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Abstract

Spatial and urban planning processes regarding border cooperation have reached 
unprecedented levels in recent decades, not only due to their potential for territorial inte-
gration, i.e., infrastructure construction and planning activities worldwide. Bearing in 
mind the European project, for a united and strong network of nations, this scenario is 
more evident in European territories. In this regard, through multivariated analyzes of 
city cooperation on European border areas, it is possible to identify the factors that influ-
ence the territorial success and also a sustainable regional development and even their 
effects over the urban agglomerations. From the identified factors, the study pointed out 
one that is common to all cases: connectivity-movement between cities.

Keywords: border territories, cooperation, planning, sustainability, urban planning

1. Introduction

Recent changes in the European landscape introduced by geopolitical, socioeconomic and/

or cultural issues have been continuously contributing to strengthen the magnetism of urban 

areas, increasing their capacity to change land use, thus fostering important transformations 

not only at the socioeconomic level but also in terms of urban morphology all over Europe 

[1–7]. Even though sometimes positive, these changes have reinforced the clear tendency of 

depopulation of rural territories—confirmed on the last decades—consequently increasing 
the development of progressively larger urban agglomerations [8–10].

© 2018 The Author(s). Licensee InTech. This chapter is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.



Even if these issues are currently seen as part of countries’ evolutionary processes, it urges to 

develop specific strategies that might tackle this scenario, contributing to revert this situation. 
In this regard, it is crucial to study new ways of cooperation between smaller cities, highlight-

ing the ways in which this type of synergic projects and strategies related to cross-border and 

city cooperation might revert this process contributing to city sustainability.

Considering the aforementioned opportunity and taking into account that very often the coop-

eration between cities occur among sovereign nations, such issues gain more emphasis not 

only because one-third of European population live in border areas [11, 12] but also because 

this fact takes the discussion to another level, associated with intricate bureaucratic procedures 

related to the lack of standardization practices and policies between these territories, which 

generally lead to a reckless attitude by the main actors/decision-makers toward city coopera-

tion and development, facts which have a high influence not only in the development capacity 
of these regions but also on the overall quality of life of people leaving in these areas [7, 13].

The analysis of city cooperation multivariated effect in land use planning and decision-making 
processes is, in this respect, seen as a pivotal procedure that, throughout the implementation 

of specific planning principles and frameworks, might contribute to strengthen the develop-

ment of these areas, enabling Europe to achieve a more balanced polynucleated territory, less 

dependent on few large metropolitan areas.

In this regard, in order to identify a set of planning principles and city cooperation frameworks, 

a group of the best practice case studies will be analyzed, using both Case Study Research 

(CSR) method [14, 15] and Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA) analysis, in turn identifying the 

impacts produced by this type of cooperation [16–18] and highlighting how these processes 

might contribute to reverse the impacts promoted by current mononucleated tendencies.

This study is considered a fundamental basis that will enable the identification of precise fac-

tors, which influence spatial planning procedures, leading to the definition of new methods 
and approaches to one of the main urban problems affecting Europe during the last decades, 
in line with the scope of the book and considering several relevant issues related to spatial 

planning, sustainable growth, and urban development approaches.

2. European planning framework: a brief review

The European Union (EU) has no direct mandate and no clear institutional and political 

framework for spatial planning: according to the principle of “subsidiarity,” territorial plan-

ning is a responsibility primarily of the member states. While this is so, it is equally clear that 
the EU’s indirect role in spatial planning is steadily increasing, mainly through sector policies 

particularly in the areas of regional policy, rural development, environment, and transport. 

Another way in which the role of the EU is indirectly increasing in spatial planning is the 

principle of territorial “cohesion” [19].

In this regard, European territorial cooperation is the third objective of the EU Cohesion Policy 

for 2007–2013, as well as being the new umbrella under the European Spatial Development 

Perspective (ESDP) of 1999, such as European Spatial Planning Observation Network 

(ESPON), and European Territorial Cooperation (INTERREG) [20, 21].
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In fact, the documents of EU from 1999 regarding spatial policy foster to promote a sustain-

able urban development. European Territorial Cooperation, and the EU INTERREG Initiative 

in particular, is one of the five main means of application identified by the European Spatial 
Development Perspective (ESDP). ESDP is a document approved by the Informal Council 

of Ministers of Spatial Planning of European Commission in Potsdam in 1999 and forming 

a policy framework with 60 policy options for all tiers of administration with a planning 

responsibility.

An entire chapter of the ESDP is in fact devoted to considering the application of its con-

cepts and ideas. The five main means of application comprise (1) application at the European 
Community level, (2) application via transnational cooperation between member states, (3) 

application via cross-border and interregional cooperation, (4) application of the ESDP in 

member states, and (5) application via pan-European and international cooperation. The influ-

ence and application of the ESDP clearly have an important transnational learning dimension. 

As a result, the ESDP remains the most significant policy document guiding the EU’s determi-
nations in the territorial development sphere [22].

Even though the document does not have the power of a law, it has indeed been successful in 

establishing a framework [20]. Once that the strategic aim achieved a balanced and sustain-

able spatial development strategy. In the late 1990s, the ESDP represented a “new dimen-

sion of European policy” since for the first time the EU was starting to pay explicit attention 
to territorial planning as an instrument to achieve broader social and economic goals [19]. 

A key objective of the ESDP was to facilitate better coordination of the territorial impacts 
of European policy: horizontally across different sectors, vertically among different levels of 
government, and geographically across administrative boundaries [23].

The ESDP was created to achieve three central aims of European policy: socioeconomic cohe-

sion, conservation of natural resources and cultural heritage, and a more balanced competi-

tiveness of the European territory. In order to achieve these goals, the ESDP highlighted three 

crucial spatial development policy objectives [19–21, 24]:

1. Development of a polycentric and balanced urban system and strengthening of the part-

nership between urban and rural areas. This implicates overcoming the outdated contrast 

between city and countryside.

2. Promotion of unified transport and communication concepts, which support the polycen-

tric development of the EU territory and are an important precondition for enabling Euro-

pean cities and regions to pursue their integration into the Economic and Monetary Union. 

Equivalence of access to infrastructure and knowledge should be realized gradually. Re-

gionally, adapted solutions must be brought into being for this.

3. Development and conservation of natural and cultural heritage through wise manage-

ment. This contributes both to the preservation and deepening of regional identities and 

the maintenance of the natural and cultural diversity of the regions and cities of the EU in 

the age of globalization.

A significant outcome of the ESDP process was the establishment of the European Spatial 
Planning Observation Network [21]. The mission of ESPON is to support policy development 
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and build a European scientific community in the field of the European territorial develop-

ment [19]. The main aim is to increase the general body of knowledge about territorial struc-

tures, trends, perspectives, and policy impacts in the enlarging European Union [25].

One of the concrete offspring of the ESDP is the ESPON established in 2001 for providing data 
and information about spatial trends and developments in the EU. ESPON’s aim was to support 

spatial policy making for all territorial levels [26]. For planners, the value added of ESPON is that 
it supplies the technical and scientific knowledge needed to help implement the policy options in 
the ESDP and translates them into appropriate legal and financial instruments [27, 28].

However, the planning and execution of the specific political objectives of the ESDP should 
take into account the specific economic, social, and environmental situation of each area. 
These policy objectives for agriculture and rural development, infrastructure, and transport, 

as well as the environment, in a synthesized way are policy aims and options for ensuring 

productive and diverse rural areas, policy aims and options for promoting accessibility to 

transport and sustainable infrastructure, and policy aims and options aimed at preservation 

and development of the natural heritage [21, 29].

On the other hand, the policy priorities of the ESDP have been addressed by means of cofi-

nancing of spatial planning projects involving partners in different countries through the 
INTERREG Initiative [19]. In this regard, INTERREG is the EU’s primary instrument to 

support cooperation across national borders, and it is financed by the European Regional 
Development Fund. INTERREG was launched in 1990 to overcome the disadvantages pre-

sented by administrative boundaries of adjacent regions in the emerging common market 

[30]. INTERREG has included three phases with spatial planning agenda: Phase II (1994–

1999), Phase III (2000–2006), and Phase IV (2007–2013). There are three territorial levels: (1) 

cross-border projects, involving geographically contiguous border regions; (2) transnational 

initiatives, across large multinational spaces; and (3) interregional initiatives, among noncon-

tiguous regions across the whole territory of the EU.

In the latest phase (2007–2013), INTERREG has been incorporated into the EU’s territorial 

cohesion agenda under the objective of territorial cooperation [19]. This implies cooperation 

on regional and spatial planning together with other economic growth issues more generally 

related to regional policy [30]. As for territorial cohesion in 2005, the Commission explained 
that territorial cohesion becomes a key element of promoting stronger integration of the terri-

tory of the Union in all its dimensions, and cohesion policy supports the balanced and sustain-

able development of the territory of the Union at the level of its macro-regions and reduces any 

barrier effects through cross-border cooperation (CBC) and the exchange of best practices [31].

The latter objective (strengthening territorial cooperation) is closely tied to the notion of 
European spatial planning (in INTERREG Phase III). The strong relation between cohe-

sion policy and planning in the EU is reinforced by the work of DG Regio, the Commission 

Directorate-General for Regional (Cohesion) Policy which has taken the lead, with member 

states, on European spatial planning initiatives [30].

On the one hand, in European urban areas, the focus is on improving competitiveness through 

clustering, networking, and achieving more balanced development between the economically 
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strongest cities and the rest of the urban network. Priorities are promoting entrepreneurship, 

local employment, and community development and measures to rehabilitate the physical 

environment, redevelop brownfield sites, and preserve and develop historical and cultural 
heritage [19, 31].

On the other hand, in European rural areas, the member states should support economic 

regeneration by ensuring a minimum level of access to “services of general economic inter-

est,” with a view to improving conditions in rural areas and limiting outmigration. Priorities 

include building connectivity to the main national and European networks; developing an 

integrated approach to tourism development; investing in development poles in rural areas 

(e.g., in small- and medium-sized towns); and developing economic clusters based on local 

assets combined with the use of new information technologies [19, 31].

3. City cooperation (CC) effect in land use planning

City-to-city (C2C) cooperation is not a novel phenomenon, through a scientific study on the 
matter is quite new. C2C was started, and evolved, in Europe—in wider terms: local gov-

ernments in developed countries tend to determine the content of it. The first international 
relations between local governments in Europe were recognized after the Second World War, 

especially in the 1950s. The Council of European Municipalities and Regions, established in 

1951, took a strong position to encourage these international contacts at the local level. The 

idea was to build a united Europe. Strict regulations were determined for these relations by 

the Council of European Municipalities and Regions and by the French-oriented Fédération 
Mondiale des Villes Jumelées—Cités Unies [32].

In the Western world of attention for development, cooperation was high in the 1970s, and 
characteristic of this development was the total absence of formal regulations. Then, a new 

tendency of international relations of local governments became apparent in the 1980s. In the 

United Kingdom, the United States, and the Netherlands—among others—local authorities 

united themselves against the apartheid in South Africa [32, 33].

As for Asia, China has undergone economic and political restructuring in the post-socialist 

era under the background of globalization. At the same time, its provincial governments have 

mobilized various forms of booming North-South city-to-city (C2C) cooperation within their 

respective jurisdictions during the last 10 years [34]. As for cross-border cooperation (CBC), 

during the recent decades, border areas increased great importance on the international scene 

concerning their potential and integrative functions such as demonstrated along the unifica-

tion of Europe [12, 35–37].

The experiences of CBC, assumed not only in Europe but also all over the world, as is the 
case of several CBC projects between the United States and Mexico, China-India (Asia), 
Argentina-Chile, or Brazil-Bolivia (South America), among many other examples through 
the globe [38, 39], fostered the creation of a global network of relationships among people 

and states, which enabled the achievement of several political, economic, environmental, and 

sociocultural win-win situations [40, 41]. These networks have been increasingly recognized 

The Multivariated Effect of City Cooperation in Land Use Planning and Decision-Making…
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.72191

91



by urban planners, landscape architects, and other urban development specialists, as crucial 

elements which enable the introduction of recent urban development challenges and para-

digms [13, 42–47] into future planning activities [10].

As for spatial planning system, an ensemble of territorial governance arrangements that seek 

to shape patterns of spatial development in particular places is considered [48, 49]. In this 

regard, the set of systems and policies of the planning of the EU expanded planning system 
increasing criteria such as the extent of the planning system, the extension, and the type of 
planning at the national and regional level [31, 50, 51]. Also, it has redefined the role of the 
public and the private, maturity and integrity of the system and the distance between the 

intended objectives and the results actually obtained [52]. And, it divides traditional planning 

mainly into four types, including regional economic planning, urban planning, comprehen-

sive planning, and land use planning [49].

In fact, the efficacy of the CBC at different scales of cooperation in planning the land use has 
been under discussion, through the review of CBC’s initiatives in developing countries [10, 53]. 

On a governmental scale normally stands as the promise of the project from the management 

and land use, in several cases, it contributes to overshadow the limitations of land use. For exam-

ple, the extraction of natural resources and the massive agricultural exploitation. Secondly, at 
the regional level, the design and implementation of the CBC have overlooked often asymme-

tries of power within a community. This effect has been gone unnoticed at the individual level. 
Thus, there has been unequal access to the design, decision-making, and the intended results. 
It also highlights at the community, local, and national bargaining power that has taken the 

elites, because this has been instrumental in shaping the governance of the CBC and even in the 

promotion of the CBC by external agents. In fact, the adaptation of the CBC to new scenarios 
depends largely on the process of empowerment of the community and the construction of 

optimal networks with external agents [53]. In this way, as will be achieved through CBC, cross-

border regions can reach (1) comparative advantages and (2) economies of scale.

4. The impact of city cooperation in decision-making processes

Planning potentially influences and connects a wide range of issues, behind which are most 
diverse and conflicting interest [49]. The traditional special planning focuses on the posi-

tion, intensity, form, quantity, and coordination of the development of the land in different 
spaces. However, the issues and challenges faced by the local areas need to be addressed by 

a process of socio-spatial integration through which occurs a vision, coherent actions, and 

means of implementation for shaping and structuring making it a place and what this place 

might be in the future position [54, 55]. In this sense, cooperation between cross-border cities 

is directed to the solution of problems arising from the dysfunctions caused by the existence 
of the border [56].

As for sovereign and cooperation problems, nation-states are under pressure to find inno-

vative ways to redefine their relationships with space. The traditional understanding of the 
state, as the ultimate repository of sovereignty over a bounded portion of the Earth’s surface 
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and the society that inhabits it, is at odds with the current world of cross-border flows of capi-
tal, goods, people, and ideas [57]. At the same time, there is a reterritorialization of economic 

and political activity that transcends the spatial framework of the nation-state [58].

Border, cross-border regions, and CBC studies address state territorial restructuring at the 

subnational level. They have primarily examined the reterritorialization of state power and 
institutions across borders, documenting the emergence of cross-border governance networks 

and power relations [57, 59–65]. In this regard, CBC should be placed in the context of the 
emergence of multilevel and participative governance, which requires an active involvement 
on behalf of, on the one hand, different tiers of government (from the EU institutions to local 
governments) and, on the other, civil society and private actors working alongside public 

authorities [66]. The diversity of arrangements existing in the field of CBC includes the fact 
that Euroregions may be established according to either private or public law [67]. The geo-

politics of Euroregions suggest that cross-border reterritorialization across the latest EU bor-

ders is driven by a scalar conflict of territorial logics [57]. The border-induced territorial logic 

of the nation-state conflicts with the border-bridging territorial logic of CBC [68].

In political and institutional terms, the emergence of CBC and the setting-up of cross-border 
frameworks such as Euroregion and European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) can 

be seen as an expression of broader developments in the field of European governance, includ-

ing the subsidiarity principle and its adaptation to a borderless Europe, the increasing central-

ity of regions as spaces combining a political, economic, social, and cultural dimension [69].

A “territoire de project” amounts to a bottom-up process, which in turn can contribute to 
moving from a vertical, interlocked approach to regional development and multilevel gover-

nance to the one characterized by shared responsibilities and by horizontal, interdependent 

relationships among different regions and tiers of government [70]. Besides, the added value 

of EGTCs lies in their ability to fulfill cross-border tasks by common decisions on the regional/
local level and to reinforce the ability of local and regional authorities to contribute to bot-

tom-up regional development [71]. But public authorities on the regional/local level need an 

EGTC; otherwise, a bottom-up approach in territorial cooperation is very difficult [66]. Also, 

in comparative terms, the adoption of the EGTC Regulation also serves to highlight the rel-

evant role played by CBC within the European integration process, since the sovereignty of 

the state ends at its borders, but the differences and problems of these borders continue to 
exist and require sustainable solutions [66]. Against this background, they cannot allow their 

borderland to follow special rules without compromising the theoretical model of the territo-

rial container that the nation-state follows [72]. Euroregions for their part need exemptions 
from national regulation in order to be able to function meaningfully across state borders [57]. 

Indeed, the degree of cross-border integration can be a result of political will and the benefit 
perceived by the communities involved in the collaboration, but it can also be interpreted as 

resulting from the prevailing tension between the aim to supersede traditional borders and 

the ongoing weight of national traditions and structures [66].

In this regard, research has gained additional momentum considering current developments, 

such as the recent situation in Crimea (Ukraine) with Russia, the Greek-German frictions, the 

rise of terrorism in European continent (leading to an increasingly fractious debate about free 
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movement in Europe as well as the resurgence of nationalist and extremist sentiments among 
European citizens), the economic fallouts in Europe, or even the recent Brexit scenario [3, 7, 

73–75]. Due to the fact, other factors to ensure the sustainability of experiences include politi-
cal will, i.e., political commitment and transparency, and the integration of a “cross-border 

awareness” or “cross-border culture” in the standard design and management of policies and 

legislation, i.e., common objectives and Master’s Plans [10, 66].

5. City cooperation in Europe: assessing the past, envisioning the 

future

In the inception of the twenty-first century, especially in a European and Western context, it 
is almost given that borders are just lines drawn on a map. For this, the establishment of the 
European Union has contributed as a catalyst [76], almost vanishing borders and promoting 

CBC and city border cooperation, i.e., as is the case of the establishment of the Euro-cities. 

Still, as abovementioned, the recent developments going on European territory are threaten-

ing such relationships among European nations and even with other continents, leading to 

the necessity to rethink some of the EU policies.

In this regard, four European CBC case studies (Figure 1) focused from different aspects and 
perspectives will be exposed, analyzed, and assessed, enabling a multivariated effect analysis 
of city cooperation in land use planning and decision-making processes. Thus, the case stud-

ies need to meet the following criteria:

• Cities must present a historic of city cooperation.

• Countries should present CBC projects toward the integration of environmental, sociocul-

tural, and economic development goals.

• The distance between cities should be no longer than 100 km.

Figure 1. Selected case studies. (A) Vienna-Bratislava-Brno-Györ, (B) Copenhagen-Malmö, (C) Oradea-Debrecen, and 

(D) Ruse-Giurgiu.
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5.1. Case study analysis

5.1.1. Vienna-Bratislava-Brno-Györ: the labor force as a catalyst “4” city cooperation

The institutional relations between the cities of Bratislava, Vienna, Brno, and Györ are driven, 

mainly, by the desire to promote economic development. With the end of the transitional 

period—limiting the right of Slovak workers to enter the labor market in the European Union 

in 2011—the cooperation levels between the cities have considerably increased. Nowadays, 

the leading entity, regarding CBC, is the Centrope Strategy 2013—which includes territories 

of Hungary, the Czech Republic, Austria, and Slovakia. In this regard, one of the main goals 

of such strategy is to foster a coordinated approach toward a sustainable regional planning 

to improve connectivity and the movement between cities, in this large region, regarding 

accessibility and transportation infrastructure and services [77]. All the regions present great 

results; however, it should be highlighted that the city of Bratislava once is perhaps one of 

the best examples of urban growth in the globalization Era [1, 7]. These great results may be 

explained mainly by its privileged geographical situation, at the heart of a rapid European 
development, presenting interesting future indicators for their citizens, along with new 

opportunities and horizons perfectly possible to reach.

Identified critical factors: common objectives and Master’s Plans, connectivity-movement between 

cities, and stronger economy.

5.1.2. Copenhagen-Malmö: a strong cooperation through a bridge below Öresund

The cooperation around the Øresund Strait mainly focuses on cross-border economic devel-

opment based on knowledge and innovation—several clusters in life sciences and clean tech-

nologies. Projects as the Øresund Bridge, the train or the freeway, are just some example that 
have enabled an increase on accessibility standards and improving border functional inte-

gration among regions, which have led to the development and construction of new urban 

districts, i.e., Ørestad, in Copenhagen, and Hyllie, in Malmö, through this transboundary 

linkage. Being peripheral cities normally seen as a handicap, however, in this case, it has 

turned into an advantage thanks to the great relationships among these territories and the 

commitment demonstrated by the main actors of the common regional planning processes 

and the decision-makers.

Identified critical factors: common objectives and Master’s Plans, connectivity-movement between 

cities, and stronger economy.

5.1.3. Oradea-Debrecen: CrossTrans toward the EU standards

If the cooperation between these two cities is still young and also poorly developed, the possi-

bilities for growth through new cooperations and synergies are considerably high, once these 

two cities perform one of the major urban agglomerations of the region—leading to a signifi-

cant amount of human resources. By the other hand, the existence of a Hungarian minority in 
the Romanian side contributes to a stronger regional cohesion. Still, both cities are inserted in 

the Euroregion Hajdu-Bihar Bihor, where one of the pre-established goals of the Euroregion 
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is fostering a better integration of the projects carried out by the public regarding: health, 
culture, education, and economic development. The distance between these two cities, about 

65–70 km, should also be taken into account. So, their territorial success depends on well-

developed connectivity between cities; so, the CrossTrans project, as well as the establishment 

of other infrastructures, has been critical to achieving the so desired success. Besides, it also 

should be considered that the region is not Schengen Area, or a member of the common cur-

rency (Euro), leading to more handicaps for the territories. Nevertheless, and against all the 

low odds, the region through CBC strategies shows significant positive performances which 
conduct an approach to European standards.

Identified critical factors: access to European funds, connectivity-movement between cities, and 

increasing life’s standards.

5.1.4. Ruse-Giurgiu: the importance of being inserted in a Euroregion

The cities of Ruse and Giurgiu constitute the largest border urban agglomeration between 

Bulgaria and Romania, separated by the Danube River, which is in itself a reason for coop-

eration since a long time, i.e., common urban planning due to extreme flood phenomena. 
Along with the previously identified reason for cooperating, also exists the need for the 
rehabilitation of accessibility infrastructures promoting a transboundary integration avow-

ing infrastructural duplication in CBC [7]. Also, in this case, the area is inserted within a 

Euroregion—Danubius Euroregion. Thus, it is possible to verify, once more, the importance 

of being inserted in a Euroregion, mainly, for cities and regions that denote an estrangement 

from the European standards—which, unfortunately in many cases, is more evident. So, their 

integration in larger common regional development programs, i.e., the Euroregions, conducts 

that the performances presented by these “Euroregionalized regions” start to reverse the 

estrangement tendency and consequently a closeness to the EU standards.

Identified critical factors: access to European funds and connectivity-movement between cities.

5.2. Outcomes

In this regard, general settings including statistical data for the population of the cities and 
the corresponding region or influenced area (Table 1), as well as data for the distance-time 

between the cities of these border areas (Table 2), were analyzed. Through that analysis, it is 

possible to understand their spatial configuration, i.e., different spatial configurations and 
different urban patterns and dynamics, concurring with previous researches and studies as 
the one conducted by ESPON regarding Urban Functions [78], among many other studies and 

works developed in the same context.

Also, an indicator which allows that to analyze the economic dynamics of the territories, i.e., 

GDP per capita in terms of purchasing power parity, is presented in Table 3, covering both 

sides of the border. Analyzing Table 3, it is possible to understand the socioeconomic dynam-

ics of the urban areas under study, i.e., GDP per capita for each case study region for the 3 

years 2000, 2006, and 2011, where in all cases, the GDP per capita has increased in absolute 

terms but with very different rates. For an easy reading, in the last column, the information is 
synthesized using signs which allow seeing whether GDP has increased at rates, which are:
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• Still below the average increase for European regions in NUTS 3 (−), which was 5500 €.

• Between 5000 € and 10,000 € above the EU average growth (+).

• Very above (++), over 10,000 € elation to the population.

It is a well-documented fact that labor market can play a critical role through the impact on 

cross-border integration [81]; so, throughout Table 4, it is possible to analyze the differences 
in unemployment levels and where cross-border cooperation can potentially allow a higher 

fluidity of the labor market for the benefit of both sides of urban regions [80, 81].

Table 5 shows the identified factors for territorial success on the case studies.

Case study Country Area (km2) Spatial structure Population

Vienna-Bratislava-Brno-Györ 

(Centrope region)

AT

SK

CZ

HU

48,200 Cross-border polycentric 

metropolitan region

6,500,000

Copenhagen-Malmö DK

SE

21,800 Cross-border polycentric 

metropolitan region

3,800,000

Oradea-Debrecen RO

HU

13,600 Cross-border polycentric 

metropolitan region

1,134,255

Ruse-Giurgiu BG

RO

195 Cross-border agglomeration 204,297

AT, Austria; SK, Slovakia; CZ, Czech Republic; HU, Hungary; DK, Denmark; SE, Sweden; RO, Romania; and BG, Bulgaria.

Table 1. General settings and spatial structure (source: [77, 79]).

Case study Country Between main cities Travel time (min)

By public transport By car By bus

Vienna-Bratislava-Brno-Györ 

(Centrope region)

AT Vienna-Bratislava 83 54 /

SK Vienna-Györ 116 81

Vienna-Brno 137 103

CZ Bratislava-Györ 91 55

Bratislava-Brno 87 78

HU Brno-Györ 248 122

Copenhagen-Malmö DK

SE

Copenhagen-Malmö 34 48 /

Oradea-Debrecen RO

HU

Oradea-Debrecen 54 69 /

Ruse-Giurgiu BG

RO

Ruse-Giurgiu / 15 15

AT, Austria; SK, Slovakia; CZ, Czech Republic; HU, Hungary; DK, Denmark; SE, Sweden; RO, Romania; and BG, Bulgaria.

Table 2. Connectivity and accessibility-movement between cities (source: [80]).
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Case study Country GDP per capita Evolution (2000/2011)

2000 2006 2013

Vienna-Bratislava-Brno-Györ AT 30,263 34,547 36,562 +

SK 12,400 17,200 19,000 +

CZ 12,803 16,139 18,652 +

HU 15,652 26,855 34,357 ++

Copenhagen-Malmö DK 22,100 25,700 27,100 —

SE 29,161 33,419 36,667 +

Oradea-Debrecen RO 7600 10,900 12,500 —

HU 4700 9300 10,100 —

Ruse-Giurgiu BG 4700 7100 8700 —

RO 2700 4800 9000 +

Notes: (−) means that the evolution of the GDP per capita is below 5.500 € (EU NUTS 3 average growth) between 2000 
and 2011; (+) means that the evolution of the GDP per capita is between 5.500 and 10.000 € between 2000 and 2011; (++) 
means that the evolution of the GDP per capita is higher than 10.000 € between 2000 and 2011; The threshold values 
have been calculated based on the average and standard deviation in all the NUTS 3 regions in the EU. AT, Austria; SK, 
Slovakia; CZ, Czech Republic; HU, Hungary; DK, Denmark; SE, Sweden; RO, Romania; and BG, Bulgaria.

Table 3. GDP per capita dynamics (source: [77, 79]).

Case study Country NUTS2* Active 

population 

2006/2013 (%)

Unemployment rate (%) Employment 

2006/2013 (%)

2006 2013 Difference 
(%)

Vienna-Bratislava-
Brno-Györ

Burgenland 3.5 5 4.7 −1 4.7

AT Niederösterreich 6.2 4 5.6 0.5 5.6

SK Wien 7.4 8.8 7.8 −0.4 7.8

CZ Jihovýchod 3.7 7.1 4.1 −0.3 4.1

HU Nyugat-Dunántúl −0.7 5.7 −2.7 2.1 −2.7

Bratislavský kraj 0.3 4.6 −1.7 1.8 −1.7

Copenhagen-
Malmö

DK Sydsverige 9 8.2 6.8 1.7 6.8

SE Hovedstaden 8.8 5 3.8 2.4 3.8

Sjælland −2 4 −5.6 2.8 −5.6

Oradea-Debrecen RO Észak-Alföld 5.7 11 1.7 3.4 1.7

HU Nord-Vest 0.6 5.9 2.7 −1.8 2.7

Ruse-Giurgiu BG Severen Tsentralen −9.1 13.5 −11.1 1.8 −11.1

RO Sud-Muntenia −8.8 9.4 −9 0.5 −9

AT, Austria; SK, Slovakia; CZ, Czech Republic; HU, Hungary; DK, Denmark; SE, Sweden; RO, Romania; and BG, 
Bulgaria.*Totally or partly incorporated in cross-border urban areas.

Table 4. Labor market dynamics (2006/2013) (source: [77, 79]).
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6. Discussion and conclusions

The performed multivariated analysis of the case studies enabled us to identify critical fac-

tors for territorial success through CBC projects. Nevertheless, similar studies have already 

been developed, i.e., [7, 10, 32, 66], among many others, however, not through a multivariated 

analysis focusing on the addressed case studies. Thus, the present study allowed to define 
specific factors for these cases as well as to establish a correlation with land use, urban plan-

ning, city cooperation, and CBC.

So, from an individualized perspective, two rhythms of development and consequently two 
groups of factors and objectives can be defined; in order words, through the analysis of the 
case studies, it is verified that the cases located in Central and North Europe, Bratislava-
Vienna-Brno-Györ, and Copenhagen-Malmö, have similar objectives, i.e., common objectives, 

Master’s plans, and stronger economy, while in the cases of Eastern Europe, Oradea-Debrecen, 

and Ruse-Giurgiu, the factors and objectives are access to the EU funds and increase in 

life’s standards, demonstrating significant disparities in the development levels within the 
European continent. However, one of the identified factors is common to all case studies: con-

nectivity-movement between cities, showing unequivocally its relevance to achieve territorial 
success as well as the so desired sustainable development. In this regard, to achieve a sustain-

able, well-developed and abiding CBC project, all the critical factors, even the ones that have 

been assigned only for some of the cases, should be considered and not be underestimated [6]; 

such statement is valid not only for the planners but mainly for the decision-makers.

The historical and social evolution that European territories have felt through time should 

also be focused; along with the land use, changes as well as territorial landscapes, urban 

and rural, are the outcome of policies and administrative actions leading to strengthen urban 

agglomerations giving them the consistency that they present as a result of the application 

of regional strategies, i.e., the plurality of Europe [41]. In fact, the reality of the twenty-first 
century is increasingly the change tendency in the urban landscapes of these “new times,” i.e., 

technological, and socioeconomically, where city cooperation is not an exception.

In fact, throughout history, territories have always sought an approach to the more devel-

oped/avant-garde nations of their time. Nowadays, and based on the results of the present 

Identified factors Case studies

Vienna-Bratislava-

Brno-Györ

Copenhagen-

Malmö

Oradea-

Debrecen

Ruse-Giurgiu

Access to European funds x x

Common objectives and Master’s Plans x x

Connectivity-Movement between cities x x x x

Increasing life’s standards x

Stronger economy x x

Table 5. Identified factors.
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study, economies and countries of Central and Northern Europe, along with the United 
States, continue to be references to good practice, formatting the urban agglomerations and 
their landscapes in the demand for such standards.
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