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1

SUMMARY

Mountain ranges or water bodies do not end at administrative borders. As a consequence,
conservation measures have to be taken across national borders. International organisations
strongly recommend the establishment of trans‐boundary protected areas. In 2003,
EUROPARC Federation developed a certification system for best practice. Certainly, cross‐
border cooperation adds another layer of complexity to the already difficult task of managing
a protected area.
Within this study, three adjoining protected area complexes have been selected as case study
sites, representing different levels of cooperation; cross‐border Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐
Nette between Germany and The Netherlands with one management unit responsible for
both sides of the frontier (high cooperation level); National Park Triglav in Slovenia and
adjoining Regional Nature Park Prealpi Giulie in Italy (medium cooperation level); and the
mountain range „Karwendel“ between Austria and Germany, where since 20 years
stakeholders make an effort towards an institutionalised cooperation, however so far without
success (low cooperation level).
In total, 30 representatives of relevant interest groups have been surveyed in the three sites
(phone or face‐to‐face interviews). The results have been interpreted by applying the qualitative
content analysis. Moreover, the `change formula´, a basic change management principle, has
been applied in two of the case study sites in order to evaluate if it may facilitate the decision
on when to establish or how to improve the cooperation in trans‐boundary regions.
According to the surveyed stakeholders, transboundary cooperation is indeed beneficial for
nature conservation but rather for increasing the popularity of the area and strengthening
tourism activities. In exceptional cases, nature conservation might even be affected by
increasing cross‐border collaboration. Motives behind the cooperation are (amongst others);
gaining more income for the region; having access to European funds; learning from each
other and maintaining historic relations. Personal contacts are considered a key factor for the
success of cooperation. By all means, these contacts should not be restricted to staff but
extended to local level. The importance of informal events was stressed to allow for building
trust and friendship. Differences between neighbouring countries have rarely been perceived
as being an obstacle but rather an enriching source for new learning experiences. Shall joint
projects be implemented successfully, there simply has to be a key person familiar with those
different structures, procedures or attitudes on both sides of the border in order to guarantee
a smooth flow of the project. Defined coordinators were regarded to be quite helpful for the
collaboration, but the commitment of individuals seems to be even more important.
Applying the `change formula´ proved to facilitate a better understanding of the underlying
causes for success or failure of trans‐boundary cooperation. In case of the Karwendel, no real
need for changes became evident. The missing driving force combined with the low personal
capacities in the neighbouring areas probably were fundamental reasons why no coordinative
structures have been established so far. In contrast, for the new‐born Regional Nature Park
Prealpi Giulie the advantages of cooperating with the well‐established Triglav National Park
were obvious. The official contacts quickly developed to amicable relations which nowadays
seem to be a good basis for a sustainable cooperation in the future.
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2

PREFACE

Little disagreement exists today about the need of conservation measures at the ecosystem
level (Zbicz 2003). Mountain ranges or water bodies do not end at administrative borders.
Shall adjoining ecosystems be preserved, ideally the conservation measures of neighbouring
countries have to be coordinated. The potential benefits of transboundary cooperation in
protected area’s management seem to be manifold. However, the coordination of national
conservation activities is already a difficult task. Involving more partners from different
countries, with different languages, political systems and cultural backgrounds is even more
challenging. Therefore Zbicz (2003) rises the question of “whether or not effective
international transboundary conservation is even possible and worth the investment”, but then
stated that when the future of our planet is concerned it “is not an option, but a necessity”.
Brunner (2006) assumes that due to the expansion of the European Union the “opportunity for
transboundary nature protection has never been greater than today as in many places borders
are losing their meaning.”
Several international organisations not only recommend cross‐border cooperation between
adjoining protected areas but rather the establishment of trans‐frontier parks (e.g. Council of
Europe, UNESCO, IUCN, Ramsar Convention). In 2003, EUROPARC Federation agreed on an
evaluation system for transboundary cooperation in European conservation areas to promote
best practice examples.
Nevertheless, up to now only little research has been carried out to determine the so called
“soft factors” of transboundary conservation efforts (Steinmetz 2004). Which basic conditions
have to be given in order to make the establishment of trans‐frontier protected areas a success?
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3

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

3.1

Definitions

IUCN (Sandwith et al. 2001) defines a Transboundary Protected Area (TBPA) as “an area of
land and/or sea that straddles one or more boundaries between states, sub‐national units such
as provinces and regions, autonomous areas and/or areas beyond the limits of national
sovereignty or jurisdiction, whose constituent parts are especially dedicated to the protection
and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and
managed co‐operatively through legal or other effective means.”
Peace Parks are defined as “transboundary protected areas that are formally dedicated to the
protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural
resources, and to the promotion of peace and cooperation (Sandwith et al. 2001).”
3.2

Why transboundary cooperation?

Quite often two or more countries share common natural resources (e.g. water body),
landscape features (e.g. mountain range) or cultural values (e.g. transhumance: seasonal
movement of people with their livestock to higher pastures in summer / to lower valleys in
winter). Already the existence of such a shared resource is a sound reason for cooperation in
management or the establishment of a transboundary protected area (Sandwith et al. 2001).
The potential benefits of transboundary protected areas seem to be obvious: They are able to
protect and manage diverse large scale ecosystems, they provide stepping stones for the
migration of species, ensure a better control of cross‐border problems (e.g. pest or fire
control) and may also contribute to the economic development of disadvantaged borderlands,
the formation of a regional identity across national borders and the peaceful resolution of
conflicts (“peace parks”) (e.g. Hamilton et al. 1996 in Sandwith et al. 2001, Hanks 2003, Lanfer
et al. 2003). Therefore the “Programme of Work on Protected Areas” of the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) calls for “strengthening collaboration between countries for
transboundary protected areas conservation1” (Target 1.3 of CBD to be fulfilled until 2010)2.
3.3

Guidelines for transboundary cooperation

The importance of transboundary conservation measures continuously increased since the
first “peace park” between Glacier (USA) and Waterton (Canada) National Park was
designated in 1932. The planning of transboundary entities was first suggested at the First
World Conference on National Parks in 1962 (UNESCO 2003). Following international
conservation conferences devoted increasing attention to cross‐border cooperation.
Meanwhile donors tend to preferably support trans‐frontier conservation efforts (Lanfer et al.
2001). Finally, during the last decade, several guidelines have been developed to recommend
appropriate approaches for transboundary cooperation in different protected area categories:

1
2

CBD, Programme of Work on Protected Areas: http://www.cbd.int/protected/objectives.shtml
CBD, Programme of Work on Protected Areas: http://www.cbd.int/protected/targets.shtml
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3.3.1 European Outline Convention on Trans‐frontier Cooperation
As early as 1980, the Council of Europe agreed on the European Outline Convention on Trans‐
frontier Cooperation between Territorial Communities or Authorities. In this framework a
“Model Agreement on the Creation and Management of Trans‐frontier Parks” was devised
(section 1.9). The agreement calls for the parties “to harmonise their methods of management
and to co‐ordinate all development projects or improvements by means of a comprehensive
action programme leading ultimately to joint management of the park based on a joint
management plan.” It also suggests joint committees whose membership would include
“representatives of recognized private nature conservation organisations and organisations
which contribute to the safeguarding of the landscape and the environment.” The Outline
Convention was signed and ratified by 36 European countries (January 20093), amongst them
Austria, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Slovenia.
3.3.2 UNESCO’s recommendations for Transboundary Biosphere Reserves
UNESCO´s MAB Programme endorsed the idea of cross‐border cooperation by designating the
first two transboundary biosphere reserves (TBR) in 19924. Since 1995 the “Seville Strategy”
officially recommends the establishment of TBRs (Objective IV.2, 16). The trend towards
fostering TBRs was further strengthened in October 2000 during the Seville + 5 Meeting in
Pamplona. Among the outputs was a set of “Recommendations for the Establishment and
Functioning of Transboundary Biosphere Reserves” (UNESCO 2000b), aiming at achieving one
functional conservation unit across frontiers. Efforts should be made to adopt a consistent
zonation plan, to develop a common understanding of the characteristics of the respective
zones, to harmonise management structures on both sides and to carry out joint research and
monitoring programmes.
3.3.3 IUCN’s good practice guidelines
In 2001 IUCN published “Good Practice Guidelines” on transboundary protected areas to
provide guidance for use in times of peace between the countries involved (Sandwith et al.
2001). The advice can be applied to all kind of conservation complexes between different
countries. The guidelines focus on the existence of shared natural and cultural resources
which should be used to develop common visions and values. Each section is accompanied by
good practice examples from different protected areas.
3.3.4 EUROPARC’s Basic Standards
After intensive discussions amongst experts since 1999, EUROPARC Federation agreed on a set
of criteria for transboundary cooperation (four primary and five secondary criteria; one
primary and four secondary fields of work) (EUROPARC 2003). They were launched at the
5th World’s Parks Congress, held in 2003 in Durban, South Africa. These “basic standards” are
the only comprehensive tool available in Europe to further develop and evaluate
transboundary cooperation. Transboundary protected area complexes fulfilling a minimum of
ten out of 14 criteria can be awarded with the EUROPARC label “Following Nature’s Design”.

3
4

Convention: http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/Commun/ChercheSig.asp?NT=106&CM=0&DF=&CL=ENG
Tatra mountains between Poland and Slovakia; Krkonoše/Krkonosze between Poland and Czechoslovakia.
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So far, six neighbouring protected area complexes have been certified throughout Europe.
During the annual EUROPARC Conference in Strömstad, Sweden, on 9‐13 September 2009,
two additional border areas have been awarded, Triglav National Park (SI) and Nature Park
Prealpi Giulie (IT) as well as the Bavarian Forest National Park (DE) and Šumava National Park (CZ).
3.3.5 Advice for transboundary Ramsar Sites
In November 2004 an international conference on the management of transboundary Ramsar
Sites was hold at lake “Neusiedlersee” in Austria. 2005 during the 9th Meeting of the
Conference of the Contracting Parties, the Ramsar Convention issued guidelines for the
designation and management of transboundary Ramsar sites5. The Ramsar Handbook 17
(Ramsar Convention Secretariat 2007) covers the international cooperation amongst
transboundary wetlands and river basins as well as the management of wetlands with
importance for migratory species.
3.3.6 The Global Transboundary Protected Area Network
Since 1988 a community of researchers and practitioners held at least seven conferences and
meetings dedicated to transboundary issues. In 1997 the “Parks for Peace Initiative” was
established as a joint undertaking of the South African Peace Parks Foundation and IUCN.
From that cooperation the WCPA’s Task Force on Transboundary Protected Areas arose, from
which in turn the Global Transboundary Protected Area Network originated (Chester 2008).
The backbone of this network is a website6 where a variety of publications (including
conference and workshop proceedings), a database of known TBPAs and a global dialogue
system allowing communication amongst managers are on disposal.

5
6

Ramsar Convention: http://www.ramsar.org/cop9/cop9_dr06_e.htm
Website of Global TBPA Network: http://www.tbpa.net/
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4

PRE‐ASSUMPTIONS AND CENTRAL RESEARCH QUESTION

4.1

Transboundary cooperation: a challenge

Over the last two decades transboundary
cooperation has become an increasingly important
issue: the global number of transboundary protected
area’s complexes has increased from 59 (as
identified by IUCN in the late 1980ies) to 227 in April
2007 (UNEP’s World Conservation Monitoring
Centre). The majority, 82 of them, are located in
Europe (Fig. 1)7. This means that we have to start
thinking in networks, especially in times, where in
many places, in particular within the European
Union, borders are losing their meaning.

Fig. 1: Worldwide 227 transboundary protected
area complexes have been identified, 82
of them are located in Europe (Graphic:
S. Lange, data from UNEP‐WCMC, 2007).

However, even if transboundary cooperation is often
praised as panacea for the preservation of large‐scale ecosystems and peace amongst
neighbouring countries, there are significant costs associated with these efforts. The
coordination of legal, institutional or cultural issues across borders can be a quite time
consuming and challenging task (Lanfer et al. 2003). Following bottom‐up approaches and
respecting stakeholder’s interests is even more challenging in transboundary areas than in
“ordinary” protected areas. Travel, (inter‐cultural) communication or translation expenses can
be notably high. Therefore, the potential costs and benefits of cross‐border cooperation have
to be balanced (cp. Fig. 2) in order to determine if transboundary efforts are an appropriate
strategy for what shall be achieved.

Fig. 2: Do benefits outweigh the costs related to transboundary cooperation (Graphic: S. Lange)?
7

Figures available at: http://www.tbpa.net/tpa_inventory.html (assessed 2009, April 21st)
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4.2

Recommendations from international guidelines

During the last decade several guidelines have been developed by international institutions
(IUCN, UNESCO, EUROPARC) and Conventions (Ramsar Convention, European Outline
Convention on Trans‐frontier Cooperation) to provide assistance for the transboundary
cooperation in different protected area categories.
In the preparatory phase of this study, recommendations on how to facilitate transboundary
cooperation in protected areas have been distinguished by comparing the guidelines of
UNESCO (2000b), EUROPARC (2003) and IUCN (best practice recommendations in Sandwith et
al. 2001). All three guidelines addressed the following topics:
•
•
•
•
•
•

common (written) agreements, regulations and planning,
coordinative structures,
staff activities & internal communication measures,
external communication measures (public relation),
joint project activities and
sustainable financing for transboundary activities.

Topic 1: Common (written) agreements, regulations and planning
EUROPARC (2003)

UNESCO (2000b)

IUCN (Sandwith et al. 2001)

Signed official agreement

Signed official agreement

Common vision revealing the
benefits of cooperation
Joint determination of fields of
work for cooperation
Set‐up of a common mid‐term
work plan

Joint nomination of whole area as
TBR by UNESCO
Definition of key issues for
cooperation by working groups
Definition of common objectives
and work plan
Zonation plan for the whole area;
common understanding of
characteristics of each zone
Efforts towards harmonised
management practices
Coordination of regulations for
biodiversity protection
Joint tourism policy

Agreements for consultation and
liaison
Common vision based on shared
resources
Joint strategic planning

Joint visitor management system
Determination of rules guiding the
cooperation

Coordinated planning process
Zoning plan for the whole TBPA
(based on a shared vision)
Joint or complementary
management plans
Efforts towards harmonised
legislation and regulations
Cooperation in tourism promotion
and product development
Common code of conduct for
visitors
Joint evaluation of achievements

Topic 2: Coordinative structures
EUROPARC (2003)

UNESCO (2000b)

Joint steering committee is
recommended

Coordinating structure with
representatives of administration,
scientific community, local
communities, NGOs & interest
groups (including youth and
PAGE 12
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Facilitator for cross‐border
collaboration shall be identified

private sector); body shall meet
regularly and dispose of a
permanent secretariat + budget
Focal points for cooperation on
both sides of the border
Meetings of thematic groups on
ad hoc basis
Establishment of an association
with the aim of promoting TBR

Designation of a focal point in
each country (should speak both
languages)
Establishment of joint technical
groups for common issues
Setup of a non‐profit‐company to
manage TBPA funds

Topic 3: Staff activities & internal communication measures
EUROPARC (2003)

UNESCO (2000b)

IUCN (Sandwith et al. 2001)

Permanent communication
involving all levels of staff

Establishment of a means of
communication between
coordinators / managers
Joint staff teams operational for
specific tasks

Encourage exchange of
information among staff
at all levels
Hold periodic joint technical
meetings to address issues of
mutual interest
Exchange information
(harmonisation of communication
systems)

Meetings of staff members,
responsible for cooperative
activities
Permanent exchange of
information
Permanent exchange of data and
joint monitoring system

Periodical joint field trips in all
partner areas
Translation arrangements

Facilitated exchange of data
through common data formats;
joint mapping and GIS; shared
scientific information
Joint training courses for staff
Promotion of staff exchange
Linguistic training when needed
Promotion of understanding of
neighbouring country’s culture

Joint development of staff
Short‐ and long‐term staff
exchanges or study tours
Language training provided
Importance to cooperation
attached through leadership

Topic 4: External communication measures (public relation)
EUROPARC (2003)

UNESCO (2000b)

IUCN (Sandwith et al. 2001)

Transboundary protected area
complex communicated as a
whole
Foreign language communication
ensured, joint bilingual
publications

Development of common
public relation strategy

Joint bi‐/multilingual web sites

Common web site

Common maps of the area
Guided visits and events for target
groups on both sides of the border

Map with joint zonation
Promotion of school exchanges or
exchanges between research
institutions / scientists

Joint promotion of protected
areas, common interpretative
material
Shared resources as symbol (basis
for joint logo), shared name,
multilingual signage, shared visitor
centres
Common web site, newsletter
and/or radio broadcast
Single map or visitor´s guide
Joint education and awareness
activities

Common logo and design for
published material
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Topic 5: Joint project activities
EUROPARC (2003)

UNESCO (2000b)

Joint management of shared
habitats, joint projects on
biodiversity / species conservation
Common or mutually agreed
research activities
Joint events promoting cultural
understanding which facilitate the
building of trust between neigh‐
bouring communities and people

Joint planning of research and
monitoring activities
Promotion of joint cultural events

IUCN (Sandwith et al. 2001)
Joint management of species,
removal of barriers to animal
movement, control of alien
species, re‐introduction of species
Joint research and long‐term
monitoring
Promotion of social events (field
trips, festivals, market days)

Joint demonstration projects

Concrete joint projects
Collaboration in activities for pest
and fire control

UNESCO (2000b)

IUCN (Sandwith et al. 2001)

Identification of potential funding
sources and joint or simultaneous
application

Co‐operative budget as integral
part of financial plans
Potential funding identified for
work to be undertaken jointly;
joint project proposals developed;
new joint revenue‐generating
activities implemented

Topic 6: Sustainable financing
EUROPARC (2003)
Secured financing for
trans‐frontier projects
Joint preparation of project
proposals for international funding
(EU, GEF etc.)

Fig. 3: Comparison of recommendations given in three international guidelines for transboundary cooperation.

The comparison shows that common ground can be detected amongst the given re‐
commendations for transboundary cooperation. In general, all guidelines agree on the
importance of
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

any form of written common agreement or vision,
the coordination of planning processes and the harmonisation of regulations,
the establishment of some kind of coordinative structures to facilitate the exchange of
information and experiences,
personal meetings between all levels of staff members,
measures to overcome the language barriers,
the development of strategies for a common external communication,
the realisation of joint projects, and
the availability of a particular budget for transboundary cooperation activities.

However, even if advice and recommendations are provided by international organisations, in
everyday’s life transboundary cooperation in protected areas remains a challenge (cp. chapter
4.3). Still protected areas are “being established near borders without any thought of
coordinating measures with the neighbouring country to ensure an effective protection”
(Brunner 2006).
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4.3

Recommendations from previous surveys

A global survey (Zbicz 2003) amongst 147 pairs of adjoining protected areas all over the world
revealed that in 18 percent of the cases there is no cooperation at all. 39 percent of the
respondents declared that there is at least any form of two‐way communication, while only
seven percent rated them to “full cooperation” (cp. classification system in Fig. 4). Zbicz found
out, that higher levels of cooperation occurred (1) if the idea of trans‐frontier cooperation and
ecosystem‐based management was important to the protected area managers and personnel,
(2) if there were adequate communication technologies in place, (3) if there were individuals
willing to take leadership roles, and (4) if managers were able to make personal contacts
across the border. Not surprisingly, it was the latter factor that correlated most strongly with
the level of cooperation achieved.
Levels of cooperation

Characteristics

Level 0: No cooperation

• Staff from adjoining protected areas never communicate or meet.
• No information is shared, no cooperation occurs on any issue.

Level 1: Communication

•
•
•
•

Level 2: Consultation

•
•
•
•

Level 3: Collaboration

• Communication is frequent (at least every two months).
• Meetings occur at least three times a year.
• The two PAs actively co‐operate on at least four activities,
sometimes coordinating their planning and consulting with the
other PA before taking action.

Level 4: Coordination of
planning

• The two PAs communicate often and coordinate actions in some
areas, especially in planning.
• The two PAs work together on at least five activities, holding
regular meetings and notifying each other in cases of emergency.
• PAs usually co‐ordinate their planning, often treating the whole
area as a single ecological unit.

Level 5: Full cooperation

• Planning for the two PAs is fully integrated, and, if appropriate,
ecosystem‐based, with implied joint decision‐making and
common goals.
• Joint planning occurs, and, if the two share an ecosystem, this
planning usually treats the two PAs as a whole.
• Joint management sometimes occurs, with cooperation on at
least six activities.
• A joint committee exists for advising on transboundary
cooperation.

There is some two‐way communication between the PAs.
Meetings or communication take place at least once a year.
Information is sometimes shared.
Notification of actions which may affect the other PA will
sometimes take place.
Communication is more frequent (at least three times a year).
Cooperation occurs on at least two different activities.
The two sides usually share information.
Notification of actions affecting the adjoining PA usually occurs.

Fig. 4: Six levels of cooperation between internationally adjoining protected areas (PAs) (Sandwith et al. 2001,
adapted from classification system of Zbicz 1999).
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UNESCO (2003) examined the functioning of cooperation in five transboundary biosphere
reserves (TBR) in Europe (cp. results in Fig. 5). In most cases the lack of long‐term available
funds dedicated to cross‐border cooperation was seen as an obstacle. The example of the
Vosges du Nord / Pfälzerwald TBR, however, illustrates that “even large injections of money
invested in cooperation are not in themselves sufficient to guarantee immediate success”
(UNESCO 2003). It seems crucial that both sides recognize the need and will for cooperation,
otherwise even the best communication technologies and institutional structures cannot be
successful. Moreover, leadership either in the form of highly motivated key persons, training
or technical assistance adds to a functioning cooperation.
TBPA

Key success factors

Main difficulties

Danube
Delta
Biosphere
Reserve

•
•
•
•

• Availability of funds determines
degree of transboundary cooperation
• Difficult access between the two
countries
• Lack of harmonised legislation

East
Carpathians
Biosphere
Reserve

Recognition of the need to cooperate
Recognition of a cultural unity
Positive pressure from intern. donors
Marketing of a unique transboundary
ecosystem
• Recognition of the need to cooperate
• Personal dedication of one manager
• Easy access to electronic
communication

• Lack of understanding of BR concept
and legal status
• Difficult political context
• Lack of funds, lack of priority setting
• Lack of institutional framework

Krkonoše /
Krkonosze
Biosphere
Reserve

• TBR seen as a communication
platform between stakeholders
• Similar languages
• Learning from common experiences in
forest issues

• Border crossing difficulties
• Lack of funds
• Different levels of development

Tatras
Biosphere
Reserve

• Commitment to idea of cooperation
• Particularly scientists are interested to
work on the transboundary level

• Different understanding of the
biosphere reserve concept
• Different political and management
objectives
• Lack of legal recognition of BR

Vosges du
Nord /
Pfälzerwald
Biosphere
Reserve

Objective‐oriented project planning
workshop revealed five main topics:
• Common management plan
• Pilot projects to enhance acceptance
amongst locals
• Enlarge network of partners
• Transboundary management
procedures
• Technical and financial resources for
cooperation

• BR created from landscape parks
• Coordination of national activities is
already difficult, involving more
partners is quite challenging
• Different approach to zonation
• Impacts of former armed conflicts /
wars still perceptible
• Different budget and staff capacity (in
France budget is twice as large as in
Germany, staff capacity is triple)

Fig. 5: Key factors for success and main difficulties of cooperation in the European transboundary biosphere
reserves (brief summary of results from UNESCO 2003); (T)BR: (Transboundary) Biosphere Reserve.

The findings of the two surveys indicate that transboundary cooperation is foremost about
human relationships and cross‐cultural understanding. “The seeds of transboundary
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conservation can be planted, watered and nurtured, but growth must come from within, from
the ground up” (Zbicz 2003).
4.4

Summary of pre‐assumptions

To sum up, it is assumed that transboundary cooperation in protected areas management
shall be intensified even if the associated efforts remain a challenge (cp. Fig. 2). Many
international organisations and donors highly encourage the establishment of trans‐frontier
protected areas. They recommend specifying common visions or (written) agreements,
establishing coordinative structures, encouraging personal meetings between all levels of staff
members, developing appropriate strategies how to deal with language barriers, harmonising
regulations and management practices, performing common external communication,
realising joint projects and finally guaranteeing particular budgets for transboundary activities.
The study of Zbicz (2003) stresses the importance of a high appreciation for transboundary
cooperation which means that the benefits have to be clear and highly valued. This was also
confirmed by the participants of a conference on the “Viability of Transboundary Protected
Areas”: They agreed that transboundary conservation will only be successful if people on both
sides of the border foresee a clear advantage to cooperation (Lanfer et al. 2003). UNESCO
(2003) found out that a functioning cooperation on both sides requires the recognition of the
need and will for cooperation and beyond that leadership either in the form of highly
motivated key persons, training or technical assistance.
All the established assumptions on how to facilitate transboundary cooperation in protected
area´s management have been summarised in Fig. 6.

Fig. 6: Factors facilitating transboundary cooperation in protected area´s management (Graphic: S. Lange, based
on recommendations of international organisations and results from former studies).
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4.5

Principles of change management applied to transboundary cooperation

Even if already some important aspects of how to organise transboundary cooperation have
been identified, they still do not answer the question under which circumstances the
establishment of transboundary parks is worth trying. Therefore, in this study the principles of
change management acquired in organisational development processes have been applied to
figure out in which cases nature conservation activities can be extended successfully from
national to transboundary efforts.
How can people be motivated to give up familiar habits and accept changes (in this case: to
start a close cooperation with their neighbours)? And how can these changes been made
sustainable and successful? Such questions have been widely discussed in the framework of
organisational development processes. Therefore they might be helpful to better understand
the underlying processes of transboundary cooperation in protected areas management and
trigger new ideas for innovative approaches.
The following change equitation8 is a simple yet powerful tool that provides a quick, first
impression of the possibilities and conditions to change an organization:
D[issatisfaction] x V[ision] x F[irst step] > R[esistance] to Change

Dissatisfaction with the current situation is the key driver for changes. It gives us a reason why
we need to change. Developing a common vision is important to agree on what shall be
achieved in the future. Concrete first steps have to be taken in order to demonstrate the
progress towards the vision. The change formula is multiplicative, which means that if any
factor is missing or poorly developed, resistance will be greater and positive change will not
take place (Beckhard & Harris 1987):
•
•
•

•

If you are only dissatisfied with your current situation, but lack a vision and first steps,
the result is usually complaining and moaning; positive change will not happen.
If you are dissatisfied and have a vision, but lack first steps, the result is usually a lot of
thinking or talking ending in apathy and being stuck; positive change will not happen.
If you are dissatisfied and already start with first steps before having a clear vision, the
results often include a lot of frantic activities such as voluminous reports or frequent
meetings lacking a clear purpose. Eventually there will be a lot of frustration since
following the latest trend is not enough to overcome resistance to change without
having clear objectives; positive change will not happen.
If you lack clarity of dissatisfaction, eventually apathy will emerge as there is no real
need for changes.

In Fig. 7 it has been tried to combine these general findings from the organisational
development with the established recommendations for transboundary cooperation
(cp. Fig. 6).

8

The change equitation was developed by David Gleicher, popularised by Beckhard & Harris (1987) and further
used by the Dannemiller Tyson Associates (2000) in their Whole‐Scale‐Change‐Approach.
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Fig. 7: Driving forces for transboundary cooperation: The resistance to co‐operate with the neighbouring country
can only be overcome if a critical mass is dissatisfied with the current situation, if a vision can be agreed on
and first steps are taken (Graphic: S. Lange, based on change formula and actions recommended for
transboundary cooperation).

4.6

Research questions

These pre‐assumptions led to the formulation of two central research questions:
(1)
Can the established recommendations on how to facilitate transboundary
cooperation in protected areas management be approved in the chosen case study sites?
(2)
Under which circumstances is transboundary cooperation worth the investment?
May the principles of change management in organisational development be applied in
order to facilitate decisions on whether to establish and how to handle transboundary
cooperation in protected areas management?
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5

PROJECT DESIGN

Three adjoining protected area complexes in Europe have been selected as case study sites
(cp. Fig. 8):
•

•

•

Cross‐border Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette between Germany and The
Netherlands with one management unit responsible for both sides of the frontier (high
cooperation level, certified by EUROPARC´s label “Following Nature´s Design” in 2007),
National Park Triglav / Biosphere Reserve Julian Alps in the North‐West of Slovenia and
adjoining Regional Nature Park Prealpi Giulie in Italy (medium cooperation level,
certified by EUROPARC in September 2009) and
the mountain range „Karwendel“ between Austria (Alpenpark Karwendel which
currently is transformed into a Nature Park) and Germany (nature conservation site),
where since 20 years stakeholders make an effort towards an institutionalised
cooperation, however so far without success (lower cooperation level).

The case study sites have been chosen according to the following criteria:
•
•
•
•
•

Managers of sites should agree to the participation in the project,
Sites should be located in Europe,
Sites should represent different levels of cross‐border cooperation,
Sites should have already a long history in transboundary cooperation (efforts),
(At least in some cases) adjacent countries should speak different languages.

Fig. 8: Location of the selected case study sites in Europe (Graphic: Lange).

For each case study site, the functioning of the transboundary cooperation has briefly been
characterised (according to the basic criteria derived from the international
recommendations, cp. chapter 4.2). Their level of cooperation has been estimated and
assigned to the classification of Zbicz (1999, cp. Fig. 4).
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In accordance with the respective managers of the chosen case study sites some stakeholders
were asked to act as informants in guided interviews. These representatives of different
interest groups such as conservationists, user groups (e.g. farmers, lumberjacks or tourism
professionals) or administration (e.g. mayors) were surveyed on the costs and benefits of
transboundary cooperation and their motivation to engage themselves in the process. By
analysing the results of the interviews, the factors influencing success or failure of
transboundary cooperation have been evaluated.
Finally, managers of transboundary protected area complexes in Europe have been invited to
a workshop with the aim of systematically exchanging their experiences and triggering mutual
learning. They should have discussed if the principles of change management in organisational
development are useful and applicable to better understand and handle cross‐border
cooperation in protected areas management. However, due to only a low number of experts,
who registered as participants of the scheduled workshop, it was agreed with Martin Šolar,
supervisor of this study, to postpone the workshop. It will be held in spring 2010 as side event
during the next EUROPARC meeting on transboundary cooperation. As a consequence the
results cannot be included in this study.
The conclusions of this study (“lessons learnt”) are meant to add to the international
discussions on transboundary cooperation in protected area´s management.
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6

METHODS

6.1

Guided expert interviews

6.1.1 Implementation of expert interviews
During the study several experts from the chosen case study sites have been surveyed.
Experts can generally be defined as informants with a specific knowledge on processes and
circumstances (Gläser & Laudel 2009). In this case, representatives of relevant interest groups
(protected areas managers, nature conservationist, mayors, tourism experts and land users)
have been chosen on both sides of the border. By surveying these experts, processes can be
reconstructed in order to find causalities.
The surveys were realised by means of not standardised, but guided interviews (“Leitfaden‐
Interviews”). This technique is used when information about the opinions of particular persons
shall be gathered in order to gain qualitative insights into a problem. Guided interviews ideally
comprise open, neutral and unequivocal questions. The conversation between interviewer and
interviewee does not have to follow those questions strictly; the course of the conversation
should be as natural as possible.
Despite being aware of the fact that personal face‐to‐face interviews deliver the best
information density, in two case study sites (Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette and mountain
range Karwendel) only phone interviews have been carried out due to limited time and
financial resources. Besides, phone interviews allow more flexibility for the respondent than
personal meetings at a fixed date. Neither the phone nor the personal interviews have been
recorded to avoid that the interviewees feel uncomfortable and hold off information just
because they know that each single word will be retained.
The following questions were used to guide the interview:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Your country cooperates with the neighbouring country in the field of nature
conservation. Why has the transboundary cooperation been started?
Imagine, there would be no cooperation at all. What could hardly be realised by each
individual country? What would you miss?
Can you give me a best‐practice example for successful transboundary cooperation?
Why do you think this particular example was so successful?
What main obstacles had – or still have – to be resolved to facilitate cooperation?
Do language barriers constrain cooperation?
Is cooperation worth the effort? If yes, why. If no, why?
What personal experience do you associate with transboundary cooperation?

In case of the Karwendel, where up to now no formalised cooperation takes place (but should
be intensified in the future), the guiding questions have been modified as follows:
•
•
•

How do you like the idea of intensifying the cooperation between Tyrol and Bavaria in
order to ensure the preservation of the mountain range Karwendel?
Imagine there would be an intensified cooperation, which benefits would you expect?
Which problems and extra efforts would you expect?
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•
•

Is the cooperation worth the effort?
What could trigger your motivation to engage yourself in the cooperation?

Due to time restrictions the number of interviews was limited to a maximum of ten per case
study site, which means five on each side of the border (cp. Fig. 9). Intentional, experts from
different stakeholder groups (e.g. administration, nature protection, land use, tourism) have
been chosen. The selection of the interviewees was not done at random but aligned with the
respective protected areas managers. Therefore the results represent the opinion of pre‐
selected individuals; no representative and generally accepted conclusions can be drawn.
Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐
Nette
German side

Dutch side

• 2 nature
conservation
experts
• 1 administra‐
tion unit

• 2 nature
conservation
experts
• 1 mayor

• 1 land use
expert (forest)

• 1 tourism
expert

• 1 land use
expert
(tourism &
agriculture)

• 1 tourism
expert

National Park Triglav /
Nature Park Prealpi Giulie
Slovene side

Italian side

• 2 NP staff
members (in
charge of
marketing and
visitor center
respectively)
• 1 former NP
director
• 1 administra‐
tion unit

• 2 NP staff
members
• 1 mayor
• 1 scientist
• 1 land use
expert
(tourism &
agriculture)

Mountain region
of Karwendel
German side
• 2 nature
conservation
experts
• 2 mayors (one
of them also
representing a
tourism
association)
• 1 land use
expert (forest)

Austrian side
• 1 nature
conservation
expert
• 2 mayors
• 1 tourism
expert
• 1 land use
expert (forest)

• 1 teacher

Fig. 9: Overview on the interviewees in the different case study sites; NP: National Park or Nature Park.

In the Karwendel and in Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette the interviews were carried out in
German – even with experts from the Dutch side. In Triglav National Park and Nature Park
Prealpi Giulie the conversations were hold partly directly in English and partly with translators
(Slovene – English, Italian – English). In using interpreters, the complexity of the information
received by the interviewer is reduced significantly. However, this was the best possibility to
cope with the language barrier.
A protocol has been written down directly after the interviews were carried out. The analysis
then followed the principles of qualitative interview analysis as developed by Mayring (2008,
2005, 2000) (cp. chapter 6.1.2) and aimed at answering the two research questions:
• Which factors influence success or failure of transboundary cooperation in protected
area’s management – according to the stakeholder’s perception?
• May the mentioned principles of change management (cp. chapter 4.5) be applied in
order to explain the success or failure of transboundary conservation efforts?
6.1.2 Qualitative content analysis
Analysing interview results is a challenging task. In principle, the analysis can be either done by
applying a quantitative or qualitative approach.
Quantitative content analyses follow defined work steps (Gläser und Laudel 2009):
•
•
•

Developing a closed system of categories before starting the analysis (deduction from
theoretical pre‐assumptions),
Fragmenting the text in units,
Browsing the text in search of relevant information, and
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•

Allocating the information to the respective categories (coding).

Subsequently, the frequency of the occurrence of certain categories is recorded. Thereby, it is
assumed that the frequency of the occurrence of a category is related to the meaning of the
issue. However, this method ignores the varying meanings of the answers assigned to a given
category (Gläser und Laudel 2009). The reduction in complexity may be acceptable for a high
number of surveys, but not in the case of this study, where only 30 interviews were carried
out and each answer has to be analysed in detail.
Therefore, in this study the qualitative content analysis as developed by Mayring was used.
This approach preserves the advantages of the quantitative analysis and transfers and further
develops them to qualitative‐interpretative steps of analysis (Mayring 2000). In principle, it is
based on the quantitative analysis. However, the pre‐defined categories are permanently
adjusted in the course of the analysis depending on the given variety of answers (cp. Fig. 10).

Fig. 10: Step model of inductive category development (Graphic taken from Mayring 2000, p.4).

6.2

Workshop (scheduled but not implemented)

In a second step managers of cross‐border protected area complexes representing different
protected area categories (transboundary biosphere reserves and nature parks as well as
adjoining national parks, Ramsar sites and nature protection areas) have been invited to a
workshop with the objective of systematically exchanging their experiences with
transboundary cooperation. Thereby the “after action review” method should have been
applied. As a result, the most important “lessons learned” should have been summarised and
discussed amongst the participants. Thereby they should have assessed, if the principles of
change management may help to better understand the underlying processes and find ideas
for new approaches.
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However, due to only a low number of experts registering as participants, the workshop was
postponed. It will be held as side event of the next meeting of the transboundary protected
areas certified or currently assessed by EUROPARC (which will take place at lake Neusiedlersee
in Austria in 2010). Therefore the results cannot be used for this study. However the
underlying idea will be followed up next year.
After Action Review
The After Action Review (AAR) method was developed by the US army to facilitate the
systematic exchange of experiences within the troops. Meanwhile it found its way into human
development processes and project management (von der Oelsnitz & Busch 2006).
Learning experiences shall be prepared and presented according to five guiding questions:
•
•
•
•
•

Explain briefly the respective project / task / activity.
What should have been achieved?
What happened instead?
What are possible reasons for the difference?
What can I / we learn from this example?

The feedback during an AAR compares the actual output of a process with the intended
outcome. This approach enables people to “discover for themselves what happened, why it
happened, and how to sustain strengths and improve on weaknesses” (US Headquarters 1993).
By sharing learning experiences new potentials for improvement could be recognized.
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7

RESULTS

7.1

Level of cooperation within the case study areas

7.1.1 Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette
Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette is
located between Germany and the
Netherlands and covers an area of almost
80,000 hectares (Fig. 11)9. In 1977, it was
founded as transboundary site by the
governments of the German Federal State
North Rhine‐Westphalia and the Dutch
kingdom as extension of the former
German Nature Park Schwalm‐Nette. The
cultural landscape is shaped by the five
rivers Maas, Roer/Rur, Schwalm, Nette
and Niers. In‐between the river
ecosystems a large forest area (10,000
hectares) adds to the diversity of the
landscape. The nature park serves as local
recreation area for the agglomerations
along the rivers Rhine and Ruhr. It shall
contribute to the conservation of species
and habitats and support environmental
education,
tourism
and
regional
development (promotion of local farmers
offering local products and recreation).

Fig. 11: Location of cross‐border Nature Park
Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette (Graphic from
http://www.grenspark‐msn.nl).

Common agreements, visions and planning
In March 1976, the Kingdom of the Netherlands and the German Federal State North Rhine
Westphalia signed an agreement to foster the development of a cross‐border nature park
which was realized one year later; this agreement was renewed in 2006. After 25 years of
bilateral cooperation in the nature park, a trans‐frontier association was founded in 2002. By
signing the by‐laws of the association, seven Dutch communities and the German Nature Park
Schwalm‐Nette once again confirmed to cooperate in order to preserve the landscape while
considering economic, cultural and social aspects. In 1989 the common vision to maintain the
open landscape and to reduce harmful impacts was specified in a frame concept. 1994 a basic
ecological plan followed. In addition, a transboundary visitor management system is in place.

9

All information collected from the web site (http://www.grenspark‐msn.nl/) the annual reports (2002 until
2007) and the evaluation report of EUROPARC Federation (2007).
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Coordinative structures
Since 1978, the EUREGIO “Rhein‐Maas‐Nord” serves as wider transboundary political region
for the cooperation between the Netherlands and Germany. The nature park can be
considered as core zone for the EUREGIO.
At the beginning of the transboundary cooperation within the nature park an “advisory
commission” was responsible for carrying out joint activities. Since 2002 the transboundary
work is facilitated by a joint management unit, based in an office in Roermond, the
Netherlands. It represents a trans‐frontier support association composed by the German
Nature Park Schwalm‐Nette and spokespersons of seven Dutch communities. Two bi‐lingual
employees encourage the exchange of information, act as focal points for all partners in both
countries and coordinate joint projects.
Exchange of information and personal meetings
The board members of the trans‐frontier support association meet two times a year to agree
on a common work plan for the nature park. Thereby, the Dutch partner protected areas are
represented by the respective regional politicians. Minutes are written in both languages.
Issues related to conservation are covered by jointly developed and managed projects. The
joint management unit facilitates the exchange of information between those partners who
are involved in joint activities. In addition, the nature guides meet once per year.
Common external communication
The external communication of the transboundary nature park
is consistent. A common logo (Fig. 12) was developed and a
joint web site (in Dutch and German language) informs
interested people about the activities of the nature park. A
joint map is available just as several joint publications (e.g.
Fig. 12: Logo of transboundary
hiking, cycling and Nordic walking guides). In the framework of
Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐
an INTERREG IIIA project 2006 the web site “cycling without
Nette.
frontiers” was launched10. 21 visitor centres are in place to
inform guests and locals about their offers. They are organised as a network whose members
meet twice a year to exchange experiences. A joint bilingual programme of guided tours
exists.
Joint projects
Several projects are carried out jointly between the Netherlands and Germany whereby
different types of stakeholders are involved, e.g.
•
•
•

10

tree planting activities with Dutch and German school children on the occasion of the
`international tree planting day´ celebrated in the nature park in March since 1993,
a bi‐lingual exhibition on the nature park touring through the region since 2006,
events like transboundary paper chases on the occasion of the Europe Day on the
9th of May,

Cycling without frontiers in the transboundary nature park: http://www.grenzenlos‐radfahren.de/
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•
•

•
•
•

`nature working days´ offered for Dutch and German inhabitants to actively support
nature conservation measures in the nature park,
nature park day when different organisations and visitor’s centres are organising
special events covered under a certain subject like for instance ‘water’, ‘biodiversity’ or
‘cultural heritage’; it occurs once a year on the last Sunday of august,
joint excursion programme that offers up to 600 guided excursions on both sides of the
border;
INTERREG IIIA projects e.g. on the preservation of wetlands, the development of
habitats, the “green‐belt‐initiative”, the historic significance of the air base Venlo, and
symposiums to discuss the problems and chances of transboundary cooperation in the
field of regional development (2006) or policies of nature/landscape and tourism/rec‐
reation (2004).

Particular funds for cooperation
The office in Roermond is financially supported by the German Federal State of North Rhine
Westphalia, the Kingdom of the Netherlands, the Province of Limburg, the German Nature
Park Schwalm‐Nette and seven Dutch communities. Each year a budget of 200,000 Euro is
available for staff (2 persons), office and project expenses. Additional funds up to 400,000
Euro per year are mainly acquired through European Structural Funds (in particular INTERREG
IIIA, now IVA projects).
Conclusion: High level of cooperation
Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette seems to be one of the best‐practise examples for
successful transboundary cooperation. In 2007 it was awarded with the EUROPARC label
“Transboundary Parks – Following Nature’s Design”. According to the classification of Zbicz
(1999) it can be assigned to the highest level of cooperation, level 5 (cp. Fig. 4).
7.1.2 National Park Triglav and Nature Park Prealpi Giulie
Triglav National Park, established in 1981, is the only
national park in Slovenia. It covers the Eastern Julian Alps
(total area of 83,807 hectares) with pointed summits
(cp. Fig. 13), steep rock faces and deeply‐carved glacier
valleys. Forest covers two thirds of the park territory. In
2003 Triglav National Park became the core and buffer
zone of Biosphere Reserve Julian Alps. One year later it
was awarded with the European Diploma.
Regional Nature Park Prealpi Giulie (parco naturale
regionale) almost adjoins National Park Triglav in the
West, on the Italian side of the border (cp. Fig. 14). Both
regions share the ecosystem of the Julian Alps. The nature
park was established in 1996 and covers an area of about
10,000 hectares in the autonomous region of Friuli‐
Venezia Giulia.
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Fig. 13: Climbing Mt. Triglav in Slovenia
(Photo: W. Krieg).
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Fig. 14: Location of the (almost) adjoining protected areas National Park Triglav (Slovenia) and Regional Nature
Park Prealpi Giulie (Italy) (Graphic: modified by S. Lange, on basis of maps drawn by the protected areas).

Common agreements, visions and planning
Prealpi Giulie established cooperation with Triglav National Park since the early stage of its
foundation in 1996. Since then several informal bi‐ and multilateral cooperation agreements
have been signed, both at regional and local level. Especially on the Italian side the vision of
sharing a big natural area in the middle of Europe (slogan from a former INTERREG project
between Triglav National Park and the two Nature Parks Prealpi Giulie and Dolomiti Friulane:
“three park, one natural soul in the heart of Europe”) was expressed.
The main topics of cooperation are sustainable development, education, nature friendly
tourism and (more recently) nature conservation. In 2007, both protected areas signed an
agreement expressing their will to be certificated as transboundary parks by EUROPARC.
Coordinative structures
There is no official coordinative structure (e.g. joint office, appointed coordinator,
transboundary committees) in place. The main guarantors for transboundary cooperation are
the park directors who meet on a regular basis but also according to special needs. In addition,
the staff members of the parks and the representatives of the related communities meet once
a year by combing a formal with an informal event. Meetings take also place between the
persons in charge for the visitor centres of both protected areas.
Exchange of information and personal meetings
Personal contacts occur between all levels of staff members depending on actual projects and
topics (e.g. a staff meeting between the two parks takes place once a year; it is always
combined with an informal component). However, only the park directors meet on a regular
base (6 to 7 times a year). In order to simplify the personal exchange, often English is used for
communication. Some staff members in both parks either speak or currently learn the
language of the neighbouring country. The parks support and encourage the further spread of
Italian and Slovene as main communication languages.
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Common external communication
There is no common web site promoting both parks as one big conservation area in the Julian
(Pre‐)Alps. Having a closer look on the individual web sites there is no evidence of any link
between the two parks. Whereas for the web site of Triglav National Park no Italian translation
is provided, the one of Prealpi Giulie offers information in Slovene language. However, the
visitor centres in both parks provide information on the respective neighbouring park.
Different brochures are available in the partner's language. There is the objective to establish
cross‐border hiking trails between the two parks; however this is not realised yet.
Joint projects
When Slovenia joined the European Union and the “Schengen Area” joint festivals and
celebrations were organised. Since then the two parks cooperated in three INTERREG projects:
• 2002 – 2006: “Management and information centres in the protected territory of the
Eastern Alpine arc ‐ Julian Prealps”,
• 2004 – 2006: “ERA‐ECO Regio Alpe Adria Project”, which strengthened joint tourism
strategies and promoted rural development, and
• 2005 – 2007: “PALPIS ‐ Cross‐border participative planning in areas of major
naturalistic value in the Southern Julian Alps”.
Currently no INTERREG‐project is in place. However new proposals are in preparation. During
the ERA project meetings between farmers, pupils and teachers of the two parks were
initiated. About 100 Italian and Slovene kids were invited to get to know each other and to
improve their knowledge on the protected areas. Although the ERA project has terminated
already, these common “Days of Nature” with school children still take place. The EUROPARC
Junior Rangers Programme, already established in Triglav National Park since 2002, was also
introduced in Prealpi Giulie. The joint activities on ecological monitoring of wildlife are
currently not effective although data exchange has been regularly carried out in former years.
Funds for cooperation
The main source for transboundary cooperation is the European INTERREG A programme.
Additional activities are covered by the annual budgets of the respective parks.
Conclusion
The cooperation started with the foundation of the regional nature park in Italy and was
intensified after Slovenia joined the European Union. So far no particular structures
(comittees, coordinators) have been established. Also the political situation (Slovene minority
in Italy) may become an obstacle for the cooperation, depending on which party is in power
on the Italian side of the border. However, it seems as if the regular (formal and informal)
personal contacts between the staff members of the two parks resulted in trust and friendship
between the neighbours, which is an important factor for sustaining the cooperation even
without defined structures and funding.
In 2007, both protected areas expressed their wish to be certified as transboundary parks by
EUROPARC. Finally, they were awarded during the annual EUROPARC meeting which was held
in September 2009 in Strömstad, Sweden. According to the classification of Zbicz (1999)
cooperation can be assigned to the medium level, level 2 to 3.
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7.1.3 Mountain range „Karwendel“ (AT/DE)
The “Karwendel” is an Alpine range in the Eastern Limestone Alps stretching across the border
between Tyrol (Austria) and Bavaria (Germany) (cp. Fig. 15, left). The area is of major
importance for the conservation of Alpine biodiversity. By several organisations it was chosen
as priority area for biodiversity conservation (WWF 2004). Outstanding landscape features like
the so called “Great Ahornboden”, a plain at the end of the Eng Valley dotted with old maple
trees contrasting with steeply sloping mountain formations, attract tourists (cp. Fig. 15, right).
The mountain range serves as an oasis of pristine nature and quietness for the nearby
agglomerations in the Inn‐Valley (to the South) and Munich (to the North).
The larger Austrian part of the Karwendel (730 km2) comprises two tranquillity areas
(“Ruhegebiete”), three nature protection and four landscape protection areas. Since 1989 the
whole area is merchandised under the umbrella‐brand “Alpenpark Karwendel”. Until May
2008 it was managed by the Federal Government of Tyrol. Since then a proper management is
in charge of the protected area which meanwhile has four collaborators.
The smaller Bavarian part (190 km2) only covers the nature protection area “Karwendel and
Karwendelvorgebirge”. It is administered by the Government of Upper Bavaria. In 2008 two
half‐time positions were established to employ wardens who are responsible for nature
conservation measures and visitor management.
Since 20 years there are ongoing discussions between Tyrol and Bavaria to commonly manage
and develop the mountainous region. However, this have not been realised yet.

Fig. 15: Location of the mountain range Karwendel between Tyrol and Bavaria (left, map: Tiris Tyrol).
Tourist attraction “Great Ahornboden” in autumn (right, photo: S. Lange).
NSG: nature protection area; LSG: landscape protection area.

Common agreements, visions and planning
Despite of several attempts to agree on a common approach, there is neither a signed
agreement nor a joint vision how to develop the mountain range.
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In the context of an INTERREG project on “Leisure Activities and Recreation in the Karwendel”
between 1999 and 2001, the vision was expressed to develop and merchandise the area as a
“place for tranquility in nature” (Georgii & Elmauer 2002). Six years later, in 2007, the
participants of a transboundary workshop expressed their wish to develop the area towards a
leading model region for sustainability related to nature protection, tourism and
environmental education. Currently, on the Austrian side of the Karwendel, some expressed
the vision to establish a transboundary nature park or biosphere reserve in the long term.
However this vision is not shared by the Bavarian colleagues as they fear that their concerns
are less taken into consideration as they represent the minority in the region (five
communities in Bavaria, versus 15 communities in Tyrol).
Coordinative structures
Already 20 years ago the foundation of a transboundary support association was discussed.
However, at that time Bavaria had the feeling that they would have to pay the main part of
the costs while getting only little benefits from the cooperation11. In 1999, a joint INTERREG
project on sustainable tourism and leisure activities was initiated to revitalise the cooperation
between Tyrol and Bavaria. Afterwards, new discussions came up on how to set up
coordinative structures. However due to a lack of funding and staff capacities no concrete
action followed.
Finally in 2008, the Tyrolese started to develop their own structure: In February a support
association was founded to coordinate all activities concerned with the Alpenpark. All
important stakeholders have been invited being members of this association: mayors from the
surrounding communities, tourist associations, the Austrian Federal Forests (as important land
owner in the area), the Alpine Club and representatives of the Government of Tyrol. A
management office was opened which now employs four collaborators. In 2009, the board
decided to further develop the “Alpenpark” (which is not an established label) to a nature park
(which is a defined protected area category in Austria).
Meanwhile in Bavaria there was not that much progress. Since 2008, two part‐time wardens
are responsible for nature conservation respectively in the upper and the lower part of the
Karwendel. The mayors of the five related communities also started to discuss if a nature park
would be a favourable protected area category for the Bavarian side. However there is no
established structure yet, which unifies all relevant stakeholders around one table.
The last meeting between the persons in charge on both sides of the border, took place in
May 2009 when the Austrian Alpenpark invited the Bavarian stakeholders. During this meeting
it was agreed on to cooperate in the editing and distribution of the Karwendel journal.
However, no further decisions were taken.
Exchange of information and personal meetings
Every now and then the most important stakeholders from Tyrol and Bavaria meet to
exchange ideas and discuss common goals. Transboundary workshops with representatives
from nature conservation, tourism, land use and administration were for example held in the
years 2005, 2007 and 2009. However, little action was taken in between the meetings. More

11

Oral information given by Kai Elmauer (elmauer institute) on July 30 2007.
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regular personal meetings and exchange of information occur on the technical level (e.g. with
respect to nature conservation or forestry). Since 2008 the two protected area managers meet
from time to time to discuss common activities.
Common external communication
So far there is no common appearance of the protected areas in the Karwendel mountain
range. The “Alpenpark” in the Austrian part is comprehensively presented in the web site
http://www.karwendel.org. There is also a journal produced twice a year and sent to all
households in the Austrian part of the Karwendel. As a first step for cooperation the journal
shall be extended to the Bavarian side of the Karwendel.
The Bavarian nature protection area however is not presented at all in public. There is no
official web site, no journals or folders. Though three of the Bavarian communities have joint
their forces and established the brand “Alpenwelt Karwendel” to merchandise the mountain
region on the Bavarian side. In summer 2008 an information centre (“Bergwelt Karwendel”)
was opened near Mittenwald at an altitude of 2,244 meters. One year later, in June 2009, also
in Tyrol a new visitor centre was built. During the development of the concepts for the
respective exhibitions there was not much coordination between Tyrol and Bavaria.
In general it can be stated that instead of a harmonised appearance of the mountain range a
confusing variety of different names and logos exist in both countries (cp. Fig. 16).

Umbrella‐Logo for nine PA on the
Austrian side of the Karwendel

Logo for the new information
centre on Bavarian side

Logo for the tourism consortium of
three Bavarian communities

Fig. 16: Confusing variety of different names and logos in the mountain range Karwendel (PA: Protected area).

Joint projects
So far only two larger projects have been carried out jointly, the INTERREG IIA project on
“Leisure Activities and Recreation in the Karwendel” (1999 to 2001) and the INTERREG IIIA
project on the conservation of the so called “humpy meadows (Buckelwiesen)” (2002 to
2007). Currently a joint project on the common sandpiper (Actitis hypoleucos) will be started.
Funds for cooperation
The funds for joint projects solely come from European Structural Funds (INTERREG A). There
is no official budget dedicated to transboundary cooperation.
However in Tyrol the management disposes of a certain budget for its activities. Four
collaborators are in charge of the protected area. These resources may also be partly used for
intensifying cross‐border cooperation.
Conclusion
Despite of having no problems with language barriers, the transboundary cooperation in the
Karwendel mountain range still is not very well developed. According to the classification of
Zbicz (1999) it can be assigned to the lower level of cooperation, level 1.

PAGE 33

SIGRUN LANGE

7.2

Lessons learnt from the interviews

7.2.1 Factors facilitating success of transboundary cooperation
The international organisations already give a lot of advice on how to successfully implement
transboundary cooperation in protected area´s management (cp. Fig. 6). However what do the
people concerned with transboundary cooperation in the case study areas consider being
important? Why is cooperation worthwhile? What benefits do they get out of this
cooperation?
The group of experts surveyed in the course of this study expected benefits of transboundary
cooperation mainly in the fields of nature conservation, tourism and regional development,
funding, mutual exchange and intercultural aspects. Interestingly, out of 30 interviewees, two
thirds (67%) mentioned tourism and related issues (e.g. transboundary hiking / biking trails,
joint sign‐posting, joint marketing, joint event calendar) as important reasons for
transboundary cooperation between protected areas, whereas only 57 percent assumed that
for nature conservation. In case of nature protection, two experts even feared that a closer
cooperation between two adjoining protected areas – coming along with increased marketing
efforts – may counteract nature conservation due to a supposed increase in tourism activities.
About one third of the experts respectively touched on the benefits of funding (better access
to INTERREG funds) and important learning experiences.
Within the case study sites, different importance was assigned to the respective fields (cp. Fig. 17):
Protected area
Nature Park
Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette

(Expected or achieved) benefits of TB cooperation on
Stimulation of tourism in a marginalised area
Better access to funding opportunities, strong motivation
Mutual learning, exchange of know how / procedures
Smoother cooperation in the field of nature conservation

National Park Triglav

Cross‐border offers for visitors
Friendship
Access to INTERREG funding
Learning experience

Nature Park Prealpi Giulie

Vision of one natural areas in the heart of Europe
Stimulation of tourism in a marginalised area
Stimulating an European feeling, friendship
Increased funding opportunities

Karwendel – Tyrol

High branding potential for the cross‐border region
Increased funding opportunities
Cooperation in nature conservation
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Karwendel – Bavaria

Stimulation of tourism, high marketing potential
Increased funding opportunities
Better cooperation in nature conservation measures
Negative impacts on nature conservation suspected

Fig. 17: Benefits of transboundary cooperation between protected areas as perceived by the surveyed experts:
++ means high relevance, + means medium relevance, ‐ means contradictory impact.

7.2.1.1 What are the benefits?
Benefits for nature conservation
It seems quite obvious, that a common concern for shared ecosystems is the main reason for
cross‐border cooperation between two (or more) protected areas. Several respondents stated
that nature does not end at administrative borders. Certain measures on one part of the
border influence the neighbouring ecosystem. Joint conservation efforts help to better
achieve the main objective of any protected area, the preservation of its natural resources.
This can be highlighted by the example
of ibex (Capra ibex) conservation in
Nature Park Prealpi Giulie. The species
has been extinct on the Italian side,
whereas it is still roaming in the
mountainous area across the border in
Slovenia. The Nature Park decided to re‐
introduce some animals from Gran
Paradiso National Park, home to the last
autochthonous ibex population in the
Alps. In the years 1988 to 1989 and 2000
Fig. 18: The conservation of the ibex population requires
to 2005, ibex' colonies were released,
cooperation between Regional Nature Park Prealpi
one on Monte Plauris and the other on
Giulie in Italy and National Park Triglav in Slovenia.
(Photo: Patrick Folliet)
Monte Canin near the border to
Slovenia12. However the successful
restoration of the ibex population in Nature Park Prealpi Giulie was threatened. During the
cold season the animals from Kanin massif went to the sunny slopes in Slovenia, where
hunting is allowed as the Julian Alps in Slovenia harbour a stable population. Fearing that the
efforts to re‐introduce this Alpine species will be doomed, the Nature Park started a dialogue
with Triglav National Park and hunters on the Slovenian side of the border. Finally, an
agreement between the two parks and Slovene hunters was found: In the Kanin mountains
between Italy and Slovenia with immediate effect it was forbidden to hunt ibex13. By now an
ibex population of about 200 animals again inhabit Nature Park Prealpi Giulie. Without the
transboundary cooperation efforts, this hardly could have been realised.

12
13

Information was given by Stefano Santi, manager of Nature Park Prealpi Giulie.
Information was given by Janez Bizjak, former manager of Triglav National Park.
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Fig. 19: Cross‐border conservation
efforts are necessary to
guarantee the survival of
the Common Sandpiper along
the gravel banks of the Isar.
(Photo: S. Lange)

The protection of the Common Sandpiper (Actitis
hypoleucos) in the Karwendel is another good example
for essential cross‐border conservation efforts. The
Common Sandpiper is a small, greyish brown wader,
breeding between May and July along Alpine rivers such
as the Rissbach or the Isar in the Karwendel. Disturbance
by people using the extensive gravel banks of the rivers
for recreational purposes threatens the survival of the shy
bird species. 2008 the persons in charge of the protected
areas on both sides of the borders in Tyrol and Bavaria
agreed to cooperate in mapping, visitor management and
awareness raising activities with the objective to jointly
preserve the existing populations of the wader (Jung‐
meier, Zollner & Sonntag 2008). Visitor management or
signposting restricted to only one side of the border
would probably result in a decline of the species.

Although there is no doubt that in some cases effective
nature or species conservation measures require a close
cooperation between two countries or two adjoining protected areas, the question remains if
the establishment of a transboundary protected area (which implies a formalised cooperation)
is in fact necessary. An interviewee expressed the opinion that “an institutionalised
cooperation between Tyrol and Bavaria in the Karwendel does not imply any benefits for
nature conservation. On the technical level, a good cooperation already takes place between
experts in charge of nature conservation, for example, to preserve certain species, such as the
common sand piper or the golden eagle. A transboundary park in the Karwendel will not bring
any further advantages for nature protection.” In fact, some actually feared that the marketing
potential of a larger transboundary protected complex may even harm the natural ecosystems
as “the establishment of a trans‐frontier park may increase the impact of touristy activities14”.
Generally spoken, for an effective nature conservation it just has to be guaranteed, that no
contradictory measures are taken on both sides of the border of adjoining protected areas.
Therefore, personal contacts and an exchange of information are essential. Persons in charge
of nature or species protection have to agree on common conservation goals and approaches,
how to jointly achieve these goals. Certainly, this can also be realised without establishing a
transboundary protected area. Experiences from the case study areas show, that this kind of
technical cooperation between particular nature conservation experts often takes place to
solve specific conservation problems, regardless, if a formalised cooperation between the
parks is in place or not. However, an institutionalised cooperation between two protected
areas significantly seems to facilitate the coordination of conservation measures. “In former
times, for each single topic we had to search for the adequate expert in charge on the other
side of the border, and hold separate conversations. Since the cross‐border Nature Park Maas‐
Schwalm‐Nette exists, we save time, administrative work and formal diplomatic talks”.
14

All quotations from German speaking respondents have been translated into English. Thereby an effort was
made to reproduce the meaning of the given statements.
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Benefits for tourism and regional development
According to the stakeholder surveys, cross‐
border cooperation or the establishment of
a transboundary protected area highly
increase the marketing potential of a region.
This opinion was not only expressed by
representative of the tourism sector or the
communities but also from people
concerned with nature protection. Many
interviewees responded that by jointly
promoting their border area they can attract
more visitors – and as a consequence gain
more income for the region. There are many Fig. 20: Beautiful places in protected areas, such as the
Eng valley in the Karwendel, often attract many
possibilities for cooperation, for example
visitors.
Trans‐boundary cooperation further in‐
creating facilities for visitors in a joint effort
creases the marketing potential (Photo: Lange).
(e.g. cross‐border hiking and biking trails or a
consistent sign‐posting), developing joint tourist packages, maintaining a common calendar of
events or even a joint website, displaying promotion material from one side of the border in
the adjoining park or representing each other at tourism fairs.
Potential visitors may be attracted by the fact that in one region there are several protected
areas whose services are linked with each other. In this context, some respondents from
Nature Park Prealpi Giulie touched on their vision of establishing an extended nature
conservation area in the middle of Europe in a joint effort with Triglav National Park and
Nature Park Dolomiti Friulane. The slogan “three parks, one natural soul in the heart of
Europe” was created. Interestingly, this vision was only mentioned by interviewees from
Prealpi Giulie, though not by people from Triglav National Park. This may be explained with
the different degrees of brand awareness: While Triglav National Park is a very old, well‐
known and frequently visited park, Nature Park Prealpi‐Giulie was created only 13 years ago.
In the young park, tourism infrastructure still is not very well developed, and it lacks
awareness by potential visitors. Therefore, certain measures, such as creating a unique selling
point for the whole region (“one natural soul in the heart of Europe”) or re‐introducing key
species like the ibex, are taken to increase the attractiveness of the nature park.
Benefits for funding
Many respondents stated that funds can be more easily
raised as transboundary protected areas are given top
priority by many international institutions or donors.
INTERREG funds are particularly used to finance
transboundary cooperation in the chosen case study areas.
INTERREG is an initiative which aims to stimulate
interregional cooperation in the European Union. It started
in 1989, and is financed under the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF). The current programme is
INTERREG IV, covering the period 2007‐2013. INTERREG
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IVA aims to develop cross‐border social and economic centres through common development
strategies. Programme areas are (amongst others) the border regions between Germany and
the Netherlands, Germany and Austria as well as between Italy and Slovenia.
Especially in Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette, several interviewees admitted, that some of
the joint projects were only initiated to get access to INTERREG A funds. “As our own national
funds were not sufficient, we had to cooperate with our neighbours. If it would be up to me to
decide, I would rather prefer national funds than cross‐border ones.” “The main driving force
for cross‐border cooperation is the funding coming from the European Union; our motivation is
above all a financial one.” In these cases the cooperation is mainly a formal one. Project
partners agree on a specific topic which is relevant for both sides of the border, write a joint
proposal and finally implement the concerted measures – each partner on his or her side of
the border. Nevertheless, this funding policy forces parties from border regions to cooperate
and exchange information. At best, this enforcement to cooperate finally results in some
interesting learning experiences and a better understanding for the motivation and problems
of the respective neighbours.
Beneficial learning experiences
Especially in Nature Park Maas Schwalm Nette, many interviewees stressed that
transboundary cooperation broadens one´s horizon. By sharing the experiences with the
neighbours new ideas and approaches on how to deal with certain problems may arise. “You
pick up different perceptions and different approaches on how to solve similar problems. This
widens our horizon”. Grazing (with the purpose of conserving biodiversity in a protected area)
was mentioned as one example: “I was impressed, how forceful our Dutch colleagues
implement nature conservation. Recently we visited a protected area in the Netherlands,
where grazing was encouraged to conserve biodiversity. Many years ago, when I suggested
such measures in Germany, everybody was surprised. Now we learned from the Dutch
experiences: it works! As a consequence, lately, we initiated grazing in our protected areas.”
The Dutch experts had some learning experiences, too: „Now we are more aware of the
problems of our neighbours. I have learned how German nature protection works.”
In general, differences between the neighbouring countries (e.g. regulations, organisation,
cultural background or perception of nature conservation) rarely have been perceived as being
an obstacle by the experts but rather an enriching source for new learning experiences,
triggering new ideas and new collaborations. “Within the ERA project [INTERREG project
between Austria, Italy and Slovenia] we exchanged many ideas, which always pay off. In my
case it led to the cooperation with a cook and a farmer. Together we drafted a brochure (under
the label of the Nature Park) offering local food and excursions. The brochure is distributed in
the three parks which were partner in this project.”
Especially if the conditions of the respective parks differ a lot, the cooperation and exchange
helps to overcome weaknesses. “We need to exchange ideas. Triglav National Park is a very
old and important park, they have much more experience than we do. Our nature park is quite
young, so they are able to push us. However, we are smaller, more flexible and therefore
sometimes faster. We should combine theses advantages.”
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Benefits for intercultural understanding
In the Karwendel, one respondent expressed the vision, that in transboundary conservation
areas, “borders shall not be a barrier, but rather something that unifies the adjoining
countries”.
Also in Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette, the border seems to lose its meaning. “In former
times, when confronted with the cross‐border Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette at tourism
fairs, people reacted irritated and asked, to which country this park belongs. However, little by
little, visitors began to understand the concept of such a cross‐border park. The barriers in their
minds seem to vanish.” However, “there seems to be a break in society. Whereas borders more
and more lose their meaning within the countries of the European Union, the young generation
obviously needs a concept of the enemy in spite of a growing emphasis on school exchanges. In
face of the officially praised friendship and cooperation between our two countries [Germany
and the Netherlands], I doubt that especially the young generation has much interest in their
neighbours across the border.”
In Triglav National Park some surveyed stakeholders mentioned cultural aspects as the most
important reasons for a close cooperation with Italy. Especially the two communities of Bovec
(Slovenia) and Resia (Italy) had an intensive connection in the past. However, the habit of
exchanging goods was interrupted by the two World Wars. Cooperation slowly began to revive
in the 1970s with some exchange of folkloric groups. In the 1980s, a cooperation between the
Alpine cubs followed. “Nowadays the relations between Bovec and Resia are even better than
they have been before the wars.” The Slovene side still worry about the Slovene minority living
in the Italian valley of Resia. They kept a rather old and archaic language which some “consider
to be similar to the old dialect spoken in Bovec”. Depending on the politics at a time in power,
the minority question causes some trouble between the two countries. The cooperation
amongst the protected areas backs the approach to rather focus on specific topics which can
be jointly developed on the local and regional level, instead of dealing with minority issues on
the political level.
It was mentioned exclusively in the Italian‐Slovene case study site, that a cross‐border
cooperation between protected areas in combination with regular meetings of different
groups from each side of the border, can not only stimulate a common European feeling
amongst neighbours but rather create “a strong respect for the other side” and lasting
friendships.
• “I got many friends; whenever we meet, we enjoy a lot.”
• “Official contacts became friendships. Whenever I visit the colleagues on the other side
of the border, I feel at home and warmly welcomed.”
• “It was a very emotional moment, when together we removed the tollgate in 2004,
when Slovenia joined the European Union”.
Making friends in the adjoining park seems to be the best guarantor for a successful and
sustainable cooperation even without particular structures or funding.
7.2.1.2 What are the factors for success?
Fig. 6 in chapter 4.4 summarises the recommendations of international organisations for
transboundary cooperation in protected areas management. But what do the stakeholders in
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the region presume? Which measures guarantee the successful implementation of
transboundary cooperation?
High valuation
It is quite obvious that somebody is rather willing to implement certain activities if he or she is
convinced of the benefits coming along. In case of transboundary cooperation in protected
areas management, manifold advantages were mentioned, like joint ecosystem management,
better chances for tourism and promotion of the region, access to European funds as well as
historic cultural or amicable relations (cp. also 7.2.1.1). The more long‐lasting the benefits are
(e.g. cultural or amicable relations, joint promotion of the region) the more sustainable the
cooperation will probably be. Short‐term benefits (e.g. INTERREG funds, average duration of
three years), however, will retard continuity in transboundary cooperation. Cooperation that
only is initiated to get access to certain funds will probably end with the last rate paid in the
scope of the project.
Common vision / written agreements
Written agreements exist in two of the case study sites. However, only one respondent explicit
mentioned the written agreement in Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette, which defines the
fields of activity for transboundary cooperation.
In none of the case study sites, a shared vision was in evidence from the conversations. Only in
Nature Park Prealpi Giulie several respondents referred to their vision of – together with
Triglav National Park and Nature Park Dolomiti Friulane – creating “one natural soul in the
heart of Europe”. However this slogan was never touched on by Slovene interviewees.
Coordinative structures, leadership
What coordinative structures are in place in the case study sites?
•

•

•

In the cross‐border Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette a trans‐frontier support
association composed of the German Nature Park Schwalm‐Nette and spokespersons
of seven Dutch communities was founded. Regular meetings between all members
take place. Two bi‐lingual employees act as focal points for all partners in both
countries and coordinate joint projects.
Triglav Nationalpark and Nature Park Prealpi Giulie represent two separate parks which
are legally not bound to each other. Nevertheless, regular meetings occur on the
‐ higher staff level: the directors meet several times a year,
‐ lower staff level: once a year the staff members of the parks and the communities
meet to exchange information; there is always an accompanying cultural program,
‐ technical staff level: a particular exchange takes place between staff members of the
visitor centres,
‐ local level: within the scope of certain projects, meetings occur especially between
school children and farmers.
In the Karwendel there is no institutionalised cooperation structure. The persons in
charge of nature conservation meet on purpose. Besides, during the last ten years
some meetings were held between representatives of the concerned communities and
nature protection.
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It is tempting to assume that a coordinating unit, as installed in Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐
Nette, guarantees the most effective way of transboundary cooperation. In fact, several
interviewees highlighted the benefits of such a focal point:
•

“Somebody has to be paid just for transboundary cooperation issues. Only then
contacts can be made, projects developed and European funds harnessed.”
• “A good coordination of transboundary projects is essential. We have two persons in
charge of this cooperation which is quite important as they take care of the
cooperation. Without them, the projects would not be feasible.”
• “We had INTERREG projects even before the creation of the trans‐frontier Nature Park.
But now it´s much easier to apply for European funds as our coordinators support us.
We only have to bring in ideas and elaborate the technical aspects of the projects; our
coordinators take over the administrative duties and build contacts with relevant
institutions”.
• “Yes, the project was quite successful [INTERREG project on wetlands] as Leo Reyrink
[official coordinator] speaks both languages. He could act as intermediary.”
• “As owner of a guesthouse, I would like to have more contacts to other guesthouses
across the border. We could offer cross‐border packages for riding tourism. However
this effort to contact neighbouring stakeholders for developing joint projects cannot be
accomplished by single entrepreneurs. The coordinating unit would have to stimulate
such collaborations.”
In Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette the respondents agreed that the coordination unit is quite helpful for
the cooperation between Germany and the Netherlands. The focal points are bi‐lingual and
familiar with the respective procedures and regulations on each side of the border. However
one person guessed that “successful transboundary cooperation” cannot be linked “to a
certain form of organisation. The success rather depends on the commitment of single actors”.
This was supported by another opinion: “It always depends on the commitment of individuals.
We had a good cooperation with our Belgian neighbours, but since a new director is in charge,
the cooperation came to an end.”
In the Karwendel, it was questioned if “a formalised structure [of transboundary cooperation]
is actually necessary. Maybe it is enough to get along with each other quite well.”
Meetings between staff members / Joint social events
Especially in the Slovene‐Italian case study site personal contacts were considered a key factor
for the success of transboundary cooperation. However, these contacts should not only occur
on the staff level (as recommended by most of the international institutions) but also on local
level (as also recommended by UNESCO 2003, cp. Fig. 3, Topic 2). Some respondents stressed
the importance of meetings between school children, farmers or tourism associations of the
two countries (as occurred in the frame of the INTERREG project ERA). As perceived by the
experts, such a local exchange increases the acceptance of the protected area amongst its
inhabitants.
Likewise, the significance of informal events (e.g. cultural events, competitions or having a
beer together) was highlighted as they allow for building trust and friendship.
•

“The nonofficial contacts are much more important than the official ones.”
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•

•
•
•
•

“At the beginning of our cooperation, only meetings between staff members of the
protected areas management occurred. Now the exchange takes place even on the
level of mayors and school children. For me it seems important, that the inhabitants do
not receive their information about the neighbouring park indirectly, which means from
the directors of the parks, but directly, from local farmers or their own children. In the
process, distrust towards the park can be reduced.”
“The good personal contacts finally resulted in mutual support.”
“Crucial are the interpersonal contacts. Without direct exchange, there are only little
opportunities.”
“It is important to exchange not only on the staff level, but also with respect to the
cultural and social point of view.”
“Informal events such as the ski competition between all rangers in the Alpine space [an
event organised by ALPARC once a year], shall also be organised for the stakeholder
groups within the parks”.

Language barrier
In the Karwendel, both sides speak German with an only slightly different dialect. Therefore,
the language barrier was only an issue in the two other case study sites.
In Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette the majority of the respondents were hardly bothered by
language barriers. In the Netherlands – especially in the border regions – many people are
able to speak or at least understand German. In contrary, on the German side, only few speak
Dutch, but in particular older generations at least understand the language of their
neighbours. Besides, the bi‐lingual coordinators facilitate the communication in cross‐border
projects. English is spoken only in European projects.
•

•

•

“The Germans speak some Dutch, we speak some German. Leo [the coordinator]
speaks both languages. Bi‐lingual facilitators are important as they may help out in
case the conversation is too difficult. In personal contacts, the language was never a
barrier, but writing in the foreign language is quite a challenge.”
“The Dutch speak Dutch, we speak German. We understand each other as the
languages are quite similar. In case there is a gap, we switch to English. We do not
need an interpreter.”
“Language never was a barrier. I have grown up near the border. In former times we
spoke a dialect which was similar to Dutch. Therefore it was easy for me to understand
the neighbours. But the dialect dies off, which means that language evolves to be a
barrier which I can observe from the case of my daughter.”

In the Slovene‐Italian case study site, there are only some bi‐lingual persons. The main
conversation is done in English. On the Italian side, in Resia, Slovene courses have been
offered to the staff of the nature park but only few participated.
•

•

“In the past, more Slovene people have known Italian as this part of Slovenia once
belonged to Italy. Nowadays, school children learn English as first language, as second
language they can choose between German and Italian language”.
“Language is no problem. It cannot stop our cooperation. We normally exchange in
English but we also have some bi‐lingual staff.”
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All in all, the communication between Triglav National Park and Prealpi Giulie Nature Park
works quite well on the staff level especially as the directors of the park speak very well
English. However, “the language barrier prevents an exchange on the local level” as for
example the farmers neither speak the neighbouring language nor English. In case of the
school children exchange, the language barrier is solved in the way that “for the group work
certain explanations or species names are given in three languages [Slovene, Italian and
German] so that everybody is able to understand it and by the way learns the terms in the
other languages. Subsequently the mixed groups commonly reflect if they may have something
in common.” If there are guided tours out in nature, “tour guides speaking the respective
languages are organised to accompany the children”.
Different regulations
Different regulations and procedures such as different perception in nature conservation,
different ways of organising nature protection, heterogeneous maps, different rates of
taxation etc. were (mainly in Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette and the Karwendel) referred to as
obstacles in transboundary collaboration. However the disparities were rarely perceived as
real problems, but rather as chance for new learning experiences (cp. chapter 7.2.1.1,
Learning experiences). Nevertheless, “it is important to guarantee that no contradictory
measures are taken in nature conservation”. Therefore, a certain degree of harmonisation of
regulations is needed (cp. 7.2.1.1, Nature conservation).
As there generally is only a slight chance to change most of the regulations in the respective
countries, it is rather important to work with experts, who are familiar with the different
structures, regulations and attitudes on both sides of the border in order to guarantee a
smooth flow of the project.
Common projects / Common external communication
In all three case study sites, common (INTERREG) projects have been carried out. They were
dealing with nature conservation (e.g. wetland conservation in Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette), tourism
(e.g. environmentally friendly tourism in the Karwendel) and environmental education (e.g.
ERA project in Slovenia, Italy and Austria).
To ensure successful project cooperation, respondents from Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette
recommended that participants should highly focus on common ground instead of differences.
“If project teams do agree on common objectives, there will be little problems in cooperation.
Agreeing on common goals is quite crucial.” They also complimented on the services provided
by their coordination unit. Project application and implementation would be much more
complicated without the help of the bi‐lingual team which is familiar with all relevant actors
and regulations on both sides of the border.
Budget for transboundary activities
Only in the trans‐frontier Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette, a certain budget is allocated
specifically for transboundary cooperation.
The majority of the cross‐border projects in the case study areas are financed by INTERREG
funds. Even in Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette, the survival of the coordination office in
Roermond depends partly on European money. The Dutch communities are less prepared to
provide a sustainable funding for the office in case of expiring INTERREG funding.
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This means that in many cases cooperation lives or dies with funding opportunities. There
seems to be an exception from this rule in cases where social relationships replaced official
contacts, which is for example the case for the Italian community of Resia in Nature Park
Prealpi Giulie. Despite of Slovene minority problems on the political level, the friendship that
developed between the two adjoining parks led to the following statement: “INTERREG helps,
but the relation between our parks would even exist without funds from the European Union.”
7.2.2 Can principles of change management be applied?
The results of the guided interviews in the case study sites have also been analysed with
respect to the question if the mentioned principles of change management (cp. chapter 4.5)
can be applied in order to facilitate decisions on whether to establish and how to handle
transboundary protected areas. However it turned out, that for Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐
Nette no evidence can be given. The transboundary protected area was established already
more than 30 years ago. The respondents only rarely touched on the circumstances in the
period of its establishment. Therefore it cannot be reconstructed if at that time a critical mass
of people in the region had been dissatisfied with the current situation, had managed to
develop a common vision and finally disposed of sufficient resources to implement the first
concrete steps towards the implementation of the shared vision.
The analysis therefore concentrates on the Karwendel and the Slovene‐Italian case study site.
7.2.2.1 Mountain range Karwendel
In this case study site it was particular interesting to apply the principles of change
management, as since ten years the discussions on whether and how to institutionalise
transboundary cooperation continue without much progress. Does the formula “D x V x F > R”
help to understand the underlying causes for the failure?
Resistance
Historic aspects: Bavaria and Tyrol share the same roots and language. However, they look
back on a long history with many and often bloody conflicts: Before the earls of Tyrol created
their own territory in the 13th century, Tyrol belonged to the Duchy of Bavaria. 1412 the
Bavarian earls tried to win their former territory back but were stopped by the resistance of
the residents of Hall in the Inn valley. As a result of the defeat, Bavaria gave up its claims to
the Tyrolean territory which subsequently came under the influence of the Habsburg dynasty.
Almost 300 year later, the Bavarians were again defeated while invading Tyrol during the War
of the Spanish Succession (1703). But after the victory of Napoleon 1805 Tyrol was
retransferred to Bavaria – against the will of the Tyrolean population. This led 1809 to the
famous “Tyrolean struggle for freedom”, headed by Andreas Hofer. After first successfully
fending off the Bavarians, Hofer´s troops were finally defeated at Bergisel (near Innsbruck).
This year we celebrate the 200th anniversary of this event. It was the last armed conflict
between the two Federal States of Tyrol and Bavaria which nowadays are neighbouring
regions within the European Union. Meanwhile both sides rediscovered their commonalities
and maintain good neighbourly relations. However, the defeat obviously is not forgotten yet.
One of the interviewees in joke commented the invitation to a workshop in Tyrol as follows:
“I appreciate that 200 years after Andreas Hofer, finally our Tyrolese neighbours approach us
Bavarians”.
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Different regulations/conditions: Several stakeholders mentioned the different circumstances
in Tyrol and Bavaria e.g. in the field of tourism (which is much better positioned in Tyrol than
in Bavaria) and regulations with respect to nature conservation (Bavarian stakeholders fear
that Tyrol takes nature protection less serious and tends to sacrifice it to a touristy
development). Furthermore, the Tyrolean side is already much better organised
(establishment of an association, supported by a management team with four employees)
than the Bavarian one (only two part‐time wardens).
Fears of losses: One respondent complained that during the discussions on the potential
cooperation between the two countries many stakeholders produced ideas, however none of
them agreed on paying for their realisation. He worried that in case of a closer cooperation he
would “have to pay for the goals other stakeholders want to achieve”.
In general, the Bavarian communities are afraid of disappearing amongst the plurality of the
Tyrolean communities in the Karwendel. “I fear that the Tyrolese colleagues are better
prepared than we are. Our concerns will probably be less considered as we would only be the
smaller part within a bigger and well‐established organisation. However, we would like to be
on a par with our colleagues in Austria.”
There are also concerns that the Austrian communities might develop on the expense of the
Bavarian ones. “Meanwhile the idea of establishing a transboundary biosphere reserve came
up. I fear that the majority of the strict protection zones would be on the Bavarian side,
whereas the active development areas would be in Tyrol. In any case, in the Bavarian part of
the Karwendel, we already have many strict nature conservation sites. Discussing if we should
have even more nature conservation sites frightens me off.”
From nature conservation experts in Bavaria contrary concerns were expressed as nature
protection might be eroded by establishing a cross‐border park. “We decreed the highest
possible protection status for our area. It would have to be ensured that a new structure would
not back off this status”.
Dissatisfaction with current situation
The results of the interviews showed that there is almost no dissatisfaction with the current
situation. Several respondents stated that cooperation will not bring any changes or further
advantages for nature protection. The current practice of casually cooperating or exchanging
experiences with experts from the other country in specific cases seems to be sufficient. No
particular deficits were figured out. However, some reasons were given why cooperation
could make sense anyhow, e.g.
•

•
•

the Karwendel mountain range is a geographical unit shared by two countries;
therefore, it should also be presented as one unit as the visitors do not care on which
side of the border they go hiking or biking,
a transboundary protected area holds a high branding potential and
the access to European funds would be facilitated.

Vision
The visions mentioned by the interviewees have been quite divers, ranging from a casual
exchange of information to a joint external presentation (e.g. uniform name, one homepage,
an official map covering the whole area) and finally to the establishment of a transboundary
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nature park or biosphere reserve. One respondent even warned that “by aspiring towards
exaggerated visions in the end nothing will be achieved”. The last agreement that has been
achieved dates back in the year 2007, when Austrian and German stakeholder met to discuss
the future of the Karwendel in the workshop “Alpenpark Karwendel – Wohin?”. Thereby, the
participants announced to systematically develop the collaboration between the two
countries (Pfleger 2007).
First steps
The first steps that have been taken between 1999 and 2001 in form of a joint INTERREG
project on sustainable tourism, have been quite encouraging, however little action followed
once the project was finalised. The project cooperation occurred mainly on the high
hierarchical and expert level.
During the interviews, several potential fields for collaboration have been suggested, e.g.
•
•
•
•

cooperation between the two information centres,
a joint visitor management,
cooperation in the field of environmental education,
joint editing of the Karwendel journal.

In the last cross‐border meeting in May 2009 it was agreed to start with the joint editing of the
Karwendel journal. So far it was published by the Alpenpark Karwendel and distributed only
amongst the Tyrolese households and some selected stakeholders in Bavaria. In future it shall
be edited jointly by both protected area managers and distributed amongst all households in
the whole Karwendel region. Some Bavarian participants promised to check the financing of
such an extended journal with the mayors of their communities.

Fig. 22: Driving forces for and resistance to an institutionalised cooperation in the Karwendel mountain range
(Graphic: S. Lange).
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Summary
Applying the change management principles to the situation in the Karwendel (cp. Fig. 22)
may explain why the efforts towards an institutionalised cooperation have been so difficult in
the past.
• The driving force “dissatisfaction”
Apparently there never was – and still is – no real need for a transboundary park in the
mountain range. Benefits are mainly expected for tourism and funding opportunities.
However the Karwendel is not a marginalised region, urgently depending on more income
from tourism. Located between the agglomerations of the Inn Valley in the South, and
Munich, the capital of Bavaria, in the North, the Karwendel has a long tradition as recreation
area. On sunny weekends, some locations can be quite crowded as many hikers and bikers add
to the tourists staying in the adjoining communities. Some of the communities record
between 150,000 and 350,000 overnight stays per 1,000 inhabitants which are peak values
even for a country such as Austria which largely depends on tourism. However, since 2000 the
overnight stays are slightly declining (Lange, 2008). This could be worrying, but in general,
people tend to spend less time in a certain region and there is more competition amongst
tourism destinations on the global level. It is comprehensible that the communities aim at
increasing the attractiveness of their region – possibly by creating a transboundary protected
area. But obviously this neither in Tyrol nor in Bavaria is a crucial measure for safeguarding the
economic welfare of the respective region.
• Sharing a vision, acting in concert
Despite of several attempts to agree on joint objectives during the last ten years, still no
commonly shared vision for the development of the region exists. In contrast, the Bavarian
mayors fear, that their concerns would be taken less seriously, and that the communities in
Tyrol would prosper on their own expenses. Besides nature conservationists worry that nature
protection might be eroded by initiating a transboundary protected area. Obviously, the
question on how to set up coordinative structures for transboundary cooperation in the
Karwendel, was discussed before agreeing on a joint vision and clear advantages of a common
development in the future.
• Stimulating the process through visible results in first steps
In both sites, before 2008, there was no proper management in charge. The protected areas
were additionally administrated by persons in charge in the respective governmental nature
conservation administrations. The issue of transboundary cooperation was mainly discussed
on the high hierarchical governmental as well as on the expert level. Casual meetings were
hold between those experts and the mayors of the concerned communities in Tyrol and
Bavaria. However, in between the meetings, there was only little capacity to work on the
achievement of the agreed objectives. Besides, nobody was willing to pay for a potential
coordinative structure. “Everybody asked: What do I have to pay? What is my benefit? What
do I get out of this cooperation?”
At present, the conditions seem to be more favourable. The manager who is in charge of the
Alpenpark Karwendel in Tyrol “is quite open to a closer cooperation. This is a very good
potential, it was not always like this. In former times [without a particular manager in charge]
everything had to be done by the way. During our meetings we agreed on certain goals and
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activities but in between the meetings nothing happened. Now there is much work going on. In
only short time we already implemented many of our goals. We are able to realise several
issues simultaneously, among others things also the cooperation with Bavaria”.
However, the cooperation on the high hierarchical level in the past, obviously did not result in
building trust and friendship amongst the relevant stakeholder groups in the region. Especially
on the Bavarian side, still a lot of prejudices exist.
• Little progress, D * V * F (still) < R
Without a strong driving force and a concrete joint vision for the future, the existing resistance
to changes can hardly be overcome. Empirical, apathy emerges and nobody makes an effort to
implement first steps. In the Karwendel, the development objectives would have to be made
just as clear as the benefits of transboundary cooperation for achieving those goals. Besides,
before re‐starting the discussions on defined structures for transboundary cooperation, the
distrust on the Bavarian side has to be smoothed.
The following questions may help to decide whether a transboundary protected area shall be
aspired in the future.
•

•

•
•

How do we want to preserve / develop our protected area / region? (This question has
already been answered in Tyrol where in 2008 nature conservationist, communities
and tourism associations formed an alliance and agreed on a work program for the
development of the Karwendel during the next five years. This “homework” still has to
be accomplished on the Bavarian side of the border.)
To what extent are the development visions consistent on both sides of the border?
Can both agree on common goals? (This question should be discussed with all relevant
stakeholders from both sides of the border, not only – as happened in the past – with
mayors and high ranking contacts from the ministries.)
Would a closer cooperation facilitate the achievement of the objectives?
Which fields are adequate for intensifying the cooperation? (This question was raised
during the last cross‐border workshop; one concrete action was already agreed on.
However the problem remains, that the persons in charge in Bavaria have less personal
capacities to implement the agreed actions.)

In general, it would be strongly recommended to organise informal events (e.g. cultural
events) in addition to the official contacts (workshop settings) in order to build trust and good
personal relations between the various stakeholders of the neighbouring protected areas.
7.2.2.2 National Park Triglav and Nature Park Prealpi Guilie
In the Slovene‐Italian case study site, the situation is quite different. The cooperation between
the two separate parks started ten years ago, directly after the nature park was established.
However, it was never discussed (at least this was not mentioned in the interviews) to create a
transboundary park in the region. It is only the wish on both sides of the border to maintain
and even intensify the cooperation between the protected areas. In order to demonstrate
their efforts on transboundary cooperation, they applied for the EUROPARC label “Following
Nature´s Design”.
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Resistance
Historic aspects: Slovenia and the adjoining Italian autonomous region of Friuli‐Venezia Giulia
are connected to each other by means of a changeable history with violent conflicts. During
World War First Slovenia fought against their western neighbours and finally lost big areas to
Italy. In 1941, during World War Second, Slovenia was invaded by German and Italian troops
and its territory divided between the conquerors before finally being liberated by Yugoslav
partisans in 1945. Hence after World War Second the country became part of the Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. While in Slovenia a communist dictatorship was established,
on the other side of the border the Italian Republic was formed. Due to a rising nationalism,
several decades later, in 1991, Slovenia declared its independence from Yugoslavia. Whereas
Italy was one of the founding members of the European Union, Slovenia joined as recently as
May 2004. The Euro was introduced as official currency in January 2007. Nowadays the
relations between Slovenia and Italy are quite cooperative. The Italian Autonomous Region of
Friuli‐Venezia Giulia and Slovenia are members of the ARGE Alpen‐Adria which was founded
1978 to enhance the development of friendly relations between the border regions.
Different regulations/conditions: On the one hand, the two case study sites have to act in
accordance with different protected area categories, a national park and biosphere reserve in
Slovenia and a regional nature park in Italy. On the other hand, political tension occurs
between the countries due to the Slovene minority in Italy. Besides, different hunting
regulations made it inevitable to accept compromises in Slovenia in order to safeguard the re‐
introduced ibex population in Italy.
Fears of losses:
None of the interviewees mentioned any concerns related to the transboundary cooperation,
just benefits and chances were specified. Probably this can be explained by the fact, that none
of the parks had to give up its sovereignty for implementing transboundary cooperation. The
parks remained independent, but established certain routines of cooperation.
Dissatisfaction with current situation
The cooperation started right after Nature Park Prealpie Giulie had been nominated. The
brand‐new nature park was no well known recreation area such as the Triglav area. It rather
was – and still is – a marginalised region, where not much tourism infrastructure is in place. At
that time, the park obviously expected benefits from a closer cooperation with Triglav
National Park, such as increasing its popularity, stabilising its ibex population and getting
better access to European funds.
Vision
Since 1996 several informal bi‐ and multilateral cooperation agreements have been signed,
both at regional and local level. In the course of the EUROPARC certification process, the parks
officially expressed their wish “to organise regular periodical meetings” between the staff
members and “to inform local communities, authorities, schools, media, ONGs about the
goals” of this cooperation. Further they intend to stimulate “mutual understanding” and
promote “a culture of peace”15. Besides, in Prealpie Giulie some respondents share the vision
15

Agreement between Triglavski Narodni Park (Slovenija) and Parco naturale regionale delle Prealpi Giulie (Italia) to be certificated as
transboundary parks.
PAGE 49

SIGRUN LANGE

of creating “one natural soul in the heart of Europe”, a slogan which was created during an
INTERREG project. However this vision was never touched on by the Slovene interviewees.
First steps
The first steps towards cross‐border cooperation were initiated by the Italian mayor of Resia
who approached Triglav National Park in order to acquire a well‐established partner for EU
founded projects. “Beginning of the year 2000, Barbarino [mayor of Resia] suggested
cooperating in a project on spelaeology. He needed us as partner as the nature park still was
little known. On the contrary, our national park was well‐known, so he sought after
collaboration with us and the Regional Nature Park Dolomiti Friulane. Eventually, we only gave
our name, but we have not been involved in the project”.
The reason, why Triglav National Park generously gave its name for an EU project without
itself actually being involved and having access to these funds (Slovenia was not a EU member
at that time), was probably a personal one: “Even before the establishment of the Nature Park
Prealpi Giulie we had a good relationship with the administration of the forest reservation in
Tarvisio. We met for joint events. Thereby I got known to Barbarino. This personal relation was
the reason why we helped each other”.
This means, that the official contacts in the early stage quickly led to amicable relations
amongst the directors and staff members of the parks which nowadays seem to be the most
supporting aspect for the transboundary activities in this region.

Fig. 23: Driving forces for transboundary cooperation between Triglav National Park and Regional Nature Park
Prealpi Giulie (Graphic: S. Lange).

Summary
In comparison to the Karwendel region, greater resistance would have been expected for the
cross‐border cooperation between the Slovene and the Italian park: The people speak
different languages, the last armed conflict between the countries occurred only about 60
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years ago, 18 years ago the regions still belonged to different political systems (European
Union versus socialistic Yugoslavia) and even nowadays minority problems sometimes
constrain the cooperation on the political level. Nevertheless, from the initial requests from
the Italian side, the two parks succeeded in establishing and maintaining vital cross‐border
collaboration.
• The driving force “dissatisfaction”
Initially the most important driving force for the young Italian park obviously was to benefit
from the experiences and popularity of Triglav National Park. The official contacts quickly
developed to amicable relations amongst the directors which nowadays seem an equally
fundamental driving force for transboundary activities. Several respondents emphasised the
significance of nonofficial and informal contacts – not only on the staff level but also on the
local level to increase the acceptance of the protected areas in the public. It seems that once
good personal relations are established, potential constraints are easily resolved. And still the
intention remains to combine the different strengths of the inhomogeneous parks in order to
jointly overcome weaknesses (cp. chapter 7.2.1.1, beneficial learning experiences).
• Sharing a vision, acting in concert
In several agreements, the parks expressed their common vision to stimulate a mutual
understanding and promote a culture of peace by organising regular meetings between the
staff members, but also the local stakeholders. Especially the latter aspect seemed to be
equally important to most of the interviewees.
• Stimulating the process through visible results in first steps
In 2004, after Slovenia joined the European Union, the cooperation was intensified in two
major EU projects, the ERA‐ECO and the PALPIS project (cp. chapter 7.1.2, joint projects). Both
projects were praised by several respondents as best practice for transboundary cooperation.
In both projects, different stakeholder groups from the region were involved.
• Ongoing transboundary cooperation, D * V * F > R
In the case of Prealpi Giulie specific needs resulted in initiating the transboundary
cooperation. Soon after, amicable relations developed between the parks. They facilitated the
development of joint visions and projects, which were perceived as good examples for
successful cross‐border cooperation as they even involved different stakeholder groups on the
local level.
Obviously in that case, initially the dissatisfaction with the current situation was the key driver
for changes. Joint visions and the effective implementation of concrete first steps were
combined with the personal experience of friendship and having fun together. These elements
seem to be a sound basis for ongoing collaboration between the countries. Summed up, the
motivation seems to be much bigger than potential resistance for example from political
tensions.
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8

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

8.1

Recommendations for the case study sites

International organisations recommend cross‐border cooperation and even encourage the
establishment of transboundary protected areas. In this study three case study sites,
representing three different approaches and levels of transboundary cooperation, were
surveyed (cp. Fig. 24).

Fig. 24: Comparison of transboundary cooperation in the three case study sites Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette
(left), Triglav National Park / Regional Nature Park Prealpi Giulie (middle) and the mountainous region of
the Karwendel (right) (Graphic: S. Lange).

Based on the comparison of cooperation in the three case study sites and the results of the
expert interviews some general recommendations can be distinguished (cp. Fig. 25):
Cross‐border Nature Park
Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette (NL/DE)

Triglav National Park (SI) and
Nature Park Prealpi Giulie (IT)

Karwendel mountain range
(AT/DE)

• Stronger focus on benefits of
cooperation to increase
willingness to pay for
coordinating unit
• Increased involvement of
local stakeholders (e.g.
owners of guest houses) in
cooperation
• Organisation of informal
events for target stakeholder
groups to allow for trust and
friendship

• Improvement of common
external communication (e.g.
cooperation efforts visible on
the web sites; Italian version
of Triglav NP web site)
• Check potential benefits of
defined structures for
cooperation (committees,
appointed coordinators)
• Specification of a defined
budget for cooperation

• Discussion of potential
benefits and problems
related to TB cooperation
• Organisation of social events
to build trust and friendship
amongst relevant
stakeholder groups (e.g.
mayors, tourist associations)
• Agreement on common
objectives and
implementation of first steps
towards their achievement

Fig. 25: Recommendations for the surveyed case study sites (based on the comparison and the results of the
expert interviews); NP: National Park, TB: Transboundary.

8.2

Conclusions for research question 1

It was analysed if the established recommendations to facilitate transboundary cooperation in
protected areas management can be approved in the chosen case study sites (research
question 1, cp. chapter 4.6).
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Altogether the surveyed experts affirmed the significance of the factors highlighted by the
international organisations (cp. Fig. 6). They were aware of the benefits of transboundary
cooperation (high valuation), touched on the relevance of coordinative structures and
personal meetings / communication and carried out joint projects. Interestingly, the language
barrier (relevant in two case study sites) was hardly considered a major problem, at least not
between the staff members of the park, but rather for personal contacts between local
stakeholder groups (e.g. exchange between Slovene and Italian farmers). Alike, different
regulations were rarely perceived an obstacle. The experts seemed to pragmatically face the
fact that different rules will always exist in different countries. Whereas in some cases,
harmonisation is crucial to achieve certain goals (e.g. preservation of ibex population in Prealpi
Giulie), in most of the cases, the existing differences can hardly be changed. Quite often, they
were rather perceived as inspiring source for new learning experience than as handicap for
cooperation. The persons in charge only have to be familiar with the differences between the
neighbouring countries in order to be able to correctly deal with them for example in the
scope of a project application.
With respect to funding only transboundary Nature Park Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette meets the
requirement to dedicate a particular budget to cross‐border cooperation – but even there a
long‐term assurance of funding is an issue of discussion.
Some additional aspects notably highlighted by the interviewees will be further explained
below.
• Does nature really benefit from transboundary cooperation?
In all case study sites, the benefits of transboundary cooperation were clearly specified,
ranging from an improved management of natural ecosystems to better marketing potentials
in tourism, mutual learning experiences and better access to European funds. However it was
remarkable, that a certain level of cooperation in nature protection often was in place even
without an officially agreed cooperation between two adjoining parks or the establishment of
a transboundary protected area. In fact, one of the key driving forces for cooperation between
neighbouring parks seems to be a better marketing potential in tourism especially for
marginalised areas which hope to increase popularity and income for the whole region. It can
be questioned if the establishment of a transboundary protected area automatically results in
more effective nature conservation (which should be the utmost concern for each protected
area). In some cases it may even be the other way round (cp. concerns of nature
conservationists in the Karwendel). Therefore, a definition and prioritisation of common
objectives for transboundary cooperation seems to be quite important in order to avoid
setbacks for nature conservation.
• Are the benefits worth its price?
Transboundary cooperation is not free of charge. It adds another layer of complexity to the
already difficult task of managing a protected area. Additional costs are associated, such as
extra communication and travel costs, translation expenses, efforts to harmonise regulations
or expenses for setting up a coordinative structure (e.g. coordination office of Nature Park
Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette). It was striking that many interviewees on the one hand mentioned the
readily access to European funds as major benefit of transboundary cooperation. On the other
hand, in some cases there is only little willingness to procure the expenses related to
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transboundary cooperation. In the Karwendel, for example, in the past nobody was willing to
pay for a potential coordinative structure (cp. chapter 7.2.2.1, visible results through first
steps). Also in Maas‐Schwalm‐Nette, where a coordinative office with two employees is in
place, financing is an issue of discussion. One respondent who praised the helpful work of the
coordinators (“without them, the projects would not be feasible”) at the same time admitted
that his administration is not willing to invest own money in the long‐term financing of the
coordination unit as “mainly others financially benefit from their work.” This means that
transboundary cooperation sometimes is considered a source for funding one´s own interests
rather than a high‐ranking value yielding benefits for different aspects such as nature
conservation, regional development or intercultural understanding and peace. It would be
important to come to a common understanding that transboundary cooperation cannot be
negotiated like ordinary goods (“how much money do I put in the cooperation and how much
money do I get out of it”). The benefits of transboundary cooperation are manifold and some
of them (like the preservation of larger ecosystems or the maintenance of intercultural
relations) can hardly be measured from a financial point of view.
The critical role of funding was also discussed by UNESCO (2003). The surveyed transboundary
biosphere reserves complained about the lack of funds for transboundary cooperation.
However it was observed that “even large injections of money invested in cooperation are not
in themselves sufficient to guarantee immediate success”. A functioning cooperation rather
requires recognising the need and will for cooperation on both sides of the border and beyond
that leadership either in the form of highly motivated key persons, training or technical
assistance (UNESCO 2003).
• The crucial role of coordinators
EUROPARC, UNESCO and IUCN concordantly recommend the nomination of facilitators or
focal points for cross‐border cooperation (Fig. 3, Topic 2). So far only Nature Park Maas‐
Schwalm‐Nette meets these demands. None of the interviewees questioned the right of the
focal point to exist. The benefits of such a coordination unit were clearly emphasised by many
respondents from this case study site (e.g. bi‐lingual staff, familiar with regulations on both
sides of the border, facilitates project application and implementation and has the potential to
bring different stakeholders together). Nevertheless, as mentioned before, not everybody was
willing to provide money to sustain such a helpful structure. Some considered the
commitment of individuals even more significant than focal points. Because even the best
coordinator cannot succeed if there is a lack of active stakeholders dedicated to cross‐border
cooperation. Contrary, if there is a critical mass of active people, transboundary cooperation
may also succeed without a particular coordinator – which can be proved by the example of
Triglav National Park and Nature Park Prealpi Giulie. In general, it seems recommendable to
carefully analyse for each case if defined focal points may facilitate the achievement of the
common objectives. Once the expected benefits of such coordinators are evident for all
parties, the question of providing sustainable funding may be solved more easily.
• About the “commitment” of having fun together
Taken to extremes, the statements in the Slovene‐Italian case study site could be summarised
as follows: Go out and have fun together and do not stick to official meetings and workshop
settings. Because only personal, amicable relations ensure trust and mutual acceptance, which
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in the long term provide a sound basis for stable cooperation. Already Zbicz (2003) found out
that the highest level of cooperation occurred if managers were able to make personal
contacts across the border: “The seeds of transboundary conservation can be planted, watered
and nurtured, but growth must come from within, from the ground up”.
Several respondents highlighted the benefits of informal events. They suggested combining
official meetings with cultural events or organising competitions amongst staff members and
other stakeholder groups in the protected areas. Extending transboundary cooperation from
the staff to the local level was highly recommended. This issue was also raised in the
international recommendations. UNESCO (2000b), for example, recommends involving
stakeholder groups, including young people or the private as well as the NGO sector, in the
transboundary cooperation. All surveyed guidelines call for organising social events to
promote a cultural understanding and allow for trust and friendship (cp. Fig. 3, Topic 5).
8.3

Conclusions for research question 2

The second objective of this study was to analyse if the principles of change management in
organisational development may be applied in order to decide on whether to establish and
how to handle transboundary protected areas (research question 2, cp. chapter 4.6).
The simple change equitation “D[issatisfaction] x V[ision] x F[irst Steps] > R[esistance] to
Change” was applied to the situation in two case study sites as perceived by the surveyed
experts. This tool, derived from organisational development, seems to be quite helpful to
understand the underlying causes for success or failure of transboundary cooperation.
In case of the Karwendel, no real need for changes became evident. The missing driving force
combined with the low personal capacities in the neighbouring protected areas probably were
fundamental reasons why – despite of ten years of discussions – no coordinative structures
have been established so far. Besides, no common objectives have been agreed on in face of
the cross‐border meetings. Several declarations of intent were formulated but not officially
approved. Except for the last cross‐border meeting in May 2009, in the past the Tyrolese
stakeholders mainly came together with the Bavarian mayors and one high ranking
representative from the Environmental Ministry. Agents from the lower administrative level
(e.g. district or county level) had been mainly excluded in former meetings. Today, still
different concerns are associated with intensified transboundary cooperation. Obviously the
purely official meetings on the higher hierarchy level did not sufficiently succeed in building
trust to try for closer transboundary cooperation.
In contrast, Regional Nature Park Prealpi Giulie clearly foresaw the advantages of cooperating
with the well‐established national park just across the border. The official contacts quickly
developed to amicable relations which nowadays seem an equally fundamental driving force
for transboundary activities. From the beginning, several informal agreements were signed on
different levels. Once Slovenia joined the European Union, first joint projects were carried out,
demonstrating progress towards the implementation of the cooperation. By involving
different stakeholder groups, they even extended the cross‐border relations in the region to a
broader level and built a good basis for sustainable cooperation in the future.
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These analysed have shown, that the application of the change formula generally seems to
yield viable results. Thus it is recommended to use such methods especially when several
attempts to establish more intensive cooperation have not achieved sustained success.
8.4

Final remarks

Concluding it can be stated that the surveyed experts in the case study sites principally agreed
on and highlighted the significance of the established recommendations for transboundary
cooperation. However, as it was impossible to survey a representative cross‐section of
stakeholder groups and a sufficient number of experts, the results cannot be considered
generally accepted for the respective regions or beyond. They just allow for an interesting
insight in the ongoing processes of transboundary cooperation and direct towards good
practice.
Hopefully the results of this study are interesting enough to stimulate other cross‐border
areas to learn from the practical experiences and try some of the recommendations in their
own region.
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