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A. Introduction 
 

 
Fig. 1: freight and persons crossing the Danish borders, 2006 and 2009/2011 
 
The Danish-German border is short in comparison to other EU internal borders. Still it is relevant 
also as the border between the continent and Scandinavia, or the countries within the Nordic 
Council. The border’s history is conflict ridden. It was drawn in 1920, together with other new 
borders drawn in connection with the post WW-I order in Europe, reflecting (not only) the result of 
a plebiscite. The decades from 1920 to the 1950’s witnessed a bordering process with clear 
demarcation as well as the introduction of strict visa regimes and migration restriction, 
accompanied by the cut of economic flows and continued political challenges to the exact location 
of the border. Especially Denmark was interested in securing the border from possible German 
claims of revision. This changed only after Denmark joined the EC in 1973. Infrastructure 
investments as a freeway (opened fully in 1983) connecting the Jutland peninsula with the Hamburg 
metropolitan area and its seaport (2nd-3rd in Europe), the shorter “line as the birds fly” rail and road 
connection across Fehmarn-Lolland, disrupted by a 1 h ferry passage (1963), the introduction of 
frequent ferry services on the Rostock-Gedser route after German reunification (1990) and the 
planned fixed link under the Fehmarn Belt together with railway and road improvements on both 
shores (opening in the 2020’s) have made the region the major transport corridor between Europe 
and Scandinavia.  
 
Today, there are two motorway crossings (one disrupted by a ferry service sailing at 30 min. 
intervals), one major highway crossing as well as several smaller road crossings. Three rail lines 
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cross the border: one electrified, mostly double track line with intercity passenger train and freight 
train services, one local line and another international, non-electrified but single track line disrupted 
by a ferry service (1 h); international passenger trains are boarding the ferry. Another ferry service 
(2 h) connects Gedser to Rostock in former East Germany, sailing at 2 h intervals.  
  
Regular passport control at the border stopped in March 2001, after the Nordic countries had 
acceded to the Schengen cooperation. Since January 2016, “temporary” passport controls have been 
reintroduced by Denmark, as a reaction to domestic policy pressure, the migration crisis of the 
summer and fall of 2015 and the Swedish decision to introduce border controls at the Swedish-
Danish border. 
 
Regional cooperation has existed across the land border since the late 1950’s and across the 
Fehmarn Belt since the 1970’s. Interreg has been implemented in the region from the very start of 
the program. There are a few cross-border infrastructure-sharing projects: cross-border ambulance 
service, cross-border rescue helicopter service, cross-border university study programs, and cross-
border emergency (fire depts.) agreements.  
 
Culturally, the settlement of 1920 included a framework to accommodate the dissenters at the 
plebiscite (ca. 20 % in the South, 25% in the North) as national minorities with cultural autonomy, 
separate schools etc. This has resulted in a parallel, bicultural institutional setting in the land border 
region unique within Europe with i.e. regular, tuition-free Danish schools in Germany and German 
schools in Denmark. Nevertheless, bilingualism is not a standard in the region. While older (40+) 
local Danes usually have a conversational command of German, this is receding in younger 
generations. Knowledge of Danish is very limited on the German side of the border in all 
generations. 
 
Bordering processes have become territorial with the emerging nation states of the 19th and 20th 
century. The highest degree of territorialization was achieved with the border drawn in 1920 on a 
basis of the plebiscite and the following state policies to secure the border (visa regimes, customs 
etc.). The minority regime (cultural autonomy and ties to the kin-state) was exempted of this policy, 
but likewise intended as a territorially bounded regime reflecting earlier territorial concepts of 
Denmark and Germany. Only increasing European integration implemented at regional level has 
challenged the territorial bordering processes through economic flows and cross-border policy 
strategies. Still, the territorial trap is quite persistent; the legal quality of the territorial border 
challenging most cross-border initiatives and often leading to failure or temporary structures only.  
 
 
B. History of the borderlands in your country 
 
The present land border between Denmark and Germany was drawn in 1920 to end the 19th century 
struggle of the region as source of conflict between Danish and German nation-state-building 
projects. The actual line was drawn around 1900 (Fink, 1995) and approved in an internationally 
supervised plebiscite in 1920 (on terms Denmark negotiated at the Paris Peace Conference), where 
75% of the North-Schleswig population voted to be a part of Denmark, while 80% of the population 
of South Schleswig voted to remain in Germany. Since then, powerful nationalistic discourses, both 
in Denmark and Germany have contributed to divide what had previously been a rather 
homogeneous cultural entity. The recent partition of Schleswig also had the effect of restructuring 
the regional trade system that had existed for centuries and redefining the role of regional centers, 
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such as Sønderborg or Flensburg, which ended up being located at the very periphery of Denmark 
and Germany. The establishment of a sea border in the Fehmarn Belt and further East also cut 
economic ties, but never had such a psychological impact, as it was not connected to national 
myths.  
 
B1. Evolution of the borderland regions in history 
 
The history of the Sønderjylland-Schleswig region became crucial to Danish-German relations in 
the 19th century; while never posing such a problem before. The origins of a Danish-German border 
disappear into the myths of pre-history. An archeological landmark from the 6th or 7th century, the 
“Dannevirke” near the city of Schleswig, was later interpreted as a Danish wall against possible 
German invaders. In 811, a treaty between Franks and Danes marked the Eider river as the northern 
border of the Holy Roman Empire, but the area around remained a border zone and only evolved 
into a fixed line during the 12th century, together with increased settlement in this previously 
deserted, deeply forested and swamped area (Auge, 2013).   
 
The duchy of Schleswig was then separated from the Danish Kingdom and ruled as a fief to provide 
for a minor line of the royal family. During the feuds of the 13th and 14th century, it became 
dynastically connected to the Saxon county of Holstein south of the Eider river, which had been a 
northern territory of the Holy Roman Empire since Charlemagne’s conquest of the Saxon territories. 
In 1460, Schleswig and Holstein were formally united when their nobility elected Danish king 
Christian I. as their duke, in reward for several privileges granted. This dynastic agreement bound 
the duchies to the Danish monarchy, but at the same time it was the fundament for regional political 
autonomy, and it also bound the Danish monarchy to the Holy Roman Empire; a constellation 
working very satisfactorily for all stakeholders during the coming centuries.  
 
Only in the 19th century did this constellation become problematic, when both Danish and German 
national movements claimed the region for their respective national project, using a mixture of 
dynastic, juridical, lingual and cultural arguments to support their claim. The movements had their 
centers in Denmark (especially Copenhagen) and Germany (with an important faction in Kiel), but 
were also supported by locals. Many others, though, maintained a Schleswigian identity loyal to the 
Danish crown. Still, in the wake of the Paris revolution in 1848, a provisional government was 
proclaimed in Kiel revolting against the Danish monarchy; in fear of a nationalist government in 
Copenhagen attempting to separate Schleswig from Holstein and integrate it into the Danish 
kingdom. Denmark won the following First Schleswig War (1848-1851), because the European 
powers put pressure on Prussia to pull out its troops, which in the beginning had supported the 
Schleswig-Holstein insurgents. The peace treaty of London retained the status quo: Schleswig and 
Holstein remained under Danish rule, but were to be kept separate from the Danish kingdom.  
 
This framework proved difficult for further constitutional development and did not satisfy either 
side. In November 1863, Denmark passed a constitution that should be valid in the kingdom and 
Schleswig, a clear breach of the London agreement. Prussia took this as a casus belli and declared 
war together with Austria on behalf of the German Confederation. The Second Schleswig War 
(1864) ended with the defeat of Denmark and the incorporation of the two disputed duchies into the 
German Empire. The decisive battle at Dybbøl is still modern Denmark’s most important historical 
lieux de memoire, celebrated annually with participation of high ranking politicians and members of 
the royal family.  
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The conflict also resulted in the strengthening of nationalistic ideologies. Denmark became a nation 
state, with the sacrifice at Dybbøl as one of the essential national myths. The Danish population of 
Northern Schleswig organized as minority and came under assimilation pressure by the authorities 
from the late 1880’s. Many arranged with the new situation, when hopes for a plebiscite vanished 
around the turn from the 19th to the 20th century. 
 
The end of the First World War and the defeat of Germany opened new possibilities for the 
Schleswig question. Denmark suggested organizing a plebiscite, which would address the 
delineation of the border with Germany. The idea of organizing a plebiscite actually dates back 
from 1866 (Peace of Prague) but could only be implemented before after the First World War. The 
Danish government asked the Allied Powers at the Paris Peace Conference (1919) to consider a 
plebiscite in order to strengthen a peaceful settlement of the border conflict. The proposition was 
accepted and two plebiscites were organized on 10 February and 14 March 1920. The modus was 
designed by Denmark: there were two voting zones, where the northern Zone 1 voted en-bloc, while 
the southern zone voted by parish opening up for local adaptions of the future border to the south. 
Voting was restricted to men and women above 20 years of age who had resided within the region 
at least since 1 January 1900 to counterweigh the immigration of Germans that had taken place 
since the incorporation into Prussia. Today’s border is the line dividing zone 1 and 2. This line was 
already depicted as the most practical border between a Danish nation state and Germany in the 
1890s by Hans Victor Clausen, a Danish historian (Fink, 1995). In Zone 1, 74.9% of the voters 
wished to come under Danish rule. A noticeable proportion of the voters located in the southern part 
of the zone, however, indicated their preference for Germany, with German majorities in the towns 
of Tønder, Aabenraa, Sønderborg and Højer. In Zone 2, 80.2% voted for Germany. Only three 
small villages on the Wadden Sea island of Föhr had Danish majorities.  
 
During the Second World War, the German occupation of Denmark exacerbated the hope of the 
German minority to obtain a border revision. This wish was, however, not fulfilled due to the 
German defeat. After the Second World War, the region experienced a period of intense nationalism 
(Klatt, 2011: 90). Nevertheless, an immediate change of the border was not on the agenda of any 
Danish government, and a “cautious dialogue” (Becker-Christensen, 2001) between the two 
countries started after the establishment of the Federal Republic of Germany in 1949 and its 
accession to NATO in 1955. Despite being still rather homogeneous from a demographic and ethnic 
perspective, the region has remained a crucial political issue for both Denmark and Germany at 
least until the millennium. Recent debates on the uneven economic development of Denmark have 
surged voices of a “re-unification” with Germany, as well as the late Danish member of the 
Schleswig-Holstein diet (1971-1996), Karl Otto Meyer, reiterated that the Danish minority (or at 
least he himself) had not given up the claim to the right of self-determination implying a possible 
future change of the border, if conditions were such.  
 
Nevertheless, cooperation started slowly after West Germany’s accession to NATO, but was de-
facto restricted to cultural events and political small-talk until the 1970’s. When Denmark joined 
the EC, the Schleswig-Holstein state government addressed the then popular idea of creating a 
euroregion and a joint planning commission. These initiatives were not welcomed by Denmark, 
who opposed institutionalization of cross-border cooperation out of a fear of German interference 
into Danish internal affairs. Only in 1997 did the Danes adhere to German requests of establishing a 
euroregion, without using the “euro-”name, though.  
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Still, in spite of inspiring manifold cross-border projects and providing a competence center for 
cross-border activities, very little progress has been made to transform Sønderjylland-Schleswig 
into an institutionally integrated cross-border region. 
 
 
B2. Increased role of globalization in the borderlands  
 
Sønderjylland-Schleswig has historically been a well-connected region. The Viking city of Hedeby 
was an important trading place between the Baltic and the North Sea, frequented by traders from all 
over the medieval world. The city was situated at the crossroads of a north-south highway, the so-
called “oxen highway” from Viborg in Jutland to the Elbe river, and the shortest passage from the 
North Sea via Eider and Treene rivers to the Baltic Sea via the Schlei inlet. This strategic location 
assured intensive trade and cultural contacts. In early modern times, merchants from the region 
sailed for whaling in the Arctic and traded the Mediterranean, Africa and the West Indies. In the 
18th and 19th centuries, trade relations were also quite developed between Hamburg and the Jutland 
Peninsula, which resulted in economic and cultural transfers between Schleswig, Holstein, and 
beyond (Klatt, 2014: 359). This development was halted in the Napoleonic wars and came to a 
standstill in the industrialization of the 19th century. Intense seasonal migrations were still taking 
place from Jutland to the richer farmlands of East Schleswig prior to the 20th century, though 
(Pedersen, 2014). After the annexation to Germany, trade routes to Norway, Britain and the West 
Indies diminished. Steam shipping favored bigger harbors than Flensburg and the smaller harbors of 
Schleswig, and the German Empire focused on military investments into a new navy to challenge 
British supremacy of the sea. Schleswig became a peripheral region, with many young people 
emigrating to the new industrial centers in Germany or overseas. 
 
The 1920 plebiscite resulted in a tightening of the border and marked the beginning of a new era for 
the regional economy. While population flows were largely free before the 1920s, visa requirements 
were now introduced between the two countries, in place until 1954. Especially Denmark 
prioritized the integration of Southern Jutland’s economy into the Danish economy, cutting its ties 
to Germany (Andersen, 2008). Nation-building on both sides had the effect of severing social and 
economic ties and make regional integration more difficult than in the past. Between 1920 and 
1973, the border functioned as a barrier to trade and labor mobility and one can hardly speak of an 
integrated borderland. In the 1930s, border region residents were allowed to work on the other side 
for a maximum of three weeks in a row. The situation became even more restrictive after the 
Second World War, as cross-border activities were restricted to material and cultural support of 
both national minorities. Sønderjylland-Schleswig experienced alienation rather than cooperation 
and border struggle rather than bridge-building during the 1950s. The region was peaceful, but 
contacts and exchanges between Denmark and Germany were limited (Klatt, 2006b).  
 
In the 1970s, while many other European border regions experienced a renewal of cross-border 
cooperation, both sides in the Sønderjylland-Schleswig region still maintained opposing positions 
as to whether and how cross-border cooperation should take place. Germany was – and still is – 
more favorable to institutional cooperation than Denmark, which regarded the German position as 
ideological (Klatt, 2004). For Denmark, cross-border cooperation should be based on a case-by-case 
basis and remain as little institutionalized as possible. While Germany had a positive approach to 
cross-border cooperation as a tool to promote peace and heal the scars of the past, Denmark was full 
of reservations and rejected the idea of an institutionalized cooperation with Germany. As a result, 
no agreement of any kind, and no formal institution was accepted from the Danish side in 



6 
 

Sønderjylland-Schleswig. In many respects, this opposition born after the end of the Second World 
War between an institutionalized and an ad hoc model, continues to define Germany and 
Denmark’s visions of cross-border cooperation in the region. One should note that the Danish 
vision is peculiar to Sønderjylland-Schleswig and profoundly influenced by the past conflicts with 
Germany. In the Øresund region, between Copenhagen and Malmö, the Danish state has adopted a 
far more offensive stand on cross-border cooperation with its Swedish neighbor, hardly any 
resistance – and much more investments – to facilitate regional integration. 
 
Still, the beginning of the 1970s marked a change in the relations between the two countries. As 
Denmark became a member of the European Community (EC) in 1973, a more open labor market 
was progressively introduced in the region. The common market contributed to erase some of the 
obstacles that couldn’t be overcome bilaterally. The main progresses were made in the field of 
environmental issues, with the establishment of a Joint Committee for the Flensburg Fjord in 1972 
(Becker-Christensen, 2001). This institution was later replaced with the Flensburg Fjord 
Commission that aimed at defining mutual targets in order to improve the water quality in the fjord. 
In the mid-1980s, however, the Commission gradually lost its relevance and ceased to play an 
important role in the border region. Still it is a very interesting example of cooperation, as, contrary 
to usual cross-boundary water commissions, it never was formalized in a bilateral treaty. 
Furthermore, the members were local authorities only. Still, it was possible to agree on a cross-
border action plan and implement it as well. As in other border regions, such as the Lake Constance 
region between Germany, Switzerland and Austria, environmental issues have often helped cross-
border cooperation to evolve around practical initiatives.  
 
Later on, another institutional change was related to the EU regional policy and the launch of the 
first Interreg program in 1989, which offered new possibilities of obtaining financial support for 
border regions. This originated in the first real common and cross-border action program between 
both states in 1988 (Klatt, 2006b) and in the establishment of a Danish-German joint management 
committee. The Schengen Agreement, signed in December 1996 and implemented in March 2001 
by Denmark, further facilitated informal integration of the region by removing the quite common 
traffic jams at the border checkpoints and the reopening of a number of smaller road- and 
bicyle/pedestrian crossing points. In 1997, Sønderjylland-Schleswig finally was instutitonalized as a 
cross-border Euroregion; against considerable public resistance on the Danish side, though (Klatt, 
2006b, Yndigegn, 2012). 
 
Today, the region is actually rather well connected to the globalized world. It is the home of a few 
multinational companies, Danfoss being the most important one. Hamburg and Copenhagen 
metropolitan areas are 2-3 h away by car or train. About 60% of the Danish export to Germany 
travels through the region with an important logistics cluster in Padborg on the motorway from 
Jutland to Hamburg. A local airport in Sønderborg provides shuttle flights to Copenhagen 
international airport. Hamburg and Billund international airports are about 1.5-2 h by car, although 
not well connected by public transport. There is a mainly pedagogical university on the German 
side, and a technical college. On the Danish side, there is a small campus of University of Southern 
Denmark, and a pedagogical college. At present time, the two universities offer one integrated 
cross-border study program.  
 
Thus, globalization is a fact also in the Danish-German border region. It is reflected in a wide range 
of cross-border networks of public and private actors. Interreg funds have increasingly been used to 
develop the region’s economic fabric to meet the needs of a globalized world. The Interreg project 
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“Den dansk-tyske region” (The Danish-German Region) identified six strengths the cross-border 
region should focus on: sustainable (renewable) energy, tourism and leisure economy, health and 
welfare technology, food industry, logistics and the knowledge economy. Furthermore, cross-border 
logistics development has been supported by Interreg.  
 
 
B3. In colonized countries – history of first people in borderlands 
 
Not relevant 
 
 
C. Culture of the borderlands in your country 
C1. Borderlands as cultural spatial islands or transition lands 
Historically, the Danish-German borderlands have been a zone of cultural transition between 
Denmark and Germany and not a cultural island that would possess a distinct cultural identity. 
Cultural nationalization policies of the 19th and 20th (and 21st) century have influenced the border’s 
function of a cultural separator. Cultural transmission across the border has been partially kept up 
within the parallel systems of the national minorities, but as such only been partially absorbed 
outside these minorities. So even though Danish and German culture have been deeply intertwined 
and have common roots as European cultural phenomena, there has been a clear Danish nationalist 
invoked separation to counteract German attempts of inclusion of “Danish” or “Nordic” into 
common Germanic nationalist culture (Feldbæk, 1992). A special borderlands culture has been 
fostered into a national paradigm reflecting cultural bordering and outpost images.  
 
Border crossing cultural policies were restricted to the national minorities’ interest in cultural ties 
with their kin-state, but not intended as creating cultural transition. The Schleswig model on 
minority reconciliation built on two pillars: individual, self-identification and a far reaching cultural 
autonomy within a parallel system of institutions. This model was put in place in 1920, but only 
formally catechized in the unilateral, parallel Bonn-Copenhagen governmental declarations of 1955 
(Kühl, 2005). Since the late 20th centuries, especially with the nascent ethnic conflicts in central and 
Eastern Europe breaking out at the end of the cold war, the Danish-German settlement has been 
increasingly narrated as a “model” to be transferred into other border regions of conflict (Kühl and 
Bohn, 2005). In line with this narrative, the minorities have increasingly become aware of their 
potential role as regional facilitators and often describe themselves as bridges between the German 
and the Danish cultures and languages (Klatt, 2013b, Malloy, 2010).  
 
C2. In motion or stable – produced or reproduced – cultural continuity or discontinuity? 
In landscape, the Danish-German border region is divided into three parts on an East-West line, 
while the border divides north-south. As such, there clearly is (and has never been) any notion of a 
“natural” border between Denmark and Germany as a border of natural-geographical 
characteristics; even though Danish historiography attempted to construct such a border on the 
Eider river, a small, easy bridgeable stream flowing across the peninsula, from its source near Kiel 
via Rendsburg to its North Sea mouth near Tönning. On the West coast, the unique Wadden Sea 
and its marshlands dominate the scenery, as well as the local culture of fishing, high sea faring 
(trade and whaling) and cattle grazing. The sandy midlands follow, characterized by a low 
population density of mainly subsistence farming, while the rich moraine soil of the Eastern hills 
contributed to a rich farming and food industry culture, both north and south of the border.    
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Ethnically, the region was populated by Anglo-Saxon, Jutian and probably also Slavic tribes in pre-
history. On the West coast, Frisians settled in early medieval periods.   
Christianization moved from south to north and was completed around 1000 AD. Place names 
indicate a border zone between Jutian (Danish) and Saxon (German) settlement in the woodlands 
between the Schlei inlet and the Eider River until the 11th-12th century. Since then, though, trade 
and migration have altered the language situation. Low German replaced Old Danish in the legal 
documents like town charters in the 13th and 14th century, in line with the strength of Low German 
as the dominant language of communication in commerce around the Baltic Sea. With the 
establishment of a proto state in the duchy of Schleswig by the 1400s, German became the language 
of administration as well as communication of the social elite of noblemen and burghers in the 
cities. This was reinforced, when Lutheran reformation was introduced in 1537. Then, the Danish 
monarchy was firmly established as an early modern state, with a special status based on medieval 
privileges prevailing in the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein, maintained by the strong local 
nobility. So we have the peculiar, but not untypical pre-national notion of a “Danish” monarchy 
ruling a border territory in German as language of administration, courts and higher education 
through a regional, German speaking but loyal elite.  
 
This model was only challenged by the increasing awareness of language issues relating to so-called 
national awakening. A conscious class of free, Danish speaking farmers challenged the dominating 
status of the German language in the early 1800s. At the same time previous economic fortunes had 
changed after Denmark’s unfortunate involvement in the Napoleonic wars including a state 
bankruptcy, a development which weakened German merchants and peasants loyalty to the Danish 
crown. Additionally, a language shift was detectable in the first half of the 19th century in Angeln, 
southeast of Flensburg, where people changed from the local Danish dialect into Low German in 
daily use; probably because of increasing wealth and the adaption to bourgeois lifestyle experienced 
in Hamburg. Suddenly the growing Danish national movement became aware of the low social 
status of the Danish language in Schleswig, a situation aggravating when the newly established 
estate assembly in Schleswig negotiated in German and only reluctantly allowed Danish 
contributions when a deputy did not have the “necessary command” of German. Political initiatives 
from Copenhagen intending to strengthen the Danish language in Schleswig’s public administration 
and courts were met with resistance by civil servants, who very often did not speak Danish.   
 
After the Schleswig wars, language policies were forced upon the population. A policy to re-
introduce Danish in the central districts in the interwar years (1851-63) aroused the local 
population’s opposition. In the 1880s, Prussia enforced a cultural Germanization policy by 
excluding Danish from the school curriculum in all Schleswig. Neither policy changed national 
identification significantly, which was not necessarily based on linguistic patterns anyway, but 
paved the way for cultural division becoming mainstream policy in the 20th century. Linguistically, 
though, German still had an important position in the border region, as in all Denmark, as first (and 
mostly only) foreign language until 1945. Many Danes still felt tied to German high culture. 
 
The Nazi-occupation during the Second World War ended this cultural relationship. After 1945, 
relations to German severed, and Danes adopted Anglo-American culture as desirable. For the 
border region, this development delayed. The German language actually had a renaissance with the 
upcoming of television, as it offered an alternative entertainment to the only Danish TV-channel 
existing until the mid-1980s. Since, though, English language satellite channels have taken over 
here, too. There is a constant complaint of especially Danish business and industry organizations on 
the decline of the average Dane’s command of the German language.   
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For the German side, there is widespread ignorance of Danish culture in the population. This has 
changed only by the international success of some recent Danish TV-productions like 
“Forbrydelsen” (The Killing), “Broen” (The Bridge) and “Borgen”, which were coproduced with 
German TV networks and broadcasted there – not on prime time, though. Furthermore, 
Scandinavian literature and especially detective stories have an audience in Germany. There are no 
indications, though, that the border region significantly deviates from all Germany in the 
consumption of Danish TV and literature.   
 
Digitalization as well as internet streaming has actually constrained cross-border media 
consumption. While reception of analogue antenna TV ranged some 50 km across the border, this 
has been reduced to some 5 km with digitalization, and copyright issues make it impossible to 
stream many programs with a computer located on the other side of the border. Most German 
cable/internet TV providers do not include Danish channels in their packages, while German 
channels can be added to most Danish TV packages.  
 
Danish as a foreign language is taught in quite a few secondary schools on the German side of the 
border region, but only as not obligatory, elective second or even third foreign language.  
 
In the euroregion Sønderjylland-Schleswig, culture has evolved as one of the focus points, not the 
least because other activities have proven difficult. Cultural activities can build on the extensive 
kin-state cultural support to the minorities. For example, the minorities’ public libraries are fully 
integrated into both the Danish and the German library systems making it easy to procure books and 
other media from the neighboring country. Furthermore, the minorities are provided with cultural 
programs from the kin-state ranging from theatre via concerts to modern popular culture. German 
folk music stars like Heino give concerts in Southern Jutland that are sold out regularly. The annual 
Schleswig-Holstein classical music festival includes concerts in Southern Jutland. The Danish 
Royal Theatre regularly performs in South Schleswig, together with other Danish theatre 
companies.  
  
At the local level, the German minority is included in the cooperation within Sønderjylland: its 
museum is a member of the South Jutland Museum Council. Many cross-border cultural initiatives 
have also been supported by EU funds in the framework of the Interreg program. The region 
Sønderjylland-Schleswig, for example, has been particularly active in promoting culture through 
diverse programs funded by Interreg III, IV and V. Most of the funding of the programs goes to 
micro-projects initiated by local associations. Given its limited cultural budget and human 
resources, the secretariat of Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig mainly responds to requests that are 
directly or indirectly linked to the borderlands, cross-cultural exchanges, and minorities and play 
the role of mediator and financial benefactor of local initiatives. These micro projects are aimed at 
bringing together the region’s citizens while creating new networks on both sides of the border. 
They are also supposed to overcome mental barriers, reduce obstacles to cross-border cooperation, 
and enhance tolerance and diversity in the region. For example, the KulturDialog program managed 
by the Region’s secretariat, which lasted from 2011 to 2014, was divided into 74 micro-projects for 
a total budget of 600,000 Euros (Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig 2014). It benefited myriad of 
local associations from both Denmark and Germany, such as the two main minority associations 
(Sydslesvigsk Forening and Bund Deutscher Nordschleswiger), local choirs (Grænsekorene, 
Sängerbund Schleswig-Holstein e.V.), festivals and other cultural and sport events. Recently, the 
KulturDialog has been upgraded into a cross-border cultural region, opening up for support for 
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cross-border cultural projects on a wide scale – but not integrating the existing cultural landscape 
still institutionally separated by the border. Attempts to merge the region’s Danish and German 
symphonic orchestras were not successful, mostly because of border-related issues of salary tariffs 
and other regulations.  
 
At a more regional level, one of the most ambitious projects in recent years has been Sønderborg 
2017 in which local institutional actors from the borderlands competed with other cities in Denmark 
and Europe to be designated by the European Union as European Capital of Culture. The project, 
entitled Countryside Metropolis, resolutely adopted a cross-border perspective to promote the 
region. The main message was that a high quality of life could also be achieved by small peripheral 
urban centers, particularly in border areas where synergies between countries are rarely used at the 
maximum of their potentialities. The project clearly aimed at changing the perceptions of the region 
in the mind of many Danes – for which Sønderjylland is often an unknown territory – and 
Europeans. It was carried out by a consortium of Danish municipalities from the border area, 
including Sønderborg, Aabenraa, Haderslev and Tønder, two German districts (Kreis) 
Nordfriesland and Schleswig-Flensburg, and the German city of Flensburg.  
 
This is certainly not the first time that the border dimension is used by European cities to highlight 
their cultural specificities. A recent example that immediately comes to mind is the one of 
Luxembourg and the Greater Region (2007), where the comparatively small city of Luxembourg 
joined forces with other French, German and Belgium cities. A major difference is, however, that 
the Luxembourg candidacy was heavily supported by the state, which used its considerable 
financial resources to invest massively in new cultural facilities (opera, national museums, 
exhibitions etc.) and promote Luxembourg as a major European cultural center. Another difference 
between the candidacy of Sønderborg and the one of Luxembourg is that Luxembourg experienced 
a formidable economic boom in the 2000s and attracted an increasing number of young and highly-
qualified workers from other European and North American countries, who were used to world-
class cultural facilities. Nothing of the sort is happening in Sønderborg and the border region where 
the population is ageing and will be declining and where the growth of economic activities is much 
more modest. By focusing on the European Capital of Culture as a mean to counter the decline and 
negative representations of peripheral regions, Sønderborg 2017 expressed a strong – albeit 
unconvincing – message to the European Union selection committee, who chose the rival city of 
Aarhus and its slogan Let’s Rethink.  
 
C3. Cultural evidence of representation or expression of resistances 
 
The expression of cultural differences in the region never took a violent form, which does not mean 
that the people living in the borderlands did not express resistances towards each other and/or 
assimilation policies of nation-states. As mentioned above, gradual changes of languages occurred 
moving the border of the dominant use of Danish and German vernacular northward. With broad 
alphabetization from the 19th century onwards, this became an issue of the state: public schooling 
required a language policy in education, while also the Lutheran thought of the decisive role of the 
“word” in church services induced language policies to be implemented in a linguistic sphere 
characterized by a multitude of vernacular dialects alongside more established standardized 
languages. Thus, during the 19th century, especially the status of standard German as language of 
administration and in court was challenged. The specific language policies implemented in central 
Schleswig in the 1850’s, aiming at (re-)danification, aroused considerable public protests. The same 
applies to Germanization policies in Northern Schleswig from the 1880’s, more or less totally 
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excluding Danish from the school curriculum. Resistance expressed itself by a thriving scene of 
private associations to support Danish language and culture in an expressive Kulturkampf against 
publicly sponsored organizations as the Pan-German League, Alldeutscher Verein für das nördliche 
Schleswig.    
 
After 1920, these resistances were meant to be appeased by the establishment of national minorities 
ensuring cultural diversity. Nevertheless, especially the larger German minority expressed 
resistance and discontent with the level of German education and German church services provided, 
just to name a few examples. It has to be noted, too, that Denmark applied cultural diversity within 
the public institutions of school and church, while Danish activities in Germany were of private 
nature. In 1933, the German minority acclaimed the Nazi takeover of power in Germany, openly 
advocating a border revision heim ins Reich. The Danish authorities were never fully able to 
suppress these demands, nor their voicing. The uncritical attitude of the German minority towards 
the Hitler-regime continued until the very end for its vast majority. 
 
As a consequence, after the war, the populations and authorities of Southern Jutland expressed an 
extreme hostility towards Germany and the German minority, whose schools and kindergartens 
were closed. South of the border, a movement to reunite with Denmark gained momentum, but was 
put under administrative pressure by the British military authorities as well as the soon again fully 
functioning German civil administration.  
 
As obvious criteria of being German or Danish are almost impossible to apply in Schleswig, 
belonging to a minority was not always accepted by the majority. The lack of national clarity should 
have supported the idea of cultural diversity, but actually the opposite was the case. National 
indifference was considered negative, as well as national deviance. In the north, the fact that the 
members of the German minority also spoke the local southern Jutian dialect at home made them 
suspicious and named them hjemmetyskere – home Germans. This should indicate that they weren’t 
actual Germans, but only thought they were. In the South, material aspects were connected to 
“Danishness”: members of the minority were considered Speckdänen, Bacon Danes, assuming that 
they only joined the Danish associations to get extra food rations. Again, it was argued, that these 
people were not different from the Germans, as they spoke German at home and did not have any 
specific attribute of ethnic Danishness.    
 
Thus, for both minorities, justification of cultural difference and securing minority education 
remained a central issue in their relationships with the state in the post-WW II period. During the 
1950s the discourse evolved and focused mainly on finding a way for the minorities to survive over 
generations. The promotion of an education linked to rural life context was used as a tool to urge 
the youth to stay in Schleswig instead of migrating to metropolitan areas for higher education or job 
opportunities.  
 
By the end of the 1960s, however, the German minority school system in Denmark became more 
inclusive of the Danish and the European dimensions. The purpose is now to educate youth 
connected to the German community and accustomed to the Danish language and culture. In other 
words, minority schools must accomplish a dual mission of introducing the students to their 
“national” culture and language and prepare them to live in a foreign state. The Danish school 
system in South Schleswig maintained its cultural Danish mission into the 21st century, although in 
practice educating the minority youth bi-culturally resulting in a high mobility of graduates within 
Germany, Denmark and Europe.  
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For the majority population, the post WW II agenda was characterized by re-bordering. Cross-
border contacts remained superficial. Culturally, indifference resulted in a lack of Danish-German 
interaction in the first decades after the war. From the mid 1970’s, though, the so-called 
Scandinavian model (or how they perceived it) became attractive for many left-wing Germans 
(Henningsen et al., 1998). Many German speaking inhabitants without closer ties to the region and 
its Danish minority chose to send their children to the Danish minority schools for pedagogical or 
life-style reasons (Klatt and Kühl, 2014). 
 
 
C4. Zones of transition?   
 
Historically, the border region between Denmark and Germany has definitely been a zone of 
transition. Normally, the territory of the medieval duchy of Schleswig was referred to, when people 
delineate the border region. Thus, the border region stretches from the Kongeå creek in the north to 
the Eider-Kiel Canal line in the south. The earliest name of this territory was Southern Jutland 
(Sønderjylland), but since the 13-1400s Schleswig as the city of residence of the duke became the 
more commonly used name. Both names became nationally loaded in the national conflict of the 
19th century, when Sønderjylland was retrieved as the more “Danish” name and Schleswig signified 
the Germanisation of the original “Danish” region (Henningsen and Hansen, 1997). This name 
conflict prevailed until the end of the 20th century and has made it impossible until this day to find a 
common name for the euroregion established in 1997 (Klatt, 2013a).  
Of course, the delineation of the border region is a social construction. Culturally, “transition” has 
been replaced by bordering. Today, the border delimits the use of Danish and German language. 
Cross-border cultural features (as the horse-back ring-riding, but also local foods) have been re-
narrated into national-regional features. Even linguistic irregularities in colloquial language 
explicable by Danish-German transition are interpreted as “Flensburg” or “South Danish” dialects 
(Pedersen, 2000). It could also be argued that the border region went as far south as Hamburg. 
Holstein was a part of the Danish monarchy until 1864, and north-south economic relations have 
focused on Hamburg since medieval time (Frandsen, 2008). 
 
Recently, other concepts of a spatial delimitation of the border region have appeared, based on 
relational approaches. The Region South Denmark, established in 2007, ended the administrative 
existence of the Danish part of historic Southern Jutland. It became an active actor within Danish-
German cooperation. From 2007-2013, a business-oriented “The Danish-German Region” was in 
operation, covering the whole Region South Denmark and the northern and central counties of 
Schleswig-Holstein. This Interreg-funded regional concept did not really stipulate in social practices 
or actual commitments. On the Fehmarn Belt, the construction of a road-rail tunnel has created a lot 
of political attention on cross-border region building, but so far without clear institutional or 
relational results. On the contrary, the whole tunnel project has been continuously challenged. It 
became also clear that the original time schedule soon became oblivious, mostly because the Danish 
planners had underestimated the complicated planning procedures in Germany.  
 
 
C5. Forms and re-forms of identity? 
 
Schleswig has experienced a continuous process of identity building since medieval times, as far as 
this is possible to assess with the existing historical sources (Klatt, 2012). Identity is multiple, and 
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spatial concepts of identity can overlap. Furthermore, in pre-literate societies, identity and concepts 
of it are predominantly passed over by the literate elite and may be more ascribed than real. Identity 
construction is based on the establishment of institutionalized power. Already Saxo’s chronicle 
Gesta Danorum of the early 13th century defines Schleswig as Danish and its residents as Danes, 
contrary to other territories ruled by the Danish king (Wagner, 2015). Spatial identity can also be 
ascertained in the Treaty of Ribe of 1460. Here, the noblemen and representatives of the cities of 
Schleswig-Holstein organized in the Schleswig-holsteinische Ritterschaft (knightage or equestry) 
elected Danish king Christian I as count and duke in exchange for several distinctive privileges. The 
treaty mentions the word “Lande”, the lands, synonymously with the noblemen indicating their 
spatial identification. We do not know, though, how far this identification disseminated into the 
broader population.    
 
During the 15th and 16th centuries, three partitions of Schleswig and Holstein were implemented to 
satisfy dynastic needs. They resulted in a minor line of the Danish royal family residing in 
Schleswig, ruling the Duchy of Schleswig-Holstein-Gottorf with a complicated set up of territorial 
specialities including joint rule of some territories with the king of Denmark. Nevertheless, a typical 
baroque court was established at Gottorf castle in Schleswig, and Duke Christian Albrecht 
established a university in Kiel in 1664. By 1721, after several conflicts involving Sweden, Gottorf 
was fully reincorporated into the Danish monarchy, but the Ritterschaft nevertheless ensured the 
continuing of the duchies special privileges, so territorial and administrative harmonization with the 
rest of Denmark was never completed.  
 
Of course, this does not tell us anything about pre-modern identity in the region’s population. Still 
we can assume that at least a strong regional elite maintained a specific, separate identity. Culturally 
aligned to the German sphere, belonging to the Danish monarchy did not matter as long as this 
belonging remained a pre-modern, feudal arrangement.  
 
Pressure on regional identification seriously became an issue in mid-19th century. The so-called 
national awakening resulted in a Danish and German national movement claiming Schleswig for 
their respective national projects, as mentioned above. People could no longer be Schleswigian, but 
were supposed to adopt either Danish or German identity. Interestingly, the German identity also 
had a regional component in the form of Schleswig-Holstein. There was also a small movement to 
promote a Frisian identity among the Frisians on the West Coast of Schleswig-Holstein. The 
nationalization process culminated in the 1920 plebiscite, when the region’s population had to 
decide between Denmark and Germany, with no third regional option (Jebsen and Klatt, 2014).    
 
Since, the border drawn after the plebiscite has functioned as a line of national, lingual and cultural 
demarcation (Andersen, 2008, Klatt, 2015, Klatt, 2013b). Dissenters have been accommodated as 
ideally bordered national minorities within the nation states granted cultural autonomy within a so-
called nation state construct (Christiansen, 2008). This idealized picture does not reflect realities of 
manifold social practices, both within and across the border as well between minorities and 
majorities. Still, the identity-shaping and practice-regulating effect of the border cannot be 
neglected.   
 
 
C6. Homogeneity or diffusion of identity 
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The communities living in the Danish-German border region are culturally very close. As Thaler 
(Thaler, 2009: 69) explains, “Their distinctiveness originated primarily in their sense of self and 
only subsequently acquired cultural overtones”. The absence of major cultural differences does not 
mean, however, that local communities do not perceive themselves as unique. A strong interest is 
dedicated to micro cultural differences that are only noticeable at the local scale. For example, the 
eating habits on both sides of the border may appear very similar to the foreign observer – potatoes, 
cabbage, pork, and sausages are popular dishes – but national communities display strong 
preferences for certain products. The choice of milk is a particular sensitive issue for Danish and 
German consumers, who express a strong preference for the one produced in their own country. 
Another classical example is related to cars. While most Danes are financially unable to distinguish 
themselves through their car due to very high taxes on motor vehicles – which add up to more than 
the price of the car – German consumers have a preference for expensive automobiles. These 
examples go beyond the local difference between border communities and also reflect national 
standards between Denmark and Germany. 
 
So while identity might seem quite homogeneous for an outside observer, especially if she/he does 
not understand Danish, this is definitely not the case for subjective identification of borderland 
residents. Objectively, too, primarily communication and the language barrier have contributed to 
different identities.  
 
 
C7. Plural expression of identity or singular imperatives of belonging 
 
Historically, the reality of plural expression of identity (Thaler, 2009) was discouraged during the 
nationalization process beginning in the 19th century. Even for the minorities, the prefix “national” 
suggested a singular imperative of belonging. Only recently have they accepted plural expression of 
identity, actually against considerable opposition within the leadership. Today, plural expression of 
identity remains the absolute exception outside the so-called national minorities, which might as 
well be classified as transnational borderlanders (Martinez, 1994).   
 
The cultural identity of the region between Germany and Denmark has been influenced by the 
former Duchy of Schleswig. When the Duchy was separated and national borders drawn, the 
cultural identity of the region evolved under the influence of the two nation-states and of the 
linguistic minorities. Each minority has its own cultural and educational facilities, such as Danish or 
German schools and kindergarten, and churches providing the salaries for Danish or German 
pastors. Two regional newspapers are published by the minorities. Der Nordschleswiger is a 
German-language daily newspaper founded in 1946 in Aabenraa. Its subtitle – Deutsche 
Tageszeitung in Dänemark – clearly indicates that Der Nordschleswiger aims at representing the 
German minority in Denmark. Flensborg Avis is the other minority newspaper. Founded 1869 in 
Flensburg by members of the Danish minority, Flensborg Avis publishes in both Danish and 
German.  
 
The linguistic minorities like to present themselves as cross-cultural agents who can actively 
participate in the further development of the borderlands. This aspect is often stressed by cross-
border bodies and local associations, who highlight that minorities are bridge-builders of the region 
and facilitate intergovernmental and inter-regional cross-border cooperation (Becker-Christensen, 
2001, Klatt, 2013b). However, it would be misleading to consider that the local identity of the 
border region only relies on the minority groups, who remain demographically small and do not 
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have sufficient influence to make things change dramatically towards one unique feeling of regional 
identity 
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D. Governance 
 
 
D1. Are regulatory regimes regulating flows beyond the borderlands of your country (territories 
are undermined)?  
 
Denmark and Germany belong to the European Union. As such, cross-border flows of goods, labor, 
services and capital are regulated by EU legislation. Further attempts of undermining territory are 
marginal and continuously challenged by national administration. Examples:  
1. Since 1993, the University of Southern Denmark has offered a joined university education with 
the University of Flensburg, offered physically at the latter’s campus located in Germany, but 
applying Danish university law. Since 2014, this model is no longer possible because of 
intervention from the Danish Ministry of Research and Higher Education. Now, the Danish part of 
the study program is offered on Danish soil.  
2. Since the late 1990s, regional Danish health authorities have outsourced some services to German 
health services in Flensburg (ambulance, cancer therapy, rescue helicopter, maternity ward). 
Theoretically, Danish law is applied in cases of mistreatment and compensation, but this has not 
been applied yet. 
3. The regional Danish or German transportation tariffs (and discounts) are applied on local cross-
border public transport. On long-distance transport this is not possible because of VAT issues. 
4. The local emergency authorities of the city of Tønder have an informal agreement on cross-
border help by authorities from Germany, which worked satisfactorily for a couple of years. The 
responsible Danish ministry has declared this practice to be illegal. 
5. Members of the Danish minority in Germany are entitled to some social benefits in Denmark on 
the same level as residents of Denmark. This applies primarily for the regular Danish student 
stipends in higher education.  
   
 
 
D2. Are governance mechanisms operating through bottom-up dynamics (are they born in local 
politics?) 
 
Thus far, cross-border governance in the German-Danish border region has remained weakly 
institutionalized. Despite more than 20 years of institutional building, cross-border institutions have 
proved rather limited in scope and it is therefore difficult to speak of an emerging cross-border 
regime between the two countries. As described earlier, the reasons behind the limited development 
of cross-border institutions are to be found in the divergent vision of what cross-border cooperation 
should look like in the region. If Germany is rather favorable to reinforce regional bodies, Denmark 
has long been opposed to any concession that would have further institutionalized cross-border 
cooperation with its southern neighbor. As a consequence, most cross-border institutional initiatives 
have taken the form of ad hoc projects. 
 
Created nearly forty years after the establishment of the first Euroregio between the Netherlands 
and Germany and ten years after the launch of the EU Cohesion Policy, Region Sønderjylland-
Schleswig is the most advanced cross-border governance body in the region. The Region was 
historically established to facilitate integration between Denmark and Germany and contribute to 
reduce barriers to cross-border interactions. This original function is now supported by Infocenter, 
one of the few independent advisory services on the labor market in the region. Infocenter was 
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created in 2004 as an Interreg III A project to facilitate information exchange in both languages and 
reduce institutional obstacles linked to the border, such as national legislations, language 
differences, or tax regimes. It targets commuters, companies, institutions and authorities looking for 
information and advices related to the cross-border labor market. 
 
The institutional and political powers of Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig are virtually nonexistent. 
The activities of the Region are overseen by an Executive Board of eight members. Until 2007, they 
were coordinated by a regional assembly of 42 delegated members, 21 from each side of the border. 
This assembly was reduced to 22 members in 2007, and abolished in 2011. The Region’s 
secretariat, located in the Danish town of Padborg, acts as a mediator and consulting body for 
citizens and local associations. Six working committees and four specialist groups dealing with 
sport, the youth, languages, and women are responsible to implement the activities of the structure. 
The budget of the Region mainly relies on bilateral funding from the Danish and German 
authorities and on EU funding granted through ERDF funds and the Interreg program. Over the 
course of its short history, the Region has experienced several organizational restructuring which 
have all led to downsize its sectoral and political scope. Originally, the members of the regional 
Council established six different committees dealing with some of the most pressing issues of the 
region, including the environment, regional planning, health and social services, youth and sport, 
economic development, and culture and language. Following a first external evaluation in 2004, the 
Region was restructured along three committees instead of six (Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig, 
2006). In a region strongly affected by a lack of public cross-border infrastructures, demographic 
ageing, and economic stagnation, the issues related to regional planning, the youth, and economic 
development were considered, quite surprisingly, as not relevant for the cross-border body. Only 
survived the environment, health, and culture, three traditionally ‘soft’ areas of cross-border 
cooperation known for not interfering too much with politics. The external evaluation of the Region 
also pointed to a number of weaknesses, including a low level of visibility at the regional level, a 
lack of recognition for the work conducted locally, and leadership issues (Hjalager, 2004). The 
regional Council was also considered too large and not efficient enough. 
 
In 2009, the Region was again externally evaluated. In light of the criticisms expressed by the 
evaluation, the regional Council decided to restructure the organization and limit its activities to a 
single committee in charge of cultural activities (Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig, 2011). 
Languages, culture and youth are supposed to be addressed by this unique permanent committee. 
The evaluation also expressed criticisms against the effectiveness of the regional Council and its 
lack of leadership (Hjalager, 2009). Despite the competences and capacities of the regional office, 
the evaluation argued, the Region still misses a clear vision and an action plan to achieve its 
objectives. A high degree of bureaucracy was also considered an important limitation in its capacity 
of evolution. As a consequence, the organizational structure of Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig has 
been adjusted downwards: the Council and the Assembly have disappeared and been replaced with 
an Executive Board of 11 members and 11 deputies, an evolution that tend to pull the Region away 
from elected representatives and the people. 
 
The criticisms formulated against the Region must be viewed in light of the limited political will of 
the two nation-states, who never really provided the political and financial conditions for the 
Region to flourish and develop a strategic vision for the borderlands. Thus far, the Region lacks 
jurisdiction over the administrative units that compose the Danish-German borderlands (Klatt, 
2006a: 135) and there are no signs that this will change in the near future. Its funding is also very 
much dependent on the Interreg program, which limits its activities to small-scale projects at the 
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local level. Such micro-initiatives reinforce cross-border interactions and contribute to develop a 
mutual understanding in the region; however, they can’t replace a long-term vision for the years to 
come. 
 
So, cross-border governance mechanisms between Denmark and Germany do not operate through 
bottom-up dynamics, actually quite the contrary. Governance mechanisms are dominated by state 
actors, which impose a limited agenda to the cross-border institutionalized region. Private actors 
and the civil society are involved in a minor way in the design and conduct of cross-border policies. 
In Denmark, the regional level has traditionally been a rather weak institutional actor due to the 
highly centralized political system of the country. As a consequence, it is the state that is the prime 
actor of cross-border cooperation. This appears particularly clearly in the Øresund region, where the 
institutional construction of a cross-border city region has often been interpreted as a national 
project, supported by massive public investments from the Danish state (Hospers, 2006). The 
construction of the fixed link between Copenhagen and Malmö and the development of increasingly 
formalized relationships at the regional level is part of a larger national strategy, which seeks to 
strengthen the position of Copenhagen as a global city competing with other European centers 
(Matthiesen, 2004, Hansen, 2013). In comparison with the Øresund region, the German-Danish 
border region has received far less interest – and investments – from the central state, even though it 
currently faces great demographic and economic challenges. 
 
Since the reform of January 2007, the public administration system of Denmark has merged the 13 
counties into five regions, and transferred the counties’ responsibilities to either the (enlarged) 
municipalities or the central government. Danish regions are almost exclusively responsible for the 
hospital system only, with additional coordination of spatial policies. The Region of Southern 
Denmark, which is primarily financing the Danish part of Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig, consists 
of four of the former counties: Fyn, Ribe, Sønderjylland, and Vejle.  
 
In Germany, the German-Danish cross-border region hardly constitutes a priority for regional 
planning at the federal level, as can be seen from recent studies conducted by the German Federal 
Office for Building and Planning, which highlight that the main cross-border areas of interest for 
growth and innovation are those located in the southern and western parts of the country 
(Bundesanstalt, 2009). At the regional level, Länders have, of course, a major role in regional 
policies but the Land of Schleswig-Holstein is only marginally involved in cross-border 
governance. At the municipality level, and despite its proximity to the border, the city of Flensburg 
is not deeply involved in cross-border governance. 
 
In addition to Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig, several other cross-border cooperation initiatives 
have been developed to promote regional integration between Denmark and Germany. A (partial) 
success story is the cooperation between the University of Southern Denmark and Europa-
Universität Flensburg that has recently celebrated its 20th anniversary. Both universities have had up 
to three joint study programmes, which all started on Interreg grants, but where later continued by 
the universities’ own means. Unfortunately, only one of the three programs has survived as an 
integrated study program; while the second will be phased out, and the third continues only as 
separate program. Many technical and political reasons caused this development, especially 
interference by the Danish authorities on a flexible management of the issue of whether the 
university program is offered on Danish soil (which is a constituent condition for Danish state 
funding). So there is a gap between the official discourses of both governments on cross-border 
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cooperation and their political will to adapt national regulations to the specificities of border 
challenges, and reality of government action, where the territorial principle is uphold.  
 
Another cross-border initiative is the municipal so-called Border Triangle (Grænsetrekanten), a 
network of the cities of Sønderborg (DK), Aabenraa (DK) and Flensburg (DE) to jointly promote 
the cross-border region; in adaption of the successful Trekantsområdet, the triangle of the Danish 
cities Kolding, Fredericia and Vejle further north. The cooperation was not primordially concerned 
with the territorial dimension of the borderlands but with inter-city complementarities. Funded for 
three years as an Interreg project starting in 2009, the Border Triangle aimed at boosting the 
development of the regional labor market, take advantage of the comparative advantages of each of 
the cities and involve the private sector. Due to political disagreement between the cities, the start of 
the project was delayed for one year. After a few years of implementation, the Border Triangle is 
weakly institutionalized and even if not officially closed, all initiatives are on stand-by mode at the 
moment.  
 
In the absence of massive public investments in the cross-border cooperation field, most cross-
border initiatives developed in the region are heavily dependent on the support of the Interreg 
program. Created to support cooperation between neighboring regions, Interreg is now in its fifth 
time-frame period 2014-2020. Over the years, the geographical scope of the Deutschland-Danmark 
program has changed from exclusively funding projects in Sønderjylland-Schleswig during the first 
program periods to a single German-Danish program in 2014-20, covering the Danish regions South 
Denmark and Zealand and most of the German state of Schleswig-Holstein.  
Alongside with its enlargement the budget of the Deutschland-Danmark Interreg program has been 
increased by 30%, from € 67 to 90 million from Interreg IV to V. The funding priorities reflect the 
evolution of the Interreg program, based on the EU 2020 strategy. To be eligible, regional projects 
must now primarily relate to innovation, the sustainable environment, the labor market, or the 
promotion of functional cooperation. Functional cooperation is understood through initiatives 
promoting the improvement of the institutional capacity of public authorities as well as better 
understanding of its neighbor by initiating cultural encounters between Germans and Danish. Each 
of these four domains is considered highly strategic for the Danish-German border region, which 
tries to position itself as a region of excellence for green energies. 
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Illustration 1: Interreg 4A Illustration 2: Interreg 5A 
Source: Interreg Sydschleswig-Deutschland KERN Source : Interreg Deutschland-Danmark 
  
D3. What is the role of International agreements and bodies in influencing state 
boundaries? Are they both local, national and powerful? 
 
Since its establishment in 1957, the EU has worked to reduce the negative effects of 
national borders, while promoting cooperation between European regions and the 
emergence of cross-border governance regimes. Denmark joined the EC in 1973. The 
Schengen agreement was implemented on the border in March 2001. Furthermore, there 
are a few bilateral Danish-German treaties regulating issues like avoidance of double 
taxation, social security issues, the cross-border waterways, i.e. fishing in the Flensburg 
Fjord, but also curiosities like a Danish-German treaty on the mutual acceptance of each 
country’s parking disk. Often based on EU legislation, these treaties are in fact bilateral. 
The euroregion is based on an international agreement between its members, without 
involving the national level directly. There are also cooperation agreements between the 
state of Schleswig-Holstein and Region South Denmark as well as between the cities of 
Aabenraa, Flensburg and Sønderborg. These cooperation agreements are rather vague, 
though, expressing the intent to cooperate, but not concretizing it. Recently, the 
euroregion partners and the state of Schleswig-Holstein have concluded an international 
agreement on a so-called joint cultural region; which in fact is a fund supporting cross-
border cultural initiatives. The agreement between Schleswig-Holstein and Denmark on a 
deposit on soda and beer cans bought in the border shops has not been implemented, yet.  
 
 
D4. Are international agreements also impacting non-state actors or the private sector? 
 
EU legislation on the Common Market opens up for a wide range of activities exploiting 
border differentials, especially in the field of border shopping (Bygvrå, 2007) and 
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logistics (Klatt, 2013c, Klatt, 2008). Furthermore, rigid Danish legislation on family 
reunion of non-Danish citizens has incited certain migration to Flensburg to profit from 
more lenient EU legislation on the matter. While Denmark may deny its own citizens 
family reunion with their third country (non-EU) spouse, a EU citizen may not be denied 
a residence permit for her/his third country spouse.   
 
D5. What about information and communication technologies? Are they influencing 
borderlands and the borders of flows? 
 
Until now, new information and communication technologies have not particularly 
influenced the border of flows in the Danish-German borderlands. This might change in 
the future, though. Recently (March 2016), licence plate scanning of all vehicles entering 
and exiting Denmark has been introduced on the major road crossings. Here, German 
authorities see a breach with German data protection law as they correctly assume that 
German police will have easy access to the data through informal police cooperation. 
Further security issues as well as the discussion on the effectiveness and workability of 
the Schengen system might induce changes, too. On the other hand, the recent Danish EU 
referendum on allowing Denmark to enter the Justice- and Home Affairs cooperation 
ended with a no, severely hampering Danish cooperation in these matters with the EU. 
 
 
D6. Are new governance mechanisms challenging territories and regulating flows? Are 
they a challenge to democratic principles? 
 
The Danish-German border region decided not to apply the new legal instrument 
designed to promote cross-border cooperation, the European Grouping of Territorial 
Cooperation (EGTC). The euroregion Region Sønderjylland-Schleswig was never 
endowed with decision-making competencies, either.  
 
Cross-border governance is primarily functioning via political dialogue and bilateral 
decision-making. Democratic principles are not challenged.  
 
 
E. Flows 
 
E1. Do competing sectorial and issue-specific regulatory policies subject flows to various 
regulatory forms that are bordering? 
 
Excise taxation policies have differed quite significantly in Denmark and Germany, 
which has created a vivid market for cross-border shopping of Danes in Germany. 
Furthermore, labor market regulations differ, as do regulations of the service sector. 
Companies try to exploit these differences in their favor, for example by moving 
production or certain service functions across the border, but are only partially successful, 
as in-depth knowledge of the neighboring countries’ regulatory policies is rare.  
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Cross-border shopping has definitely increased with the establishment of the Common 
Market in 1993, resulting in the lifting of the last Danish restrictions on the import of 
goods by private customers. Danish regulatory policies on the use of soft arms (pepper 
spray and knives) as well as fireworks still impede the free movement of some goods. 
Danish policies of high taxation of private cars have opened for niche rentals of luxury 
cars in Flensburg.  
 
Another very specific issue that has implications about the transfer of economic flows 
between Germany and Western Jutland is the Danish summer cottage clause. In Danish 
eyes, the ownership of a summerhouse is strongly considered as part of Denmark’s 
cultural heritage. These typical vacation cottages are especially widely spread on the 
Western coast of Jutland, which is less populated than Eastern Jutland or the main 
islands. However, in spite of the EU common market, the ownership of summerhouses in 
Denmark is the preserve of Danes.. 
 
Denmark experienced a strong increase in the acquisition of summer properties in the 
1960s, and fear of especially West German intrusion into the market led to negotiations 
with the EC restricting the purchase of summer cottages. This followed along with a strict 
regulation of the commercial as well as private use of summer cottages. The law controls 
closely the period of occupation of vacation cottages, their use as secondary homes in 
opposition to primary residence, as well as the right for foreigners to purchase them 
(Nordregio, 2010). In this way the government found a way of protecting the housing 
market and thus guaranteeing the accessibility of ownership of summer homes for Danes. 
 
However, the Danish Ministery of Justice may decide of dispensation to the rule. The 
dispensations count for 5% of sales in 2014 (Politiken, 30.7.2015) and in order to benefit 
from dispensation, the buyer has to show his particular sympathy and his ties to 
Denmark. These kind of subjective indulgences have increased in the past five years for 
the advantage of citizens of the Nordic countries, who form the majority of foreign 
buyers (Politiken, 30.7.2015). The question of revoking this rule has been brought back 
in the political debate. The pros argue that it would allow more investments in Denmark. 
Moreover most of the summerhouses are located in peripheral areas of Denmark and such 
new capital gains could help the enlarged economic development of disadvantaged areas. 
The cons, on the other hand, have a more nationalistic discourse that fears the large-scale 
land grab of wealthy foreigners. This point, of view, however seems to be rootless and all 
this is but fantasy and stereotypes (Debat, 13.4.2014). 
 
 
 
E2. Are overlapping jurisdictional regulatory forms leading to new forms of bordering 
flows? 
 
In principle, there are no overlapping jurisdictional regulatory forms. The border is a 
legal border. The lack of overlapping jurisdictional regulatory forms has led to some 
peculiar, satiric cases of cross-border irregularities. The most interesting is the issue of 
deposit for the recycling of beer and soda cans bought in the border shops. When the 
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German federal government introduced a deposit scheme on convenience packaging in 
1998, the border shops argued that this would not apply on their customers, as they 
exported the cans directly after the purchase. A Schleswig-Holstein court case ruled in 
their favor, arguing that the application of the deposit scheme would contradict the EU-
guaranteed free movement of goods, as customers could not recover the deposit fee in 
Denmark. The Danish government, instigated by local merchant’s complaints, has since 
negotiated with German authorities to stop the opportunity of buying deposit-free cans in 
the border shops, when both German and Danish consumers are charged a deposit fee in 
regular shops on each side of the border. The Danish recycling system was not too 
willing to accept the “German” cans either, as this was a one-way traffic of cans.  
 
This example of dysfunctional cross-border cooperation came eventually to a solution in 
June 2015 when the German and Danish governments signed an agreement with mutual 
concessions. The customers will still be able to buy Danish beverages on the German side 
of the border at a lower price than they would have paid for them in Denmark, in reason 
of the differentials between both Value Added Taxes system. However trade distributors 
will charge a deposit added up with the German VAT. Customers will then be able to get 
a refund for the deposit, but not for the amount of tax corresponding (3 Ministries 
agreement, 2015). The agreement is still challenged and might not be implemented in 
2018 as planned, amongst others because the deposit fee is subject to German VAT, 
which will not be repaid when the cans are collected in Denmark. Another breach has 
soon showed up as the agreement only concerns the German Land Schleswig-Holstein, 
but not neighboring Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, where border supermarkets exist in and 
near the Rostock ferry port. Thus, the leading distributor Fleggaard already offered its 
customers to order online from its branch in Rostock and to ask for the option of pick-up 
in a Schleswig-Holstein shop (BT, 23.5.2015). The opposition parties howled against the 
agreement in May 2015, and since the change of government a month later, 
implementation has been quiescently abandoned.  
 
 
E3.  
Jutland’s proximity to the Scandinavian markets, as well as its location at the edge of 
continental Europe, makes it a strategic spot for the development of the sector of 
logistics. Two main strengths of the regional economy are road goods transport industry 
and cross-border shopping, while regional integration through cross-border workers 
commuting is very limited and one-sided. 
 
The Western mainland of Denmark is a narrow corridor for the passage of goods and 
flows of people on the route from Hamburg to Copenhagen. Southern Jutland developed 
since many years as a main logistic platform at the door of Northern Europe, a hub for 
transport and distribution of goods. German-Danish border is a strategic and necessary 
passage for transporters. As shown on the map for 2011, the transports of goods amount 
in the border region to 30.4 Mio tons for a total of 65 Mio tons (trucks, trailers and 
containers) that represents approximately 47% of all entries and exits in Denmark. The 
transporters benefit from the different infrastructures of the region: Highway South-North 
and port of Aabenraa, located 30 km north of the border. 
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Figure 3: Transports of goods for 2011 
 

 
 
Source: Udviklingsråd Sønderjylland (2013)_ TransECO2 
 
The Danish Ministry for transport recognizes indeed that traffic growth will engender a 
need for additional capacity on the E45 from Northern Jutland to the German border in a 
long-term perspective. The Danish-German transport Commission was initiated in 2011 
as a part of the cross-border regional development strategy of infrastructures. The 
Commission is mandated to study the needs of densification of the road network of 
Jutland linked to these high figures. Their work identified and analyzed challenging 
elements of cross-border traffic and infrastructure such as a situation of continuous traffic 
congestion linked to the only existence of one four lanes highway. In this framework, the 
project of building a western road structure in the Jutland Corridor was developed with 
the purpose of improving the transport conditions in the cross-border area as well as the 
accessibility of the Jutland’s corridor (Commission, 2015). The project of the 
Commission is based on the arguments that improving the fluidity of traffic in the area 
would provide eventually a direct route between Hamburg and Esbjerg on the Danish 
West coast (Figure 4). It would also offer better connections to the local Billund airport in 
central Jutland. The German-Danish transport Commission argues that the project would 
profit the economic development of the region by offering better connections for the 
international traffic flows between major cities while decreasing transportation time. On a 
regional cross-border point of view this project would also certainly be appreciated from 
cross-border commuters as well as tourists. 
  
 
Figure 4: Jutland’s transport corridors 
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Source: The Danish-German Transport Commission, Nov 2015 
 
 
The German-Danish border presents some cross-border labor mobility, however the 
cross-border labor market is not strong and the process of institutional integration has 
marginally affected the level of functional integration in the region. Despite the active 
presence of linguistic minorities, regional integration between the South and the North of 
the German-Danish border has remained low compared with other border regions in 
Europe, where cross-border bodies have been established and where cultural and 
economic exchanges are much more developed. While almost non-existent during the 
first 30 years of Danish EC/EU membership, there was an increase in the mid-2000s 
because of high demand on the Danish labor market Despite the active presence of 
linguistic minorities, regional integration between the South and the North of the 
German-Danish border has remained low compared with other border regions in Europe 
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where cross-border bodies have been established and where cultural and economic 
exchanges are much more developed (Klatt, 2014). Furthermore, exact satistics on the 
number and destination of cross-border commuters, widely regarded as an indicator of 
spatial integration, have been difficult to obtain in the region (Klatt, 2014). Most recent 
figures based on the Danish labor market service jobindeks.dk indicate about 15,000 
Germans commuting to Denmark for work, while only about 500 Danish citizens 
commute to Germany in 2015  
(http://www.region.dk/region/dk/presse/aktuelles.php?we_objectID=956, 1 April 2016). 
These figures exclude Danish citizens commuting from Germany to Denmark, as well as 
commuters among civil servants in Germany. On a regional basis, estimates differ a lot 
from the above: 
 
Table 1. Evolution of cross-border commuting in Sønderjylland-Schleswig, 1998-2012 

 
Source: Danmarks Statistik, Buch et al. (2009), RSS and SDU (2015). Note: author’s 
estimates for 2006 and 2007 (commuters to Denmark), and 2006-2012 (commuters to 
Germany) based on average annual growth. 
 
 
An interesting evolution is that German workers in Sønderjylland appear have become 
more qualified, work less in industrialized sectors and more in the service sectors, have 
increasingly higher incomes, and occupy more leading positions than in the past (Region 
Sønderjylland-Schleswig and University of Southern Denmark, 2015). The economic 
crisis of 2007-2008 had an influence on the number of cross-border commuters by 
sharply reducing the incentives to work in Denmark from Germany. Figure 1 shows in 
this respect that a little more than 3,000 workers cross the border to Sønderjylland in 
2012, the latest year available. In comparison, more than 15,000 commuters commuted 
between Denmark and Sweden in 2014 according to the Øresund Committee. 
 

http://www.region.dk/region/dk/presse/aktuelles.php?we_objectID=956
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Though these figures are hardly impressive when compared with some metropolitan 
cross-border regions in Europe, they reflect the average lack of labor mobility in most 
European border regions.  
 
In spite of over 20 years of university cooperation, the knowledge infrastructure of the 
border region is weakly integrated. Collaboration between scientific institutes in the 
Sønderjylland-Schleswig region appears to be the exception when judging the number of 
joint research publications (Makkonen, 2015). The higher number of scientific 
collaborations is done on the same side of the border, and then in cooperation with North 
American scientific institutions. The first German institution actually ranks at the 11th 
place, and it’s not a border region institution but the Humboldt University of Berlin. 
Apparently, geographical proximity is not a decisive factor to encourage scientific 
cooperation in this case. Actually, the scientific features of research on both sides are 
particularly disparate. Scientific research on the Danish side of the border is mainly 
technical and involves physics, engineering, or material sciences. On the German side, 
the main fields of research are found within life and physical sciences comprising marine 
biology, environmental sciences and ecology. 
 
 
F. Security 
F1. Security policies 
 F1i. Do flows and securitization go hand in hand in your country?  
The German-Danish border is internal to the Schengen area and consequently there is no 
need for both countries to decide of specific measures to securitize cross-border flows. 
Nonetheless, security is a topic in the border region in connection with cross-border 
crime and undocumented migration.  
 
Regular flows of goods and persons are subject to coincidental checks especially by 
Danish customs. German police focus more on traffic security in international trucking 
by checking vehicles for safety regulations and drivers for keeping up with the 
regulations on driving time.  
 
Especially in Denmark, the issue of free movement and border controls is regularly raised 
by the rather influential right-wing, populist Danish People’s Party. In 2011, the liberal 
minority government negotiated a political deal including the reintroduction of permanent 
customs controls on the border to secure the DPP’s approval of a revision of the early 
retirement regulations (Wind, 2012). This primarily domestic policy induced action 
resulted in harsh protests and was reversed after a couple of months (and a change of 
government).  
 
The present migration crisis already contributed to the DPP’s continuous claim to 
reintroduce permanent border controls in 2011 (Scuzzarello and Kinnvall, 2012) and lay 
the ground for the very restrictive Danish reactions to the escalation of the migration 
crisis in the summer-autumn of 2015. Contrary to the originally rather open German and 
Swedish reaction to the increased migration, Danish policy tried to do everything to keep 
possible refugees and migrants away from the country, including media advertisements in 
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Lebanon and the proposal to search all incoming refugees for valuables to be confiscated 
to cover their stay in Denmark. On 4 January 2016, Denmark introduced “temporary” 
border controls on the basis of the Schengen agreement’s threat to law and order 
paragraph. So far, the controls have not been lifted.   
 
On 4 December 2015, a 53-47% majority of the Danes voted against a relaxation of the 
Danish opt-out on the European Union’s cooperation on Justice and Home Affairs. Even 
though all major parties (except the DPP) recommended a Yes, the outcome reflected the 
usual divide in the Danish people on more or less European integration. In this case, the 
turn to No was definitely influenced by the migration crisis and the perceived pressure to 
take in more refugees, as well as the terrorist attacks in Copenhagen on 14 February 2015 
and in Paris on 13 November 2015.  
 
The targets of security programs in Denmark are incoming migrants, terrorism, drugs and 
weapons smuggling and social dumping (Wind, 2012). All these topics are linked in a 
way or the other to the control of the borders, so essentially the debate is on sovereignty 
and the state’s task to protect it by protecting the border. This question is indeed very 
sensitive in the Danish border region and made a large difference on the final results of 
the vote: for the first time in all Danish EC/EU plebiscite, the border region’s vote 
deviated to the “no”-side from the national average. With this vote, Denmark has 
excluded itself from Europol, a supra-national instance controlled by the European 
Council of Ministers that regulates the actions and fight against organized crime. These 
events were followed with a major episode of re-bordering that took place in the Danish-
German borderlands in the beginning of 2016. Controls at the border and passport checks 
were implemented at Danish borders on 4 January. These measures are however not 
followed by the German side of the border, where in the contrary opinions seem 
favorable to an open border (Lübecker Nachrichten, 14.1.2016). 
 

F1ii. How do trans-border illicit networks affect borderlands in your country?  
In relation to the whole flow of goods, illicit traffic is marginal. Nonetheless, cross-
border networks of petty criminals and in the rocker milieu are an issue. Cross-border 
crime concerns narcotics trafficking, mostly into Denmark, and small thefts (especially 
bicycles) and burglaries. Smuggling of khat has been reported on frequently in media. 
Khat, a plant containing amphetamine very popular with Arab and Somali immigrants, is 
legal in the Netherlands. It has to be consumed in fresh condition requiring constant 
supply in rather small portions. Thus, the Jutland corridor is also a route for khat 
smugglers. Burglaries, and, surprisingly, bicycles also figure high in police records. 
While burglar networks have been difficult to track or destroy, minivans loaded with 
stolen bikes are caught frequently on the highway. German and Danish police operate a 
joint office in Padborg on the border to exchange information informally, there are joint 
patrols, as well as joint more inclusive checks of vehicles passing through the border 
region.     
 
 
F1iii. Are borderland communities resisting security and security policies?  
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The introduction of border controls as well as the migration crisis led to several, but very 
small, demonstrations at the German-Danish border with counter demonstrations for an 
open border. Especially local and regional German politicians have frequently uttered 
concern about the border controls’ effect on German-Danish cooperation in general and 
cross-border development and business in particular. So far it is too early to judge 
whether the reintroduction of border controls has led to a significant reduction of cross-
border activities.  
 
 
F1iv. Interagency cooperation in security.  
 
Denmark opted out on the EU’s Justice and Home Affairs cooperation in 1993. Thus its 
cooperation with Europol is based on bilateral agreements and not on a full scale. 
Cooperation with German police is extensive, informal and apparently effective, among 
others via a joint office in Padborg on the border. EU-regulations allow for joint patrols, 
joint traffic controls as well as the pursuit of criminals into the neighboring country. The 
latter was a sensitive issue in Denmark when introduced in 2001, but has worked 
satisfactorily since.  
  
 
F2. Security and rights 
F2i. Constitutional powers and security including horizontal and vertical distributions of 
powers? 
Denmark is a unitary state with a national police force, while Germany is federal, with 
federal and state police. Thus, there are three state actors in the field of security. While 
protection of the border and the surveillance of international trucking is a federal matter, 
crime normally sorts under the state police in Germany. In practice, this horizontal 
distribution of power does not affect police cooperation.   
 
F2ii. Competing and legitimate notions of security:  
There is a slight north-south divide in notions of security as such that Danes feel more 
threatened by “elements” from the south than vice versa. This is not concretized very 
often, but voiced in security debates about petty crimes as burglaries, bike thefts and, less 
frequently, drugs trafficking. Since 2015, undocumented migration can be added on the 
list. While German public debate on these issues never induces the issue of better 
controlling the border to Denmark, Danish debate frequently links it to the open borders 
in the EU and especially the open Danish-German land border. While not necessarily 
reflected in official statistics, these perceived threats have been an issue and are reflected 
in the particularly high results of the Danish People’s Party in the border region at the 
European elections in 2014 and the Danish national elections in 2015.  
 
 
F2iii. Comparing your country security policies with Canada and North America.  
In principle, the concept of open borders is not questioned by mainstream politicians and 
the involved governments. Security is attempted to be achieved by cooperation. There are 
more reservations on the German side against electronic surveillance measures as well as 



30 
 

the exchange of random electronic data. There are no attempts to introduce further 
control of the flows of goods. 
 
F3. Liberal - democratic norms and security technology 
F3i. Technology 
 
The introduction of permanent vehicle license plate scanning was already introduced in 
2011, when Denmark considered the reintroduction of border controls. German and 
Danish data protection legislation are aligned with EU legislation on the issue and not 
that different in core. People in Germany are much more sensitive to issues of electronic 
supervision, though, and this is applied much more carefully in Germany. Nevertheless, 
surveillance of the public sphere has increased simultaneously in both countries. 
Recently, Danish police have released the information that illegal filming of public space 
by CCTV in Copenhagen shops have helped to disclose the identity of the terrorist 
responsible for the February 2015 attacks; not the least because the quality of the films 
were better than respective public cameras’. When the police decided not to persecute 
these shops (that had illegally filmed public space), this only resulted in a very minor, 
niche debate. In Germany, the issue of foreign secret services secretly tapping mobile 
phones of leading politicians has caused more public irritation.  
 
The social-democrat led Danish government had passed a border package already in 
spring 2015 including license plate scanning of vehicles crossing the border. The package 
wanted to appease right wing calls for a stronger, permanent border control, implying that 
traditional physical control was considered ineffective and a barrier to cross-border traffic 
and trade. Instead, smart-border technology should provide better and cheaper results in 
combatting cross-border crime. German data protection officers had been skeptical from 
the very beginning, arguing that German law would not allow the random collection of 
massive traffic data as envisioned here. There were also voiced fears that the data would 
provide the Danish tax authorities with more information on the abuse of tax credits by 
cross-border commuters, instead of being primarily a measure in the fight against 
terrorism.     
 
At writing time (spring 2016), cameras to scan vehicle plates going in and out of 
Denmark have been erected at the major road crossing points and will be powered soon. 
There have been some official German protests against a possible transfer of the data to 
German police forces; based on the expectation that German police very probably could 
obtain data informally through their cooperation with Danish police. 
 
F3ii. Biometry 
Not an issue at the moment. No plans to introduce devices measuring biometric data.  
 
F3iii. Risk assessment 
No substantial, methodological sound risk assessment is made public. Decisions are made 
on a daily agenda basis and involve political negotiation. Denmark’s governments are 
traditionally minority parliamentary governments, and Danish politicians have developed 
a sophisticated, equipoised culture of compromise finding and political bargaining.  
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G. Sustainability  
G1. What environmental issues in your country remain governed by territorial strategies 
and what issues do not?  
 
Environmental issues are governed territorial. An exception is the cross-border water 
commission working independently on issues arising out of the cross-border waters. This 
applies not only to the open sea, but rather to the creeks and marshes forming most part 
of the borderland. Here, there are interesting examples of cross-border management of 
drainage issues. One of the first EC-funded cross-border projects was the renaturation of 
a cross-border swamp. Also the already mentioned cross-border Flensborg Fjord 
Commission is an interesting example of regional, non-territorial management of a 
sustainability issue.  
 
The unique Wadden Sea on the west coast is a cross-border landscape stretching from the 
Netherlands to Denmark. It is divided into five national parks today, one Dutch, one 
Danish and three for the three German states (Niedersachsen, Hamburg and Schleswig-
Holstein) bordering the Wadden Sea. These national parks were neither established 
simultaneously nor coordinated, though, and Denmark was the last one to establish a 
national park. 
 
G2. In your country, are there examples of management strategies of environmental 
issues that are amenable to bordering? 
 
Promotion of wind energy affects the border, as negative side effects (shadows, noise) do 
not stop at the border. There is a dialogue on these issues, but not institutionalized. 
Neither country adapts legislation to the other country’s policies. Subsidies are negotiated 
within each country. 
 
 
G3. How are climate changes issues dealt with in your country? Is the territorial 
dimension remaining a fundamental governing mechanism what is taking over? 
 
Climate change policies are not directly coordinated, but do align in many points. Both 
Denmark and Germany support a shift to renewable energy and have introduced policies 
to support this. Also locally, there are several initiatives like Klimapakt Flensburg and 
Project Zero Sønderborg. There is some dialogue between these projects, but no 
coordinated cross-border policy on climate change. So yes, climate change policies are 
territorially based.  
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