers of government under a
functional approach rather than a political one.
As explained above, the GR formed within a European multilevel context. The Type
II multilevel governance (MLG) defined by Hooghe and Marks, under which
“jurisdictions are often overlapping and tend to be flexible as demands for governance
change”

91

seem to apply to the GR, considering the level of institutionalisation of the

latter. However, Dörry et Decoville suggest that the traditional form of governance – type
I according to Hooghe et Marks92 - has not been reached in the cross-border metropolitan
governance (CBMR) of Luxembourg yet – i.e. the metropolitan heart of the GR.93 This,
despite the relatively advanced institutionalisation of the GR – the example of the
Economic and Social Committee of the Greater Region (ESCGR) as a “secondary
decision-maker” which points toward Type II governance. Indeed, their study, which
deals with transportation in CBMR of Luxembourg i.e. the Greater Region, shows that
the structure of governance for this issue remains top-down organised around a strong
authority, i.e. mainly nation states. The influence and decision-making capacity and
impact of supra-national and sub-national bodies on cross-border cooperation and
indirectly on EU integration – despite having increased over the past decades – is
relatively low, and national governments still dominate them. Therefore, the authors drew
up a hybrid model of governance that stands in-between type I and type II governance. 94
However, their findings are based on cross-border cooperation within a particular field
– transportation – which involves diverse network policy actors. The following line will
look into other studies within the GR or in other CBRs, using MLG perspective, more as
a general framework than as a theory.
2.1. Challenges in CBRs
This complex is a complex setting, with multilevel and multi-actor decision-making
system. There are many potential obstacles to cooperation in such cross-border areas.
This part will highlight the main challenges in cross-border cooperation in the EU
MARKS and Liesbet Hooghe, “Contrasting Visions of Multi-level Governance,” 15
Hooghe and MARKS, “Unraveling the Central State, but How?,” 236
93
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identified in scholarly articles including case studies and official reports from the EC,
CoR or AEBR. These challenges apply to the case of the GR. Most challenges in crossborder cooperation overlap – they are multilevel mismatches - and are the cause or the
consequence for the emergence of other challenges. Multilevel mismatch was described
as one of the biggest challenges in several cross-border cooperation spaces in the 2010
Metroborder study.95
-

Lack of decision-making at sub-national levels.

The decision making process is too dependent on cooperation of and contributions by
national authorities.96 The often-limited capacity of the sub-national actors to be actively
involved in multilevel policy-making was highlighted by Dąbrowski et al.97 According to
Van Houtum, states
are generally unwilling to hand over portions of their sovereignty and political
authority to the structured forms of cooperation, sometimes prohibiting and frustrating
direct and efficient dialogue between partners in the border regions98
Centralised governments can appear inflexible, uncomfortable with transparency and
holding on too tightly to the reins of power rather than sharing control.
-

Different competencies

When in some policy areas, administrative or political competencies are not assigned
to the same levels on either side of the border(s), an institutional mismatch occurs.
Sometimes, there is no comparable structure of the cooperating public administrations
across the border99. According to Evrard, this can generate “practical or technical
discontinuities”, with difficulties among the partners to understand other partner’s
structures, division of power, working methods and political agendas as well as
“administrative culture” and “rituals’”. This also creates “diplomatic and cultural
discontinuities”. Chilla et al. explain the latter as follows, “partners having different
competencies and reputation due to their political level may find it difficult to bridge
hierarchical distances”100 Therefore, it might appear difficult to “handle the asymmetric
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organisation of competencies on different political and administrative levels on either side
of the border.”101
The cooperation between sub-state entities is limited to their respective competencies
under “the lowest common denominator”

102

Thus, the phenomenon of asymmetric

competencies occurs103. This is how multilevel mismatches can be observed. The German
federal states and Belgian communities and regions have wide competencies. So does the
nation-state (Luxembourg). The representative authorities of the centralised government
(prefectures in France) are necessarily involved in cross-border cooperation but don’t
have direct competencies.
These multilevel mismatches can hamper efficient cross-border cooperation as Dörry
and Decoville explain:
(…) the Luxembourg government deals with the equivalent political level in the
adjacent countries, namely Paris, Brussels and Berlin. This causes problems, because
important actors on the different operational levels may more often than not be
bypassed by communication and information updates.104
The latter can be summarized as a lack of coordination of all the stakeholders, and lack
of good governance.
-

Policy objectives

This challenge is closely related to the heterogeneous competencies. The various
policy objectives obstacle was highlighted by Charbit and Michalun “The policy gap
results when there is incoherence between sub-national policy needs and national level
policy initiatives” 105. Therefore, there is a discrepancy between the policy objectives of
authorities at different levels, which can also occur when the scale at which policies are
implemented and the administrative boundaries of the jurisdictions involved do not
coincide. The lack of local needs priority in national political agendas was highlighted
in the Council of Europe’s “Manual on removing obstacles to cross-border
cooperation”.106
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-

Distinct legal framework

The differences in national and regional legislations, closely related to the obstacles
introduced above, can slow down cross-border cooperation.
-

Administrative and bureaucratic burdens

Administrative efficiency can be stalled when a wide number of delivery bodies are
involved. 107 Complex procedures in EU programmes are burdensome for small Local
Authorities (LAs).108
-

Experience and collaboration culture

Despite the fact that multilevel governance and the partnership principle enable a wide
range of stakeholders to take part in the policy processes, its actual application is often
hindered by a lack of experience and collaboration culture among the stakeholders.109
Therefore, knowing how to communicate with and listen to stakeholders from another
country is not so much a challenge but rather unfamiliar territory.
-

The size of the cooperation area

The greater the size of the cooperation area the greater the distance between
cooperating partners, which makes the issues addressed within the cooperation more
abstract for the most remote partners, while making the cooperation process costly and
time-consuming. These difficulties related to travelling and border crossing can have an
influence on the degree of involvement of the partners in the project.110
-

Language barriers, cultural differences

These challenges were exposed in the Metroborder report.
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According to

Knippschild, they do have an “influence in cooperation but to a lesser extent than assumed
in theory.”112
-

Different visions, objectives, priorities and expectations
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Knippschild highlights this obstacle, explaining that the “objectives and expectations
are vague and diverse” in the beginning of projects.113 The insufficient strategic dialogue
and the lack of flexibility for accommodating partners’ opinions were also emphasized in
a European Parliament report on MLG in cohesion policy. 114
-

Human resources, which can be summarised as a lack of specific knowledge
or lack of adequate expertise among practitioners.

The challenges exposed above apply to CBRs in general. However, the degree to
which each challenge will be slowing down or hindering cross-border cooperation
depends on the specific field in which the cooperation takes place. These obstacles are
not insurmountable. A great potential exists if one improves cooperation. The challenges
can lead to remarkable successes. Some notable example exist in education (see Erasmus,
the Bologna Agreement, etc). If cooperation in education succeeds on the international
scale, then it will ultimately succeed on the regional and local scale. These challenges,
opportunities and potential intersect within an MLG setting.
2.2. Challenges specific to education in the GR
The 2017 EC cross-border review report classified the GR as one of the cross-border
regions facing a large number of legal and administrative obstacles in a variety of policy
areas - mainly on health coverage, working conditions and transportation.115
The challenges introduced in the part above apply to the GR. This part will explore
how some of them are particularly more challenging than others. As exposed in the first
part, the complex political framework of the Greater Region makes cross-border
cooperation a lengthy process. Considering for example that all decisions are made at a
regional level in Germany, while in France all decisions are made by the central
government.
Therefore, when regarding educational matters, cross-border networks are necessary
to complement the centralised educational systems in some of the partner countries like
France, that do not highlight the specificity of each regions and the importance for the
students to immerse in the culture of their neighbours. Overall, this part will at the same
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time give a deeper insight in the nature of each challenges related to cross-border
cooperation in education in the GR and show the potential of such cooperation – thus
illustrating the necessity to overcome these obstacles.
Following an MLG approach, multiple factors can have an impact on cross-border
cooperation in education in the GR and create multilevel mismatches. Indeed, the territory
of the GR englobes six different educational systems. Moreover, various layers of
governments have competencies in education, thus the decision-making competencies in
this regard vary considerably within the countries. Sometimes there is no equivalent
institution on the other side of the border, making the different competencies a challenge.
The latter is often intrinsically linked to other obstacles. Indeed, in such context, the
partners might have different priorities following different political strategies.
The following part will introduce in detail what prevents and facilitates the
development of educational networks in the GR.
2.2.1. Educational actors in the GR
In order to understand the influences of the challenges in educational cooperation in
the GR, the numerous actors involved at different levels in the field of education in the
GR will be introduced. First, at the government level are the ministries of Education.
Secondly, civil servants at the regional and local level working in the field of education
are also included as well as the beneficiaries (students, educational professionals when it
comes to training and). All these actors share a common need. They all need capacitybuilding and support to carry out cooperation through multilevel governance.
For these actors, cooperation itself can be challenging both vertically and horizontally.
Indeed, the different actors can face problems when cooperating between national and
regional governments, governments with stakeholders, private bodies with public bodies
and even ministries with other ministries. Using Decoville approach, some of these actors
are Leaders (ministries of education in Luxembourg and in the German states of the GR),
while some are secondary decision-makers (the French Rectorat Nancy-Metz - Board of
Education - or the Département of Moselle). 116
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Educational authorities
France used to be a centralised “unique and indivisible Republic” before turning to a
more decentralised organisation in 2003. There are three different public authorities,
firstly the central state - deconcentrated under préfets de région as well as recteurs (Board
of Education) regarding education, secondly, the territorial authorities and thirdly, public
institutions (hospitals, universities, secondary schools, etc) 117
When looking at Diagram 2, the discrepancy between the responsible authorities
regarding education is flagrant. In most of the sides of the GR, Ministries of Education
have organisational power for education. However, in Belgium, some Communes (cities)
have this responsibility. In cross-border cooperation, the decisional process is therefore
very different in Belgium than in France for example, the authorities are obviously more
easily reachable in the former. Even though Luxembourg’s authority is the Ministry of
Education, the process is also facilitated considering the size of the country. The territorial
priorities with respect to education can therefore be tackled more precisely in small
countries and in federal states like Germany or when the responsible authorities are local
on the local level. This obviously affects the efficiency of cross-border cooperation. Some
subnational authorities have limited competencies (France and Luxembourg) and they
have to comply with the decisions taken by the Minister of Education on the national
level. However, Luxembourg being a small state, the Minister for Education can
acknowledge local needs in terms of education and orientate the content of the policies
accordingly – which is not the case in France.
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Diagram 2: Institutional mapping of executive powers for education in the
Greater Region
NB: Primary and secondary formal public education only

Actors from GR institutions
Some GR instances work also in education at a cross-border level. One of these
instances is the working group Education and Training within the Summit of the GR,
which gathers experts in relevant fields from different administrations within the GR. The
latter contribute to fostering interregional school exchanges and to encourage the
development of language and intercultural competences of the students in the GR.
Therefore, it supports the implementation of interregional partnerships between schools,
as well as strategic partnerships through the Erasmus + programme, and cooperation with
non-formal educational institutions.118 Moreover, the working group draws up
educational framework for each country of the GR in the light of EU educational
framework, in order to facilitate cross-border cooperation in the GR.
As exposed in the first part, the lack of linkage between GR institutions and Interreg
despite an overlapping territory (Map 1: Programming area Interreg V A Greater Region)
and a common EU influence regarding the objectives to reach, is relatively critical. The
working group Education and Training within the Summit of the GR acts as an
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operational coordination and information body. 119 Most projects are initiated by the
project initiator and its partners within Interreg, following objectives and strategies drawn
up by the eleven partner authorities of Interreg A GR.120 Yet, some smaller scale projects
are initiated in the working group Education and Training of the Summit, following their
own strategy.
However, recently, a closer cooperation has taken place within the GR instances and
Interreg in the field of education and European citizenship. The sub-working group from
the project Sesam’GR focusing on the European framework for intercultural
competencies (action 4), has joined the working group Education and Training of the
Summit of the GR, forming a new sub-working group. The latter deals with “Education
for democracy” and gathers some experts who are also working in parallel in the project
Sesam’GR. The unique goal of this joint sub-working group is to implement the Council
of Europe common reference framework “Competencies for Democratic Culture and
Intercultural Dialogue” in schools of the GR as well as in teacher lifelong training.
2.2.2. Differences between school systems in the GR
A notable obstacle in cross-border cooperation in education is the variety of the school
systems in the GR, 6 in total (one for each Land, country and community of the GR). See
Table 3: Comparative table of primary and secondary school systems in Luxembourg,
Belgium, France and Germany. Consequently, the school curricula are different in each
country and sometimes in each subnational entity – which is the case in Germany and
Belgium. Each school system is specific to its national territory and is thus difficult to
compare to others.
French centralised school system follows the aim for universalism in schools121
Therefore, school – which is mandatory from the age of three years old - does not connect
with the particularities of the individuals, children, teachers, environment or local context,
but introduces to universality – a culture of “decontextualisation”. By opposition with the
tendencies in most countries of coming closer to the child’s families, cultures and living
environment. French school system in its essence aims at breaking with these personal

119
Secrétariat du Sommet de la Grande Région, “Rapport d'activité des groupes de travail du Sommet
de la Grande Région: XVe Sommet de la Grande Région,” 2016, 16, accessed July 25, 2018,
https://www.sig-gr.eu/content/dam/sig/publications/rapport-dactivites-des-gt-xve-sommet.pdf
120
“Présentation – INTERREG V A Grande Région,” accessed June 10, 2018, http://www.interreggr.eu/fr/presentation
121
Gilles Brougère, “L’école maternelle française, une entrée dans quelle culture ?,” Revue
internationale d'éducation de Sèvres, no. 53 (2010): 112, doi:10.4000/ries.910

44

elements to reach universality, to “produce” the pupil of the Republic. Therefore,
pedagogy practices are different in France than in Germany for example. The German
“Bildung” promotes a pedagogy focused on the child – as opposed to French pedagogy
that places the teacher in the centre.122 In Luxembourg, school is mandatory from the age
of 4. In other parts of the GR, school is mandatory from the age of 6.
To conclude, the challenges that occur in CBRs within a MLG approach apply to the
GR and particularly within cross-border cooperation in education, which confirms the
hypothesis. The educational particularities of each side of the GR exposed above enable
to better understand the complex multilevel cross-border cooperation in education, which
takes place in the GR. The methodological rapprochement between the GR instances and
Interreg project partners show the willingness to develop cross-border cooperation in the
GR, by setting up common strategies in education. The following part will explore crossborder collaboration within a large-scale educational project, Sesam’GR, in order to
highlight what challenges are the most blatant and hinder particularly the dynamic of
cross-border cooperation. This analysis will also emphasize the potential of the
collaboration in developing an efficient network – despite being a lengthy process.

122

ibid., 114
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3. Case study : the development of an educational network through the project
Sesam’GR
3.1. Former educational projects as cornerstone of the educational network in
the GR
Some educational projects flourished over the past decades in the GR. Within Interreg
IV A, INHED was implemented. The latter aimed at creating a cross-border GermanLuxembourgish high school in Schengen, Luxembourg – to serve as a model in the GR
and in Europe. Another project, EDUNET aimed at developing a network between
schools and the private sector in the GR.
Trilingua was an INTERREG III and IV A project from 2000 to 2015, which provided
continued teacher training as well as pedagogical material to improve trilingual primary
education, and set up an exchange of student teachers (assistants), some of whom were
granted a position in the host region afterwards.
These former educational projects have not only participated in the development of
educational networks between educational professionals in the GR, or between crossborder teacher assistants, but they also created a public-private educational network in
the GR. However, they were rather scattered networks that emerged from scattered
projects. Indeed, Trilingua had a rather limited scope - two partner countries under one
objective of improving language teaching.
Therefore, the next part will study the collaboration within a larger project
(Sesam’GR), encompassing the whole GR, with broader objectives than the former
educational projects – because incorporating at the same time most of the goals and
targets of these former projects but implementing actions to achieve these goals on a
broader scale. Indeed, if Sesam’GR can seem to be “the continuity” of Trilingua, the
former has broader aims towards vocational orientation, to develop the cross-border
labour market - especially in the field of production, which supposes having linguistic
skills.123
The next part will also analyse the capacity of Sesam’GR to develop a broad
educational network within an MLG approach – with various horizontal and vertical
actors interactions. The latter being an ongoing, which facilitates the active study of the
characteristics of the collaboration.
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3.2. Sesam’GR : an ambitious project clearly
encouraging cross-border cooperation
« Des clefs pour l’avenir des jeunes dans la
Grande

Région:

information

et

langues,

orientation

interculturalité,
professionnelle

via

l’éducation », which translates as follows “Keys for the future of the young people in the
Greater Region: language, interculturality, information and vocational guidance through
education”
Sesam’GR is an Interreg VA educational project co-funded by the ERDF. It is the first
educational project to bring all parties of the GR together. Sesam’GR has a budget of
7,280,064.27€ - 60% of which co-funded by the ERDF. At the launching ceremony of
Sesam’GR in Saarburg, Germany, the President of the Supervision and Service
Administration Body of Trier (ADD) declared "Von seiner Zielsetzung und seinem
finanziellen Rahmen ist SESAM'GR derzeit das größte Bildungsprojekt innerhalb der
Europäischen Union".124 Meaning that considering its objectives and budget, this Interreg
project is the largest in the field of education in the EU.
The 15 partner institutions are financing the project along with ERDF. The total
amount allocated by the ERDF is approximately 4.2 m. The amounts are decided during
the project application process. Each institution chooses the labour that will be made
available for the project (time allocated by each employee and number of employees
involved in the project). They draw up a finance table presenting the anticipated spending
for staff and for other spending over the 3 years of the project. Each institution allocates
40 percent of the Institution’s total financial participation in the project (national cofinancing: own funds or public or private co-financing organisations) and the ERDF
allocates 60 percent of this amount. 125
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“INTERREG-Projekt SESAM`GR fördert Mehrsprachigkeit an der Geschwister-Scholl-Schule in
Saarburg - Auftakt für die Region Trier: Bildungsserver Rheinland-Pfalz,” accessed June 10, 2018,
https://bildungrp.de/gehezu/startseite/einzelmeldung.html?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=5079&cHash=1ba06278d931be3
55211d8d047709b7d
125
When an institution decides to financially take part in such a project, it is required to fill in a cofinancing attestation that states the amount the institution will allocate to the project and the percentage of
its total budget it represents.
Project budgets must be structured according to the following budget lines: 1. Staff costs 2. Office and
administrative expenditure 3. Travel and accommodation costs 4. External expertise and services costs 5.
Equipment expenditure 6. Infrastructure and works expenditure.
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Sesam’GR is the first educational project that brings together project operators and
associated partners from the six (sub)national parts of the cross-border Greater Region:
22 partners (15 financial partners, 7 associated partners)126 they are institutional partners
(territorial authorities, ministries, state representatives), representatives of the French,
German, Belgium and Luxembourgish educational systems as well as formal and nonformal education structures. All educational professionals and territorial civil servants
that gathered to implement this project share common interest – echoing MLG drivers of
cooperation - which is favouring cross-border education and in the long run cross-border
employability, by overcoming intercultural and language barriers.
The lead partner is supposed to have the administrative capacity and experience to
implement and coordinate a transnational project. The civil servants at the département
of Moselle meet these criteria as they have worked on similar projects within the past two
programming periods. One example is Trilingua, although they worked with a smaller
budget.
Table 4: List of the Sesam’GR partners
PROJECT PARTNERS
Name of the institution
Département de la Moselle (LEAD PARTNER)
Ministerium für Bildung, Wissenschaft,
Weiterbildung und Kultur Rheinland-Pfalz
Ministerium für Bildung und Kultur des Saarlandes
Schengen Deutsch-Luxemburgisches SchengenLyzeum
Ministère de l'Education Nationale et de la
Jeunesse du Luxembourg
Landkreis Trier-Saarburg
Landesinstitut für Pädagogik und Medien
Landkreis Merzig-Wadern
Zentrum für Aus-und Weiterbildung des Mittelstandes
Technische Universität Kaiserslautern
Académie de Nancy-Metz Direction des
Services Départementaux de l’Éducation Nationale de
la Moselle Rectorat Nancy-Metz
Réseau Canopé DT Alsace Champagne
Eurodistrict SaarMoselle
Province de Luxembourg
Province de Liège
ASSOCIATED PARTNERS
Name of the institution

Location
Metz, France
Mainz, Germany
Saarbrücken, Germany
Perl, Germany
Luxembourg
Trier, Germany
Saarbrücken, Germany
Merzig, Germany
St-Vith, Belgium
Kaiserslautern, Germany
Nancy, France

Nancy, France
Sarreguemines, France
Arlon, Belgium
Liège, Belgium
Location

Département de la Moselle, “Projet Sesam'GR,” accessed June 10, 2018,
http://www.moselle.fr/SiteCollectionDocuments/VivrelaMoselle/EducationJeunesse/SESAMGR_fiche.pd
f
126
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Instance Bassin Enseignement qualifiantArlon, Belgium
Formation-Emploi du Luxembourg belge de
l'office wallon de formation professionnelle et de
l'emploi, dit FOREM
Reseaulux
Arlon, Belgium
Promemploi
Arlon, Belgium
Administration Générale de l'Enseignement du
Bruxelles, Belgium
Ministère de la Communauté Française
Conseil Départemental de la Meurthe et Moselle
Nancy, France
NB:
-

Lead Partner: partner with overall responsibility for development and implementation of the
project
Project partner: partner with a dedicated responsibility for part of the project development and
implementation, and a budget
Associated partner: project partner participating in the project without financially contributing to
it. Any expenses need to be covered by the partners with a budget.

As highlighted in the annual report, thanks to Sesam’GR the topic of education is
addressed for the first time on the whole area of the GR, which enables to develop
common concepts in formal and non-formal education that concern all the school systems
and that aim for a sustainable implementation after the project end. The target group in
Sesam’GR is the young from 3 to 15 years old.
Sesam’GR follows the Interreg GR strategy under the first main axis: “Furthering the
development of an integrated labour market by supporting education, training and
fostering mobility” and under a specific objective of “increasing employability and
facilitating the access to cross-border employment”.127 Indeed, the each side of the GR
has an interest in addressing this topic. Germany (Saarland and Rhineland-Pfalz) has an
aging population but a relatively good industrial situation, and Luxembourg’s economic
situation - especially in the finance sector - has flourished over the past decades.
Therefore, both countries need labour. French Grand Est and Wallonia face
unemployment issues. A win-win situation emerges, which encourages the educational
authorities on each side of the GR to promote mobility among the youth and learning the
neighbour’s language in order to develop an integrated cross-border labour market.
This project takes some key elements, orientations and objectives from former projects
EDUNET, INHED and Trilingua, but also grasps a wider range of objectives divided in
actions and axes. The next paragraphs will briefly introduce the five actions and axes of
Sesam’GR. Each action of the project from 3 to 5 – respectively correspond to axis 1 to

127

“Stratégie – INTERREG V A Grande Région”
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3. Actions 1 and 2 of the projects are respectively management and communication. The
following axes encompass the operational objectives of the project.
-

1st axis (Action 3): Supporting and reinforcing continuous plurilingual paths from
kindergarten to middle schools in both formal and non-formal educational
contexts.

The necessity to make educational professionals share their different pedagogical
approaches, to identify the existing didactical tools and to pool professional experiences
to face the heterogeneity of the learners and the stakes within the territory of the GR.
Therefore the objective is to co-construct new pedagogical and didactical concepts that
will prepare the young citizens and future workers for the labour market in the GR. These
concepts should then be assessed before being valued and disseminated. In order to
achieve this, Sesam’GR will provide a training programme for the educational
community and pedagogical tools will be jointly developed.
-

2nd axis (Action 4): Developing intercultural competences in order to promote
a shared citizenship.

Formal and non-formal institutions carry out these actions from early childhood to
secondary education. They therefore pass along new attitudes and cross-curricular
competences to the children and youth that made them grow up as citizens of the Greater
Region. To enrich and consolidate the formal learning, the intercultural approach fosters
the coming together, interactions, the implementation of common projects by the kids and
youth of different cultures and languages. Digital media is therefore a key element as it
will enable the learners to have cross-border cultural experiences in a new format that
will be useful in their everyday life and even in their professional life. These actions will
encourage exchanges and mobility. This pedagogical approach is implemented by
teachers and non-formal educational stakeholders, trained under the Sesam’GR project.
-

3rd axis (Action 5): Preparing the youth, future workers for the professional
perspectives in the Greater Region (opening on the world of work, vocational
guidance, approaching and experiencing the economic sphere, visiting and
doing internships in companies including preparations and follow up).

For this vocational guidance to succeed, it has to be transversally implemented by the
all the stakeholders involved in the project. Therefore the educational professional will
benefit from adequate training to enable them to gain knowledge on the cross-border
market. They will also consist in passing on technical vocabulary in the neighbour’s
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language, necessary intercultural competences as well as educational and professional
systems in the GR. Practical experiences and role playing will be key elements.128
Developing a network of educational professionals was the encompassing goal of
Sesam’GR. It is stated in the ERDF application, in the common stakes part, that “This
cross-border approach from kindergarten to middle school will be driven by the
cooperation between educational stakeholders as well as with cultural, economics and
social actors in the partners regions. The aim is to develop an active network of public
and private cross-border stakeholders”. Therefore, these stakeholders are expected to
develop the educational network following a MLG approach of various actors involved
at different levels. The expected result was to develop a network of at least 100
“multipliers”.
Some external stakeholders - experts on the concept of plurilingualism notably - were
targeted in the project to also act as multipliers and expand the networks of (formal and
non-formal) educational professionals. They are expected to remain active in the field by
carrying out training and disseminating information and thus participating in ensuring the
continuity of the project. The willingness to create efficient pedagogical networks is
clearly stated in the project proposal and reaffirmed in the first annual report.
3.2.1. A clear political intention of developing educational networks
M. Weiten, President of the Département of Moselle launched the project Sesam’GR
on the 18 of March by saying
Europe is a richness, not a handicap as some candidates for the [French] presidential
elections want to make us believe. Because the future of our youth will necessarily go
through the reinforcement of Europe so that everybody can cross the borders and feel
like home. 129
The latter was pleased to announce that the project is the most important in Europe in
the field of education. M.Weiten declared that through the project, “the départements
(Moselle and Meurthe-et-Moselle) are taking back control on the topic of bilingualism,
we can now mobilize quickly the means to develop vocational training and the neighbour
language learning”130.

Département de la Moselle, “Projet Sesam'GR”
“Les clés culturelles de la réussite au collège La Fontaine de Saint-Avold,” accessed June 26, 2018,
https://www.republicain-lorrain.fr/edition-de-saint-avold-creutzwald/2017/03/16/les-cles-culturelles-dela-reussite-au-college-la-fontaine-de-saint-avold
130
“Patrick Weiten, député UDI et président du conseil départemental de la Moselle « La réforme
territoriale a compliqué la conjoncture transfrontalière »,” Correspondances, L'actualité économique dans
128
129
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Furthermore, still at the launching of the project, Thomas Linnertz, president of the
Supervision and Service Administration Body of Trier131 declared
I am positive the project partners will fulfil [the project objectives] and make this
project successful. Thanks to Sesam, all the participants are given the opportunity to
develop and use new concepts of the preparation for an international labour market
and a cross-border, pluralistic and free society beyond our professional routine132.
Moreover, the following mandate was given by the 14th joint Declaration of the
Summit of the GR to the presidency of the 15th Summit in 2016 – year of the
implementation of Sesam’GR 133:
- Support the actions, projects and measures dealing with:
lifelong training, prepare the youth to democratic life and encourage them to develop
essential competences and capacities
[…] teacher lifelong training, that fosters the common development of pedagogical
competences.
[…] Cooperation in formal and non-formal education
- Organising and preparing a day training in the GR to sustain and institutionalise the
cooperation […]
The promotion of multilingualism was also highlighted in the Declaration, with the
goal of furthering the implementation of a project community dedicated to
multilingualism to foster the learning of the neighbour’s language across the GR.
The educational objectives of the Presidency of the Summit clearly goes in the same
direction as Sesam’GR and thus boosts the willingness to develop cross-border
cooperation in education both at vertical and horizontal levels within an MLG approach.
An approach favoured by the educational authorities in French Moselle and RhinelandPfalz, who drafted a transition report between the former project Trilingua, which focused
on language teaching, and Sesam’GR. The report states that the cooperation should
comprise two types of stakeholders: on the one hand, the ones in charge of the policies
regarding language teaching, technological production teaching, and vocational guidance
and training as well as technical advisers and members of the Boards of Education.

le Grand Est, http://correspondances.fr/patrick-weiten-depute-udi-et-president-du-conseil-departementalde-la-moselle/
131
Aufsicht und Dienstleistungsdirektion (ADD)
132
“Mehrsprachigkeit öffnet die Türen der Großregion - Auftaktveranstaltung für INTERREG-Projekt
SESAM in Saint Avold/Lothringen: Bildungsserver Rheinland-Pfalz,” accessed June 10, 2018,
https://bildungrp.de/gehezu/startseite/einzelmeldung.html?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=4998&cHash=2f7515ce453a35d
9e5f3d7ce51366e18
133
Secrétariat du Sommet de la Grande Région, “Rapport d'activité des groupes de travail du Sommet
de la Grande Région,” 14
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Insisting on the inclusivity of the project, the latter targets on the other hand school
teachers but not only language teachers, also technology teachers and career counsellors.
The report concludes saying “this pilot project can enable to set up and to develop an
essential cooperation in our territories”134
3.2.2. Form of the collaboration
Each action of the project from 3 to 5 presented in the beginning of this part have their
own working group and sub-working groups: 135
-

Action 3: Supporting and reinforcing plurilingualism
Action 4: Interculturality and European citizenship
Action 5: Youth and professional perspectives in the GR

Each working group is in charge of networking, creating new concepts in their
respective field, evaluation and dissemination. The working groups for action 4 and 5 also
have an implementation component, while the working group for action 3 is limited to
supporting and testing concepts and actions. Some topics are indeed less likely to be
debated than others, which will have a consequence in the efficiency collaboration.
Therefore, regarding their missions, one can already see that some working group follow
a different pace. This is due to the theme on which each working groups focuses.
Moreover, action 1 and 2 (coordination, communication, management, finance, and
evaluation) are managed within an interface group. A steering committee, which gathers
the main project partners on each sides of the GR meets four times a year.
3.3. Challenges identified in Sesam’GR official documents
Looking at the project partner’s list (Table 4: List of the Sesam’GR partners), one can
see the variety of the legal forms involved in the project, i.e. governmental entities
(Ministries of education), territorial authorities (Départements), association of
municipalities (Lankreise), administrative unit (Académie), EGTC (Eurodistrict),
educational non-profit organisations, regional subdivisions (Provinces),

public

university and high school. Therefore, all these partners will find themselves faced with
institutional, institutional or cultural obstacles within the collaboration.
Analysing official documents related to the project will obviously not be sufficient to
draw up a list of the challenges that occur specifically in such a collaboration. Indeed,
project partners have no interest in sharing difficulties related to the collaboration in the

134
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Project Trilingua Transition Report, 2015, in the author’s possession
Rapport annuel 1 Sesam’GR, 2017, in the author’s possession
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project despite the Interreg requirement on this respect. Highlighting difficulties could be
assimilated as a failure in the cooperation. However, when looking into the first annual
report drawn up in mid-2017, the last part discusses some problems encountered within
the first year of the project. 136 They are summarised below.
Coordinating a project including many partners requires great efforts (knowing the
other, the needs and expectations of the partners, internal communication, management
of the working groups, financial management). In the report an example was chosen to
illustrate this complexity: compiling 15 annual reports into one report was challenging.
Moreover, the heterogeneity of the targets (kindergarten, elementary and secondary
schools, and apprenticeship) supposed a constant reframing. The administrative and
school systems (calendar, curricula, involvement of the parents and host parents) as well
as financial and computer systems (security levels) are also different.
The report also entails other issues that do not influence the collaboration per se but
have consequences on the implementation of the project actions. They are financial
obstacles (small structures, allocating funds, slow process), which slow down the
necessary creativity, reactivity and spontaneity in the implementation of such a project.
Furthermore, the difficulties related to traveling (mission order, authorisations, and
administrative slowness) and due to bad public transportation and lack of connections
between the cities can slow down the implementation of some actions. Finally, the
territorial limits can also be problematic when some schools are not eligible because they
are located out of the eligible area of the project.
3.4. Challenges within Sesam’GR according to the interviewees
The following challenges were identified by the interviewees. (Table 5: List of the
challenges identified during the interviews) They are not listed in order. The categories
were chosen according to key words that were repeatedly said during the interviews.
It is necessary to put these data into perspective. Indeed, as the questionnaire was made
of open-ended questions, the key words that enabled to categorise the challenges do not
enable to make deep interpretations of the results – as compared to the data that would be
obtained through quantitative analysis. The number of interviewees is also too limited to
draw up conclusions on the results. However, these interviews have the advantage of
giving the opportunity to the interviewees to detail their answers and give concrete input
regarding the essence of each challenges.
136
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Table 5: List of the challenges identified during the interviews
Different strategies, priorities, objectives, stakes
Institutional differences (competences, structures, levels)
Culture, interculturality, language
School systems
Juridical differences
Involvement of other partners in the project
Conciliation
Distance
Way of working
Size of the partnership
Time
Ambitious project (many targets and various orientations)
Trust

The challenge that was cited the most by the interviewees is the institutional one.
(Diagram 3: The most relevant challenges according to the interviews) Indeed, the
different structures and competencies of each institution within the project slowed down
the collaboration. Such a multilevel cooperation supposes time-consuming negotiations,
and can create disillusions, as the partners will have to frame the cooperation under “the
lowest common denominator” of each partners’ competencies.137 Moreover,
understanding the partner’s structures and accepting to deal with the differences was
challenging. Indeed, in Luxembourg for example, school principals have a high degree of
decision-making and can directly interact with the ministry of education, however their
French homologues have to refer to an interlocutor, the regional Board of Education,
which sometimes has to refer to the French ministry of education.
Diagram 3: The most relevant challenges according to the interviews

THE MOST RELEVANT CHALLENGES
Number of interviewees who identified each challenge as the most relevant or the second most
relevant

4

5

DIFFERENT STRATEGIES,
PRIORITIES, OBJECTIVES,
STAKES

INSTITUTIONAL
DIFFERENCES
( COMPETENCES,
STRUCTURES, LEVELS)

3

3

S IZE OF THE
PARTNERSHIP

T IME

The second main obstacle highlighted by the interviewees is the different strategies,
priorities, objectives and stakes. This challenge has its roots in the formation of the
137
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partnership. Indeed, some of the interviewees explained that the project gathered at the
beginning – during the initialisation phase - only seven institutions, the core partnership
that worked already together on former Interreg IV A projects such as Trilingua and
Edunet. The Interreg A GR Joint administration advised them to find partners from all
the sides of the GR so that the project would have more chances to be selected. It was
also explained that some other partners in other sides of the GR had similar project ideas.
Therefore, the initiators of the project, as well as the Joint administration found other
“smaller” partners such as the Belgian ones and convinced them to join the project.
Two other challenges are intertwined with the latter. They are the lack of experience
and collaboration culture for some of the partners that joined the project but also the
financial unbalance. Indeed, the budget of the largest partner – financially speaking and
including ERDF funding - is 81 times the budget of the smallest partner.138 These pattern
can have consequences on the involvement of each partner – which was a rather important
obstacle if insufficient (Diagram 4). Indeed, some of them cannot pursue the planned
actions without the ERDF funding, thus they tend to be less involved in the project. An
interviewee from a “small” partner institution explained its institution could not be
represented at most meeting because of a lack of staff involved in the project.139
Therefore, the staggered formation of the partnership necessarily brought various
objectives, targets, strategies in the project despite sharing the broad common goal of
fostering a cross-border labour market by promoting interculturality and plurilingualism.
Moreover, during the initiating phase of the project, the partners were expected to draft
action ideas to implement within Sesam’GR. This helped defining the general objectives
of the project, which were included in the ERDF application. However, made many
interviewees described the project as a “patchwork” or a “bricolage”, made of the various
competencies and project ideas of the partners. Thus, the project assembled various
specific objectives (fostering multi-plurilingualism, interculturality, mobility, vocational
guidance, training, etc), using various methods (cross-border exchanges around various
activities: creating comics, building robots, performing in a play, visiting industrial
companies, etc) and targeting children and youth from 3 to 15, within school framework
(formal education) but also outside the school (non-formal education). Hence, the size of

Approximately 2,6 millions € compared to 32,000€
A partner needs to work at least 10% of its working time on the project. It is sometimes not possible
for some institutions – mainly small ones – to meet this criteria.
138
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the project, which is the number of partners involved is closely linked to the difficulty to
deal with the plurality of the objectives in the partnership.
Time englobes many aspects that was detailed by the interviewees. Some of them
identified the short duration of the project as a challenge, some others highlighted the
difficulty to set up meetings regarding the different school calendars (some of the project
partners are teachers or educators). The time to get to know partners to properly
understand each others was also pointed out. Finally, the nature of the project for being
time-consuming (meetings, administrative burden, etc) was criticized.
The following paragraphs will refer to communication theories in collaboration in
order to analyse the answers of the interviewees.
According to Walker & Stohl, exogenous variables such as hierarchy, the institutions
the project partners work for, (i.e. university affiliation in the article) and the group they
joined within the collaboration, in our case the working groups (i.e. company membership
in the article) may influence the form that the network/collaboration will take. 140
However, their research does not enable to evaluate how these exogenous variables can
influence the collaboration within an interorganisational group. Therefore, I asked the
interviewees (Appendices: Questionnaire – Question 10), how these factors can influence
the collaboration in a partnership such as Sesam’GR’s partnership.
The answers were varied. According to some, belonging to a different institution than
the other project partners influenced the collaboration within the project Sesam’GR in
general. Indeed, for some partners, exogeneous variables such as hierarchy were felt – at
least at the beginning of the project. Despite the expected horizontality in such a project
- except arguably for the project lead - some partners felt that some others had more
influence and legitimacy in the collaboration. This can be caused by the status of the
person – someone working for a Ministry of Education for example. One of the
interviewees explained:
In the beginning, I did not know the partners so I felt more comfortable talking with
(Name of the partner), and I felt closer to her than to her boss, because we are both
project managers in the project but also in our own institutions. After a few meetings,
I was equally comfortable with both of them.
Here we can see that unconsciously, the status of each person is visible and has an
impact on the collaboration. One unconsciously think about the right way to approach
someone regarding their status or position.
140
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Some partners impose a certain hierarchy when an idea is presented, which they
rejected by arguing that it would not fit with the line of their institutions of origin. “It will
not work at the Ministry.” Thus, partners with a higher hierarchical position tend to have
more power, because they will unconsciously have more influence in discussions.
Furthermore, the associated partners can take part in the discussions regarding the
project at different phases but they have less impact in the project implementation as they
do not allocate funding to the project.
Some partners denied the existence of exogenous variables – underlining the fact that
they call each other by first name. A few argued that the cause is more to be found it the
personality of the partners. Indeed, some partners with strong leading personality are
more incline to lead debates, or to influence decisions. Finally, some partners explained
that the collaboration is more efficient within the working groups than in the steering
committee as they meet more often.
The way of working was not one of the main challenge but had a consequent influence
on the collaboration. (Diagram 4) The Sesam’GR partnership gathers only public
institutions, therefore this public-private tensions as described by Keyton et al.141 are not
felt within the cooperation as none of the partners comes from the private sector.
However, a tension occurred regarding the different types of structures despite their
public common ground. Indeed, at the beginning of the project, the partners from the
project lead département of Moselle, which is a decentralised territorial authority had a
different project approach than other partners from French institutions such as Canopé –
a network for pedagogical creation and support – and the Rectorat Nancy-Metz or the
Ministry for Education of Rhineland-Pfalz (Ministerium für Bildung). The former
approached the project in a practical way, wanting to launch by implementing concrete
actions, while the latter were more incline to have a conceptualising approach, by defining
first the key terms, and how they can be interpreted differently in each partner country to
develop a common strategy. These methodological differences come from the profiles of
the employees in each institutions, the former are local stakeholders, while the latter are
educational authorities composed of experts in pedagogy, linguistics, education.

Keyton, Ford and Smith, “A Mesolevel Communicative Model of Collaboration,” 377
Public-private tensions occur in an interorganisational collaboration, when members of the team have
different interests or approaches to the collaboration process given their institution of origin. Therefore,
following Keyton et al. give the example of a businessperson, who would be more reticent to share valuable
information while a professor working for the public sector would give it to a physician for free.
141
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Consequently, their way of working depends also on their respective mandates and
missions.
Hence, some tensions were felt regarding the orientation that the project was taking at
its start, they were especially salient with respect to some topics at stake in each sides of
the GR. It appeared necessary to spend more time conceptualising this complex issues
than others. Therefore, for some partners the time pressure regarding the implementation
was felt, and some partners could see this time-consuming conceptualisation as
unnecessary. This case will be detailed in the next part.
This is why some working group seem to “work” better, because they have managed
to co-create and to implement actions quickly after the start of the project, while others
have met during a year discussing the key terms and have not reached the
operationalisation phase yet.
Diagram 4: Some challenges were identified by many interviewees but not
necessarily as main challenges

SOME CHALLENGES WERE IDENTIFIED BY MANY
INTERVIEWEES BUT NOT NECESSARILY AS MAIN CHALLENGES
How many times this challenge was identified
Number of interviewees who identified each challenge as the most relevant or the second most relevant
5

4
1

Culture,
interculturality,
language

5

4
1

School systems

5
3

1
Juridical
differences

1
Involvement of
the other partners

1
Conciliation

1
Way of working

The challenges of the different school systems and jurisdictions highlighted in
Diagram 4 are linked with the institutional obstacle exposed above. They did not have a
direct impact in the collaboration but in the implementation of the project actions – they
were however discussed during the meetings in order to frame the scope of the actions
under the “lowest common denominator” of each partner. 142
Finally, the lack of conciliation of some partners was pointed out by three
interviewees. Indeed, at the initialisation phase of the project, every partner had their own

142
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interests, ideas of projects, and didn’t want to modify them. With time and negotiations,
they found consensus and the ideas of projects merged with other partner’s projects.
3.4.1. The particular case of the collaboration within one of the working
groups
The collaboration within the working group for the 3rd action was relatively more
complicated than in the other working group. Indeed, language learning is a sensitive
topic, which is indirectly linked to various constituent elements of the culture of a country
or a region, such as the history, ethnology, the relationship with the border, etc. Each
state, Land and Communauté has its own policies and strategies in this regard. Hence, the
partners struggled when negotiating on the content and the form of the collaboration
regarding language learning in the GR.
Defining the concept was a difficult and time-consuming phase in the project. Indeed,
it was not defined when drafting the application, in which “multilingualism” and
“plurilingualism” were used indistinctly. Once the project was accepted by the selection
committee of Interreg V GR, some linguistic experts were involved in the collaboration
in order to define the terms. Indeed, the particularities of each territorial or national policy
required a clear conceptualisation:
-

Institutional multilingualism, which means that different languages are spoken in
administrations or institutions and public services are offered in different
languages – this is the case in Luxembourg.

-

Social multilingualism supposes that a mutual interpenetration of the language
communities occurs, that is, individuals use more than one language in everyday
life.

-

Individual plurilingualism is the ability of a person to communicate in multiple
languages. It arises through different learning processes and is dependent on many
external and internal factors, such as the age, the place, the type and circumstances
in which a person is located, as well as the motivation of the learner. 143

In other words, the difference between multilingualism and plurilingualism is critical
in the political strategies, which is linked to the population of each side of the cooperation
area. Indeed, Saarland, Rhineland-Pfalz, and Luxembourg have had important waves of
immigration over the past decades and follow a policy of integration which differs from
143

The original terms are German: institutionelle Mehrsprachigkeit, gesellschaftliche
Mehrsprachigkeit and individuelle Mehrsprachigkeit.
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the French one. The latter favours assimilation policies highlighting the importance of
learning the national language, while the former encourage plurilingualism.
Therefore, regarding language learning, while the aim for the centralised French
government is to foster the learning of the neighbour country’s language and/or a world
language (multilingualism), the authorities in Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles opted for a
broader multilingualism with an opening to languages and cultures, the authorities on the
other sides of the GR favour plurilingualism strategies to integrate the populations.
Thus, in the beginning of the project, the teaching of other languages than the official
spoken languages in the GR within Sesam’GR was discussed. Even though it was decided
to limit the framework of the project to these languages, the debates on conceptualising
the terms were no less heated within the working group. Conceptualising was a long
process.
Therefore, over the first year of the project, the working group has developed a concept
of shared understanding of the multilingualism and plurilingualism of the youth in GR,
by defining common objectives and transversal cross-border fundamental principles. 144
3.5. Not verified challenges
Diagram 5: Challenges identified depending on the country of origin

CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED DEPENDING
ON THE COUNTRY OF ORIGIN
France

Germany

Luxembourg

Belgium

3
2
1
0
Distance

Ambitious project

Trust

Distance – cited four times as an obstacle - was not a hindrance for most of the partners,
not at all for the French ones. Unsurprisingly, the partners that identified distance as a
challenge were Belgians –they are geographically more remote than the other partners.
Most of the partners have an experience in cross-border collaboration and thus are used
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This including exchanges on the existing projects and actions in the GR and planning training
regarding the concept. The process will be continued, with experts on the concept leading trainings within
the GR
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to spend time on the road to attend meetings. (Diagram 5: Challenges identified
depending on the country of origin)
Regarding trust, when asking the question 9 inspired from Kasey145 (Appendices:
Questionnaire), most of the interviewees explained that the willingness to take part in the
project and to cooperate was shared among most of them, which helped create an
atmosphere of trust.
This was also favoured thanks to the organisation of two cohesion meetings at the
beginning of the project by the project lead. During these meetings, an expert in group
communication led activities to enable the partners to better communicate and develop
mutual trust. Thanks to the meetings, each partner had a chance to explain the
particularities of their entity/country, which overall facilitated mutual comprehension and
helped overcome the intercultural barrier.
Some challenges could have been avoided. Indeed, the Joint administration of the GR
provides documents for institutions interested in cross-border projects to better prepare
for the project/funding application. In one of them “Process for submitting, reviewing and
selecting a project”, in the process of looking for suitable partners for a given project, it
is advised to check if there is “a balance between partners regarding personal, technical
or scientific resources as well as with respect to financial capacity and territorial
competence”

146

Yet, the variations in financial capacities among the partners is

significant as was exposed in part 3.4. Therefore, more financial homogeneity among the
partners would have facilitated the cooperation.
Moreover, the challenge of lack of time could have been reduced. Indeed, from the
beginning, the set of duration of such a large project should have been longer – it is only
three years.147 Another two years would be necessary, after the phase of conceptualisation
and developing a common strategy, in order to implement the project actions on a large
scale and to have a considerable impact.
3.6. Evolution of the collaboration
The collaboration within Sesam’GR has not been static, it has evolved over time. After
the second year of the project, the overall collaboration has evolved in the right direction.
However, while some working groups have reached the execution phase, monitoring and
Walker and Stohl, “Communicating in a Collaborating Group,” 468
Interreg VA Grande Région, “Procédure de dépôt, d'examen et de sélection d'un projet,” 6
147
However, an application for an extension of the project was sent to the Interreg A GR Managing
Authority.
145
146
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control phase (Diagram 6: Phases of Interreg A Project Management Lifecycle) some
others are still defining common concepts. As explained above, the evolution of the
collaboration depends mostly on the topic, therefore, it was easier for the partners to agree
on the concepts of interculturality and vocational education – despite the differences in
the school systems, than on concepts like multi/plurilingualism.
Diagram 6: Phases of Interreg A Project Management Lifecycle
Project initiation

Project planning

• Meeting the partners
• Perception of
differences
• Measuring the
project’s added value
and feasibility
• Drafting ideas of
actions

• Establishing the
budget
• Drafting the ERFD
application: defining
common objectives,
strategy and results
• Exchange of good
practices
• Conceptualisation

Project execution,
monitoring and control
• Operational phase:
co-construction / cocreation

Project closing

• Assessment of results
• Ensuring continuity of
the network

Diagram 6 shows the management lifecycle, which was voluntary adapted to Interreg A projects, in order
to better understand the evolution of the collaboration at different phases of the project life.

The collaboration follows a pathway. It was difficult for some stakeholders to
cooperate efficiently at the project initiation and during the project planning because of
numerous challenges. However, most interviewees acknowledged a great improvement
in the collaboration over time. Trust was built quickly. Indeed, the partners decided to
join the project and to fund it, therefore, they share the same values – they all want the
project to succeed. For the majority of the partners, the challenges have been overcome
during the first year of the project.
As an interviewee said, “considering the size of the project it works well”.
3.7. Advantages : educational cross-border advancement
The collaboration within Sesam’GR has enabled to conceptualise, to theorise the
diverse elements which are inherent to the territory of the GR, by finding a balance
between convergences and divergences, in order to find a common ground for education
and to develop an efficient and durable educational network. Therefore, the partners,
along with some experts drew an education cooperation framework, based on the state of
the cooperation and negotiations in this regard. This educational cooperation framework
will be a cornerstone for other projects, which will not need to go through complex
conceptualisation phases.
Moreover, from their differences – mainly institutional and administrative obstacles –
and by mutualising their knowledge and experience in the field the partners ultimately
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co-created resources and actions.

Therefore, collective intelligence and diversity

becomes an asset in cross-border setting in the process of co-working.
This long process of conceptualisation and definition of common clear-cut objectives
in education is the cornerstone for further cooperation in the field. The educational
framework of action which was created will be used as a springboard for future projects
and the development of an ever bigger educational network in the GR.
3.7.1. The network
The willingness to create efficient pedagogical networks is a clear goal of Sesam’GR.
It is highlighted in the first annual report of the project that the creation of a network in
various field was observed over the first year of the project.
In this process, the project operators act as facilitators and multipliers. Associated
partners of the project also play a role in the development of the network, by sharing their
expertise and experience, so do experts involved in the project and language assistant.
The fact that some working groups are merging between Sesam’GR and the Summit’s is
a good sign of the development of an efficient and durable educational network.
3.8. Facilitating factors
The numerous obstacles can be addressed in different manners according to Chilla et
al. First, by establishing transregional institutions, which is difficult to achieve. Secondly,
border-specific obstacles can be tackled by domestic institutional reforms. Finally, they
state that
In practice, however, there is empirical evidence that due to the lack of adequate
institutional answers to these challenges, more informal aspects of cross-border
cooperation play a crucial role. These encompass personal contacts as well as shared
experiences between actors, leading to confidence and a certain tacit knowledge
enabling the partners to improvise and overcome formal barriers. In accompanying
these processes, institutional mapping is a promising tool, too.148
Therefore, cooperations such as Sesam’GR play a determinant role finding solutions
to overcome the obstacles. Within Sesam’GR, the partners have been sharing expertise,
building consensus and exchanged good practices. Therefore, they learned from each
other, using good practices in their respective country to extend them to the cross-border
scale. An interviewee explained that “If the opinions between a director of an organisation
and someone working for the administration can differ, they can yet enrich the
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collaboration”. Having such a large cooperation necessarily widen the scope of the
knowledge. Cooperation was facilitated by the constitution of working groups, which
reduced the perception of working in a large partnership. Some partners had more
expertise in vocational training for example and could share with the group. When wider
expertise was needed, the project lead involved experts (cohesion meeting, linguistic
experts), which helped improve the development of the project.
Moreover, the fact that Sesam’GR emerged from previous projects, facilitated the
cooperation as the partners did not start from scratch, but could use their experience in
the new project.149 Some actions that had started within a former project were thus
extended in Sesam’GR.
The role of the project lead was emphasised by several interviewees. They act as
cornerstones, “the linchpin”, in the project. : Indeed, they are key importance for the
functioning of the project not only due to their management roles, but also because of
their largest influence on flow of resources and knowledge in the network. It was
highlighted by some of the interviewees that politicians especially the President of the
Département of Moselle, Patrick Weiten, played a role by influencing the implementation
of the project. Moreover, effective upstream communication with the EGCT Interreg A
GR enables to solve problems within the collaboration and sometimes to modify some
rules.
A majority of the partners had already an experience and collaboration culture, which
makes them have a different vision of the challenges in such a collaboration – distance
and interculturality were not obstacles for most of them. Regarding the other obstacles,
time and willingness to cooperate were the main factors that improved cooperation. After
several meetings, the partners got to know each other, to understand the functioning of
their respective structures, the division of power, the working methods and the political
agendas, etc. Two cohesion meetings also helped in this process. Moreover, an online
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The language assistants hired during Trilingua were trained to lead cross-border play performances.
A vademecum to facilitate the mobility of trainees across borders that was started within Edunet is further
developed within Sesam’GR. The EC listed the cross-border obstacles in that respect. “Cross-border
mobility of trainees and apprentices is hampered by different national legislations on vocational training
(e.g. different systems for financing apprenticeship; incompatible statuses of trainees and apprentices;
restrictive rules on a continuation of apprenticeship across the border; limited or no social security
coverage) and a different organisation of the vocational education offer (e.g. training institutions, content
of courses, formal language requirements for exams etc.).” European Commission, “Easing legal and
administrative obstacles in EU border regions: Final Report,” 2017, 44, accessed July 25, 2018,
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/studies/pdf/obstacle_border/final_report.pdf

65

platform was set up for the partners to exchange documents, which facilitated the
cooperation. Hence, most obstacles in the cooperation can be overcome with time.
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4. Conclusion
The GR lies at the geographic heart of the EU and includes four of its founding member
countries, gathering (sub)-national authorities with more or less decision-making power,
following a MLG approach. A direct benefit of MLG is the increased subsidiarity leading
to more flexible and autonomous regional actors with capacity-building.
A remarkable example of the role of regional actors was highlighted in this research
through the case study of the Interreg VA project Sesam’GR, which is by far the largest
educational project in terms of finance and scale within Interreg. Indeed, the project
partnership has established an educational framework in the GR along with GR instances
and thus contributed to harmonise educational practices. Sesam’GR has contributed to
develop an efficient cross-border network of project managers who act as multipliers in
their own country and encourage the development of broader networks between
educational stakeholders at all level – horizontal and vertical - in the GR. Public-public
and public-private network have already developed in education and vocational training
thanks to the project, and will certainly grow bigger. 150 The successful educational crossborder cooperation in the GR will ultimately participate in a deeper institutionalisation of
the GR and in EU overall integration project, aligning with EU cohesion policy. Indeed,
Interreg does not aim at solving issues on the short run but is oriented towards a deeper
orientation in the long run.
The project is the proof that such a large cross-border cooperation works if well
managed. Indeed, the partners have cooperated efficiently, despite having different
decision-making influence, competencies, and allocating more or less money in the
project share a common interest151, by setting aside their administrative constraints, and
accepting to enter an experimentation dynamic. However, this process is time-consuming
- policy of “small steps” - and is slowed down by multilevel mismatches. Some challenges
such as institutional differences, incompatible objectives, time, size of the partnership and
way of working appeared slowed down the cooperation in the beginning, they were easily
overcome with time and willingness to cooperate. Some other challenges such as
interculturality and distance do not necessarily apply in cross-border collaboration, which
shows that a dynamism of cooperation has already emerged in the GR. The shared vision
and objectives between the partners are a cornerstone for cooperation and enable to build

The project’s results will be assessed at its closure in 2019.
They share the common interest to foster cross-border education and overcome intercultural,
language barriers in order to create an integrated cross-border labour market in the long run.
150
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trust faster. Therefore cross-border cooperation in an MLG setting is not necessarily a
dead-end if the obstacles that this approach encompasses are well tackled, thanks to
willingness to follow a common goal among the stakeholders.
Therefore, this paper gives a pattern of intrinsic factors grounded in multilevel
governance that hinder or facilitate collaboration as well as solutions, which can set in
motions other projects and trigger an expansion and multiplication of networks despite
the intrinsic challenges.
Overall, cross-border cooperation has more benefits than the challenges would lead us
to think. Despite the divergent systems and sometimes conflicting interests, the political
will from all sides of the GR, guidance and incentive - with funding - of the EU, as well
as the cooperation of the actors of the GR can overcome challenges.
However, the research presents some limitations. Indeed, the interviews were
conducted during the end of the second year of the project. Thus the beginning situation
was not explored in depth. Moreover, follow-up interviews would give a deeper insight
of the collaboration.
Moreover, inductive studies cannot provide grounded theories, the latter are built
through substantial successions of studies. Further research on collaboration in other
CBRs could support the findings of this research, such as studying the educational
network that has developed within the Eurodistrict Pamina, Upper Rhine.
In March 2018, Creţu, the European Commissioner in charge of Regional Policy
announced significant changes in the Interreg programme, which will be simplified,
in order to remove legal and administrative obstacles linked to the national boundaries.
This will “help pool public services in areas such as transport, health and education”. 152
The European Parliament also emphasised the need to increase the budget allocated to
European Territorial Cooperation, which represents only 2.8% of the cohesion policy
budget. An EU commitment to keep an eye on in the near future.

Nikos Lampropoulos, “Cretu: EU's Interreg programmes need to be revised, simplified,” Euractiv,
accessed July 25, 2018, https://www.euractiv.com/section/economy-jobs/news/cretu-eus-interregprogrammes-need-to-be-revised-simplified/
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Appendices
Questionnaire
My approach: I chose to interview the Sesam’GR project leaders to better understand
cross-border cooperation in the framework of the project. Therefore the interviews will
highlight the opinion of the cross-border cooperation stakeholders regarding the
development of a cross-border educational network in the Greater Region.
Please answer the following questions as precisely as possible.
1. How do you perceive the main objectives of Sesam’GR? / What is the main objective
of Sesam’GR for you? Does one of the objectives unites the others?
2. What working group did you join? What is your exact role in the project Sesam’GR?
3. How would you describe the efficiency of the educational network/cooperation in the
project Sesam’GR? Why?
4. What are the main challenges in cooperating within such a partnership?
5. How has the network/cooperation evolved since the launch of the project? Or even
since the drafting of the project proposal?
6. What is the frequency and medium of exchanges with the other partners?
(Monthly/weekly, meetings/phone calls/mail correspondence, etc.)
7. How can one facilitate the cooperation? / What is crucial to develop cooperation in
this setting? Can you identify steps or necessary elements to achieve an ideal
cooperation?
8. According to Kasey et al., in their article “Communicating in a Collaborating Group:
A Longitudinal Network Analysis” (2012)153, being aware of the limited duration of
a project has a positive impact on the cooperation within interorganisational groups.
The project partners in such a setting are indeed more likely to focus on the tasks in
order to achieve the objectives than an existing team within one organisation would
do. What do you think?
9. The same authors explained that even though the partners do not know each other at
the beginning of such a collaboration, they “exhibit information sharing behaviours
that presume requisite levels of confidence and trust in the group even though

153

Walker and Stohl, “Communicating in a Collaborating Group,” 468

77

traditional sources of trust, shared experience, reciprocity, disclosure, and fulfilment
of past commitments (…) are not present.“154 What do you think?
10. According to the same authors, exogenous variables such as hierarchy, the institutions
the project partners work for, (i.e. university affiliation in the article) and the group
they joined within the collaboration, in our case the working groups (i.e. company
membership in the article) may influence the form that the network/collaboration will
take.155 However, their research does not enable to evaluate how these exogenous
variables can influence the collaboration within an interorganisational group.
How can they influence the collaboration in a partnership such as Sesam’GR’s
partnership? Do you think that belonging to a different institution than the other
project partners has influenced the collaboration within the project Sesam’GR in
general? Does your position in your institution has an impact on your capacity to share
your ideas, etc? Do you communicate more easily with other members of your
working group than with the other partners?
11. Would you recommend someone / key people that I should be talking to?
12. Comments/suggestions.

Table 3: Comparative table of primary and secondary school systems in
Luxembourg, Belgium, France and Germany
Source: Euroguidance 2016
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