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[bookmark: _Toc470684193][bookmark: _Toc472077163]Preface 
	About a year ago, I started with my internship at the Dutch FoodValley Region, and shortly after, I begun to work on my Master’s Thesis research. This Master’s Thesis symbolizes the completion of my study at the Radboud University. A journey that has started with the course ‘kernthema’s van de bestuurskunde’ and is completed with an internship and Master’s Thesis research on interregional cooperation. Before you lies the Master's Thesis "Key factor influence on the effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects". A study on seven interregional cooperation projects of the European Interreg IVC programme. It has been written to fulfill the graduation requirements of the Master’s specialization ‘Comparative Politics, Administration, and Society’ at the Radboud University Nijmegen.
	 I would like to thank my supervisors Johan Janssen LL.M. and Theo Neyenhuis MSc of “Regio FoodValley”, for welcoming me and supporting me during the internship.  I also like to thank my supervisor Jolien Grandia Ph.D. of the Radboud University for her cooperation, support and patience, and the respondents for their opportunity to interview them, and for their helpful insights. Finally, I like to thank my family for their everlasting support during the challenge of writing the Thesis. 
	During my study at the Radboud University I have learned a lot and this has prepared me well for the internship and writing this Master’s Thesis. A year with a lot of changes in Europe, changes such as the Brexit and the rise of Euroscepticism only stress the importance of European cooperation, which finds its roots at interregional cooperation. I am glad that I have been able to contribute to this interregional cooperation and I hope you will enjoy reading my Master’s Thesis.

Joris Sibbel,

Bennekom, 13 January 2017
[bookmark: _Toc472077164]Abstract
	Regions have become the engine for growth of the EU, for further development of these regions interregional cooperation is required. This research will investigate this understudied topic, focusing on interregional cooperation projects. Specifically, this research aims to find out: ‘How do key factors influence the perceived effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects of the Interreg IVC programme?’ The answer is found in a few steps. I have studied the network governance and proximity literature to create a list of 7 preliminary key factors. Then I analyzed seven project cases making use of project documentation and 18 semi-structured interviews. I have compared these cases with as result five key factors for effective interregional cooperation projects: leadership, commitment of project partners, internalization, experience and language compatibility. The influence of these factors is presented making use of an explanatory model for the effectiveness of Interreg IVC projects. This model is a preliminary model for interregional cooperation project effectiveness in general. However, future study of this model is needed to validate this model as a general model for effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects. Meanwhile, the outcome of this study will be helpful to build more effective interregional cooperation projects for the Interreg programme.


1. [bookmark: _Toc472077165]Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc466152182][bookmark: _Toc472077166]1.1 Regional cooperation as engine for development
[bookmark: _Toc466152184]	Regions seem to be replacing national economies as engine for economic development (Lengyel, 2009). Therefore, regional development has become a focal point of the EU agenda (Hospers, 2006). This shows through the policies aiming to create a ‘Europe of Regions’ and the investment that Europe puts in regions through funds like the European Regional Development Fund [ERDF], which has been given a budget of over 183 billion euro for six years (Allmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones, 2000; EC, 2015). A vital force in regional development is regional innovation, a key factor for economic development in Europe (Lengyel, 2009; De Bruijn & Lagendijk, 2005). Furthermore, the success of regions such as Silicon Valley has sparked the interest of scientist and policy makers alike in regional innovation and -learning (Saxenian, 1990, 2006). Regions need external links to achieve regional development and innovation (Tödtling & Trippl, 2005; Uyarra, Sörvik & Midtkandal, 2014). These external links are not generated within the limited context of the region, but connections need to be strengthened on the international level (Tödtling & Trippl, 2005). Interregional cooperation has subsequently become a priority also because of the intensification of international competition, the acceleration of technological change and the requirements to apply for the ERDF funds (Perkmann, 2003; Tödtling & Trippl, 2005; We Welcome Europe, n.d.). Therefore, the EU also actively encourages interregional networking (Ansell, 2000). On the other hand, there has been little attention in the scientific literature for interaction between regions through interregional networks and other relationships (Beyers & Donas, 2014). Interregional cooperation and specifically interregional cooperation projects within the EU have also not been studied in abundance (see Rees, 1997). Even though interregional cooperation is important for creation of links between regions, and for the innovation in regions (EC, 2015; Interreg, 2009a).
[bookmark: _Toc472077167]1.2 The aim of this research
	The Regional policy of the EU has the aim to improve the economic well-being of regions, and to avoid regional disparities (Interreg, 2009b). Project based cooperation of regions is supported through programmes like the Interreg IVC programme, this Interreg programme is designed to stimulate cooperation between the regions, in order to avoid economic, social and territorial disparities across the EU (Interreg, 2009b). In this research there will be focus on projects of this Interreg IVC programme, in chapter 2 the programme (context) will be further described. 
	Cooperation on international level fails regularly (Van Oudenhoven & Van der Zee, 2002). For many European regions, such as Regio FoodValley, it is important that instead interregional cooperation (projects) will be effective, in order to achieve their goals. A review of the literature makes it clear that there are many factors that could influence this cooperation effectiveness (see Rees, 1997; Turrini et al., 2010; Knoben & Oerlmans, 2006). Given that the time and resources for this research are limited, there is need to focus on those factors that are most relevant; the key factors. That's why the following research goal has been formulated: 
Gathering knowledge of the influence of key factors for (perceived) interregional cooperation project effectiveness in order to improve future results of interregional cooperation projects.
In order to reach this goal, the following research question is formulated: 

How do key factors influence the (perceived) effectiveness in interregional cooperation projects within the Interreg IVC programme?
In order to answer this main research question several sub questions have been formulated:
1. What is effectiveness in the context of this research?
2. What are interregional cooperation projects in the context of the EU?
3. What interregional cooperation projects are studied in this research?
4. What are the key factors that influence interregional cooperation projects?
[bookmark: _Toc466152185][bookmark: _Toc472077168]1.3 Effectiveness in the context of this research
	In order to assess the effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects and to understand this study an univocal definition of effectiveness is required. Therefore, I present the definition of effectiveness at the start of this study, using research of Sørensen and Torfing (2009) effectiveness is defined as: ‘The perceived degree that the desired outcomes of the cooperation are attained, which differ depending on context, but are directly related to the goals of the (partnership) network, is the effectiveness in this research’. The theoretical framework behind the definition is explored in chapter 3.

[bookmark: _Toc466152186][bookmark: _Toc472077169]1.4 Interregional cooperation projects
	To be able to further understand this research it needs to be clear how regions, cooperation and specifically interregional cooperation projects are defined. Regions in this research are defined as: Sub national authorities and networks that go above or beyond municipal territories. The definition of Norris (2001, p. 535) is subsequently used to define cooperation as the: ‘voluntary association of governmental and non-governmental organizations in a defined geographic area’. In this research the focus is specifically on interregional projects of the Interreg IVC programme, therefore I define interregional cooperation projects as: ‘Partners from different countries working together on a shared regional policy issue to improve the effectiveness of the policies of the regions involved in the project.’ (Interreg, 2014). In order to better understand the context of the European Interreg IVC programme will be further described in the third chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc466152188][bookmark: _Toc472077170]1.5 Research approach: Network governance and proximity
[bookmark: _Toc466152189]	In this research, there will be mainly drawn upon a combination of network governance and proximity literature. Although there has been some research that specifically has focused on interregional cooperation (see Rees, 1997; Zhang, 2008), most of these studies have focused on supra- or transnational regions such as the EU and East Asia (see Song, 2007; Zhang, 2008). Other studies have focused on niches within interregional cooperation such as the role of scientific knowledge exchange (see Cecere & Corrocher, 2015). Therefore, I combine network governance and proximity theory for a broad perspective. The main theoretical lens is that of network governance. Similar research topics have already been subject of the network governance approach such as transnational cooperation, intraregional cooperation and local cooperation projects (see Börzel, 1998; Leibenath & Knippschild, 2005; Cropper et al., 2008; Torfing & Sørensen, 2014). Network governance is about sharing resources and knowledge, coordinating actions and  about working on a common goal or project together (Agranoff & McGuire, 1998, p.72; Torfing & Sørensen, 2014). This is also what interregional cooperation projects are about (see Interreg, 2009c). On the other hand, proximity is important to account for the geographical aspects of inter-organizational cooperation, such as substantial differences in culture, and travelling distances (see Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Hence, I chose to address interregional cooperation from a combination of these two theoretical angles.
 
[bookmark: _Toc472077171]1.6 Practical relevance 
	Porter (1990, 1998a) has found that the role of regions is crucial for competitive advantages of global companies. The paradox is that competitive advantages in a globalized economy are often regional or local, arising from concentrations of specialized skills and knowledge, and institutions in a specific region. Thus, proximity matters, even if it does so in a different way than in previous times (Porter, 1998b, p.10). Globalization has increased the importance of proximity, but it also increases the importance of interregional cooperation and network governance (Torfing, 2012; Song, 2007).  Globalization has given more importance to regions and has subsequently created the question:  How must coordination and interaction among different regions be arranged (Song, 2007).  While globalization also created a more complex society that asks for cooperation and network (governance) approaches, to handle the complex problems of a complex society (Torfing, 2012). Therefore, the topics of interregional cooperation, proximity and network governance are of practical relevance nowadays.  Following, this research gathers insight in the key factors that influence interregional cooperation (effectiveness). This can be used to provide advice regarding cooperation projects in order to increase their effectiveness. For example, if it is clear how effectiveness can be achieved, it can be used as a guide for more effective partner selection for, or configuration of, interregional cooperation projects. Furthermore, the new insights could contribute to a better EU-policy with regards to (inter)regional development and cooperation projects, important topics within the EU agenda (Hospers, 2006; Dühr, Colomb & Nadin, 2010). Some of these insights gained from applying the network governance perspective on cooperation project are also useful for policy makers who are involved in project related network governance. Since these insights could be useful to organize more effective networks or network governance even outside the interregional cooperation sphere.

[bookmark: _Toc466152190][bookmark: _Toc472077172]1.7 Scientific relevance 	
	Proximity is an important topic (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006), and there has been a growing interest in interregional cooperation and specifically in network governance (Devlin et al., 2002; Hillebrand & Biemans, 2003; Kenis & Provan, 2006). However, within the network governance field important questions remain on how networking behavior and management can influence performance (O’Toole, 2015; Torfing & Sørensen, 2014). Torfing & Sørensen (2014) also point to a lack of comparative and cross-national studies in the area of network governance. This research will fill this gab as it applies network governance theory in the form of a comparative cross-national case study. Moreover, it builds a model to study interregional project effectiveness, groundwork for future studies on how regions can benefit from cooperation (projects). Thus, this study is relevant to public administration because it builds on network governance and proximity knowledge while it explores, and lays the concept for scientific study of interregional cooperation (projects).
[bookmark: _Toc466152191][bookmark: _Toc472077173]1.8 Methodology 
	This explanatory research will make use of existing theory and empirical research to explain how key factors influence the effectiveness interregional cooperation projects of the Interreg IVC programme. I accomplish this with a comparative case study. First a theoretical framework is composed. Using this theoretical framework interview questions and a theoretical codebook are composed. Subsequently project managers of Interreg IVC projects are interviewed. These interviews are transcribed, coded and further analyzed in order to determine which and how key factors influence interregional projects.
[bookmark: _Toc466152192][bookmark: _Toc472077174]1.9 Reading Guideline
[bookmark: _Toc450812923]	The thesis is divided in six chapters. Chapter 1 (introduction) comprises background information, the aim of this research, the research approach and relevance of this research. Chapter 2 (context of cases) consists of the context of the European interregional cooperation programme Interreg and its projects, because this study is focused on these projects. Chapter 3 (theoretical framework) comprises an overview of the literature used to create a theoretical model of the key factors for interregional cooperation project effectiveness. In chapter 4 the research methodology is presented with a description of the general research approach, the method of data collection and the method of data analysis. In chapter 5 (results) I present the findings acquired by interviews and comparative case studies. In chapter 6 (conclusion & discussion) the conclusions of this research are drawn, and I reflect and make recommendations regarding future research and practical applications. Finally, the list of references, the tables with interview or cases scores used in the analysis, and the interview guide have been added.
[bookmark: _Toc472077175]2. Context of cases
	In this chapter the context of the different case studies will be presented. First, there will be a short description of interregional programmes within the European Union. Subsequently, I will give an account of the Interreg IVC programme, because I have studied projects from that programme. Next, the seven different cases that are studied for this research are presented. This entails the EURIS project, the Regions4Recycling project, the KT Force project, the Health4Growth project, the DESUR project, the Innopolis project and finally the Innovation4Welfare project. In this chapter the background and characteristics of these projects are presented to better the understand the context.

[bookmark: _Toc469411328][bookmark: _Toc472077176]2.1 Frameworks for interregional cooperation within the EU
	The different cooperation programmes for sub-national authorities within the EU provide a framework for the implementation of policy exchanges and joint actions between regions, local actors and knowledge institutes from different Member States of the EU, while promoting  harmonious development of the EU (EC, n.d.). There are many different programmes with corresponding projects that have an interregional character such as Horizon2020 and Erasmus+ (EC, n.d.).  However, there are also programmes of the EU specifically oriented on interregional cooperation such as Urbact III, Interact III, ESPON and the most important Interreg. These specific programmes have been put in place to exchange experience between regional and local bodies in different countries and have a total budget of 500 million (EC, n.d.; EC, 2015). 
	The focus of this research, the Interreg programme, consists of multiple focus area’s namely on cross-border cooperation with Interreg A, on transnational cooperation with Interreg B) and on interregional cooperation with Interreg C. I focus on the fourth edition of the Interreg C programme; the Interreg IVC programme. Projects within this programme are very suitable to investigate interregional cooperation because all the projects have an interregional focus, and the programme has a clear focus on a number of areas, namely on innovation, knowledge economy, environment and risk prevention (Interreg, 2009b). The Interreg IVC programme makes use of standardized working methods such as exchange of experience, exchange of best practices and developing common methods (Interreg, 2009c). 
	Furthermore, the projects within this programme are relatively new, there is a new edition of this programme but the projects in that newer programme (Interreg Europe) cannot be assessed yet. Therefore projects of the Interreg IVC programme will be the best to study.  Since some comparability is required all cases have been taken from the same Interreg programme. Though the research on the Interreg4C will not be directly applicable to other programmes that have an interregional character such as the Horizon2020, it will provide a good foundation for future research.

[bookmark: _Toc472077177]2.2 The EURIS case
	The European Collaborative and Open Regional Innovation Strategies, the [EURIS] project, is a Interreg IVC project that builds upon a partnership of five European regions, and fifteen others participants through sub projects. The project lasted from 2010 till March 2014. The five partner (regions) that have been involved are the Navarra Government, the Stuttgart Region Economic Development Corporation, Brainport Development NV, the West Transdanubia Regional Development Agency and the Lodzkie Region. The theme of the project was Open innovation. with as sub-projects InfoPro, OPINET, HYBRIDSECTORS, ORP, SFFS and BMOI (EURIS, n.d.). The specific objectives of the EURIS project have been to provide tools to identify, exchange and transfer good practices leading to Open Innovation oriented frameworks, in all the stages of the process from selecting good practices and policies till the assessment and transfer of  good practices to less experienced regions in that specific area. Other objectives  have been identification, exchange and dissemination of good practices to other European regions to accelerate cooperation rates among stakeholders in innovation such as research both within and between EU regions. This addresses the EU's strategy to become a knowledge based economy (EURIS, n.d.).

[bookmark: _Toc472077178]2.3 The Health4Growth case
	The Health4Growth [H4G] project is a partnership of eleven European partners among which there are multiple regions. Among the partners are also two universities and four municipalities. The goal of the project has been to identify the key barriers of SMEs’ development in regions. This has been done by exploring and developing new models to improve the cooperation infrastructure and find solutions for regulatory problems. These regulatory problems hamper the commercialization of new technologies. The Health4Growth project ended on September 2014 after 2 years, improving the effectiveness of regional development policies regarding the ecosystem of regional economic players and improving the cooperation within health (health4growth; n.d.). 

[bookmark: _Toc472077179]2.4 The DESUR case
	The Developing Sustainable Regions Through Responsible SMEs [DESUR] project is a project of seven partners, among which are multiple regions but also university and business networks. The DESUR partner regions aim is to develop policies that enable eco-innovation, and that improve welfare and resource efficiency among other things. More specifically it aims to develop policies that enable small and medium sized businesses to improve their sustainability practices and to nurture eco-innovation and respect for the environment while boosting competitiveness and quality employment. The project partners in DESUR are Extremadura’s FUNDECYT-PCTEX, the South-West Regional Authority [SWRA] of Ireland, the Province of Bologna in Italy, Kaunas University of Technology in Slovenia, Pannon Business Network Association [PBN] in Hungary and Labour fund Zavavje in Slovenia (DESUR, n.d.). The project came to an end on May 2014 after two years of identifying and transferring good practices (DESUR, 2014).

[bookmark: _Toc472077180]2.5 The Innovation4Welfare case
	Innovation4Welfare [I4W]  has brought together policymakers, knowledge providers, socio-economic intermediaries and health institutions for implementation projects and policies across six different regions. The stakeholders involved in the project shared, exchanged, transferred and implemented best practices and tried to influence regional policy agenda's through interregional cooperation. Innovation4welfare has built new coalitions of economic and social actors. In that way I4W aimed to generate new solutions in order to promote health and welfare. The six regions had a lot in common even though they are in different environments. The project focused on the development and  implementation of eight interregional subprojects. The innovation projects in I4W have dealt with different technological areas.

[bookmark: _Toc472077181]2.6 The Innopolis case
	The Innopolis or knowledge cities project is a project of ten partners from four different countries among which are both city regions and (connected) universities. The project has focused on knowledge exchange and innovation. A number of city regions and their universities have cooperated to exchange knowledge on knowledge transfer between city regions and universities (Innopolis, n.d.).
	Identifying regional best practices on knowledge exchange policy between universities and enterprises. Innopolis has aimed to develop a ICT platform of the project's most important outputs that can be used by regional authorities in transferring best practices. With this it has aimed to achieve active support on knowledge co-creation between universities and enterprises. Innopolis has focused on university city-regions, defined as: 'localities with at least three multi-departmental universities and at least 60 000 students. The broader goals have been to use the innovative potential of universities in such regions. Leading regions have been included in this project, alongside regions where regional policy did not yet stimulate the exchange of knowledge (seerc.org, n.d.)

[bookmark: _Toc472077182]2.7 The KT Force case
	The KT Force project has been completed by a partnership of eleven organizations and a number of different regions through Europe. KT Force has been about finding the indicators that lead to successful innovation policies and focuses on among other things innovation vouchers. However, these vouchers requirements and regulations differ between countries.
	The project study visits and thematic seminars have been held in each of the 6 partner regions and an implementation plan has been developed for each of them and on top of that multiple international conferences for innovation policy stakeholders have been organized. The project lasted from July 2012 until May 2014.  (KT Force, n.d.). 
	Partners are the University of Porto and Innovation Agency [ADI] from Portugal, the South-East Regional Authority [SERA] and the Watford Institute of Technology [WIT] from Ireland, the City of Grenoble and the University Joseph Fournier Grenoble [UJF] from France, the Aufbauwerk Region Leipzig Gmbh and the Technical University of Dresden from Germany,  the National Institute of Research and Development for Mechatronics and Measurement Technique [INCDMTM] and the Executive Agency for Higher Education, Research, Development and Innovation Funding [UEFISCDI] from Romania and finally the Sunrise Valley from Lithuania participated in the project (KT Force, n.d).
[bookmark: _Toc472077183]2.8 The Regions4Recycling case
	The Regions4Recycling [R4R] project is a project of thirteen partners (and connected stakeholders) across Europe. It has been a project within the framework of Interreg IVC. European local and regional authorities shared the same framework and objectives, yet they have different waste management systems leading to different outcomes and performances, making the comparison which happened in this project interesting (Regions4Recylcing, n.d.). 
	The  EU tries to become a 'recycling society' it aims to prevent waste generation and promotes the use of waste as a resource. To reach this goal the help of local and regional authorities is required. They face many new challenges: rising quantities of waste, ever stricter legislation and increasingly complex systems while they try to integrate citizens involvement (Regions4Recycling, n.d.). 
	The R4R project has tried to address the issue mentioned above.  In order to do so, there has been need to compare good practices and to further improve performance. ‘The European Observatory for Municipal Waste Recycling Performances’ has been launched in 2010, to allow its members to compare achievements, based on common indicators. The R4R project is the first project to build on this knowledge, by developing a tool for comparison of recycling performance, and by identifying which conditions lead to high recycling performances. The project partners expected that R4R would become a platform for sub national-authorities in Europe, for improved knowledge exchange and waste management. The aim at the start of the project is to improve the knowledge  and performance on waste management of the partners. Through a better understanding of economic, legal, organizational and technical instruments the partners have been able to optimise their recycling policies (Regions4Recycling, n.d.).

[bookmark: _Toc472077184]3. Theoretical Framework
	In this chapter I will present the literature that has been used to create a model for interregional cooperation project effectiveness. Since literature specifically for interregional cooperation project effectiveness is lacking, I will draw upon a combination of network governance theory and proximity theory to search for the key factors for interregional cooperation project effectiveness (see figure 1). In the first paragraph I will explain the theoretical perspectives of network governance. In the second paragraph the perspective of proximity will be given. In third paragraph I define effectiveness. In the fourth up to the tenth paragraph I will discuss the seven different presumed key factors and their dimensions, which are: Cooperation structure, shared goals, geographical proximity, social-cultural-fit, leadership, internalization and experience. Every key factor is explained and described separately. At the end of the chapter in the eleventh paragraph I summarize the key factors and I present the conceptual model for the relationship between key factors and effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects.
Figure 1: Theoretical approach











[bookmark: _Toc472077185]3.1 Theoretical perspective of network governance	
	In this paragraph I will discuss network governance theory. A term central to this theoretical perspective is governance. This term stems from (kubernan) the Greek word for steering (Rhodes, 2011, p.33). It is frequently used in combination with the word ‘network’ and symbolizes a change from hierarchical structures to horizontal structures with mutual dependent actors (Koppejan & Klijn, 2004, 2010, 2012; Rhodes, 2011, p.33). 
 This means that these networks are steered through agreements and that coordination is based on trust, strategic behavior and institutionalized communication (Koppejan & Klijn, 2012; Lavenex & Schimmelfennig, 2009). Network governance can have different forms and can vary in the longevity (Provan & Kenis, 2008; Akkerman & Torenvlied, 2011). Goals can vary from generating knowledge and a common understanding to project development (Torfing & Sørensen, 2014; Agranoff and McGuire, 1998, p.71-72). In this research I use governance networks as a theoretical lens for project development and cooperation by a partnership of regions, drawing upon approaches in the work of Cropper et al. (2008). The literature on how to influence effectiveness of such cooperation's is fragmented (Turrini et al., 2010), and because I also make use of the proximity theory, I will integrate different models in order to create a comprehensive model. I combine the models of Sørensen and Torfing (2009), D’Amour et al. (2008) and Knoben and Oerlmans (2006). 

[bookmark: _Toc472077186]3.2 Theoretical perspective of proximity 
	In this paragraph I will discuss proximity theory. Since the geographical aspect is important in cooperation between non-contiguous regions the second theoretical perspective I will use is proximity theory. The (lack of) geographical and sometimes cultural proximity is what differentiates interregional cooperation from cross-border cooperation. Furthermore, proximity is an important theoretical perspective when it comes to inter-organizational cooperation, innovation and regional development (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Proximity is sometimes defined as solely a measure of spatial distance however it also refers to cultural distance or cultural proximity (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). In short proximity influences the effectiveness because it brings organizations together and influences transfer of (tacit) knowledge (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc472077187]3.3 Defining effectiveness
	In order to be able to build a good model for the effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects there is a need for a clear definition of effectiveness. Only a handful researchers have addressed the question what ‘effectiveness’ means in relation to networks, and how this effectiveness can be assessed (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). This is a difficult task because of the complex decision-making processes where different actors have different goals that can change overtime (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). Therefore the perceived outcomes are often measured differentiating between content outcomes, such as the amount of innovation, and process outcomes, such as the support of involved actors (Klijn, Stein & Edelenbos, 2010). Sometimes ‘hard performance’ indicators are used next to the indicators based on perception (Klijn, Stein & Edelenbos, 2010). Perceived effectiveness is often measured by assessing the ex post satisfaction of stakeholders with the networked (policy) solutions (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). Network effectiveness is often related to the degree to which the goals or desired outcomes are attained (Turini et al., 2010). Some researchers have subsequently measured the satisfaction of involved actors such as participants of the network and those who are serviced by the network. This is because there can be a tension between those who directly participate, and those who should benefit from the network (Provan & Milward, 2001; Span, 2012). On top of that, according to the definition of Provan and Kenis (2007) networks are effective if the goals that have been attained could not have been attained without the network (cooperation). In the end I have chosen to use the method and corresponding definition of Torfing and Sørensen (2009b), who define effectiveness as: ‘The perceived degree that the desired outcomes of the cooperation are attained, which differ depending on context, but is directly related to the goals (outputs) of the network (partnership).’
[bookmark: _Toc472077188]3.4 Cooperation Structure
	The first key factor in interregional cooperation effectiveness is the cooperation structure. Mainly drawing upon relevant insights from the network governance theory, cooperation structure and its effect on effectiveness will be described. Cooperation structures are both formal and informal. The informal structure arises from processes of interaction. While formal structures are deliberately created, and used as a framework (Robins et al., 2011).  	Network literature states that deliberate design of institutions, in this case the interregional cooperation project's formal structures, can improve the effectiveness of its governance (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). This will create the right environment for effective coordination of actions, collaboration and for the creation of shared goals (Robins et al., 2011). Thus having the appropriate structure is a key factor for effectiveness (Robins et al., 2011), of interregional cooperation projects. The positive influence of conscious design of the cooperation structure on effectiveness is also emphasized in literature that describes the cooperation of proximate partners (see Knippschild, 2011). Though proximity literature mostly describes how cooperation structures are created or strengthened (see Balland, 2012).
	I focus in this study on Interreg IVC projects, which have a largely predefined structure (see Interreg, 2009c) I will focus on those aspects of structure that are not predetermined by the Interreg programme. For example, networks or projects can have different degrees of centrality (Provan & Kenis 2008; Croppens et al., 2008). I will not focus on this centrality, because the degree centrality are predetermined by the Interreg IVC programme. For example, the presence of subprojects and the number of subprojects is predetermined by the Interreg IVC programme, based on the goal and partnership size of the project (Interreg, 2009c). I will focus on those aspects of cooperation structure that vary based on input of the participants such as communication structure and formalization (see sub paragraphs 3.4.1 and 3.4.2.).
[bookmark: _Toc469411335][bookmark: _Toc469501271][bookmark: _Toc472076916][bookmark: _Toc472077189]3.4.1 Cooperation Structure: Communication structure
	The first dimension of cooperation structure that I will discuss is communication structure. This regards to the presence of venues for discussion, what D’Amour et al. (2008) call connectivity. A measure to determine the effectiveness of a cooperation structure that has been long used, is to analyze how often people meet (Larson & Gobeli, 1989). The intensity of meetings and integration positively affects effectiveness (Burt, 1992; Provan & Sebastian, 1998), because, as proximity literature shows, face-to-face communication is information rich (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Frequent meetings are therefore excellent for the transfer of implicit knowledge, and will lead to a higher effectives (Jones, Hesterly & Borgatti, 1997; Knoben & Oerlemans). Subsequently the improved communication facilitates effectiveness because common rules are created, it increases collective action, and organizing capacities are enforced because of it (Sorsen & Torfing, 2009). 
	An aspect that is also part of communication structure and that can also be consciously designed is the technological infrastructure (Whelan, 2011). Of course everyone uses email and maybe even communication technologies such as Skype (voice communication software), but there are also other information and communication technologies that stimulate information sharing (Whelan, 2011). For example the use of communication tools such as an intranet. These ITC infrastructure can subsequently contribute to the effectiveness (Whelan, 2011). Therefore frequency of meetings and the use of other communication methods are a good way to measure the cooperation structure's strength in influencing cooperation. 
[bookmark: _Toc469411336][bookmark: _Toc469501272][bookmark: _Toc472076917][bookmark: _Toc472077190]3.4.2 Cooperation Structure: Formalization
	The second dimension of cooperation structure is what D'Amour et al. (2008) call the formalization, the task structure and the clarity of responsibilities. Clarity of responsibilities refers to a common perception of the responsibilities of partners, which includes clear deadlines for outputs (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). If it is clear what objectives need to be completed through formalization of tasks and responsibilities, partners can be held accountable and this subsequently increases the effectiveness (Turrini et al. 2010). These responsibilities are often formalized through tools such as interorganizational agreements, protocols and other joint rules (D’Amour et al., 2008). This refers not to the consensus on goals but to procedures for delivering outputs and the time that is given to deliver these outputs which will lead to effective interaction and decision making (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009) Proper procedures for cooperation and negotiation will enhance effective governance, since it helps to lower the transaction costs by reducing the uncertainty and increasing coordination (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009).

[bookmark: _Toc472077191]3.5 Shared goals
	The second key factor that emerged from the literature is the presence or absence of shared goals (D’Amour et al., 2008). Shared goals means common goals are both identified and shared (D’Amour et al., 2008). For Interreg projects that means that there  needs to be commitment to common goals and these goals need to be shared with the stakeholders (see Maccio, 2013). Commitment is important because staff needs to put sufficient resources in a project (Mcguire, 2002). Involving the stakeholders is because stakeholder support is central to effectiveness (McGuire and Silvia, 2009).  Especially involving the political stakeholders is important because their support is required to implement policies which are necessary for cooperation to have an impact (Page, 2010). Shared goals has two dimensions that I will examine: ‘commitment of project partners’ and ‘involvement of stakeholders’.
[bookmark: _Toc469411338][bookmark: _Toc469501274][bookmark: _Toc472076919][bookmark: _Toc472077192]3.5.1 Shared goals: Commitment 
[bookmark: _Toc469411339][bookmark: _Toc469501275]	Commitment to cooperation is vital in its success (Ansell & Gash, 2007). Commitment is influenced by the original motivation to participate in a cooperation (Ansell & Gash, 2007).  If cooperation is perceived as necessary (because of joint problems or benefits) it is easier to establish a functional communication process. There can be rationales for participation that do not come to further commitment to a project such as participation in order to express a view, to secure legitimacy or as a legal obligation (Ansell & Gash, 2007). Given the amount of EU funds that are awarded for interregional cooperation projects it is not unlikely that commitment is lacking at the start of a project. Shared responsibility is therefore important, as it will lead to commitment to the results of deliberation, even if they do not go in the direction that a participant fully supports (Ansell & Gash, 2007). Commitment has two main aspects: goals consensus and complying with deadlines.  
	The first aspect called goals consensus makes project partners more likely to cooperate, and more likely to be involved in the partnership (of a project) (Gatti, 2011; Provan & Kenis, 2008). The degree to which project goals are unambiguous influences the amount of energy that remains to spend on collecting the proper resources and coordinating activities (Mcguire, 2002). It is difficult to achieve goal consensus, because public sector organizations have to deal with goal ambiguity (Gatti, 2011). This becomes only a bigger challenge if multiple (public sector) organizations cooperate (Gatti, 2011; Klijn, 2008). Therefore a strict focus on objectives is needed when composing the project, political framing and storytelling may be required to get consensus on the goals (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). Interdependencies can subsequently promote exchange of (knowledge and) resources (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009), but if the interdependencies are too strong, especially in short term projects, it is an incentive to act manipulatively (Ansell & Gash, 2007).  Manipulation harms the effectiveness (Ansell & Gash, 2007). That is why goals of the different actors need to be inter-connected in the right way (Klijn, 2008). For this mutual adjustment and negotiation are required (D’Amour et al., 2008). This does not mean that the goals of individual partners need to be exactly the same, as similar objectives can lead to competitive pressures that make partners reluctant to show cooperative behavior (Gatti, 2011). 
	The second aspect of commitment is called timeliness of contributions. While gains and intermediate outcomes need to be shown and or shared (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Sorsensen & Torfing, 2009). Sørensen and Torfing (2009) also describe this a the production of ‘quick victories’ and the creation of joint ownership of those victories. However, due to shifting power relations and mutual learning the objectives and goals can change which complicates the matter (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). 
[bookmark: _Toc472076920][bookmark: _Toc472077193]3.5.2 Shared goals: Involvement of stakeholders
	The second dimension of shared goals is involvement of stakeholders. Shared goals means that goals and ideas are shared with the stakeholders (see Maccio, 2013), and therefore it is a dimensions of ‘shared goals’. The development of stakeholder support and the strengthening of the networks relationships are central to effectiveness, according to research of McGuire and Silvia (2009) on partnerships. Involvement of stakeholders is important in the sense that the interests of stakeholders sometimes conflict with the common goal of the project (Maccio, 2013). That is why stakeholders need to be involved so that these conflicts can be worked out. This involvement of stakeholders can be encouraged by the right leadership (Page, 2010).
	Involving stakeholders also regards in this research to the involvement of policymakers and other political stakeholders. The involvement of policy makers with sufficient authority is also important. As in the context of interregional cooperation it could be that there is a lack of regional autonomy to commit to certain goals (Rees, 1997). This lack of regional autonomy will be barrier to successful interregional cooperation (Rees, 1997). This is because you cannot implement policy or assign sufficient budget if you do not have the authority to do so. Where research on cross-border cooperation shows that if you are not hindered by too much hierarchy, if you have access to decision-makers and relevant information, it will facilitate cooperation (Knippschild, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc466152200][bookmark: _Toc472077194]3.6 Leadership
	The third key factor is leadership or more specifically network leadership or leadership in horizontal relations. D’Amour et al. (2008) see leadership as an important aspect of the governance of cooperation. A coordinator often takes a leadership role (Winkler, 2006), but sometimes there are multiple leaders in a single project that can contribute to the project (see Ansell & Gash, 2007). According to Mcguire and Silva (2009) any (project) manager who steers a group towards the common goal can be considered a leader. Leadership is seen as a critical ingredient in bringing parties together (Ansell & Gash, 2007). Leadership has two dimensions. The first dimension it about leaders being present, and directing the cooperation the setting and steering the structures of cooperation (D’Amour et al., 2008). Supportiveness is the second dimension of leadership (Page, 2010; D’Amour et al., 2008). Mcguire and Silva (2009) differentiate between similar dimensions as they found two forms of (network) leadership significant in influencing network effectiveness namely synthesizing behaviors and mobilizing behaviors (Mcguire & Silva, 2009). Synthesizing behaviors are about directing leadership (similar to the presence of leaders), while mobilizing (similar to supportiveness of leaders) is about building support and inspiring enthusiasm (see Mcguire & Silva, 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc469411341][bookmark: _Toc469501277][bookmark: _Toc472076922][bookmark: _Toc472077195]3.6.1 Leadership: Presence of leaders
	Leaders need to take initiative and give direction to a project or as I put it needs to 'steer the structures of cooperation' (D'Amour et al., 2008). That is why the presence of leaders is an important aspect of cooperation. Leadership presence in these knowledge intensive projects means that there is a well-defined and communicated project vision (Vom Brocke & Lippe, 2015). Furthermore, by being present leaders can steer a project through the rough patches of a cooperation (Ansell & Gash, 2007). Management of uncertainties is important for leaders. Besides having the right structure in place project leaders need to be present to re-plan, add new tasks or for fast decision making in order to deal with the uncertainty (Vom Brocke & Lippe, 2015). The presence of leaders, or leadership presence differs from supportive leadership because it is also about directing the agenda to move stakeholders and participants in a direction, if for example goal consensus cannot be reached in order to keep going (Ansell & Gash, 2007), and thus keep the commitment high. The synthesizing behaviors that can be associated with the leaders just being present are coordinating and scheduling the work, letting participants know what is expected of them and deciding how tasks will be performed (Mcguire & Silva, 2009). This is important to keep the participants of a project working on the shared goals and has therefore have a positive impact on shared goals and indirectly on effectiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc469411342][bookmark: _Toc469501278][bookmark: _Toc472076923][bookmark: _Toc472077196]3.6.2 Leadership: Supportiveness of leaders
	Supportiveness of leaders is important as leaders control damaging tensions through agenda setting, arbitration and mutual learning (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). Supportiveness of leaders implies that participants in the network or the project feel that their concerns are addressed and this could be important to address the mentioned damaging tensions that arise from things such as disagreement among stakeholders (Page, 2010). Leaders can assist in negotiation to give it a more collaborative character, furthermore it is crucial for setting and maintaining clear norms and to explore mutual benefits. (Ansell & Gash, 2007). The mobilizing behaviors that are associated with the supportiveness of leaders are things like motivation of participants, involving stakeholders and superiors and other policy makers (Mcguire & Silva, 2009). This shows that supportiveness of leaders is important in influencing the shared goals of a project and therefore cooperation effectiveness.

[bookmark: _Toc466152202][bookmark: _Toc472077197]3.7 Geographical Proximity
	The fourth key factor is geographical or spatial proximity. Proximity is required for effective cooperation, at least when it concerns the exchange of knowledge (Von Proff & Brenner, 2014). Proximity can be defined as ‘being close to something measured on a certain dimension’ (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Proximity is often associated with geographical or spatial proximity, however there is also non spatial proximity (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). However, I will focus on spatial proximity in this paragraph. Geographical proximity is important for more (intensive) face-to-face interactions, it leads to more knowledge transfer and innovation, because of information rich interaction (Knoben & Oerlmans, 2006). Especially tacit knowledge is exchanged more often exchanged (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006), for example knowledge about approaches, informal rules or procedures. Geographical proximity influences how cooperation is coordinated (Knoben & Oerlemans), or in this case how cooperation is structured. An efficient structure is important for knowledge transfer, which is at the core of the Interreg IVC projects (Interreg, 2009c)
	 Geographical proximity relates to how close two organizations are in location. The geographical proximity can be measured in two ways, first of all I can look at all the distances between all organizations, but I can also look at the distances between agglomerations (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). In this research I will focus on the last one as I will focus on distances between regions and not within regions as I study relationships between regions. Furthermore, there is also the option to measure proximity on two dimensions, namely the actual distance or traveling time and the perceived distance (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). I will focus on the last of the two since this research since it is more useful to look at the direct effect of distance than to look at the absolute distances. The effects of absolute distances varies a lot based on infrastructure, where meeting points are, how participants travel, etc. and is therefore not that useful for a qualitative study.
	
[bookmark: _Toc466152203][bookmark: _Toc472077198]3.8 Socio-cultural fit
	The fifth key factor is socio-cultural fit. It regards to the fit in culture and institutions. This is determined through two dimensions, the cultural proximity and the institutional proximity. In the network governance literature this would be described as network culture and network cultures. Where network cultures regards to the cultures of participants and network culture regards to a shared culture that has developed within the network. In this study I focus on the different cultures of the participating regions, mostly because during the short time of a project there is not enough time to develop a single shared culture. Culture then can be defined as ‘shared beliefs, values and attitudes across members of a network’ (Whelan, 2011). Networks and cooperation can contribute to alignment of cultures because it offers an opportunity for social learning (Robins et al., 2011). Cultural differences between the members or cultural diversity as Turrini et al. (2010) call it, can be a barrier to network effectiveness especially regarding information sharing (Whelan, 2011). However, it can also improve the functioning of procedures through shared beliefs, values and attitudes (Whelan, 2011). Furthermore, because a shared culture (and thus language) makes it easier to work on a personal level (Hwang, 2013), it can increase focus on shared goals (Kenis and Provan, 2006). According to Robins, et al. (2011) a shared (macro)culture will not only increase focus on shared goals but will establish those shared goals. This is because there are stereotypes and other communication barriers that need to be broken down before mutual gains can be explored (Ansell & Gash, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc469411345][bookmark: _Toc469501281][bookmark: _Toc472076926][bookmark: _Toc472077199]3.8.1 Socio-cultural fit: Cultural proximity
	Cultural proximity refers to: 'A pattern of thoughts, feelings and behaviors, symbols and so forth that give meaning to action and behaviors and provide interpretations of situations for people' (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Cultural proximity can be seen on different geographic levels such as continents, nations and regions (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Since this research focuses on cooperation between regions I will focus on cultures in regions. Similarity and proximity generate a capacity to combine information and knowledge and transfer it (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006), and it is therefore important in knowledge intensive interregional projects. 
	An important aspect that is related to cultural proximity is institutional proximity, which could be classified as a sub dimension of having a socio-cultural fit (see Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Institutional proximity can be analyzed on both state level and organizational level and it regards to: 'the humanly devised constraints that structure political, economic and social interaction.' (North, 1991, p.97). When I look at institutional proximity I can analyze the degree to which legislation and rules match between countries or regions and I can analyze the degree to which rules and behaviors differ between organization (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Institutional proximity is relevant to interregional cooperation because it goes across countries and there are different legal systems in each part of the EU (see Dühr, Colomb & Nadin, 2010, p. 378). Furthermore, interregional cooperation involves more than just regional governments cooperating, it is also about research organizations and universities cooperating (see Interreg, 2009c). This variation in the types of organizations and legal systems influence the institutional proximity and thus the socio-cultural fit. It subsequently facilitates easy knowledge transfer and coordination (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006; Knippschild, 2011), which on its turn increases the effectiveness of knowledge based projects such as Interreg IVC projects (see Interreg, 2009a; Vom Brocke & Lippe, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc469411347][bookmark: _Toc469501283][bookmark: _Toc472076927][bookmark: _Toc472077200]3.8.2 Socio-cultural fit: Language compatibility	
Language compatibility is also important in cross-cultural and international collaboration, and in having a socio-cultural fit (Hwang, 2013). Research on cooperation between regions with a close proximity shows that language does play an important role (Knippschild, 2011). Like prejudices and other cultural obstacles language can be a barrier to cooperation (Knippschild, 2011). Not only because of language proficiency issues but also because it can lead to cultural misfit in some cases (Hwang, 2013). Furthermore, a lack of compatibility in spoken languages can decrease the intensity of the communication (Hwang, 2013). This makes a shared understanding more difficult, but it could also influence the degree to which partners trust each other (Hwang, 2013). Cooperating partners may feel that information is withheld in such a situation even if that is not the case (Hwang, 2013). 

[bookmark: _Toc466152204][bookmark: _Toc472077201]3.9 Internalization
	The sixth key factor is internalization. Internalization refers to a sense of belonging, knowledge of each other’s values and mutual trust that needs to be gained (D’Amour et al., 2008). Following the model of D’Amour et al. (2008) internalization is about two dimensions namely mutual acquaintanceship and trusting atmosphere. This key factor is important for effective projects because without mutual acquaintanceship and a trusting atmosphere participants might not be willing to create and stick to shared goals and be committed which is required for effective projects. 
[bookmark: _Toc469411349][bookmark: _Toc469501285][bookmark: _Toc472076929][bookmark: _Toc472077202]3.9.1 Internalization: Mutual acquaintanceship
	For internalization mutual acquaintanceship is an important dimension because (project) partners need to know each other personally and professionally if they want to succeed in collaboration (D’Amour et al, 2008). This means that they need to know each other’s values and competence. This mutual acquaintanceship is generated at formal and informal events where information is exchanged. Mutual acquaintanceship consists of two main aspects, namely meeting (informally) and previous collaboration (See D’Amour et al. 2008; Turrini et al. 2010).  
	If there is a lack of mutual acquaintanceship, there is a lack of tacit knowledge of the partners, their knowledge and their methods. Therefore it is important to have previous connections or work on mutual acquaintanceship.  Some previous connections are an important aspect of this, those who feel comfortable with another are more likely to share information  (Chay et al., 2004). It is about recognizing the face of the people you work with, and working with the same (project) managers that have been in the network for a longer time (Turrini et al, 2010, p. 542). Since this will increase the speed at which knowledge is spread and lead to continuity of the relationships in the network (Turrini et al, 2010, p. 542). This is because mutual acquaintanceship means that partners need to develop a sense of belonging to the group which happens not only through formal but more specifically through informal interaction (D’Amour et al., 2008). That is why informal meetings are an important aspect of mutual acquaintanceship. Partners that have worked together previously may require less attention in order to build trust or a common goal (Mcguire, 2003). While trust in new members has to develop and the contribution of these new members needs to be evaluated (Span, 2012, p. 31). Slowly mutual acquaintanceship and the maturing network will make that, trust and communication intensity, shared institutional standards and shared institutional values increase (Span, 2012, p. 31), which can subsequently increase the effectiveness. This is important because when there is knowledge of the competencies of the partners they can be optimally allocated.  Furthermore, trust makes partners more willing to share knowledge and act in a situation of uncertainty (Chay et al., 2004).
[bookmark: _Toc469411350][bookmark: _Toc469501286][bookmark: _Toc472076930][bookmark: _Toc472077203]3.9.2 Internalization: Trusting Atmosphere
	According to the model of D’Amour et al. (2008) trust is one of the key factors for effective cooperation. Cooperation is only possible when goodwill or trust exist, when participants deem each other responsible and have trust in each other’s competencies (D’Amour et al., 2008). The importance of trust also specifically applies to a context of cooperation between regions (Knippschild, 2011). In the case of a prehistory with conflicts between partners, trust building will be difficult and become the most important aspect of cooperation (Ansell & Gash, 2007). This is because a lack of trust makes cooperation impossible, and it is linked to uncertainty for participants. Without trust a network, or in this case a project partnership, cannot be further constructed (D’Amour et al., 2008). A trusting atmosphere also stimulates knowledge exchange (Swift & Hwang, 2013), this is a vital aspect of effective interregional projects as it is often about exchange of experience or knowledge in Interreg, ERASMUS+ and Horizon2020 projects (see Interreg, 2013).
	There are two aspects to a trusting atmosphere, trust and the presence of the right atmosphere, that means that there is a positive atmosphere in which there is goodwill towards the other partners. As collaboration is only possible if partners have trust in the competencies of each other and when there is goodwill so that they will assume their responsibilities (D'Amour, 2008). 
	Trust is characterized by ‘giving the benefit of the doubt to partners’ and assuming that partners refrain from opportunistic behavior (Klijn, 2010). This is about overcoming uncertainty and assuming a sometimes vulnerable position without relying on formal contracts (Klijn, 2010).  For example, in cooperation projects there can be hesitation to share information with other partners because that information is also what gives the cooperation partners influence (Swift & Hwang, 2013). Therefore this information sharing, arguably is the most important aspect of interregional projects if you look at Interreg and Horizon2020, only happens when there is a ‘trusting atmosphere’ or an atmosphere of trust. This means that there is not only trust in the goodwill of the partners but that partners are also genuinely interested in helping one another (Swift & Hwang, 2013). Trusts needs to be shown in order to gain and build trust (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). Here lies the role of the leader, because with the right management trust can be built through leadership (Klijn, 2010; Mcguire & Silva, 2009). Leadership can built the trusting atmosphere that is required.
[bookmark: _Toc466152205][bookmark: _Toc472077204]3.10 Experience
	The seventh and final key factor is experience. The earliest study on interregional cooperation found that experience is important for its success (Rees, 1997).  It has two dimensions experience with interregional projects and technical experience. Technical experience is experience with the project specific knowledge related to themes as innovation and technology. 
[bookmark: _Toc469411352][bookmark: _Toc469501288][bookmark: _Toc472076932][bookmark: _Toc472077205]3.10.1 Experience: Interregional experience and network competence
	First of all there is need for interregional experience. Leibenath & Knippschild (2005) show that experience is vital if only in evaluating the performance of interregional cooperation.  Cross-border studies found that parties, their competences and human resources are important, as sufficient competency needs to be present (see Knippschild, 2011). Furthermore, the expected results need to be based on previous experience with the cooperation (Knippschild, 2011). The most important element of competency in project management besides knowledge is experience (Hwang & Ng, 2012). Experience can help to support the project in a number of ways. For example Hwang and Ng (2012) mention that experienced project managers have more knowledge in attracting the right staff and that project related issues are generally less challenging to the more experienced project managers. In an Interreg context this means that more experienced regional representatives or project managers would be able to find more knowledgeable staff that will achieve better results and thus to a higher effectiveness. Provan & Kenis (2008) discus the requirement of more general network competences, especially in situation where there are great interdependencies, which are present in a cooperation project between organizations or regions (Jones & Lichtenstein, 2008). Therefore network-level competencies (Provan & Kenis, 2008), or in other words experience with working within such a context is necessary for an effective network level cooperation within an interregional cooperation project. 
[bookmark: _Toc469411353][bookmark: _Toc469501289][bookmark: _Toc472076933][bookmark: _Toc472077206]3.10.2 Experience: Technical experience
	However, technical or theme specific experience is also important. Research on Horizon2020 projects show that technical skill and experience is a key factor for projects with an interregional character (Arsíc et al., 2015). Work experience and the proper staff training and skill improvement are important specifically for cooperation between regions with a close proximity (Badulescu, Bucur & Badulescu, 2013), but it can be said that it is important in all forms of cooperation between regions. Furthermore, proximity literature states that when the partners in a project share experience in a knowledge area, it helps to generate a mutual understanding, while complementary expertise helps with innovative ideas (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). This is often called technological proximity (see Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). In short, technical experience helps with generating a mutual understanding and, crossing cultural or institutional barriers (see Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006), 

[bookmark: _Toc466152206][bookmark: _Toc472077207]3.11 Key Factors and conceptual model
	After going in depth on network governance, proximity and interregional cooperation projects, a number of key factors for effective interregional cooperation can be distilled.  These key factors are geographical proximity, cooperation structure, leadership, shared goals, internalization, socio-cultural fit and experience. Together these factors determine the (perceived) effectiveness of interregional cooperation. Based on these key factors and the expected relationships between these factors a conceptual model (see figure 2) has been drawn on p.36. 
	The key factors influence the effectiveness in different ways. Leadership influences the effectiveness the most indirectly. It influences two other important key factors, namely it increases the degree to which there are shared goals and internalization. Geographical proximity influences cooperation because location influences how people cooperate and therefore the cooperation structure. It subsequently indirectly influences the intensity of communication and therefore the extent to which shared goals can be set out for the project.
	Socio-cultural fit influences the degree of internalization. If there is no cultural fit there will be less trust and it will be harder to build it and to get to know the other partners. It is easier to acquaintance people from the same cultural background because of the tacit knowledge that is shared. 
	This last relationship is intermediated by experience. Participants that have interregional experience and domain specific experience and know how to deal with these cultural differences and are not hindered by language issues because they are more knowledgeable on the project specific domain or field. Internalization is a key factor that is especially important for influencing the partnership atmosphere which is important for smooth and future cooperation because it means that partners get to know each other and trust each other. This also makes the project run more smoothly. 
	The most important key factor is shared goals, without consensus on, and commitment to goals, partners cannot produce an effective project. Furthermore, local stakeholders need to be involved to make a project have a lasting and wider impact while involving political stakeholders is necessary translate findings and plans into policy. So to summarize a combination of factors is necessary to attain an effective project. All key factors need to at least be present to some extent.  However, the presence of shared goals seems to be the most important key factor in effective interregional cooperation projects. This is because shared goals means that participants share motivation and a willingness to commit time and resources and have involved the right stakeholders or policymakers that are necessary to make a project effective. This is shown in figure 2 where the conceptual model of interregional cooperating project effectiveness is shown. 






Figure 2: Conceptual model of interregional project effectiveness
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[bookmark: _Toc472077208]
4. Methodological Framework
	This chapter will present the research methodology that is used. This methodology has already been highlighted in the introduction but is described more thoroughly in this chapter. In the first paragraph the broader research approach is presented and I will explain why this approach is best suited for the situation I am studying. In the second paragraph the method of data collection and the suitability of the data will be described. In the third paragraph I the method used to code and analyze the data is clarified. To code and analyze the data, the dimensions of effectiveness and the dimensions of the key factors have been operationalized. This operationalization is used to score the cases and subsequently these scores have been used to compare the cases. 

[bookmark: _Toc472077209]4.1 Research approach: Qualitative case studies
	For this explanatory research, a qualitative approach in the form of a comparative case study has been chosen. Qualitative research and case studies are most suited to answer ‘how’ questions (when it regards to a specific context), which was at the core of this research (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Furthermore, the strength of a qualitative case study is the variety of perspectives and extent of detail that it offers in order to understand and gain insight in an issue (Baxter & Jack, 2008). The comparative case study is a research strategy where different cases will be compared, this gives a stronger foundation for theory building than single case-studies (Boeie, 2005). Furthermore, a conceptual model that applies specifically to interregional cooperation projects does not yet exist and has to be developed and tested. A qualitative approach in the form of a comparative case study is most suitable for this purpose. Since there are multiple comparable cases it offers a possibility for theoretical generalization while still being able to go in dept and explore the details of each case. Thus, for this research I have chosen for a comparative case study. The case study is a research approach where a phenomenon can be explored within its context in multiple ways (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Therefore it is necessary to further describe the method used in this research. 

Figure 3: Research methodology to develop a model of:
Interregional Cooperation Project Effectiveness [ICPE]
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[bookmark: _Toc472077210]4.2 Method of data collection
	In this study the primary data sources are interviews, but in order to map the context of the seven project cases, the interviews are complemented by project documentation. This project documentation is used to describe the background of the cases (which can be found in chapter 2) and is acquired by desk-research. 
	Semi-structured interviews provide comparable data, because you can make sure every question is answered, which is important when you do a case comparison (Bariball & While, 1994).  On top of that, it also provides reliable data while still allowing to discover new ways to look at the topic (Bariball & While, 1994).  Furthermore, it allows the respondents to express their views in their own terms (Bariball & While, 1994). It is also good to explore attitudes, motives and beliefs (Bariball & While, 1994). This is suitable to study cooperation when I look at the ‘socio-cultural fit’ and the ‘internalization’ as presumed key factors.
	In this research a comparable sample of seven case studies that are presumed to be effective have been outlined. These case studies are projects from the Interreg IVC programme. The Interreg programmes are the main programmes for interregional cooperation. Although programmes such as FP7 or Horizon2020 have more budget, they have less of an interregional character (being business and science oriented). Therefore a comparison of projects of Interreg IVC is most suitable to model interregional cooperation effectiveness. While at the same time the themes between the programmes differ offering a representative mix of project themes (open innovation, technology transfer, health, welfare, waste management, etc.).
	Seven case studies have been done in the context of the Interreg IVC programme. To obtain a comparable sample only projects that are at least somewhat successful projects from the same programme have been selected. While the themes between the programmes differ offering a representative mix of project themes (open innovation, technology transfer, health, welfare, waste management, etc.). 
	The context of these cases has been provided in chapter 2 while the results of these case studies will presented in chapter 5. In table 1 (p.41) an overview is given of which cases are studied and how many interviews have been accomplished. This overview excludes the pilot interview but includes the 18 interviews with the project managers from the different project cases. 
	For every project case with up to seven partners two project managers (from different regions or organizations) have been interviewed. For every case with more than seven partners three project managers have been interviewed. A case study requires more than one interview to get a better perspective of the case. The interviews have been held in two rounds. After a first round of interviews I noticed that more interviews might be needed, especially for project cases with more project partners, to reach theoretical saturation of data. After doing a second round of interviews I seemed to have closely approximated this data saturation, given that in the end, no new key factors have been found. The limited number of interviews (and other data sources) for each separate case may limit the reliability in regards to case specific statements. However, when looking at Interreg IVC projects in general, there is a larger sample of respondents, which is more representative. Different projects have been chosen because they represent different themes (innovation in health, improved sustainability, open innovation) and project sizes within Interreg IVC. This gives this research a stronger external validity when it regards to Interreg IVC projects in general.







 
	
	


Table 1: Cases studied
	Project case name
	Number of main partners
	Number of project managers interviewed

	EURIS
	5
	2

	Innovation4Welfare
	6
	2

	DESUR
	7
	2

	Innopolis
	8
	3

	Health4Growth
	11
	3

	KT Force
	11
	3

	Regions4Recycling
	13
	3

	Total: 7 projects
	
	Total: 18 respondents




In order to get a grasp on how the interviews have proceeded, the interviews need further explanation. First of all, out of the eighteen interviews, fourteen are conducted using Skype, and the others have been conducted face-to-face in Belgium or the Netherlands. To execute the interviews, a list of topics has been used with corresponding predefined interview questions. The Skype interviews have been recorded with free Skype recording software. The face-to-face interviews are recorded using a standard memo recorder. These recordings have been used to transcribe the interviews, and to create text documents with accurate transcriptions.
	The interview questions are based on the theory and adapted along the results of the pilot interview. With the interview questions I have identified perspectives of the project managers on the presence and influences of key factors for effectiveness. The interviewee's are asked for examples too. A question that has been asked is for example: How did the cooperation structure influence the cooperation project? 

[bookmark: _Toc472077211]4.3 Method of data analysis
	In this paragraph, the method of coding and data analysis are explained. In the first subparagraph I have operationalized the key factors and (perceived) effectiveness. This has resulted in the theoretical codebook that I have used to code and analyze the interviews. 
In the second subparagraph, the analysis of the transcribed interviews has been described. This first round of coding has led to the codebook for interregional cooperation project effectiveness [ICPE]. I have used this codebook to score each case on the dimensions of key factors and effectiveness. In the third subparagraph I explain how I have compared the project cases with each other on their scores on the key factors and effectiveness.

[bookmark: _Toc472076939][bookmark: _Toc472077212]4.3.1 Operationalization
	The theory was operationalized by further defining the concepts and developing a theoretical codebook (see table 3). This codebook was required to code the 18 semi-structured interview transcripts. The effectiveness and all its 7 factors are operationalized with the dimensions, sub dimensions and multiple indicators that can be found in the theoretical codebook (see table 3 on p.44). To illustrate how this was done the theoretical codebook has been presented in detail for the first presumed key factor cooperation structure in table 2.

	Concept
	Dimension
	Sub dimension
	Indicator

	Co-operation structure
	Communication structure
	Frequency formal meetings

	Low, no monthly contact, face to face meetings not more than once a year

	
	
	
	Average, monthly contact, face to face meetings more than once a year

	
	
	
	High, even more frequent contacts and or face to face meetings

	
	
	Presence information exchange platform
	Only general ITC structure (Skype, email) used

	
	
	
	Use of information exchange platform not mentioned

	
	
	
	A project platform such as an intranet present and used (intranet)

	
	Formalization
	Structure of tasks and time schedule
	The tasks or time schemes are not specifically defined

	
	
	
	Most of the tasks & time schemes are specifically defined

	
	
	
	All the tasks & time schemes are  well defined

	
	
	Clarity of responsibilities
	The responsibilities are not sufficiently well-defined or exclusive enough

	
	
	
	Most of the responsibilities are sufficiently well-defined or exclusive

	
	
	
	All the responsibilities are sufficiently well-defined or exclusive enough


Table 2: Example operationalization of cooperation structure
Table 2 (p.42) and 3 (p.44) have showed that a number of factors, such as cooperation structure, are based on complex concepts that need to be further elaborated in sub dimensions. These sub dimensions are based on the literature The definitions of the complex concepts and their dimensions are presented in the following section:
	Cooperation structure is defined as:  The way in which actors are connected to each other. This regards to communication structure and formalization. Subsequently shared goals are defined as: The degree to which direct participants and stakeholders are committed to  project goals. Shared goals have two dimensions namely: the commitment and involvement of stakeholders. Geographical proximity, is subsequently defined as: The closeness of project partner (regions). This will be measured by the perceived distance. Socio-cultural fit is then defined as: The degree to which there are shared language competencies, norms, beliefs and organizational cultures between project partners. This factors has two dimensions the cultural differences and the language compatibility. Subsequently leadership is defined as: The influence of the strength of leadership and leadership behaviors (by project partners). It has two dimensions: The presence of leaders and the supportiveness of leadership. Then internalization is defined as: The degree to which participants feel part of the project. This factors has two dimensions: Mutual acquaintanceship and trusting atmosphere. Experience is then defined as: The degree to which project partners have (shared) experience with similar projects. Experience has two dimensions: The degree of interregional cooperation experience of participants and the degree of technical experience. 
	Finally the effectiveness: the degree to which outputs and outcomes are attained, will be assessed using goal attainment and the satisfaction with the partnership. Where the first dimension of effectiveness covers the outputs as a representation of effectiveness and the second dimension covers outcomes as a dimension of effectiveness.



	Concept
	Dimensions
	Sub dimensions

	Cooperation structure
	Communication structure
	Frequency of formal meetings

	
	
	Information exchange platform

	
	Formalization
	Task structure & time schedule

	
	
	Clarity of responsibilities

	Shared goals
	Commitment of project partners
	Goal consensus

	
	
	Meeting the deadlines

	
	Involvement of stakeholders
	Involvement of local stakeholders

	
	
	Involvement of policy makers

	Geographical Proximity
	Perceived distance between partners
	Perceived distance between partners

	Socio-cultural fit
	Perceived cultural fit
	Cultural proximity

	
	
	Institutional proximity

	
	Language compatibility
	Perceived language barrier

	Leadership
	Presence of leaders
	Leaders are active

	
	Supportiveness of leaders
	Shared leadership

	Internalization
	Mutual acquaintanceship
	Informal meetings

	
	
	Partners got to know each other

	
	Trusting atmosphere
	Trust

	
	
	Atmosphere

	Experience
	Interregional experience

	Experience in interregional projects

	
	Technical experience
	Theme specific experience

	Project effectiveness
	Goal attainment (output)
	Attained predefined project goals

	
	Satisfaction with the partnership
(outcomes)
	Satisfaction with the end result

	
	
	Future cooperation


[bookmark: _Toc466152221][bookmark: _Toc469501296] (
Table 
3
: 
Concepts and d
imensions of the theoretical codebook
) 
[bookmark: _Toc472076940][bookmark: _Toc472077213]4.3.2 The coding and scoring process
As result of the coding of the transcribed interviews using the theoretical codebook (see appendix 1, p.95), the ICPE codebook  (see appendix 2, p.97) has been build. Analytical software named Atlas ti has been an important tool in this coding process. ATLAS ti is software used for qualitative research or analysis. The ICPE codebook is composed by complementing the deductive codes from the theoretical codebook if necessary, with new key factors and indicators. The aim has been to use a deductive approach while staying aware that new key factors and indicators can emerge from the interviews. Since the interviews have been ended with the question regarding what interviewees thought to be the key factors for the effectiveness of the cooperation project. However, I found no new key factors for interregional cooperation project effectiveness, therefore no major changes have been made to go from the theoretical codebook (see p.44) to the ICPE codebook.  
	For example codes or factors for effectiveness only have appeared once or twice such as 'being political' or 'allocating budget to subprojects'. These codes have not been included in the codebook because they could not be compared to the statements of other respondents or projects and are not substantial enough to be mentioned by other respondents.
	The project cases are coded and scored on the basis of this ICPE codebook that was derived from the theoretical codebook. This means that the extent to which key factors are present in each case is classified. The same approach has been used to classify r the dimensions of effectiveness. This has been done by scoring the interviews that are paired up for each case.. These scores are initially given to the interviews separately. Then these scores have been averaged to rate the dimensions of presumed key factors as either  weakly present, moderately present or strongly present in a project case.
	The scores on the dimensions of effectiveness can be seen in table 6 (p.49) in chapter 5. When you look at table 6 summarizing the project results you see that all projects are at least moderately effective and some highly effective. After scoring the different project cases I will be able to look for the common key factors for effectiveness. Lower scores on factors influencing effectiveness suggest a negative effect and above average scores on factors influencing effectiveness suggest a positive effect based on previous findings in the literature. For the dimensions of key factors and the dimensions of effectiveness I have scored (depending on the number of sub dimensions) in a range of 2 categories:

Table 4: Classifying the results on dimensions

	Type of concept
	Weakly Present
 [WP]
	Moderately Present
[MP]
	Strongly present
[SP]

	1 sub dimension:
	1 – 1,5
	1,5 – 2,5
	2,5 – 3,0

	2 sub dimensions:
	1 – 3,5
	3,5 – 6,5
	6,5 – 9,0



Table 5: Explanation for scoring when a dimensions has 2 sub dimensions

	                        SD1
  SD2
	Weakly Present
	Moderately Present
	Strongly Present

	Weakly Present
	1 (WW)
	2,5 (WM)
	5 (WS)

	Moderately Present
	2,5 (MW)
	5 (MM)
	7,5 (MS)

	Strongly Present
	5 (SW)
	7,5 (SM)
	9 (SS)




 The scores will be further supported by quotes before definite conclusions can be drawn. These quotations can also be important to further investigate how the (key)factors mutually correlate and influence each other. The scores for effectiveness can be found in table 6 (p.49) and the key factor scores can be found in table 7 (p.59). The scores of all the interviews are based on the indicators of the ICPE codebook. The average scores of the interviews in the project cases have been used to classify key factors and the dimensions of effectiveness as either weakly present, moderately present or strongly present. 
[bookmark: _Toc472076941][bookmark: _Toc472077214]4.3.3 Comparison of project cases
	In this subparagraph I explain how I have compared the  project case scores on the key factors with each other, and subsequently with the case scores on effectiveness. I have looked at correlations and codes or statements of the respondents to see which presumed key factors are actually key factors across all project cases. I have used tables 6 (p.49) and 7 (p.59) and the Kiviat graphs to visualize this. A Kiviat graph visualizes a set of metrics that provides a clear overview of multiple metrics against minimum and maximum thresholds.  Each radial of a Kiviat graph is a metric.  All metrics are scaled so that all maximums are on a common circle and all minimums are on a common circle.
	On the basis of these scores on the dimensions of these presumed key factors Kiviat graphs have been made to present the scores on the presumed key factors in each case. Subsequently a more detailed comparison of the cases is presented in table 6 (p.49). In table 7 (p.59) the results of the cases have been put  next to each other and I can see on which dimensions of the presumed key factors the projects have scored strongly. I can also see on which dimensions of the presumed key factors the project cases have scored  weakly or moderately. All the respondents stated that they are at least satisfied with the project results. However, there are different degrees of satisfaction and effectiveness that have been measured. The degree to which key factors are present is compared to the degree to which projects are effective. This has led to the results that I will discuss in chapter 5.

[bookmark: _Toc472077215]5. Results
	The results of my comparative case study will be presented in this chapter. The results are based on interviews that are coded using the ICPE codebook that you will find in appendix 2 (p.97). In the first paragraph the projects and their scores on the different dimensions of project effectiveness will be presented. In the second paragraph an overview of the cases and their scores on the key factors will be presented. In the third paragraph I will discuss the key factors and how they influence the effectiveness by comparing the cases making use of the overview as presented in table 7 (p.59). Finally this chapter will end with a summary of the influence of key factors on effectiveness, and the presentation of the new ICPE model.


[bookmark: _Toc472077216]5.1 Dimensions of project effectiveness
Based on the coded interviews the key factors and the dimensions of effectiveness have been scored. That means that for each project case I have classified the attainment of goals and the satisfaction with the partnership. The projects have been subsequently rated as ineffective, averagely effective and highly effective. In general interregional projects are presumed quite effective. However, there is still two different levels of effectiveness that I can distinguish (a moderate and high level of effectiveness). I show the different projects and the dimensions of and the total effectiveness in table 6 (p.49). I can correlate the presence of presumed key factors in each project with the scores on effectiveness. These correlations are the basis of my  ICPE model, that I further support and clarify with quotes or statements of the respondents.  
	Table 6: Dimensions of effectiveness and total effectiveness


	Projects:
	Dimensions
	EURIS
	R4R
	KT Force
	DESUR
	H4G
	Innopolis
	I4W

	

Dimensions
of effectiveness
	Attainment of goals
	
M
	
S
	
S

	
S
	
M
	
S

	
S

	
	Satisfaction with partnership
	
M
	
S
	
M
	
S
	
M
	
M
	
S

	Total
effectiveness:
	

	
M
	
H
	
M
	
H
	
M
	
M
	
H

	Note. W =  weakly present, M = Moderately present, S = Strongly present
           I = Ineffective, A = Moderately effective, H = Highly effective.




The results indicate that three project cases are highly effective namely Regions4Recycling (R4R), DESUR and Innovation4Welfare (I4W). The respondents of these project are highly satisfied with the partnership and indicated that all intended goals have been met. For example a respondent I4W1 has said: “No one declined or ended before […] they all justified and audited all their expenses, they did their reports and the rhythm was smooth”. 
	There are four project cases that are only moderately effective. Two projects have only moderate goal attainment (namely EURIS and H4G), these projects are also projects that have moderate satisfaction with the partnership. Two other projects also have moderate satisfaction with the partnership (namely KT Force and Innopolis) but these project have attained all predefined goals. However, for a project to be completely effective, there is need for a strong presence of both dimensions of effectiveness, because an interregional project is about more than just goal attainment. A project is also about laying the basis for future cooperation and long term effects for the region, these outcomes are measured by the satisfaction with the partnership.
[bookmark: _Toc472077217]5.2 Project cases
	Seven project cases have been scored on (the different dimensions of) the key factors as found in the theory as presented in table 7 (p.59). In this paragraph I present a summary of the individual cases, and their scores on key factors, Kiviat graphs have been used to present the degree to which the different key factors have been present in the projects based on the scores that are calculated with the method that I have described in chapter 4. The scores are based on the average of the scores on the dimensions of the key factors. I will go in depth on these specific dimensions of these factors in the next paragraph while I will focus on the cases and the factors as a whole in this paragraph. A short case description has been included based on the project documentation and interviews for each project. The project cases that will be discussed in sequence of description are: the EURIS project case (p.51), the Regions4Recycling project case (p.52), the KT Force project case (p.53), the DESUR project case (p.54), the Health4Growth project case (p.55), the Innopolis project case (p.56) and Innovation4Welfare project case (p.57).



Case 1: EURIS
	The Interreg IVC project EURIS is a project based on open innovation. It consists of 5 partner regions that work together through subprojects on several topics linked to (knowledge exchange in regards to) open innovation. The project scored high on cooperation structure, experience and leadership. However the project lacked on internalization and this is why the project has not been fully effective. Even though most partners have made connections on a personal level, the trusting atmosphere is not as strong as in other projects and there have been no plans to continue the cooperation on the regional level. This made it have a moderate impact when it regards to future cooperation as only a few stakeholders have continued cooperation after the project. An even stronger internalization would therefore have made this project highly effective. 














Case 2: Regions4Recycling

	The Interreg IVC project Regions4Recycling is a waste management project of 13 partners that have developed a tool to compare and to learn from recycling performances. This project has scored quit high on leadership and shared goals. It scored highest cooperation structure, internalization and experience. One of the project managers, the project leader emphasized that the partners made use of the experience from previous projects to make this project effective. This experience has helped with the specific technicalities of the project, by knowing what is necessary to make such a project effective, and it seems to have been especially important in overcoming the  weak language compatibility between some partners. In this project some partners did not have a sufficient English proficiency which has made the cooperation within the project difficult. However, the partners have been able to deal with this language barrier by making use of their extensive experience. However, a combination of strong internalization and shared goals also have made this project (more) effective. There has been a good atmosphere in the project and this has been important for the strong commitment which has been crucial for this project to be effective.





Case 3: KT FORCE

	The Interreg IVC project KT Force is a project with 11 partner regions which has been based on knowledge transfer. The project has scored quite high on leadership, internalization, socio-cultural fit and experience but has been lacking on other factors. Especially the project has had a lack of a good cooperation structure. The reason KT Force has not been highly effective is because it lacked on shared goals, cooperation structure and geographical proximity. Cooperation structure has been the  weakest factor in this project, but as it will be discussed in paragraph 5.3.7, it is not the most important factor for interregional cooperation project effectiveness. The reason the project has only been moderately effective, is because of the supportiveness of the leaders. The overall leadership score might be moderate to high but the lack of strong supportive leadership is one of the reasons why the strength of shared goals (and more specifically the commitment of project partners) has only been moderate, which according to paragraph 5.4 is the most important key factor. 









Case 4: DESUR

	The Interreg IVC project DESUR is a project with 7 partner regions based on knowledge transfer. The DESUR project scored high on five factors. Two factors are less present; cooperation structure and geographical proximity. However, I find these not to be key (factors) as will be shown in paragraph 5.3.7. That is why even, in the absence of a (moderately) strong cooperation structure the project still is highly effective. The lack geographical proximity did cause some incidents when partners have not been able to meet up due to trouble with airlines. However, this has not affected the project in the long run because there has been strong leadership and internalization, which led to strong shared goals. Experience has also been high . All these factors combined have made this project highly effective. 














Case 5: H4G

	The Interreg IVC project Health4Growth consist of a partnership of 11 partners among which are regions, municipalities and universities. The project has only been moderately effective. Although the project scores have been above average on cooperation structure and leadership, it has moderate scores on experience and geographical proximity, internalization, socio-cultural fit and (to some extent) on shared goals. Especially the lower score on shared goals is why the project has only been moderately effective. Although this could also have to do with the moderate scores on experience and internalization. If these last three factors would have had a stronger presence the project could have been more effective. I will further explain why these three factors are especially important in paragraph 5.4.
















Case 6: Innopolis

	The Interreg IVC project Innopolis is a project of 8 partners from university city-regions. The project is based on knowledge transfer. Innopolis is a moderately effective project. Nearly all the key factors are moderately present. It scores the lowest on socio-cultural fit and the highest on internalization and cooperation structure. The presence of socio-cultural fit is the  weakest of all factors in the project. The average scores on shared goals, leadership, internalization and experience are why this project was not highly effective. Stronger shared goals, or a combination of even stronger internalization, experience and leadership could have made this project more effective. However, in contrast to other projects cultural differences have been a problem in this project as it has made transfer of good practices difficult. However, this key factor has not been a key factor in influencing the project effectiveness. The  explanation for this will be discussed in paragraph 5.4. Nonetheless in this specific project a strong socio-cultural fit could have made this project more effective. 





Case 7: Innnovation4Welfare
	The Interreg IVC project Innovation4welfare is a project with 6 partners. 
The project has focused on implementing innovations in welfare. This is a highly effective project. It has scored pretty high on most factors, with the exception of socio-cultural fit and geographical proximity. Especially the high scores on shared goals, leadership, internalization and experience has made this project effective. Cooperation structure is also strongly present in this project but did not necessarily has made it a highly effective project. Since cooperation structure has not been found an overall key factor as discussed in 5.4. The strong presence of experience, internalization and leadership are the most important key factors that explain the high effectiveness of this project. Although the shared goals have not been very strong it also has played an important role. Especially because a sub dimension of shared goals, commitment of project partners, is strongly present in this project. Something I will elaborate on in paragraph 5.4.


[bookmark: _Toc472077218]5.3 Influence of the key factors on effectiveness
	The different project cases are put next to each other in table 7 (p.59), by doing this the key factors for cooperation project effectiveness will emerge. Table 7 presents a clear overview of the presumed key factors and their dimensions. Based on these findings the dimensions are either rated as  weakly present (red), moderately present (white) or strongly present (green).  
	Table 7 (p.59) shows that in the fully effective (R4R, DESUR and I4W) projects, a combination of the factors commitment of project partners, leadership, internalization and experience have been strongly present. These factors are therefore classified as key factors for effective cooperation projects. The projects that are not fully effective differ in comparison with the highly effective projects on a number of factors. Interesting is that, unlike all highly effective projects, all the moderately effective projects are only strong on one of the dimensions of internalization, making it clear that this is a crucial key factor. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the project that is strong on ‘language compatibility’ is highly effective. While none of the projects that have a moderate presence on language compatibility and experience are highly effective, suggesting that this is a key factor too. Why language compatibility is important will be further explained in paragraph 5.3.2. and 5.4.
	While ‘cooperation structure’ and ‘geographical proximity’ are no key factors, as they are not consistent in explaining either a lack of or a strong effectiveness. The five factors that have emerged by comparing the different projects can now be studied in detail by going into the exact wordings of the interviewees. These factors are ‘commitment of the project partners’ (relates to goal consensus and task completion), ‘language compatibility’ (relates to language barriers), ‘leadership’ (relates to supportiveness and presence of leadership), ‘internalization’ (relates to mutual acquaintanceship and a trusting atmosphere) and ‘experience’ (relates to interregional cooperation and project specific experience). In order to illustrate the results look at table 7 (p.59).
Table 7: Presence of (dimensions of) key factors for interregional cooperation effectiveness
	Factor
	Dimension
	EURIS
	R4R
	KT Force
	DESUR
	Health4Growth
	Innopolis
	I4W

	
Cooperation structure
	Formal meetings and other communication methods
	S
	S
	M

	W
	M
	M

	S

	
	Task structure & clarity of responsibilities
	S
	S
	W
	S
	S
	S

	M

	
Shared goals
	Commitment of project partners
	S
	S

	M
	S
	W
	M
	S

	
	Involvement of stakeholders
	M
	M
	M
	S
	M
	M
	M

	Geographical proximity
	Perceived impact of distance
	M
	M
	M
	M
	M

	M

	M

	
Socio-cultural proximity
	Perceived cultural fit
	M
	M
	S
	S
	M
	W
	M

	
	Perceived language compatibility
	M
	W
	M
	S
	M
	M
	M

	

Leadership
	Supportiveness project leader
	S

	M
	M
	S

	S
	M
	S

	
	Presence of leaders
	S
	S
	S
	S
	M

	M

	S

	

Internalization
	Mutual acquaintanceship
	S
	S

	M
	S
	M
	S
	S

	
	Atmosphere and trust
(Trusting Atmosphere)
	M
	S
	S
	S
	S

	M
	S

	
Experience

	Interregional experience

	S
	S
	S
	S
	M
	S
	S

	
	Technical experience

	S
	S
	M
	S
	M
	M
	S


 (
Note. 
W
 = 
Weakly present (red)
, M = Moderate
ly present (white), S = Strongly present (green)
)

[bookmark: _Toc472076946][bookmark: _Toc472077219][bookmark: _Toc468350222]5.3.1 Shared goals
	There is some variation in the scores on shared goals but only on one of the two dimensions, namely on the ‘commitment of project partners’, there is substantial variation. Table 8 gives an overview of dimensions of shared goals that are present in the different project cases.
Table 8: Presence of dimensions of shared goals in the project cases
[image: ]










	The dimension of ‘involvement of stakeholders’ is moderately present in all projects cases, except for one project (the DESUR project). Strong ‘involvement of stakeholders’ is only present in one of the three highly effective projects. Therefore a dimension of ‘shared goals’, specifically the ‘involvement of stakeholders’ is not a key factor for interregional projects. However, the other dimension of shared goals is relevant for interregional cooperation. In contrast to the ‘involvement of stakeholders’, the ‘commitment of project partners’ varies quite a lot between the different projects. In the three highly effective projects and in the EURIS project it is strongly present, while it is  weakly present in H4G and moderately present in the two other studied projects. 'Commitment of the project partners' is therefore a factor in the majority of projects while it is generally stronger in the more effective projects and correlates with effectiveness. This correlation supports the assumption that ‘commitment of project partners’ increases the effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects because it increases eagerness to provide resources to the project which enhances the capacity to complete project objectives. Furthermore, ‘commitment of project partners’ means that deadlines will be achieved, and that the flow will remain in the project which means that goals will be completed at the promised milestones. 
	‘Commitment of project partners’ is expressed through the sub dimension goal consensus and meeting of deadlines. Goal consensus is important according to respondents such as respondent R4R2 who said: "I think we all agreed on the goal and the expectations of the project. So that was very important,"  The other sub dimension the ‘meeting of deadlines’  is also important and is required for the project to run smoothly, as respondent R4R1 put it: "When you have the first quick results produced pretty early and this helps”. While respondent EUR1 said: “More motivating for the cooperation was that I noticed that the flow was there […] that you are on schedule […] the process is almost a result and also a good motivator.[footnoteRef:1]” Thus commitment to deadlines and the prioritization of project goals leads to a smoothly running project which is required to get tasks completed in time. If you cannot get partners committed to the same goals and schedule the flow can disappear, therefore it is important to keep the priorities of the partners on the project as respondent KTF1 said: "The priorities you have are not exactly the same as the other partners [...] we are very involved [...] But of course for other partners the project wasn’t that strategic, thus sometimes deadlines might have not been respected properly."  [1:  Motiverender was voor de samenwerking is dat we op een gegeven moment constateren dat we goed op stoom waren […] dat je bij wijze van spreken op schema ligt, […] Het proces is bijna het resultaat en ook een goede motivator.

] 

	Also there needs to be commitment because organizations have limited resources and staff has limited time, respondent R4R1 said about this: "You need to have a real commitment of the, the managing authority of each partner so that this authority enables the staff with enough time to contribute actively to the project." While respondent H4G3 said: “It's always depending from the budget if we have budget we can do more, if we don't it (budget) always limits it.” In this limited timeframe of a project these resources need to be used efficiently, this is supported by respondent DES1 who said: "it's three years and it can look long but it's really short because if you want to implement anything you need some time for getting things voted. So I would like some more time to implement it. It could have been worth wile." Therefore it is important to know what to expect and what resources need to be committed and what to do to optimally use limited time and money. Lastly, commitment is required to deliver quality results as respondent R4R3 said: “We are very good because all people had taken their job seriously.” These things makes that ‘commitment of project partners’ is one of the key factors for interregional cooperation.
[bookmark: _Toc468350223][bookmark: _Toc472076947][bookmark: _Toc472077220]5.3.2 Socio-cultural fit
	There is quite some variation in the ‘socio-cultural fit’ and its two dimensions. There is some variation as displayed in table 9 which shows the scores of the project cases on socio-cultural fit.
Table 9: Presence of dimensions of socio-cultural fit in project cases
[image: ]







When the socio-cultural fit is examined, it can be seen that there is one project that has a strong socio-cultural fit (namely DESUR) while the other projects have a moderate presence. When the dimension ‘perceived cultural fit’ is examined.  It can be seen that four projects have a moderate presence of perceived cultural fit and that one project has a weak presence for perceived cultural fit. However, the dimension perceived cultural fit does not correlate with effectiveness or another important factor and is therefore together with socio-cultural fit as a whole not a key factor in interregional projects. The reason for this is that ‘perceived socio-cultural fit’ is a double-edged sword, strong differences in culture can be both positive and negative. For example respondent H4G1 said: “Every territory is different and solutions are culturally bound at some extend.” Cultural differences makes transfer of knowledge and therefore attaining an effective project more difficult. While at the same time, the different cultural perspectives are what makes these interregional project worthwhile, as respondent KTF1 said: “It is always very interesting to see how a common issue can be addressed in different ways."  
	When the dimension ‘language compatibility’ is further examined, it is visible that there is one dimension of socio-cultural fit that has been substantial. There has been some variation on language compatibility, the DESUR project has a strong language compatibility while Regions4Recycling has a weak language compatibility and the other five projects have a moderate language compatibility. From the six projects where there is no strong language compatibility, three are not fully effective. I also suggested (later in this chapter) that experience can compensate a lacking language compatibility. This seems to match with the results of table 7 (p.59), because all the project cases that have a moderate language compatibility and moderate experience are not fully effective, while those with either a strong language compatibility or experience are highly effective.
	Therefore, language compatibility is one of key factors of an effective project. A lacking language compatibility can negatively affect project outcomes and thus effectiveness. In most projects this means that there is a lack of English proficiency and this is a problem because as respondent R4R3 put it: “A good level of English is prerequisite to participate in such kind of projects. If you cannot control the language in order to communicate [..] then it might slow down progress”. Without the mutual understanding through a shared language you cannot exchange knowledge or discuss procedures etcetera, and the project will be ineffective due to poor communication. Therefore, one dimension of a socio-cultural fit, namely language compatibility, is a key factor in interregional cooperation project effectiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc468350224][bookmark: _Toc472076948][bookmark: _Toc472077221]5.3.4 Leadership
Leadership scores differ between the projects. There is also some variation between the scores on the two dimensions of leadership. This is illustrated by table 10 which shows the presence of the different dimensions of leadership.

Table 10: The presence of the dimensions of leadership
[image: ]

The dimension ‘supportiveness of the project leader(s) is strongly present in 4 out of 7 projects. While the ‘presence of leaders’ is strongly present in 5 out of 7 projects. From the seven projects there is one that scores both moderately on both dimensions.  From the four projects that score moderately on one of the two dimensions of leadership only one is fully effective. While two of the three projects with a strong presence for both dimensions of leadership are highly effective. The project (Innopolis) where leadership is moderately present on both dimensions, is only moderately effective. A lack of strong leadership could negatively influence a project. Especially leadership it would be weak because as respondent INO2 put it: "A team with good academics but without a good administration, that is without a good project manager, will fail."  None of the projects has weak leadership which might be why all projects are at least moderately effective. In other words Leadership is a key factor according to the results of table 6 (p.49) and table 10. 
	This is because leadership influences the effectiveness of projects indirectly because it generates commitment. It does so by giving direction towards a common goal and keeping people involved in reaching that goal. Respondent KTF1 said about the effect of leadership. “Yes because of good leadership, it was very easy for us to be involved in the project and to give commitment to the project.” Sometimes initial commitment of project partners will lack and you need strong leadership to address that. This was supported by respondent R4R2 who said: “Sometimes it lacked commitment during the project, but there was the role of the general project leader, to monitor that and to make sure it goes well.” Leadership is important because not everyone is always strongly committed as a respondent said: "Always [...] there are partners that [...] are more committed”. It is therefore necessary that there are one or more leaders that persuade and activate partners but above all make decisions and decide on a common goal. Without this common goal strong feelings about the aims of the project can decrease effectiveness because effort is not focused. Respondent x gave an example of this: “The followers are kind of lost at the beginning both because I didn't have strong leadership, and because the other partners are really feeling strongly about certain things."  Therefore a leader should increase commitment by, as respondent R4R2 put it: "having a clear vision, that was accepted by the other partners". More respondents supported this claim that leadership helps in creating this commitment of project partners by setting goals and giving direction through presence and support.
	Specifically for the presence of leaders it is an important dimension of leadership. For most project it is necessary to have a leader that takes initiative and reminds partners to contribute on the project because as respondent EUR2 said: "Engagement is one of the keys [...] if nobody reminds me I have to do anything I won't do anything. So the best combination is to have a very active lead-partner with lots of active partners.".  This is because as respondent x said: "You don't work on the project fulltime." So because project participants are often busy with their 'regular tasks' it can happen that participants slack on or forget about project related tasks. That the presence of  leader(s) is important was also supported by respondent EUR2 who said about the project leader: "He (the project leader) was really good [...] Asking partners to participate, to contribute, reminding us, giving us a lot of information [...] reminding us of many things. So this was really important". While respondent R4Rx also said that: "Strong leadership was very important."  
	However, besides 'presence of leaders', projects also require 'supportive leadership', for example respondent DES1said: “Yes from my experience, I think the lead partner, should be really a lead partner, from a really constructive point of view, what do you want in our project, to keep the straight line to the project goal but also have a possibility for all project partners to make suggestions”. To put it more strongly supportive leadership is also an important dimension of leadership in interregional projects, respondent R4R2 said about this when asked about the role of leadership in achieving goals: 
"Also support, it was not only leadership in the sense that you have to do these tasks if you don't do it, you know it is a problem, there was always a sense that whenever I need support, the management team was there to give us support and to give us solutions for any problems that would arise." 
This statement has also been supported by respondent EUR1 project who said: 
“ The most important in such a project is [..] that the lead partner is [...] very aware that he is working for the project [...] he is there for everyone. He is not the boss, he steers […] and is held accountable to the team […]  facilitating leadership has a lot to do with it and then you are effective […] the project is a means. As a lead partner you have to make sure that the means is useful for everyone.[footnoteRef:2]” [2:  Ja, leiderschap, uhm. Ik denk dat het belangrijke in zo’n project is dat de lead partner in dit geval, de organisatie, de lead partner is iemand, […] in dienst van het project […] het project is er voor hun allemaal en hij is er als lead partner ook voor iedereen. Hij is niet de baas, hij stuurt, […] `en legt verantwoording af aan het team […] dit heeft te maken met faciliterend leiderschap en dan ben je effectief […] een project is een middel en de lead partner moet dat nuttig maken voor iedereen.] 

The dimension supportive leadership contributes to more commitment and thus with effectiveness, because you have to know what the project partners want because commitment comes from working at your own interests and from feeling like you are listened to, for example respondent  DES2 said: "Of course we will ask them for their opinion in every step of the project in order to guarantee [...] the action."
	In short, the strength of leadership differs between projects and correlates with higher commitment and effectiveness. In the majority of the highly effective projects supportiveness of leaders is present. Furthermore, all projects with a high supportiveness of project leaders have high commitment. While all highly effective projects have a strong presence of leaders. In other words, (stronger) leadership positively influences commitment and is in that way important for effectiveness of the project.  

[bookmark: _Toc468350225][bookmark: _Toc472076949][bookmark: _Toc472077222]5.3.5 Internalization
	There is quite some variation in the project scores on internalization. This is shown in table 11, where the scores on the different dimensions of internalization is presented for the seven project cases. 
Table 11: Extent to which different dimensions of internalization are present
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	In all the three highly effective projects (both dimensions of) ‘internalization’ is strongly present. In the other four projects that are not fully effective the presence of internalization varies. In two projects mutual acquaintanceship is strongly present while a trusting atmosphere is only moderately present. In two projects a trusting atmosphere is strongly present with a moderate presence of mutual acquaintanceship.
	All the projects that score moderately on one of the dimensions of internalization are not highly effective. While all projects that score strongly on internalization are highly effective. This is because internalization contributes to building a lasting partnership and atmosphere of trust that supports exchange of knowledge, commitment and invites for future cooperation. The respondents insinuated this too, for example EUR2 said about internalization: “It really helps the project, if you already have personal relationships. Or you develop good personal relationship during project time. One of the success factors in the project is if you already know the partner organization from former projects and if you even know the people in this organization and you have worked with them before.”. This is first of all because internalization leads to more commitment as trust and personal relations motivate people to put effort into a common goal. This is supported by respondent I4W1 who said: Team spirit, so really having a good atmosphere and keep it that way, it means that it is easier for people to be and stay involved to cooperat1e[footnoteRef:3]".  In other words, the good personal relationship is a key factor to keep people committed. It is also important to know other partners well for the commitment because you can work on common goals you identified through previous cooperation. This is supported by a respondent who said the following about internalization: "That was very important because, I already discussed the issue before [...] to solve the issues that I analyzed and identified in the past." That mutual acquaintanceship helps to make run a project smoothly is supported by respondent R4R3 who said: “People developing more than the typical colleague relationship usually provide better results […] Communication goes much faster between colleagues and it is much faster to address all of the problems, of course this is very good for the project itself because it creates good quality results.” So, in short mutual acquaintanceship is one of the key factors for project effectiveness. [3:  Teamspirit, dus echt een goede sfeer hebben en houden en als je dat hebt betekent dat ook dat mensen uh, dat het makkelijker is voor mensen om betrokken te zijn en te blijven en om mee te denken.] 

[bookmark: _Toc468350226]	On top of that it is important for partners to trust each other, a key element of internalization because trust makes that they are willing to participate share knowledge and experience as respondent R4R1 said: “I think each of the partners are really keen to participate and thus to provide experience”. In short internalization is important because of the trusting atmosphere in combination with mutual acquaintanceship. In other words, internalizing of the interregional project safeguards commitment while it also improves the amount of information that is shared and the motivation to work on the project. This is supported by correlations found from the coded interviews. 
[bookmark: _Toc472076950][bookmark: _Toc472077223]5.3.6 Experience 
	There is not that much variation on the scores on experience. However, for most projects it is clear that there is a lot of experience with the participants as is shown by table 12, which shows the presence of the dimensions of experience in the project cases.
Table 12: Presence of the dimensions of experience in the project cases
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	Experience is a key factor for interregional cooperation. In some cases there is a stronger presence (of the two dimensions of) experience, and this correlates with a high effectiveness.  In table 7 and 12, variation can be seen on both dimensions of experience, with some projects having a strong presence of experience. There is one project that has both a moderate interregional and a moderate technical experience. There are two projects that have moderate technical experience and strong interregional experience and there are four projects that have both strong technical and interregional experience. Of the four projects with both strong interregional and technical experience three are highly effective, while all the projects that have moderate (interregional or technical) experience are only somewhat effective. It is therefore clear that there is a correlation between experience and effectiveness. This statement was supported by respondent R4R1 who said: "experience helps to deliver results in a proper way and that is, experience in operating in an international environment." Experience in general is important, because experience compensates the effects of a weak language compatibility. It learns you to deal with language barrier and other culturally based communication problems, for example due to a lack of proficiency in English. This is because with experience comes understanding of domain specific terms or at least the previous experience helps with overcoming language obstacles. This is shown in table 7 (p.59) where the projects that do not have strong experience or language compatibility are all not highly effective while the Regions4Recycling project is, which has a weak language compatibility but strong experience. In the case of Regions4Recycling, language compatibility did not pose a problem, because there was strong experience. 
	Furthermore, experience is necessary to be able the deliver results up to the standards of the administration of the European programmes such as Interreg as became clear from this quote: "Interregional project experience is important, because the secretariat has high standards." On top of that respondents said that it is important to have experience, because it is not only about learning but also about driving the process, as R4R2 said: “Definitely having experienced partners and experienced co-leaders was a critical advantage [...] to drive the process and to show that they had some knowledge.”  Now that the importance of experience has been demonstrated I can look at how the specific dimensions of experience affect the effectiveness of the project. First, I look at interregional experience which delivers an important contribution to effectiveness because people with strong experience know how interregional projects are supposed to be run and are therefore better prepared at the start of the project.
	This was confirmed by respondent EUR1 who said about experience: "It helps in the beginning for sure. It also helps the partners themselves to know what they expect to take out of the project.”. Also, interregional experience helps to run the project smoothly which is important because results need to be attained in time as there is only limited time and resources in a project or as respondent KTF1 put it: “This project for three years, that is not much time because you are not working fulltime on the project […] because of budget constraints and other things.” When a project runs smoothly you can focus on the content as INO2 said about interregional experience: “It makes a big difference. You don’t want to be doing administrative issues, you want to do the project.  So, if you want a project to run smoothly, you better work with partners that are used to work within the system.” 
	Next to interregional experience the technical expertise was also important because a competency in the project specific domain is required to understand the project and have knowledge that can be shared, especially in Interreg projects where knowledge exchange is central. This is supported by respondent R4R2 who said: "The actual result and the quality of the work has to do with the partner and its own experience in it is own field and its own expertise. 
	Although respondent EUR1 mentioned that it is not interregional experience that is mandatory but multi-disciplinary experience because: “I do not think you necessarily need experience with European project but you have to have experience with multi-disciplinary projects.[footnoteRef:4]”. What the respondent also said is: “It about being aware of the context you are operating in. [...]if you are an experienced project leader […] then this is normal.[footnoteRef:5]” It helps especially to be able to integrate new knowledge into new policies, respondent EUR2 said about this: "It's important that partners know what they talk about, so if you would go about the topic of innovation […] you have to show […] that you have experience in it [...] and it will be difficult if too many partners lack experience. So, experience is the relevant topic, I think it’s important [...] I benefited from the experience and the results of the subprojects and tried to integrate it, also in regional polices."  [4:  Nou ik denk dat je niet perse ervaring hoeft te hebben met Europese projecten maar je moet eigenlijk ervaring met Multidisciplinaire projecten.]  [5:  Het gaat om bewust zijn van in welke context je opereert [...] als jij een ervaren projectleider bent, [..] dan kun je dit gewoon.] 

	In short experience in general is necessary to get better results. It helps, among other things, to better adapt to changes that are bound to happen in an interregional project, respondent INO2 said about experience: "It matters EU projects, It is always helpful and good. Even in the same time or call, some administrative things change. When someone has experience, the project can go on smoothly." 

[bookmark: _Toc472076951][bookmark: _Toc472077224]5.3.7 Cooperation structure and geographical proximity
	We will end this paragraph by describing the least relevant factors for interregional cooperation: Cooperation structure and geographical proximity. They are illustrated in table 13 and table 14.
Table 13: Presence of the dimensions of key factors in cooperation structure
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Table 14: Presence of the dimensions of key factors in geographical proximity
[image: ]

	These factors are not key factors in interregional project because these factors cannot explain variations in effectiveness. There is no correlation between the effectiveness of a project and these factors.
Differences in cooperation structure did not explain effectiveness, nor did they explain the strength of the commitment of project partners. First of all,  all the projects including projects that have a weak presence of one of the dimensions of cooperation structure, are at least moderately effective. Secondly, one of the projects that has a weak presence of communication structure, is still highly effective. Finally, one of the projects with a moderate presence of formalization (such as task structure), an important dimension of cooperation structure, is still is highly effective.
	There are two explanations for this lack of impact from cooperation structure. First of all, I only looked at the part of the cooperation structure that has not been predefined by Interreg which reduces the variation between the projects and therefore the influence of the measured cooperation structure, which makes that it does not show as a ‘key’ factor. Another reason that cooperation structure is not a key factor, is because structure remains mostly a formal aspect, while the respondents emphasized the importance of informal meetings and connections. Although one of the projects with a strong the cooperation structure also has a high effectiveness. However, structure is only important in this specific project (Regions4Recycling) because developing a specific tool for benchmarking requires more formal coordination, than for example the exchange of experiences. Cooperation structure might therefore be a factor but not across all projects, because the nature of structure is to formal which is not that important in the projects studied. Since in these projects the informal mechanisms, and thus the internalization is mentioned as the most important factor (together with commitment, language compatibility and experience).
	Geographical proximity has a moderate presence across all project cases, respondents also said that it was not impactful such as respondent INNO3: “No I don't think geographical proximity is an issue for cooperation because with all these technology now you can overcome barriers.” This is one of the reasons why geographical proximity is not relevant. Another reason that is given is that when regions share common objectives distance does not matter anymore. In the end, it is clear that geographical proximity does not always matter, at least not in Interreg IVC projects, because there are tools to overcome distance if there is enough motivation, for example because of a shared objective.
  
[bookmark: _Toc472077225]5.4 Correlations between factors and ICPE model
	In this paragraph, I will summarize the findings and relations between the key factors and the effectiveness as discussed in this study, from which I have composed a model (see figure 4, p.77). In order to illustrate the model, a summary of the relationships between the key factors will be presented in this paragraph.
	First of all, I have found that leadership has an indirect effect on interregional cooperation project effectiveness. This happens through commitment of project partners as leadership influences this commitment. This is because it influences the two different dimensions of ‘commitment of project partners’. In the first place leadership creates goal consensus by steering partners towards a common goal while bringing partners together. This goal consensus is an integral part of ‘commitment of project partners’. Secondly it will influence the commitment by keeping partners on track with the deadlines for example respondent INO3 said that because of the leadership and perfect coordination “it was very easy to be involved in the project and have commitment to the project.” In short, I have found that strong leadership means strong commitment. I also found that moderate leadership in combination with moderate internalization which also affects leadership (discussed in the next section) results in at least moderate commitment. This effect is supported by the results from table 7 (p.59). 
	Secondly, I have found that internalization has a partially mediating effect on interregional cooperation project effectiveness through commitment of project partners. This is because large part of the work that is required for the project is done in an informal context or as respondent H4G3 put it: “You have to have this personal connection because […] it is actually more informal what happens when you work with peers and adapt a good practice that they own, but when you are committed to transfer it will work out.” On the one hand, stronger internalization will create stronger goal consensus which will also make that deadlines will be kept meaning that the commitment will be higher. The results as presented in table 7 even suggest that a strong presence of internalization on at least one dimension means that commitment will be at least moderate, while strong overall internalization means that commitment will be strong. Furthermore, commitment will directly influence effectiveness. On average the effectiveness of a project will be higher if commitment of project partners is higher. The findings in table 7 suggest that a project will be highly effective if internalization is strong as long as most other factors are at least moderately present. Moderate or strong commitment also leads to at least moderately effective projects.
	Language compatibility is also a key factor which influences the effectiveness of a project because I find that a lack of language compatibility can lead to less intensive communication between specific partners which subsequently results in a less effective project. However, this is not the complete story. Since another key factor influences this relationship. The key factor experience has a partially moderating effect through language compatibility on project effectiveness. Experienced partners suffer less from language compatibility problems and are better at dealing with it.  Since experience has a moderating therefore effect of language compatibility on interregional cooperation project effectiveness. Experienced partners know how to respond to this and have less problems with language because they have more experience with the use of different and technical terms. They can overcome these language problems. As long as experience is strongly present there is no substantial negative effect of a weak language compatibility. However, if experience is low, a weak language compatibility can lead to an ineffective project.
	However, experience also influence the effectiveness directly because if there are partners with more experience in the project there will be better adaptation to problems in general. It will also bring the experience (in selecting the staff) that makes a project effective. On average, more experience means a more effective project according to the results of table 7.
	The final key factor I like to discuss is commitment of project partners. This influenced the project effectiveness directly. A strong commitment of project partners means that there will be put enough effort and resources in the project to attain all the goals in a satisfying way. This means that a project will nearly always be effective when there is strong commitment.  When there is weak commitment a project cannot be effective, as respondent H4G3 put it: “Without commitment the project will fail”.  Coupled with experience and internalization a moderate amount of commitment will also lead to effective projects.
	Based on these empirical findings a new model has been drawn (figure 4, p.77). 
 If the new (empirical) ICPE model is compared to the original theoretical model (figure 2, p.36), it is clear that structure and geographical proximity are not found to be key factors for interregional cooperation projects (of the Interreg IVC programme). While socio-cultural fit and shared goals have been found to be a key factors on one dimension. I also found a new intermediating effect of experience on a specific dimension of socio-cultural fit namely language compatibility. While other factors such as leadership, internalization and (to some extent) experience correlate in accordance with the theoretical model.
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[bookmark: _Toc472077226]6. Conclusion & discussion 
[bookmark: _Toc472077227]6.1 Introduction
	In the previous chapter, the results of the empirical study have been presented. In this chapter, all the important findings will be presented and discussed and subsequently further recommendations will be made. In the first paragraph (conclusion), the research questions will be answered. In the second paragraph, I will discuss the theoretical contribution. In the third paragraph, I will discuss the limitations of this research and the suggestions for future research. In the final paragraph the practical recommendations will be presented. 
[bookmark: _Toc472077228]6.2 Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc469057124][bookmark: _Toc471692155][bookmark: _Toc472076956][bookmark: _Toc472077229]6.2.1 Sub questions
	The findings of the theoretical and empirical study have been used to answer the sub questions and the central research question. The first three sub questions will be answered based on a literature and document study. Then the last sub question and the main research question will be answered by combining theoretical and empirical findings.
	The first sub question is: What is effectiveness in the context of this research? Effectiveness is in this research defined as:  'The perceived degree that the desired outcomes of the cooperation are attained, which differ depending on context, but are directly related to the goals (output) of the network (partnership)" (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009).
	 The second sub question has been: What are interregional cooperation projects in the context of the EU? There are different kind of interregional projects in the EU most centre around the Interreg programmes. I define interregional cooperation projects as: ‘Partners from different countries working together on a shared regional policy issues to improve the effectiveness of the policies of the regions involved in the project’. 
	The third sub question is: What interregional cooperation projects are studied in this research? I have limited this research to a comprehensive list of seven cooperation projects from the Interreg IVC programme. This is the most important interregional programme of Interreg and the EU, that has recently completed projects.  The specific projects that are studied are: the EURIS project, the Regions4Recycling project, the KT Force project, the Health4Growth project, the DESUR project, the Innopolis project and finally the Innovation4Welfare project.
	The fourth question is: What are the key factors that influence interregional cooperation projects? To answer this question eighteen transcribed interviews, with project managers of Interreg 4C projects, have been analysed. In order to see if presumed key factors from a theoretical study are key factors for interregional cooperation project effectiveness. The presumed key factors are: cooperation structure, shared goals, leadership, internalization and experience. I find that leadership, shared goals, internalization, language compatibility and experience are (common) key factors in interregional project effectiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc469057125][bookmark: _Toc471692156][bookmark: _Toc472076957][bookmark: _Toc472077230]6.2.2 Central Research Question
	Having identified the key factors, I can now answer the central research question: 'How do key factors influence the (perceived) effectiveness interregional cooperation projects within the Interreg IVC programme?’. The short answer is through a combination and complex interaction of commitment, leadership, internalization, experience and language compatibility. Nevertheless, it is necessary to provide a more detailed answer. Therefore, I will go in depth on all aspects of the ICPE model (see figure 4, p.77). 
	This first key factor that is discussed is ‘commitment of project partners’, which is a dimension of shared goals. It is probably the most important of all the key factors and that is why I discuss this factor first. Commitment of project partners influences the effectiveness of a project. It influences effectiveness because committed partners allocate time and resources to a project, making sure that the output is delivered. Without commitment to, and consensus on the shared goals, the project will not provide useful output for everybody, and not everybody would be interested in putting (more) time in the project. However, this joint effort is required, because project managers never work full time on Interreg IVC projects. 
	The second key factor is internalization which has two relevant dimensions, namely mutual acquaintanceship and trusting atmosphere. Internalization is key to the project effectiveness because, a trusting atmosphere and mutual acquaintanceship are crucial for willingness to share information and building future cooperation . Future cooperation is a measure of the long-term impact of a project and is therefore a measure of effectiveness.
	The third key factor is ‘language compatibility’, it is a dimension of socio-cultural fit that also directly influences the effectiveness of projects, because it is vital for effective communication. Without language compatibility sharing experience and knowledge, which is central to Interreg IVC projects (and cooperation in general), cannot be effective. The effect of language compatibility is moderated by this experience of partners because the partners with more knowledge on domain specific terms and on interregional cooperation can find a way to work around a lacking language compatibility. 
	Experience is also the fourth key factor, which has two relevant dimensions, namely interregional experience and technical experience. It is important because experience helps with smoothly executing the project and completing it within the timeline. 
	Finally, I identify leadership as the fifth key factor. It has two relevant dimensions, namely supportiveness of leaders and presence of leaders. It is important in project effectiveness because it nurtures commitment and personal relationships (i.e. internalization). Together these key factors influence the effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects, within the Interreg IVC programme. 

[bookmark: _Toc472077231]6.3 Theoretical contribution
	This study makes a specific contribution to our scientific knowledge on interregional cooperation projects. Currently there are no theories that specifically describe the dynamics of interregional cooperation project effectiveness. Therefore, a combination of network governance and proximity literature have been intertwined to give a theoretical framework to this study. This research has found that combining these two perspectives provides useful angles to analyse interregional cooperation projects. 
	Although, not all the theory of network governance is applicable to interregional cooperation projects such as the cooperation structure of a project, this study showed that some aspects are crucial. For example, I have found that internalization, an important aspect of network governance, is imperative for interregional cooperation because it makes it easier to discuss problems and it helps to build a deep connection between partners, which among other things increases the likeliness of future cooperation  between the partners.  The results of this study therefore build on the findings of Croppens et al. (2008) that show that network governance is suitable to analyse projects and partnerships as this study shows that it can also be used in an 'interregional cooperation project effectiveness' context. This research has subsequently contributed to public administration by connecting (more) abstract network theory used in public administration, with the practical application for project management of international cooperation projects.
	This research also contributes to the proximity literature. Proximity literature seems to suggest that a short distance between cooperating partners has become more important even though technology has facilitated travelling and communication across larger distances (see Porter, 1998a; 1998b). This literature is in contrast with my findings as I that suggest that geographical proximity is not as important as suggested by this literature. However, at the same time there is also proximity literature that suggests that this geographical proximity can be replaced by other forms of proximity such as cultural and technological based proximity (see Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). This is supported by my findings, which suggest that cultural proximity, in the form of a language compatibility, and technological proximity in the form of technical experience, can be enough for effective cooperation. 
	Furthermore, I have found that interregional cooperation effectiveness, specifically when it regards to Interreg IVC projects, is not only dependent on the different forms of proximity. The effectiveness of these Interreg IVC projects is also dependent on (governance) aspects leadership, experience, internalization and shared goals (especially when it regards to commitment of project partners). Shared goals and especially committing to these goals, mentally and in the form of time and resources, seems to be the most important aspect for an effective project. Often, this is lacking from partners in an Interreg IVC project, as the respondents suggest, organizations are driven by large amount of EU funds, which is enough motivation to participate in an interregional project.
	We end this paragraph with the notion that the most important theoretical contribution of this study is the ICPE model. The model is both a model for Interreg IVC project effectiveness and a preliminary model for effective interregional cooperation projects in general. This model therefore provides theoretical groundwork for further studies on interregional cooperation projects and interregional cooperation project effectiveness.

[bookmark: _Toc472077232]6.4. Limitations and future research
	Some caveats need to be made in order to better interpret the results of this research. For example, because of limited time and resources, I have only looked at Interreg IVC projects. This research has shown the key factors in interregional cooperation by studying a variety of multi-disciplinary projects from the Interreg IVC programme. Although Interreg IVC is the primary and most important programme for interregional cooperation projects within the EU, more research on interregional cooperation projects is needed. For example, future research could focus on the different programmes with an interregional character such as Horizon2020, and on interregional cooperation projects outside EU programmes or the EU. Since projects such as those within the Horizon2020 programme might require more scientific knowledge, or a more market oriented approach, than an Interreg IVC project.  
	Another limitation for this research is that due to a lack of time and resources only a limited number of interviews have been conducted. Furthermore, it has not been possible to study all Interreg IVC projects. This is also connected to qualitative research approach in which only a limited number of cases are studied and compared. Following this approach, only a limited number of respondents have been involved in the research. This number of respondents is not large enough to perform cross validation on statistically significant results which limits the generalizability of this research. However, a representative group of Interreg IVC projects has been studied from a broad interregional perspective. This has given enough theoretical generalizability to build a model for interregional cooperation project effectiveness of Interreg IVC projects. At the same time this model functions as a preliminary model for interregional cooperation effectiveness in general. Future studies could use this model, as a starting point, to validate these preliminary outcomes, and in order to justify the use of this model as a general model for effectiveness of interregional cooperation projects in and outside the EU. For example, this research could be used to study Interreg B or Interreg Europe projects, or this model could be tested on a large sample of interregional cooperation projects. 
	By going more in depth on the methods applied in this research, it can be noticed that there are some caveats that need to be kept in mind when applying this research. My extensive literature review has found no predefined way to measure stakeholder involvement after a project has been completed. This limits the degree to which this study provides evidence for the importance of stakeholder support in interregional cooperation projects.
	Another limitation is that this research, because of limited time and resources, does not focus on the formal structures that are predefined by the Interreg programme. Therefore, the model does not explain the effects of predefined structures that influence interregional cooperation projects. However, it does not affect the practical usefulness of the findings. In addition, future research on the differences in predefined project structure and its effects between two European interregional project programmes could give more insight in this matter.
	Though I think that effectiveness is one of the most important aspect of interregional cooperation. There are other relevant aspects too, such as efficiency and the legitimacy of interregional cooperation projects, or how to effectively apply for Interreg IVC programme funds. These aspects require further study. 
	Furthermore, this study has not focused specifically on the different stages, that is the development of the interregional cooperation projects. This study does not cover the influence of key factors specifically for successfully initiating projects or project applications, and the strategic consequences for the long term. This topic requires more research.
	Finally, an aspect that is closely related to the previous one may also require further study. This regards to the compatibility of regions for cooperation projects. This research takes the geographical, cultural, institutional and the technological proximity into account. However, it does not take the economic situation or the smart specialisation strategies of regions into account. Therefore, I suggest in depth research on how an economic fit between presumed cooperating regions, and long-term partnerships between regions, can influence cooperation projects, regional development and regional innovation.

[bookmark: _Toc472077233]6.5 Practical implications and recommendations
[bookmark: _GoBack]	The implications of this research are predominantly aimed at regional actors involved in cooperation between regions and especially at those involved in interregional cooperation projects. The first recommendation is that a situation needs to be created where five key factors can thrive, namely leadership, commitment of projects partners (to shared goals), internalization, language compatibility and experience (with similar projects). Of course, some of these factors cannot be influenced that easily. However, I suggest that a careful selection of project partners can contribute to this. I recommend to reach out to partners that the region, or the project managers themselves, have cooperated previously with. Since I reveal that internalization or the presence of a personal connection is one of the most important key factors for project effectiveness. Although it must be noted that strategically choosing more unknown partner regions could be more beneficial on the long run as new connections will be build, which could be crucial for the development of the region in the long run. I therefore suggest that it is crucial to keep in mind what regions and actors are important to the region. It could also be useful to clarify what regional and personal relationships already exist, when participating or initiating in cooperation projects. Therefore, I also suggest that it can be important to build and maintain interregional network before and after cooperating in interregional projects. This also means that those who are serious about interregional cooperation should look beyond nearby partners. Geographical proximity is not a key factor in interregional cooperation project effectiveness. While the effect of socio-cultural fit and cultural proximity is mostly limited to the language barrier. However, other forms of proximity and other aspects besides proximity and internalization are also important. Specifically, I advise to select partners that have the same mindset, and that have sufficient and complementary experience in the specific domains that are important to the region. This experience is crucial because it is at the core of interregional and Interreg IVC projects that are predominantly about the exchange of experience. A third implication regards to leadership in Interreg projects. Every Interreg IVC project has a formal project leader and at least five or more partners. Nevertheless, leadership is not only with the formal project leader, it can be shared or divided along project components and between partners. Subsequently, informal leadership roles are found to be important in interregional cooperation projects. Project managers to take initiative and remind other partners that they can contribute to make interregional cooperation effective. This is because you can make interregional cooperation effective, but it cannot be done alone.
	Finally, three factors of my model seem to be central and slightly more important than the others, namely: internalization, experience and shared goals. Therefore, my most important recommendation, which could apply to the EU as a whole, is in order to make interregional cooperation effective, and  promote large scale information exchange, you need to draw from experience, work together on shared goals and develop regions through lasting connections.  
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Concept
	
Dimension
	 (
Appendix 1: Theoretical codebook
)
Indicator
	
Values (from above to below from weak, to moderate, to strong)


	Cooperation structure
	Formal meetings and other communication methods
(communication structure)
	Frequency formal meetings

	Low, no monthly contact, face to face meetings not more than once a year

	
	
	
	Average, monthly contact, face to face meetings more than once a year

	
	
	
	High, even more frequent contacts and or face to face meetings

	
	
	Presence information exchange platform
	Only general ITC structure (skype, email) used

	
	
	
	Use of information exchange platform not mentioned

	
	
	
	A project platform such as an intranet present and used (intranet)

	
	Task structure & clarity of responsibilities
(formalization)
	Structure of tasks and time schedule
	The tasks or time schemes are not specifically defined

	
	
	
	Most of the tasks & time schemes are specifically defined

	
	
	
	All the tasks & time schemes are well defined

	
	
	Clarity of responsibilities
	The responsibilities aren’t sufficiently well defined or exclusive enough

	
	
	
	Most of the responsibilities are sufficiently well defined or exclusive enough

	
	
	
	All the responsibilities are sufficiently well defined or exclusive enough

	Shared goals
	Commitment of project partners 
	There was consensus on the project goals
	There was no consensus on the majority of the goals

	
	
	
	There was consensus on the majority of the goals

	
	
	
	There was consensus on all the goals

	
	
	Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	Project partners dropped out or did not complete their tasks

	
	
	
	Project partners neglected their tasks or delivered late

	
	
	
	Project partners delivered what was requested in time

	
	Involvement of (external) stakeholders

	There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	Only the regional project leaders are involved

	
	
	
	Local partners are involved

	
	
	
	The community was involved

	
	
	The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	Lack of involvement policymakers (/politicians) hindered policy implementation

	
	
	
	Policy maker involvement and implementation are not mutually influential

	
	
	
	Involvement of policy makers contributed to the impact of the project

	Geogra-
phical proximity
	Perceived distance between partners
	Perceived impact of distance & travelling time 

	Problematic

	
	
	
	Not an issue

	
	
	
	Made cooperation easier

	Socio-cultural proximity







	Perceived cultural fit




	Perceived cultural differences
(perceived cultural proximity)
	Experienced a negative influence of the cooperation

	
	
	
	Experienced no significant influence of the cooperation

	
	
	
	Experienced a positive influence of cooperation

	
	
	Perceived institutional differences
(perceived institutional proximity)
	In majority the same type of organizations

	
	
	
	In majority different kind of organizations

	
	Perceived language compatibility


	Perceived language barrier

	Experienced no significant language barrier

	
	
	
	For (indirect) stakeholders

	
	
	
	Between project managers

	Leadership
	Supportiveness project leader
	Leaders facilitating cooperation
	Leader(s) didn't listen to the project partners suggestions

	
	
	
	Leader(s) listened to the project partners

	
	
	
	Leader(s) shared leadership with the project partners

	
	Presence of leaders

	Project leaders and co-leaders taking action

	Leaders are not active or doesn’t make the difference

	
	
	
	Leaders are active and make the difference

	
	
	
	Leaders are very supportive and make the difference.

	Internaliza-tion
	Mutual acquaintanceship
	Frequency informal meetings
	Meet once a year or less

	
	
	
	Meet twice a year

	
	
	
	Meet three or more times a year

	
	
	Previous connections with the project partners
	Project doesn't build on previous connections

	
	
	
	Project builds mostly on previous connections

	
	
	
	Project builds only on previous connections

	
	Atmosphere and trust
(Trusting Atmosphere)
	Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	Negative

	
	
	
	Neutral or Mixed

	
	
	
	Positive

	
	
	Trust (between the project partners)
	No trust in the competencies and goodwill of the project partners

	
	
	
	Trust in either the competencies and goodwill of the partners

	
	
	
	Trust in both the competencies and goodwill of the partners

	Experience
	Interregional experience
	International project and network experience of the project leader
	No previous experience with interregional projects

	
	
	
	Experience with only one interregional project

	
	
	
	Experience with multiple interregional projects

	
	Technical experience
	Theme specific competence and experience within the project
	All the project managers had no affinity with the content of the project

	
	
	
	Minority of project managers have affinity with the technicalities of the project

	
	
	
	Majority of the project managers had no affinity with the technicalities

	Project Effective-ness
	Goal attainment
	Attainment of initial goals

	None of the initial goals are attained

	
	
	
	Majority of the initial goals are attained

	
	
	
	All of the initial goals are attained

	
	Satisfaction with the partnership
	Satisfaction of regional project managers with the end result
	The project managers is unsatisfied

	
	
	
	The project manager is satisfied

	
	
	
	The project managers are very satisfied

	
	
	Leads to future cooperation
	The project does not

	
	
	
	The project does with a minority the partners

	
	
	
	The project does with most of the partners






























 (
Note. 
Appendix 1: P
art 2
)
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	Concept
	Dimension
	Indicator
	Values (low, medium, high)

	Cooperation structure
	Communication structure
Formal meetings and other communication methods

	Frequency formal meetings

	Low, no monthly contact, face to face meetings not more than once a year

	
	
	
	Average, monthly contact, face to face meetings more than once a year or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	High, even more frequent contacts and or face to face meetings

	
	
	Presence information exchange platform
	Only general ITC structure (skype, email) used

	
	
	
	Use of information exchange platform not mentioned

	
	
	
	A project platform such as an intranet present and used (intranet)

	
	Formalization
Task structure & clarity of responsibilities
	Structure of tasks and time schedule
	The tasks or time schemes are not specifically defined

	
	
	
	Most of the tasks & time schemes are specifically defined or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	All the tasks & time schemes are well defined

	
	
	Clarity of responsibilities
	The responsibilities aren’t sufficiently well defined or exclusive enough

	
	
	
	Most of the responsibilities are sufficiently well defined or exclusive enough or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	All responsibilities are well defined or exclusive enough

	Shared goals
	Commitment of project partners
	Consensus on project goals
	There was no consensus on the majority of the goals

	
	
	
	There was consensus on the majority of the goals or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	There was consensus on all the goals

	
	
	Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	Project partners dropped out or did not complete their tasks

	
	
	
	Project partners neglected their tasks or delivered late or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Project partners delivered what was requested in time

	
	Involvement of stakeholders
	There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	Only the regional project leaders are involved

	
	
	
	Local partners are involved or not mentioned

	
	
	
	The community was involved

	
	
	The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	Lack of involvement policymakers hindered policy implementation

	
	
	
	Policy maker involvement and implementation are not mutually influential or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Involvement of policy makers contributed to impact of the project

	Geographical proximity
	Impact of distance between partners
	Perceived distance & travelling time (substituting communication tools)
	Problematic

	
	
	
	Not an issue

	
	
	
	Made cooperation easier

	Socio-cultural fit
	Perceived cultural fit




	Perceived cultural differences
	Experienced a negative influence of the cooperation

	
	
	
	Experienced no significant influence of the cooperation or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Experienced a positive influence of cooperation

	
	
	Perceived institutional differences
	In majority the same type of organizations

	
	
	
	In majority different kind of organizations

	
	Perceived language compatibility
	Perceived language barrier
	Experienced no significant language barrier

	
	
	
	For (indirect) stakeholders or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Between project managers

	Leadership
	Supportiveness project leader
	Supportive leaders facilitating cooperation & 
shared leadership
	Leader(s) didn't listen to the project partners suggestions

	
	
	
	Leader(s) listened to the project partners or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Leader(s) shared leadership with the project partners

	
	Presence of leaders

	Project leaders and co-leaders taking action and taking initiative
	Leaders are not active or doesn’t make the difference

	
	
	
	Leaders are active and make the difference or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Leaders are very supportive and make the difference.

	Internalization
	Mutual acquaintanceship
	Frequency informal meetings
	Meet once a year or less

	
	
	
	Meet twice a year or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Meet three or more times a year

	
	
	Previous connections with the project partners
	Project doesn't build on previous connections

	
	
	
	Project builds mostly on previous connections or not mentioned 

	
	
	
	Project builds only on previous connections

	
	Trusting atmosphere
	Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	Negative

	
	
	
	Neutral or mixed or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Positive

	
	
	Trust (between the project partners)
	No trust in the competencies and goodwill of the project partners

	
	
	
	Trust in most of the partners

	
	
	
	Trust in all of the partners or allot of trust

	Experience
	Interregional experience
	Interregional or international project and network experience of the project managers
	No previous experience with interregional projects

	
	
	
	Experience with only one interregional project or not mentioned

	
	
	
	Experience with multiple interregional projects

	
	Technical experience
	Technical or theme/domain specific experience within the project

	No project managers had affinity with the content of the project

	
	
	
	Minority of the project managers have affinity with the technicalities of the project or not mentioned specifically

	
	
	
	Majority of the project managers had no affinity with technicalities of the project

	Project Effectiveness
	Goal attainment
	Attainment of initial goals

	Non of the initial goals are attained

	
	
	
	Majority of the initial goals are attained

	
	
	
	All of the initial goals are attained

	
	Satisfaction
	Satisfaction of regional project managers with the end result
	The project manager is unsatisfied

	
	
	
	The project manager is satisfied

	
	
	
	The project managers are very satisfied

	
	
	Leads to future cooperation
	The project does not

	
	
	
	The project does with a minority the partners

	
	
	
	The project does with most of the partners
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	          Participants &
/Key factors
	EUR1
	EUR2

	Cooperation Structure: Frequency formal meetings
	3
Face to face more than twice sometimes three times a year
	3
Face to face meetings at least twice a year and crucial

	 Cooperation Structure: Presence exchange platform and other communication tools
	2
Not important
	2
Not mentioned

	Cooperation Structure: Formalization (structure of tasks and time schedule)
	2
Satisfied with the planning.
	2
Not mentioned

	Cooperation Structure: Clarity of responsibilities
	3
Responsibilities are clear
	3
Everyone had their own part in sub or overall project

	Shared Goals: There was consensus on the project goals
	2
Partners worked together (on reporting) in the subprojects but not much attention was given
	2
Everyone had their own goal but they are aware/signed with the broad goal

	Shared Goals: Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	3
In time
	3
Commitment important and partners are on schedule

	Shared Goals: There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	2
Local stakeholders involved
	2
Through subprojects

	Shared Goals: The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	2
Is a policy maker themselves but no mention of any problems in this regard
	2
Local authorities got involved through the subprojects while the region also looked upon policy in the broad sense

	Geographical Proximity: Perceived distance & travelling time 
	2
Not relevant
	2
Not even mentioned

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived cultural differences (cultural proximity)
	2
Cultural differences are perceived as insignificant (in Europe)
	2
Isn't a problem as long as you are aware that there might be differences

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived institutional differences (institutional proximity)
	2
Not really a disadvantage to have different organizational structures
	2
Not mentioned

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived language barrier
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Language was not mentioned as a problem

	Leadership: Supportiveness leaders (leaders facilitating cooperation)
	3
Project leader gave space to come up with subproject
	3
Project leader gave space to come up with subprojects

	Leadership: Project leaders and co-leaders taking action
	3
Very active leadership
Lead partner reminded
	2
Presence of leaders important in general but not specifically for this project

	Internalization: Frequency informal meetings
	3
'informal' meetings; had dinners together and this was important, this helped
	2
Not mentioned



	Internalization: Previous connections with the project partners
	3
Previous relationships one of the success factors
	2
Not mentioned

	Internalization: Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	3
Important for the project
	2
Not mentioned

	Internalization: Trust (between the partners)
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Trustworthy partners

	Experience: Interregional or international project and network experience
	3
Present and important for the project
	3
Present and important for the project

	Experience: Theme specific competence and experience within the project 
	3
Present and important for the project
	2
Not mentioned

	Project Effectiveness: Attainment of initial goals (output)
	3
Nothing went wrong
	2
Goals changed but are attained

	Project Effectiveness: Satisfaction of project managers with the end result
	3
Very satisfied
	2
Satisfied

	Project Effectiveness: Leads to future cooperation
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Was not an important outcome


[bookmark: _Toc470684262][bookmark: _Toc471307540][bookmark: _Toc471692163][bookmark: _Toc472076500][bookmark: _Toc472076807][bookmark: _Toc472076965][bookmark: _Toc472077238]Appendix 4: Analysis of the KT Force Interviews
	          Participants &
/Key factors
	KTF 1
	KTF2
	KTF3

	Cooperation Structure: Frequency formal meetings
	2
Should have met more intensively, but through skype once a month
	3
7 Face to face meetings over the 3 years
	2
Not mentioned

	 Cooperation Structure: Presence exchange platform and other communication tools
	2
At least phone and skype calls are regularly used
	1
Skype most important conscious about sharing best practices
	3
Intranet present

	Cooperation Structure: Formalization (structure of tasks and time schedule)
	2
They had 6 action plans to execute the project
	2
Not important in the project
	1
Good time schedule was lacking causing delays

	Cooperation Structure: Clarity of responsibilities
	1
Complexity of how to implement affected commitment
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Responsibilities sufficiently clear

	Shared Goals: There was consensus on the project goals
	3
‘we do it all together’
	3
Commitment contributed to project results
	2
Everyone agreed with the proposal

	Shared Goals: Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	1
You always have problems with partners and delivering on time
	2
Everyone was closely involved with the plans
	2
Not mentioned

	Shared Goals: There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	2
Partners could feel involved
	2
There was involvement of local stakeholders
	2
Was able to reach the stakeholders

	Shared Goals: The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	2
Only really got the policy implementation authorities involved which could influence a bit
	2
Hope to influence policy with the project, and put it together with political stakeholders 
(not a policy maker)
	1
Was lacking because of limited mandate times, was not point in involving them

	Geographical Proximity: Perceived distance & travelling time 
	1
Problem with airline companies, one time someone couldn’t attend
	2
Travelling times aren't perceived as an issue & it was the same with everyone
	2
No need to go to everyone but in a face to face meeting you solve problems easier

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived cultural differences (cultural proximity)
	3
Richness of this project comes from cultural differences
	3
More interesting but can be difficult, however was a beneficial for this project
	2
Not important

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived institutional differences (institutional proximity)
	3
The different profession and perspectives melt and is rich for the project
	2
Only talked about differences in scale & culture
	2
Not mentioned

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived language barrier
	1
It was an issue at first but later it got better
	2
Slightly with local stakeholders not with translated documents
	2
Not mentioned

	Leadership: Supportiveness leaders (leaders facilitating cooperation)
	2
Facilitation was mentioned as important in general but not specifically for this project
	3
Facilitated by good coordination creating commitment & shared decision making
	2
Not mentioned

	Leadership: Project leaders and co-leaders taking action
	3
Not only formal project leaders multiple leaders present
	3
Leaders all active enough for a successful project
	2
Multiple leaders but formal leader not leading enough 

	Internalization: Frequency informal meetings
	2
Not mentioned as something important within the project
	2
Low but there are meetings
	2
There are some informal meetings

	Internalization: Previous connections with the project partners
	2
Only one of the partners came from the partner search

	2
Presumably there are some known and quit some unknown partners but no clear answer
	2
Connection with a few partners but also some unknown partners

	Internalization: Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	3
Atmosphere was friendly
	3
Good, tried to build good relationships
	2
Relationships are not necessarily good but important

	Internalization: Trust (between the partners)
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Some more than others 

	Experience: Interregional or international project and network experience
	2
Experience was not strongly present but also not lacking
	3
This is just the focus area of the participants
	3
Helped with understanding in the project

	Experience: Theme specific competence and experience within the project 
	2
Some partners brought more expertise
	3
All partners are involved before in this type of projects
	2
There was allot of experience with the partners

	Project Effectiveness: Attainment of initial goals (output)
	3
The objectives are met
	2
Seems so
	3
All the goals are attained

	Project Effectiveness: Satisfaction of project managers with the end result
	2
Satisfied about how the partners made it work
	2
Satisfied
	2
Satisfied

	Project Effectiveness: Leads to future cooperation
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Not mentioned
	3
Future cooperation emerged




	          Participants R4R &
/Key factors
	R4R1
	R4R2
	R4R3

	Cooperation Structure: Frequency formal meetings
	3
Tried to avoid meetings, however still met face-to-face twice a year and more often with co-leaders
	2
Twice a year
	2
Not mentioned


	 Cooperation Structure: Presence exchange platform and other communication tools
	3
The IT platform made the components really clear for everybody
	2
Not mentioned at all
	3
Present, used and help with deliverables

	Cooperation Structure: Formalization (structure of tasks and time schedule)
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Flexible structure
	3
Task structure was good so was time schedule

	Cooperation Structure: Clarity of responsibilities
	3
Yes, there was a summary of everyone's tasks that was clear
	3
Responsibilities well defined

	2
Pretty clear responsibilities to
Develop tools for methodology

	Shared Goals: There was consensus on the project goals
	3
Goal consensus came little by little and was there
	2
Eventually during the process there was consensus on goals
	3
Consensus on goal:
Develop methodology

	Shared Goals: Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	2
Delays are limited
	2
Most partners are fully committed but a partner lacked capacity
	2
Everything was carried out well but there are some slight delays

	Shared Goals: There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	2
Stakeholders involved (through roundtables)
	2
Local stakeholders involved in form of members of ACR+
	2
Local stakeholders (and subcontractors)
Committed

	Shared Goals: The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	2
Relevant policy makers are involved in a sense: EU/project partners but not specifically in the project
	3
EU policy makers involved but no success
on local level, it did happen
	2
Not mentioned


	Geographical Proximity: Perceived distance & travelling time 
	2
It has a negative impact (but maybe not in projects) however, it seemed to be positive in regards to cooperation with ACR+
	2
Was not an issue
	2
Not brought up as a problem or a benefit

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived cultural differences (cultural proximity)
	1
Sometimes it will prevent from transferring a good practice
	2
Does not talk about it
	2
Not really an issue differences could be overcome

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived institutional differences (institutional proximity)
	2
Wasn't mentioned
	2
Differences between adaptation in EU and within partners
	2
Not mentioned


	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived language barrier
	1
Language barrier prevented transfer of practices between stakeholders
	2
Language barrier can be a big obstacle but wasn't the case
	1
Lack of English made delivery of objectives a little bit late

	Leadership: Supportiveness leaders (leaders facilitating cooperation)
	3
Shared leadership
	2
Leaders had clear vision
	2
Not mentioned

	Leadership: Project leaders and co-leaders taking action
	3
Leaders and co-leaders active
	3
Exemplified: Had to keep sending reminders
	3
Didn't wait around especially co-leaders

	Internalization: Frequency informal meetings
	3
Importance of informal meetings  (asking what's wrong)
	3
Tried to have more informal contact
	2
Not mentioned


	Internalization: Previous connections with the project partners
	2
Previous connections is important because else you need the first 6 months to build that connection
	3
There are already previous relationships
	2
Not mentioned


	Internalization: Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	3
Main factor to make project successful is the relationship with your co-leaders
	3
There was allot of mutual acquaintanceship early on (and lead to results)
	3
Was positive and important for the results

	Internalization: Trust (between the partners)
	3
Trust was given to by the leader and 
Benefit of the doubt was given
	2
Trust seems to have been build but was not that important
	3
Was positive and important for the results

	Experience: Interregional or international project and network experience
	3
Previous experience with interregional projects help (Pre-waste)
	3
Was present among leaders and co-leaders
	3
Was important for the project

	Experience: Theme specific competence and experience within the project 
	3
Most of the partners are expert technicians
	3
Is very important for the project
	2
Was quite important

	Project Effectiveness: Attainment of initial goals (output)
	3
Did all the things they meant to do
	3
Methodology was developed and good enough to be adapted by other partners
	3
No goals changed

	Project Effectiveness: Satisfaction of project managers with the end result
	2
Satisfied with the output but unsatisfied how more could have been reached by direct follow-up on the project
	3
(very) Satisfaction was clearly shown
	3
Very satisfied

	Project Effectiveness: Leads to future cooperation
	3
Started a new project with some of the old partners (especially ACR+)
	3
Methodology was adopted outside the project
	2
Not the partners but the findings are still used
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	          Participants &
/Key factors
	DES1
	DES2

	Cooperation Structure: Frequency formal meetings
	2
About twice a year
	2
Meetings twice a year

	 Cooperation Structure: Presence exchange platform and other communication tools
	1
No intranet
	1
No clear information exchange platform

	Cooperation Structure: Formalization (structure of tasks and time schedule)
	3
Planning was important in the project
	2
Well defined

	Cooperation Structure: Clarity of responsibilities
	3
Clear planning
	3
Good planning

	Shared Goals: There was consensus on the project goals
	3
The work plan with the objectives was established at the first meeting
	3
Leader should draw straight line to the goal

	Shared Goals: Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	2
There was commitment
	2
Partner from Brussel fell out due to external circumstances but every was committed

	Shared Goals: There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	2
Involvement of local stakeholders
	2
Involvement of local stakeholders

	Shared Goals: The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	3
Key was involvement of politicians
	3
Regional authorities directly involved

	Geographical Proximity: Perceived distance & travelling time 
	2
You just have to plan accordingly because of budget and time constraints
	2
Not necessarily closer collaboration with those that are closer in distance

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived cultural differences (cultural proximity)
	2
Not mentioned

	3
Didn't notice many cultural differences but it was nice to see other points of view

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived institutional differences (institutional proximity)
	2
Not mentioned

	3
Was a really nice cooperation

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived language barrier
	3
Is a plus
	2
Nice cooperation

	Leadership: Supportiveness leaders (leaders facilitating cooperation)
	3
You have to have the facilitating role, involved the partners
	3
Leaders, supportive and using suggestions

	Leadership: Project leaders and co-leaders taking action
	2
Not mentioned
	3
Leaders very active

	Internalization: Frequency informal meetings
	2
Not mentioned

	3
Would have informal meetings every time partners met for formal ones

	Internalization: Previous connections with the project partners
	2
Not mentioned
	3
Where present and important
Mentioned at least twice

	Internalization: Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	3
Good atmosphere
	3
Really nice atmosphere

	Internalization: Trust (between the partners)
	2
Could trust the partners to deliver
	3
Became friends

	Experience: Interregional or international project and network experience
	3
More than 20 years of experience with the project leader
	3
Definitely allot of experience with all the partners but one, 

	Experience: Theme specific competence and experience within the project 
	2
Not mentioned
	3
Alright, everybody had connections with additional expertise

	Project Effectiveness: Attainment of initial goals (output)
	3
Good results
	3
Success, something goals changed specifically for Greece because of the crisis

	Project Effectiveness: Satisfaction of project managers with the end result
	2
Satisfied
	3
Really happy, also for other partners, so very satisfied

	Project Effectiveness: Leads to future cooperation
	2
Not mentioned
	3
They wanted to apply for another project with the partners
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	          Participants &
/Key factors
	INO1
	INO2
	INO3

	Cooperation Structure: Frequency formal meetings
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Not mentioned
	3
Twice a year face to face
Meetings but also allot of skype and skype meetings

	 Cooperation Structure: Presence exchange platform and other communication tools
	1
Skype was primary method of information exchange
	2
Intranet doesn’t seem to have been important
	2
Not mentioned, only thought a platform to share outcomes

	Cooperation Structure: Formalization (structure of tasks and time schedule)
	2
Planning was important but not specifically in this project
	3
Well structured,
Flow charts
	3
Everyone had specific tasks and deliverables they had to produce

	Cooperation Structure: Clarity of responsibilities
	3
The final bid was very clear, however this in comparison to the less clear ERASMUS+ programme
	3
Responsibilities (very) clear
	1
Clarity lacked but was seen as important however, in the beginning not everything was clear yet

	Shared Goals: There was consensus on the project goals
		2
There is allot of little things you have to do, goals might not be focused but not entirely clear
	2
No disputes over what needs to be done though mentally there was a bit of distance
	2
There was agreement and the results are general for all regions but there could have been more involvement

	Shared Goals: Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	2
Was enough
Of a common understanding of all the tasks to make them sustainable
	2
Was important for deliverables but more tasks could have been done
	2
Some partners more committed than others
There are some administrational issues
However, the objectives are completed

	Shared Goals: There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	2
Within there was allot of support, partners also required it
	2
Not mentioned
	2
They are involved but could have done more at least ideas are exchanged

	Shared Goals: The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Some didn’t have the authority to make the changes others probably less problems
	2
Not mentioned

	Geographical Proximity: Perceived distance & travelling time 
	2
It wasn't a problem
	2
If you look at it distance might have played a part
	2
No, wasn't an issue for the cooperation, because of the technology and all

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived cultural differences (cultural proximity)
	2
Differences between regions but not a problem
	2
Things in different places work differently but not a problem
	2
Is more of a personal difference
Got across barriers because wants to 

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived institutional differences (institutional proximity)
	2
Not mentioned
	1
Mental barrier
	2
There are difficulties but institutional similarity university with university helped

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived language barrier
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Not mentioned
	1
Language barrier affected cooperation with some partners negatively

	Leadership: Supportiveness leaders (leaders facilitating cooperation)
	3
Organization of meetings and general leadership was praised
	3
Everyone had a leading role in a part of the project
	1
Stakeholders could have been more involved with more contact

	Leadership: Project leaders and co-leaders taking action
	3
Finding ways to solve problems for partners, anticipation is important
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Cooperation with lead partner was very good but they could have been more active

	Internalization: Frequency informal meetings
	2
Did have breakout sessions and network settings and such
	1
Had some informal meetings but too few
	3
One project manager often came to Greece on informal basis and also had informal meetings

	Internalization: Previous connections with the project partners
	3
Most partners from a previous project
	3
Most partners from a previous project
	2
Not mentioned

	Internalization: Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	2
Not mentioned
	3
Good atmosphere was important for the project
	1
People are mostly completing task, not good atmosphere or enthusiasm

	Internalization: Trust (between the partners)
	3
Allot of trust
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Trust wasn't really discussed even when explicitly asking for it

	Experience: Interregional or international project and network experience
	3
It’s important and was satisfied with and had experience
	3
Important & present
	3
Was helpful and good, makes project go smooth

	Experience: Theme specific competence and experience within the project 
	2
Not crucial for running the project smoothly
	2
At least learned from other projects
	3
Very good experience with the different research units and cities

	Project Effectiveness: Attainment of initial goals (output)
	3
Goals are attained
	3
All the goals are met
	3
Yes, one of the most successful projects that has been worked on

	Project Effectiveness: Satisfaction of project managers with the end result
	3
Satisfied
	1
Not desired impact because commitment & time 
	3
Was very satisfied

	Project Effectiveness: Leads to future cooperation
	2
With one partner, at another university
	1
Could have been a good outcome, but no substantial future cooperation
	2
Not mentioned
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	          Participants &
/Key factors
	H4G1
	H4G2
	H4G3

	Cooperation Structure: Frequency formal meetings
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Different kind of meetings
	2
Twice a year in the town of each partner

	 Cooperation Structure: Presence exchange platform and other communication tools
	2
Doesn’t remember, using google doc’s mostly which worked
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Not mentioned as an important factor

	Cooperation Structure: Formalization (structure of tasks and time schedule)
	2
The framework and methodology was clear but there was no indication on how to cooperate
	3
Very well organized
	2
Didn't have a problem in carrying out its activities

	Cooperation Structure: Clarity of responsibilities
	3
The structure was designed to be very clear
	2
Not entirely aware how it was structured for everyone
	3
Clear from the starting point

	Shared Goals: There was consensus on the project goals
	2
Strongly committed partners
But did not share objectives with everyone
	1
Goals are quite broad
	3
Consensus on all the goals

	Shared Goals: Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	1
Partner dropped out
	2
Not mentioned
	1
The Bulgarian partner dropped out but changes are made accordingly and

	Shared Goals: There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	2
Local leaders are involved
	2
Stakeholders need to be involved
	2
Worked allot with the stakeholders

	Shared Goals: The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	1
There was a lack of implementation
	2
Not mentioned
	2
More influence on decision makers after project, through was political proposal

	Geographical Proximity: Perceived distance & travelling time 
	2
Didn't have an impact at all
	2
Travelling time didn't have an impact (it's about interest)
	2
Not an issue, cooperation was not based on distance and met partners all together

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived cultural differences (cultural proximity)
	2
Didn't have an impact at all
	2
Cultural differences negative aspects mediated by experience
	3
New people and new environment helped the project, the different culture was not a problem

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived institutional differences (institutional proximity)
	2
Yeah but differences didn't hinder cooperation
	2
Two sides in institutional differences 
	2
Must be aware of differences but it was not a problem

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived language barrier
	2
No definitely not, except for the political representatives of the lead partner
	2
Staff can help understand each other
	2
No perceived language barrier

	Leadership: Supportiveness leaders (leaders facilitating cooperation)
	3
Strongly committed partners steered the project together 
	3
Gave support in all the activities
	3
Leaders helped develop a common understanding among partners

	Leadership: Project leaders and co-leaders taking action
	1
Leadership not so strong at the start
	3
Very good management gave input in all the work packages
	2
Leader was pro-active

	Internalization: Frequency informal meetings
	2
At times, informal 
	2
Not mentioned
	2
There was more informal stuff, multiple informal meetings

	Internalization: Previous connections with the project partners
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Not mentioned as important
	1
Personally knew no one

	Internalization: Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	3
Chemistry was key, being able to work well on a personal level 
	2
Good partnership without any problems or something
Everyone was involved
	3
Very good relationship, also had more informal connection

	Internalization: Trust (between the partners)
	2
Not mentioned
	2
Not specifically strong
	3
Friendship was developed which lead to decent atmosphere

	Experience: Interregional or international project and network experience
	2
Important to have interpersonal skills for this kind of projects 
	3
Experience was a good mix, 
	2
Question seemed to be avoided

	Experience: Theme specific competence and experience within the project 
	3
Technical experience high
	2
Technical experience present because of external experts
	2
Was somewhat present

	Project Effectiveness: Attainment of initial goals (output)
	3
Goals are met
	2
Some transferred good practices
	2
Most goals seem to be met

	Project Effectiveness: Satisfaction of project managers with the end result
	2
Satisfied
	2
Satisfied with the results and so are the stakeholders
	2
Satisfied

	Project Effectiveness: Leads to future cooperation
	2
Not mentioned
	2
With only one partner from Forely 
	3
Submit new Interreg project with some of the partners
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	          Participants &
/Key factors
	I4W1
	I4W2

	Cooperation Structure: Frequency formal meetings
	3
More than twice a year & skype meetings
	3
Teleconferences every two weeks

	 Cooperation Structure: Presence exchange platform and other communication tools
	2
Information exchange platform was not important for everyone
	3
Intranet present

	Cooperation Structure: Formalization (structure of tasks and time schedule)
	3
Work plan and everything well structured 
	2
Mostly clear
There was a set agenda

	Cooperation Structure: Clarity of responsibilities
	1
Was important but somewhat lacking
	3
Specifically, defined

	Shared Goals: There was consensus on the project goals
	3
Consensus on the two goals
	3
For everyone there are clear goals

	Shared Goals: Project partners carried out their tasks sufficiently and in time
	3
They are all in time though there are allot of changes
	1
Some partners are delayed and leader had to intervene

	Shared Goals: There was involvement of the stakeholders on multiple levels
	2
Local stakeholders involved
	2
Different stakeholders with different expertise involved

	Shared Goals: The relevant policy makers are involved in the project
	2
Was difficult but also the right decision makers are directly involved
	2
Not seen as relevant for this specific project

	Geographical Proximity: Perceived distance & travelling time 
	2
Not important
	2
Definitely not more cooperation with partners that are closer

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived cultural differences (cultural proximity)
	2
Definitely differences but not a problem in this case
	2
Differences when you work with people from other countries but no barriers

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived institutional differences (institutional proximity)
	2
Not relevant here, cultural differences more
	2
Not mentioned

	Socio-cultural Fit: Perceived language barrier
	2
Not discussed or noticed
	2
No language barrier

	Leadership: Supportiveness leaders (leaders facilitating cooperation)
	2
Facilitation was important but leadership not so much shared
	3
Catalunya real supportive leader

	Leadership: Project leaders and co-leaders taking action
	3
Example function of leader
	3
Catalunya real leaders

	Internalization: Frequency informal meetings
	2
Had frequent contacts though not necessarily informal ones
	3
Did really go for drinks and lunches

	Internalization: Previous connections with the project partners
	3
Strong existing connection that was relevant (Matteo)
	3
Existing connections are the core of project

	Internalization: Atmosphere and relationship with other project partners
	3
trusting atmosphere, previous connection contributed to this
	3
Team spirit, maintaining a good atmosphere was vital

	Internalization: Trust (between the partners)
	3
Yes absolutely
	3
Trust contributed definitely

	Experience: Interregional or international project and network experience
	2
Some partners had more and some had less experience,  
	3
Everyone had sufficient experience

	Experience: Theme specific competence and experience within the project 
	3
Important and seemingly present
	3
Different people with the required competences

	Project Effectiveness: Attainment of initial goals (output)
	3
The two goals are attained but some details did not go as intended 
	2
Everything was good except some details changed

	Project Effectiveness: Satisfaction of project managers with the end result
	2
Not mentioned
	3
Satisfied with the cooperation

	Project Effectiveness: Future cooperation
	3
With most of the partners
	2
Cooperation on other venues
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Interview guide						time: 40-60 minutes
Research question: What are the key factors for interregional cooperation project effectiveness and how do these key factors influence the effectiveness?

Questions that need to be answered:
· What are the projects they are involved with?
· What was crucial to effective interregional cooperation projects in their perspective?
· What was crucial to an effective interregional project in this specific case?
· What further information is there available on those projects?
· Are there other people that I could interview for my research?

Introduction:
My name Joris Sibbel, I’m a graduate (student) that is connected to the Dutch FoodValley Region. Regional development has become a very important issue and the Dutch FoodValley Region is investigating the feasibility of European level collaboration. Therefore, I’m conducting research to the key factors in effective interregional cooperation projects.

Explaining the goal of and the approach to the interview(s)
I will conduct a number of interviews like this one.
Using a number of open-ended questions, I will try to get more insight into the interregional cooperation process and projects.
This in order to support and complement my theoretical study

Confidentiality and data processing
The data gained from the interview will be processed anonymously & with confidentiality
For my analysis, I would like to have an as complete as possible reconstruction of the interview/I don’t want to forget anything and therefore I would like to record the interview, is this possible?

If it is possible I would like to start with the interview, do you have any questions in advance?

General question
1. What was your involvement in the Interreg IVC project?

Cooperation structure
1. Who are participating in the project and how where you linked?
2. How are the participants linked and how often did you meet?
3. How did the cooperation structure influence the cooperation project?
4. How did this (cooperation structure) affect the performance or goal attainment?

Shared goals and vision
1. Were intermediate outcomes important to the project (in terms of keeping commitment and how, can you give an example of this?
2. How much goal consensus was there?
3. How did it influence the effectiveness of the project?
4. How did (these different aspects of) shared goals affect cooperation project effectiveness? And can you give an example of this?



Geographical proximity 
Where the participants close to each other, in other words was the travel time to get to other participants short? Or are there standard meeting points?
1. How did the proximity or the distance between participants influence in the way you and others cooperated with them? 
2. Do you think this affected the project effectiveness in a positive or negative way? Can you give an example of this?

Socio-cultural fit
1. Did you experience cultural differences?
2. Did you experience institutional differences?
3. Did this affect the project performance? And can you give an example of this?
4. Do you think this affected the project in a positive or negative way? And can you give an example of this?
5. Did this affect the project results? And can you give an example of this?

Leadership
1. Were there people that fulfilled a leadership role in the project? In what sense?
2. How did their leadership behaviors affect the cooperation project: can you give an example of this?
3. How would you describe the leadership style, and how did this effect the project?
4. Did the leadership affect the project results? And can you give an example of this?

Internalization & Trust
1. Was there trust between the participants (absence of opportunistic behavior)?
2. Was there a good atmosphere?
3. How did the degree to which there was a trusting atmosphere affect the project?
4. Where there informal meetings between participants?
5. Did partners really get to know each other or did they work together previously?
6. How did the personal relations subsequently affect performance or key factors?

Experience
1. Did you have previous experience with interregional or international projects?
2. And what about other participants, was there allot of previous experience with international or interregional projects? 
3. And how was the affinity with the topic or theme of the project (ICT, Food, etc.)?
4. Does this also apply for other participants, how was there previous experience with interregional projects?

Project Effectiveness
1. To what degree are the (initial) goals of the project met?
2. To what degree was this a satisfactory outcome for the participants?
3. Was there future cooperation after this project?

Conclusion:
Thank you for participating in my research and in being cooperative. If you want I could email you the results of the research in due time. Also, would you like to be mentioned by name in the interview? 
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