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ABSTRACT: The article analyses Polish cases reported under the EU b-solutions initiative, focusing on barriers to 

cross-border cooperation affecting local security. Although the programme was not originally designed as a security 

policy tool, the conducted study of seven cases from the Polish border regions demonstrates its potential in this area. 

Problems identified included inconsistent regulations, lack of coordination of emergency services and limitations in 

access to health services and infrastructure. The article is a contribution to the debate on decentralisation, resilience 

and multi-level governance, highlighting the role of local governments in addressing systemic barriers. B-solutions 

appear as an effective tool for identifying problems in the EU periphery and promoting territorial integration in the 

context of social, health and environmental security. 
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1. Introduction 

Cross-border cooperation constitutes one of the key pillars of the European integration pro-

cess and plays an important role in pursuing the European Union’s objectives in terms of territorial, 

economic and social cohesion. Despite the growing importance of this area, practice shows that the 

functioning of cross-border structures still faces numerous administrative, legal, institutional and op-

erational barriers that hinder effective coordination of activities, especially at the local and regional 

levels. 

One instrument aimed at identifying and reducing these obstacles is the b-solutions initiative, 

which is being implemented by the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR) on behalf of 

the European Commission. This programme allows for the reporting of specific problems arising in 

the day-to-day practice of cross-border cooperation and the presentation of expert recommendations 

to overcome them. Although the literature on the subject highlights the significant contribution of b-

solutions to the development of knowledge on barriers to cross-border cooperation (Medeiros et al., 
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2022; Mullan & Scott, 2024), there is still a lack of in-depth analysis of the collected cases from a 

security perspective, especially in the context of its local and cross-border dimensions. 

The submissions documented under the b-solutions initiative reflect the real challenges faced 

by local governments, public services and other actors involved in cross-border cooperation. How-

ever, the relationship between the barriers identified and the issue of security – in its both classical 

and extended forms – remains poorly recognised. This also applies to the cases reported from Po-

land’s border areas, which – despite their relatively small number – show a broad spectrum of barriers 

of significant practical and systemic importance. 

This article analyses the Polish submissions to the b-solutions initiative in terms of how they 

relate to security issues arising in the border areas of the European Union. Referring to the literature 

on the subject, including Balogh (2024), Mullan & Scott (2024) and Makkonen (2024), the authors 

attempt to answer the question to what extent the Polish cases relate to security issues and what types 

of barriers are identified in them. The starting point for the analysis is the hypothesis that safety 

issues are present in Polish submissions indirectly rather than directly and that the dominant barriers 

are due to the diverging legal and administrative framework, insufficient coordination of emergency 

services, problems in the health sector and restrictions on the mobility of cross-border workers. 

The innovative character of this study is reflected in two aspects. Firstly, a security analysis 

of trans-regional cooperation units, i.e. institutions operating at the interface of diverse legal systems, 

which makes them particularly susceptible to the emergence of institutional barriers. Secondly, the 

identification of specific security challenges emerging in the practice of cross-border cooperation, 

which allows the operational and institutional dimensions to complement the existing literature cov-

erage. The analysis carried out confirms that many of the problems identified are universal and find 

their equivalents in a wider, pan-European context (Medeiros et al., 2024; Mullan & Scott, 2024). 

This study is based on a qualitative analysis of cases reported under the b-solutions initiative, 

with a particular focus on reports from Polish border areas. The authors reviewed seven cases re-

ported between 2018 and 2024, using available European Commission compendia. The analysis had 

the form of desk research and involved a critical interpretation of the content of the submissions and 

the accompanying expert recommendations. In addition, the study was based on a broader theoretical 

context, drawing on literature on security policies, cross-border cooperation and territorial govern-

ance.  

The first part of the article reviews the literature on the b-solutions initiative, pointing out 

the inadequate connection between this instrument and security theory. This is followed by a discus-

sion of the concept of security and its local and cross-border dimensions, with a particular focus on 

the concept of resilience. The next section looks at the evolution of cross-border cooperation in the 
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European Union, taking into account the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and the diversity of 

integration models. This is followed by a description of the structure of the b-solutions programme, 

highlighting its practical and specialist nature. A study of seven cases from the Polish border region 

allowed for the identification of four main types of risks: health, public, social and environmental. 

The article concludes by pointing out the key role of local governments in the implementation of 

existing legislation and the potential of b-solutions as a tool to support local security policy in a 

complex and diverse institutional environment. 

 

2. Potential and limitations of b-solutions in the light of cross-border cooperation  

studies 

 

In the literature on cross-border cooperation, the b-solutions initiative is seen as a tool for 

practical barrier removal, although the number of studies focusing exclusively on it remains limited. 

Available studies indicate that cross-border action in the European Union is heavily burdened by 

institutional and legislative barriers, which is particularly evident in sectors such as health care or 

labour mobility (Medeiros et al., 2023). Particularly in the former area, researchers highlight the 

existence of serious limitations due to inconsistent patient data regulations, the lack of automatic 

recognition of medical staff qualifications, different criteria for reimbursement of treatment costs and 

discrepancies in technical standards. As Mullan (2024) and Balogh (2024) show, these problems lead 

to fragmentation of health systems in border regions, and their effects were additionally compounded 

during the COVID-19 pandemic. On the other hand, cases such as the cooperation of emergency 

services on the Belgian-French border show that differences in interpretation of the same rules can 

effectively paralyse emergency operations (Mullan, 2024). Cross-border health services are thus rec-

ognised as a key component of regional development and strengthening the resilience of cross-border 

communities (Balogh, 2024). 

In parallel, the literature emphasises the importance of b-solutions in identifying barriers to 

cross-border labour mobility and labour market integration. The Makkonen review (2024) shows that 

legal and administrative constraints continue to impede the free movement of workers and effective 

solutions require both practical action and a solid theoretical background. Similar conclusions are 

drawn by Medeiros et al. (2023), who point to the initiative’s potential to create operational 

knowledge that can serve to alleviate the day-to-day barriers associated with commuting and cross-

border professional activity. 

The initiative is also analysed in the context of territorial governance. Medeiros (2024) high-

lights its impact on the development of both “hard” tools such as legal regulations or spatial strategies 
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and “soft” tools, namely participation, potential building and decision-making capacity of local ac-

tors. Zillmer (2024) points to strengthening the system of multi-level governance and subsidiarity, 

while Ulrich (2024) focuses on the role of European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation (EGTCs), 

which gain new coordination tools and innovative models for dealing with border obstacles through 

the initiative. In this vein, Chirodea et al. (2024) place b-solutions in the strand of so-called new 

regionalism, emphasising the need for cooperation among authorities at different levels, the research 

and education sector and the private sector. 

A broader theoretical perspective is offered by the work of Medeiros et al. (2024), who 

demonstrate that the initiative played an important role in rebuilding institutional trust in border re-

gions after the pandemic. Their analysis of 41 cases shows the strengthening of local actors’ capaci-

ties, the promotion of territorial integration and institutional learning processes, especially in the 

context of the phenomenon of “covidfencing”, i.e. the closing of internal borders within the EU. 

However, the key conclusion remains that the effectiveness of the initiative depends largely on the 

willingness of central authorities to implement the proposed solutions. Mullan and Scott (2024) adopt 

a similar tone, describing border regions as “integration laboratories” where practical mechanisms 

for overcoming barriers arising from diverging administrative, legal and social systems are tested. 

 

3. Cross-border dimension of security 

 

The consensus in the literature is that security should not be understood solely as a static 

state of the absence of threats, but rather as a dynamic process of ensuring the persistence, survival 

and development of a given entity. This approach is based on the assumption that security comprises 

three interdependent components: (1) persistence – physical existence under conditions of relative 

calm, (2) survival – the ability to function despite the occurrence of disturbances, and (3) develop-

ment – understood as the ability of an entity to freely realise its potential in the long term (Cho-

jnowski, 2017). 

In this context, security acquires a universal dimension, but its concrete content varies ac-

cording to the category of an entity under analysis. The concept is therefore referred to not only a 

state, but also social organisations, local groups and even individuals. Moreover, the more the anal-

ysis shifts towards the local level, the more pronounced the heterogeneity of security needs becomes, 

which results from local conditions, social structure and the specific functioning of territorial com-

munities (Babiński, 2020). 

In recent years, there has been an increasing emphasis on the need for a cross-border per-
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spective in security studies. While regional security is sometimes analysed in the context of geopo-

litical macro-regional structures (e.g. Central and Eastern Europe), cross-border cooperation among 

local government units is still relatively poorly described. Meanwhile, structures such as Euroregions 

– although often overlooked in systems analyses – play an important role in creating a security space 

based on cooperation, coordination and the exchange of resources (Bouckaert &Kuhlmann, 2016). 

In the case of Europe, local and regional authorities are becoming increasingly active actors 

in security policy, as not only executors of central decisions, but also initiators of preventive and 

adaptive measures. The Italian example of so-called “security pacts” (Patti per la sicurezza) shows 

how effective horizontal and vertical institutional coordination can be, combining the efforts of cen-

tral and local administrations aimed at preventing crime and increasing social resilience (Calaresu & 

Tebaldi, 2015). 

From a security analysis perspective, cross-border cooperation becomes a space for testing 

the effectiveness of institutional arrangements, especially in locations characterised by the occur-

rence of legal, cultural or procedural barriers. The documents prepared as part of the b-solutions 

initiative clearly indicate that the biggest challenges for local governments participating in such 

forms of cooperation arise from the inconsistency of regulations, the limited interoperability of sys-

tems and the lack of uniform standards for emergency management, which is also confirmed by other 

studies (Arrieta & Davies, 2025; Balogh, 2024). 

Such difficulties lead to the question: Do local actors involved in cross-border cooperation 

perceive threats in the same way or does the specificity of this cooperation lead to a redefinition of 

security priorities? The regional examples show that the predominant categories of threats are those 

related to social, environmental and economic security. However, in the Euroregional context, there 

may be a shift in emphasis, for example towards procedural barriers, risks associated with the lack 

of communication or inadequate infrastructure on both sides of the border (Opioła & Böhm, 2022). 

At this point, it is worth mentioning the category of resilience, which in recent years has been 

gaining status of a central concept in local security policy. According to a study by Park et al. (2022), 

the effectiveness of local government operations depends not only on formal competences, but also 

on the availability of internal personnel, organisational and decision-making resources. At the same 

time, as Arrieta & Davies (2025) show, excessive emphasis put on resilience can lead to a paradoxical 

effect: the normalisation of a crisis state in which further constraints (e.g. budgetary ones) become 

permanent rather than temporary. 

Similar risks are noted by the authors of studies on UK local governments in the context of 

budget cuts and devolution: resilience can become a rhetorical substitute for real systemic support, 

leading to the widening of regional disparities and the worsening of public service delivery (Arnold 
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& McKenna, 2024). At the same time, the literature emphasises that local security is closest to the 

citizen’s everyday experience, it is what shapes the subjective sense of threat or calm. Research by 

Stefański (2024) shows that factors influencing the perception of safety include both objective ele-

ments (e.g. the number of criminal incidents) and subjective ones (e.g. confidence in institutions, the 

quality of public space). 

Local and regional security policies must therefore take into account psychological, social, in-

frastructural and cultural factors, and create the conditions for intersectoral, including cross-border, 

cooperation.  In this context, common risk management mechanisms, the compatibility of emergency 

response systems and mutual recognition of protection standards are of primary importance. 

 

4. Evolution and determinants of cross-border cooperation in Europe 

 

Cross-border cooperation (CBC) in Europe was initiated in 1958 with the creation of a Eu-

roregion on the German-Dutch border, involving more than 100 municipalities from both countries. 

Its main objective, according to Alfred Mozer – the initiator of this model – was to overcome borders 

as “scars of history” and to build reconciliation between local communities on a bottom-up basis 

(Wassenberg, 2020, p. 502). In order to classify an initiative as cross-border cooperation, it is not 

necessary to set up a Euroregion, but, according to the Madrid Convention, what is necessary is a 

formal sphere, including the conclusion of agreements and adoption of arrangements necessary for 

the realisation of such intentions (Council of Europe, 1980). According to the aforementioned Con-

vention, if the formal conditions are fulfilled, cross-border cooperation is defined as any joint action 

undertaken by a minimum of two contracting parties with a view to intensifying and developing 

contacts between neighbouring communities and territorial authorities. As partners belong to two 

separate states and are also authorities at the regional level, the role of multi-level governance (MLG) 

is highlighted in the activities discussed. The current activities of the European Union, Member 

States as well as regional and local authorities are, in principle, coordinated in accordance with the 

principles of MLG (Committee of the Regions, 2009). However, there are exceptions when decisions 

are taken unilaterally by higher-level bodies without consulting regional structures. This practice was 

particularly evident in the area of broadly understood security, as exemplified by the COVID-19 

pandemic (Böhm, 2021), which undermined the effectiveness of previous coordination mechanisms 

triggered in crisis situations (Medeiros & Guillermo-Ramírez, 2021). The pandemic crisis high-

lighted the role of national governments and affected both the functioning of the MLG mechanism 

and the quality of cross-border cooperation. Accordingly, researchers undertook an analysis of the 

role of Euroregions as political actors in the management of border policy during the pandemic in 
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Poland, pointing to their marginal importance during the crisis (Opioła & Böhm, 2022). The impact 

of the pandemic was felt not only in the healthcare and economic spheres, but also in the functioning 

of the Schengen area, where there was a phenomenon of border closures referred to as “covidfencing” 

(Medeiros et al., 2020). 

Besides crisis situations, cross-border cooperation also faces factors that constantly exert 

influence on it. Among these, the literature mentions primarily historical, political, legal, social and 

economic factors (Krasucka, 2010). However, the factors and their impact are not the same for all 

countries and their border areas. Despite the creation of documents and strategies common to all EU 

Member States, researchers recognise differences among different areas of Europe (also within the 

EU) in the context of cross-border cooperation. The literature points to six patterns of integration, 

varying in the level of trust, intensity of interaction and institutional commitment (Durand & De-

coville, 2019). There are clear differences between the areas, which does not mean that the problems 

occurring there are not the same or similar, but it may affect the previously raised issue of the repli-

cability of solutions (cf. Table 1). 

 

Model 1 Characteristics Regions 

Eastern European Low level of public trust, limited contacts, high 

participation in INTERREG A  

Baltic states borders, Romania, 

northern and southern borders 

of Poland, eastern borders of 

Hungary and Slovakia, and 

Greece 

Northern European High level of social trust, moderate flows (low 

population density) – apart from Norway, 

relatively weak cross-border cooperation 

Scandinavia, Finland 

Marine Low level of integration in all dimensions; 

physical barrier of the sea 

Interreg A programme areas 

located on the North, Baltic and 

Adriatic Seas. 

Western European High intensity of cross-border flows, relatively 

high level of trust, low number of actors involved  

Rhineland, Belgium, 

Luxembourg, France – northern 

and eastern borders, German-

Austrian border. 

Central European High institutional activity; significant 

discrepancies in public trust on both sides of 

borders: low especially in the eastern 

borderlands rather than the German or Austrian 

borderlands 

Former Soviet Bloc countries 

and eastern German-speaking 

regions. 
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South-western Low level cross-border activity, significant 

discrepancies in public trust on both sides of the 

border 

Portugal, Spain, southern 

France, western Italy and 

Croatia. 

Table 1 - Integration patterns 

Source: Durand & Decoville, 2019. 

 

 It is worth noting that although cross-border cooperation faces obstacles, they are outweighed 

by the potential benefits of achieving its objectives. The roles assigned to it include a form of multi-

level governance, a tool for regional development, a form of paradiplomacy, a tool for post-conflict 

reconciliation and an instrument for building Europe (Böhm, 2021). However, researchers also rec-

ognise the non-universal assumptions concerning the borders of Europe. For example, Sohn (2014) 

points out that CBC also plays an important role in shaping transnational territorial identities by 

means of fostering the process of building a shared vision for the development of border spaces 

regardless of national borders. In order for cross-border cooperation to successfully fulfil the roles 

assigned to it, it needs to be systematically supported through dedicated programmes. An example is 

the b-solutions initiative analysed in this article, which supports the removal of barriers to coopera-

tion.  

 

5. The b-solutions initiative in the context of cross-border cooperation 

 

Cross-border cooperation is a multi-faceted and context-dependent process (Sohn, 2014), 

which means that programmes supporting it should also be flexible, adapted to local circumstances 

and take into account the diverse needs of border communities. The effectiveness of these pro-

grammes requires not only institutional coordination, but also the ability to respond to specific ad-

ministrative, legal and infrastructural barriers. This is what characterises the b-solutions initiative, 

which was initially a two-year pilot initiative of the European Commission’s Directorate-General for 

Regional and Urban Policy (DG REGIO) launched in 2018. It was intended to serve as a tool to 

overcome administrative and legislative obstacles in cross-border areas within the European Union 

(AEBR & EC, 2020). The initiative continued after the pilot phase, with four compendia published 

by July 2025, describing 165 reported and analysed cases (in 2018-19, 43 cases; in 2020-21, 47 cases; 

in 2022-23, 41 cases, in 2023-2024, 34 cases) of obstacles to cross-border cooperation in 166 bor-

derlands (during the first round, one of the reports included 2 borderlands) (AEBR & EC, 2020, 

2021, 2024a, 2024b). The cases in the first compendium (2020) are divided into the following cate-

gories: employment, public transport of passengers, health and emergency services, institutional co-

operation, multilingualism and eGovernment. Three subsequent publications (2021, 2024a, 2024b) 
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had a revised breakdown of submissions. The currently applicable breakdown includes institutional 

cooperation, cross-border public services, employment and education, as well as green issues. As our 

study concerns the analysis of the b-solutions initiative in terms of security, it is important to high-

light the fact that the category of health and emergency services, which is included in the scope of 

broadly understood security, appeared only in the first edition of the programme. Of course, submis-

sions related to health and emergency services are still accepted, but they are included in other cate-

gories. 

The initiative is managed by the AEBR, so actors interested in reporting a problem apply 

through its website. B-solutions are a combination of theory and practice, as qualified applications 

receive answers with advice provided by an expert who has extensive knowledge of the border area 

in question and participates in study visits to the area of concern. Currently, problems are categorised 

as follows: institutional cooperation, cross-border public services, employment and education, envi-

ronment (AEBR & EC, 2024b), so there is no separate category relating to security. Through the 

publication of expert advice, actors in the border areas of the European Union gain the opportunity 

to benefit from proven “know-how” (AEBR & EC, 2020). However, it is worth bearing in mind the 

studies indicating the diversity of cross-border cooperation models in individual European regions 

(Table 1), which may make it difficult to adapt solutions developed in other parts of the continent. 

This does not mean that actions based on the idea of “know-how” are impracticable, especially where 

areas belong to the same model, but they may face difficulties whose scale is not fully foreseeable. 

From the point of view of analysing security issues, the b-solution initiative is an interesting 

layer of analysis. In a sense, it is consistent with the division, well-established in the literature on the 

subject, between objectively and subjectively existing security challenges, constituting a specific 

combination of the two (Chojnowski, 2017). The challenges for cooperation identified under this 

initiative are objective in nature, as they have been reported and analysed by designated experts. 

Therefore, neither their existence nor the fact that they create certain problems in mutual cooperation 

can be denied. On the other hand, however, they represent some subjective perception of the reality 

of those mentioning these challenges. Thus, they do not have to be objectively the most important 

problem in cross-border cooperation. However, for some reason they have been indicated by project 

participants. It can therefore be assumed that the b-solutions from the Polish border region analysed 

below reflect both subjective (they have been reported) and objective (they have been verified) prob-

lems in cross-border cooperation in the area of broadly understood security.  
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6. Polish submissions as an illustration of cross-border problems 

 

In their study, Mullan and Scott (2024) identified several types of problems illustrating how 

cross-border cooperation fails to function as expected, including a lack of coordination of emergency 

services, discrepancies in health insurance schemes, administrative barriers limiting entrepreneurship 

and labour mobility, as well as shortcomings in environmental cooperation. The analysis of the Polish 

submissions fully confirms these observations: all the categories of problems mentioned by the au-

thors are reflected in the Polish cases. Although the number of submissions from the Polish border-

lands was relatively small, their content ranges from economic and social to infrastructural, environ-

mental and institutional issues, demonstrating the universal nature of the barriers identified. For this 

reason, we focus in this article on an analysis of Polish cases that are representative of the submis-

sions collected under the b-solutions programme. The reported problems in the Polish borderlands 

concern the following issues (AEBR & EC, 2020, 2021): 

 the creation of a cross-border business incubator to combat high unemployment (PL-LT);  

 regulations concerning social insurance for cross-border workers (PL-LT);  

 official permits for the construction of a pedestrian and cycle bridge in the tri-state (CZ-DE-

PL) area;  

 access to an effective water supply network (PL-LT); 

 coordination and cooperation of emergency services (PL-LT); 

 delegation of public employees to another EU country (PL-CZ); 

 regulations enabling cooperation on the financing and organisation of services for patients 

from a neighbouring country by healthcare facilities (PL-LT). 

Most notably, five of the seven Polish cases of b-solutions appeared in the first compendium 

in 2020. The dominance of the Polish-Lithuanian border should also be noted, which covers five of 

the seven submissions (the other two are related to the Czech-German-Polish and Polish-Czech bor-

derlands). The barriers occurring in Poland’s areas are described in detail below, which allows for a 

better understanding of their nature and the proposed ways to overcome them. These descriptions 

reflect the factual state of affairs as at the time of the publication of the compendia. 

The first case concerned legal difficulties in setting up a cross-border business incubator in 

the Polish-Lithuanian border area. The initiative was intended to counter youth unemployment and 

emigration, but the lack of clear regulations prevented the joint funding of the project by local gov-

ernments. Lithuanian legislation did not resolve the issue of spending public funds abroad, and Polish 

law excluded the possibility of transferring funds abroad. The reinterpretation of existing regulations, 

the use of bilateral agreements and the creation of a common legal entity based on an agreement or 
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tools of EU law (EGTC, European Economic Interest Grouping – EEIG, European Cross-Border 

Mechanism – ECBM) were identified as feasible solutions. 

The second case involved residents working on both sides of the border who face difficulties 

due to the two countries’ divergent social security systems. The lack of uniform rules means that 

there is a lack of clarity when combining paid work and self-employment or coordination with other 

areas such as taxation and healthcare. In order to overcome the above barriers, a Polish-Lithuanian 

bilateral agreement was proposed under Article 16 of Regulation (EC) No 883/2004, and considera-

tion was given to creating a separate social security system or developing enquiry points for employ-

ees and entrepreneurs. 

The third case concerned plans for a pedestrian and cycle bridge linking the Czech Republic, 

Poland and Germany in the Nysa Euroregion. The project did not go ahead because it required ap-

provals in three countries and the lack of mutual recognition of professional qualifications further 

hampered the process. Possible solutions were to expand the project team to include engineers from 

the Czech Republic and Germany, to conclude a tripartite intergovernmental agreement or to use the 

ECBM to simplify procedures. 

The fourth case was related to deficits in access to water supply in border communities. On 

the Lithuanian side, only a part of the population had access to the network and on the Polish side, 

the infrastructure was technically degraded. The joint project was prevented by regulations prohibit-

ing the provision of water services by foreign entities. The expert advice proposed bilateral agree-

ments between communes, a physical interconnection of the two water supply networks, as well as 

the support of Euroregions and cross-border institutions in organising and coordinating the project. 

The fifth case involved the cooperation of emergency services in the Vilkaviškis-Vižajny-

Rutka-Tartak region. The lack of standardised procedures increased response times, putting residents 

at a greater risk of serious incidents. The existing agreements were outdated and did not regulate 

issues such as insurance, equipment liability or accounting for the costs of emergency actions. Ex-

perts recommended updating the agreements, introducing transparent command mechanisms, joint 

exercises and training, as well as applying for funds from cross-border programmes to upgrade equip-

ment. 

The sixth case concerned the delegation of the employees of the Dolnośląskie Province Mar-

shal Office to the Joint Secretariat in Olomouc as part of the Interreg Poland-Czech Republic pro-

gramme. There was a lack of clear regulations regarding the legal status of such employees and the 

application of labour and social security regulations. At the time, it was proposed to base employment 

contracts on the principles of Regulation (EC) No 593/2008 (Rome I), which would allow for the 

determination of the applicable labour and tax law. The need for developing a common standard 
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between the institutions of both countries was also pointed out. 

The seventh case involved healthcare in border regions, where facilities were struggling with 

staff shortages and limited funding. Despite Directive 2011/24/EU, cooperation was hampered by 

the lack of clear cost reimbursement and documentation sharing rules. In response, experts proposed 

that the interested parties follow the example of the 2019 Lithuanian-Latvian agreement, have indi-

vidual establishments sign letters of intent, conclude a governmental agreement and prepare opera-

tional annexes that would allow them to implement in practice the principles of cooperation. 

 

7. The b-solutions initiative in the context of local and regional security policies 

 

As indicated earlier, the themes of the Polish submissions under the b-solutions initiative are 

representative of a broader spectrum of problems faced by border regions across the European Union. 

The submissions from Poland, however, are of particular analytical importance as they not only show 

the typical institutional and legal difficulties, but also highlight how closely they are linked to secu-

rity in the broad sense, understood as a dynamic process of ensuring the existence, survival and 

development of local and regional communities (Babiński, 2020; Chojnowski, 2017). 

The cases identified fall into the four dominant categories of security: social, healthcare, 

public and environmental. The convergence of problems reported by actors from different EU re-

gions – regardless of their geographical location – confirms the universal nature of cross-border bar-

riers. At the same time, as Durand and Decoville (2019) emphasise, patterns of regional integration 

and levels of trust in institutions vary from region to region. This has important implications for the 

replicability of solutions and points to the need for instruments tailored to local conditions. 

The study results clearly indicate that the most frequently reported issues represent the cate-

gories of social and healthcare problems. These are, for example, difficulties in access to healthcare 

and coordination of social security systems in the PL-LT border area. According to the literature 

(Balogh, 2024; Mullan, 2024), cross-border healthcare in the EU remains burdened by a number of 

obstacles from incompatible patient data regulations, through the lack of automatic recognition of 

medical staff qualifications, to differences in cost reimbursement and medical transport rules. The 

case of the delegation of public employees in the PL-CZ region finds its analogues in the Denmark-

Sweden border region (AEBR & EC, 2024a), which appears to confirm Makkonen’s (2024) thesis 

of systemic constraints on cross-border labour mobility. 

Public security, understood as the ability to manage emergencies and respond to them rap-

idly, also proved problematic. The case from the PL-LT borderland relating to the cooperation of 

emergency services confirms the findings of Mullan (2024), who showed that the lack of consistent 
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procedures and common protocols limits the effectiveness of emergency response. As noted by Ar-

rieta and Davies (2025), the inconsistency of crisis management systems and lack of interoperability 

is a significant barrier to cross-border institutional security. 

Similarly, administrative and infrastructural problems – such as the construction of a bridge 

at the CZ-DE-PL border – should be classified under the infrastructural dimension of security, espe-

cially in the context of regional resilience. As emphasised by Park et al. (2022), the effectiveness of 

local emergency operations depends on the availability of resources and coordination of activities 

among the different administrative levels, which is also confirmed by an analysis of Italian “security 

pacts” (Calaresu & Tebaldi, 2015). 

The category of environmental security also deserves special attention. The case of access to 

a water supply network in the PL-LT border area indicates the threat of an inadequate legal frame-

work for natural resource management. As examples from Belgium and Germany (waste transport) 

as well as Austria and Bavaria (energy) show, similar barriers affect many EU regions (AEBR & EC, 

2024a, 2024b). In this context, cross-border cooperation becomes not only an environmental man-

agement tool, but also a form of security policy, responding to threats related to access to water and 

energy. 

According to the concept of local security (Stefański, 2024), such threats have a direct impact 

on residents’ subjective sense of security, both physically (access to services) and socially (trust in 

institutions). Research shows that Euroregions and EGTCs can play a key role in building a space of 

resilience, but their effectiveness largely depends on the political will of central authorities (Medeiros 

et al., 2024). 

It is worth noting that, in the light of the analysis of the aforementioned submissions and the 

literature on the subject, the b-solutions initiative can be seen as a tool of security policy at the local 

and regional levels, even though it was not originally classified as such in the literature. Practical 

cases show that this initiative supports not only territorial development, but also the building of in-

stitutional resilience in the conditions of multi-level governance (Zillmer, 2024; Ulrich, 2024). 

 

8. Conclusions 

An analysis of the Polish submissions to the b-solutions initiative shows that the main chal-

lenges to broadly understood security resulted mainly from the lack of adequate legal regulations 

enabling effective cross-border cooperation. This gap caused real risks in terms of healthcare security 

by reducing the effectiveness of emergency services and the healthcare system as well as environ-

mental security, especially with regard to access to drinking water. 

In accordance with the adopted hypothesis, the problem was not always due to a lack of 
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legislation at the EU or national level. On the contrary, in two out of seven cases analysed, necessary 

regulations did exist, but were not taken advantage of by local and regional authorities. This con-

cerned, among other things, access to healthcare services or water supply infrastructure, where the 

legal framework enabled cooperation, but its practical implementation failed. This suggests that an 

important part of the barriers to cooperation are due to not so much a lack of regulations as insuffi-

cient awareness among local authorities of the existing instruments and possibilities to act within the 

framework of the regulations already in place. 

A different situation is represented by the case of cross-border cooperation of emergency 

services in the Polish-Lithuanian border area. In this case, the source of the problem was the real lack 

of regulations adapted to the presence of the two countries in the Schengen area, which created a 

legal gap at the EU or international level. Resolving this issue requires intervention of central au-

thorities. It is significant that they may not be aware of the existence of such problems functioning 

on the periphery of the state. 

According to prevailing definitions of security policy, it is the state – and in particular the 

executive and the legislative branches – that is responsible for shaping a coherent legal framework 

and creating the conditions for international cooperation in this area. However, an analysis of the 

submissions from the Polish borderlands shows that also the lack of activity and competences on the 

part of local authorities can constitute a significant barrier. Therefore, increasing local decision-mak-

ers’ awareness of existing legal possibilities appears to be a prerequisite for the effective elimination 

of obstacles to cross-border security. 

The problems analysed within the scope of b-solutions undoubtedly arise from the diversified 

legal and administrative frameworks of European Union Member States (Medeiros et al., 2022), the 

difficulties in coordinating healthcare and emergency services (Balogh, 2024; Mullan, 2024), as well 

as the barriers limiting employee mobility (Makkonen, 2024). Nevertheless – and crucially for this 

study – they also concern the aspects of security that have less often been explicitly identified in the 

literature to date. 

The cases collected since 2018 show that the b-solutions initiative responds to problems re-

lated to emergency coordination, employee mobility, access to healthcare services and environmental 

protection. This was very well reflected in the Polish cases, which are representative examples of the 

entire initiative. The authors emphasise that b-solutions fulfil advisory and consultative functions, 

identify obstacles, propose possible paths to overcome them as well as raise institutional and public 

awareness of the importance of cross-border cooperation (Mullan & Scott, 2024). More broadly, b-

solutions are assessed as a tool to support the process of progressive dismantling of legal and admin-

istrative barriers in Europe and as a pilot project for the ECBM, which would allow the application 
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of the law of a neighbouring country in the implementation of cross-border projects (Medeiros et al., 

2022). Thus, the b-solutions initiative, despite its limited scope, is compatible with the idea of “One 

Europe, One System”, in which borders are no longer a barrier to public service delivery, mobility 

or institutional cooperation (Medeiros et al., 2022).  

At the same time, the literature indicates that although b-solutions build institutional trust 

and strengthen the commitment of regional authorities (Medeiros & Guillermo-Ramírez, 2021), their 

impact is limited. Although pertinent and valuable, solutions proposed by experts are not fully scal-

able due to the wide variety of legal and administrative systems, as well as cooperation models in 

Europe (Durand & Decoville, 2019; Medeiros et al., 2022). This makes the effectiveness of such 

initiatives dependent on not only their merits, but also the political will of Member States and the 

capacity of local institutions to implement proposed solutions. 
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