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Good and bad practices: their meanings in Interreg programs and projects, with some methodological suggestions for case-study analysis
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1. Good practices and naturalization processes

A preliminary, but important, observation is that the field of  “good practices” itself makes up a practice and an instrument and, like all policy instruments, it incorporates a model and social relations. For this reason, the definition of practices of “good practices” is variable, according to the institutional and sense contexts. 

The nature of the instrument is essentially regulative, but regulation is obviously not the traditional one, and it acts differently according to the definition and to use of “good practices”. The ways of regulation may range from the definition of standardized conducts (in this sense, there is no distinction between regulation via standard
 and regulation via “good practice”) to the idea of regulation as an a posteriori outcome of learning processes (because of experimentation or imitation of good practices) that restructure cognitive frames and carry new ideas or prospects.

The regulation good practices refer to, is not just or so much conducts regulation, but sense regulation (production). This sense regulation occurs during the formulation and implementation of policies at different levels, through processes of generation and circulation of ideas in networks, and activation of sense contexts and institutionalization of principles, conducts and beliefs. Different levels may be distinguished in these processes (Muller, 1995; Smith, 2004):

·     The sharing of values and fundamental representations that form the judgement on what is desirable or right. For instance, values linked to participation and to sustainability, which are basically universalistic and therefore indifferent to cultural differences. Good practices implicitly take on a universalistic background of principles by naturalizing them, that is, making them non problematic and basically placing them in a tacit and implicit horizon;

·     Algorithms and causal relations of the if-then type, which define some kind of action theory. Good practices belong (in various forms and variations) to this level of production and sense regulation, and as such they come into tension with other practices;

·    Ways of perceiving the difference between the present situation and the desired one, which are defined through the narration of good practices. In other words, reference to good practices, which is often contextless, tends to state/naturalize, at the same time, universalistic principles, interpretations of context in view of an action that is consistent with good practices, and judgement on the outcomes;

·     The value of image production (often associated with good practices) that carry values and rules.

Once good practices have been defined as a regulation practice, and more particularly as sense regulation, we can distinguish the three following approaches, which are presented according to their arrangement in different forms of relations between regulating and regulated actors.

Good practices as guidelines             

According to this approach, good practices are made up of a set of principles and rules, which show, like in a checklist, actions and conducts to be undertaken so as to enhance effectiveness and efficiency of policies. The form is that of the list of actions. The object is progressive standardization of conducts, as a valid means for enhancing the efficiency of governance in a situation of increasing autonomy of decentralized decisional centres (cities, regions, industrial districts, etc.). In other words, it is a matter of “centre” strategy inclined to an increase of consistency in local actions but in terms that are radically different from the synoptic and rational-comprehensive traditions of planning and programming. 

This method for defining good practices is widespread in documents of the European Union, often as a guide to the formation of projects, partnerships, etc., and in several European countries, Great Britain in particular. Below is an example taken from an English case on environmental policy. 

Step 1 – Where possible, select a development site with little or no risk of flooding.

Good practice

1. Ensure the site is outside the Environment Agency flood zone 3, which can be seen as liable to flooding on our website www.environmentagency.gov.uk. Alternatively, request an Environment Agency Search on the property from your Area Environment Agency Office.

2. Ensure there are no drainage constraints, such as culverted (piped) watercourses, possible high ground-water levels, an insufficient foul and surface-water capacity drain, on or near the site. If the drainage system is insufficient, seek advice from the Area Environment Agency Office and local sewerage undertaker (generally a water company).

Extract from: Environment Agency, Addressing Flood Risk in New Development. Good Practice Note 1, Bristol, 2004

With this meaning, good practice has a directly regulating nature, in the sense of soft law and soft regulation. Compliance to the guidelines is optional, but non-compliance entails stress in justifying and reasoning. The relation model substantially refers to the typical centre-periphery one, even if elements of interaction and of learning in the two senses can be identified through monitoring and evaluation. The origin seems essentially rationalist, even if the reference seems to represent the evolution of the Simon model of procedural rationality and of heuristics under conditions of uncertainty and limited rationality. 

Good practices as a prescriptive reference model and weak variant of best practices

In this case, good practices make up a weak variant of best practices. At the same time, best practices present an interpretative and a prescriptive nature.  Through the selection of cases, that are defined as the best, good or bad ones by codes, languages and cognitive frames that are normally processed at the centre (institutional) or by some epistemic or policy community, through a process of strategic decontextualisation and of reduction in complexity, one would like to persuasively and rhetorically bring reference models to the conducts of actors and groups. 

For those who produce a collection of good practices (the regulators), the aim is the increase in the performance of policies, in the event that, in contexts that are dissimilar to each other, it is possible to identify one (the best) or a limited set of valid and effective good practices. For the receivers of good practices (the regulated ones), these collections make up “institutions” that drastically reduce uncertainty, variety in positions and local complexity
. Both best and good practices (just like the guidelines presented in the previous point) are situated in a substantially one-way reasoning flow, from the centre to the periphery; at the same time, thought on the outcome of experiments may lead to the reinforcement not so much of principles (which are reasonably believed to be significant in proportion to their universalistic character: participation, partnership, etc.), as the substantive contents and methods of interaction between subjects.

Best practices make up a strong regulative reference insofar as they are associated to benchmarking obligations. Good practices represent a weak form of regulation, in which the adaptive capacity of organizations is stimulated, even if one’s intention would be to increase local competitive capacities. For organizations that are particularly adaptive (or having opportunistic behaviours), taking on good practices as a possibility that assures (or at least helps) selection and the financing of projects could inhibit social and organizational learning (Lähteenmäki-Smith, 2004).

Good practices as an information resource constructed through  interaction

This method refers to the practices of circulating and spreading information (under the form of good practices, intended however as localized experiences) that take on, unlike the previous, a net-like feature. It deals with experiences like networks or the transnational Leader experiments, where different actors are exposed, with different means of communication and methods of interaction, to streams of information on experiences and their success, information that is largely produced by the actors themselves. The practices are “stories” that are told, and that transmit the local sense of actions and policies. In a trans-local context, each group of actors tells stories about success and innovations in local policies. Other actors do not take on these stories as a model to be followed, but rather draw ideas and suggestions from these stories.

Good practices count as an informative resource (in a situation, that of knowledge society, in which information is a primary resource) that may be subject to many interpretations and local variations, according to context conditions. The practices are on display; judgement on their good quality depends, to some extent, on local circumstances. Stories of practices may become stories of good practices; processes, cognitive frames and conducts are shared and institutionalised (consider, for instance, pervasiveness of some actions on sustainable tourism in Leader), and become a “common good” of local and translocal networks. This approach is close to the “lesson-drawing” model, developed in policy analysis, as a specific form of problem solving in situations of cognitive uncertainty. To consider one’s situation (metaphorically) “as if” seems to induce innovation in practices and in local cognitive frames.

This approach of good practices takes on an idea of regulation that is partially different from the previous ones; regulation occurs as a result of circulation of ideas, experiences and, above all, interaction over these themes. Namely, it occurs through processes of learning, which are above all processes of learning how working together.

Two matters are to be pointed out. The first one is that this definition of good practices does not consider the information so much as a poor resource (this is the context of the second variation of good practices, which is presented in the previous point), as rather it establishes that policies occur in a condition of overload and an excess of information, which carries (also) noise (as information of which no sense is understood) and of an excess of possibilities and symbols compared to the circumstantial capacities and possibilities. The narration of (good) practices structures sense, and selects and defines contexts of possibilities, in a relational condition. The second one acknowledges that the narration (rather than the form of the “algorithm“or of the analytic and prescriptive case-study) is one of the ways to deal with the differences, since narrating does not mean to close but to delimit without closing, leaving space open (metaphoric, analogic) to the imagination (Forester, 1999; Hajer and Wagenaar, 2003; Healey, 1997).

2. How Interact defines “good” practices 

Practices, in the sociological debate, are spaces of structured possibilities, forms of joint activities that are socially constructed and institutionalised, and steady in time. They are a mesh of actions, behaviours and conducts (collective) and of the reasons (cognitive frames, culture) that support them, normally in a tacit and implicit way that is naturalized. For these reasons, out of principle, practices are neither good nor bad, but are simply what normally and “naturally” occurs within specific forms of social and cultural structuring. Practices are learnt in various ways, but especially through learning and interaction with other subjects. They change in the long and short run, through activation of new sense contexts and different interpretations of situations, new models of action, exogenous interventions, experimenting, etc. Above all, good practices are such in a perspective of their use, of action and of collective evaluation of the outcomes that always generate externality and non-intentional effects.

Policies may be seen as practices, in that, events that are produced by structured social interactions according to cognitive and institutional frames, in which interests, values, techniques, standards and rules come into tension. In other words, the policies are embedded within the social and political dynamics. 

Public actions are normally intended as good practices if they are effective (they reach the given objectives), efficient (they employ the best means as to their aims) and generate, as non-intentional effects, added value, as for instance in terms of social and organizational learning, network stability, quality of local democracy, etc. This is also the definition that is given in the Interact context (Interact, n.d.).

Different forms of good practices involve different variations in these general principles. Good practices as guidelines hypothesize a direct connection between procedures, conducts and performances, in terms of effectiveness and efficiency. Good practices as reference models point out successful cases (especially with reference to the question of effectiveness), that the actors are asked to take on as examples to be experimented locally, especially when the local planning and organizational capacities are weak and/or it is believed that excessive variability of policies represents an obstacle to the pursuit of common strategies. According to the substantive content of policies, these practices tend to take on an institutional and social context as reference; therefore, for instance, good practices of urban regeneration are mostly British or French and those on rural development in a community perspective regain long term experiences of rural governance in countries like Scotland, etc. At times, reference to effectiveness and to efficiency does not seem so much linked to the specific practice, as rather to judgement on regional or national systems of governance and administration as possible and likely models of good governance that is independent of contexts.

By posing, constitutively, problems of contextualisation and of aperture, good practices as narrations not only give prominence to criteria of effectiveness and efficiency but above all to the effects, in terms of added value (often unintentional). In these practices, surprise and the unexpected are often a steady element, along with the description of the case as a journey or passage from uncertain and difficult situations to original and positive situations, in which the process counts nearly more than the results. A good practice is also a practice that can transmit sense that can activate contexts, through the persuasive force and the metaphoric capacity of suggesting similes and generating ideas.

In the Interact context, two strategies related to good practices seem to act. The first refers to the procedural aspects (selection of projects, evaluation, models of agreement between partners, etc.), and the object is, essentially, standardization of processes (see i.e. Interact, 2005a). The second, instead, is substantive, and seems close to the third typology of good practices pointed out previously. Here, good practices are meant as examples that can stimulate good planning ideas and as means of encouragement to an exchange of experiences between the actors of the cross-border cooperation. One notices that the presentation of good practices is quite subjective, in that there are no best projects; judgement on the quality of the project depends on the perspective that has been adopted. Good practices are therefore, for Interact, projects that have produced good results locally, in the picture of general requirements (effectiveness, efficiency and “added value”) previously quoted. In fact, good practices are narrations of experiences of “authentic” cooperation, that have produced significant processes of transnational integration (Interact, n.d.); therefore, what is pointed out in the narrations of good practices is, above all, the making up of networks and trans-border communities.

3. Good practices for whom?

Thinking rationally of good practices, one must pose the question “good practices, for whom?” In complex situations having numerous actors, the perception of what may be a good practice varies. It is indeed different to discuss these forms of regulation according to the regulators’ or regulated ones’ point of view. The very practice of “good practice” may be taken on by the regulated ones as information, cognitive resource, standard, rule or simple suggestion, according to the strategic horizons, to the cognitive frames and to the local organizational cultures, independently of the intentions of the regulator, and have different effects (mostly unintended) and different directions in the learning processes.

That of good practices is a question that arises at a local and at a European level at the same time. At the local level, good practice is a formidable tool in the reduction of complexities. In comparison with a picture of uncertainties, deriving from cultural barriers (not only when transnational actors are involved), from cognitive limits (in the various possibilities of action and their consequences), from decisional uncertainties (as an alternative to be chosen among the possible ones), from uncertainties of a procedural-administrative nature, good practice is a stabilizing element, that generates the certainty and stability that is needed for organizational action (as seems clear in the practitioners’ evaluation of the Interreg projects; see Interact, 2005b). It can also generate innovation, from the tension that is established among the consolidated local frames (cognitive and of action) and the new frames, especially if receptiveness of “good practices” is not merely adaptive, instrumental and imitative, but rather if it induces frame reflection (on problems of organizational innovation in contexts of cultural closure, see Termeer and Koppenjan, 1997). But the unthinking compliance to the exogenous model may, at the same time, reduce the nature of a project to mere procedure, according to the customs of planning and command-and-control programming.

From the point of view of the EU, as previously mentioned, practice of good practice belongs to the style of soft law, and coexists with a complex ecology of regulation practices (directions, incentives, certifications, standards, etc.). 

4.  Good practices and cross-border cooperation

One often assumes, by definition, that Interreg programming and planning contexts (which however do not exhaust the variety of cross-border cooperation experiences) are descriptions of a great variety, deriving from differences in the organizational, administrative and governance cultures, apart from the cultural differences in a broad sense. Moreover, one assumes that this difference represents an obstacle to policy effectiveness, in the new commitment to the policy of “territorial cohesion” and in the prospect of implementation of ESPD, from the current state of vision to a set of real actions.

This prospect is both reasonable and questionable. It is reasonable in the sense that the world today is certainly likely to be one of great differences, but these differences can be observed not only (or so much) among nations, as among policy communities, both national and transnational (for instance, on the subject of ICT there is much international agreement, which greatly diminishes when the contents are related to environmental policies or policies related to the city, as the different spatial representations of Europe have proved, from “blue  banana” to “bunches of grapes” up to the image of the seven apartment building)
. From the point of view of organizational cultures and styles of policy (as a combination of rules, cognitive frames and practices that structure public action), there are great differences within national states, like Italy, which has a regional system that allows great autonomy, and where regions actually pursue their own foreign policy. It is simpler to find affinity between some Italian and European regions (for instance, in subjects like governance of industrial districts, for which Italy represents an international reference) than between international states. 

A distinction must be taken into account, between the procedural nature, which refers to the field of administrative practices and culture, of bureaucratic routine, of legislative systems, of role systems and the dimension of forms of interaction in the practical planning and production of public actions (a dimension that also and particularly refers to cognitive frames, to political and social cultures, to practices and to the concepts of public authority and legitimation)
. Different matters derive from it. Tension within the cooperation may and often derives from specific fields of practices and rules, the administrative and the legal ones, which lead to routine and organizational idleness and structure differently the field of local social relations and, in particular, the sense and the reality of the relation between the public and the private spheres, at a transnational and interregional level. 

In cross-border experiences, it seems that cultural differences (in the traditional anthropological sense, as a combination of beliefs, conducts, principles, prescriptive inclinations, myths, etc. that direct the action3) cannot be understood simply as an obstacle in the joint production of policies, but are to be considered along with the differences in organizational and institutional cultures and practices; not as elements that determine or prevent action (like in the most radical culturalist perspectives) but as frames of sense and behavioural models that allow different degrees of freedom and can be restructured in the course of interaction and by virtue of the interaction, even because of the availability of collections of “good practices” as possible “neutral” models.

On the other hand, if the cultural differences make up a resource, the difference in itself cannot be considered a resource. The difference represents one of the elements that structure social relations, but when it is on its own, it induces barriers and closures. 

In such a perspective, the use of “good practices” takes on different meanings. Referring to contexts of economical, social or cultural differences, the guidelines and the idea of best (or good) practices as a reference model can at most induce undesirable results, in terms of standardization (which jeopardize local competitive advantages) or of merely opportunistic and adaptive behaviours that inhibit innovation as an outcome of forms of local organizational and social learning. At the same time, these practices could boost the formation of a “background” (in a hermeneutic sense) of shared understanding that starts from the acknowledgement (initially even opportunistic, linked to the availability of financial incentives) of some principles and conducts and comes to the definition (that is always local) of at least commensurable interpretative frames and of common procedures. In any case, good practices as narrations seem to be the horizon in which to work; they incorporate the same result as the other variations of “good practice”, but they allow a more adequate treatment of the multiplicity and of the differences, and, above all, they show a tendency towards the collective generation of ideas and of practices of re-framing. From the viewpoint of policy design and of practices of spreading and circulation of information, this judgement has important consequences.

5. Cultures and boundaries

The point on the more adequate forms of practices of “good practices” in the Interreg programmes and projects introduces the question of boundaries. While, as a rule, good practices refer to national, regional or urban contexts, that are homogeneous from an administrative and legal standpoint (but not from that of cultures and styles of policy as, for instance, in the Italian case, which may be employed as example), in the Interreg projects there is an increase in complexity, due to the coexistence of different national and regional systems of functioning in the public sector, to public-private relations and different planning cultures. 

Cultplan employs a broad and rich notion of culture, that partly derives from sociological and anthropological reflections, as a structured and implicit field of beliefs, rules, habits, values that structure the action, but also one that is restructured through action (Giddens, Bourdieu), which is always relational, and therefore a producer of unexpected and surprising effects. 

Along with this point of view, one must also consider that the subject of culture has to be connected to cultural production processes of “anonymous apparatuses” (or devices) that carry, even and especially unintentionally, homogeneous and standardized codes and languages, processes that seem particularly pervasive and significant in the globalisation society. From this point of view, one must observe that the boundary does not disappear but, especially the national one, is relativized. The dynamics of global economy and the insecurity of identity reproduce boundaries, open new territories and produce fluid and changeable cultures and languages. 

Connecting the subject of cultures to that of boundaries, one observes that:

·    It is not so much the boundary as a limit (even cultural, not just between states) that is object of interest, as the economic, social and cultural aspects of border territories and cross-border practices that characterize them; 

·    Borders can be intended as practices and as tools (institutions and symbols) that generate certainties, protect structured ways of action and reproduce identities. Boundaries divide and, at the same time, produce sense regulation for collective action;

·    Boundaries exist simultaneously in a variety of practices and discourses;

·    Administrative boundaries (national, regional) do not necessarily coincide with cultural boundaries (meaning culture in a sociological and an anthropological sense), but with differences in administrative and organizational cultures. In any case, in present-day Europe, cultural boundaries still seem to have considerable importance;

·    As regards the cultures of spatial planning, recent studies acknowledge different national models (CEC, 1996). Actually, the situation seems fluid. Recent international comparisons on planning cultures (Sanyal, 2005) stress that culture is not to be considered by its essence and stability, but by practices and by processes of social, economic and technological changes. There is no real core planning culture, but rather a flow and exchange of ideas and questions on behalf of a variety of epistemic communities. Planning practices change according to contexts, but, rather than depending on cultural differences, referring to national cultures and identities, their variability seems to reflect the ways in which, in different situations, change in social practices occurs. Therefore, “rather than searching for the cultural nucleus of planning practice in each nation, we need to understand how changes occur in planning practice in all nations”. For instance, France and Great Britain present highly differentiated planning systems, especially in proportion to the different conceptions of authority and of public legitimacy (Booth, 2005). In any case, both states have brought significant reforms to their planning systems (which draw them near); regardless of this, it was not necessary to wait for basic cultural changes related to the role of authority and of public legitimation. It is not so much the planning that derives or is determined by a national culture, as rather planning (as an institutionalised form of processes, images, symbols, practices) that, prospectively, contribute to structuring national culture (refer to the Dutch case commented by Faludi, 2005) or the regional one (the case of Barcelona and of Catalonia). In other words, not only can planning be structured by different national or regional cultures, but rather planning (as a process of social interaction) produces cognitive frames, rules, images, cultures; 

·    Boundaries, as practices and instruments, can normally have many meanings, according to the actors involved and to contexts. In particular, the sense of European boundary is produced by a complex interaction between national and European elites, policies and techniques, and practices by the inhabitants and cross-border migrants (Donnah e Wilson, 1994), for whom that divided territory represents an only great “circulation territory”(Tarrius, 1993);

·     Boundaries are therefore interpreted and negotiated through practices of daily life and of mobility in cross-border territories;

·    Boundaries can become areas of contact and cooperation especially for control of the uncertainties deriving from cross-border externalities (for instance, for the Atlantic Circle, in relation to maritime questions: transportation, logistics, pollution) and for the formation of cross-border coalitions rallied on specific subjects (in particular, of economic development). Cross-border control of the externalities often takes on the institutional and organizational form of coordination. The formation of coalitions instead, introduces a significance of actual integration as the making up of cross-border networks on the basis of a thematization of interdependence and of common interests;

·     Cross-border boundaries involve a complexity of scales, institutions, rules and organizations due to the concurrence and interaction of many “limits” (between states, regions, cities, etc.). Cross-border cooperation therefore implies not only a question of transnational cultural differences, but that of many scale relations between a variety of practices, institutions and organizations (Attendolo, 2006);

·    There are at least three administrative, legal and procedural systems involved in cross-border cooperation: two cross-border states or regions and the European Union (Botteghi, 2005). This situation poses different and obvious problems from the point of view of coordination. However, it induces the testing of different rules, their evaluation, reflection on their relevance and adequacy. Basically, this occurs through processes of negotiation over the meanings of the rules, which seems to produce learning. In the Italian case, exposure to multiple systems of rules seems to have increased rationality in the public procedures, thus improving the capacity of interaction in transnational and cross-border projects.

6. Cultural differences in cross-border policy

By establishing a connection between what has been stated and the policies of cross-border cooperation, one observes that
:

·    Good practices (as a field of possibilities) vary according to the character taken on by cross-border territories;

·    The character of relations in cross-border territories can be redefined through actions that re-thematize contexts. In this sense, “good practices”, as narrations that can be adapted creatively to a specific territory, can play an important role;

·    Interreg actions are very successful when cultural and recreational-tourist values are involved, and, perhaps to a lesser extent, when subjects linked to governance and productive systems are entailed. Questions linked to the subject of infrastructures, to generations of shared views of economic and territorial development, to cross-border territorial experiments on planning and design are much more difficult;

·     Therefore, cultural differences do not seem to be a problem when issues like promotion of cultural heritage, traditions and local identity markers, territorial/urban marketing, or other tourism and/or rural development policies are involved. Upon examination, it deals with well-established fields of action, often falling within other Community Initiatives on a national or regional basis (in particular Leader) or with the programming of Structural Funds, for which models and procedures are available and supported by an extremely pervasive and persuasive “policy discourse”, and by well-established epistemic communities. At times, it is about actions that imply a slight and mainly technical cross-border interaction;

·    Differences seem to be a problem when themes of joint action for local development are involved, for which it is necessary to share scenarios, rules, institutional control procedures, etc.; these difficulties arise especially when cross-border contexts are competing for the appeal of investments. Each act of cooperation implies the undertaking of commitments in a perspective of reciprocity, which limits the autonomy of the actors and represents them as (inter) dependent. The theme of cross-border development (in a situation in which business localizations are substantially indifferent to national boundaries) is at present affected by tension between autonomy and mutual dependence (Botteghi, 2005), where autonomy is often successful. This situation, however, does not seem to be ascribable so much to cultural differences or to the defence of identity, as rather to the nature of competition for the acquisition of scanty resources.

Given this picture, the differences which have been pointed out do not only or so much refer to cultural differences but are, above all, related to coordination and activation of actors and actions. Some questions, referring to the French case (Lamoussoure, 2005) that can however be generalized, regard the great length of time that is needed for mutual learning of the actors and the cultures (organizational, administrative, working) involved (it is not the cultural difference as such to be a problem, but the duration and the form of processes of interaction); the difficulty in the formation of an effective common working structure (partly due to the previous reasons); relative marginalization of the actors and of the projects of cross-border cooperation, not satisfactorily acknowledged in the national policy dynamics. However, experiences of cross-border cooperation (Arnaud, 2002) can, even in contexts that are less inclined to interaction, induce changes in behaviours and in forms of reciprocity, at times weak (local actors, in their decisions, take into account what occurs across the border) at times strong (in the sense of the making up of stable cross-border networks for common projects).  

In general, one can therefore observe that, especially for characters that employ Interreg actions (culture, tourism, information, communication, the formation of repertoires, guidelines, etc. rather than projects for actual cross-border territorial development), the stakes do not seem capable of mobilizing important elements of identity or interests in a positive or negative sense. One must observe however that Interreg initiatives show a tendency to construction and reproduction of complex networks (of public actors and of technical elites) and of cognitive frames that can construct important “social capital” in view of more ambitious cross-border projects.

7. Typology of cross-border situations and “good practices” 

In general, therefore, the sense of good practices depends on the “nature” of the boundaries. The first move to be made is to observe local practices in frontier territories. In this sense, literature (Martinez, 1986; Thimoty, 1999) helps, for instance, to distinguish at least between: 

·    “Alienated” frontier territories. They are empty territories from the viewpoint of cross-border social practices, where relations are regulated by the formal aspect of international treatises, or they appear as spaces of negative reciprocity, due to hostility, cultural factors linked to national or local identities that are particularly deep-seated and resistant, etc. Here, boundary is intended as “barrier”.

·     Frontier territories of coexistence. They are situations having limited interactions between cross-border actors, and where prospective adjustments take place as reaction effects, according to classical strategic rationality. Though in a less intense form, the boundary is an instrument of closure and distinction in this situation too;

·    Frontier territories of interdependence. They are situations which reveal the presence of practices and activities that generate externality (negative or positive) and their acknowledgement on behalf of cross-border actors (for instance, on questions connected to the infrastructures of transportation, the environment, or of industrial delocalisation or cross-border competition between economic activities), having the will to cooperate (the formation of partnerships to solve specific problems or stable, multi-task collaboration or ordinary development problems). Therefore, there are two forms of action: coordination, where the procedural nature prevails, and cooperation, which is even more characterized by forms or joint planning;  

·    These territories of interdependence can be difficult when one of the two national actors is weaker, and cannot respond to the fundamental principle of reciprocity. The hypothesis of dependence between advanced and developing frontier and national situations seems to jeopardize advanced forms of cooperation (Ciechocinska, 1997);

·    Integrated frontier territories, where cross-border regions show a high degree of functional cohesion, in which each territory voluntarily yields elements of sovereignty on the basis of a hypothesis of mutual suitability. These borders are relatively porous to social practices and to forms of mobility (for instance, those on the Oder-Neisse line, between Austria and Slovenia, Belgium and France, France and Italy), whose progressive regulative and economical insignificance is often associated with the reinforcement of other external borders (like those towards the south of the Mediterranean) (Alkan, 2002).

The European situations are mostly of the intermediate type. Here are some examples: the border between Spain and Portugal, as well as those between Italy and “nearby” countries of the Mediterranean is definitely of the “territories of coexistence” type. The borders between Italy and Slovenia and between the Adriatic and Balkan regions are increasingly (even and especially outside European initiatives) characterized by the acknowledgement of situations of interdependence (both from the economical viewpoint, being the Balkan area a possible space for industrial localization, and at the same time, an area of interest for the market of more advanced economies), which are realized in the institutionalisation of networks of cooperation and actions, some of which fall within the European umbrella. The Italian-French border is a situation of long-term interdependence, where the cooperative commitment is broad and distributed in many fronts. On the French-Belgian border, the situation of effective interdependence is realized through actions that make the cross-border territory even more integrated, as in the case of the bi-national metropolis of Lille.

One seems to observe that, what makes up “good practice” differentiates according to the characteristics of cross-border territories. For the territories of coexistence, successful actions are probably those which yield results in terms of stable connections between actors. In these contexts, successful practices induce processes of frame reflection and of the construction of a sense of interdependence. Ironically, in these very contexts, the – normally – slight entity of the Interreg financial incentive reduces the range of conflicts and activates particularly motivated subjects, with possibly significant effects of activation of stable cross-border networks and the formation of social capital.

In situations of interdependence (not to say of integration), there is already, in forms that are more or less well established, the acknowledgement of interdependence and of suitability for joint action, besides community incentives. In this situation, the sense of  “good” practice (as an example that may offer suggestions in other contexts) may be defined as the ideal arriving point in cross-border cooperation, from forms of soft coordination of externality, to more radical forms of integration. Typically, in these situations, good practices are those that reinforce functional and social integration of cross-border territories.  

8. Good practices for whom and where

Going back to the point of “good practices for whom?” one must observe that the features of cross-border territories induce different answers to this question. 

In territories of coexistence, the sense and functions of good practices for local actors probably refer to activation of relations between cross-border partners (which one believes to be difficult because of cultural differences and cognitive frames) through the intervention of a “third actor” (the European Union), a symbolically authoritative external subject, that points out a particular experience as an example to be followed, and, in doing so, can structure the local matter in the setting of a common language, made up of the narration of a good practice. As always, this function of good practices may have a double outcome. On one hand, it may inhibit communication when the actors assume that reference to the example replaces the reflexive and inter-subjective nature, and may result in the treatment of the problem/project as a purely technical/coordination matter. On the other hand, reference to a good practice may induce reflection on the sense of interdependence, in typically deliberative situations of comparison between arguments that often take on the form of narrations. In this case, one can identify “good practices of use of good practices”, when the latter contribute to the restructuring or the generating of a new idea of cross-border territories according to an original thematization of interdependence and of “common good”, a different conception of the “other” as a resource, the formation of intercultural social capital (as a “bridging” form of capacity of relation with different actors, of aperture to differences, etc.), growth of dialogue, contractual and deliberative capacities,  beyond one’s own reference community.

The sense and functions of “good practices” are probably different in situations where cross-border territories are already cooperating. In these contexts, good practice is what reinforces functional integration (even social, in a broad sense), that leads to a strong structuring of epistemic communities, to the growth of technical competence, to the formation of advocacy coalitions and/or of transnational coalitions of growth that may exert strong influence on the production of European policies for the cross-border and transnational spaces. More than users of “good practices”, these contexts are typically producers of them, in that good practices are such because they are produced in situations that are defined historically by interdependence, cultural homogeneity and common practices. Perhaps greater critical attention must be paid to a “universalistic” idea of good practices; a good practice, as a successful practice in basically integrated cross-border territories, probably belongs to a different genre from good practices in territories of mere coexistence. 

9. The nature of Interreg projects

Interreg
 projects devote most of the resources to immaterial investments. By observing the Interreg IIIB experience, in particular, it may be possible to identify a (tentative) taxonomy of projects.

Strategic projects

These projects are strategic in the sense of the definition of “strategic planning” in Lindblom (1975). Strategic planning is strategic in that it strategically employs “the intelligence of democracy”, that is, the production of usable knowledge for action during action, starting from a plurality of actors having differentiated interests and values. These processes appreciate stores of local knowledge, and can produce, as non-intentional effects, social capital, networks, cognitive frames, and ways of interaction. A strategic project, according to the Interreg philosophy, is a project that attempts to trigger a process of interaction between the actors of cross-border territories so as to experiment and stabilize transnational forms of governance, mainly around questions of territorial development.

Projects of networking and projects of framing can be distinguished in strategic projects. The first ones are typical constitutive policies, whose aim is to join and mobilize the actors of potential policy communities around specific issues, hypothesizing to contribute to the making up of stable networks of transnational actors beyond the specific project (as a form of production of social capital). Therefore, the object goes beyond the formation of partnerships for specific actions, and clearly ranks in the perspective of territorial cohesion as the formation of stable transnational networks. Framing projects have the object of constructing cognitive settings and common languages through common activities, as a shared cognitive and linguistic setting that is significant for the social interaction of subjects that are different by culture and interests. It may be considered like a kind of policy that supports the more classical constitutive policies.

There are obvious connections between networking projects and framing projects. The making up of shared frames (images, hypotheses, languages, and rules) seems useful if stable networks of cross-border actors are to be made up. At the same time, networking projects, possibly guided by reference to successful practices, may be influential in the formation of shared frames, as a form of learning through joint action. For these reasons, networking and framing often make up values of the same project.

Some examples of networking projects (obtained from the Interreg IIIB Alpine Space Programme):

· ALPLAKES (France, Italy, Slovenia): creation of a network of “lake managers” in the field of lake management, in order to implement better transnational sustainable policies;
· NEPROVALTER (Austria, Italy, Slovenia): networking public institutions and farmers at transnational level, for sustainable development in mountain rural areas;

· ALPCITY (Austria, France, Italy, Switzerland): networking and exchange of experiences to create a common knowledge and strategies for local development in small alpine towns. Both dimensions (networking and framing) structure this project; 

· SENTENDALP (Austria, France, Italy, Slovenia, Switzerland): creation of a network of public institutions and sport events organizers to plan and marketing sport events in Alpine Area.

Below, examples of projects that can be identified as framing projects are, instead, pointed out:

· URBAL (Interreg IIIB North Sea Region – Belgium, Norway, Sweden, UK): understanding and generating awareness among local decision-makers on how to manage urban-rural areas;
· EUROPOLIS (Interreg IIIB North West Europe – France, Belgium, Germany, UK): to establish an action platform for sustainable development in medium-size towns;

· REKULA (CADSES – Germany, Italy, Poland): defining common criteria for cultural landscapes recovery;

· LEXALP (Interreg IIIB Alpine Space – France, Germany, Italy, Switzerland): harmonizing terminology in normative documents, in order to achieve a common language.

Another kind of strategic project seems even more inclined to the constructing of spaces of common social practices in cross-border territories. The ambitious object is to create spaces for cross-border social relations that may, in prospect, construct cross-border communities, by integrating the territories where borders run, through the involvement of the inhabitants in direct experiences. Some examples (“good practices” found in the web-site Interact):

· Two Shores Gardens (Interreg IIIA – Germany-France): a common garden along the Rhine, linking Kehl and Strasbourg along a new footbridge;
· People to people (Interreg IIIA – Upper Rhine Centre – France, Germany, Switzerland): Implementing a framework programme for small scale project directly initiated by citizens (experiment in cross-border active citizenship);

· DUO (Interreg IIIA France-Wallonie-Flandre): a common transnational television space where schoolchildren participate discussing important social issues.

Projects of construction of technical languages, instruments and common technologies

These projects aim to structure epistemic communities or communities of practice, in which the subjects of reference are mainly the technical actors. If the strategic projects are directed to the construction of governance of cross-border territories aiming at territorial cohesion, the projects on the techniques represent the nature of technical rationality of these processes. One has the idea of concurrence of technical processes of analysis, evaluation, and evaluation towards more advanced models, as a fundamental element of competitiveness in cross-border systems. 

These projects are made up of actions where instruments (for instance, GIS, management systems, etc.) or models or practices are experimented, at times defined exogenously (like best practices), at times produced locally, like pilot-actions (that prospectively locally re-interpret successful practices that have been produced elsewhere). Especially in this second case, the object is an increase in local learning capabilities through experimentation.

Below, some examples of projects of experimentation of techniques and instruments:

· KATER (Interreg IIIB Cadses – Italy, Croatia, Austria, Slovenia): development of a GIS system in order to assess environmental impacts;
· MARS (Interreg IIIB Alpine Space – Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Slovenia): development of a database for monitoring sustainable development at the NUTS2 level;

· DIAMONT (Interreg IIIB Alpine Space – France, Germany, Italy, Slovenia, Switzerland). Development of SOIA, system for observation and information on the Alps, in the field of economic regional development.

While the following make up examples of experimentation of practices mainly through pilot-projects:

· GO (Interreg IIIB Cadses – Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Greece, Italy, Poland): new opportunities of investments in target areas for industrial re-localization with innovative financial tools;
· Living Space Network (Interreg IIIB Alpine Space – Austria, Germany, Italy, Switzerland): cross-border conservation policy and pilot-project on water and bat populations;

· Safety for sustainable development in Hautes Vallées (Interreg IIIA Italy-France - ALCOTRA): Experiments on risk prevention and building of a diffuse risk culture.

10. Summary and consequences for Cultplan

The following outline shows what may be meant by good practice, with particular reference to the objectives of process, compared to typologies of projects and to the characteristics of cross-border territories.

	
	Cross-border territories of coexistence
	Cross-border territories of interdependence

	Networking and framing projects
	Structuring of deliberative processes deliberative; social capital; re-thematization of cross-border identities; development of an idea of interdependence; a new idea of boundary as a territory of shared practices.
	Open and multilateral coordination; actual actions of territorial development; stability of governance networks; procedural technical innovations; common forms of regulation and spatial planning. 

	New cross-border physical and social spaces
	Surprise as an element of social-learning and of discovery of possible cross-border communities and of common horizons of territory development
	Increase in the degree of integration (social, economical, cultural) in cross-border territories

	Construction of common technical languages
	Methods and techniques as a common language in the cross-border and cross-cultural dialogue
	Increase in technical performances, learning by trial and error.


The consequences for Cultplan regard questions of selection and analysis of cases. 

As regards selection:

· It would be advisable to represent, above all, those typologies of projects that mostly involve cultural significance, however intended, like networking and framing projects and projects of construction of physical and social cross-border spaces;

· In the analysis, the presence of territories of coexistence and of territories of interdependence (which are such even by virtue of the cultural structures and of their cross-border management) helps control the hypothesis of the influence of cultural differences on success of cross-border actions.

· It is more advisable to choose projects with substantive contents which refer to questions of local cross-border development (including those related to the physical infrastructuring) or of cross-border regulation of economical activities or of the land-use, as they entail negotiation and construction processes of common reference frames that are more complex and uncertain than usually occurs in tourism or rural development policies, including place-marketing, conservation of cultural heritage, project of trails, etc. (which, moreover, being strongly localised, generally do not show a strong cross-border or transnational content in a literal sense, often resembling those implemented in Leader Programmes or by Structural Funds).

As regards method of case study (considering an average limit of five interviews per case):

· The strategy of case study (in particular, how the interview is conducted and its critical analysis) must adapt to the type of cross-border territory, since the sense of success or failure of a project in territories of coexistence or territories of interdependence is radically different. Naturally, this occurs in a common methodological frame, in which concepts, languages, exploring hypotheses, objectives, etc. are defined;

· The “history” of cross-border territories must be reconstructed with care, so as to position the Interreg project in a flow of local and cross-border or transnational practices. These practices should include forms of structuring of cross-border governance (networks, coalitions, conflicts, stakes, etc., possibly in a historical perspective), the symbolic-cognitive issues (cognitive frames on the development, concepts of boundary, identity markers, etc.), and cross-border social practices (referring for example to commuting). In other words, the (mainly cultural and cognitive) meaning of cross-border territory involved in case-study should be reconstructed;

· By constructing a similar setting, the Interreg project and action gain sense, as reinforcement, integration, cooperation (on the basis of conducts inspired by forms of communicative rationality) or, on the contrary, resistance, competition and the claim of autonomy (on the basis of conducts inspired by forms of strategic rationality);

· The construction of the setting requires analysis of the sources, as well as interviews. It may be useful to interview third subjects compared to Interreg ones, like privileged informers (such as journalists, expert of the local society, etc.);

· Once the setting has been defined, a question must be posed on the sense of the project compared to the (cultural and social) characteristics of the cross-border territory. The questions which seem to need investigation regard changes that have taken place in terms of structuring of cross-border governance (the methods and processes of the decision, the making up of networks, the activation of new subjects, the degree of integration, etc.), of technical and administrative rationality (meaning an increase in efficiency of public administration after the involvement in Interreg initiatives), of cognitive frames (as regards the sense of cross-border territory in particular). All these questions are obviously linked to the various cultural differences (social, political, administrative) that may matter;

· As regards, in particular, the questions of governance of the cross-border territory, considering the objective of territorial cohesion, the question to be asked is: compared to the type of project and to the specific content, and compared to the characteristics of cross-border territory, has the project been successful (has it therefore managed effectively those cultural differences, in a broad sense, that could be “obstacles”)? The success can be measured by inquiring into the presence of outcomes like those pointed out in the previous outline, whose acknowledgement can be intended as proxy of success in the management of intercultural problems (if any); 

· At this point, it is necessary to understand whether there is a relation between European procedures, structuring and managing of the local process, and outcomes, inquiring into the question of perception of stakes, transformation of cognitive frames, interaction processes (cooperation, conflict, negotiation, deliberation, exchange, etc.), discursive practices, management of disagreements and of conflicts (paying particular attention to cognitive-cultural disagreements and disputes). Which kind of network management has been successful in coping with (which) cultural differences in a given cross-border situation and regard to a specific project content? Which cultural changes can be recognized through the analysis of networking and interaction processes? Can we hypothesize a link amongst social capital and institutionalisation of new practices and new cognitive frames and cultural change?

· The following step regards the passing from a combination of case studies to a more limited combination of examples (in particular, as regards methods of interaction) that can construct a reference for policies.
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� For standard as a regulation instrument refer to Brunsson and Bengt (2000).


� On strategic uses of EU by local actors, and on EU as a cognitive frame, see Balme (2004).


� The events of ESPD on the matter are exemplary. See Cremaschi (2005); Janin Rivolin (2004); Faludi and Waterhout (2002).


�  In relation to INTERREG, Attendolo (2006) and Botteghi (2005) insist on this distinction.


� The discussion in this paragraph refers to the following texts in particular: Alkan (2002), Arnaud (2002), Botteghi (2005), Casteigts (2005), Ciechocinska (1997), Donnah, Wilson (1994), Lamassoure (2005), Martin, Van der Velde (1997), Paasi (1998), Reichert (1992).


� The database contained in the INTERACT site has been employed for this analysis.
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