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Abstract
The field of cross-border studies has been approached from many different specialisations, but most
of these focus on the institutional aspects of the cooperation and often do so from a top-down point
of view. The aim of this study is to add a new dimension to cross-border studies following a recent
call by several authors to try and understand the influence of societal actors on these projects. This
study assesses how the involvement of civil society might influence the outcome of cross-border
projects. Based on a case study analysis of two projects, this document highlights potential benefits
to be gained from their involvement, and indicates that the influence of civil society on cross-border
projects is dependent on the relations between actors and the structure of the process. Although this
applies for any spatial planning project, the specific differences in cultural and legislative context
across borders can make these issues more decisive. This also emphasises the necessity of
considering the question how and if society should be involved in the first place.
Keywords: cross-border cooperation, civil society, societal involvement, dependencies, spatial
planning
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Summary
Most of the research in border studies has a top-down approach and mainly pays attention to
institutional aspects of cross-border projects. Following recent calls from other authors, this study
has approached border studies from the bottom-up. It in particular pays attention to the field of
cross-border spatial planning. The influence of civil society on spatial planning projects within a
country has received a large amount of attention over the years. An understanding of the
contribution of civil society to cross-border spatial planning projects however remained unclear. The
objective of this study was to make a first attempt at generating this understanding. The main
research question was:
What is the contribution of civil society to the outcome of cross-border spatial planning projects?
This question was answered by studying the differences between cross-border planning projects and
spatial planning projects in one country, uncovering the aspects that influence the success and failure
of cross-border spatial planning projects, and what the effect of civil society is on the aspects that
influence cross-border spatial planning projects. These questions were answered through the use of
a case study in which two projects were studied that involved societal actors in spatial development
projects that occurred across national borders. These two cases are the NationaalParkRegio Meinweg
on the Dutch-German border, and the regional development project in the Kempen-Broek region on
the Belgian-Dutch border. These cases were studied through the use of a document study and a total
of sixteen interviews with a diverse group of actors. The results from these were analysed by making
us of an analytical framework that combined a participation ladder with a cross-border stages model.
This framework paid additional attention to the influence of the project motivation, the congruence
between the involved actors, and the stance of policies and institutions towards cross-border
cooperation. This made it possible to understand how different levels of societal involvement, affect
a set off success and failure factors which in turn influence the outcome of the cross-border projects.
The study shows that the contribution of civil society is highly dependent on the influence that they
have on the process. This influence in turn is for a part dependent on two factors: the relations
(dependencies) between the actors that developed the project and the societal actors, and the way
the process is constructed to facilitate societal actors to influence the outcome. If a project does not
have a broadly supported project motivation and a clear participation structure, then the inclusion of
societal actors might lead to issues such as delays, disagreement and miscommunication. A factor
that was not taken into consideration in the analytical framework was that of trust and
understanding between actors. This seemed to influenced the relations between actors and
contributed to their expectations and experience of uncertainties in the process.
To conclude, an active participation, under the right circumstances, can greatly benefit the process
and outcome of the project. However, the complexity brought to a project by its cross-border
dimension, might be further negatively influenced by an inadequate cooperation. It is thus important
to understand the potential risks and benefits of societal involvement in cross-border cooperation
before it is even considered.
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Preface
But why? Growing up in Eijsden I often wondered why some things were so different in Belgium,
which lies just outside of my village. To the west and south, Eijsden is bordered by both Wallonia and
Flanders. In these few square kilometres people talk different, act different, and most surprisingly
the landscape is very different. The border controls are long gone, but it remains easy even for those
not versed in landscape architecture and planning to see and feel when you cross the border into
Belgium (or cross any border for that matter). This question was one of the things that got me into
spatial planning, and now all those years later I have come full circle and started studying these
enigmatic borders. And now I finally understand. These sometimes so random lines on a map are
shaped by centuries of change and remain in transformation even in todays ‘stability’ brought about
by the European Union. These thin lines contain an immense array of policies and cultures belonging
to different countries that meet each other head-on in the border regions, meaning that spill-overs
of everything happen all the time.
Here I would like to take a moment to thank those who contributed to the completion of this work.
First and foremost a word of thanks to my supervisors in helping me to channel my ideas into the
correct direction. I am also very grateful to all the people involved in the NPR Meinweg and regional
development Kempen-Broek projects for their time, assistance and openness. I hope that this
document in some way contributes to the furthering of your great work. Finally I would like to thank
all people around me for their daily support, ideas and humour (and the architecture students for
tolerating a planner in their lair).
I hope you enjoy reading this work and much as I enjoyed making it, and I hope that next time you
cross a border you take a second look at the differences around you.

Frank Gorissen
Wageningen and Eijsden, July 2015
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1. Introduction
Cross-border cooperation and the way the relation between globalisation and regionalisation has
influenced the development of borders within Europe has gained a lot of attention from the
academic and practical communities in the last two decades (Prokkola 2011; Terlouw 2012). Borders
are at the forefront of European objectives such as the freedom of movement for people and an
open internal market and are prime locations for the furthering of territorial cohesion. What a
border exactly is tends to be debated amongst authors and has a range of definitions in different
fields of study. However, the continues bordering, de-bordering and re-bordering on all geographical
levels has ensured that borders as we know them today, have become increasingly complex and
differentiated (Paasi & Prokkola 2008), and amorphous in the sense that they are multi-dimensional
spaces. Their geographical form is clear as a line on a map, but they are not physical barriers so spillovers occur where language, cultures and policies meet. Christainsen and Jørgensen describe the
effect of borders to both “... divide regulatory spaces and to create new ones which unite policymakers from either side” (2000, p.63). These spill-overs are also important in a spatial way. Spatial
developments on one side of the border will also influence what happens on the other side. A clear
understanding of how borders and cross-border relations work is of importance to ensure the best
spatial development choices. Additionally, borders are considered crucial in generating territory and
a feeling of national identity (Paasi & Prokkola 2008). But borders are also a contact zone between
countries and regions that offer chances and generate problems for the future in equal measures.
The contemporary move towards decentralisation has affected the central power of national
governments and has given regional actors more power in a new field. This process of
decentralisation occurs in most countries in western Europe, which in turn means that the border is
an area where these increasingly empowered actors meet. Citizens still experience plenty of issues
when living and working in the border area caused by the difference in policy zones (Sousa 2013).
Even if they would want to solve these issues, the current governmental structures in place make it
difficult to get involved. Current Euregions are described as “... a kind of Europe closer to the citizens,
a bottom-up approach to Europe” (Sousa 2013, p.8). These organisations are, however, also
considered to be increasingly fund-driven, in which the borders are developed from a European
perspective, and not necessarily helping a particular border region (Sousa 2013; Jacobs & Kooij
2013). So it seems there is a move from a ‘local problem solving’ form of planning to a more
institutionalized ‘European planning system’ which is being strongly influenced by European
discourses and funding. The fact that these cross-border organisations remain relatively unknown to
citizens, while stating that they act in the advantage of citizens, makes one wonder on what the
citizens think about the results achieved by these organisations. This has led to several publications
in which authors emphasise the importance of including civil society in cross-border projects and
state that not everything can be organised by governmental layers (Sousa 2013; Strüver 2004; Paasi
& Prokkola 2008; Buizer & Turnhout 2011; Laine 2014). Gualda et al. (2011) state that the effects of
top-down implemented European programmes tend to disappear when the top-down financial
support runs dry, so they stress the importance of bottom-up participation. Buizer and Turnhout
(2011) discuss the increasing participation of non-State actors in the creation of places. They mention
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that the process of shaping places is not just a hierarchical, top-down affair, but is also influenced
from the bottom up (Buizer & Turnhout 2011). But society itself is also increasingly asking more
influence on the development of its living environment (Salverda et al. 2014). In the last few years
the Dutch government has started stimulating civil society to get more involved, even in more State
dominated fields such as nature (Dam, Duineveld, et al. 2014; Salverda et al. 2014). Although these
authors stress the importance of the involvement of civil society, not much research has actually
tried to assess the role and influence of civil society on cross-border projects. An understanding of
the grassroots-level, or the ‘people approach’ as van Houtum (2000) is still missing for a large part in
cross-border studies (Prokkola 2011).
1.1.
Problem statement
Based on an assessment of contemporary literature, the following societal and scientific problem
statements have been developed:
Societal: Although European Union policies aim to stimulate the development of border regions, the
people living in the border regions are often not involved in these development processes. The
institutions involved with cross-border development are often unknown to the general public.
Scientific: Contemporary research has not paid adequate attention to the role of civil society in the
development of border regions. Current assessment of the success of cross-border projects mainly
pays attention to institutional outcomes. Assessment of the role of civil society and its contribution
to the outcome of cross-border projects is lacking.
1.2.
Research objective
The objective of this study was to assess how civil society influences cross-border spatial planning
projects. In this study of cross-border spatial planning, the following definition by Fricke (2014, p.2)
was used: cross-border spatial planning is understood as “... all actions aiming at the coordination of
spatial development of the cross-border areas”. Civil society covers all individuals and organisations
that are not related to governmental institutions.
1.3.
Research questions
The following set of (sub)research questions was used to guide and demarcate the thesis study.
Main research question: What is the contribution of civil society to the outcome of cross-border
spatial planning projects?
Sub-research questions:
1. What are the differences between cross-border planning projects and spatial planning
projects in one country?
2. What aspects influence the success and failure of cross-border spatial planning projects?
3. What is the effect of civil society on the aspects that influence cross-border spatial planning
projects?
The main research question was aimed at uncovering how civil society contributes to the outcome of
cross-border projects. This is set against the contemporary trend of an increasing top-down view on
cross-border developments.
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The first sub-research question was used to look at the differences between planning projects in a
cross-border situation and planning projects within one country. This question was meant to take the
potential problem of different policies and planning systems into account. Although a lot of research
has been done into the ‘linking’ of governance systems across the border, the initial political tools
still stem from the national territoriality (Fricke 2014). It might be that one government wants to
involve society, whereas the policies of the other country discourages this. This question is answered
in two phases. The first was through a literature study, the second phase is a case study. The first
part will give a global understanding of the policy differences, whereas the case studies provided a
more in-depth understanding of how policies influence a local situation.
The second sub-research question was meant to uncover how cross-border planning projects reach a
certain outcome. The assessment of success and fail factors played an important role in answering
this question. To understand how civil society can influence cross-border planning projects, it is
important to see how cross-border projects themselves function and proceed.
The third sub-research question was used to generate an understanding of how civil society
influences these factors that contribute to the success or failure of cross-border projects. This
question was answered through the use of a case study.
1.4.
The researchers role
In my role as researcher I consider it important to be aware of my own positionality within a research
project and my worldview. This because my own ‘vision on the world’ might explain why I take
certain steps in my work. As researcher I can be characterised as a transformative oriented
pragmatist. This way of thinking was shaped due to my professional education and regular contacts
with the private market outside of the academic world. Another important aspect in this particular
study is my connection to the topic. I grew up and still partially live in the south of Limburg in a
village on the border. The large differences in language, culture and spatial organisation caused by a
line on a map has intrigued me from a young age. I also worked on several cross-border projects
during an internship at the Government Service for Land and Water Management (DLG). This was
mainly focussed on top-down planning. I consider international cooperation in the field of spatial
planning a necessary, but also unavoidable development for the near future in Europe. I consider
merely focussing on the land within a country’s own border to be outdated.
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1.5.
Research design
Figure 1 illustrates the research design for the thesis. The different parts of this framework are
described in the following pages.

Figure 1. MSc. thesis research framework

1.6.
Research methodology
A qualitative research approach was adopted for this thesis. This was done because I believe that the
inclusion of the societal dimension in the research will demand an understanding of its social aspects.
Thus the meanings that the studied actors hold about the topic is key, not the opinion that the
researcher has (Creswell 2014). Cases were studied through the use of an analytical framework
(presented in chapter 2), with the aim of understanding the role of civil society in cross-border
cooperation. The analytical framework is based on a multidisciplinary literature study and adopts
research from social geography, policy, border and spatial planning studies.
Case study design
The search for cross-border projects was limited to those related to nature development. This choice
was based upon two reasons. Firstly, this made it easier to search for comparable cases.
Subsequently, nature development has a clear spatial impact and for this reason fits better in a land
use planning thesis than for instance recreational activities.
The study includes two different cases. Getting an in-depth understanding of more than two cases
would demand too much time to be studied according to the study objectives. These cases are
located on the Belgian-Dutch border and on the Dutch-German border. The cases were selected on
the fact that they both include societal actors, but do so in a different way. The projects chosen as
cases are part of the cross-border landscapes of Kempen-Broek and the Meinweg. In Kempen-Broek
this is the ‘Land consolidation and nature development project’ by ARK Natuurontwikkeling and the
province of Limburg. In the Meinweg this is the ‘NationaalParkRegio Meinweg’ project that focused
on nature development and region branding. Because the projects are cross-border projects, they
often adopt names in multiple languages to improve communication on both sides of the border. The
Dutch names of projects and locations are used in this document to avoid confusion about these
names.
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Kempen-Broek

Meinweg

Figure 2. Location of the cases

Data collection
The case studies were subjected to three different types of data collection. These were in random
order 1) qualitative interviews, 2) document, website and policy study,3) site observations.
Qualitative interviews
It was considered important to speak to people that have/had a core function within the project to
gain a more in-depth understanding of the project. The aim of these interviews was to hear how
society has contributed to the project, and how this contribution has influenced its success. A
minimum demand was that they are actively involved in the functioning of the organisation and
shaping of the project. The interviews were all semi-structured with mainly open-ended questions.
The research questions and the analytical framework (see chapter 2) were used to create guiding
questions. All of the interviews were conducted in person and on a location chosen by the
interviewee. An interview protocol was developed to ensure that all interviews contain a minimum
equal amount of attention to the different subjects from the research questions. All interviews were
recorded with an audio-recorder after approval of the interviewees. Table 1 presents information on
the interviewed actors. In total sixteen people were interviewed, seven for the regional
development project in Kempen-Broek and nine for the NationaalParkRegio Meinweg project.
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Table 1. List of interviewees

Governmental organisations

Kempen-Broek

NPR Meinweg

Province of Limburg (NL: 01-04-15)

Province of Limburg (NL: 17-03-15)

Municipality of Weert (NL: 20-03-

Kreis Heinsberg (D: 30-03-15)

15)

Municipality of Roermond (NL:
31-03-15)

Municipality of Roerdalen (NL:
09-04-15)

Municipality of Wassenberg (D:
30-03-15)

Other organisations and
companies

Societal actors

ARK Natuurontwikkeling (NL: 18-

Grenspark Maas-Swalm-Nette

03-15)

(NL: 10-03-15)

Limburgse land en
tuinbouworganisatie (LLTB) (NL:

NABU Naturschutzstation
Haus Wildenrath e.V. (D: 02-04-

10-04-15)

15)

Regionaal Landschap Kempen
en Maasland (B: 02-04-15)
Klankbordgroep (sounding
board) StramproyAltweerterheide (NL: 10-04-15)

Dutch tourism entrepreneur
(NL: 19-03-15)

Heimatverein Wassenberg (D:
30-03-15)

Stichting Plaatselijk Comite
voor Heemkunde (NL: 22-04-15)
Total

7
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Document, website and policy study
All relevant public documents (e.g. visions, reports) were studied to uncover the way in which they
described the project and process and how this might have influenced the realisation of the project.
Additionally, the policy and planning systems of the respective countries were analysed because it is
important for the case study to know in which policy framework the cases are embedded. This
because policy and planning systems in place have a potentially large impact on the influence,
possibilities of inclusion and the role of civil society.
Site observations
The site observations were not used as a direct data collection tool. Both regions were visited to gain
an impression of the projects before the interviews.
Verification and ethical considerations
Following Creswell (2014), to ensure internal validity of the research the following strategies were
employed:
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1. Triangulate: adopt different data sources to create a ‘coherent justification’. This was done
by adopting the different forms of data collection that are described in section 1.6.;
2. Member checking: all the interviewees were provided with the documentation of their
interview. This was done to ensure that they agreed on the accuracy of the data;
3. Adopt rich and thick description: the aim of this is to provide an as accurate as possible
description of the cases. This is done to ensure that no details are left out that might be
important to the understanding the overall research;
4. Present discrepant information: to ensure the scientific validity all documents and results,
also result that might counter my conclusion, are presented;
5. Clear researcher bias: by providing my own position within the research, as done in section
1.5., it is ensured that readers understand why certain steps are taken within the research.
The aim of case studies is to gain a holistic understanding of a project and organisations. This
demands, among others, in-depth interviews with involved people. It is important to ensure that
these interviews, and the information they provide, are handled in a correct manner. To ensure a
correct way of working together with the interviewees I have: 1) provided the contacts with an
explanation of the objectives and I how I will use the data, 2) requested permission from the
interviewees to make use of all information he/she shares, 3) provided a copy of the interview
documentation for approval before further use, 4) provided them with the opportunity to stay
anonymous and 5) ensured that all contacts received the same attention and possibilities. Ethical
points concerning my research were: 1) ensure that I avoid siding with interviewees, 2) avoid
disclosing only positive results, and 3) ensure the correct use and mentioning of sources and data.
1.7.

Reading guide

Figure 3. Reading guide
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2. Civil society and cross-border spatial planning
This chapter will, based on an extensive literature study, provide an analytical framework to analyse
the role of civil society (the ‘people’) in cross-border spatial planning. Firstly, attention will be given to
how the role that civil society plays in policy making can be analysed through the use of participation
ladders. Subsequently, the process of cross-border cooperation will be discussed. The last part will
explain the analytical framework for this study that was be used to understand the role of society in
cross-border spatial planning.
2.1.
The role of civil society
To understand how civil society might influence cross-border projects, it is firstly important to
understand the role of society within one country. Society is increasingly asking for more influence
on the development of its living environment (Salverda et al. 2014; Edelenbos 2005). This might
partially be caused by increased chances for own initiatives since the downfall of the welfare State in
the Netherlands and the withdrawal of the government from several public services (Dam, Salverda,
During, et al. 2014). In the last few years the Dutch government has also started stimulating civil
society to get more involved with policy making (Dam, Duineveld, et al. 2014; Salverda et al. 2014).
Buizer and Turnhout (2011) discuss the increasing participation of non-State actors in the creation of
places. They state that the process of shaping places is not just a hierarchical, top-down affair, but is
also influenced from the bottom up. Societal involvement, participatory and collaborative planning
have all been praised and criticised. Although this study does not claim that societal involvement is
always beneficial, it does support the view of Boonstra and Boelens (2011) that many potential
successful projects proposed by civil society bog down due to a slow or not very adaptive
government. Several authors have studied the relation between civil society and governmental
institutions, and how they can interact with each other. The following part will discuss different
concepts that have been developed to understand this relation and how the role of civil society can
be classified.
Level of participation
In 1969, Arnstein developed the participation ladder. The aim of this ladder was to create a new
discussion on the involvement of citizens in State dominated plan making (Arnstein 1969). The ladder
has eight rungs and symbolises the move from governmental manipulation to full citizen control.
Although the ladder in itself does not present concrete ways in which to apply or assess the level of
involvement, it did act as an early stimulation of civil involvement. Other authors have developed
more applicable concepts over the years. Edelenbos (2000; 2005) developed a six rung ladder to
determine the level of participation. The participation ladder of Edelenbos is based on the role of
society in an interactive decision making process with a government. The rungs are, in an increasing
influence of civil society: no involvement, informing, consulting, advising, coproducing and codeciding. Salverda et al. (2014) uses the following five rungs: no role for the government,
governmental participation, co-creation, citizen participation and governmental control. These rungs
present an image of participation from the government’s point of view, so opposite to the ladders by
Arnstein and Edelenbos. All of these ladders are a simplification of the actual situation and there is
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no method to easily place a group of participants on a single rung of the ladder. This analytical
framework will take the work of Edelenbos as a starting point for the study of the role of civil society.
To determine if the level of participation can be considered as strong, Edelenbos (2005) divides
participation in two dimensions. These dimensions are the width and depth of the participation. The
width discusses the possibility of each member of society to participate in each phase of the process.
The depth determines the influence that society had on the final outcome of the process. The
analyses of the width of participation is based on how the government has shaped the ‘invitation’
towards society. This invitation is measured through the amount of information and participation
opportunities that were made available. The depth of participation is determined through the earlier
mentioned participation ladder. In a later publication, Edelenbos et al. (2006) expanded the ladder by
merging it with a set of different governmental styles developed by Pröpper and Steenbeek (1999).
This makes it possible to understand the role of civil society and the role of the government when
they cooperate in different settings. It also makes it easier to understand the level of participation
since now it can be studied from both a societal and governmental point of view. This combination
can be seen in table 2 Level of participation and policy styles. The ladder consists of the following
rungs (Edelenbos 2005; Edelenbos et al. 2006; Pröpper & Steenbeek 1999):
No societal involvement: This is the base of the ladder because one cannot speak of any form
of participation. The government acts independently and provides no further information on
their actions.
Informing: The involved governmental organisation(s) decide and develop the policy and/or
project on their own account. They only inform society and choose to not include potential
interested stakeholders.
Consulting: The governmental organisation views certain societal actors as a discussion
partner which may react on the plans. The final policy/plan is still determined by the
government and they do not necessarily include the feedback of society.
Advising: This is the first level of actual participation from the government according to
Pröpper and Steenbeek (1999). The government still decides on the final policy/plan, but
society is involved from an early stage in the project and can think along and potentially steer
the final decision. The government is more committed to the input of society but may still
deviate from it in the final decision phase (if accounted for).
Co-producing: Participating societal actors are allowed to either co-decide within set terms or
work on a basis of equality with the government. The government commits itself to the
outcome of the procedure after having tested these on pre-set agreements.
Co-deciding: In this phase societal actors develop the policy or plan. The government acts as
a facilitator and advisor. The outcomes of the process are directly accepted and have an
immediate binding force.
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Table 2. Level of participation and policy styles (Edelenbos 2006, p21)
Participation ladder
Edelenbos (2000)

Government styles
Pröpper en Steenbeek
(1999)
1. Closed authoritarian
style

Role of society

Role of government

None

1. Informing

2. Open authoritarian
style

2. Consulting

3. Consulting style

Target group of the
research, does not
provide input
Consulted partner

3. Advising

4. Participatory style

Adviser

4. Co-producing

5. Delegating style

5. Co-deciding within
set terms

Conducts policy
independent and does
not provide
information.
Conducts policy
independent and
provides information.
Decides on policy and
provides possibilities
for feedback, but does
not connect any
obligations to this.
Decides on policy, but
is open for other ideas
and solutions.
5. Decides on policy
taking the set terms
into account.

6. Cooperating style

6. Cooperation partner
based on equality

7. Facilitating style

Initiator

Participant is not
involved

5. Co-deciding

6. Society and
government work and
develop policy based
on equality.
Provides support and
lets society develop
policy.

This participation ladder does not provide clear handles how to assess the roles of civil society when
working with different governmental layers. This is especially difficult in an international setting
where the planning systems might be very different, and because of that, this study will combine the
participation ladder of Edelenbos with cross-border concepts in section 2.4.
2.2.
Cross-border spatial planning
The border regions of Europe have become the frontier of moving the European goal of territorial
cohesion forward (Prokkola et al. 2015). Literature offers diverse definitions on this topic that on first
glance seems so straightforward. Fricke defines cross-border cooperation as “... a patchwork of
existing governmental tiers and territories” (2014, p.4). She also emphasises the importance of
understanding the geographical scope and spatial perimeters since these are different in every crossborder setting (Fricke 2014). Perkmann sees cross-border cooperation as a “... more or less
institutionalized collaboration between contiguous subnational authorities across national borders”
(Perkmann 2003, p.156). In this collaboration the main protagonists are public authorities.
Collaboration occurs between subnational authorities from different countries, it aims at practical
problem-solving, and involves the stabilisation of cross-border contacts (Perkmann 2003). Perkmann
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(1999) additionally mentions that cross-border initiatives do usually not have a single and coherent
objective. The definitions of Fricke and Perkmann, and with them many other authors, mainly focus
on the institutional systems that are at work within the action of collaboration. It is regularly
mentioned that one of the objectives of cross-border cooperation is to solve the problems caused by
national differences (Tölle 2012; Fricke 2014; Perkmann 2003; Gualda et al. 2011). The differences
can be political and administrative in nature, but also relate to differences in planning systems, and
spreads across different levels (Fricke 2014). Analysing these levels can be difficult because crossborder organisations “... often lack a coherent and integrated territory” (Fricke 2014, p.3). An issue in
cross-border spatial planning is that it is difficult to evaluate the long-term results of actions in the
territory due to the “...indirect and temporally delayed consequences of decisions” (Fricke 2014, p.7).
Other authors stress the importance of understanding the broader social processes, contextual
features and the cooperation between communities which can make use of diverse cooperation
methods, besides the study of institutional systems (Sousa 2013; Paasi & Prokkola 2008; Houtum &
Strüver 2002). Durand (2014) further species the cross-border concept for spatial planning. He makes
a distinction between two terms which are often used interchangeably in publications: transnational
planning and cross-border planning. “Transnational planning is more focused on the transnational
scale, while cross-border planning is applied on a local scale with greater spatial proximity” (Durand
2014). This study focusses on the cross-border scale because projects on this scale are more likely to
include actors from civil society.
2.3.

Assessing cross-border projects

The extent of cross-border cooperation
To be able to understand how civil society can contribute to cross-border spatial planning, it is
necessary to firstly understand how these projects function and which other factors have already
been proven to contribute to their development. The aim of Wiering and Verwijmeren is to explain
the degree of actual cooperation of cross-border projects and to be able to compare them. According
to these authors the degree or extent of cooperation is shaped by three criteria. These key criteria
are cooperation formation, cooperation effectiveness, and stakeholder satisfaction (Verwijmeren &
Wiering 2007). Cooperation formation “... refers to the processes of institutionalisation of any
cooperation initiative and the different institutions resulting from it, from specific rules and
procedures to opening up communication channels or creating joint problem definitions in any form”
(Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007, p.3). It can be studied in the form of ‘output’ created by the process.
Output consists of research reports, policy plans, agreements, and treaties (Wiering & Verwijmeren
2012), but also the amount and frequency of interactions (Wiering et al. 2010). Cooperation
effectiveness looks at the outcome of cooperation formation. The aim of this criteria is to see if the
objectives of the cooperation have been achieved. The authors do stress that it is difficult to establish
a causal link between cooperation activities and problem solving capacities (Wiering & Verwijmeren
2012). Thus they themselves tend to look at the degree of implementation of made decisions. The
last key criterion, stakeholder satisfaction, studies the opinion of involved participants about the
level of success of the project.
Verwijmeren and Wiering (2007; 2012) and Wiering et al. (2010) developed the Stages Model of
Transboundary Governance as a way to assess in which phase of cross-border governance a project
is. The model is based on the result of a cross-border river management study in which Wiering and
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Verwijmeren (2007, 2012) discovered that even projects considered successful can be at different
‘phases’ of cross-border governance. The level of development is based on the level of policy
integration achieved by the involved institutions (Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007). They emphasise that
reaching the highest phase does not make it a more successful project. The most suited phase
depends on the specific desired outcome of situation. The stages model consists of six phases, each
representing a different level of policy integration across a national border (see figure 4). The
triangles represent the state of each phase whereas the rectangles display the conditions that need
to be met to reach that phase. Phase 0 represent a border region in which the local policy is fully
independent and has no relation with the institutions on the other side of the border. Through
communication and getting acquainted with each other, the project moves into phase 1. By
discussing the problems each region has and acknowledging a mutual dependency, the stakeholders
can come to a joint problem definition (phase 2). Phase 3 represents projects that have linked their
problems and started tuning their domestic policies to better suit the joint problem. The next step is
“... some kind of transfer of autonomy in the direction of a joint policy treaty, a directive or joint
organisation” (Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007, p.5) after which joint implementation becomes possible
(phase 4). Full integration (phase 5) means the ‘removal’ of the border from domestic
administrations.
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Figure 4. Stages Model of Transboundary Governance Source: Wiering & Verwijmeren 2012, p. 260
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Understanding the extent of cross-border cooperation
This does however not answer why some projects move further down the road of transboundary or
cross-border governance then others. Verwijmeren and Wiering (2007) present three factors to
further explain the extent of cross-border cooperation. The first explanation is the problem structure
and the distribution of interests. They believe that there should be a certain agreement and
understanding of the problem to be able to cooperate. There is a common agreement amongst
scholars that the outcome of the project “… is at least in part dependent on the basic features of the
problem or the problem structure” (Wiering et al. 2010, p.2649). Conditions for a clear problem
structure are openness about the problems of the regions on both sides of the border and
willingness to communicate (Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007). A second explanation can be found in “...
the differences and similarities of the institutions on either side of the border” (Wiering et al. 2010,
p.2653). This level of congruence in dimensions of policy arrangements is thus another way to explain
the success of cooperation. To further analyse this congruence they adopt a policy arrangements
approach to better understand change and stability in cross-border policy processes. This approach
helps to explain processes and outcomes of an institutionalisation process. “The approach pays
attention to both institutional (as ‘organisational’) and discursive aspects of policy making” (Wiering
et al. 2010, p.2653). The approach is based on four different dimensions: 1) policy actors, 2)
resources and power, 3) rules of the game, and 4) policy discourses.
Policy actors: Actors are all organisations or individuals that are involved in the project.
Coalitions refers to the fact that actors sometimes form coalitions to peruse certain similar
interests or discourses.
Resources and power: This dimension focusses on the distribution of interests and resources
between the actors which results “... in particular interaction patters and power relations
among the actors” (Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007, p.8). Verwijmeren and Wiering (2007)
distinguish the following resources: money, knowledge, support (both media and by
residents), persuasive authority (e.g. charisma of leaders) and legal authority.
Rules of the game: Looking at the relations between actors and the resources and power
distribution, does not provide an understanding of what they are actually able to do within
the cross-border process. The rules of the game refer to the possibilities and limits set by
formal legislation and informal agreements. Formal legislation refers to all legal decrees, acts
and policy documents of the involved governmental actors. Informal agreements are working
plans of an initiative, visions drafted by local organisations, etc. Verwijmeren and Wiering
(2007) distinguish two types of legislation. “A first type of legislation refers to rules that
regulate negotiation processes and policy making itself” (Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007, p.8).
This includes for instance rules of interaction, decision making procedures and legal
responsibility. The second type looks a rules created to change societal relations and
behaviour. The authors do not further specify this second type, but it is presumed that it
relates to fostering new relations between the State and society, such as the contemporary
shift towards the participation society.
Policy discourse: “Policy discourses can be viewed as interpretative frameworks concerning
specific norms, policy problems and solutions which are shared by the actors” (Verwijmeren
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& Wiering 2007, p.10). these help to structure and understands the issues that transpire
within different policy domains.
The final explanation is the stance of national policies and institutions towards cross-border
cooperation. The level in which policies encourage or discourage cross-border cooperation has a
large influence if projects are ever started.
These different explanations and dimensions form the analytical framework that Wiering et al. (2010)
adopted in their research. Figure 5 displays the relation between the different parts that where
described above.

Figure 5. The analytical framework of Wiering et al. Source: Wiering et al. 2010, p.2655

The relation between the outcome of cross-border spatial
planning and the influence of society

2.4.

As described in section 2.3., Wiering and Verwijmeren make use of an analytical framework to
understand change and stability in cross-border policy processes. They however mainly assess crossborder projects on the level of institutionalisation and joined policy arrangements. This model was
developed to study the level of development and policy integration of cross-border river
management. The analytical framework that they develop is well-suited to for this task. The
assessment of stakeholders in their model is mainly limited to governmental institutions and does
not take the active involvement of civil society into account. In a reflection on their model, they do
pay attention to political modernisation and the current shift towards governance (Verwijmeren &
Wiering 2007). In this they make a distinction between three forms of governance: multi-level
governance, multi-sector governance and multi-actor governance. The first two pay attention to
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policy arrangements, whereas with multi-actor governance they pay brief attention to the
involvement of the market and civil society in policy making. They indicate that these actors play an
increasing role in policy making, but conclude that large river projects are most likely still a traditional
State affair and did thus not identify non-governmental stakeholders.
Before describing how their framework will be adopted for this study, it is important to firstly
address a set of factors defined by other authors that influence the process of cross-border
cooperation which are not actively addressed by Wiering and Verwijmeren. This because analytical
framework and the Stages Model of Wiering and Verwijmeren are considered as a good starting
points to study cross-border spatial planning project, but the formulation of the different aspects of
their framework is considered to not fully cover all important aspects of this study. Some of them
have been altered or supplemented to better suit the design of this research. Additionally, the
limited attention given to civil society in their methodology makes it difficult to get an in-depth
understanding of the influence of society on a cross-border project. To better understand this
influence, the participation ladder by Edelenbos will be used to elaborate in the actors part of the
analytical framework of Wiering and Verwijmeren. Other authors have investigated which factors
contribute to a successful outcome of cross-border projects. Some made similar conclusions as
Wiering and Verwijmeren in their set of publications, whereas others also emphasise additional
factors. Deppisch (2012), after studying the capability of new cross-border regions to govern matters
of spatial development in their geographical region, formulates three factors that strongly influence
the failure or success of cross-border governance processes. These factors are: 1) the importance of
need for action besides Interreg funds, stating that it is a strong incentive, “... but it is not sufficient
on its own to create or sustain successful and integrated cross-border regions” (Deppisch 2012,
p.329). 2) Social and trustful relations between the actors before the actual formation process starts,
and 3) “... an independent, well-equipped and common cross-border process management with
actors able to serve as so-called brokers with the co-operation” (Deppisch 2012, p.329). Just as
Verwijmeren and Wiering, she mentions the importance of studying the external institutional
framework. Within this institutional framework, Prokkola (2011) emphasises the importance of the
national scale contrary to the usually adopted global vs regional perspective in many other
publications. She states that “... national ambitions and norms, are rescaled to conduct transnational
cooperation on the local and regional scale” (Prokkola 2011, p.1205). Sousa (2013) developed a set of
drivers that act as motivators to initiate a cross-border project. These are economic drivers, political
leadership drivers, cultural/identity and State formation drivers, and geographical drivers. Sousa
claims that the success of a cross-border project depends on the mix of the aforementioned drivers,
and the willingness of political leaders and entrepreneurs to overcome historical, identity and
political divisions in the border region. The same is mentioned by Tölle (2012) who stresses that it
requires willingness and the possibility to respect the outcomes of a cooperation, to overcome
problems of cross-border cooperation.
In order to make this framework operational for this particular study it will be necessary to further
specify how these different concepts and different perceptions on how to influence cross-border
projects will be combined and used. This will be done by addressing the project motivation,
congruence between the involved actors, the stance of policies and institutions towards cross-border
cooperation, and the extent of cross-border cooperation in more detail. The first three are used to
gain an in-depth understanding of the project after which it becomes possible to describe the extent
of cross-border cooperation. The use of the participation ladder will become particularly apparent in
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the description of the congruence between the involved actors. Figure 6 displays the adaption of the
analytical framework of Wiering and Verwijmeren that is used for this study. The important study
topics of each feature are summarised in table 3 at the end of this chapter. An interview protocol
was developed based on these topics which can be found in the appendix.

Figure 6. Analytical framework adapted from: Wiering et al. 2010, p.2655 changes in italic

A) Project motivation
The process of cross-border cooperation is enacted by a diverse group of actors that work in a highly
changeable environment which they can hardly change alone. “They are situated in environments
that are controllable and transparent only to a limited degree, and their strategies often follow a
‘garbage-can’ logic determined by conjunctural circumstances and windows of opportunities”
(Perkmann 1999). With this ´garbage-can’ logic Perkmann refers to the construction of plans via the
selection of different ideas and objectives that best suit the specific time frame and mind-set of
participating organisations. A wrong understanding of the different problems and interests amongst
involved stakeholders can lead to confusion and potentially failure later in the process.
Verwijmeren and Wiering specifically address this phase based on mutual problems, creating the
image that cross-border projects are dependent on problems. Colomb (2007) discusses that the
reason to start a cross-border cooperation project, besides a shared problem, can be based on
addressing issues in a more efficient way and as a learning tool by which to improve local methods
and policies. Research by Blatter (2004) shows that cross-border cooperation is not only used as a
‘pragmatic and instrumental approach to solve common problems’, but also as a way of
‘reorientation and reconstruction of regional identities and regional politities’. So a problem is not
always the reason that stimulates actors to collaborate across borders. This study will thus focus on
uncovering the motivation of starting the projects. This motivation might be based on a problem, but
also on other factors and events.
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B) Congruence between the involved actors
The following factor of importance is the level of differences and similarities between the different
institutions on both sides of the border. Fricke (2014) stresses the importance of understanding that
although creating a cross-border integrated space is often part of cross-border cooperation, all
political and administrative competences needed for implementation are linked to national
institutes. “Spatial planning in border regions has to take into account and integrate sector-driven
and varying land-use interests on both sides of the border. Only then can a comprehensive planning
perspective be achieved and a realistic integrated spatial plan delivered” (Deppisch 2012, p.316). As
discussed earlier, Verwijmeren and Wiering (2007) and Wiering et al. (2010) adopt a policy
arrangement approach to further analyse this level of congruence. The approach consists of the
dimensions: actors and coalitions, resources and power, rules of the game and policy discourses.
These have been partially altered and will be further elaborated individually. It is important to
mention that these dimensions cannot be seen as completely separated. There is strong
interdependence between them and they shape each other, but it does provide an useful tool to
understand the different events at play within the process of cross-border cooperation.
B1. Actors and coalitions
The first dimension looks at the involvement and interests of the different stakeholders. As described
earlier, the framework by Wiering and Verwijmeren does not pay elaborate attention to the role of
civil society, presumably because they are not involved in large scale river projects. The participation
ladder will be introduced in this phase to get a better understanding of the role that society plays in
cross-border projects and the relation between the different actors. It is possible that actors will
place each other on different rungs of the participation ladder. This will make it more difficult to
make a clear conclusion about the actual rung they should be placed on. It however does provide
insight into potential issues between the different actors that might have contributed to the eventual
outcome of the project. Relations and interactions between actors are however not a static thing and
their continues interaction makes them reshape each other and are influenced by the different
governance processes they are embedded in (Assche et al. 2014). Assche et al. (2014) claim that the
course along which a plan evolves, is subjected to dependencies. They distinguish path dependence,
interdependence and goal dependence. These dependencies should not be seen as fully
distinguishable factors that can easily tell why an event passed as it did. A certain flexibility or
unpredictability should also be taken into account.
Path dependence discusses the fact that ‘history matters’ and looks at past events and actions that
had a clear effect on the functioning and reasoning of an organisation, and formed a rigidity in its
development (Assche et al. 2014). This can include factor such as, but not only, the involvement of
certain individuals in dominant positions, hierarchies, traditions, ways of working, power relations
and culture. “Path dependencies …. can exist at the level of structures, elements and procedures, and
they can reflect adaptations to organisations and/or function systems” (Assche et al. 2011). So path
dependency refers to factors that an organisations ‘takes along’ when it enters the process of crossborder cooperation and that might influence the process. The relation that one organisation has with
others can be seen as an interdependent factor. Their development transpires along a continuum
that is not only influenced by events in their own past, but by their present and past relation, or
interdependence, with other actors or institutions (Assche et al. 2014). So an interdependence can
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eventually turn out to be a path dependence for an organisation, if its way of acting is altered as a
direct effect of the interdependent relation with others (Assche et al. 2011). Where path dependence
refers to influential factors from the past and interdependence to relations with others, goal
dependence describes how the contemporary behaviour of organisations is influenced by their
visions, goals and objectives. It is not as if this should be considered as a self-fulfilling prophecy, but it
does influence ways of working and reasoning. It is an all too easily made mistake to focus upon a set
of objectives and refuse to be parted with them (Assche et al. 2014).
These dependencies cannot be considered as a clear guide to understand the development and
actions of an organisation. This is where Assche et al. introduce the concept of rigidity and flexibility
(Assche et al. 2014). The dependencies form rigid factors that move the development along a certain
line. They, however, also create flexibility. Organisations are often not aware of the dependencies
that influence them, or they perceive them in a different matter, which creates reactions that are
unpredictable by this model. This links back to the ‘garbage-can’ logic of Perkmann as mentioned
before. The outcome of cross-border cooperation should thus be seen as a “… compound effect
rather than as a realisation of deliberative strategies” (Perkmann 1999).This can be explained by a
network structure often used in cross-border cooperation, which is open to a large variety of actors
that are influenced by the dependencies mentioned above.
B2. Resources and power
A clear understanding of the distribution of resources and power will contribute to a better
understanding of the relation between the different actors on both sides of the border and on the
effectivity of the overall cross-border process. The amount and distribution of resources and power
can be distilled from both official documents and interviews.
B3. Rules of the game
To get an understanding of the rules of the game, all documented formal and informal legislation and
agreements were studied. All actors were also questioned about their own understanding of the
rules to see if there were any conflicting factors between what is written and what was done.
B4. Policy discourses
The last dimension looks at the policy discourses. Discourses are a framework for a certain way of
reasoning and theorising. Allmendinger (2009) uses the likes of Hall and Foucault to define discourse
as the practice of creating knowledge through language. Jacobs (2014) stresses the importance of
understanding the level of integration and differentiation between planning systems. An important
argument for this is that the way planning systems understand cross-border space might be
understood and dealt with differently. This does not only apply to the systems themselves, but also
to the actors. They are embedded in their own domestic systems which influences their outlook and
way of working (Jacobs 2014). Defining a set of discourses without understanding the situation of a
certain project would be merely based on an own interpretation of policy and events. For this study
it is important to make a distinction between discourses on cross-border cooperation and discourses
on societal involvement. These factors have an equally important influence on the project, but might
be viewed very differently per actor.
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C) The stance of policies and institutions towards cross-border cooperation
This next explanation looks at how cross-border cooperation is viewed and enacted by the
overarching policies and institutions. In part it resembles a combination of the actors and coalitions,
and policy discourse dimensions from the congruence part. These are however more encompassing
and discuss more than the stance towards cross-border cooperation. This part pays specific attention
to cross-border cooperation in the overarching political construct that the specific projects are
embedded in. The view will be more expanded then only the national policies and will also look at
the European level.
D) Extent of cross-border cooperation
To understand the extent or level of cooperation it is necessary to analyse the cooperation
formation, the cooperation effectiveness and the stakeholder satisfaction. The different factors
where studied through a document analyses, interviews and a combination on the results of the
aforementioned study topics.
Table 3. Important study topics for the analytical framework

A) Project motivation

B) Congruence
between the involved
actors:
B1. Actors and
coalitions

B2. Recourses and
power

B3. Rules of the game

Interviews
- Interests, values and
perspectives
- Project motivation
- Objectives
- Involved actors and their
interdependence
- Selection of actors
- Predefined role of the
actors
- Level on participation
ladder
- Differences between
participants in both
countries
- Distribution of resources
(money, knowledge,
support and authority)
- Responsibility for
distribution
- The power structure
- Differences in resources
between actors
- Negotiation and decision
making processes
- The influence of
European/national/regional
legislation
- Working with the national
differences
- Which rules and were they
clear

Document study
- Project motivation

-

Distribution of resources
(money, knowledge,
support and authority)

-

The influence of
European/national/regional
legislation
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B4. Policy discourses

-

-

-

Definition cross-border
cooperation in the involved
policy
Definition societal
involvement in the involved
policy
Changes in the definitions

C) The stance of
policies and
institutions towards
cross-border
cooperation (chapter
3)

-

-

-

-

D) Extent of crossborder cooperation
(cooperation
formation)

-

D) Extent of crossborder cooperation
(cooperation
effectiveness)

D) Extent of crossborder cooperation
(stakeholder
satisfaction)

-

Has the motivation been
achieved
Success factors
Influence of the relation
between actors
Influence of civil society
How might the project have
been more
successful/efficient

-

Definition cross-border
cooperation in the involved
policy
Definition societal
involvement in the involved
policy
Changes in the definitions
View of national policies on
regional cross-border
cooperation
Potential difference in
interest per scale of the
project
Changes in the stance of
policies
Documented project output
Documented process
Documented outcome
Legal authority of the
output
Stage of the
institutionalisation of the
stages model
Has the motivation been
achieved

Table 3 displays the aspects from the analytical framework that were considered as important for
this study and which form the basis for the interview protocol (see appendix 1, 2, 3). Important to
notice is that during the study it became clear that the amount of relevant documents was limited for
both the case study and the policy studies. This means that although table 3 puts a relative large
emphasis on the document study, the actual result from this were not equal in amount to the results
generated through the interviews. The stance of policies and institutions towards cross-border
cooperation (C) is addressed separately in chapter 3, instead of in the chapters that present the
results of the cases. This was done because a part of the presented information is similar for both
cases and would otherwise have to be discussed in both cases.
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3. The stance of policies and institutions towards
cross-border cooperation
Planning projects within a country are usually firmly entrenched in its national and regional planning
and legislation systems. These systems and rules offer clear guidelines on how to manage projects up
until to borders of the country. Reaching across that border means crossing into a different system. A
national border might be a clear geographical line on paper, but it is part of a diverse array of
legislative and planning systems. It is influenced by European, national, regional and municipal
policies. Besides these, every part of the Dutch border is covered by Euregions and Interreg programs.
The diversity of rules that are applicable to the borders can potentially create a legislative swamp,
making cross-border projects a hard task. This chapter will describe on the how the current levels of
legislation influence regional cross-border planning projects. Chapter 4 and 5, in which the cases are
addressed, will feature a more elaborate explanation on how policy has influenced these two specific
cases.
3.1.
The European guidelines
Ever since the end of World War 2, the European continent has moved towards an increasingly
transparent and free region. The fall of the Berlin wall in 1989 triggered a European wide idea that
the borders would now slowly fade away (Christiansen & Jørgensen 2000; Jacobs & Kooij 2013). The
expansion of the Schengen treaty and the introduction of Interreg in 1990 further empowered the
idea of a borderless Europe. Jacobs and Kooij define this time as one of Euphoria, “... a shared
optimism towards a borderless Europe” (Jacobs & Kooij 2013, p.380). Although the first initiative for
a cross-border region stems from the 1950s (the EUREGIO on the Dutch-German border), Europe saw
a large increase in initiatives for cross-border regional cooperation in the 1990s (Perkmann 2003).
Currently the biggest part of all regional and local authorities along national borders are part of some
sort of cross-border cooperation initiative (Perkmann 2003). Cross-border cooperation in spatial
development has again seen an intensification over the last years and is one of the central aims of
European political integration (Fricke 2014).
The large increase in cross-border initiatives was followed by increasing attempts by the European
authorities to define and regulate the powers of cross-border organisations. In 1980 the Council of
Europe created the European Outline Convention on Transfrontier Co-operation between Territorial
Communities or Authorities, also known as the ‘Madrid Convention’. The aim of this outline was to
provide a legal framework and agreements that would facilitate and promote the construction of
cross-border organisations based on public law (Perkmann 1999; Sousa 2013; Durand 2014). This
convention has been updated over the years with additional protocols. Not just the budget has
increased, there also appears to be an increase in the size of projects with each new round of funding
(Jacobs & Kooij 2013). The type of projects receiving funding has also shifted from local issues, to
larger topics such as economy and innovation (Interreg Vlaanderen-Nederland 2014; Interreg
Deutschland-Nederland 2014).

23

European Union Cohesion Policy
The interest of the Europe Union in cross-border cooperation can be deduced from the continued
growth of the Interreg program. The Interreg programme was established twenty-five years ago by
the DG Regional development of the European Commission as the Interreg Community Initiative with
an initial budget of 1,1 billion euro, exclusively focused on cross-border cooperation. It was created
to stimulate cross-border regional cooperation projects between local authorities and organisations.
Nowadays, Interreg is part of the European Territorial Cooperation Objective which the European
Commission has defined as one of the two goals of its Cohesion Policy. Figure 7 shows the
development of Interreg. The aim of European Territorial Cooperation is “helping to ensure that
borders are not barriers, bringing Europeans closer together, helping to solve common problems,
facilitating the sharing of ideas and assets, and encouraging strategic work towards common
goals”(European Commission 2015b). Over the years Interreg has developed into a major instrument
in cross-border cooperation. Its aim is “...to tackle common challenges together and find shared
solutions – whether in the field of health, research and education, transport or sustainable energy”
(European Commission 2015c).

Figure 7. Development of Interreg (European Commission 2015c)

Interreg is divided in several programmes and provides a source of funding, a source that has been
growing with every new Interreg program. Interreg V is the newest instalment that stared early 2015
and will last until 2020. The total European budget is 10.1 billion euros (European Commission
2015c). The Belgian-Dutch border will receive 152 million (was 94 million), and the Dutch-German
border 222 million (was 138 million) (Interreg Vlaanderen-Nederland 2014; Interreg DeutschlandNederland 2014). This is clearly a large increase and shows the importance that is allocated to crossborder cooperation by the European Union. Interreg has three different programmes, these are:
Cross-Border (A), Transnational (B) and Interregional (C). Attention will mainly be paid to Interreg A
given that this study focusses on projects that cross one national border. The aim of the cross-border
cooperation part of Interreg is to “tackle common challenges identified jointly in the border regions
and to exploit the untapped growth potential in border areas, while enhancing the cooperation
process for the purpose of the overall harmonious development of the Union” (European
Commission 2015a). Interreg A support NUTS III regions which are located on or adjacent to national
borders. These regions are managed by sixty different cooperation programmes located in one of the
countries (see figure 8). The cross-border cooperation programme 2014-2020 has a budget of 6,6

24

billion that can be invested in a wide variety of topics. Between some regions this cooperation
focuses on bringing trust into unstable regions. Regions with a more evolved stage of cooperation
tend to focus and tackling common handicaps to better exploit the “... untapped potential [and] to
boost economic development in often peripheral regions” (European Commission 2015a). The sixty
programmes can each emphasise specific topics which are of greater importance to its region.

Figure 8. Sixty cross-border cooperation programmes (European Commission 2015d)

3.2.
National differences
According to the interviews and an own policy study, none of the involved national governments
have formulated an official vision or specific policies on regional cross-spatial planning. Over the
years, the three countries have regularly discussed and researched the possibilities of cross-border
cooperation. This however mainly focusses on topics such as education, the labour market, safety,
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health, environment, transportation/infrastructure and the emphasis of the Interreg-programme
(Europa decentraal n.d.). Flanders, the Netherlands, Nordrhein-Westfalen and Niedersachsen have
developed a bilateral list of actions points focussed on the aforementioned items. Spatial
developments such as nature are not directly addressed in these agreements. The Interreg V
programmes for Flanders-Netherlands and Germany-Netherlands address this topic under the wider
environmental objectives and includes a brief list of spatial objectives.
3.3.
Regional differences
According to governmental representatives that were interviewed for this study, neither Flanders nor
Nordrhein-Westfalen have developed a policy on cross-border spatial planning or nature realisation.
These interviewees do emphasise that the regional governments informally acknowledge the
importance of increased regional cooperation in this field, but they do not provide lower
governments and organisations with guidelines on how to act in cross-border nature projects. It is
mainly the rules set by European funding programmes that influence their way of developing
projects.
The province of Limburg has partially formulated its current view on cross-border cooperation and
nature development in its Provincial Environment Plan (POL). “A border that connects” is the way in
which they describe the national border (Provinciale Staten van Limburg 2014). They formulate the
challenge that the border barriers need to be taken down to ensure more chances for development.
The province acknowledges that this still requires hard work in the following years (Provinciale Staten
van Limburg 2014). ‘Shopping and nature recreation’ is considered as a field were the barrier
function of the border has already been reduced. Recreation is considered as one the most
important economic pillars of middle Limburg. The different cross-border nature areas (Meinweg and
Grote Peel, GrensPark Kempen-Broek and Natuurpark Maas-Swalm-Nette) are important for their
recreational appeal. This is why the province considers it important to further invest in the
development of nature in these areas. Cross-border nature development is also considered of
importance to improve biodiversity and work on climate resilience. The province of Limburg also
wants to stimulate the cooperation between management organisations, citizens, companies and
societal organisation in (cross-border) national parks (Provinciale Staten van Limburg 2014). Around
2011 the province of Limburg started moving from the ‘old fashioned nature management’ approach
towards a more society and place driven approach in the realisation of their nature objectives. This
was caused by the conclusion that the nature goals were not being met and that the old way of
working was becoming too expensive (mentioned by both provincial representatives in the
interviews). In their 2014 POL, the province of Limburg describes that their objective for nature is to
strive for a ‘societalisation’ of nature in which society becomes increasingly involved, and in part
responsible, for the realisation and maintenance of nature (Provinciale Staten van Limburg 2014).
The aim of this is to better root nature into society.
Another important change in Dutch and provincial nature policy is that the Dutch ecological main
structure (EHS) policy was moved to the provinces in 2014 after which they all integrated it slightly
different into their own policy. In Limburg, the national EHS became the Gold, Silver and Bronze
Nature, each with their own development and maintenance criteria. The societalisation of nature
and the connected economic, social and cultural wishes are particularly important in the Bronze and
Silver nature areas. Natura 2000 falls with the Golden category.
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4. NationaalParkRegio Meinweg
4.1.
Project motivation
The NationaalParkRegio Meinweg project (from now on: NPR Meinweg) finds its origin in a project
idea of the Dutch municipality of Roerdalen. At the time the project seemed unachievable because
another project was already ongoing which might make it difficult for the partners to invest the
necessary budget. The start of the new Interreg IV-A programme provided new chances for the
project idea. Grenspark Maas-Swalm-Nette (from now on: Grenspark MSN) started developing a
project plan in 2008 with which it approached potential project partners. The plan that was
developed by Grenspark MSN was an expanded version of the original plan of Roerdalen. The overall
motivation for the project was well known and broadly supported amongst the different participants.
The website that was developed for the project states the following aim:
“The eventual aim is to realise a regional cross-border identity, which is based on the diverse
natural and cultural landscapes within the region and the character of the people that live here.
The cooperation across the border creates a better and wider presentation of the border. The
presenting and further improving of the possibilities of recreational use of the areas on both sides
of the border is an additional aim of the cooperation” (Nationaalparkregio Meinweg 2015a).
The NPR Meinweg project focuses on the Meinweg area which is located on the Dutch-German
border between Roermond and Mönchengladbach. The region is a terrace landscape with an altitude
change of fifty meters that consists of forests, heathlands and fens. It is home to an array of rare
flora and fauna such as the European adder, the moor frog, common kingfisher, marsh gentian and
different types of Erica (Nationaalparkregio Meinweg 2015b). The region used to be common
property of the twelve parishes Melick, Herkenbosch, Arsbeck, Birgelen, Ophoven, Steinkirchen,
Vlodrop, Karken, Herten, Maasniel, Ober- and Niederkrüchten, and the cities Roermond and
Wassenberg from the middle ages until the congress of Vienna (1814-1815), which decided on the
current national border across the Meinweg (Nationaalparkregio Meinweg 2015a). Reuniting these
villages to develop the Meinweg was another incentive to initiate the project.
See figure 9 for the location of the NPR Meinweg. All spatial interventions occurred on the land of
the involved municipalities. The municipalities are the Dutch municipalities of Roermond and
Roedalen and the German municipalities Wassenberg and Wegberg. Furthermore the project area is
part of the Dutch province of Limburg, and the German Kreis Heinsberg. The project was an Interreg
IV-A project and ran from 2009 until 2013. The project duration was extended with half a year to
ensure that all goals could be met. The focus was on cross-border nature and landscape development
and on cross-border recreation and tourism. Additional goals were: improving the quality of nature
and forest in the Meinweg, sustainable recreation that includes bilingual marketing and education,
creating corridors for special biotopes, cross-border steering of recreation flows and information,
bilingual cross-border excursions, giving publicity to the border region, creating viewing platforms,
connecting the four participating municipalities with routes that run through the Meinweg, and
facilitating guides and the presentation of activities (Interreg Deutschland-Nederland 2009).
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Roermond

Roerdalen

Wegberg

Wassenberg

National border
NPR Meinweg
Figure 9. Location of NationaalParkRegio Meinweg. Source map: (Aalst 2015) source line: (Nationaalparkregio Meinweg
2015a)

All participants were aware in some way or another of what the project was striving for. This aim was
clearly formulated in the Interreg-application and subsequently communicated to all partners. Taking
a closer look at the interests, perspectives and values of the different project partners does result in
a few differences. These differences can be divided into two groups. Some partners saw the project
as a good tool to boost the local economy by increasing the recreational facilities and improving the
brand of the Meinweg. Others were more focussed on the restoration and improvement of nature in
the region. Especially the municipalities and tourism entrepreneurs see the development of the
Meinweg as a good way to improve the recreational attractiveness of the region and boost local
economy. Organisations such as Grenspark MSN and NABU ensured that the realisation of nature
development goals were also included in the project. Due to the well formulated project description
these different wishes were brought together in a comprehensive plan that suited al partners.

Figure 10. Mixed forest in the Meinweg
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4.2.

Congruence between the involved organisations

Actors and coalitions
The project involved diverse actors in different steps of the process (see table 4). The NPR Meinweg
project was coordinated by Grenspark MSN in cooperation with the NABU Naturschutzstation Haus
Wildenrath e.V.. Grenspark MSN was founded as a Dutch public body by six Dutch municipalities and
the German Naturpark Schwalm-Nette which represents several German municipalities. The task of
Grenspark MSN was (and still is) to unite project partners and to plan and coordinate cross-border
projects by making use of different (European) funding sources. Although the project had a group of
official project partners, several other societal partners were involved in different steps of the
process. Most of the involved partners worked together before in projects of the Grenspark MSN or
on their own account. The involved actors seemed to be well distributed amongst the two countries
and layers within society and the government. An equal amount of Dutch and German municipalities,
nature organisations and local history societies participated. A group of local tourism entrepreneurs
were involved as well, although these were mostly concentrated in the Dutch municipality of
Roerdalen. Additionally, local inhabitants were trained to become guides in the Meinweg.
The idea for the NPR Meinweg project was developed by Grenspark MSN. The initial list of
participants was also drafted by them and they aimed to include a diverse group of actors.
“An important selection criterion was that the actors should be able to contribute to the
project on a long term.” (interview Grenspark MSN)
The project plan was presented to several municipalities and potential financing partners by
Grenspark MSN to convince them to partake in the project. All approached organisations joined
except for the German municipality Niederkrüchten. This municipality first wanted to develop an
own vision on tourism in their region before joining this project. They did join a later project of
Grenspark MSN. There was no open invitation for other organisations to join. All of the involved
actors already worked together on previous occasions. The selection of partners was thus
effectuated relatively quickly and based on prior contacts.
“The relation between the different organisations, both governments and societal
organisations, was good. There were no conflicts and the project has led to a more intensive
cooperation.” (interview Stadt Wassenberg)
The coordinating organisations did mentioned that it would have been possible for others to join
later in the process. However, given that the official project agreement was already made, these new
actors would not have been able to become an official project partner, nor could they participate in
the final decision making. Still, they would be able to influence the process. More information on the
structure of the process can be found under rules of the game.
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Table 4. Overview of partners in the NPR Meinweg project (Interreg Deutschland-Nederland 2013b)

Lead Partner
Duits-Nederlands
Grenspark MaasSwalm-Nette

Project partners
Stadt Wassenberg (D)

Financing
The European Regional
Development Fund
(Interreg) through
Euregio Rijn-Maas
Noord (EU)

Stadt Wegberg (D)

Ministerium für
Wirtschaft, Energie,
Bauen, Wohnen und
Verkehr des Landes
Nordrhein-Westfalen
(D)
Municipality Roermond Province Limburg (NL)
(NL)

Municipality Roerdalen
(NL)

Stadt Wassenberg (D)

NABUNaturschutzstation
Haus Wildenrath e.V.
(D)
Staatsbosbeheer Regio
Zuid (NL)
Overlegorgaan
Nationaal park De
Meinweg (NL)
Landesbetrieb Wald un
Holz, NRW, Regional
Forstamt Niederrhein
(D)

Stadt Wegberg (D)

Other/Societal actors
German and Dutch
entrepreneurs in the
tourism, leisure and
recreation sector that
were trained to be
Meinweg ambassadors
Local volunteers that
were trained to be
guides for NPR
Meinweg

Heemkundervereniging
Roerstreek (local
history organisation)
(NL)
Heimatverein
Wassenberg (local
history organisation)
(D)
Kreis Heinsberg (D)

Municipality Roermond
(NL)
Municipality Roerdalen
(NL)
Duits-Nederlands
Grenspark MaasSwalm-Nette
Landesbetrieb Wald un
Holz, NRW, Regional
Forstamt Niederrhein
(D)
Staatsbosbeheer Regio
Zuid (NL)
Overlegorgaan
Nationaal Park De
Meinweg (NL)

An active and early involved society
The societal actors were invited by both Grenspark MSN and the other official project partners.
However, they were involved after the project plan became definitive and did not have an influence
on this. Societal actors consisted of three distinct groups. These are the local history organisation
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from Roerdalen and Wassenberg, local tourism entrepreneurs, and the inhabitants that were trained
to become guides. The local history societies have been working together across the border for
many years and have a cooperation agreement. This means that for most of their project ideas they
explore if it is beneficial to expand the idea across the border. Given that the NPR Meinweg project
description required the involvement of local history organisations, they were directly approached at
the start of the project by the municipalities.
The tourism entrepreneurs were included through a side project within NPR Meinweg. This
‘ambassadors programme’ trained local entrepreneurs to become Meinweg ambassadors. The
programme included a combination of excursions and presentations to increase their knowledge
about the Meinweg and provide inspiration for cross-border tourism cooperation. These
entrepreneurs were approached either directly by other project partners or through the cross-border
tourism union Gastvrij Roerdalen-Wassenberg. This union used to be only based in Roerdalen, but
due to the strong cooperation between Roerdalen and Wassenberg it became a cross-border
organisation in the course of the NPR Meinweg project. The majority of its members are still Dutch
entrepreneurs but they are actively searching for more German members. The participation from
entrepreneurs from Roermond and Wegberg was less vivid. According to the interviewees this was
due to the distance to the Meinweg, a bigger focus on the city centre (Roermond) and less structured
cooperation between tourism entrepreneurs (Wegberg and Wassenberg). The municipality of
Roermond did try twice to include more entrepreneurs from their municipality, but this did not work
due to the afore mentioned reason of greater emphasis on the city centre. The entrepreneurs were
mainly involved in the project through the ambassadors programme and not so much in the actual
nature development. Still, plans for these developments were presented to them and they were
given the opportunity to provide feedback. Contact between the project partners and the
entrepreneurs mainly happened through the chair of Gastvrij Roerdalen-Wassenberg. Gastvrij
Roerdalen-Wassenberg themselves also actively keep in touch with the Dutch and German tourism
agencies and with Staatsbosbeheer concerning the use of their land for tourism activities. This
cooperation has increased thanks to the influence of the ambassadors programme.
The final societal group are the people that were trained to become Meinweg-guides. These
individuals volunteered to become a guide and range from a diverse background. These guides were
not directly involved in the process but were trained in a side-track programme similar to the
ambassadors programme. Several of these original guides are still active and new ones are still being
trained. These guides regularly report back to the municipalities if they see something negative
happening in the Meinweg.
Level of participation
The interviewees were asked to place the societal organisations on the participation ladder to
understand how the role of societal actors has influenced the process. The societal actors will be
discussed separately because their overall role and impact was different according to the interviewed
actors. Figure 11 displays the range of mentioned influence. Their influence was also considered
different per phase of the project. The local history organisations had the biggest direct influence on
the project. They participated in the working groups and provided information on local history and
developed new recreational routes that were incorporated into the project. The ambassadors
programme created a broad support for the developments under the local tourism entrepreneurs.
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The stimulation that they received in the NPR Meinweg project also kick-started an increased
cooperation across the border amongst entrepreneurs. A big part is still active as an ambassador and
they themselves have further increased the cross-border cooperation under the NationaalParkRegio
Meinweg title developed in the project and started several new recreational routes and offers. The
Meinweg guides are societal actors within the project, but they did not influence the process,
because they were trained on a side-track within the NPR Meinweg project. They are still active and
provide the municipalities with information about negative developments in the Meinweg.
All interviewees described that none of the societal actors were official project members or
participated in the steering group, which meant that they did not officially have the possibility to codecide in the project. Although the working groups that they participated in tended to have the final
say over the topics related to their workgroup, they were not the ones who officially made the final
decisions. Still, the local history organisations did reach the ‘coproducing’ level on several occasions.
They made several walking and cycling routes that were directly included in the new recreational
network and they could equally influence the work that was done within their working group. This
coproduction level was not the case for most other aspects of the project given that their main
emphasis was on just one part of the project. The rung of ‘advising’ fits the local history organisations
the most, according to themselves and others, since their advice was also heard by other layers in
the organisations which they could not directly influence. The entrepreneurs were considered to be
on a ‘consulting’ and sometimes ‘advising’ level because they were involved in the ambassador
programme side-track, but they were asked for their input on ideas. The Meinweg guides remain on
the ‘informing’ rung of the participation ladder because they were not present in the working groups
and neither were they actively asked for input.

Figure 11. Level of participation in the NPR Meinweg case according to the interviewees
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Resources and power
The project was funded through a combination of Interreg IV-A, which was coordinated through the
Euregio Rijn-Maas Noord, and a contribution of the different project partners. The distribution of
financial input was as following:
-

50% by the European Regional Development Fund (Interreg);
30% by the the province of Limburg and Nordrhein-Westfalen;
20% by the other project partners.

Grenspark MSN managed and coordinated the budget during the project. Although the financial
resources were in the hands of one organisation, this did not mean that they controlled the way it
was spend. Given that the project made use of Interreg it was bound to the rules of this funding
programme. This meant that a structured project description was necessary to be able to acquire the
funding. If any amendments in the expenditure of the resources were necessary then the Euregio
had to approve these to ensure that the money was spent according to European legislation. The
contact with the Euregio was maintained by Grenspark MSN. During the development of the project
proposal for the Euregio, all project partners agreed to the set objectives and the financial
contribution and were thus aware of how the resources were supposed to be spend. In the end there
were only a few minor changes in the allocation of funds. The overall distribution between partners
never changed.
All interviewees mention that a large amount of knowledge and experience was already present with
Grenspark MSN and some of the other partners. Grenspark MSN had initiated and coordinated
multiple cross-border projects which included Interreg funds. Besides this their staff have working
experience on both sides of the border and speak both languages. The municipalities and local
history organisations explain that they also worked together across the border on several other
occasions. From a legal perspective the project benefited from the involvement of a diverse set of
governmental actors. This provided an in-depth knowledge of the relevant policies and permits and
of potential imposed restrictions.
None of the actors noticed a power imbalance within the project. Although Grenspark MSN was the
main coordinating organisation, none of the other actors experienced their own contribution as less
important to the overall project and they all were aware of their role within it. The actors concluded
that this was caused by a clear project description and by communication of the rules from an early
phase. The hierarchical structure was considered as relatively horizontal by both official members
and the societal actors. None of the governmental partners used their legislative power to steer the
project in a different direction. The official cooperation structure is described in the next section.
Rules of the game
Internal rules
The NPR Meinweg project had a structured organisation in which the negotiation and decision
making processes were clear to all actors. The project organisation was furthermore imbedded in the
overall organisation of Grenspark MSN (see figure 12). As explained earlier, Grenspark MSN is a
public body as organised by Dutch law in which the different partners have a seat in the general
management. Besides the general management group there is daily executive board that takes care
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of the common activities. A separate steering group was established to coordinate the Meinweg NPR
project. All official project partners had a seat in the steering group. The subsequent layer contains
the different working groups. Each of the participants could join one or more of the working groups
depending on their interests. The decisions that were made within the working groups were nearly
always directly accepted by the steering group.
Within each layer of the structure all of the members had an equal right concerning the making of
decisions and providing input. This equality counted for the project members with a financial
contribution and for the societal members that joined the project in a later phase. All participants
confirmed this equality and pointed out that this, combined with a clear project structure, ensured
an effective and pleasant working environment. The societal actors however did not have a role in
the steering group and could thus not influence the final decision, neither did they have any
influence on the development of the project plan and its aims. Because they had equal influence on
the decisions made in the working groups, and the fact that the steering group usually accepted the
ideas of the working groups, the interviewed societal actors did feel that they could influence the
outcome of the project.

General management
Grenspark Maas-SwalmNette

Executive board Grenspark
Maas-Swalm- Nette

Steering group
NationaalParkRegio
Meinweg

Different working groups

Figure 12. Organisation NationaalParkRegio Meinweg

External rules
The role and influence of formal legislation on the project was considered as limited. The main
influence that legislation had on the project was through the rules connected to the Interreg funding
and to the protected Natura 2000 areas in the Meinweg. These rules were however clear to all
participants at the start of the project.
“Policies have never hampered the process [of this project].” (interview province of Limburg)
Some participants did mention that it seemed as if the European legislation does not yet fully
acknowledge the small, but potentially difficult, legislation differences between smaller regions on
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the border. Differences in legislation can lead to a stagnation of the project or even be the reason
that certain aspects of a project are cancelled. This did not happen in the NPR Meinweg project, but
some did mention that these differences tampered creativity which would not have been the case
within one jurisdiction.
“There are always guidelines that need to be respected, so you are not entirely free to use
your creativity. The border becomes less in the minds of people, but Europe seems to not take
regional policy differences into full consideration”. (interview NABU- Naturschutzstation Haus
Wildenrath e.V.)
An example of this are walking route markers that demand a permit on a higher level in Germany,
whereas in the Netherlands it only requires the permission from the landowner. All interviewed
actors concluded that the meticulous preparation of Grenspark MSN and the intensive cooperation
of different policy actors created a clear understanding of the differences in legislation which
ensured that most hindrances were dealt with in advance.
Policy discourses
An important factor that should be mentioned before describing the discourses that were adhered to
during the project, is the current discourse transition that the province of Limburg is undergoing in
its vision on the relation between landscape/nature development and societal involvement. The
current vision of the province focusses on a societalisation of nature. At the start of the NPR
Meinweg project the province was still deeply embedded in the ‘old fashioned nature management’.
The focus was on the realisation of its nature goals. Interaction with society in this was considered
less important. The transition from the old fashioned nature management to a more societal and
place driven approach is described more elaborately in section 3.3. The NPR Meinweg project itself
did not directly influence this discourse change, this is caused more by an overall national shift in
perception of the relation between government, society and nature. According to the province,
Grenspark MSN represents this new discourse because they work on the point where society and
nature meet. Section 3.3. also describes the view of the province on the border in their provincial
development plan. This plan does however not present an operational definition on what crossborder cooperation exactly is and how it should be done. Similar ideas can be found at the German
side, but this development still seems to be less advanced according to the interviewed German
officials. Cross-border cooperation is considered as very important and something which also
provides additional chances for sharing knowledge and increasing funding.
The involved municipalities have all been working across the borders for several years, but they also
all mention a still increasing awareness of cross-border possibilities. For an increasing amount of
topics they look if a project might reach better results and could potentially receive funding that
would not be available if contained within the municipal boundaries. The discourse on societal
involvement is clearly different between the Dutch and German participants. Although both sides
involved societal actors, their view on their overall role in municipal plan making and realisation is
different.
“Societal involvement is getting more important, especially in the tourism sector. But it is not
easy to include enough people and to then discuss al the goals with them.” (interview Stadt
Wassenberg)
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The Dutch municipalities appear to be more active in including a wide range of societal actors in their
projects, whereas the involved German municipalities seem to mainly involve the same actors.

The extent of cross-border cooperation in NationaalParkRegio
Meinweg

4.3.

Cooperation formation
Both the interviewees and the final Interreg evaluation of the project (Interreg DeutschlandNederland 2013a) describe the project as successful and that all its objectives have been achieved.
Besides the quality improvement of the cross-border nature and recreational infrastructure, both the
official documented output and the interviewees stress the importance of the societal spin-off that
includes the continuing cooperation between Dutch and German tourism entrepreneurs and the
active Meinweg guides (Interreg Deutschland-Nederland 2013a). This is still the case at the time of
writing 1,5 years after the official completion of the NPR Meinweg project. Additionally, the project
partners considered the project as such a success that they have started working on a new project
together.
Based on the collected data and the project methodology it becomes possible to rank the NPR
Meinweg project on the stages model of Transboundary Governance by Verwijmeren and Wiering
(2007). Grenspark MSN has established a strong communication system (phase 1) between the
different project partners. Although Verwijmeren and Wiering (2007) mention phase 2 as ‘problem
structuring’, this case does not present a problem but mutual understanding of possibilities. Due to a
clear and structured project plan and commutation system, the different partners reached a mutual
understanding of how this cross-border cooperation can benefit them both equally (phase 2). The
participating governmental institutions and the coordinating organisations have a clear
understanding of the different policy systems and how they operate in them. However, the tuning of
policies and joint policy making does not occur within the project. This because it is also not
necessary. The aim of the project was not to establish a long running legislative body or joined
organisation. The project itself falls within perimeters of the present policies and contributes to
realising its formulated goals. A further increase in the stages model of Transboundary Governance is
thus not directly necessary.
Cooperation effectiveness
The most common aspects that contributed to the effectiveness of the NPR Meinweg project
according to the interviewees can be grouped into five efficiency factors. The involved governmental
organisations do acknowledge the potentials that working across the border and working together
with society might unlock, but they are discovering this in different speeds. The numbers indicate the
amount of interviewees that mentioned the particular factor as important:
1. An experienced coordinating organisation (9/9);
Grenspark MSN functioned as ‘a spider in the web’, thus ensuring a good coordination which was
based on their experience and knowledge gained in previous projects.
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“Each euro which was invested in Grenspark MSN was increased by twenty for the region
[figuratively speaking]” (interview province of Limburg 2015).
They also brought a comprehensive understanding of the differences between, and requirements of,
European, national and regional legislation to the table. Moreover, their staff speak both languages
and have a thorough understanding of the differences in culture. This made it easier to bring the
different partners together.
2. A diverse and balanced mix of participants (6/9);
This project had a diverse and balanced mix of participants who were willing to understand each
other and fit their own ideas and goals in the broader framework. This willingness can also partly be
explained by the structured project plan. This mix of participants also ensured a diverse input of
knowledge. The governmental organisations know the legislation and provide political support,
whereas the societal organisations have an in-depth knowledge of the local environment. The form
of societal inclusion also led to a broad support for the project and to spin-off projects which are still
active.
“The involvement of societal organisations has strongly contributed to the reputation, support
and lifespan of the project, also after completing the project” (interview Municipality of
Roermond)
3. A broadly supported and structured project plan (4/9);
The project plan that was developed by Grenspark MSN provided a convincing and clearly structured
plan that was supported by all project partners. This ensured clarity about everyone’s role and the
goals of the project.
4. Knowledge of the border environment (3/9);
Knowledge of the border environment encompasses a comprehensive understanding of the
legislation, culture and language that was mentioned at factor 1. It is however also important that
this knowledge is shared as much as possible amongst the other participants to stimulate each other
to keep looking across the border and search for new possibilities.
5. Previous contacts (3/9).
Previous cross-border working experience with organisations contributed to faster results in this
particular project. The good contacts that were already present due to previous Grenspark MSN
projects and previous cooperation between Roerdalen and Wassenberg meant that partners got into
contact with each other quicker. The shared regional history also strengthened the bond between
the participating municipalities.
Stakeholder satisfaction
All interviewees were very positive about the result of the NPR Meinweg project and their role within
the process.
“Our goal was to develop and execute a successful cross-border project. We achieved this and
managed to involve a lot of actors.” (interview Grenspark MSN)
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The most mentioned ‘negative’ aspect was that the German municipality Niederkrüchten did not
participate and all interviewees believe that this would have benefited the project and the region.
None of them regret the investment of time and finances. When asked how this project or a future
project could be conducted more efficiently and successful, most interviewees did mention a few
factors. These factors have been grouped into the following list.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Involve societal actors more/equally (3/9);
Involve societal actors equally from the start (1/9);
Involve more actors (1/9):
Decide on the participants and their role at the start (1/9)
It could not have been more successful (3/9);
No feedback (3/9).

According to three of the interviewees the project could not have gone any better with the available
tools and they would organise a similar new project in the same way. The main emphasis of the other
interviewees was altering the amount and/or the form of actor involvement.
“Asking if more societal involvement in a certain phase of a certain project would work is
always a good question. The more citizens participate, the more it becomes their business.
But the role of the citizens is dependent on the project and its goals.” (interview Heimatverein
Wassenberg)
Three actors mention that the project would have benefited from a more (equally) involved group of
societal actors. The province of Limburg even states that the societal project partners should be
involved from the start of the project (hereby meaning before the formulation of the project plan)
and that they should be considered as an equal partner. The representative does emphasise that if
the process would be equal and open to all societal actors, that society should organise itself to
ensure a more effective cooperation.
“Nature should never be separated from its surroundings. There has to be a cooperation with
the actors in its surroundings.” (interview province of Limburg)
Another interviewee mentioned that it might be possible to increase the overall amount of
participating actors. But this would depend on the amount of available resources. The Heimatverein
Wassenberg explained that the first step in a project, before the actual plan formulation, should be
to decide who wants to join and what their role in the process would be. So this actor does not
propose a standard full equality but full clarity. This suits the comment of the municipalities of
Roermond and Roerdalen who mentioned that the project could not be more successful. They think
that involving too many actors might slow the process down.
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5. Regional development in Kempen-Broek
5.1.
Project motivation
Grenspark Kempen-Broek is a cross-border landscape that is located on the Flemish-Dutch border
and stretches across the Dutch provinces Limburg and Noord-Brabant and the Belgian province of
Limburg. Kempen-Broek has a total size of 25,000 hectares. The region used to consist of bogs, fens,
swamps, creeks and oak-birch forests. During the last centuries the region has seen different phases
of cultivation, but also of local abandonment. This has led to the contemporary region that consists
of a diverse pallet of landscapes such as marshlands, heathlands, creeks, different forms of
agriculture and pine forests planted to use in the now closed mines and which is crossed by multiple
water courses (Christis 2014).
In 1982 the Benelux Economic Union signed a treaty for the protection of cross-border nature areas.
This was followed by a rapport in 1984 that indicated which were the most important of these areas.
This document presented a strong top-down approach to the process. Not satisfied with this
bureaucratic approach, a working group consisting of Dutch and Belgian nature and environmental
organisations decided that this development should occur from the bottom-up and chose the current
Kempen-Broek region the test their approach. In 1989 the municipalities of Bocholt, Bree, HamontAchel, Maaseik, Kinrooi, Stramproy (now Weert) and Budel (now Cranendonck) signed an intention
agreement to develop a cross-border landscape. The name Kempen-Broek originated much later in
2010 and was developed to be a more attractive brand for the region. Over the years the area
expanded in size, gained increasing attention and became the subject for several Interreg projects
(Grenspark Kempen-Broek n.d.). Forty different organisations have been working across the national
border for the last twenty-six years. Since 2000 this cooperation is based on a voluntary basis. The
cooperation between these organisations functions without any formal guidelines expect for those
dictated by funding and common law. (Christis 2014)
In 2010 the province of Limburg initiated a project to realise new nature areas based on the goals of
the Ecologische Hoofdstructuur policy (EHS). Instead of adopting the traditional approach where
governmental institutions buy and develop the land, the province contracted a private agency. ARK
Natuurontwikkeling was tasked with the ‘Regional development Kempen-Broek and Drielandenpark
project’ which includes the development of 365 hectares of new nature in Kempen-Broek and the
Drielandenpark (between Vaals and Aachen). This case study only pays attention to the work in
Kempen-Broek and will thus from now on be called regional development Kempen-Broek. The two
projects function mostly independent from each other. The choice to alter the way of nature
development was caused by the realisation that the previous methodology was not effective and too
expensive. The choice was made to put the nature assignment with a private organisation based on
the idea that they would be able to act quicker because they would not be slowed down by the size
of its own organisation. In a consortium with Rentmeesterskantoor van Soest and Habitura (which
went out of business in 2014), ARK created a development plan (meerjarenuitvoeringsprogramma)
and based on this, the province provided them with a funding that would be paid in annual terms
based on their performance. The development plan is an integral plan that focuses on nature
development, agricultural improvement and societal activities. ARK plans on developing 250 hectares
of new nature in the Kempen-Broek region. ARK acquires the land necessary for this development
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through a voluntary land reallotment with the local farmers. ARK purchases parcels outside of the tobe nature area and trades these for agricultural lands within the area that is designated for the
development of nature in the provincial nature plans. Sometimes farmers are also willing to part with
a certain section of their land in return for financial compensation and/or improvement of the land
they have left. Figure 13 shows the Kempen-Broek region. The yellow blocks show the locations that
are currently owned by ARK and of which a part is being developed into nature.

Weert

ARK activities
National border
Kempen-Broek
Figure 13. Kempen-Broek and the location of the project of ARK. Source map: (Aalst 2015) source line:
(Regionaal Landschap Kempen Maasland n.d.)
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Figure 14. New nature in Kempen-Broek

A small but important part of the project should be mentioned in advance because it is at the centre
of a few issues in the project. ARK plans on developing process or wilderness nature in which the
area can to a large degree sustain its own natural processes. To do so they introduced a breed of
large cattle. This cattle is part of the Tauros-project in which several organisations attempt at
rebreeding a species akin to the extinct European aurochs. Currently the Tauros are held in separate
fenced parcels, but when the nature development reaches completion the different new nature
areas will be combined into one. This cattle will eventually have to graze the new nature area in
several autonomous herds.

Figure 15. Tauros breeding group
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The emphasis of the project is on the development of the EHS nature goals in Dutch Limburg. It is
however still a cross-border endeavour because the land under development lies directly against the
border with Belgium, which means that any alterations on the Dutch side will have a repercussion on
the other side. Additionally, ARK is also allowed to buy land in Belgium to use in the reallotment and
also develops parts of this into nature. Thus, several Belgian organisations are also involved in the
project.
5.2.

Congruence between the involved organisations

Actors and coalitions
A large diversity with limited equality
The official project was an agreement between the province of Limburg and ARK Natuurontwikkeling
as explained in section 5.1. Over the course of the project a multitude of actors participated in
different steps along the way. All of these other actors are involved either because they have/had a
professional working relation with the province of Limburg or ARK, or because they desired to be
involved in the process and have approached ARK on their own account. However none of these
actors has an official agreement with ARK except for when financial agreements have to be made.
Because of this long list of mixed and semi-official participants it is difficult to provide a structured
presentation of all project partners that were involved at a certain moment in time. Because of this,
the list of partners is partially shown as groups of stakeholders to generate an understanding of the
diversity of the involved actors (see table 5).
No other actors were consulted during the formation of the project. Neither was it communicated to
the organisations and individuals in the Kempen-Broek region that ARK and the province would start
this project. Over the course of the project ARK has approached a diverse set of actors on both sides
of the border for information and cooperation. These are amongst others: consulting agencies subcontracted by ARK for specialised assistance, nature organisations that will take the developed areas
into maintenance, the different governmental organisations for the necessary permits and local
societal actors. ARK mentions that they are willing to talk with all potential stakeholders and that all
of their ideas and input are welcome, but the project and its goals remain the responsibility of ARK
and thus they are the ones who make the final decisions. The province of Limburg keeps a more
distant position and is not directly involved with the project. They have entrusted ARK with the
assignment and representing the provincial policies and only act if the situation calls for it.
The fact that the project was not previously announced to the municipality of Weert and the local
inhabitants, meant that the first presentation was met with surprise. The subject and scale of the
project triggered a lot of positive reactions, but also several questions amongst the local actors. To
better structure the flow of information and provide all stakeholders a stage to present their ideas,
the village councils of Stramproy and Altweerterheide established a sounding board (klankbordgroep
Stramproy-Altweerterheide). This was done independent of ARK and the province.
“The sounding board started from a need of information and with the goal to see if ARK and
the local organisations could help each other.” (interview sounding board StramproyAltweerterheide)
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Table 5. Overview of partners in the regional development Kempen-Broek project (not all individual actors)

Principal
Province of
Limburg
(NL)

Project partners
ARK
Natuurontwikkeling
(NL)
Province of Limburg
(NL)

Financing partners
Province of Limburg

The European Regional Development
Fund (Interreg) through Interreg
Vlaanderen-Nederland (EU)
Rentmeesterskantoor POP2
van Soest (NL)
(plattelandsontwikkelingsprogramma
= RDP Rural Development Program,
Common Agricultural Policy)

Other/societal actors
Municipality of
Weert (NL)
Municipality of
Bocholt (B)
Dutch and Belgian
nature (education
and research)
organisations
Dutch and Belgian
nature (development
or maintenance)
organisations
Regionaal Landschap
Kempen en Maasland
(B)
Societal actors
(klankbordgroep
(sounding board)
StramproyAltweerterheide,
local history
organisations, village
councils, LLTB etc.)
Dutch agricultural
organisations
Consulting agencies

The board consists of people living in the area and of people that represent several involved
(societal) organisations. These involved organisations are, amongst others: village councils Stramproy
and Altweerterheide, ARK, Natuurmonumenten, Municipality of Weert, the local history
organisation, and the LLTB (agricultural organisation). The board actively communicates with ARK
about the developments in Kempen-Broek. It is however not an action group and one of their
representatives mentions that the board never officially objects or supports anything, but it provides
others the opportunity to do so. Neither can the sounding board directly influence the project
because they are not an official project partner. The municipality of Weert was also not fully aware
that ARK received a large assignment in the Kempen-Broek region. At that moment the municipality
did not have an adequate vision on its landscape anymore and decided that they would need to
create a new one. At the time of writing this vision is under development. They also have a seat on
the sounding board Stramproy-Altweerterheide where they are kept up-to-date about the opinions
and ideas of the different stakeholders.
Although the emphasis of the project is on the Dutch side, the project is officially a cross-border plan.
Because the focus is less on Belgium, the amount of participants from this country is also
substantially lower. Regionaal Landschap Kempen en Maasland functions as a coordinating
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organisation between the different Dutch and Belgian organisations at work within Kempen-Broek.
They are interested in the reallotment methodology of ARK and hope to use a similar approach in
Belgium. They also study how the project can contribute to the climate adaptation of Kempen-Broek
in total. Natuurpunt is a Belgian nature organisation which is the prime-candidate to receive the
developed lands and take care of its maintenance.
“The cooperation in Kempen-Broek is already present for a long time, because of this it was
relatively straightforward who had to be involved.” (interview Regionaal Landschap Kempen
en Maasland)
The Belgian municipality of Bocholt has recently become more involved in the project when it turned
out that ARK was planning to introduce the Tauros into developed nature on the Belgian side. A
further small group of nature, water and agricultural representatives are also occasionally involved
on the Belgian side.
Level of participation
The interviewees were asked to place societal organisations on the participation ladder to
understand how the role of societal actors has influenced the process. Figure 16 displays the range of
participation. All interviewees mention that the influence of societal actors was very different in the
different phases of project formulation, making a distinction between influencing the main project
objectives and influencing the societal projects. During the project formulation, ARK and the province
did not involve or inform anyone else. The province and the consortium between ARK, Habitura and
Rentmeesterkantoor van Soest were the only actors that could influence the project formulation. So
in the initial phase the societal actors were at the base of the participation ladder and were not
involved. The official project partners and the local actors both mention that the societal actors had a
minor influence on the main objectives of the project which include the nature realisation and the
introduction of the Tauros. Concerning these objectives, the role of societal actors is mainly that of
‘consulting’. There has however been an increase. At the start of the project the societal actors were
only occasionally ‘informed’ but due to an improved relation between ARK and the sounding board,
the level of societal involvement increased to the level of ‘consulting’. On minor occasions individual
societal actors are described with a higher rung on the participation ladder such as ‘advising’ or
‘coproducing’. ARK and the local history organisation give the example of the restoration of a fen
based on the research and advise of the local history organisation. ARK also paid attention to several
smaller and societal projects besides their main nature objectives such as developing an oral history
book and supporting research into uncovering the old names of parcels. In these sub-projects,
societal actors sometimes reached the level of ‘co-deciding’. But the societal actors emphasise that
they mainly remained between the levels of ‘advising’ and ‘coproducing’.
“ARK is very good in involving (or not involving) society in different ways to achieve their own
objectives. If it relates to their core values such as the Tauros or the wilderness nature, the
process usually does not pass the level of informing. It is a bit like the idea of divide and
conquer.” (interview sounding board Stramproy-Altweerterheide)
This difference in influence between the main objectives and societal projects caused some
disgruntlement and ARK was accused of using these societal projects as compensation for not
involving societal actors in the actual project. Most societal actors do acknowledge that they do not
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have an official role in the project and that ARK does not always have to involve them in the project
because of this. Because the role of other (societal) participants was not formulated at the start of
the project, and the fact that actors also did not create a clear cooperation agreement later on,
created a situation in which the cooperation between ARK and the societal actors seems to have
malfunctioned on occasions because both did not clearly now what to expect from the other.
Although the municipality of Weert is not an societal actor, their overall influence on the project was
also limited. Societal actors and the province believe that this limitation is in part caused by the
absence of a supporting vision in their spatial policy. The municipality themselves state that this is
caused by not being involved in the project timely. Currently, their main form of influence on the
project is through the provision or decline of development permits.

Figure 16. Level of participation in the regional development Kempen-Broek case according to the interviewees

Resources and power
The main source of funding for the project comes from the province of Limburg. The province
provides these funds on annual terms based on the performance of ARK. Additionally, ARK and the
province agreed that ARK has to find own additional sources of funding. These additional sources
come from Interreg through the Interreg-office Vlaanderen-Nederland and from the European
Agricultural Policy (RDP2). Partners in these funds are, amongst others, the province of Limburg and
Nationaal Landschap Kempen en Maasland. The exact size of these funds is restricted information
and it is thus not possible to display the exact amount of funding and connected agreements. The
financial input of the province is however by far the largest. The province is also one of the financing
partners in the Interreg-projects of ARK. This is not an additional funding of the province but is
compensated with the overall agreed budget that ARK has for the regional development project. ARK
is responsible for the way the budget is allocated to achieve the different project goals, but they have
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to spend it based on the agreements with the province. For instance, money that is allocated for the
protection of species cannot be used for other activities such as purchasing land. If ARK has resources
left then province decides what should be done with these. These can be moved to different parts of
the project or invested in other projects of the province.
ARK, and in part the province, have the main source of knowledge concerning the development of
nature and land reallotment in Kempen-Broek. Local actors such as the village councils and the local
history organisation have an in-depth knowledge of the local history and landscape. ARK plans on
developing process-nature and they already have experience with this style of nature development.
However, several interviewees mention that this image of nature is not (yet) a broadly supported and
understood style, which might explain the resistance from the local actors. ARK was a new player in
Kempen-Broek and did not have any previous contact with most of the local actors, neither did they
possess a broad local knowledge when they started working in Kempen-Broek. ARK mentions that to
compensate this, they started to cooperate with local organisations to make use of their in-depth
local knowledge and generate support for their own work.
The power distribution is relatively straightforward. The province of Limburg has the highest
authority being the principal. They however give ARK a large amount of freedom, provided that they
succeed in the realisation of their goals while adhering to the correct rules and policies. The
municipality of Weert is responsible for the local legislation and providing the necessary permits for
the development plans. However, at the time of writing the municipality has not yet completed their
landscape vision. Additionally, several actors mention that not all the necessary alterations for nature
realisation are made in the municipal land use policies. A part of the local societal stakeholders feels
that this has made it difficult for them to adequately react on the work of ARK because they lack a
clear policy basis on which to do so. They also believe that it offers ARK an advantage in terms of
having less policy restrictions, which enables them to work faster.
Rules of the game
Internal rules
The official internal project organisation is limited to the relation between ARK and the province of
Limburg. This because they are the only two organisations with an official role in the project
(principle and contractor). Their relation is based on a development plan a and multi-annual
performance based payment. ARK annually reports its results back to the province in an
accountability document in which they present the achieved results of that year. ARK is the only
official project partner actively present in the Kempen-Broek region. All the organisations that ARK
cooperates with do so voluntarily, except for those which are sub-contracted by ARK or have a
financial agreement with ARK and thus have a financial accountability. Figure 17 displays the
organisation of the project.
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Dutch province of Limburg

ARK Natuurontwikkeling
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sub-contractors

societal actors

Figure 17. Organisation regional development Kempen-Broek

Because the cooperation with these actors occurs on a voluntary basis, there is no cooperation
agreement between them. This means that the other actors can officially not influence the project
and that ARK is also not obliged to take all the input of other organisations into consideration.
“The societal organisation can provide advice, but the decisions are made by the official
project partners [ARK and the province of Limburg]. ... The role of the sounding board did
increase overtime due to their active involvement” (interview ARK Natuurontwikkeling)
Several societal and governmental representatives mentioned that this absence of an official
cooperation agreement has led to some communication errors. This was caused by the fact that
some members of the sounding board expected that their influence would be greater than it
eventually turned out to be. This led to some friction in the cooperation between ARK and a part of
the local actors.
“The sounding board does not have an official status, which is a shame. But at the start you
have contact as friends so why would you make official agreements with a friend?” (interview
LLTB)
This friction is however mainly centred around the earlier introduced Tauros. Although a part of the
local actors are fine with the presence of the animals, the opinion of others ranges from scepticism
to strict objection. A part fears that the presence of the Tauros will negatively influence the safety
and accessibly of the newly developed nature areas. Additionally, at the start of 2015 some actors
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have gotten the impression that their input in the interaction with ARK, is used by ARK to show the
municipality of Weert that the sounding board approved of certain ideas in order to receive the
development permits. Some of the representatives of the sounding board however emphasise that
on many occasions they do not have a direct influence on the decision process of ARK and can only
choose the better of two not preferred choices. Because of these issues in the communication, the
providing of permits for Tauros-related activities has been put on hold at the start of 2015.
Additionally, the Belgian municipality of Bocholt has dictated that the Tauros is currently not allowed
to be in contact with people in Bocholt.
External rules
The influence of formal legislation on the project was considered as limited. The project is mainly
focussed on realising the policy aims of the province, which are in turn based upon Dutch and
European nature legislation (EHS, Natura 2000). This legislation did change over the course of the
project as described in section 3.3. ARK also has to take the rules of their different sources of
external funding (Interreg, RDP2) into account. Information on these external funding sources is
restricted and it is thus not possible to judge how they might have influenced the process. The
province and ARK are both experienced in handling this legislation which is why they state that these
different layers of policies and rules did not negatively influence the process.
The municipality of Weert also needs to imply these different policies into their own municipal land
use plan (bestemmingsplan). As mentioned earlier, Weert had to start developing a landscape plan to
be able to steer the current large developments by ARK in Kempen-Broek but this is not yet finished
at the time of writing.
Policy discourses
The policy discourses concerning cross-border cooperation and societal involvement are discussed in
chapter 3. Important to know is that the province of Limburg is in a transition from ‘old fashioned
nature management’ to a style more focussed on societal inclusion with a more regional focus. See
section 3.3. for a more elaborate description of this transition. The representative of the province
also mentioned that they increasingly express the importance of cross-border cooperation to
improve the results and decrease effective costs due to the combination of knowledge and budget of
more actors. The province does state that the national policy on cross-border nature development is
not always very practical. There is an abundance of designated nature development areas along the
border, while sometimes there is nature present on the other side of the border. Looking across
borders might make it easier and more affordable to realise larger nature corridors.
“Animals do not care about our national borders.” (interview province of Limburg)
According to the province, cross-border cooperation is more the result of the emphasis that
provinces place on it then the vision of the Netherlands. For Limburg this is particularly important
because of its long border with two different countries. According to the province, ARK is also aware
of the provincial desire for increased societal involvement and acts on this by communicating and
cooperating with the local actors. The province does express that in projects of this scale it might be
difficult to incorporate a large scaled functional societal involvement without hampering the process.
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The municipality of Weert has been working with a vision on interactive policy making since 2010.
Society is included in a large array of their projects. The aim of the vision is to make use of the local
knowledge, creating societal support and to improve the relation between society and government.
The municipality does express the same question as the province of Limburg does, that it might be
difficult to work with a highlevel of societal inclusion in large scale projects. For the last twenty-five
years, Weert has been involved in the Kempen-Broek cooperation which has strongly shaped the
cross-border motivation of the municipality. When it comes to cross-border cooperation, the
municipality tries to cooperate with Belgian municipalities the same way as they would do with the
neighbouring Dutch municipalities.
“Currently, the municipality of Weert is looking if they can help the Belgian authorities across
the border with realising their nature objectives.” (interview municipality of Weert)
Belgium is legislatively divided in three federal regions (“gewesten”): Brussels, Wallonia and Flanders.
The federal regions develop the policies for topics such as spatial development and nature
management. In the Netherlands this is primarily done by the provinces, based on the overarching
national policies. The Belgian provinces do not possess a similar influence and rely on the federal
regions for this. According to the Regionaal Landschap Kempen en Maasland, Flanders does not have
a uniform policy on cross-border cooperation or cross-border nature realisation. They do increasingly
consider it as important. The same is the case for societal involvement. There is no current common
policy on how to cooperate with societal actors, but it is gaining increasing importance. The
Regionaal Landschap Kempen en Maasland mentions that it is difficult to incorporate the societal
partners in regional development projects because there is no group or organisations that represent
them like the village councils in Weert.

The extent of cross-border
development Kempen-Broek

5.3.

cooperation

in

Regional

Cooperation formation
It is difficult for the interviewees to draw a conclusion on the success of the project since the project
is not finished yet. When taking the elongation of the project to mid-2017 into consideration, most
interviewees believe that ARK should be able to reach their objectives. Estimations from ARK are that
the project is currently about 70% of completion (as mentioned in March 2015). Several interviewees
do mention that the communication problems caused by the Tauros might negatively affect the
speed of the project realisation. According to ARK and the province the project has also generated
interest from different organisations from several countries.
Based on the collected data and the project methodology it becomes possible to rank the regional
development Kempen-Broek project on the stages model of Transboundary Governance by
Verwijmeren and Wiering (2007). The regional development project is located within the KempenBroek cooperation region, but it is based on an assignment of Dutch Limburg. Whereas KempenBroek has a clear communication system between partners which is coordinated by the Regionaal
Landschap Kempen en Maasland, this particular project has a much less structured cross-border
communication system than the NPR Meinweg. The emphasis is on the Dutch territory and
developments and actions on the Belgian side are mainly meant to contribute to the successful
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development on the Dutch side. A communication system between ARK, Regionaal Landschap
Kempen en Maasland and a few local Belgian actors has been established to facilitate this. This
means that the project reaches the first phase of the model. There is however no shared problem
structure or motivation because the project was developed based on the objectives of the province
and ARK, meaning that the project does not move to the second phase of the model.
Cooperation effectiveness
The previous section described that the interviewees believe that ARK will be able to realise the
project goals before the end of the project. The most common aspects that contribute to the
effectiveness of the regional development project Kempen-Broek according to the interviewees can
be grouped into four efficiency factors. This list cannot be considered as definitive because the
project has not been completed yet. Additional factors might be added (or altered) when the project
ends. The numbers indicate the amount of interviewees that mentioned this as an important factor:
1. The organisation of a private organisation (7/7);
All interviewees believe that the involvement of a private organisation such as ARK has influenced
the outcome of the project. This because they believe ARK can work faster than a government and is
capable to respond to issues quicker because they are not hindered by their size or hierarchy. Several
societal actors do note that the reason that ARK is able to work so fast, is also partially because they
do not clearly communicate every action which makes it difficult for others to react on and influence
the process. The quote “Speed is the biggest advantage and disadvantage of ARK” is one that is
mentioned by several interviewees to express that the project is being realised fast, but that the
speed might create discontent amongst other actors which might slow it down in a later phase. The
emphasis of most interviewees is thus mainly on the type of organisation that ARK is and not so
much how the act in this particular case.
2. Quick and effective voluntary land reallotment/good luck with the participating farmers
(4/7);
The methodology of voluntary land reallotment that is used by ARK and Rentmeesterskantoor van
Soest ensured a very fast and successful reallotment. Several societal interviewees also mention that
the personality of the representative of Rentmeesterskantoor van Soest was an important success
factor. Additionally, the province of Limburg mentions that without the willingness of the local
farmers, ARK would not have been able to complete the reallotment at this speed.
3. Cooperation and communication with the societal actors (2/7);
Regionaal Landschap Kempen-Broek and ARK mention that the cooperation with the societal actors
has positively contributed to the outcome of the project.
“The assistance and ideas of societal groups have surely contributed to the realisation of the
aims.” (interview ARK Natuurontwikkeling)
The municipality of Weert and most of the societal actors however doubt that their input has
influenced the main goals of the project. They believe that their cooperation was mainly of value in
the more local societal sub-projects. Only one moment was mentioned in which a societal actor
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directly influenced a spatial development action. This was when the local history organisation
advised ARK to develop a new fen in a location that their own historic research had shown to be the
location of an old fen.
4. Communication with the Belgian partners (1/7);
Although it is a cross-border project, only the representative of the province of Limburg mentioned
that the communication with Belgian actors contributed to the effectiveness of the project. All local
actors (members of the sounding board and Weert) mention that they did not notice an active
cooperation with the Belgian actors and also themselves have little to no contact with the Belgians.
They are aware that the project has a cross-border dimension because development also take place
on the Belgian side.
Stakeholder satisfaction
The previous section shows that only two of the interviewees mention that cooperation and
communication with the societal actors positively influenced the outcome of the project. It also turns
out that most societal actors themselves believe that they did not directly influence the main goals of
the project. All interviewees are in essence satisfied with the work that ARK and its project partners
are doing in Kempen-Broek. They are also impressed with the speed at which the reallotment and
nature development is taking place. Several of the interviewed societal actors do mention that there
are a few other people in the Kempen-Broek region which are not satisfied with the type of nature
that is being developed. Especially that the large scale process nature might mean the disappearance
of old heathlands is not accepted by all the locals.
A part of the regional development process relates to the restoration of some historical
features. The question is which part of history is being aimed for. We [the local history
organisation] would like to see a part of the cultural history of the region returned and
protected.” (interview Heemkundevereniging Stramproy)
ARK and the province defend this measure by stating that maintaining these cultural landscapes will
be too costly and that creating separate enclosed landscapes conflicts with the process nature
without barriers that they are striving for. The main issues in the project revolve around the lack of
information provided by ARK to the region at the start of the project and the continuing troubles
caused by an unclear communication structure:
The reasons which the interviewees believe have positively influenced the project so far have been
presented in the previous section. When asked how this project or a similar future project could be
conducted more efficiently, all interviewees mentioned one or several factors. These factors have
been grouped into the following list.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Better communication and agreements at the start (6/7):
A more proactive approach of the municipality (3/7):
Better contact with Belgian partners (3/7):
More freedom to work across the border (2/7):

Almost all the interviewees mention, in differing levels, that the communication structure and
agreements between official and unofficial project members should be improved. Three aspects
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concerning communication and agreements were mentioned the most. Firstly, the fact that the
province of Limburg and ARK were preparing a project in Kempen-Broek should have been better
communicated with the local actors. Most local actors mention that they were unaware and they did
not have time to think about how they could have contributed to the project. Subsequently, the roles
of all the (potential) actors should have been better defined in the project formulation. Most
interviewed actors believe that this would have made the process more accessible and
understandable. The believe it would also have prevented the current confusion and disappointment
when certain ideas or input of other actors are not used.
“The sounding board was founded to exchange thoughts with ARK. It is understandable that
ARK cannot or does not use all the input of the sounding board ... but if the role of the
sounding was defined better, ARK could make better use of them and the members knew
what they were up to.” (interview sounding board Stramproy-Altweerterheide)
The last factor is the communication around the introduction of the Tauros. Several interviewees
mention that they understand that the Tauros belongs to the working tradition of ARK, but believe
that the introduction of the animals occurred too fast and that communication concerning their use
is still not clearly done. Others oppose the use of the Tauros all together and wonder why ARK did
not introduce cattle that has proven to be safe for human interaction.
Three of the interviewees specifically mention that the municipality of Weert should have been more
proactive in the project. Two of these are societal actors which believe that if Weert would have
developed a clear vision on landscape development in their municipality that this would create a
better dual policy framework (provincial and municipal) for ARK to work in and for societal actors to
be able to better present themselves within the project. ARK mentions that if Weert would have
been further in implementing provincial legislation, the project would have been able to be realised
more efficiently.
Three actors also mention that the contact and cooperation with the Belgian partners could be
better. Most interviewees know that it is a cross-border project, but are not very aware of which
Belgian actors are involved and how they influence the process. They believe that a better
cooperation and public communication of the cross-border nature of the project would benefit the
outcome. Regionaal Landschap Kempen en Maasland mentions that the Belgian actors could also be
better organised and that a village council would be very useful as a representative of the local
inhabitants. Two other actors mention that it would be beneficial if the project itself would also be
allowed to work more across the border. Now the expenditure of resources on the Belgian side is
limited which prevents a more effective way of developing nature.
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6. Discussion
This chapter discusses the different sub-research questions that were posed in chapter 1 and will
answer these by linking the results with the analytical framework from chapter 2 and the result of the
document and case studies that were present in the previous chapters.

Differences in spatial planning across the border and in one
country

6.1.

Before looking at what influences the outcome of a cross-border spatial planning project, it is first
necessary to provide an answer to the first sub-research question:
SR1: What are the differences between cross-border planning projects and spatial planning
projects in one country?
When studying the level of the projects on the Stages Model of Transboundary Governance by
Verwijmeren and Wiering (2007), it becomes possible to reflect on what cross-border actually means
in these projects. Figure 18 shows how the cases rank on the stages model. The project in KempenBroek stays in the first phase of the Stages Model because there is a form of communication, but
there is no joint problem definition. When looking at the different definitions of cross-border
cooperation provided in the scientific literature, it becomes debatable if this project can actually be
considered as a Dutch-Belgian cross-border cooperation project. Chapter 2 explained that crossborder cooperation can be defined in many ways. Fricke (2014) speaks of patched cooperation
between different pre-existing governmental tiers and territories, whereas Perkmann already sees it
as “more or less institutionalized collaboration” (2003, p.156) between adjacent authorities. Sousa
(2013) and Paasi and Prokkola (2008) emphasise the importance of societal processes between
communities. Although there is a clear difference in the conception of what cross-border
cooperation is, the various authors do agree that it requires a minimum of similarity between
partners to be able to speak of cross-border cooperation. Although the Kempen-Broek project has a
cross-border aspect, its objective mainly focusses on the Dutch side of the border. Additionally, there
is no equal Belgian partner involved in the project which is officially only run by two Dutch actors, the
province of Limburg and ARK. The NPR Meinweg project reaches the second phase on the stages
model. When taking a closer look at the NPR Meinweg project it can be concluded that based on the
aim of the project (strengthen regional identity and improve nature across the border), phase 2 can
also be considered as the minimum phase for the successful result of this cross-border project. If the
cooperation between the project partners would not have managed to move to this phase of mutual
understanding and problem structuring, they would have not been able to agree on shared crossborder objectives. It was these clear and structured objectives that were described by the
interviewees in the NPR Meinweg case as an important factor of success in the project. Additionally,
a large group of the interviewees in the Kempen-Broek case mention that better agreements would
contribute to the success of the project, which means that the case would move to the second phase
of the stages model. Currently, the Kempen-Broek case is being confronted with the negative effects
of phase 1 such as disagreements and conflicts over different ideas and forms of communication.
This will be given further attention in section 6.2.
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Figure 18. Stages Model of Transboundary Governance, including projects Source: Wiering & Verwijmeren 2012, p. 260
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So ‘what are the differences between cross-border planning projects and spatial planning projects in
one country?’ The answer to this question can be as complex or as simple as the participants make it.
The main definitive answer is that there are actors involved from different countries, which involves
differences in language and (working) culture. Additionally, there is almost certainly a difference in
the involved policies and planning systems between the involved countries and regions. An exception
to this rule is phase 5 of the Stages Model of Wiering and Verwijmeren. As described in chapter 2,
this phase of full integration means the surpassing of national policies and the establishing of a crossborder system which includes the development of new cross-border policies that apply to a new
geographically defined cross-border region. This phase is however not very common.
6.2.
Influencing the outcome of cross-border spatial planning
How these aforementioned cross-border specific aspects influence the outcome of a cross-border
spatial planning project is answered through the second sub-research question. This question was:
SR2: What aspects influence the success and failure of cross-border spatial planning projects?
The previous two chapters presented the results of the cases studies of the NPR Meinweg and the
regional development project Kempen-Broek. Interviewees of both cases provided several factors of
success and factors of improvement for the two cases. The following two tables provide a quick
overview of all factors mentioned by the interviewees.
Table 6. Factors of success as described by the interviewees of both cases

Factors of success
An experienced coordinating organisation
A diverse and balanced mix of participants
A broadly supported and structured project plan
Knowledge of the border environment
Previous contacts
The organisation of a private organisation
Quick and effective voluntary land reallotment/good luck
with the participating farmers
Cooperation and communication with the societal actors
Communication with the Belgian partners

NPR
Meinweg
9/9
6/9
4/9
3/9
3/9

KempenBroek

7/7
4/7
3/7
2/7

Table 7. Factors of improvement as described by the interviewees of both cases

Factors of improvement
Involve societal actors more/equally
Involve societal actors equally from the start
Involve more actors
Decide on the participants and their role at the start
It could not have been more successful
Better communication and agreements at the start
A more proactive approach of the municipality
Better contact with Belgian partners
More freedom to work across the border

NPR
Meinweg
3/9
1/9
1/9
1/9
3/9

KempenBroek

6/7
3/7
3/7
2/7
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What becomes clear when the results of both cases are compared is that the emphases of the
success and improvement factors are on different aspects of the projects. The NPR Meinweg project
was described as a very successful endeavour where according to the interviewees no event or
aspect negatively influenced the process or the outcome of the project. The factors of success that
the interviewees mention are clearly focussed on the process structure of the project, such as the
coordination by Grenspark MSN and the strong project plan. The fact that interviewees focus less on
single positive aspects is most likely caused by the fact that the actors consider all the positive
aspects of the project as a logical result of a good process structure. In the Kempen-Broek case,
interviewees mainly mention single aspects of the process as factors of success (e.g. the
effectiveness of the reallotment part and the function of one particular partner). An explanation for
this can be found in the factors of improvement that the interviewees of the Kempen-Broek case
provide. They mainly put an emphasis on factors and actions which would according to them
improve the process structure of the project. It is clear that although most interviewees agree that
many positive things have been realised so far, most of them also believe that the project and the
local stakeholders could benefit from a different project structure. This is why they mention factors
such as a better communication structure and more elaborate agreements at the starting phase of
the project which should have involved more actors then only ARK and the province of Limburg. So it
appears that the current effectiveness of the project is dependent on the actions of individual actors
or organisations. Should these not have been present, then chances are that the process structure
would not have been able to compensate for their absence which would lead to a lower efficiency.
The ideas of the interviewees on how to improve the NPR Meinweg project (or similar projects) in
part also focus on one part of the process structure, namely the involvement and role of participants.
It however seems that these ideas of involving more actors or involving them differently comes from
a different sentiment then the one that drives the actors in the Kempen-Broek project. Several
Meinweg actors mention that they cannot provide ideas on how to improve the way the project was
conducted. Several others mention that if they had to alter something it was to further increase the
role and influence of societal actors and the way their role is described in advance. They thus
apparently considered these changes less necessary then a part of the interviewees of the KempenBroek case considered their own ideas for improvement.
Wiering et al. (2010) mention that the motivation to start a cross-border project can be at least
partially found in problem caused on the other side of the border. Because of this their policy
arrangement approach contains a problem structure feature. The case studies, however, show that
there might be no problem at all and that cooperation is started because of the greater benefits that
might be achieved or the possibility of getting European funding. While some authors (such as
Wiering et al. 2010) tend to phrase cross-border cooperation from a perspective of problematic
policy issues, the results from these cases suggest the opposite. Surprisingly, none of the involved
actors mention the overarching policies and planning systems, or differences in them, to be a
problem anywhere in the process. Additionally, the interviewees from both projects mentioned that
the stance of the national governance did not influence their way of acting in the project. This
contradicts Prokkola who mentioned that national ambitions are often adhered to by local actors in
the shaping of their view on cross-border cooperation (Prokkola 2011) and cross-border identity
(Prokkola et al. 2015).
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The interview results present two possible explanations for this:
1. The experience of the involved partners in cross-border cooperation;
2. The projects have a small scale and fall within pre-set policy objectives.
The first possible factor is the experience of the involved partners in cross-border cooperation. The
NPR Meinweg project was coordinated by Grenspark MSN. This organisation already initiated and
supervised multiple cross-border projects, its employees have working experience in both involved
countries and they speak fluent German and Dutch. Most of the other project partners have some
sort of cross-border experience as well (e.g. the active cooperation between the local history
organisations). The Kempen-Broek case does not have so much of these experienced cross-border
actors. The involved actors are less experienced in cross-border cooperation and there are no main
coordinating organisations. A second explanation that comes forth from these cases is that these
projects mainly focus on realising pre-set policy objectives such as the realisation of Natura 2000
goals and climate adaptation. This explanation clearly applies to the Kempen-Broek project where
the province of Limburg directly tasked ARK with the development of its nature goals. Because both
projects function within a pre-set policy framework, they were largely aware of the rules and
differences they had to take into consideration. The experience of Grenspark MSN further
contributes to the success of the outcome. This matches the earlier mentioned proposition by Blatter
(2004) that cross-border cooperation can have more motivators then merely the solving of common
problems.
Influencing factors
Concluding, from the two projects studied no specific ‘aspects that influence the outcome of crossborder spatial planning projects’ can be identified. There are some minimum demands for a good
outcome of a cross-border spatial planning project that can be distilled from these projects. The
analytical framework will be used to describe the most pronounced aspects which influenced the
outcome of these two cases and can be considered as factors that generally influence all crossborder spatial planning projects.
Project motivation: All actors need to be aware of each other’s motivation and objectives for
participating in a project, and also be willing to acknowledge these differences and be able to reach a
supported consensus. The results of the first sub-research question show that a joint problem
definition or motivation contributes to a more clear process structure and less problems later on
caused by disagreement. This means that reaching phase 2 of the stages model (figure 18), as
discussed in section 6.1. seems to be an important influencing factor in the likeliness of a successful
outcome. This does not mean that projects which remain in the first phase will not succeed. The
regional development project in Kempen-Broek has to deal with issues caused by the fact that it
remained in the first phase 1, but the result of the project is not in danger. It does show that when a
cross-border project, which in itself already has to deal with more factors then a project within one
country, involves a diverse set of actors and does not reach clear consensus on the motivation and
process, might be confronted with the effects of this.
Congruence between involved actors: A mentioned above, the project needs to be based on a
broadly supported and structured project plan which includes the ideas of the actors that create the
plan, but which also takes the ideas of actors that will join later into account. There need not always
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be an equal distribution of actors on both sides of the border, as long as this is clearly described from
the beginning. This also means that the distribution of available resources might be different
between actors. The presence of a (experienced) coordinating organisation can ensure a continuous
good process. Another way to achieve this is through a predefined and broadly supported flexible
communication, negotiation and decision-making procedures. Additionally, it is important to have a
clear role description for all involved and potentially new actors.
Stance of policies: The interviews and document study do not provide a definitive answer to the role
of policies in cross-border projects. It is obvious that the participating governments need to be willing
to work across their borders, but the presence (Limburg) or absence (Flanders, Nordrhein-Westfalen)
of a clear vision on cross-border cooperation does not actively influence these projects. This can be
explained by either the cross-border experience of the involved actors, or the fact that the projects
are of a relative small scale and fall within pre-set policy objectives.
It is also necessary to mention that it remains a semantic discussion on what success actually is, even
if a project meets all the aforementioned aspects. The level of success is dependent on what the
official project partners want to achieve, but can also be described by onlookers and what they
consider a success. By questioning a broad group of actors in both projects, this study has tried to
provide a broad perspective on the achievements of both projects.
6.3.
The influence of society on cross-border spatial planning
After analysing which factors influenced the outcome of the cases, the next step is to pay additional
attention to the role of society in these projects. The following sub-research question will be
addressed in this section:
SR3: What is the effect of civil society on the aspects that influence cross-border spatial
planning projects?
The project role of the participants
Before answering this question it is necessary to reflect on the distribution of roles between the
actors in the two cases by making use of the participation ladder of Edelenbos et al. (2006). Figure 19
displays the place of the two cases on the participation ladder. Based on the results of the interviews,
and considering the diversity of the societal partners and the different overall influence, it can be
concluded that the societal partners on average had an ‘advising’ role within the NPR Meinweg
project. Depending on the actor and the moment in the process, this could vary between ‘informing’
and ‘co-producing’. This conclusion is similar to that made by the interviewed actors. The local
history organisations had a larger influence then involved entrepreneurs and Meinweg guides. It
does remain important to mention that the societal actors could not influence the original set of aims
and objectives of the project, but within the process they had many opportunities to influence the
final outcome. It is more difficult to classify the government styles as defined by Edelenbos et al.
(2006). The project is based on an idea of the municipality of Roerdalen which was further developed
by Grenspark MSN. They cannot be considered as the ‘principal’ since it is a project that started from
a common motivation amongst the different municipalities. Additionally, Grenspark MSN is founded
by a group of municipalities and represents their idea of cross-border cooperation, but is not higher
in rank then them. But given that Grenspark MSN did develop the initial project plan with the input
of some but not all of the participants, they can be ranked as having a ‘cooperation style’ in the
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process. This is the case because they cooperate on a level of full equality with all official project
members, but did have the biggest influence on the formulation of the project and its goals. In the
NPR Meinweg project it was decided in an early phase to involve local societal actors. This was also
incorporated into the project description for the Interreg-application and presented by Grenspark
MSN to the potential participants.

Figure 19. Place of cases on the participation ladder

In the Kempen-Broek case, the role of actors varies greatly during the project. ARK and the province
of Limburg are the only official actors, whereas other stakeholders try to influence aspects of the
project in different ways. ARK involves societal actors, local governments and other organisations in
different steps of the project and in different measures. In smaller scaled aspects of the project these
other actors sometimes reach the level of ‘coproducing’. When it comes to influencing to overarching
objectives of the project, such as the realisation of nature and the introduction of the Tauros, all
other actors are lower on the ladder of participation. The original project formulation and first steps
in the field were done without involving any other actors. After the founding of the sounding board
Stramproy-Altweerterheide, the communication between the official project partners and the local
actors increased. The different actors consider the average role of societal actors to vary from
‘informing’ to ‘advising’. Based on the observed influence the societal actors have on the main
objectives of the projects (almost none) and the communication structure between the different
actors (diverse and not based on previous agreements), this study concludes that the societal actors
do not surpass the role of ‘consulting’ when it comes to the overall regional development project.
The current communication problems between the official project partners and the local actors most
likely stem from the fact that how to handle a group of actively involved societal actors was not
included in the original project agreement between ARK and the province. Additionally, no
communication protocols were formulated on how to officially communicate and cooperate with

59

other actors. This made it difficult for all actors to have a clear understanding of their role and
possibilities within the project. Subsequently, it also appears from the interviews that the absence of
a structured municipal policy framework made it difficult for societal actors to use official tools to
influence the project. The government style of ARK and the province was one of ‘closed authoritarian
style’ during the formulating of the project, but has moved towards a ‘consulting style’ during the
course of the project due to an increased communication with other actors.
Dependencies between the actors
The concept of dependencies (Assche et al. 2014) can be used to describe how the past, current and
future relations between the involved actors affected the influence that societal actors might have
on a project. When studying the path dependence between (societal) actors in the NPR Meinweg
project it becomes clear that a shared vision on cross-border cooperation was already firmly in place.
This is caused by active collaboration in the past years between actors and the fact that they founded
a specific organisation (Grenspark MSN) to advise them on cross-border possibilities. The different
involved societal actors have also developed a tendency to look over the border with everything they
do in their past contacts. The shape of the path dependence between the actors in the KempenBroek project is less outspoken. Most actors did not yet have active previous contact, meaning that
they were not aware of the working methods and ideologies and thus also not influenced by them.
So the successful previous contacts between the actors in NPR Meinweg has contributed to good
contacts, whereas the absence of previous contacts in the Kempen-Broek case between most actors
meant that they had to start from a blank page.
When looking at the interdependence between the actors it can be clearly seen that the actions of
the different actors influence the others way of working. The continuing good cooperation and clear
communication between the different actors in the NPR Meinweg case resulted in a stable working
environment which itself let to a continuation of the cooperation in new projects. The Kempen-Broek
case seems to be subjected to an unclear working environment caused by unstructured
communication and different perceptions from the involved actors on how their working relation is
supposed to be.
The goals (goal dependence) that the different actors strive for is also different in the two cases. In
the NPR Meinweg case, all the involved actors were in agreement on what the project wanted to
achieve and what their individual roles were in achieving this. The Kempen-Broek case shows actors
with differing objectives and ideas on how to achieve them. Following van Dam et al. (2014), the
actions and development of the societal actors in the Kempen-Broek case can be explained by a
process of self-transformation based on their interactions with each other and with the other actors.
This ‘self-realisation through self-transformation’ is, compared to the NPR Meinweg case, strongly
influenced through their path-dependent development. This quick development and plurality of
ideas makes them “... difficult to interpret and deal with them exclusively in terms of governance and
steering” (Dam, Salverda & During 2014, p.336). For other actors it is thus important to have a clear
understanding of the diversity of present ideas and the strategic orientation of the societal actors to
be able to cooperate.
An additional feature of importance mentioned by many of the interviewees is the level of trust and
understanding between actors, and how this influenced the relations and contributed to their
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experience of expectations and uncertainties. Matters of trust and understanding were, however,
not actively researched in this study.
This closer look at the dependencies between the actors shows that their past and present relations
and the similarity of their goals effect the level of influence that ‘non-official’ participants might
have. These non-official participants are often societal actors and so in part it does not only depend
on the level of willingness of an organisation to involve societal actors, but also the measure of
dependence between the actors. This means that a project in which actors (including societal actors)
have had a stable relation in the past and share similar future goals generally collaborate easier.
Projects where actors work together for the first time and lack a structured agreement might be
faced with disagreement between actors and the potential effects of this.
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7. Conclusion and recommendations
The contribution of civil society to cross-border spatial
planning

7.1.

This study has worked towards answering the question: ‘what is the contribution of civil society to the
outcome of cross-border spatial planning projects?’ Based on the answers of the sub-research
questions in the previous chapter it becomes obvious that the contribution of civil society is highly
dependent on the influence that they have on the process. This influence in turn seems to be
dependent on two factors: the relations (dependencies) between the actors that developed the
project and the societal actors, and the way the process is constructed to facilitate societal actors to
influence the outcome. Figure 20 displays this relation. The chances of a successful cooperation are
greater when a project has a clear description on how societal actors will be involved and what their
roles are. Another important factor is the mind-set that that the different actors have and the goals
they adhere to. The higher the similarity, the higher the chances of success. Projects that aim at
cooperating with local societal actors but do so with actors that they have not worked with before
and without cooperation agreements, might be faced with troubles caused by disagreements or
uncertainties in the contact with societal actors.

Figure 20. The relation between society and a cross-border project

Inclusion of societal actors benefits the process, outcome and spin-off of cross-border projects. But
even if the official project partners optimise a project for collaboration with societal actors, the
influence of society also depends on the willingness of society to participate in a project. Words such
as societal cooperation, bottom-up and collaborative planning remain hot topics in the field of social
sciences and have especially in the Netherlands received a new boost of interest with the
contemporary political switch towards stimulating the participation society. The aim of this study is
not to propagate that spatial planning projects should always strive for the largest possible amount
of societal involvement. It tried to lift the research of the topic into a different domain which is not
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yet widely acquainted with societal involvement, i.e. the domain of cross-border studies, to see if this
would deliver new insights for both fields of research (cross-border studies and societal
involvement). What can be concluded from this is that the potential advantages that societal
involvement offers is not greatly different in a cross-border project compared to one within one
country. The additional advantage that it shows is that in some cases societal actors already have a
cross-border relation with each other which can benefit the further cooperation in a project. This
study of these two cases has however not uncovered additional benefits or risks of societal
involvement in cross-border spatial planning projects. It is important to mention that in the NPR
Meinweg case the societal actors already had experience in cross-border cooperation and that in the
Kempen-Broek case there were only societal actors involved on one side of the border. It is easy to
imagine that cases with an active group on both sides that are not yet as experienced with each
other might face troubles caused by differences in language and culture.
So then ‘what is the contribution of civil society to the outcome of cross-border spatial planning
projects?’ What stands out when comparing the two cases is that the structure/content of the
project description and the agreements made on the level of involvement of actors, together with
the relation between actors (dependencies) strongly affects the actual influence that societal actors
have (and thus their place on the participation ladder). Following Edelenbos (2005), the process
agreements and the dependencies form the ‘width’ that influences the ‘depth’ of the societal
influence on the project. Where their influence reaches a level of ‘advising’ it becomes evident that
the project generates broader societal support. This support in turn manifests itself in the NPR
Meinweg project in a continuing involvement of societal actors even after the project has ended. This
matches the plea of Gualda et al. (2011) to link top-down financial means with bottom-up
participation to ensure a continuing spin-off of the investment. When it is desired to cooperate with
societal actors, but the process is not developed to facilitate them, then the project will have
difficulty moving up on the stages model of Wiering and Verwijmeren (2012).
To conclude, an active participation, under the right circumstances, can greatly benefit the process
and outcome of the project. However, the complexity brought to a project by its cross-border
dimension, might be further negatively influenced by an inadequate cooperation. It is thus important
to understand the potential risks and benefits of societal involvement in cross-border cooperation
before it is even considered to strive for cooperation.
Although it will remain a project specific decision on how society can be included, it should be a
question asked at an early stage in every cross-border project. If decided that the project might
benefit from a certain form of societal involvement, it should be ensured that the process is designed
to be able to facilitate this. In these cases it might be wisest to not make a distinction between
societal and non-societal actors at all, and try to unravel the dichotomy which creates a permanent
vision of one versus the other in every project.
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Recommendations for future research and cross-border
projects

7.2.

The following section will provide ideas for further research and practical recommendations for
future cross-border projects based on the findings of this study.
Future research
Size of the projects: It is important to point out that the projects used as cases in this study can be
considered as small to medium sized projects (actual size and budget) on a European scale. Within
Interreg they also fall within the smaller C-programme. Due to the size and duration of the projects
they remain relatively accessible to societal actors because they occur in the everyday living space of
the participants. A follow-up research might focus its attention on the relation between society and
different sized projects. The initial aim of this study was to focus on bottom-up cross-border projects,
so projects that were initiated by local residents or organisations. It however proved very difficult to
find these cases along the Dutch border. Such a research would still be fruitful. This because it would
generate knowledge on how societal initiatives manage to develop projects in a situation which is
more turbulent and less structured then the environment that initiatives work with in one country. It
might also explain why there are so few of these projects in the first place. Such a study might lead to
better results if it looks at all borders within the European Union. A first step would be to uncover if
bottom-up projects have been developed across other border regions. The next step would be to see
if the cross-border situation between those particular countries can explain the presence of these
bottom-up projects. An additional step would be to compare cases that included civil society and
bottom-up projects, with more traditional top-down projects to test the results of this study.
Factors of trust and understanding: It became clear that the relations between the actors is an
important factor to be measured when studying the influence that a certain actor has on the process.
Matters of trust and understanding were also actively mentioned by many interviewees as being of
influence on the way they were involved in the process. These matters could have been studied more
adequately to get a deeper understanding of how the feelings of trust amongst individuals influenced
the overall process. This study mainly used input of individuals to generate a perception of the
influence and opinion of ‘groups’ such as society and governments. A specific study of trust and
understanding could also be linked to the differences in the size of projects to see how individual
perceptions and relations influence the larger scale issues which are more distant from one’s
personal live.
Practical recommendations for cross-border projects
It is important to notice that these recommendations mainly apply to projects that are initiated by
(governmental) organisations that wish to include society in their projects. Projects that are the
results of a bottom-up initiatives or a direct equal cooperation between all actors from the start
might have less need of some of the following recommendations.
Relations between actors: Both history and future in a cooperation matter. This is true for any project
and especially so for cross-border projects. Previous cooperation across the border provides a
valuable insight into working methods and culture on the other side of the border. The formulation
of the project and the communication structure can vary based on the previous trust and relations
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between the involved actors and actors should thus be aware of similarities or differences from the
start.
A clear project description and a fitting communication structure: The importance of a clear project
description and a fitting communication structure becomes very clear from the results of this study.
Before initiating a project it should be clear if, and what sort of, societal involvement will be strived
for in the project, especially when communities with different identities and traditions across borders
are concerned. This means that a tailored system should be in place that provides a clear description
of the goals of the project and the (differences in) power that the actors have. A clear structure is
however not enough. It should also be clear whether there are sufficient local groups or individuals
that are willing to represent ‘society’ on both sides of the border. This means that the project should
be open and broadly communicated to make society aware of the project in need of their
cooperation.
The effect of societal involvement: Although societal involvement is considered as increasingly
important in the Netherlands, this should not mean that society has to always be involved simply for
the sake of involvement. As mentioned in the previous recommendation, it might be an especially
difficult task in a cross-border setting to inform and motivate enough societal actors to be engaged in
the project. All the involved actors have to be convinced that a cooperation with societal actors will
benefit the project and ensure that the project is designed in such a way that it facilitates this.
Projects that are not well prepared for such cooperation can as a consequence suffer from difficulties
in the communication and cooperation which can in turn lead to the bogging down of the process.
Asking the question if societal involvement should be strived for is important, but should be
answered honestly.
A coordinating organisation: The potential positive influence of coordinating organisations in crossborder settings has been addressed by multiple authors and has been proved by the role of
Grenspark MSN in one of the two cases. An organisation which is experienced in cross-border affairs
(policies, language and culture) can assist other actors in the cross-border project. The organisation
of such a coordinating actor can take many shapes, but based on the results from the NPR Meinweg
case, an independent organisation that looks at upholding agreements made between the project
partners and which ensures that everyone works according to their agreed role can be
recommended.

66

67

68

References
Aalst, J.-W. van, 2015. opentopo.nl. Available at: http://opentopo.nl/ [Accessed June 29, 2015].
Allmendinger, P., 2009. Planning Theory, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
Arnstein, S., 1969. A Ladder of Citizen Participation. Journal of the American Institute of Planners,
35(4), pp.216–224.
Assche, K. Van, Beunen, R. & Duineveld, M., 2014. Evolutionary Governance Theory An Introduction,
Springer International Publishing.
Assche, K. van, Beunen, R., Jacobs, J. & Teampau, P., 2011. Crossing trails in the marshes: rigidity and
flexibility in the governance of the Danube Delta. Journal of Environmental Planning and
Management, 54(8), pp.997–1018.
Blatter, J., 2004. From “spaces of place” to “spaces of flows”? Territorial and functional governance
in cross-border regions in Europe and North America. International Journal of Urban and
Regional Research, 28(3), pp.530–548. Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.03091317.2004.00534.x.
Boonstra, B. & Boelens, L., 2011. Self-organization in urban development: towards a new perspective
on spatial planning. Urban Research & Practice, 4(2), pp.99–122.
Buizer, M. & Turnhout, E., 2011. Text, talk, things, and the subpolitics of performing place. Geoforum,
42(5), pp.530–538. Available at:
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0016718511000819 [Accessed October 26, 2014].
Christiansen, T. & Jørgensen, K.E., 2000. Transnational governance “above” and “below” the state:
The changing nature of borders in the new Europe. Regional & Federal Studies, 10(2), pp.62–77.
Available at: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13597560008421120 [Accessed
June 18, 2014].
Christis, E., 2014. Het Kempen~Broek. Op de grens van mens, natuur en landschap J. van der Straaten,
ed., Wouderichem: Pictures Publishers.
Colomb, C., 2007. The Added Value of Transnational Cooperation : Towards a New Framework for
Evaluating Learning and Policy Change. Planning Practice & Research, 22(3), pp.347–372.
Creswell, J.W., 2014. Research Design 4th ed., London: SAGE Publications.
Dam, R. van, Duineveld, M. & During, R., 2014. Delineating Active Citizenship : The Subjectification of
Citizens ’ Initiatives. Journal of Environmental Policy & Planning, (January 2015), pp.1–18.
Dam, R. van, Salverda, I. & During, R., 2014. Strategies of citizens’ initiatives in the Netherlands:
connecting people and institutions. Critical Policy Studies, 00(January 2015), pp.1–17. Available
at: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/19460171.2013.857473.

69

Dam, R. van, Salverda, I., During, R. & Duineveld, M., 2014. Burgers en hun Landschap,
Burgerparticipatie en maatschappelijk initiatief, Wageningen: Alterra.
Deppisch, S., 2012. Governance Processes in Euregios . Evidence from Six Cases across the Austrian –
German Border. Planning Practice & Research, 27(3), pp.37–41.
Durand, F., 2014. Challenges of Cross-Border Spatial Planning in the Metropolitan Regions of
Luxembourg and Lille. Planning Practice and Research, 29(2), pp.113–132. Available at:
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02697459.2014.896148 [Accessed October 31,
2014].
Edelenbos, J., 2005. Managing Stakeholder Involvement in Decision Making: A Comparative Analysis
of Six Interactive Processes in the Netherlands. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 16(3), pp.417–446. Available at:
http://jpart.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/doi/10.1093/jopart/mui049 [Accessed January 19, 2015].
Edelenbos, J., 2000. Proces in Vorm: Procesbegeleiding van interactieve beleidsvorming over lokale
ruimtelijke projecten, Utrecht: Lemma.
Edelenbos, J., Domingo, A., Klok, P.-J. & Tatenhove, J. van, 2006. Burgers als beleidsadviseurs, een
vergelijkend onderzoek naar acht projecten van interactive beleidsvorming bij drie
departementen, Amsterdam: Instituut voor Publiek en Politiek.
Eker, M. & Houtum, H. van, 2013. Grensland / Borderland, Wageningen: Blauwdruk.
Europa decentraal, Actiepunten. Available at:
http://www.europadecentraal.nl/onderwerpen/grensoverschrijdendesamenwerking/knelpunten/ [Accessed June 7, 2015].
European Commission, 2015a. Co-operation across borders. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/european-territorial/cross-border/
[Accessed March 27, 2015].
European Commission, 2015b. Cooperation between regions and countries. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/index.cfm/en/policy/cooperation/ [Accessed April 29,
2015].
European Commission, 2015c. European Territorial Co-operation. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/cooperation/european-territorial/ [Accessed
March 27, 2015].
European Commission, 2015d. Reformed EU cohesion policy 2014-2020.
Fricke, C., 2014. Spatial Governance across Borders Revisited: Organizational Forms and Spatial
Planning in Metropolitan Cross-border Regions. European Planning Studies, (September), pp.1–
22. Available at: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09654313.2014.887661
[Accessed October 31, 2014].
Grenspark Kempen-Broek, Geschiedenis. Available at: http://www.rlkm.be/nl/kempenbroek/algemeen/geschiedenis/ [Accessed March 23, 2015].

70

Gualda, E., Fragoso, a. & Lucio-Villegas, E., 2011. The border, the people and the river: development
of the cross-border area between southern Spain and Portugal. Community Development
Journal, 48(1), pp.23–39. Available at: http://cdj.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/doi/10.1093/cdj/bsr064
[Accessed October 31, 2014].
Houtum, H. van, 2000. An Overview of European Geographical Research on Borders and Border
Regions. Journal of Borderlands Studies, XV, pp.57–83.
Houtum, H. van & Strüver, A., 2002. Borders, Strangers, Doors and Bridges. Space and Polity, 6(2),
pp.141–146.
Interreg Deutschland-Nederland, 2009. Aanvraagformulier Interreg IV A Deutschland-Nederland NPR
Meinweg, Roermond.
Interreg Deutschland-Nederland, 2014. Facts & Figures. Available at: https://www.deutschlandnederland.eu/en/the-interreg-programme/facts-figures/.
Interreg Deutschland-Nederland, 2013a. Inhoudelijk eindbericht Interreg IV A DeutschlandNederland NPR Meinweg.
Interreg Deutschland-Nederland, 2013b. NPR Meinweg. Available at: https://www.deutschlandnederland.eu/fileadmin/_datenbankimport/print.php?mode=print&detail=9682&L=2 [Accessed
March 23, 2015].
Interreg Vlaanderen-Nederland, 2014. Interreg V Nieuwe kansen voor de grensregio. Available at:
http://www.grensregio.eu/interreg-v/.
Jacobs, J., 2014. Spatial planning in cross-border regions: A systems-theoretical perspective. Planning
Theory, pp.1–23.
Jacobs, J. & Kooij, H.-J., 2013. Fading EUphoria at the Dutch-German Border? The Case of Avantis.
Tijdschrift voor economische en sociale geografie, 104(3), pp.379–387. Available at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12034.
Laine, J., 2014. Something old, new, borrowed, and blue: towards a bottom-up agenda of the FinnishRussian relations. Fennia - International Journal of Geography, 192(1), pp.65–78. Available at:
http://ojs.tsv.fi/index.php/fennia/article/view/8495/10552 [Accessed January 20, 2015].
Nationaalparkregio Meinweg, 2015a. Nationaalparkregio MeinWeg. Available at: http://www.nprmeinweg.eu/Over MeinWeg/Nationaalparkregio MeinWeg/Nationalparkregio MeinWeg.html
[Accessed March 9, 2015].
Nationaalparkregio Meinweg, 2015b. Natuur en Landschap. Available at: http://www.nprmeinweg.eu/Natuur en Landschap/Natuur en Landschaft.html [Accessed March 9, 2015].
Paasi, A. & Prokkola, E.-K., 2008. Territorial Dynamics, Cross-border Work and Everyday Life in the
Finnish–Swedish Border Area. Space and Polity, 12(1), pp.13–29. Available at:
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13562570801969366 [Accessed October 31,
2014].

71

Perkmann, M., 1999. Building Governance Institutions Across European Borders. Regional Studies,
33(7), pp.657–667.
Perkmann, M., 2003. Cross-Border Regions in Europe: Significance and Drivers of Regional CrossBorder Co-Operation. European Urban and Regional Studies, 10(2), pp.153–171. Available at:
http://eur.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.1177/0969776403010002004 [Accessed November 7,
2014].
Prokkola, E.-K., 2011. Cross-border regionalization, the INTERREG III A initiative, and local
cooperation at the Finnish – Swedish border. Environment and Planning A, 43(5), pp.1190–
1208. Available at: http://www.envplan.com/abstract.cgi?id=a43433 [Accessed October 31,
2014].
Prokkola, E.-K., Zimmerbauer, K. & Jakola, F., 2015. Performance of regional identity in the
implementation of European cross-border initiatives. European Urban and Regional Studies,
22(1), pp.104–117. Available at: http://eur.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.1177/0969776412465629.
Pröpper, I.M.A.M. & Steenbeek, D.A., 1999. Onderzoek Evaluatie van interactieve methoden: De
aanpak van interactief beleid, elke situatie is anders,
Provinciale Staten van Limburg, 2014. Voor de Kwaliteit van Limburg POL2014, Maastricht.
Regionaal Landschap Kempen Maasland, Kempen-Broek Algemeen. Available at:
http://www.rlkm.be/nl/kempen-broek/algemeen/ [Accessed June 29, 2015].
Salverda, I., Pleijte, M. & Dam, R. van, 2014. Meervoudige democratie, Meer ruimte voor
burgerinitiatieven in het natuurdomein, Wageningen.
Sousa, L. De, 2013. Understanding European Cross-border Cooperation: A Framework for Analysis.
Journal of European Integration, 35(6), pp.669–687. Available at:
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/07036337.2012.711827 [Accessed September
24, 2014].
Strüver, A., 2004. We are only allowed to re-act, not to act. Eurocrats’ strategies and borderlanders'
tactics in a Dutch-German cross-border region. In O. Kramsch & B. Hooper, eds. Cross-border
Governance in the European Union. London: Routledge, pp. 25–40.
Terlouw, K., 2012. Border Surfers and Euroregions: Unplanned Cross-Border Behaviour and Planned
Territorial Structures of Cross-Border Governance. Planning Practice and Research, 27, pp.351–
366.
Tölle, A., 2012. National Planning Systems Between Convergence and Incongruity: Implications for
Cross-Border Cooperation from the German–Polish Perspective. European Planning Studies,
21(4), pp.615–630. Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.722957.
Verwijmeren, J. & Wiering, M., 2007. Many rivers to cross, Cross border co-operation in river
management. In J. Verwijmeren & M. Wiering, eds. Delft: Eburon Academic Publishers, pp. 1–
16.

72

Wiering, M. & Verwijmeren, J., 2012. Limits and Borders: Stages of Transboundary Water
Management. Journal of Borderlands Studies, 27, pp.257–272. Available at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08865655.2012.750949.
Wiering, M., Verwijmeren, J., Lulofs, K. & Feld, C., 2010. Experiences in Regional Cross Border Cooperation in River Management. Comparing Three Cases at the Dutch–German Border. Water
Resources Management, 24(11), pp.2647–2672. Available at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11269-009-9572-5.

All photos are made by the author during this study and on previous visits to the areas.

73

74

Appendix
Appendix 1: Research/interview protocol English
Basic data:
-

What was the reason to get involvement in (or initiate) the project?
What is the chronological overview of the process?

Problem structure and distribution of interest:
Important study topics:
-

What are the interests, values and perspectives of the actors?
What was the motivation to start this project?
Is there are shared and documented motivation?
Has the motivation changed over time?
What were the objectives?

level of congruence in dimensions of policy arrangements:
Actors and coalitions
Important study topics:
-

-

Which actors are involved?
How is the internal relation between the actors (dependencies)?
How were the actors involved? (Selected by the initiator? If yes: Based on which selection
criteria?)
Was the role of the different actors predefined?
What is the level on the participation ladder of the involved societal actors (where do actors
place themselves, and where do they place others) and has this level changed over time?
What was the level of the governmental organisations on the participation ladder (where do
actors place themselves, and where do they place others) and has this level changed over
time?
Are there big differences in the amount and level of participants between both countries?

Resources and power
Important study topics:
-

-

How are the different resources distributed amongst the actors: money, knowledge, support
(both media and by residents), persuasive authority (e.g. charisma of leaders) and legal
authority (Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007)?
Who distributes the recourses amongst the actors?
What is the power structure within the project (expressed in a hierarchy)?
Did the availability of resources or power change over time?
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-

Are there big differences between actors in the amount of resources and power that can be
deployed?

Rules of the game
Important study topics:
-

Which negotiation and decision making processes were in place?
How did European/national/regional legislation influence the process?
How were the differences in rules between countries handled?
Were the rules predetermined and clear to all actors?
Did the rules change during the process?

Policy discourses
Important study topics:
-

How is cross-border cooperation defined in the involved policy? (D)
How is societal involvement defined in the involved policy? (D)
Have these definitions change overtime? (D)

the stance of national policies and institutions towards cross-border cooperation (only for
governments):
Important study topics:
-

Do national policies encourage or discourage regional cross-border cooperation?
What are the legal possibilities within cross-border cooperation?
Does the level of interest differ per scale of the project (e.g. local vs large river)?
Did the stance of nationals policies and institutions towards cross-border cooperation change
overtime? (if yes: did this project contribute to this and how?)

Extent of cross-border cooperation:
Important study topics for cooperation formation:
-

What is the legal authority of the output? (D)

Important study topics for cooperation effectiveness:
-

Has the originally defined motivation been achieved according to the different stakeholders?
What has contributed to the success of the project?
How has the relation between actors contributed to the outcome the project?
How has the influence of civil society influenced the outcome of the project?

Important study topics for level of cooperation stakeholder satisfaction:
-

How does the actor think the project might have been conducted more efficient/successful?
How was the relation/cooperation with the other actors?

Others:
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-

What are the final results of the project (both policy and physical changes)?
Did the project have an off spin?
Are there others things that were not ask which the actor considers important?
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Appendix 2: Research/interview protocol Dutch
Basis data:
-

Wat was de reden om betrokken te raken bij het project (of het initiëren)?
Wat is het chronologisch overzicht van het proces?

Probleem structuur en verdeling van interesse:
-

Wat zijn de interesses, waarden en perspectieven van de actoren?
Wat was de motivatie om het project the starten?
Is er een gedeelde en gedocumenteerde motivatie?
Is de motivatie in de loop der tijd veranderd?
Wat waren de doelstellingen?

Mate van congruentie in de dimensies van beleidsakkoorden
Actoren en coalities
Belangrijke studiepunten:
-

-

-

Welke actoren waren betrokken?
Hoe waren de onderlinge relaties tussen de actoren (dependencies)?
Hoe werden de actoren betrokken? (geselecteerd door die initiator? Zo ja: gebaseerd op
welke selectiecriteria?)
Werd de rol van de actoren van te voren vastgelegd?
Op welk level van de participatieladder bevinden de maatschappelijke actoren zich (waar
plaatsen de actoren zichzelf en waar plaatsen anderen hun) en het is level in de loop der tijd
veranderd?
Op welk level van de participatieladder bevinden de overheidsinstanties zich (waar plaatsen
de actoren zichzelf en waar plaatsen anderen hun) en het is level in de loop der tijd
veranderd?
Zijn er grote verschillen tussen de hoeveelheid en level van de actoren aan beide zeiden van
de grens?

Middelen en macht
Belangrijke studiepunten:
-

-

Hoe zijn de verschillende middelen verdeeld tussen de actoren: geld, kennis, ondersteuning
(zowel media als bewoners), overtuigende autoriteit (bv. Charisma van leiders) en wettelijke
autoriteit (Verwijmeren & Wiering 2007)?
Wie verdeeld de middelen tussen de actoren?
Wat is de machtsstructuur binnen het project (uitgedrukt in een hiërarchie)?
Zijn er grote verschillen tussen de actoren qua hoeveelheid middelen en macht die gebruikt
kunnen worden?
Is de beschikbaarheid van middelen en macht in de loop der tijd veranderd?

Regels van het spel
Belangrijke studiepunten:
-

Welke overleg- en beslissingsprocedures zijn in plaats?
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-

Hoe heeft Europese/landelijke/regionale wetgeving het proces beïnvloed?
Hoe werd er omgegaan met de verschillen in beleid tussen de landen?
Waren de regels duidelijk en vooraf vastgesteld voor alle actoren
Zijn de regels veranderd gedurende het proces?

Beleidsdiscoursen
Belangrijke studiepunten:
-

Hoe wordt grensoverschrijdende samenwerking gedefinieerd in het betrokken landelijke en
regionaal beleid?
Hoe wordt maatschappelijke betrokkenheid gedefinieerd in het betrokken landelijke en
regionaal beleid?
Zijn deze definities in de loop der tijd veranderd?

Standpunt van nationaal beleid en instituties t.o.v. grensoverschrijdende samenwerking (enkel
voor overheden):
Belangrijke studiepunten:
-

Bemoedigd het nationale beleid regionale grensoverschrijdende samenwerking of wordt het
afgeraden?
Wat zijn de wettelijke mogelijkheden voor grensoverschrijdende samenwerking?
Verschilt de interesse per schaal van het project (bv. Lokaal vs. grote rivier)?
Is het standpunt van nationaal beleid en instituties t.o.v. grensoverschrijdende
samenwerking in de loop der tijd veranderd? (indien ja: heeft dit project er toe bijdragen en
hoe?)

Mate van grensoverschrijdende samenwerking:
Belangrijke studiepunten voor coöperatieformatie:
-

Wat is de wettelijke status van de output?

Belangrijke studiepunten voor coöperatie effectiviteit:
-

Is de oorspronkelijk gedefinieerde motivatie behaald volgens de verschillende actoren? (I)
Wat heeft bijgedragen aan het succes van het project?
Hoe heeft de relatie tussen actoren bijgedragen aan de uitkomst van het project?
Hoe heeft de invloed van de maatschappij bijgedragen aan de uitkomst van het project?

Belangrijke studiepunten voor de tevredenheid van actoren:
-

Hoe denkt de actor dat het project efficiënter of succesvoller afgerond had kunnen worden?
Hoe was de relatie/samenwerking met de andere actoren?

Overige:
-

Wat zijn de uiteindelijke resultaten van het project (zowel beleidsmatig als ruimtelijk)?
Heeft het project een spin-off gekregen?
Zijn er andere nog niet gevraagde zaken die de actor van belang acht?
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Appendix 3: Research/interview protocol German
Basic data:
-

Warum haben Sie sich dazu entschieden an dem Projekt teilzunehmen?
Was ist die Chronologie des Projektes?

Problem structure and distribution of interest:
Important study topics:
-

Was sind die Interessen, Werte und Perspektiven der involvierten Parteien?
Inwiefern stehen die Interessen, Werte und Perspektiven der verschiedenen Parteien im
Zusammenhang zueinander?
Was war die Motivation das Projekt zu starten?
Gibt es eine gemeinsame und nachvollziehbare Motivation?
Hat sich die Motivation im Laufe der Zeit verändert?
Was waren die Ziele?

level of congruence in dimensions of policy arrangements:
Actors and coalitions
Important study topics:
-

Welche Parteien waren beteiligt?
Wie war das Verhältnis zwischen den Parteien?
Wie wurden die Parteien beteiligt? (Durch Auswahlkriterien?)
Wurden die Rollen der verschiedenen Parteien vordefiniert?
Wie stark setzen sich die verschiedenen Parteien für das Projekt ein (Sie selbst und andere)
und hat sich die Einsatzbereitschaft mit der Zeit verändert?
Wie stark setzen sich die Regierungsparteien ein?
Gibt es große Unterschiede zwischen den Ländern bezüglich Einsatz und Teilnehmerzahlen?

Resources and power
Important study topics:
-

Wie werden die Mittel unter den Parteien verteilt: Geld, Wissen, Unterstützung (Medien und
Einwohner) und Autorität?
Wer verteilt die Mittel?
Welche Form von Machtstruktur gibt es in dem Projekt?
Hat sich die Verfügbarkeit von Mittel oder Macht im Laufe der Zeit verändert?
Gibt es große Unterschiede zwischen die Parteien bezüglich empfangener Mittel?

Rules of the game
Important study topics:
-

Welche Verhandlungs- und Entscheidungsprozesse fanden statt?
Wie hat die europäische, nationale und regionale Gesetzgebung den Prozess beeinflusst?
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-

Wie wurde mit den länderspezifischen Regelungen von den unterschiedlichen Ländern
umgegangen?
Waren die Regeln für alle verständlich?
Wurden die Regeln während des Prozesses verändert?

Policy discourses
Important study topics:
-

Wie wird grenzübergreifende Zusammenarbeit definiert in der nationalen und regionalen
Politik?
Wie wird Soziales Engagement definiert in der nationalen und regionalen Politik?
Wurden diese Definitionen während des Prozesses verändert?

the stance of national policies and institutions towards cross-border cooperation:
Important study topics:
-

Entmutigt oder ermutigt nationale Politik grenzübergreifende Zusammenarbeit?
Ist der Grad an Interesse von der Politik unterschiedlich für große und kleine Projekte?

Extent of cross-border cooperation:
Important study topics for cooperation formation:
-

Was ist die rechtliche Befugnis des Ergebnisses?

Important study topics for cooperation effectiveness:
-

Wurde die ursprünglich definierte Motivation nach Meinung der verschiedenen
Interessensparteien erreicht?
Was hat zum Erfolg des Projekts beigetragen?
Wie hat das Verhältnis zwischen den Parteien das Ergebnis des Projektes beeinflusst?
Wie hat die Beteiligung der Gesellschaft das Ergebnis des Projektes beeinflusst?

Important study topics for level of cooperation stakeholder satisfaction:
-

Wie hätte das Projekt noch erfolgreicher ausgeführt worden können?
Wurden die persönlichen Ziele erreicht?
Wie war die Beziehung mit den anderen involvierten Parteien?

Others:
-

Hat das Projekt ein Nebenprodukt?
Gibt es noch andere wichtige Faktoren die nicht behandelt wurden?
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