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ABSTRACT.

Cross-border regions are often seen as peripheddbav developed. To attract new residents,
firms and tourists many cross-border regions engageoss-border cooperation to overcome
the faced challenges. Henceforth, cross-bordeedaanding gains more and more popularity
across Europe’s cross-border regions and its stédkefs. This thesis deals with the
challenges and opportunities of cross-border plaeading for cross-border regions and its
touristic stakeholders and how the challenges eaoviercome. Theoretical concepts of place
branding are explored to develop a concept of ebosder place branding. For this concept
theoretical insights of regional geography and bostudies are used as well. Especially the
concept of regional identity is identified as anportant factor for cross-border place
branding initiatives. On the basis of the casesrl#igerregion Bodensee, Via-Claudia
Augusta and Fehmarnbelt it is argued that a sutdegsice brand needs to fulfill certain
preconditions. Furthermore, these cases are uselntify opportunities and challenges for
touristic stakeholders in a cross-border place direninitiative. Finally, this thesis uses the
developed cross-border place branding concept lamddentified preconditions, challenges
and opportunities to analyze the potentials forass-border place brand in the EUREGIO
region. This analysis is also based on open-engpdreinterviews with important touristic
stakeholders in the EUREGIO region. This thesigppses a slow approach towards cross-
border place branding with a focus on internal raing and regional identity.
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Introduction: problem statement, objective, researb question and methodology

Cross-border region building has become an inanghsimportant point on the Agenda of
the European Union (EU) since the early 1990s.ghatigon policy is used to create
cooperation between neighboring countries and ¢onpte economic development in often
underdeveloped border regions. The main fieldsoaiperation are economic development,
infrastructure and cultural activities. The fieldtourism has not gained much attention in the
beginning of cross-border region building. (Nilss&skilsson, & Ek 2010) In the recent 10
years, however, the field of tourism became angnaiepart of regional development and
cross-border region building. Tourism and othewiser industries are now often used to
restructure former industrial regions after thelidecof the producing industry. (Nilsson,
Eskilsson, & Ek 2010) Henceforth, tourism policyseen as an important instrument on local,
regional and central government level European @ & communal. In the INTERREG
regional funding programs of the EU the importaot®urism can be seen through more and
more funding in cross-border tourism projects ia thcent years (Nilsson, Eskilsson, & Ek
2010). The development of cross-border tourismtegjias is one main funding topic in
INTERREG and is often connected to Euroregionsctvimainly developed during the rise of
cross border cooperation in the early 1990s. Theldpment from manufacturing industry to
service industry led to more competition betweeace$s for corporations, tourists and
residents. In this competition, place branding bezahe most important tool for policy
makers. As in the literature on place branding gda@and regions are often used
interchangeably this thesis will also do so. E&olyns of place selling can already be seen in
the late nineteenth century as a reaction to tbkeajization of the markets as shown by Ward
(1998). He is mentioning the marketing of the negéytled western parts of the USA as a
first effort to sell a place (Ward, 1998). But ordince the late 1980s, place promotion
became generally accepted, firstly by tourism acéord soon after by place managers. Still, it
was only seen as a tool for place managers whoitiascgn addition to their existing toolbox,
not as a tool widely used in the industry. In tteglye 1990s the first general and useful
approaches towards a place marketing concept wade.mAfter that, the developments of
corporate branding led to a further refined un@eding of place branding more in line with
the current definition (Kavaratzis & Ashworth, 2009he developments in place branding
were also applied in cross-border cooperation thicing cross-border place brands. Several
cross-border place branding initiatives can betifled across Europe (see: Hospers, 2006;
loannides, Nielsen & Billing, 2006; Lepik and Kreég@009; Andersson, 2007; Prokkola,



2007; Nilsson, Eskilsson, & Ek 2010) but only fisséps towards a theory development have
been made. Furthermore the current research hdsausted on the development of a cross-
border place brand but analyzed the existing cagbsocus on regional identities (Prokkola,
2007), on problems occurring in an imagined spatmsers, 2006) and on the potential of
region for common branding (Andersson, 2007). Henuest research is focused on already
existing cross-border place brands and their ctickallenges (exception: Andersson (2007)
with his analysis of potential for a cross-bordeard in the Baltic Sea region). The
challenges that occur to stakeholders in the dewedmt of a cross-border place brand have
not been analyzed. Therefore, this study useshiherétical developments of place branding
and cross-border cooperation to analyze casesosls-trorder place branding. The main
research question in this thesis is:

What challenges occur during the development ofrasseborder place brand from the

perspective of touristic stakeholders and how ¢essé¢ challenges be overcdine

This central research question aims at making resemaation for touristic stakeholders in
cross-border regions to enhance the developmeregsoof a cross-border place branding
initiative based on the latest theoretical develepts, case studies and open semi structured
interviews. The semi structured interviews wereduated to test the findings of the case

studies.

To fully answer the main research question a sstibfquestions was developed:

Are there certain preconditions that a cross-bordegion needs to fulfill to implement a

successful cross-border place brand?

This question is based on three cases studie&dtiensee region as a well-developed cross-
border place brand, the Via Claudia Augusta redimt started the development towards a
cross-border place brand but was not able to ssftdgsdevelop one and the Fehmarnbelt
region that currently develops a cross-border ptaead. Based on these cases preconditions
for a cross-border place brand and challengesdianistic stakeholders are identified. The
case selection and methodology of the case stuéyxpkined in the methodology section

below.

What lessons can be learned from the cases indg®ns Bodensee, Via Claudia Augusta

and Fehmarnbelt?



Answering this sub question aims at identifyingatt that help to overcome the challenges

of touristic stakeholders.

What challenges arise for the tourism industrihéd EUREGIO region is branded?

To answer this question open semi structured irgery with the main touristic stakeholders
in the EUREGIO region are conducted. It helps amis\gehe main research question insofar
as the findings of the case studies are eitherirooedl or dismissed. The case selection is

reasoned below in the methodology section.

How should touristic stakeholders get involved ithhe creation of a cross-border place

branding organization?

Using the findings of the case studies and the ogemi structured interviews
recommendation on how to overcome the identifieallehges are given and it is analyzed
what role the touristic stakeholders play in theead@pment of a cross-border place branding

initiative.

How can EU measures be used to overcome the chalehat touristic stakeholders face?

Since cross-border cooperation in Europe is mdaaked on EU measures (funding, regional
development policies) this question uses the figsliof the interviews and the case studies to
identify the most important EU measures that helpvercome the challenges that touristic

stakeholders face.

Drawing on these questions the objective of thieaech is to identify cases of cross-border
place branding projects. Here the examples of thdeBsee and the Via Claudia Augusta will
be used to identify different approaches towardassborder place branding and possible
opportunities, challenges and preconditions. Toiggghts in the development of a cross-
border place brand the current development of #terfarnbelt region will be looked at. The

final goal of the research is to test the curreatiieworks of cross-border place branding and
the identified preconditions and challenges on ¢hee EUREGIO as well as to explore

possible place branding developments in the EUREHoN. To do so, firstly, the history

of place branding will be reviewed. Secondly, thearetical developments of place branding
will be shown. In chapter three the theoreticalaedlepments of cross-border cooperation and

border regions will be identified. Combining theedtinetical frameworks of place branding



with the cross-border cooperation concepts willntthead to a place branding framework
adapted to cross-border regions. Chapter four wi#n present the case studies of
Vierlanderregion Bodensee, Via Claudia Augusta dred Fehmarnbelt. Preconditions and
challenges for touristic stakeholders in the dgwelent of a cross-border place branding
initiative will be identified using content analgsin Chapter five these findings will then be
compared with the findings of open semi structurgdrviews with touristic stakeholders in
the EUREGIO region. These interviews were conduetgd the main touristic stakeholders
of the EUREGIO region to analyze the potential idmgles for touristic stakeholder in the
development of a cross-border place branding tiiga Finally a conclusion will be drawn

and an outlook for cross-border place brandingp@EUREGIO region will be given.

To do so, the first step in this thesis was to iifignmelevant place branding literature, to
review this literature and to extract the findiragstheory building in this literature. The focus
was set on place branding and cross-border plaeeding concepts, definitions and
theoretical frameworks which were then summarized @xtracted into a theoretical
framework to use in this thesis. To get an undeditey of cross-border place branding
initiatives cases were identified. During an extemglesk research with the analysis of print
and online material two initiatives were identifiadd important preconditions of cross-border
place branding and challenges for touristic stalddre will be shown based on this analysis.
The selected cases are the Vierlanderregion Bodeasé the Via Claudia Augusta. The
Bodensee case was chosen because of its bestpraature. Firstly, it includes all relevant
stakeholders (investors and businesses, tourgsislants, students). Secondly, it is based on a
common regional anchor, the Lake Bodensee andyfitied development of the cross-border
region was based on consensus between all staleebolthis well-developed cross-border
place brand is contrasted with the case of theGlaudia Augusta region. In this region not
all stakeholders are involved (only touristic antibess stakeholders), the regional anchor is
outdated and the cross-border brand developmeatmeonsistent, showing no consensus.
Using contrasting cases helps at identifying prdadans for successful cross-border place
branding as factors that are present in the suitdesse may not be seen in the unsuccessful

case.

To get further insights into the development of@ss-border place branding initiative and the
role of the tourism open sector semi-structureérinews with two stakeholders (Head of
Libeck Business Development and the project mar@géstsee-Holstein Tourismus e.V) of

the Fehmarnbelt region were conducted as this megiorently develops a cross-border place
9
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branding initiative. These interviews focused ore tbhallenges that occur during the
development of a cross-border place branding tivéa The findings of the interview are
used to identify challenges during the developnuéra cross-border place brand and to give

recommendations for the development of a placedimgrinitiative in a cross-border region.

Additionally, the gained knowledge of the desk ezsh and the first two semi structured
interviews were used to develop a semi-structurg@rview guideline concerning the
EUREGIO region. (See Appendix) The EUREGIO regirchosen as case for this research
since this project already tries to promote cramsHer projects between Germany and the
Netherlands for many years but without the esthbient of a cross-border place branding
organization. This grown basis and possible synesfjgcts — like cooperation between
tourism stakeholders — make the regions a goodtoaaealyze opportunities and challenges
of cross-border place branding. In total 15 staladrs of the tourism sector in the EUREGIO
region were interviewed using the developed inewiguideline. To make sure that all
tourism stakeholders are taken into account, mterview partners were preselected and the
remaining six interview partners were chosen by shewballing method, using interview
recommendations of the preselected partners. Ttbeview guideline covered the following

topics:

Strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and threatsnfanter-regional place branding project
in the EUREGIO region,

Stakeholders in the region,

Cooperation in the region,

Possible designs of an inter-regional place brapdnganization

Synergies for the tourism industry.

The findings of the interviews were then compareth the findings of the case studies to
identify preconditions and challenges relevant tlmurristic stakeholders in a cross-border
region. Additionally the findings were used to dewpe recommendations for the

establishment of a cross-border place brandingiivie in the EUREGIO region.

10
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2.1

Place branding: history and theory

To better understand the current discussions infigdé of place branding this thesis will
firstly look at the historical development of plaoeanding. Here the theoretical roots will be

identified and the different strains of place briagdwill be shown.

History of place branding

Place branding was and still is a practitionerfietdl of research. It is not a new phenomenon,
but has been practiced since humanity began tooexpghe earth. Ashworth and Voogd
(1994) mention the naming of Greenland as one efitlst attempt to use image building to
attract new settlers. Additionally, Ward (1998) wsfed that the promotion of cities and place
has been in use since the 1850s. Still these apipeeawere all practitioner-led having no
academic or theoretical basis. Place branding was iflentified as an academic field of
research by O’Leary and Iredal (1976) includingrst fdefinition of place marketing. Also,
the widening of the marketing concept from busirtessther fields of application by Kotler
and Levy (1969) pushed the academic developmethiedfield of place branding. Hence, the
first publications on place branding where mainlgncerned with the application of
marketing techniques to places. The marketing petsm is therefore one of the first
perspectives on place branding. From this poinviefv places are products that can be
marketed like any other product and compete fosaorers like any other product. Rainisto
(2003) and Kaotler et al. (1993; 1999; 2002) ard #te main advocates of this approach

towards place branding.

Besides the marketing field other disciplines hbegun to study place branding. As Braun
(2008) has identified “disciplines that have tremhally studied cities, regions, places and
locations such as Urban and Regional Economicsk@ua, 1990; Van den Berg et al, 1990;
Van den Berg & Braun, 1999), Economic Geographyh(®sth & Voogd, 1990; Ashworth,
2005), Planning (Gold & Ward, 1994; Ward, 1998)Jtal Studies, Social Geography et
cetera” (p. 3) have also put their research foauplace branding. These disciplines argue
that places use marketing as the globalizationefbrthem to compete for residents,
investment and tourists. This also includes thept@ola of marketing to the specific
requirements of places while also not viewing th@snproducts but as their own complex
system that needs adapted tools. (Braun, 2008)

11
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Hence, place branding has a multidisciplinary mistbat was practitioner led in its beginning
but developed academic research, influenced by etiatk later by other disciplines as
planning, economic geography and regional econonfitsny place branding has been
established as an interdisciplinary discipline wighown journals (e.g. Place Branding and

Public Diplomacy) and theoretical concepts.

Place branding: theoretical developments

As pointed out above the theoretical foundationpt#ce branding is based on various
disciplines and is still in development. This tlsesll look at the main developments that led
to the current understanding of place brandingtHémmore a definition of place branding

will be given as well as the differences betweec@lmarketing and place branding will be
detailed to justify the decision for the use ofreut place branding concepts. The aim is to
identify place branding frameworks applicable toss-border regions.

Place marketing and destination marketing

The first developments towards a common understgnaoli place branding were made in the
mid-1970s when Hunt elaborated on image as a factwurism development (Hunt, 1975).

In his work he suggests that image is an impoffastor in tourism development and that the
image of a destination influences the tourists’islen towards a destination heavily (Hunt,
1975). During the same time O’Leary and Iredal @9identified place marketing as an

important future research field. In their reseatble broadening of the marketing was
suggested with place marketing as one of the fuegearch fields (O’'Leary & Iredal, 1976).

They do not only see place marketing as a futuza af interest but also give a first definition
of place marketing.

“Place marketing involves activities designed teate favorable dispositions and behavior
toward geographic locations. It involves transanBoin land, but it is the geographic
location, not the land that is really being marletdhe land itself is merely a manifestation
of the location. The answer to the question - "whaeds can be met by a geographic
location?” - suggests five types of place marketidgmestic residence; business site;
community and recreational development; land inwesit and tourist resorts.(O’'Leary &
Iredal, 1976, p. 156)

12



In this very first definition the main stakeholdersresidents, investors (businesses) and
tourists - have already been identified. Still, @oproach on how to aim the marketing
activities towards the stakeholders has been stegjes

In the following years the development of place keting as a concept did not develop
further, until scholars began to develop more hiolisoncepts of place marketing in the early
1990s. Ashworth and Voogd (1990) began to devel@faraework of place marketing from
the perspective of management and urban planningir Btrategic framework includes the
incorporation of place marketing into planning agjes already stating that successful place
marketing can only be achieved if the methods allg implemented (Ashworth & Voogd,
1990). Their work treats the city/place as a prodwut already mentions the importance of
the manifold stakeholders (Ashworth & Voogd, 1990)rthermore, they give the following

definition of city marketing:

a "process whereby urban activities are as closa$y possible related to the demands of
targeted customers so as to maximize the effisieeitl and economic functioning of the area
concerned in accordance with whatever goals haen lestablished’{Ashworth & Voogd,
1990, p. 11).

This definition is still very focused on the plaas a product and highlights the managerial
aspect of place marketing. In their contributiorhfserth and Voogd (1990) also developed a
strategic place marketing tool to give practitianan academic framework for their work.

In another early framework of place marketing, \d@m Berg et al. (1990) looked at the topic
of city marketing from an urban planning point eéw. In combination with Ashworth and
Voogd (1990) they were the first to mention thatgels as product are influenced by many
factors that are outside of the control of the @latarketers (van den Berg et al., 1990). The
current developments in place branding are maimbumgded on the findings in the early
1990s. This lays the basis for the current undedstg of place branding in the context of
regional branding strategies.

In contrast to this development, a further contidou to the development of a common
understanding of place marketing was made by Ketlex. (1993) which suggest a strategic
place marketing concept that includes gaining mmwpulation, attracting more business,
growing existing business, supporting start-upgreasing the tourism arrivals and the

exports of goods. Their approach of strategic plagketing is from a pure marketing
13



perspective, treating places as products and kivtgtanto account the multidisciplinary and
multi-stakeholder nature of place marketing, whishrelevant for this thesis due to the

complex stakeholder situation in cross-border negjio

The evolution clearly points to one paradox: theaepts of place marketing were refined but
still the places are mainly seen as spatial prad(i€avaratzis & Ashworth, 2005). Also in
further developments this paradox is can be sebos,TKotler et al. (1999), Kotler et al.
(2002) and Rainisto (2003) still look at place neditkg from a product marketing perspective
not taking the manifold stakeholders and targetgsoof place into account. Therefore this
research acknowledges the importance of a muligisary and multi-stakeholder approach
represented by Ashworth and Voogd (1990) and vanR&g et al. (1990). Taking this into
account, only frameworks based on the finding efttho authors are used in this thesis. The
contribution of Kotler et al. (1993, 1999 and 20@&)the field is acknowledged but not

overstated since he only contributed from the fadldharketing.

At the same time as the developments in place magkevere made, the concept of
destination marketing started to develop (HannadRy, 2008). Here it is mentioned that
destination marketing efforts often have positiypdiever effects for other economic areas
and their development (Hanna & Rowley, 2008). Iditn the development in the field of
destination marketing has always been ahead ofpthee marketing development, for
example including all stakeholders and acknowlegigite manifold factors that influence the
destination product (Hanna & Rowley, 2008). Herthe,definition for destination marketing
can be used instead of the one for place marketnij seems to not only serve the tourism
industry but often is the main image for a placar{fplh & Rowley, 2008). As this thesis only
analyses touristic stakeholders in the EUREGIOomrghe author acknowledges that the
tourism sector can be a main driver for furtheredepments in cross-border place branding.
Nevertheless, place branding frameworks need tdudec all stakeholders to work
successfully. Based on this reasoning, framewdras dnly include touristic stakeholders are

not used in this thesis.

After setting the basis with the works of Ashwoaiid Voogd (1990) and van den Berg et al.
(1990) this paragraph gives a current definitiorplaice marketing in the light of the before
mentioned developments. The current understandiqdaoe marketing is defined by Braun
(2008) as “the coordinated use of marketing toalspsrted by a shared customer-oriented

philosophy, for creating, communicating, delivetirapd exchanging urban offerings that

14
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have value for the city’s customers and the cigésnmunity at large” (p. 43). The aim of
place marketing was already well defined by Ashtvamnd VVoogd (1990) who say the aim is
“to maximize the efficient social and economic ftiocing of the area concerned, in
accordance with whatever wider goals have beerbledtad” (p. 41). The consumer in this
case can be the resident, the tourist or the iovesice the target groups may vary (Braun &
Zenker, 2010). Braun (2008) introduced another irigo point with his definition: customer
orientation which is further refined in Braun andnker (2010), adding a definition of the
customer/consumer. This definition incorporates allakeholders, builds on the
multidisciplinary basis of place marketing and acluces the customer focus, making it a

good starting point for the development from plaggketing to place branding.

In the recent years the concept of branding waisdnted to the field of place marketing (e.g.
Kavaratzis, 2008). This was also triggered by tlfwdiporation of cultural geography into the
place marketing concepts. Cultural geography statest people comprehend places in
various ways. Firstly, by the use of place, secphgl urban design and planning and thirdly
by media representation of a place. (Kavaratzissfaworth, 2005) These meeting points with
places can be directly and/or indirectly: For exbengeople can experience the use of a place
by themselves or a friend does so and tells atboliherefore, images and perceptions are an
important factor by which places are perceived. vifatzis & Ashworth, 2005) This
importance of the image of a place also led todéeelopment of place branding and the

developments of cross-border place branding.
Corporate branding

Before analyzing the developments of place brandingd its concepts this thesis shortly
highlights the developments of corporate brandihicivare the basis for place branding.

The first attempts of branding can be identifiedhia late 18 century when consumer goods
were branded, e.g. Gillette (Low & Fullerton, 199%ilhe most used definition is provided by
the American Marketing Association whereas a bnand "name, term, design, symbol, or
any other feature that identifies one seller's goodervice as distinct from those of other
sellers.” (American Marketing Association, 2014)s tefinition is very product oriented and
is also criticized for being so (Hanna & Rowley,08). Kavaratzis and Ashworth (2005)
mention that there are several attempts to defiaedoand branding but the scholars have not

been able to adopt one single definition. The quadint which all marketing literature on the

15



topic has in common is that branding is more thaimg a prodict a name that is identifiab
(Kavaratzis & Ashworth2005).

A first approach towards brandircan be taken by looking ahd relation between tt
activities of the company dnthe perceptions of the brand from the pointhe consumer.
This is summedp in figure 1. Here the brand is the interfaceéhaf communicationetween
company and consumer (Kaatzis & Ashworth, 2005).This approach gives a fir
understanding of the branding process and howradbraage is but. As this approach is st
looking at product and not corporate brands one cantls# the corporate brand image
influenced by many more factors because more stdttets and steps are involved in
process. Places do not resemble products and lksanoet be handled with a sire approach
like shown in Figure 1. Therefore this thesis Wwolbk at development of corporate brand

to find solutions for a crodserder place branding framewc

BRAND
IDENTITY
How the evwners

wan! the praind

to be ,-'k’ft’c'f\’f:u"

Y

BRAND POSITIONING

Thar part of the valie proposition
comnuuicated to o tairget roup thet

dentonstrates competitive advaniage

Y
BRAND
IMAGE

Hen the
Brarid iy

nercefved

Figure 1 Brand identity, brand positioning and brand imég(Kavaratzis &Ashworth, 2005, p. 50

In last 10 years a shift from product towards coap® branding can be observed leading
focus on the people and the organization behingado(Knox &§ Bickerton, 2003). Knox an
Bickerton (2003) propose a defiion for corporate branding where tarporate brand is tr
visual, verbal andbehaviore expression of an organizationignigue business mod

(Kavaratzis, 2009)vhich is communicated through all channels “takes place through tr
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company’s mission, core values, beliefs, commuitnatulture and overall design” (p. 27).
The aim of a corporate brand is to give a foundati®o communicate its promise to all
stakeholders by representing all the attributes #na connected with the product. These
attributes can be physical and socio psychologdiKavaratzis, 2009; & Simoes & Dibb,
2001). In other words corporate branding givesitaites to products by assigning values
from the corporate brand to the product and henceeasing the values for the consumer
(Kavaratzis & Ashworth, 2005). Another importaninétion of a corporate brand is the
connotation of products with the corporate braimistusing the corporate brand to give
meaning to a product (Kavaratzis, 2009). In corfoiaranding every action is a way of
communication by the company — be it actions by legges or press releases — and hence
every communication needs to be managed to make that the brand identity is
communicated uniformly to all stakeholders. (Kavzigs 2009) An important factor of
corporate brands is their time horizon. In conttagbroduct brands their time frame is much
longer and it takes much longer to establish aamate brand (Hatch & Schultz, 2003).
Additionally, corporate brands have multiple staiders and aren’'t oriented on one
customer group like product brands (Balmer & Gi2303). The main concepts of corporate

branding were summarized by Balmer (2001) in a-aajanized table.
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Figure 2: Corporate Branding (Balmer 2001 p. 257)

Corporate identity is especially important for @dmranding as it has to be clear which image
the organization wants to communicate and thatithage is consistent (Kavaratzis, 2009).
To manage the corporate brand the traditional ntizudcenix is not enough since corporate
branding is more of a philosophy than a marketitgtsgy (Kavaratzis, 2009). Most
important for a corporate brand is that all actibase influence on the corporate brand and
hence need to be subordinated to the common visiothe next part the development of
place branding and its different concepts will besaibed and place branding will be
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2.2.3

distinguished from place marketing to show why placanding frameworks are used instead

of place marketing concepts for this research.

Place branding vs. Place marketing

The developments of corporate branding led scholarsadapt the concepts for place
marketing which resulted in different concepts Gcp branding (Kavaratzis & Ashworth,
2005). As Kavaratzis and Ashworth (2005) mentioovpcatively place branding may seem
impossible since “places are not products, govemsnare not producers and users are not
consumers” (p. 510). Nevertheless, it has been dome most scholars (Kavaratzis &
Ashworth, 2005; Kavaratzis, 2009; Braun, 2008; Br&uZenker, 2010; Braun, Kavaratzis &
Zenker, 2010) agree on the fact that places cdordoeded. The argument is made from the
point that places are far more complex than prajuwe. by the fact that place have more
stakeholders than products, it can be assumedpthets cannot be handled like products,
leading to the application of corporate brandinglece marketing (Kavaratzis & Ashworth,
2005). The similarities of corporate brands anaglarands are stated in many articles and
are: resemblance to corporate umbrella brands,iptaulstakeholders, rooted in different
disciplines, very complex and multiple identitieRa{nisto, 2003; Kotler et al., 2002;
Kavaratzis & Ashworth, 2005; Braun & Zenker, 2018pvaratzis and Ashworth (2005)
distinguish three different groups of place brandibe first category is geographical
nomenclature branding which is the branding of potsl with the name of a place — a good
example is the Champagne. The second categoryllésl gaoduct place co-branding and is
used to associate the positive image of a plade avifroduct, as seen in Swiss watches. The
third category is branding as place managementhwisiche category that is used in this
thesis. Here the practices of corporate brandiegadopted to place management and policy
(Kavaratzis & Ashworth, 2005). To do so a framewisrkequired that shows all facets of the
development-phase of a place brand as well as deling that helps managing the place
brand.

Before elaborating on current concepts of placadirg a definition for place branding will
be given and based on this place marketing ance gdeending will be distinguished. Braun
and Zenker (2010) have adapted the concept of catgdranding to place branding and

came up with the following definition that is usedhis thesis. A place brand is:
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“A network of associations in the consumers’ minaisdd on the visual, verbal, and
behavioral expression of a place, which is embodiedugh the aims, communication,
values, and the general culture of the place’s eft@kders and the overall place desigig.

5)

The authors note that the brand is not the replagk/landmarks but the perception of the
communicated reality as shown in figure 3. (BraurZé&nker, 2010) This thesis uses this
definition as it incorporates the important factofsplace marketing (multiple stakeholders,
multidisciplinary and consumer oriented). Additiipait includes the factors of corporate
branding by mentioning the different ways of commeation (visual, verbal, behavioral) of a
place and the identity of a place.

Place
L |dentification

Place Brand ‘ ( Place
Perception L Satisfaction

[ Place Physics ]
Other effects
Target Group

[ Communicated ]

Place Brand

Figure 3: Place Brand Perception (Braun & Zenke®1D, p. 5)

To show why this thesis is using place brandingreg@ghes that fit to this definition the
differences between place marketing and place brgndre shown. The main difference
between place branding and place marketing is thereht approach. In place branding a
more holistic approach is necessary since multgpékeholders and identities need to be
managed. The place marketing approach is a moreimes oriented approach seeing the
place as a product. Furthermore, as place brandiegcapsulating an overall strategy, the
usual marketing mix is not enough for place bragdi#nother major difference is the focus
on place identity in place branding and the focwus ppoduct/place promotion in place
marketing. (Govers, 2011) In this thesis place thrag is used instead of place marketing
since the case in focus already uses place magketeasures and the possible influence of

place branding on the tourism sector shall be aealy
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To do so the most important frameworks of placendirag will be discussed in the following
paragraphs and a decision for one framework whithbe used for further refinement will
be made.

Several authors have introduced different framewddk place branding. Kavaratzis (2009)
gives a good overview of the current status qudrarheworks and proposes a framework
which integrates all of the current frameworks. sThhesis will review the integrated

framework by Kavaratzis (2009) and the latest fraom& proposed by Braun and Zenker
(2010). The frameworks reviewed by Kavaratzis (3008 not be reviewed as their essence

is summarized in the integrated framework.

Kavaratzis (2009) proposes the combination of tkistiag frameworks into an integrated

framework consisting of eight categories. The catieg are as follows:

“Vision and Strategy (chosen vision for the cityfusure and development of a clear strategy
to realize it)

Internal Culture (spreading a brand orientation ¢dlugh the city management and marketing
itself)

Local Communities (prioritizing local needs; inviolg local residents, entrepreneurs and

businesses in developing and delivering the brand)

Synergies (gaining agreement and support of alkvaht stakeholders and providing for

balanced participation)

Infrastructure (providing for basic needs withothieh the city cannot attempt delivering the

expectations created by its brand)

Cityscape and Gateways (the ability of the buillisonment to represent itself and reinforce

or damage the city’s brand)

Opportunities (opportunities available for targetedlividuals (urban lifestyle, good services,

education etc.) and companies (financial, labor)etehich signify the potential of the place)

Communications (fine-tuning all intentionally commuated messagesjg. 34 f.)

He proposes the framework for cities but it is atetevant for other places (regions,
interregional places) (Kavaratzis, 2009). The catieg are ordered similarly to how a place
branding process would work. In this frameworksithighlighted that all stages need to be

accompanied by external and internal analysis féate and maintain a necessary connection
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with all relevant audiences” (Kavaratzis, 2009, 35). Additionally strong leadership is

necessary “to guarantee consistency and effectvgdrigavaratzis, 2009, p. 35).

This concept tries to incorporate many differenprapches towards place branding (see:
Rainisto, 2003; Kavaratzis, 2004; Hankinson, 20@4iholt, 2006; Hankinson, 2007,
Trueman & Cornelius, 2006) giving an overview o€ thctions which should be taken to
establish a successful place brand. The placetiseem as a product in this concept but as a

complex organization that needs strong leadershyieice brand management.

Braun and Zenker (2010) propose a framework withistomer-focused approach to address
different target groups with different sub-brandishe place brand. This approach is strongly
based on the corporate branding developments dahiedast years. In this framework a
brand architecture approach is adopted for plageding. (Braun & Zenker, 2010) To do so,
“the idea is to develop a brand management streiciith target group-specific sub-brands
and a place (e.g. city) umbrella brand” (Braun &nkKer, 2010), therefore, the authors
developed the framework of Place Brand Center shuoeiow.

Place Brand Management

Communicated Place Umbrella Brand
'\

Communicated
Place Sub-Brand

Communicated
Place Sub-Brand

Communicated
Place Sub-Brand

Target Group
specific Place
Sub-Brand
Perception

Target Group
specific Place specific Place
Sub-Brand Sub-Brand
Perception Perception

Overall Place Brand Perceition

Place Physics

Target Group

Figure 4: Place Brand Center (Braun & Zenker, 20f07)

In figure 4 the black arrows show the factors ieflaing the perception of the place sub-
brand. These factors are the place physics, dasgribhe offer of the place (environment,
infrastructure, etc.), and the communicated pladelsand. The grey arrows indicate the
influence on the perception of the target groupshieycommunicated place umbrella brand in

combination with the place physics. White arrowsvgtihe influence on the perception of a
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place sub-brand by the perception of other plade-lsands. The overall place brand
perception is influenced by the communicated plaoérella brand, the place physic and the
perception of the place sub-brands. (Braun & Zerk@t0) It is argued that this concept for a
place brand management process will be more gfticdee to its clear distribution of tasks.
The communication between individual sub-brandswadl as between sub-brands and
umbrella brand is important to guarantee the sgcoéghis framework. (Braun & Zenker,
2010) Furthermore, the adaption of the place phigsihe target group needs and a realistic
communication of the place physic are essentia@oasmunicating unrealistic facts can lead

to a negative place brand perception. (Braun & £2enk010)

This thesis uses the Place Brand Center framewpBraun and Zenker (2010), since its set
up is working for cities, regions and cross-bonagions. It also is multi-stakeholder oriented
and based on a multidisciplinary approach whichdeded for a framework that is used for
cross-border place branding. Another main reasan ulking the Place Brand Center
framework is its target group orientation. To usénithis thesis it will be adapted to the

current developments in cross-border place brandmghown in the next section. As the
Place Brand Center approach is not giving recomiagmts for the development of a place
brand but only for the management, the categofi¢isecintegrated framework by Kavaratzis
(2009) are acknowledged and will be used to anghgtential opportunities and challenges
for cross-border place branding initiatives. Sittee identified categories are an integration of
different approaches towards place branding fromying disciplinary starting points they

help to maintain a multidisciplinary standard. he tfollowing the developments in cross-
border place branding will be shown and the fram&westated above will be adapted to

cross-border place branding.
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3.1

Cross-border place branding: regions, borders andross-border cooperation:

The concepts of place branding have also beenempfii cross-border places and first case
studies on these topics have been conducted (HQH06; loannides et al., 2006; Lepik and
Kregul, 2009; Andersson, 2007; Prokkola, 2007; $dits et al., 2010). The developments of
cross-border place branding and its special cheniatits are shown below.

What is a region — theoretical foundation

As cross-border place brand is focusing on thesebosder aspect of a region, this research
will give insight into the concepts of regions fraltiferent perspectives. This is important to
later adapt the chosen place branding frameworrass-border regions. Firstly, the basic
understanding of a region will be shown using tha traditional geographical definition of a
region. Secondly, this research will explore thenaept of regional geography and the
institutionalization process of regions that isgosed in regional geography. This chapter

concludes by bringing the concepts of place brapdimd regional geography together.

Regions are parts of the Earth’s surface areas-ctdm be seen as the most basic definition of
a region. Different kinds of regions have been i over time and hence four traditional
categories of regions can be identified. Etymolagibe word region is rooted in the Latin
language. The word region originates in the LaBrbyegeremeaningo rule. This meaning

is reflected in the first traditional understandiofya region — the administrative region.
Politically determined, this definition of a regi@m based on clear administrative boundaries
and usually a hierarchal membership. Examples wfigidtrative region can be seen all over
the world including German Bundeslander or Frengpadtements. (Bailly, 1998) The second
traditional understanding of a region is the formagion. Formal regions share multiple
characteristics like language, administration alwhate. Examples for formal regions are
former colonies (English speaking, French spealtty). (National Geographic, 2014) As
third category functional regions can be identifi€dinctional regions are defined by their
interaction with a central actor. This central actan be a big city to which the surrounding
inhabitants commute to. Hence, functional regiors aso defined by their connections
which can also be the distribution range of a n@psp or the reach of local radio station. In
contrast to administrative regions formal and fioral region have vague boundaries.
(National Geographic, 2014) The fourth and finabitional understanding of a region is the

perceptual region also known as cognitive/vernaaagion. Perceptual regions are made up
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by peoples’ attitudes and feelings towards a pkwe their subjective image of that place.
Usually perceptual regions are based on culturateshbeliefs of a region but they can also
be set up by individuals. Examples for perceptegians are the Australian outback, East
Germany and The Midwest (Hillbillies). (National @&gaphic, 2014) But to fully understand
the complexity of regions these understandings i@&gion is are not enough. Gilbert (1998)
made a contribution to diversification of the urglanding of regions by reviewing the
methodological approaches of the new regional ggwgr in the 1980s. She identifies a
renewed interest in regional geography with a foausocial theory in the study. The new

regional geography approaches are categorized in

. The region as a local response to capitalist peases

. The region as a focus of identification

3. The region as a medium for social interaction. §&il, 1988)

This approach to regions is the basis for furtteretbpments in regional geography and can
already be applied to place branding as it incluithes social part of a region. This gives
insights in regions and how regions are perceiwethéir stakeholders who are of importance
to place branding approaches. This focus is edpeamportant as the frameworks of Braun
and Zenker (2010) and Kavaratzis (2009) used ia thesis have a strong spotlight on

identification and social interaction.

Further differentiations of regions were also magePaasi (1996) who made an analytical

distinction of regions. He indentifies three anialgt approaches towards regions

. Pre-scientific (a region is a spatial unit thahéeded for collecting data)

2. Discipline-centered (regions are objects and/arlte®f the research)

. Critical ideas (regions are conceptualized “as paet wider network of cultural, political and

economic processes and of divisions of labor” (R2&892, p. 804)

Especially the critical ideas approach contributethe understanding of place branding. As
Paasi (2002) states “critical regional geograptgughideally combine the politico-economic
approaches with questions of subjectification asehiity formation” (p. 804). Hence the
critical approach towards regions sees regions a@scsl construct that exist in spatial
boundaries but are institutionalized in social pcac (Paasi, 2002) The point of

institutionalization is central to place brandimgaross-border regions as these processes are
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3.2

often started by place branding. The understandih@ region used in this research is

therefore the following set up by Paasi (2002):

“Regions, their boundaries, symbols and instituti@me hence not results of autonomous and
evolutionary processes but expressions of a peapstouggle over the meanings associated
with space, representation, democracy and welf&te institutionalization of regions may

take place on all spatial scales, not only betwemnlocal level and the state (Paasi, 1991).
Actors and organizations involved in the territdization of space may act both inside and

outside regions.{(p. 805)

Particularly the fact that institutionalization ctke place on all levels is an important factor
for cross-border place branding, as this suppdwsidea that cross-border regions can be
branded and institutionalized by place brandingedoght. Additionally, this understanding
of a region supports the choice for the two befoemtioned frameworks. It acknowledges the
wide scale of actors taking part in the territoziafion of space which is an important part of
the two frameworks. Therefore cross-border plaeading initiatives can be seen as an actor
that takes part in the institutionalization of giom; be it successful or not. To understand the
challenges which come up for cross-border regibasnext section will look at the notion of
border in regional geography. Especially the soc@hponent in this understanding of a
region can be seen in the cross-border regions d@retiooked at in this research. These
regions are currently region under construction twt social input may change them to
“regions as social practice” (Paasi, 2002, p. 200)get an understanding helps to answer the
sub-question on the challenges that occur in doosder regions since some of those
challenges may be related with borders occurringthis kind of region. Hence, an
understanding of what a border is will be givenwdrggy on the recent developments in

regional geography.

Borders as part of a region

To understand the multi-faced nature of borders faction starts with an introduction by
Van Houtum and Struver (2002).

“Borders do exist. Borders exist precisely becatlsgy are imagined, sensed, felt; because
they are believed. The border is absent, yet pte¥®a define ourselves against what we are

not, visible borders or not. Drawing lines on a mhpwever does not help us much to
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understand and describe the world. It does not espnt our thoughts, identities,

remembrances, joy or fear. It is we who make thiddrs, who are the borders(p. 23)

Having this notion in borders in mind, this sectexplores the characteristics of borders and
their contribution to cross-border place brandifRgllowing the approach this thesis used to
get an understanding of region, the phenomenonoaddns will be tackled the same way.
Firstly, the traditional understandings of bordevdl be shown. Secondly the current
approaches towards borders will be analyzed foltbde a final assessment including the

application of border concepts on the chosen giaaeding frameworks.

Traditionally borders are understood “as constiytine physical and highly visible lines of
separation between political, social and economarss” (Newman, 2006, p. 144). But this
very broad understanding of a border is not helpfuhe context of this thesis as borders are
an important part of cross-border regions. A dedpsight in the different approaches
towards borders in the field of border studiesiieg by Van Houtum (1998). He identifies

four main distinctions of borders.

. Natural vs. artificial borders (landmark borderswsn-made borders)
. Open vs. closed borders (free movement of peopglegands vs. no movement of people and

goods)

3. Functional vs. affective borders (jurisdictionakter vs. peoples emotional tie with territory)

4. Concrete vs. abstract borders (jurisdictional bardes. mental borders conceived by people)

(Van Houtum, 1998)

Van Houtum (1998) analyses these identified distne and finds that they have a paradox
in common paradox. Firstly, the term natural carubed in different ways (political borders
can be seen as natural since it is natural for humeing to set them) which means all borders
are natural borders. Secondly, he argues thatigtieations 2, 3 and 4 made in research can’t
be seen as distinctions but as paradoxes, as Baadeopen as well as closed, functional as
well as affective and concrete as well as abst(&@n Houtum, 1998) He therefore argues
that “the overlap between active/cognitive/affeetigpace and functional space” (Van
Houtum, 1998, p. 49) can be regarded as an oppiytdor integration and if “the
active/cognitive/affective space is smaller thaa fisnctional space” (Van Houtum, 1998, p.

49) it is a barrier to integration.
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Adapting this to cross-border regions borders cansben as opportunities as well as
challenges. Cross-border initiatives may profitnfran overlap of functional and affective

border because of a strong identification but iattlhs not the case challenges occur.
Furthermore open borders like in the Schengen Areaopportunities for cross-border place
branding initiatives. Abstract borders can alsahmhallenge for cross-border place branding
initiatives especially if they occur in regions Wwibpen borders which overlap functionally

and affectively. In this kind of regions mental #ers that do not fit with the functional and

affective borders become a challenge for crossdsgithce branding initiatives (van Houtum,

2002).

As shown the understanding of borders changed Btatic borders to a dynamic process.
This can also be seen in research with Newman {(2§i0thg a good overview of the border
study development. This thesis will not go intoailstof different border study approaches
but will look at the border studies in focus thederstanding of borders in Europe. Van
Houtum (2000) identifies three approaches to thdysof the EU’s internal borders.

1. The flow approach

. The people approach

. The cross-border cooperation approach

These approaches will shortly be explained and ppibies and challenges for borders and
cross-border regions will be analyzed.

The flow approach categorizes research that dedfs ‘the physical flow of (economic)
activities” (Van Houtum, 2000, p. 59). It is thepapach of the classical approach of regional
geographers like Giersch and Losch in the 1940ghéir approach it is argued that state
borders are market barriers and lead to econonss. IBorders are seen as barriers to
economic interaction. (Van Houtum, 2000) Scholdrshs approach advocated that border
regions suffer from their proximity to the bordeoaomically as the low transportation costs
and great internal economics of large scale praoaluctvould make border region to
peripheral areas that are not chosen for locatprbig companies. (Van Houtum, 2000)
Therefore it is argued that borders in Europe drstaxles that prevent the natural flow of
economic activities which increase the marginalts@d interaction. (Van Houtum, 2000)
Empirical studies proofed that internal border&urope are a barriers to interaction between

countries (for details see: Brocker, 1984; Nuesk@85; Rietveld & Janssen, 1990; Rossera,
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1993) In later research on the barrier effect afibos, it is argued that not only the physical
factors should be taken into account but also rfoysipal barrier factors like socio-cultural
influences. (Van Houtum, 2000)

The second approach identified by van Houtum (2@9@)e people approach. This approach
focuses “on the (mental) creation, (symbolic) shgpiand reshaping of borders by human
beings — including politicians, firms, consumerg antizens.” (Van Houtum, 2000, p. 67)
Scholars hence analyze the perspective of peogatath involved in cross-border interaction.
(see a good overview of conducted studies in Vaatita, 2000) In the view of the peoples
approach borders are seen as mental products cdrisumith different identities instead of
visible dividers. (Van Houtum, 2000) Additionallhe fixation on borders as political line as
seen in the flow approach is not used. Van Hout2@®Q) gives a good general definition of

the people approach: It deals with

“the dynamic processes of differentiations in peta@ns and identity caused or stimulated by
the social production and reproduction of that [Her] line, and with possible consequences
for the (inter)action and behavior of the peopleovwdtcupy that socially constructed ling’
68)

A key term in the people approach is regional itignf good definition of regional identity

is given by Paasi (2002).

“Regional identities are collective narratives omavand what ‘we’ and ‘our region’ are and
how these differ from others(p. 146)

Paasi (2002) also suggests that regional idergtipart of the construction process of a region
and is an important part of the institutionalizatiaf spaces into region. This process of how
regions are constructed and come into being isenited by the people approach. It is a good
example of the approach in research. It statesrédggdns get institutionalized by 4 processes
- (i) territorial shaping (identification of spaltiatructure), (ii) symbolic shaping (name and
other symbols of the region), (iii) institutionahaping (establishment of institutions that
maintain the territorial and symbolic shapes) anjl €stablishment of an identity (regional
identity in social practices and consciousnesS)r (fetails see: Paasi, 1986) Place branding
initiatives can play an important role in this itgionalization process. Borders are here seen
from a peoples approach as the intentions of pepfdg an important role in all four

processes.
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The third category identified by van Houtum (20@0dhe cross-border cooperation approach.
A main trigger for the increasing interest of s@mobn cross-border cooperation in border
studies was the growing promotion of cross-boramperation in the EU since the 1960s.
This approach looks at the cross-border cooperatiorinly introduced by EU measures like
INTERREG - that tries to overcome shared problefmbooder regions and aims to profit
economically from the cooperation. (Van Houtum, @0Often the assumption of the studies
was that border in Europe can be overcome towartsrderless Europe. Hence, in this
approach “borders are seen as barriers, not ascphyarriers as the flow approach would
argue, but as barriers to success or a prospentegration and harmonization process.” (Van
Houtum, 2000, p. 64) But border regions do prafini this kind of border as as they drift
from peripheral national regions to central Eurapesgions that cooperate economically. Or
as van Houtum (2000) states border regions “are as€'active” spaces and key areas for
cross-border policy development’(...) “rather tharaspive" spaces” (p. 64) Nevertheless,
critics see examples that the border is still ai®ato cross-border cooperation and cultural
differences are cannot be overcome by this apprfai Houtum, 2000), which brings this
review back to the importance of regional identily the process of regional
institutionalization. To conclude the charactecstof the different approaches are shown in
the table by van Houtum (2000).
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Figure 5: Border Study approaches (Van Houtum, 2000
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3.3

This review of approaches towards borders shows libeders do exist but not only as
dividing line. Borders are multi-faced with varyiagproaches to conceptualization as shown
above. From these concepts of borders challenges@ortunities for border regions can be
extracted that will be shown below.

Taking the viewpoint of flow approach scholars eyedare mainly challenges. Due to their
peripheral location they usually don’t host bigemmational companies and tariffs hinder
cross-border trade. These challenges do occurriteboegions but the European Union and
Schengen developments minimized these challengas. loutum, 2000) Looking at the
cross-border approach borders are not only chadkeng the region but can also be seen as
opportunities. Borders in regions are challengesbfirder regions as they are barriers for
further integration. Additionally they minimize cawct between the border regions. But still
these challenges can be seen as opportunities $iveceEU is providing cross-border
cooperation policies to overcome these challen@ges Houtum, 2000) Hence, borders can
be seen as opportunities to increase cooperati@m KHoutum, 2000) The active role of
border regions is the main opportunity shown bydtwss-border approach. The opportunities
for economic growth and a central instead of apbenial role in the European space are
central to this approach. (van Houtum, 2000) Stilltural distance, administrative distance,
social distance and economic distance are chaketigeg need to be overcome. Taking the
peoples’ approach perspective further challengésogportunities can be identified. On the
one hand regional identity is an opportunity fordss regions, if it occurs across borders, as
this common identity may overcome functional basriget by the border. On the other hand it
may be a challenge occurring on each side of thidebesince in addition to the functional
barrier of the border cognitive distance as bara@pears. (van Houtum, 2000) The
confrontation of national and regional identitischallenge as wells as opportunity for border
regions. The mix of identities can be an opportubécause new inputs for border regions are
given and the development of new structures igéngd. Nevertheless this mix can also lead
to barrier building. (van Houtum, 2000) The ideetf challenges and opportunities will be
used analyze the cases in section 4.

To get a more detailed insight on the reason fosssborder place branding the next section

will analyze the cross-border cooperation approagilace branding literature more deeply.
Developments of cross-border place branding: crodserder cooperation in Europe

Cross-border cooperation approaches are playingngortant role in cross-border place

branding. Therefore this thesis will give a moreaded look into this phenomenon. Place
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branding and cross-border place branding show dtifferences. The growing complexity

due to the rising number of stakeholders, diffeigmternmental and organizational systems
and the lack of a central decision making authocday be identified as main difference in
cross-border place branding compared to city/regilace branding (Anderson, 2007). But
there are also varying explanations for the creatibplace branding and cross-border place
branding. Hence the following section will show tloeus of cross-border place branding
scholars on cross-border cooperation approacheslicate the importance of border studies

for the field of place branding.

Cross-border branding initiatives in Europe camenith the rise of the European integration
introducing cross-border cooperation as part of Eaeopean integration policy (Prokolla,
2007). To develop often underdeveloped border regicross-border regions were created
and new possibilities for economic growth were tadaThis also led to new institutional set
ups and cross-border structures which fosteredemmmnomic developments. (Prokolla, 2007)
Most of the current cross-border regions in Eurbpee been named Euroregions and profit
from European Union policies, mainly from financiainding by the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) (Prokolla 2007, Anderssdd072. This development is
conceptualized under the topic ‘new regionalisndtisagy that regions are not bound to
national borders anymore and regions are in comqetvith each other (Keating, 1998) In
this concept EU measures provide the regions wisiruments to act detached from their
respective nation state (Keating, 1998). This letmisnew possibilities for economic

development in border regions as it can be seeross-border place branding.

Next to the developments of the new regionalisnsstworder place branding is also based on
the ever recurring topic of competition betweerceta(Prokolla, 2007). These developments
led to a fair amount of cross-border branding atities (see: Hospers, 2006; loannides et al.,
2006; Lepik and Kregul, 2009; Andersson, 2007; Rotk 2007; Nilsson et al., 2010) with
first steps towards a theory development. Thes@sstan be split into, firstly the
identification of challenges mentioned by Andersg007) who emphasizes the “diversity of
the region” and “the lack of a central decision mgkauthority” (p. 124) as main challenges
for cross-border branding initiatives. Secondly,spers (2006) introduces the concept of
imagined spaces into the cross-border place brgrdic referring to the field of regional
geography. Imagined spaces are places that arérectesl to serve the purpose of branding
without reflecting the identity of the existing p& This includes place brands that copy

existing brands (e.g. Silicon Saxony as a copyilafos Valley), places that communicate
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3.4

only small aspects of their reality (e.g. the Ruigt focusing on culture leaving out the
working class tradition) and places that commumeicat message at all but rely on slogans
only (e.g. Enschede: Color the City) (Hospers, 2006is implied in this concept that
imagined spaces often fail in their branding attesmgs the residents refuse the branding
attempts (Hospers, 2006) as a place brand neexisafid foremost the residents’ support
(Braun & Kavaratzis, 2010). The current place bnagdnitiatives are mainly such imagined
spaces, developed out of multi-level initiativeshanational and supra national actors playing
an important role. This fact is confirmed by Perkim#2003) who identifies INTERREG and
ERDF funding as main driver behind cross-bordermeoation. This shows that cross-border
cooperation and hence cross-border place brandingoi mainly driven by competition
between places but by EU policies.

Based on this finding the reason for constructilagg brands can be identified as difference
between city/regional branding and cross-bordeceplranding. Cross-border place branding
is mainly policy driven whereas city/regional brarglis mainly competition driven. This can
also be seen in the case of the EUREGIO region slo@how.

Since the reason for cross-border place brandinvg leeen analyzed and challenges for
border region have been shown the next sectionbaiiig place branding and border study

approaches together to develop a framework of dsosder place branding.

Cross-border place branding: integration of place banding and the border study

approaches

Firstly cross-border cooperation and tourism poéiog closely interconnected. They make the
above mentioned leading role of the tourism seatptace branding developments even more
relevant. Prokolla (2007), for example, reasons s$irece tourism policy became part of the
EU policy agenda in the Treaty of Maastricht (1982)ecame more and more important for
cross-border cooperation efforts in the followingags. Now tourism policy can be seen as
“the driving force for regional development in ruemd peripheral parts of Europe, which
often consist of national borderlands” (Prokoll@02, p. 124). This is just another argument
for the use of the tourism sector as flagship sectdhe development of cross-border place

branding strategy.

Some efforts to combine the theoretical developmemt place branding with the

developments in cross-border cooperation have beade by Anderson (2007) by
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3.5

highlighting the common characteristics of placd aarporate brands. He also concluded that
the “most important of these characteristics indbetext of building a regional brand are the
need to deal with and address both multiple idest&and multiple stakeholders” (p. 123.).

The concept of regional identity can also be seearainteresting contribution of the people
approach to the concept of place branding. Andars&®07) has elaborated on the
importance of regional identity in the creationcobss-border brand in the Baltic Sea Region.
He stresses that regional identity is needed ferdégwvelopment of a cross-border place brand
but sees the lack of a central decision makingaitthand multiple stakeholders as a more
relevant barrier. (Andersson, 2007) This theseggiing that regional identity is an important
basis for cross-border place branding. Especiallyé institutionalization process of a cross-
border region regional identity plays an importeoté. In current research regional identity is
either assumed or only looked at peripherally. Mrsk states that successful cross-border

place branding also needs to be based on a sudalcesgbnal identity development.

Furthermore this thesis acknowledges the findinggarding borders as economical barriers,
of the flow approach. Nevertheless it argues thase barriers can be overcome by cross-
border cooperation.

In total this thesis acknowledges the importanceasfier studies and regional geography as a
basis for cross-border place branding. Furtherntonses the Place Brand Center Approach
by Braun and Zenker (2010) in combination with fifaenework of Kavaratzis (2009) as basis
for a possible cross-border place branding initeatin the EUREGIO region. The further
application of the frameworks on cross-border plaa@nding will be operationalized in the

next section.

A framework for cross-border place branding

In the section on regions this thesis already hasve that place branding initiatives are an
important part during the institutionalization oégions. Nevertheless the current place
branding frameworks were developed for cities,aegiand nations but not for cross-border
region. This section will therefore combine thenfeawork of Kavaratzis (2009) and Braun

and Zenker (2010) and adapt it to the special ciewiatics of cross-border regions.

Cross-border branding initiatives are a part of i&itutionalization process of regions.

Therefore this research sees a cross-border ptace framework not as a single action but
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as part of an institutionalization process. Thisgess can work successfully but can also be
unsuccessful, the cross-border place brand bestgoje factor of many. Still, a successful
cross-border place brand can help to institutiaeadi region. On the basis of the challenges
and opportunities mentioned in the section befdre place branding frameworks by
Kavaratzis (2009) and Braun and Zenker (2010) belladapted bearing in the role of cross-

border place branding in the institutionalizationgess in mind.

Place Brand Management

Communicated Place Umbrella Brand

Communicated Communicated Communicated
Place Sub-Brand Place Sub-Brand Place Sub-Brand
4 ™\ ‘ ‘ ¥ )

EU Policies .
(e g Target Group Reglonal
B specific Place Id .
entit

|NTERREG) Sub-Bra.nd y
Target Group Perception Target Group
\ / specific Place specific Place

Sub-Brand Sub-Brand

Perception
Overall Place Brand Perception

—

Place Physics

Perception

Figure 6: Cross-border Place Brand Center based oauBrand Zenker (2010)

In figure 6 the Place Brand Center approach is tedajo the characteristics of cross-border
regions that this research has identified abovés @atlapted model now includes the factors
regional identity and EU policies which play an onfant role in the development phase of a
cross-border place brand. The characteristics ®fRlace Brand Center approach are still
acknowledged but the regional identity and EU pedicas influencing factors are needed to
show the full process of the development of a plae@d in a cross-border region. Firstly, the

white arrows show the influence of the place phy/sied the communicated place sub-brands
on the target group specific place sub-brand péarepSecondly, the grey arrows indicate

the influence off the place physic and the commateid place umbrella brand on the target
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group specific place sub-brand perception. Thirthg, target group specific place sub-brand
perception is influenced by the perception of thigeo place sub-brands as shown with the
white arrows. Finally “the overall place umbrellaabd perception [...] is built by the
communicated place umbrella brand; by the placeipbyand finally by the perception of the
different sub-brands” (Braun & Zenker, 2010, p. fsofar this follows the conceptual
framework of Braun and Zenker (2010). Two additidiaators are added to this framework.
the factor ‘regional identity’ is added which indiaces the target group specific place brand
perception (black arrows) and is influenced by tillace brand perceptions itself. The
perceptions of the brands influence the regionantidy as it may change the place
identification and satisfaction. (Braun & Zenke®1P) The perception of the umbrella brand
and the perception of the target group specific-lmands are influenced by the regional
identity since the target group members are patti@tegional identity building. Furthermore
the regional identity is influenced by the place/gibs and the EU policy measures as both
give regional stakeholder input for the adjustmainthe regional identity. Finally, regional
identity is an important overall input for the péalorand management since — as stated before
— successful cross-border place branding shoufadldme on a common regional identity. Still
the place brand can also be implemented with nardetp the regional identity which leads to
a possible influence of the place brand manageethe regional identity as new input may
create a regional identity or adjust the curregtaeal identity. EU policies also influence the
overall place brand management as these measuegs tfie starting point for cross-border

place brand development.

In addition to the already stated characteristies dategories of a place brand identified by
Kavaratzis (2009) are acknowledged with a specali$ on leadership. Due to the multiple
stakeholders and identities of cross-border regtoong leadership is needed to implement a
successful cross-border brand. Still all categorse important for the successful

implementation of a cross-border place brand sthey are based on corporate branding

which also deals with multiple stakeholders andhiiies.

In the following three cases of cross-border plaanding will be assessed on the basis of
this framework and the identified challenges angosfunities. The next section will therefore
give reason why the cases were chosen and theanstitally identify challenges and

opportunities for tourism stakeholders.
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Cases of cross-border place branding and its influees on the tourism industry

In cross-border regions different regional actors peliticians, officials and private

entrepreneurs — need to recognize what is happemirnige other side of the border in order to
achieve sustainable tourism planning. (Prokoll@7)0ro analyze if this is done in practice
three cases will be identified and analyzed. In fir&@ section the case selection will be

explained followed by three sections on the diifiéi@ases.

Case selection

Cross-border place branding cases were selectéadednasis of the theoretical foundation of
chapter 3.Since this research is focusing on thastic stakeholder the first criteria for the
case selection was the involvement of touristikedtalders in the cross-border place
branding initiative. The second criteria was tlegt tases needed to be based in the EU as the
EU policy measures were identified as importantdiator the development of a cross-border
place branding initiative. Therefore the casesamy needed to be based in the EU but also
need to be involved in at least one EU policy measike INTERREG. As third criteria for

the case selection this research chose the preséngeregional identity for the branded
region. To better analyze the influence of regiodahtity on cross-border place branding one
case (the Bodensee region) with a strong regiatltity, one case with a medium regional
identity (Via-Claudia-Augusta) and one case withoa regional identity (Fehmarnbelt
region) were chosen. To assess the importanceadétship one case with a strong regional
leadership (Bodensee Region), one case with medrgional leadership (Fehmarnbelt
Region) and one case with a low regional leaderg¥iip Claudia Augusta) was identified.
On the basis of these criteria the cases Vierldaadem Bodensee, Via Claudia Augusta and
Fehmarnbelt were selected. Additionally, the Femielt region case is a special case since it
is a cross-border place brand that is still unésetbpment. Whereas the cases Bodensee and
Via Claudia Augusta are based on a content analysisFehmarnbelt case is additionally

based on two in depth interviews with stakeholadéthe project.

In the following the three different approaches doag cross-border place branding will be
shown. Firstly, as a cross-border place brandiragrgte that tries to include all stakeholders
(Investors, tourists, students and residents) tbdeBsee brand will be looked at in detalil.
Secondly, a project that is based on tourism gmén further economic development, the Via

Claudia Augusta, is shown. Finally, a case is a®lyin which a cross border place brand is
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4.2

still under development. The analysis of the thmses aims at identifying relevant
preconditions for cross-border place brands, fumpdmpportunities for cross-border place
brands as well as opportunities and challengethfotouristic stakeholders of a cross-border
region. Especially in the case of Via Claudia Augube role of touristic stakeholders in the
development of a cross-border place brand will l&yaed to develop possible approaches

for touristic stakeholders in the EUREGIO region.
The case of the Bodensee region

The Bodensee brand is set up around the lake Bedget®rdering Switzerland, Austria,
Germany and Liechtenstein. In Germany two Bundelgén- Bavaria and Baden-
Wirttemberg - in Switzerland five Cantons - Appdhaesserrhoden, Appenzell-
Innerrhoden, Schaffhausen, St. Gallen and ThurgauAdstria one Land — Vorarlberg — and
the whole Principality of Liechtenstein are parfstiee Bodensee brand. In total 3 Million
residents inhabit the region.47.000 residents ctiossborders daily to get to work. It is a
diversified economic region with many internatiomaimpanies (e.g. Doppelmayer, Nestlé,
Credit Suisse, Unilever, Stihl etc.) including fo#owing industrial sectors: Nanotechnology,
biotechnology, life sciences, aerospace engineermgchanical engineering, food industry
and mobility technology. This international indysis complemented with a strong small and
medium-sized enterprise (SME) sector, especiallythiea tourism sector. Furthermore 30
universities and many research facilities are basethe Bodensee region. Cross-border
cooperation is traditionally rooted in the registhe trade over Lake Bodensee has existed
for centuries and the lake gives a common iderttythe people around it. (all regional

information above: Bodensee Standortmarketing GnmbéH,a)

VIER LANDER REGION

BODENSEE

Figure 7: The Bodensee Brand (Bodenseestandortriagke.d. a)

The place brand Vierlander Region Bodensee waspsit September 2011 as a development

of the project International Economic Area Boden8E®) which was funded by the before

mentioned regions to promote the economic developnmethe Bodensee area. (Bodensee

Standortmarketing, 2014) The IEB is mainly fundgd®MTERREG IV with 272.067,35 Euro
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and the public sector of the participating coumstrath 414.782,65 Euro. 22.500,00 Euro are
given by the private sector which adds up to aguatoyolume of 709.350,00 Euro. (All
financial numbers:INTERREG [V Alpenrhein, Bodensee, Hochrhein, 20Hence the
Bodensee brand is mainly financed by EU and pukdictor funds. The funding ends in
December 2014. The future financing of the projectione by licensing costing from 150
Euro p.a. to 250 Euro p.a.. Currently there are 2@0 license holders which is a
minimum/maximum of 30.000/50.000 Euros of licensest (Bodensee Standortmarketing,
n.d. b) Hence this project can only be continuethviurther public sector funding. The
Bodensee brand was set up by 15 project partnerelyaVorarlberger Landesregierung
(AUT), Amt fur Volkswirtschaft Furstentum Liechtaes (FL), Amt fur Wirtschaft und
Arbeit des Kanton Thurgau (CH), Landkreis SigmaemdGER), Landkreis Bodenseekreis
(GER), Wirtschaftsforderung Bodenseekreis GmbH (;HRNdkreis Ravensburg (GER),
Stadt Ravensburg (GER), Regionalverband BodenseesChwaben (GER), Landkreis
Lindau (GER), Landkreis Konstanz (GER), Stadt Kanzt(GER), Stadt Friedrichshafen
(GER), Bodensee Standort Marketing GmbH (GER/CHJ &virtschaftsforderungs- und
Standortmarketinggesellschaft Landkreis SigmaringdarH i.G. (GER). INTERREG IV
Alpenrhein, Bodensee, Hochrhein, 20T4e IEB project, which solely aims at promoting th
business location Bodensee region, is the basithédevelopment of the cross-border brand
Bodensee, which unifies all stakeholders (Residemtsirists, politics, culture and
business/investors). Projects for the touristidtposng of the cross-border region Bodensee
and for the development of an international Bodengeuristic organization — the
International Bodensee Tourismus GmbH - were symihed with the IEB project and used
for the development of the multi stakeholder breietlanderregion Bodensee. The Bodensee
Standortmarketing GmbH is the project leader aruddinates the cross-border brand.

The developed brand is not just a logo with comthislegan but is based on a strategy and a
vision. The aim of the cross-border brand is todbeirnthe communication efforts of all
participating partners. The Bodensee is used asdhenon anchor that brings all partners
together. Additionally, the brand communicates &shio proposition of economic sectors,
quality of living and tourism attractions. Based the external studies on the identity of the
Bodensee region and the target groups of the regibrand was developed drawing on the
diversity of the region and the resulting areasaifflict. Thus, for example the regional and

interregional characteristics are brought togetbeshow that tradition and regional quality of

! All information retrieved from the official sites: www.interreg.org, www.vierlanderregion-bodensee.info and
http://www.bodensee-standortmarketing.com/de/home.html
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life can be combined with international businesd aross-border open-mindedness. Using
further areas of conflict as quietness vs. dynamnédition vs. innovation, nature vs. culture
and lake vs. landscape a holistic brand identityré&ated combining the traditional elements

of the region with the innovative business envirentrof the area.

The cross-border brand of the Bodensee region f@ssma corporate brand with the
Vierlanderregion Bodensee as corporate brand dewvejdhe corporate identity and bundling
the communication. The aim is that the particippstakeholders (cities, businesses, regions
etc.) add value to their own product brand by begiagt of the cross-border place brand.
Therefore the Vierlanderregion Bodensee developeorporate branding based on a license
system. There are five scopes of application ferlitense holders who pay a yearly fee to
use the cross-border brand. The range of applitagiaches from full use to facultative use.

LOGO LOGO CORPORATE
1. EBENE 2. EBENE DESIGN

MARKENTRAGER \ Regionenmarke

------ Lo Tm RIE| N

BODENSEE

Oriertierungslinie
Visrlindsrregion Bdenss

VOLL- Regionenmarke
ANWENDER \ Name

AI‘.I\.]\.IEIEII;DER Eigenes Logo Regionenmarke

Figure 8: Bodensee License System (Bodensee Staratketing, n.d. b)

The full application only allows the use of the mpmrate brand without using the product

brand. Second category combines the corporate rdegty the name of the product brand,

for example a region. The third category uses tiparate design but also their own product
brand. In the fourth category the corporate desigthe cross-border brand is not used but
only the logo to achieve additive effects for tlvendorand. In the final category the user only
applies the logo of the Vierlanderregion Bodensgeaaseal of quality. Hence, the cross-
border brand is not only constructed like a cormbaand but is also used for place of origin
branding like it is done in the South-Tyrol regiorherefore, the Bodensee brand can be

categorized as an umbrella brand. But whereas tlhSTyrol is a sole touristic umbrella
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brand which is also used for place of origin bragdihe Bodensee brand is a place brand for

all stakeholders.

As it can be seen the Bodensee region uses algldjfierent approach than this thesis. The
concept of Braun and Zenker (2010) also identifiresimportance of a place umbrella brand
but the sub-brands in the concept are fully ori@raetheir respective target group. This isn’'t
communicated in the Bodensee brand. Here the f@mainly on the communication of the

umbrella brand without coordinating the sub-brasitge they are using the corporate brand
as license holder but are not part of the orgaimzal structure of the corporate brand.

Looking at the eight categories that Kavaratzi©O@@eveloped for an integrated place brand
framework one can see that the Bodensee brandeisted at these categories. Clearly, the
umbrella brand has developed a vision and straasgybrand philosophy, a vision and a plan

to realize this strategy are detailed in the IE&jgut as well as in the Vierlanderregion brand.

With corporate design guideline and communicatioideline the cross border place branding
organization embraces an internal culture thatessgts the brand. Since the process of the
development of the cross-border brand was harmerama decided in consensus, it can be
assumed that the partners fully support the phibgoand strategy of the place branding
initiative. Local communities were involved fromettbeginning and are important financial
partners of the place brand. Furthermore, the rbaisiness initiatives of the region are
involved in the place branding project showing sli@port of the brand by the businesses of
the region. The central coordination of the umlarblland by the Bodensee Standortmarketing
GmbH helps to build synergies by creating netwddtsall stakeholders. Due to its cross-
border status of the Vierlanderregion Bodenseeditegories infrastructure and cityscape and
gateways cannot entirely be fulfilled since the petencies of the place brand organization
do not reach that far. Still, the promise of thartat was built upon the existing infrastructure
and with the knowledge of the full commitment of r@levant stakeholders which includes
infrastructure and planning authorities. Clear opputies were developed and are
communicated to the target groups (e.g. innovatB®IEs). Moreover the brand
communication is bundled to efficiently communicate umbrella brand. Using existing
networks with universities, external auditions dgrithe process were held and gave input
into the development of the place brand. Hence, \tlexlénderregion Bodensee brand
adopted many parts of the theoretical conceptsgdbeto its cross-border nature there are still

some competencies that are not yet on the placel beael.
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From the best practice Vierlanderregion Bodensee fibllowing conclusions for the

development of a cross-border place brand can thectkd.

One can see that the development of a cross-bqutéere brand depends on some
preconditions which may simplify the developmenbqgass. Firstly, it is helpful if the

development of cross-border place brand is on genda of all inter-regional stakeholders.
This may happen by political agenda setting or Igenala setting pressure of other
stakeholder like businesses or business developmlganizations. In the case of the
Bodensee brand political as well as economic staldlens had the development of a place
brand on their agenda. Secondly, existing netwa&s be regarded as a precondition.
Discussions in existing networks help to bring tiygic on the agenda. The existing networks
in the Bodensee region help by the developmenhefdross-border brand insofar as the
common goal of a cross border place brand was tblgrow in existing cross-border

initiatives which then were used to implement th&ce brand. A third precondition is the
access to funding opportunities. As shown aboveMieglanderregion Bodensee is mainly
funded by INTERREG and INTERREG cofounding of theblpc sector. This also may

explain why there are so many cross-border plaaedang initiatives set in the EU. Finally, a
strong leadership can be identified as a precanditieadership is mainly needed to bring the
development process on the next level, concentlatgdsion making and coordinate the
development. The Bodensee Standortmarketing GmbH ttus part in the development of

the cross-border place brand.

As stated above funding opportunities are imporfaators for the development of a cross-
border place brand. In the case of the Bodensdenrdd TERREG funding was used to
develop the cross border brand. The maintenandbeoPlace brand is done by licensing
which may also be an opportunity for other regididl, further public funding is needed to
maintain a well-functioning cross-border place bramce the means of a licensing fee are

limited.

To conclude with the case of the Bodensee regienapportunities and challenges for
touristic stakeholders which can be identifiedhia analysis of the case are shown. The main
opportunity for the touristic stakeholders is th®fpp they gain from brand value of the
umbrella brand. Additionally, the networking posidies help the touristic stakeholders to
access new markets or increase their market shaeeumbrella brand takes part in big fairs,
EXPO REAL and MIPIM, and can network on behalf dfe ttouristic stakeholders.
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Nevertheless some challenges for touristic stakignsloccur. To fully profit of the umbrella
brand the communication must be aligned with thdnafta brand and be on track with the
corporate identity. This might be too much for thersonal capacity of the touristic
stakeholders because the tourism industry is mairdge up from SMEs. Additionally, the
further investment in license fees and redesigttiegown brand might be an entrance barrier
for touristic stakeholders. Finally, the growingngeetition for touristic stakeholders due to
the promotion of a bigger region might be a barridre awareness of the customer that the
region is bigger than for example Germany introdut®re competition for the same amount
of tourists. Since the cross border brand was laemhén fall 2013 effects on tourist flows
can’t be seen, yet as current numbers are notwalable and the timeframe is too short to
see the effect of the brand.

Overall, looking at the Bodensee case one can lsseat cross-border place brand can be
introduced if certain preconditions are presentrtharmore, a strong leadership and
willingness by all stakeholders is needed to intced an umbrella brand like the

Vierlanderregion Bodensee. Still, there are différ@pproaches towards introducing a cross-

border brand. This will be shown at the case Via@ia Augusta.
The case of the Via Claudia Augusta

The second case presented in this thesis is tleeatdbe Via Claudia Augusta. In contrast to
the Bodensee region no strong leadership is presehts region which can be seen by the
manifold initiatives that are present in the regimstead a historical road connects Italy with
Germany via the Alps, bringing mainly touristic lstholders of the region together through
bicycle and trekking routes. Following the previmase, the characteristics of the region will
be shown followed by an analysis of the brandingreach of the regiof.

The history of the Via Claudia Augusta reaches lladke Roman Empire when the northern
frontier of empire was connected with the Po Rwaley for trading purpose under the rule
of Augustus and Claudius. The northern startingnipof the route is the city Donauworth in

Bavaria, Germany connecting Trento in South Tythally via Bolzano, Merano, the River

Lech and the River Inn valley and Augsburg. Itstfpurpose was to bring troops in the north
for further conquests but it soon developed tomapartant trading route between the north
and the south of the Roman Empire. Since it wa®tte road for carriages connecting these

% All information on this case retrieved from: www.viaclaudia.org, http://wegeundgrenzen.wordpress.com,
www.alpine-space.eu/home/ and www.interreg.net/
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parts of the Roman Empire its historical importamzest not be understated. Over the times it
lost its importance for trading but along the trackleveloped a thriving touristic industry.
Especially because of its long history the route petential for a cross-border culture route

and a cross border brand building on the long tiadbf trade, tourism and tradition.

Although there is the possibility to anchor theraraon the Via Claudia Augusta, like the
Bodensee is anchored on the traditions aroundake, lonly small steps towards a cross-
border brand have been taken. The Via Claudia Aagasot only connecting major tourism
destinations but also links the economical stragmjans of South Tyrol, Trento, Tyrol and
Allgau. In all regions tourism is one of the mainsmess sectors. This can be seen in the
tourist arrivals, the Allgau for example has 2.%ion tourist arrivals (in 2012) a year making
it one of the biggest tourism destinations in GarynéBayerisches Landesamt fur Statistik,
2013), Tyrol has 10.2 million arrivals (in 2013)tg8stik Austria, 2014), South Tyrol 6
million (in 2013) (Sudtirol Marketing, 2014) and énto 5.1 million arrivals (in 2013)
(Sudtirol Marketing, 2014). This shows the relevaraf the tourism industry at the Via
Claudia Augusta. Additionally all regions have eosy agricultural industry which can be
combined with touristic products as for example elavell in South Tyrol. Although the
regions around the Via Claudia Augusta are ecoralrsiaccessful, the networking capacity is
not yet as well developed as in the Bodensee regiRusiness networks are not
institutionalized as in the Bodensee region and dbeelopment of cross-border touristic

products is still in progress.

Currently the development of a cross-border plaeadis stagnating. The first step towards a
cross-border brand was the establishment of cros$eb cooperation in the LEADER 1l
funding period from 1994 — 1999, an EU regional elegment measure based in the
agricultural policy of the EU. It aims at develoginural cross border areas and stands for
“links between actions of rural development”. Ferthore its goal is to encourage the
residents of rural regions to tackle rural problemigh innovative solutions, instead of
building on already tried structures. Using thisafudevelopment measure the German
partners initiated projects at the Via Claudia Astguas project leader with Austrian project
partners. The Italian part of the route wasn't iwed in the LEADER Il projects.
Additionally these project partnerships were deeperduring INTERREG llla and
INTERREG lllb projects only then under the leadgrsbf the Trento province. These
projects mainly included touristic stakeholders antied at developing the bike route Via

Claudia Augusta. Additionally, transnational workipe and meetings were organized to
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develop informal networks along the route. DiffaréddTERREG IV projects led by Italian
and Austrian partners further developed the bikgerduilding. The LEADER Il project set
the basis for a common brand developing a Via Géaddigusta Logo and the Via Claudia
Augusta website. The INTERREG projects helped teelbg further studies for the route but
all were based on the touristic potential. AlthowghINTERREG IlIb project objective was
to develop branding perspectives the developmerttsis area stopped with the design of the
logo. Also no INTERREG IV project tried to furtheéevelop a brand for the Via Claudia
Augusta. Hence, there is only a logo present witlaoy strategy behind. This logo is used to
mark the biking route and attractions around big itot used for further branding. To better
understand the factors that hinder the developmkeatcross border brand in the Via Claudia
Augusta the theoretical frameworks will be usedrencase.

The Via Claudia Augusta region did not use the epgin by Braun and Zenker (2010), since
the approach by Braun and Zenker (2010) is usingrahrella brand and target group sub
brands and the Via Claudia region only tries to teeVia Claudia as a product brand for
bike route tourism. Due to the strong branding reffon the regions Allgéau, Tyrol, South
Tyro and Trento no cross-border place brand caddsgified on the basis of this framework.
Analyzing the Via Claudia Augusta with the frameldétavaratzis (2009) proposes one can
see that some categories are fulfilled but somegcaites are not even regarded.

First and foremost it can be seen that the Via @i&aAugusta did not establish a clear vision
for their region and did not develop a plan toizeatheir strategy. Although the development
of a strong brand around the Via Claudia Augusta mantioned in the INTERREG projects
the identification of a clear strategy did not happFurthermore, internal culture was only
developed partly. Some networks formed to prombeeitlea of a successful cross-border
place brand around the route but the internal didanot focus on the idea of a cross-border
place brand. This may also have happened becaubke ofissing strategy and vision. Due to
the nature of LEADER programs local and rural comities have been involved in the

development of the current approach. This was maahe by conferences and workshops. It
was tried to build synergies by gaining the suppmdrall stakeholders but the efforts were
mainly directed towards the touristic stakeholdédditionally, leadership in the different

LEADER and INTERREG project varied which led tofidifilties in coordination resulting in

a variety of projects instead of one common project
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Another category that can only be fulfilled pariythe infrastructure category. Since the Via
Claudia Augusta brand is based on a strong intretstre (e.g. signs, well developed routes
etc.) at least the partners of the cross-borderdosaould have influence on the infrastructure.
The projects at the route all partnered with the @nd regional councils/governments but the
varying project partners made overall infrastruetwoordination hard. The same partly
implementation occurs with communicated opportesitiThe available print and online
documentation does show some vague opportunitieg. dpportunities for cycling are
communicated well but since the project was seemladistic approach the opportunities for
other target groups are missing. The problem ofimgrproject leadership also reflects in the
communications category. A coordinated communicatan only be seen in the importance
of the cycling route but no common identity is coomecated and different approaches are
taken. One can see that the main problem that ®ésuihe missing leadership. This may be
because of the four existing strong regional brahdsdo not want to share competencies but
can also be based on the missing networks beferd BADER projects. Furthermore the
analysis of the print and online material on theecahows that no external evaluations were
used. Hence this case shows that the preconditiensified in the Bodensee case are needed

to implement a successful place brand as theyarmat by the Via Claudia Augusta case.

Drawing on this analysis the following hinderingctiars can be identified: As one main
hindering factor the missing leadership can betifled. Analyzing the documents it seemed
that all regions wanted to have a share of thetatipn leading to an unstructured approach
with the logo of the Via Claudia Augusta as onhynsensus. Furthermore, the presence of
already existing strong regional brands is clearlyindering factor. Especially, Tyrol, South
Tyrol and Trento have existing strong regional desathat do not only support the tourism
industry but all stakeholders. These grown netwairkd power structures can slow down the

development of a cross-border brand that is tryanigcorporate other regional brands.

To see if the theoretical identified preconditiomgportunities, challenges and hindering
factors occur in the development of a cross bofgend in practice the case of the
Fehmarnbelt region is analyzed theoretical andtioade using semi-structured interviews
with stakeholders of the region.
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4.4 The case of the Fehmarnbelt region

The Fehmarnbelt region is a cross-border regidgheaGerman-Danish border. It includes the
district Sjeelland (DN), the district OstholsteinER), the city of Libeck (GER) and the
district Plon (GER) with a total of ca. 9 000 knfFehmarnbeltregion, n.d.) The region is
situated between the two big cities Kopenhagen lahburg. On the German side of the
cross-border region live 550 500 people and onOhrish side 821 00. The Fehmarnbelt
region has three main industries: the tourism itrgughe food and agricultural industry and
the health care industry. (Destination Fehmarnbeld,) Of these the service and food
industry accounts for almost 80 % of the productibhe two biggest universities in the
region are the University of Lubeck and the Uniitgrof Roskilde. Additionally the

University of Applied Sciences Liibeck and the Acagleof Music Libeck are situated in the
region (Fehmarnbeltregion. n.d.). After this shottoduction of the region this section gives

an overview of the current developments towardsaseborder place brantl.

The trigger for the development of a cross-bordacebrand in the region was the planned
fixed link between Denmark and Germany crossingBakic Sea (the Fehmarnbelt) over 18
km. This tunnel is currently in the developmentg#hand will be finished in 2021 being the
longest immersed tunnel in the world. (Femern AV8,) The regional stakeholders saw the
construction of the tunnel as a chance to furthevetbp their cross-border cooperation
leading to increased cross-border cooperation MAERREG funding. Three of these
projects directly dealt with the development ofrass-border brand and two projects dealt
with the development of a regional identity. Th@sy border place brands are namely:
Beltfood, Belttrade and Destination Fehmarbelt. TBetfood project was designed to
increase the cooperation of the food industry inrn@zeny and Denmark. Additionally,
strategies for a cross-border place brand withdamuthe food industry were developed. The
project partners are the Green Center on the Dannileh(a research and development center
for agriculture) and the Libeck business develognagency. The aim of the Belttrade
project was mainly to enhance the economic oppirsnfor SMEs in the Fehmarnbelt
region that occur due to the fixed link. The projgartners are Fonden Femern Belt
Development, DI — Organisation for erhvervsliveidstrie- und Handelskammer zu Libeck

and Lubeck business development.

® All data and information for this case collected from: www.beltfood.de, www.belttrade.dk,
www.fehmarnbeltregion.net, www.femern.de, www.fehmarnbelt-portal.de, http://www.ostsee-schleswig-
holstein.de/de/index, www.kulturlink.org, http://www.destination-fehmarnbelt.com/
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Finally, the destination Fehmarnbelt project aintsdaveloping a cross-border touristic
destination brand with the Ostsee-Holstein Toursmw. and the Fonden @stdansk Turisme
as partners. The regional identity projects aretl¢UINK and Regio SKILL, both focusing
on cultural cross-border cooperation to trigger ioegl identity building. Whereas
KulturLINK centers on the initiation of cross-bordmultural events the Regio SKILL project
focuses on the bringing together different actdrthe region to develop a dialog on regional
identity. Additionally, conferences on the topic gihce branding were held and academic
consultation on cross-border place branding inrdggon was sought. In the interviews with
two regional stakeholders (Head of Lubeck Businassnotion and Employee of Ostsee-
Schleswig-Holstein Tourismus e.V.) only the clugstetiatives (Beltfood and Belttrade and
the Destination Fehmarnbelt project) were mentiofidds can be seen as a first sign for

missing leadership in the region as well as forsmig coordination of the projects.

On the basis of theses interviews the opportunéres challenges in during the development
of a cross-border place brand will be analyZed.

Firstly, the interviews show that the developmenuicpss of a cross-border place brand takes
a long time. The process in the Fehmarnbelt regtarted in the late 2000s and did not yet
lead to a common place branding strategy. Secomhdith interview partners identified the
financing of such a big project as a challengehi® development of a cross-border place
brand. The current projects are all funded by INRE& and it is still in the discussion how
further projects can be financed without INTERRHBG.this context the Head of Liubeck
business Development mentioned the importanceigdterinvestors to finance such projects.
This is based on the special situation in the Fehb®t region where a private company
(Fehmern A/S) builds the fixed link and receiveg tfnancial profit from it. In both
interviews the dependency on EU and national fupdindentified as a threat to a sustainable
place brand development as most results in sugbhgbsocan only be seen after 5 to 10 years.
Furthermore both interviews showed that the dewekg process must be seen as a long-
term process as first networks and understandingt fmeil built up. Another problem that has
been identified is the cultural difference in theotcountries. The different languages,
different kinds of communication and different mettkg strategies (Denmark more online,
Germany more print) are challenges that need tovieecome during the development of a

cross-border place brand. Furthermore, the OstsbleSvig-Holstein Tourism Marketing

* The interviews can be found in the Appendix
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employee mentions the importance of consistentctres and partners. During the
destination Fehmarnbelt project the structure ef@anish partner organization changed and
the Danish project coordinator changed as wells Téul to a slowdown of the project as the
Danish side first had to adapt to their own, nawdtire. In both interviews the importance of
further cooperation is mentioned and the developrokoross-border networks by the current
INTERREG project is seen as a good basis for furdlegelopment. To ensure the success of
a cross-border place branding project the OstsbieSgig-Holstein Tourism Marketing
employee argues in favor of a strong internal marge In her opinion internal marketing is
the key to a successful cross-border place branditigtive since the internal participants
need to be convinced of the goals of the placedangnproject. Another important point
which was mentioned by both interviewees is the¢ tiaat the development of a cross-border
place brand would not have started without thedfikek. Hence, one can say that either a
strong regional identity or a flagship project iorass-border region is needed to successfully

implement a cross-border place brand.

As both interview partners did not know about thejgrts outside their involvement it is
evident that a strong coordination can only beftified in the different sectors. The Business
development agency of Lubeck is the leading partmeéhe business sector and the Ostsee-
Schleswig-Holstein Tourismus GmbH is the leadingrg in the tourism industry. But the
initiatives both go their own way a common crossdeo place branding initiative with a
common strategy is hard to establish. Thereforerganization that coordinates the activities
of the different stakeholders and brings them togietan be identified as a precondition for
successful cross-border place brand developmeptHEad of Lilbeck business Development
also states that the basis for successful crostebaooperation is trust. After building trust
between the stakeholders, a common product mudebeloped based on the identity of the
cross-border region. He therefore argues that eeplaand needs to be developed from
bottom-up based on trust built in cluster netwoikse cross-border place brand can only be

successful if the stakeholders are convinced ofdba.

In the last section the preconditions, challenges@portunities identified in the three cases
will be summarized to further apply them to theecaSEUREGIO.

The research identified a set of preconditionstifier successful implementation of a cross-
border place brand. To succeed, a cross-bordes planding projects needs a strong regional
identity or a flagship project, existing networkanding, long term planning, consistency,

50



trust and no present strong regional brands. Inahk below the preconditions are shown

and explained

Precondition

Explanation

Regional identity/flagship project

A cross-border regional identity or a flagship

project that brings together the stakeholdg
of the cross-border region

ers

Existing networks

Cross-border networks either established

INTERREG or private  cross-bord
cooperation. Networks should exist in

sectors.

by
Pr

All

Funding

Public funding, preferably EU funding agd

national funding. Private funding as futd

goal.

Long term planning

All stakeholders should accept the long-tg
nature of cross-border place brandi
Strategy and financing has to be based

long term planning.

Consistency

Consistency in structures, partners

strategy.

and

Trust

Trustful basis to cooperate is needed be
developing products and strategy.

ore

Internal marketing

Marketing activities that aim at the interr
stakeholders to convince them of the crg

border place branding approach

al

SS-

Lack of strong regional brands

Existing strong regional brands hinder the

development of a cross-border brand as
necessity of a cross-border brand is
acknowledged by all stakeholders leading

low support of the cross-border brand.

the
hot

to

Figure 9: Preconditions for cross-border place bdamy
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Additionally, profit, networking, a bigger marketc external marketing have been identified

as opportunities for touristic stakeholders. Ingebthe identified opportunities are explained.

Sts

ies,

Opportunity Explanation
_ The profit can rise because of more tour
Profit _
that come to the region
Cross-border networks help to use synerg
Networking develop new products and adapt HQest

practices from network partners.

Bigger market

A cross-border brand increases the visibLity

of the touristic stakeholders on a big
internal (cross-border region) and exter
(foreign market) market. Stakeholders
present on foreign market because of

cross-border place brand.

er
hal
hre
the

External Marketing

Touristic stakeholders take part in exten
marketing that would not have been dq

without a cross-border place brand

hal

ne

Figure 10: Opportunities for touristic stakeholders
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Finally the following challenges were identified:

Challenge Explanation

Current communication must be changed to
adapt it to the cross-border place brgnd
Alignment of communication communication. This leads to investment ffor
changed communication and negative eff¢cts

if communication is not changed.

Private investment by the tourisfic
' . stakeholders is needed to further finance|the
Private investment .
cross-border place brand. This may be| an

entry barrier for touristic stakeholders.

A bigger region also means biggler
N competition. Touristic stakeholders not ogly
Competition . .
compete with regional stakeholders but glso

with cross-border stakeholders.

Cross-border regions often have differgnt

cultures in a small area (language, diffefent

Cultural differences

attitudes etc.). Cultural differences may mgke
the cross-border cooperation more difficultr

Al lot of effort must be put in the persuasipn
Inclusion of stakeholders of stakeholder. This leads to less time to glan

the cross-border place brand strategically.

Figure 11: Challenges for touristic stakeholders

In the next section, the identified preconditionB lae used to analyze a possible cross-border
place branding approach in the EUREGIO region. Haurhore the challenges and
opportunities will be aligned with the challengesi @pportunities identified in the interviews
with touristic stakeholders in the EUREGIO region.
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5 Cross-border place branding: the case of EUREGIO

This final section is based on nine semi-structunediepth interviews with touristic
stakeholders of the EUREGIO region. Firstly, thgioaal facts of the EUREGIO region will
be shown and the current marketing activities ef BUREGIO will be analyzed. Secondly,
the opportunities and challenges for touristic shaitders that may occur in the development
of a cross-border place brand in the EUREGIO regihh be analyzed. Finally, the
possibilities for a cross-border place brand in BUREGIO region will be analyzed on the
basis of the preconditions identified above andoatiook for further cross-border place
branding projects in the region will be given.

5.1 The EUREGIO region — facts

The EUREGIO region is a cross-border region in Garynand the Netherlands with 13 000
km2 and 3.5 million inhabitants.
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Figure 12: The EUREGIO region (EUREGIO, n.d. b)

On the German side it includes the regions Murestell Osnabrticker Land and Grafschatft
Bentheim. On the Dutch side Achterhoek, Twente, Hoddoost Overijssel are part of the
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region. The region has a long tradition in crossdbo cooperation as it is the oldest
Euroregion founded in 1958. Three municipal centefSnschede (NL), Munster (D) and
Osnabrtick (D) — are part of the region, with unsites in each city. The cities all have a
high proportion of students (ca. 20%) as inhab#a(EUREGIO, n.d. a) The economy is
dominated by SMEs and still has a strong agricaltsector. Furthermore the service industry
is strong in the cities of the region. (EUREGIQJ.ma and EUREGIO, n.d. b) Having these
basic facts in mind the following section will egpd the history of the EUREGIO and its

institutional setup’

The EUREGIO is Dutch - German cross-border regmméed in 1958 as one of the first
Euroregions. It is responsible for all cross-bordeoperation matters in the region covering
the following fields: economic development, traffiand transport, spatial structure,
environmental conservation, culture and sports|tiheeare, energy, waste management,
tourism and recreation, agricultural developmembovation and technology transfer, school
and education, social cooperation, rescue servicel @mergency management,
communication and public safety. In the beginnifighe EUREGIO the cooperation was
informal and mainly based on local economical peoid. In the 1970s the cooperation
developed from a project based cooperation towarndgstitutionalized cooperation driven

by Alfred Mozer. 1971 the first cross-border consios under the chairman Alfred Mozer
was founded to promote the socio-cultural exchangie region. This was followed by the

first cross-border action program ever implementethe EU. Out of this institutionalized

cooperation the EUREGIO council was founded in 198embling a cross-border

parliament. (Perkmann, 2007) A common EUREGIO efficas opened in 1985 situated in
Gronau — a German city at the Dutch-German botdet987 an action program including a
catalogue of measures with clear financial agre¢sneas introduced which is now seen as
archetype for the INTERREG program. The EUREGI®@nganized as a German e.V. and
had a budget of ca. 6.1 mil. EURO in 2013. 930 B0@o of the budget are collected via a
membership fee while the remaining budget is fiegnby INTERREG and consultancy
work. (EUREGIO, 2014) The EUREGIO is the programnagement institution for

INTERREG program implementation in the membersbgpan. Therefore the EUREGIO is a
policy implementation partner of the EU commissimyarding regional policy in the

EUREGIO region. The organization of the EUREGIGI®wn in figure 6 below. The most

important part of the EUREGIO is the EUREGIO colimsade up of 41 German and 41

> All information on the EUREGIO is retrieved from: www.euregio.de and www.deutschland-
nederland.eu/home/
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Dutch delegates based on proportionality. The cbisithe decision body of the EUREGIO
and gives recommendations for a decision to theERREG committees. The EUREGIO
board of directors has 12 members of which 10 atedrby the council, 1 is the EUREGIO
president and 1 is the EUREGIO director. The badidirectors gives recommendations for a
decision to the council and appoints the direcidre director is the head of the EUREGIO
office, implements the decisions of the councilatabof directors, the INTRREG committee
and the general meeting. Additionally he is respgiedor the regional INTERREG program
management. Finally the EUREGIO committees (healtle, public safety, sustainable spatial
development, school system, tourism, economy, EUREGAozer commission, job

market/vocational training) give recommendationsdiecisions to the board of directors.

Organigramm der EUREGIO
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Mitglieds- EUREGIO-Rat lung fr INTER- INTERREG:
kommunen REG-Projekie Lenkungsausschuss
Hachstes Beratungs- und fiir die EUREGIO
129 deutsche | itgliederver- Beschlussorgan d. EUREGIO, (Verreter der Wirtschaftsmi-
und sammlung entscheidet u.a. dber Haushalt nistenen, Bezirksregieningen /
niederlandi- {MV) Provinzen und der EUREGIO)
sche Stadie, 82 stimmberechfigte Vertreter (41 entscheidet iiber INTERREG-
Gemeinden 182 Deutsche und 41 Niederiznder, [
und stimmberech- entsandt nach regionalem Proporz)
(Land)kreise | tigte Vertreter
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Figure 13: Organizational structure of the EUREGIBUREGIO, n.d. c)

In the following the current approach towards c#lossler branding in the EUREGIO
structure will be explored.
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5.2

5.2.1

Current cross-border place branding approach in theEUREGIO region

The EUREGIO has a common development strategy —EERIR 2020 — with the focus on
three topics: sustainable spatial development, @ogrand social development. (EUREGIO,
2011) Common branding approaches can only be famhin the sector economy under the
topic tourism. The following sector will first exgale if some characteristics of a cross-border
place brand can be identified in the general setg strategy of the EUREGIO. In the
second part the touristic approach towards plaaading in the EUREGIO organization will
be explored. Both explorations are based on thedwted semi-structured in-depth

interviews and on intensive desk reseafch.

General approach

All interviewed stakeholders made clear that thdREG 10 is not a cross-border place brand.
The current set up shows that this assessmentias mtievertheless some characteristics of
cross-border place brand can be identified in #eegal set up of the EUREGIO. Firstly, it is
based on a common strategy for cross-border cobperd his can be regarded as a first step
towards a common branding strategy as suggestdéthbgratzis (2009) as basis for a place
brand. Still the EUREGIO 2020 strategy is only feiog on cooperation with the exception of
the tourism sector that includes first cross-boltanding approaches. (EUREGIO, 2011)

Secondly, the EUREGIO can be seen as institutileaaler for cross-border cooperation also
promoting cross-border branding developments @(eer EUREGIO). This important
characteristic of a cross-border place brand is ymbtfully used, especially because the
EUREGIO council which is made up from many différetakeholders all promoting their
own region. As the EUREGIO is responsible for NS ERREG program management in the
region its leading role in the development of anldiag initiative is strengthened because of
its financial possibilities. Finally, the currenetworks, introduced by EUREGIO, can be
regarded as a future basis for a cross-border fea&ling initiative. In total it can be said
that the interviews are influenced by a generalaheg attitude towards cross-border place
branding as the importance of putting the needshefown region/organization first was
mentioned by all interviewees except the EUREGI@ig@pant (see APPENDIX). Although
the participants neglect the fact that first stepsards a cross-border place brand already
have been made one can see be analyzing the EURB& @ndamental characteristics of a

® The Interviews can be found in the Appendix
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5.2.2

cross-border place brand are already fulfilled. ifiddally, the EUREGIO has commissioned
a consultancy to analyze the current situation e ttourism sector and develop
recommendations for future cross-border projectss Ftudy recommends the development
of a product based cross-border place brand. (COB8&mbH, 2012) Hence, it is obvious
that the idea of a cross-border place brand is1aat for the region. To deepen this argument

the next section will analyze the tourism marketpgroach of the EUREGIO.

Tourism approach

As mentioned before the tourism sector is the @agtor in the EUREGIO 2020 strategy
focusing on a common marketing and a possible dvosger place branding initiative in the

next years. The current marketing approach is basddree projects:

Geheim over de Grens

2. Das andere Holland

5.2.2.1

Grenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis

The first project is a marketing initiative of Geamregions and businesses in the Netherlands
to promote the tourism industry in German parthef EUREGIO. The second project is the
correspondent initiative on the Dutch side prongtthe Dutch tourism industry on the
German side. The final project promotes the bordgron and develops products for the
border region in order to achieve synergy effettha border. The projects will be shown in
detail in the following including the attitude towds these projects by the interviewees.
Furthermore the findings of the consultancy will beed to analyze the success of the

projects.

Geheim over de Grens

This project is the umbrella brand of the Germagiars in the Netherlands. The whole
communication in the Netherlands is done via tm#brella brand. In an interview it was
stated that if this project stops no marketing e tNetherlands would be done. (see
APPENDIX) The main point that speaks for the umrékrand is the financial situation of
the RTBs. Conducting marketing operations in théhisidands region by region would cost
too much hence the regions cooperate. The pattilegpeegions and businesses can take part
in trade shows, promotion tours, the geheim ovegréas website, the geheim over de grens
newsletter, press relations and press trips, makempaigns and brochures. Every action

to take part in is charged for separately. Thisegithe companies the chance to select
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5.2.2.2

5.2.2.3

expanses on a case by case basis. According tootmsultancy study the project is well
accepted by the RTBs which can also be seen byntheviews. Still the participation of
businesses can become better. The interviewed dsssia on the German side did not know
about geheim over de grens and their possibilibetake part. Since the project started the
tourism arrivals of Dutch tourists increased b ihcrease doesn’'t have to be related with
the project as the general arrivals increased ds {@®OMPASS GmbH, 2012) As shown in
the study under 50 % of the stakeholders are matiskith the project overall. In the
conducted interviews the same attitude towardsptbgct can be seen. It is seen as a well
working project that is needed but the daily roegiminder the stakeholders to put more work
into it. The projects are planned to be conductethér in the next years. The next paragraph
will look at the Dutch marketing project in detaild analyze if the same problems occur.

Das andere Holland

The project Das andere Holland promotes the DutdRIEGIO regions on the German side
of the border as the RTBs have indentified the Germarket (North-Rhine Westphalia and
Lower Saxony). The project is set up like the Garpartner project with different marketing
measures to participate for the stakeholders. Imtrast to the German project the Dutch
stakeholders see the project as less successpdcially the participation of businesses needs
to be increased. (COMPASS GmbH, 2012) Furthermibiee Dutch interviewees mentioned
that a better overall coordination between the RiEBseeded to be more successful. In the
interview with EUREGIO and Twente Tourism it becaoi®vious that the project time was
mostly needed to convince businesses of the impoetaf cross-border marketing. (see
APPENDIX) The study showed that the project is wety well known in the EUREGIO
region and that fewer than 50% of the stakeholdeesit as a successful project. (COMPASS
GmbH, 2012) In total it can be said that the futtgntial of both projects — das andere
Holland and geheim over de grens — is not yet fuigd. Especially more internal marketing

is needed to enhance the awareness of the stakehold

Grenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis

The final project conducted for cross-border tauris marketing is the
Grenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis project. The prageatganized as marketing platform for the
cities and communities located at the German-Ddgatder. Its main proposition is the
possibility of one vacation in two countries. Stasdelers can take part in press trips and the
website by paying a yearly fee. Additionally, theojpct aims at developing the touristic

infrastructure at the border. For example bike esutvere connected over the border.
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5.3

Furthermore, the project Grenzerlebnisse/Grenb&ewoordinates cross-border product
development. In the conducted interviews the pd#gl of the project were acknowledged
but the coordination is — like in the other progeet seen as a problem. Additionally, the
interviewees connect the Grenzerlebnisse/Grenziisleproject with product and

infrastructure development and not with marketirgivities. This leads to a distorted

perception of the projects and a lack of attentowrmarketing activities.

Although these marketing projects try to promote Elutch region as a common region on the
German side and vice versa, no common approach ban identified. The

Grenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis project tries to pteraross-border product development and
cross-border marketing but the branding of the &ordgion is not a goal of the project. As
seen in the interviews and the consultancy study,attitude towards more cooperation is

positive but the daily routines often come in theeyvof new developments.

EUREGIO also has initiated several other projectsciv have not been accepted by the
stakeholders as seen in the awareness of thesecisrqiCOMPASS GmbH, 2012). In
addition, the interviewees only knew about the ¢hpeojects mentioned above. One can see
that the current projects are still marketing atities with no effort to brand the region. Still,
the tourism sector is taking first steps towardsr@ss-border brand by acknowledging the
importance of cross-border cooperation. The ingaveies all mentioned the importance of the
current initiatives as networks for innovation dadrning. To get a deeper understanding of
how the stakeholders see the region and its opmbds/challenges the next section will
analyze the opportunities and challenges for cbasder place branding in the EUREGIO

region based on the conducted interviews.

Opportunities for cross-border place branding in the EUREGIO region

To identify opportunities for the whole EUREGIO g it will be analyzed which
preconditions identified above are met by the EURE@egion based on the conducted
interviews. This aims at finding out if there idasis for cross-border place branding in the

region.

Firstly, the region can be regarded as a grownoregiith a long tradition in cross-border
cooperation. The fact that cross-border cooperat@mstimulate the region’s development is
deep seated in all interviewed stakeholders. Theeot) well working networks and projects

are the basis for future cross-border place brandevelopments. Not only is the tradition of
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cooperation an opportunity for a future cross-bopace brand but also common values can
be identified in the region. In the interviews lowg&axonian values — which have not been
detailed - have been mentioned when asked abouwmanon identity of the EUREGIO
region. Furthermore lower Saxonian language Lowntaer is a dialect spoken on both sides
of the border. Nevertheless not all interview parsnagreed on this common regional
characteristic. In total it can be said that esgbcithe grown networks and the role of
EUREGIO as agent between the stakeholders is aoriopyity for a future cross-border place

branding project.

Secondly, this grown region and tradition of co@pen leads to a long term planning
horizon of the regional stakeholders. Long termnpiag is a central precondition for a
successful cross-border place brand and theref@restakeholders’ awareness of long term
planning as success factor is an opportunity fturéucross-border place branding projects.
The long term planning can especially be seenerBUREGIO 2020 strategy. It is based on
an analysis of the current facts on which futurelgoand measures to reach them are
developed. Particularly the tourism sector developg term goals to achieve more arrivals.
A second indicator for the long term planning antufe willingness of cross-border place
branding is the consultancy study as the EUREGIGesing the importance to take the
proposed steps. (see APPENDIX) Based on the fisdofgthe study new projects can be
developed. Additionally, it shows that the currprbjects are an important part of the future
strategy if they are evaluated to improve themalynthe institutional set up in the region is
a sign for long term planning. The stakeholderEWREGIO (regions, mayors, businesses)
can look back on a long tradition of successful pggation in an institution with long
traditions. Due to the INTERREG program managenmmhpetency the importance of
EUREGIO as cross-border cooperation partner witiaie high for the next years which can
help to develop EUREGIO towards the leading cramsix place branding partner in the

region.

Thirdly, the consistency of the partners is an oppuoty for the region. The often long lasting
cooperation (e.g. EUREGIO with Minsterland e.V.rol@ years) builds awareness for cross-
border cooperation and helps to trigger new devetops for the EUREGIO region.
Nevertheless, the political stakeholders often gkarafter elections slowing down
developments in cross-border place branding asagf@mda may shift to other topics. (see
APPENDIX)
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In this regard, as mentioned before, the leadersiEUREGIO is also regarded as
opportunity for the region. The EUREGIO advocatess-border cooperation for a long time
and is also opting to take the current marketingref a step further. (see APPENDIX)
Additionally, it is the contact organization forl @ross-border cooperation projects which
assures its position as leading cross-border catiperpartner. Still, the full potential of its
leadership role cannot be fulfilled since EUREGI€Exidions are taken in the EUREGIO
council which is organized similar to a parliaméaading to compromises in important
guestions. (see APPENDIX)

As fifth opportunity the trust between the stakeleo$ is identified. The interviews showed
that the cross-border partners trust each othee. €wmample is the Dutch RTB that asks a
German RTB about marketing techniques for the Germarket leading to contracting a
German marketing and branding organization forrtbampaign. The opinion of the other
partner across the border is valued and in spatiahtions advice from the cross-border
partner is sought. (see APPENDIX)

Finally, the general funding situation is regar@sdopportunity for the region. EUREGIO as
INTERREG project management built a lot of capaattygetting funds and has developed
contacts to governmental organizations for fundszévtheless, the overall situation described
in the interviews shows that the current fundingnsy sufficient for the current projects and
more money especially from businesses is needets Whs also a main point in the
consultancy study which also argues for more inddpece from governmental funds.
(COMPASS GmbH, 2012) The main problem with INTERRE&€&urs in most of the cross-
border cases: the co-financing required by INTERREGard to get from governmental
stakeholders. Therefore the overall financial getcan also be regarded as a challenge. To
these general opportunities for cross-border pieaading specific opportunities for touristic
stakeholders are now added. To do so the attitafléfse interviewed touristic stakeholders

are analyzed and combined with the general oppibigan

More tourist arrivals can be regarded as the mapodunity for all touristic stakeholders.
The interviewed RTBs also identified potential me&se in tourist arrivals by more
cooperation between the businesses and cross-boatketing. Furthermore the consultancy
study shows that since the cross-border marketogeration is conducted tourist arrivals are
rising steadily. (COMPASS GmbH, 2012) Additionallige current networks need to be used
to extend the reach of the current marketing itv&s to involve more stakeholders. A second
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5.4

opportunity for the stakeholders is the knowledgehange that comes with extended
cooperation. More cooperation helps to understhedifferent approaches across the border
and leads to the adaption of helpful marketinggaotd strategies for the other country. In
addition best practices can be exchanged - be rketiag practices or business strategies.
Finally, it can be said that the stakeholders thi@ already taking part in cross-border
cooperation see a cross-border place brandincating as an opportunity for the region
whereas stakeholders that do know little about gbssibilities for cooperation see more
challenges than opportunities. (see APPENDIX) Heartie as a final opportunity for the
touristic stakeholders the already existing codjpamais identified. The stakeholders that
already profit from the cooperation can convindaeotstakeholders which do not take part in
the current projects leading to higher participatiates.

The next section will look at the challenges farrass-border place branding initiative in the
EUREGIO region it will structured like the secti@m the opportunities starting with the
challenges for the whole region followed by thelldmges for touristic stakeholders.

Challenges for cross-border place branding the EUREIO region

Overall the challenges outbalance the opportunitispecially the interview participants are
not positive about a cross-border place brandiit@iive. This leads to the first challenge to
overcome on the way to implement a successful dvosger place brand. To establish a
common acknowledgment of the importance of a cbasder place brand, the focus needs to
be set on internal marketing. The developmentshan Eehmarnbelt region showed that
businesses only participate if they are sure ath@upositive outcome. This outcome needs to
be communicated by a leading partner to the intestekeholders. Due to the complex
stakeholder structure in the region with decisioompetencies at each level many
stakeholders need to be convinced of a cross-bgidee branding initiative. The current
situation can be seen in the interviews: The stalkiehs only focus on their daily routines,
acknowledging the possible opportunities of crossder cooperation without putting it on
the agenda. The RTBs argue on the basis of thdéiticab order as they are mainly 100%
communal agencies. The political agenda is thermeaogument identified in the interviews.
Often political actors, like local mayors put thenketing efforts of their city first without

thinking about possible positive effects of crossder place branding. (see APPENDIX)
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As a second challenge overcoming the missing regiidentity is indentified. Although some

participants mentioned the Low Saxon values aggmmal identity most of the participants

still see the border as dividing line with diffetezultures on both sides. (see APPENDIX)
The border in general is mainly seen as a challemgeercome and not as an opportunity for
cooperation. The fragmentation of the marketing aigns on the basis of countries and not
on the basis of target groups (Dutch stakeholdenk wogether on the German market and
vice versa) also fosters the perception of the éroad challenge and points to a low regional

identity.

Thirdly, there are already existing strong regiobehnds in the EUREGIO region. The
Munsterland, the City of Minster, the City of Ensda and the Grafschaft Bentheim have a
built their own brand image and are often not wglito give that up. The conflict can be seen
in the region Munsterland where the Minsterland RtBmmunicates an image of quietness,
relaxation and active holidays and competes wighitilage of the city of Munster which does
not want these attributes but aims to be recognesethriving city. The interviews with the
RTBs showed that they think the tourist see the $tkntand/Grafschaft Bentheim/Twente as
a destination but not the EUREGIO region. Nevedslit is acknowledged that the tourists
do not stay in the chosen destination but usuaihcee the whole EUREGIO region with day
trips. (see APPENDIX) Therefore, a target grouprapph as proposed in this thesis and in

the consultancy study needs to be developed.

To do so the fourth challenge needs to be overcethe agenda setting process. The topic of
cross-border place branding is not on the politicghe business agenda and only pursued by
EUREGIO. EUREGIO as regional leader is respondiblput the topic back on the agenda.
All interview participants were not aware of theanhes of cross-border place branding often
not even aware of the current projects like “Dadegi@ Holland”. This challenge also occurs
because of the financial situation. The interviethiEUREGIO showed that it is desired to
put more effort in the internal marketing and agesdtting but due to financial restrictions it

is not possible.

As final challenge leadership issues are identifidd mentioned before the stakeholder
structure in the EUREGIO region is defined by aiaetgrof decision making bodies (RTBs,
political leaders, committees). Currently the EURBGcan only be regarded as an
organization that gives recommendations to thesgside making bodies. The EUREGIO

needs more competencies in topics that are relégantoss-border cooperation to exercise a
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5.5

leadership role in the region since currently teadkership is only based on theoretical

recommendations.

In the interviews with the touristic stakeholdersrtfier specific challenges for the
stakeholders can be identified. Firstly, the RTBEntify the missing willingness of
participation of businesses as a challenge. Adrinewed RTBs mentioned that the most time
they spend on cross-border cooperation is spertoomincing businesses to participate in
cross-border marketing activities. Additionally tlhaerviewed businesses did not show
interest in an extended cross-border branding catipe and did not even know about the
current marketing projects. Businesses that ppditei in the current marketing cooperation
see an actual rise in tourist arrivals. Hence tlhestnesses need to convince their peers that a
cross-border marketing cooperation is the mostiefit way to increase tourist arrivals.
Secondly, the missing lobby for touristic stakeleotd is indentified as a challenge by
EUREGIO and some RTBs. The importance of crossdyardoperation at the tourism sector
is currently not communicated well to the politisthkeholders leading to a loss of influence
and essentially a loss of funds. Therefore a bettganized tourism sector is needed to
promote the interests of this industry. This woalslo help to improve the above mentioned
challenge of missing willingness to participaterbgking the project more visible throughout
the tourism sector. Finally, the general attitutiéhe touristic stakeholders poses a challenge.
Especially the regional RTBs and the businessasotisee the positive effect of cross-border
branding. The consultancy study already proposedget-group oriented branding approach
for the region but the stakeholders did not warttand responsibility over to EUREGIO.

The identified challenges and opportunities wilwnoe used to develop a realistic outlook for

cross-border place branding in the EUREGIO region.

Possible developments of cross-border place brandjnn the EUREGIO region

The following possible developments are taking idhentified opportunities as a basis to
overcome the challenges. It will first give reconmdations for steps to be taken in the near
future followed by further steps to be taken aftiee implementation of the near future
recommendations. It will conclude with an outloak the late future if all further steps are

implemented successfully.

To achieve more tourist arrivals in the EUREGIOioagthis thesis recommends to the

touristic stakeholders to focus on the identifiecegonditions. As a first step internal
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marketing efforts must be increased to put crogddyoplace branding on the agenda. This
needs to be done by EUREGIO in cooperation withRA@&s of the region. These efforts

should include information events on the currentk@a@ng projects as well as on the possible
positive effects that can be achieved by crossdyoplace branding supported by the
consultancy study. Additionally, EUREGIO council etiegs should be used to inform

decision makers in the region about the positivecefof cross-border place branding for the
region and to inspire the decision for an upconarags-border place branding initiative.

Meanwhile, the EURREGIO INTERREG committee shoulalop a cross-border place
branding INTERREG VA project for the region, exphgy co-funding opportunities and
possible partners. Both processes also aim atlisstiag a strong leadership of EUREGIO in
the upcoming cross-border place branding initiatiVee inclusion of interested touristic
stakeholders should be a goal; possible ways dfcpation can be developed in council
meetings and information events. Ideally a crossiaobranding working group including
participants from all stakeholders is set up toelil®y a cross-border place branding strategy
for the tourism sector in the EUREGIO region. Tiwsject would increase the ownership of
the cross-border place brand by the stakeholders€@md guarantee future participation. The
stakeholder committee should then be developetiduihto a steering council under the roof
of EUREGIO for cross-border place branding incnegsEUREGIO leadership while

ensuring stakeholder ownership.

If these steps can be introduced successfully amammtarget group branding approach in the
tourism sector is the second stage of the crossebdsranding development. This thesis
recommends a common EU wide target group approasédoon the proposed design above.
This should first only include the tourism sectathwarget groups e.g. for hiking, biking,
camping and city visitors. Since the stakeholdersently cannot imagine that an umbrella
EUREGIO brand may be successful the umbrella braag not be introduced already but
only target group specific marketing cooperationmplemented. Further steps towards an
umbrella brand may be taken if the stakeholdergiiop towards this topic changes with the

success of the common target group marketing.

In the late future the introduction of a EUREGI@s3-border place brand for the tourism
sector can be planned with a possible expansiather sectors leading to a fully operating
cross-border place brand in the region. The mopbitant factors on which this outlook is
based are the leadership role of the EUREGIO ak agethe leadership of partners in the
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specific industry sector, the political agenda isgit sustainable financial planning and

constant external evaluation.
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Conclusion

This thesis aimed at identifying challenges andoojymities that occur in the development of
a cross-border place brand. The main findings amnensarized in this conclusion and topics

for further research are proposed.

City marketing, place marketing and regional marigeare basic elements used by every city
and region in the developed world. Its basic fotiotha have been researched on by various
disciplines and further concepts have been devdlopkese concepts — city branding and

place branding - are influenced by the multidisogaly approaches and lead to different

approaches towards place branding. A topic thabidully included in the academic research

agenda is cross-border place branding, althouighpitacticed all over Europe. Therefore this

thesis has adapted the current state of the are fieanding concepts to the characteristics of
cross-border regions.

To do so, a literature analysis on place branding eross-border place branding was
conducted and the state of the art concepts werdiitdd — Kavaratzis (2009) and Braun and
Zenker (2010). The special characteristics of chmssler regions were identified via the
fields of regional geography and border studies iatejrated in the concepts of Kavaratzis
(2009) and Braun and Zenker (2010). This led tointreduction of regional identity and EU
Policies as thriving forces in cross-border placanding. Based on these findings three
European cases of cross-border place branding merdified. These cases were analyzed
based on the developed concept of cross-bordee pieending to identify preconditions for
cross-border place branding as well as opportengied challenges for cross-border place
branding. What is especially interesting in thesdihgs is the importance of regional identity
for cross-border place branding as well as the Etlefunding plays in cross-border place
branding. Additionally, the importance of netwokksd grown trust between the cross-border
stakeholders cannot be understated. Furthermaeetiearch identified a set of opportunities

and challenges for touristic stakeholders that boctaross-border place branding initiatives.

Finally, these findings, in combination with expdriterviews, were used to identify
challenges and opportunities for cross-border plaemding in the EUREGIO region. The
research identified a set of challenges and oppiigs concerning the whole region and a set
only concerning the touristic stakeholders of tkgion. It can be outlined that the main

challenge for the touristic stakeholders is to oware regional thinking and think in cross-
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border terms. Without this step further developrae@micross-border place branding are likely
to fail. Nevertheless the general characteristicthe region, especially its grown networks
and pioneering tasks as first Euroregions are a gtarting point to further develop current
cross-border marketing cooperation projects. Fumbee, these projects have proven
successful whereas the internal communication f shiccess lacks time and capacity to
communicate. Therefore the focus for the futureettgument of the cross-border cooperation
of this region needs to be put on internal markgtin

Using these findings the research question

What challenges occur during the development ofrasscborder place brand from the

perspective of touristic stakeholders and how ¢easé¢ challenges be overcdne

can be answered as following. This thesis has iftkshtmissing regional identity, the
inclusion of all stakeholders accompanied with rimé marketing, the funding situation and
the alignment of communication as main challengesd the development of a cross-border
place brand. To overcome these challenges thissthesgposes to focus on trust and network
building in the first steps of a cross-border placand development. Additionally, internal
marketing measures should have the same importanak external measures as a successful
cross-border place brand need to be based on ancedvinternal stakeholder basis. As final
suggestion to overcome the before mentioned clgdkenthis thesis advocates
institutionalized cross-border meetings to buildustr and develop a cross-border

consciousness.

As this research has developed the existing plaaeding concepts towards a cross-border
place branding concept further research is necgsfstris concept holds in practice and is a
useful tool for practitioners. Additionally, furthease study research is needed to test if the
identified preconditions for cross-border place niding proof valid. Finally the author
highlights the importance of further research frifferent disciplines to fully understand the
multi-stakeholder processes in cross-border plaaading. Especially the importance of

existing networks and leadership needs to be futtioked at.
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Appendix

The interviews are summarized and not transcribedaudio files and transcribed interviews

please contact the author.

Interview EUREGIO:

Q: Wie wir die EUREGION Region derzeit vermarktet?
A: Seit zehn Jahren: Tourismus Marketing Offensiaege Kennenlernphase.

Nicht als ein Gebiet vermarktet, Grenzthemen gesa®m NL in D und D in NL, Starke
Marken auf jeder Seite, Eine Strategie fir NL: dadere Holland und eine Strategie fur NL:

Geheim over de Grens, mehrere Grenzthemen
Q: Wurden positive Effekte schon gesehen (Zahlen)?

A: Man kann nicht genau sagen ob das das eigenekPiet. Ziffern sind jedoch in den
letzten 10 Jahren gestiegen. Seit das Projektrgessist in D mehr NL Géste in NL mehr D
Gaste. EUREGIO die einzigen die so was machen.eRtezler Gasteankinfte in Betrieben

gestiegen.
Q: Was ist die gemeinsame Identitat der Region?

A: Landlicher Raum, Ruhe, Fahrradfahren Aktiv (ghe Zielgruppe) Marketing auf 50 + und

Familien mit Kindern
Q: Hat die Bevdlkerung eine gemeinsame Ildentitat?

A: Niedersachsische Mentalitat, landlicher Raunttenkeute, Vergniigen, Niedersachsische
Werte

Q: Was sind die Starken der Region? (touristisayggphisch, Industrie, politisch)

A: Viele Regionen daher ist es schwer auf einennderzu bekommen, inhaltliche Logik
fehlt. Ansonsten: Einheitliches Gebiet, grine Lunmelustrielle Fachkrafte, Bauindustrie,
Grol3er Vorteil: Mitte von dichtbevolkerten Gebiet&mwei Unis

Q: Gibt es Potentiale die noch nicht genutzte sind?

A: Wird immer noch in Landern gedacht.
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Q: Ist die Grenze noch vorhanden in der Zusammeitarb

A: Ja, aber wird weniger durch Zusammenarbeit,evigektoren noch nicht, auch Politiker
sollen Uber Grenze nachdenken, zusammen auf rmfalh@en von vornherein an einem Tisch
da Problem vergleichbar: Strukturwandel Demograpbirukturwandel. Politik wechselt alle

4 Jahre, da wo lange Zusammenarbeit funktionieda&ser gute Basis mit Organisationen die

lange da sind.
Q: Gibt es unterschiedliche Starken in NL und D?

A: Pro Sektor unterschiedlich, politisch untersdhigh organisiert, NL selbststandiger
dahingegen in D ein Ansprechpartner, unterschiedli&Kulturen, Zusammenarbeit mit

Respekt wichtig

Q: Gibt es gemeinsame Ziele im Tourismus?

A: Ja im Tourismus, bei anderen Projekten nicig.(Zzlughafen Twente)

Q: Gibt es eine Basis wo man sich treffen kanndieZiele bestimmen kann?
A: Es ist immer noch Konkurrenz, es wird aber niibt abgeschdpft.

Q: Ware es fur auslandische Gaste nicht besser githeinsam als Grenzregion zu

vermarkten?

A: Ja konnte sein, aber die Mittel fehlen. Hauptrigope Nachbarland. Bei mehr Geld ja.

Nachbarlander einfacher zu organisieren, Markt mocht ganz erschlossen
Q: Sind die Finanzen eine Schwache?

A: Ja, die vorhanden Mittel reichen nur fur D und”™N

Q: Was konnten das Ziel Mehr Touristen in D unddéifédhrden?

A: Die Regionen, da dort erkannt werden muss Kaatp®r ist wichtig, die eigenen Probleme
sind immer wichtiger, wenn einer sagt er will eshtiféllt ein Tischbein weg. Viele Partner
kénnen mitreden, politische Motivation, immer Komprss, das inhaltliche beste geht
verloren durch Kompromisse, Uberzeugungskraft ishtig, Status der Personen spielt mit

rein.
Q: Ist es eine Schwache, dass die regionale Bewiigekein einheitliches Gebiet sieht?
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A: Weil3 nicht... die sind nicht so beschatftigt darRiersénlicher Gewinn zahlt (shoppen).
Q: Bevolkerung wirde das unterstitzen?

A: Ja, aber die sehen EUREGIO nicht als einen Raibperation nur wichtig wenn eigener

Gewinn.

Q: Es gibt viele einzelne Initiativen, aber niclhkennbar als gemeinsame Arbeit ist das ein

Problem?

A: Stimmt, internes Marketing ist viel Arbeit, bésénktes Personal. Dafur nicht vorhanden,
RTBs sollten internes Marketing machen, viel gedrtoren auf dem Weg durch viele Partner.

Die eine Kommunizieren die Projekte die anderehtnic
Das Ziel ist, dass das RTB Ansprechpartner ist. EGR ist hinter dem Schirm.
Q: Wie lauft die Akquise denn ab?

A: RTBs akquirieren die Partner. Erfolg ist abh@ngvon den RTBs Daher

Verbesserungsbedarf um aufzuzeigen wie wichtigusammenarbeit,
Q: Wird oft nur das eigene Unternehmen gesehen?

A: Manchmal ja, Vergangenheit noch schlimmer, \Beskussion, viel Aufwand jeden mit

einzubeziehen.

Q: Wie sind denn die Interessen der Tourismuslietrieach gemeinsamer Vermarktung
(auch RTBs)?

A: Sind Fachleute, die eigenen Mittel reichen nigdthauen immer da noch was fir sie
rauskommt, Politik ist wichtig (Statusdrang) im ddimeinen sind die Reaktionen positiv.

Inhaltich wichtig aber die Zusammenarbeit gehtmitreigenem Profit
Q: Gibt es Konferenzen wo das besprochen wirdat&jie)

A: Ja. Grenzuberschreitende Projekte

Q: Gibt es das auch als jahrlichen Event?

A: Ja einmal im Jahr Workshops, teils gemeinsala tgtrennt nach Landern, auch Treffen
der Steuergruppe alle 2 Monate, Arbeitsgrupperfeinesich auch o6fter (Geheim, anderes,
Grenzprojekte)
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Q: Wer macht in den Gruppen mit?
A: RTBs
Q: Betriebe nicht?

A: Nur auf Projektebene, die RTBs wissen was di&i@ge mdchten. Passiert auch, dass
Betrieb direkt zu EUREGIO kommt um neue Projekteudgiten EUREGIO als Vermittler,
wenn ein RTB sagt nein fallt das Projekt weg, Koompiss nach Konsultation, treffen mit
Betrieben werden auch organisiert. Immer noch Eokiwngsphase obwohl schon zehn Jahre,

viele Partner. Ko-Finanzierung muss organsiert emrd
Q: Wie werden die Projekte finanziert?

A: INTERREG 45 %, Provinzen und Bezirke. 15-20 %BRTin D zahlen mit in Holland
sollen die Betriebe zahlen und RTBs. 25- 30 ProRagionen (RTBs). Immer die Frage wie

viel kbnnen die Regionen tragen
Q: Gibt es noch Potential?

A: Ja, Kreativitat ist wichtig, Garantien sind wich (Lead Partner muss das abdecken),
EUREGIO ist verantwortlich fiir die Abrechnung desjBktes.

Q: Kénnen neue Projekte mehr Mittel an Bord bririgen

A: Ja aber jeder muss mitarbeiten. Wirtschatftlighblen sind wichtig. (Touristen geben Geld

fur viele Sachen aus)

Q: Ist es eine Schwache, dass der gesamtwirtschaftEinfluss des Tourismus nicht so

aufgezeigt wird?

A: Bei den politischen Akteuren ist das wohl vortian, aber alle machen solche
Berechnungen. Der Tourismus ist aber schlecht agat) hat keine Lobby, viele Betrieb

aber schlecht organisiert

Q: Wie ist die Zusammenarbeit zwischen den Wirthksh@eigen, da es dort auch

Uberschneidungen gibt?

A: Bei INTERREG Projekten gibt es keine Zusammeegylbei den Regionen ist das schon
eine gemeinsame Arbeit, aber in den Projekten ustZusammenarbeit mir Kultur Sektor,

davor musste man den eigenen Sektor kennenlernen.
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Q: Welche Partner sind die wichtigsten Partner?

A: Letztendlich die Betriebe aber alles lauft Gdex RTBs, Zahlung der Betriebe ist wichtig,
die Hoffnung ist das die RTBs die Sprache der Bb&isprechen, manchmal wird aber auch
eine politische Entscheidung vorangestellt. Betngdichen nur mit wenn Ergebnis kommt.
Camping in NL mit gemeinsamer Vermarktung in D seldass mehr deutsche kommen.
Derzeit erst am Anfang der Projekte viele Betriebben sind nur 10 km von Grenze weg und

haben keine deutsche Webseite.
Q: Viel Kleinarbeit?

A: Ja. Viel Entwicklungsarbeit. Viele Familienbetipe die noch nicht verstanden haben, dass

unterschiedliche Strategien nétig sind. Beratuhgiehtig fur die Betriebe.
Q: Sind die aktuellen Strukturen die richtigen &tauen?

A: Ja. Seit zehn Jahren bewahrt die RTBs sind nameBetrieben die muissen die
Kommunikation machen. Ist richtig wie jetzt, diereédégie ist wichtig, jeder muss dahinter
stehen, alle missen EUREGIO als Kollegen sehenEd&scheidungsprozess sollte ofter

Uberregional liegen.

Q: Ware eine  gemeinsame  Vermarktung Destination EGR mit

Entscheidungskompetenzen wichtig?

A: Die Betriebe sehen sich nicht als EUREGIO dawed das nicht funktionieren. Die

Betriebe sehen sich als Region (Minsterland odamiey,
Q: Und fir eine internationale Vermarktung?

A: Eine Grenziuberschreitende Dachmarke ist zu ker@takeholder erkennen sich da nicht
drin, Entscheidungsbedarf auf Uberregional aber \tkemarktung nicht. Das wird nicht
funktionieren in INTERREG V mit diesen Stakeholdatwch der Kunde mdchte das nicht.

Q: Die touristische Aktivitat ist aber doch sehemgibergreifend?

A: Das mache wir ja auch schon wir zeigen das nizar die Grenze kann und dort was
machen kann. Aber eine Dachmarke ist nicht marigfakir sind froh dass die Regionen in
das andere Holland mitarbeiten. Dachmarke ist @taphne INTERREG sind solche Sachen

weg.
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Q: Zum Beispiel bei den Watteninseln funktioniexsd
A: Da geht das, aber nicht eine kiinstliche Region
Q: Was kann an der jetzigen Situation verbesseardeve

A: Uberregionale Entscheidung, inhaltliche Entsdbag soll leitend sein, die Entscheidung
fur grenziberschreitende Projekte soll objektinséielorientiertere Entscheidung. Da muss
aber auch Organisation und Finanzen anders genggedien. Inhaltlich entwickelt sich aber
alles ins Positive (letzte 12 Jahre), das Proje&tjetzt lauft ist die richtige Strategie

Q: Gibt es fur die Zukunft wie das weitergehen kéviision)

A: Mehr Geld wére eine Vision, Budgets sind verzogeehr Auslandmarketing die meisten
Studien sagen, dass da das Wachstumspotentiahast,sieht auch in Betrieben, dass die
Steigerung dort vorhanden ist, auBerdem nicht nun@®NL Marketing (English) auf beiden

Seiten, englischsprachiger Markt als Potential.
Q: Ware Auslandsmarketing unter EUREGIO eine gdés?

A: Ja, in INTERREG V, das hat ein grol3es Potentied Frage ist immer wer will
mitfinanzieren (Ko-Finanzierung) dauert auch lamggzeit sind die ersten Resultate von
INTERREG IV erst zu sehen, wenig Geld fur grof3e gale. Es lauft schon gut aber
Verbesserungsbedarf. Auch viele Arbeit mir Orgaisaund Kommunikation Marketing nur
50%. Abhangigkeit von Partnern fir zehn Jahre Arlsties schon ein gutes Ergebnis, der

ganze Prozess dauert immer.

Fazit: mehr Finanzen und Uberzeugungsarbeit
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Interview Twente Tourismus:

Q: How does the Twente region marketing work iggheboperation with other EUREGIO

regions?

A: Twente has a specific budget, which is not larg@cus on the Netherlands, the Flemish
part of Belgium and Germany. In Germany focus oaddrsachsen and NRW, in NL with

Overijesel and Gelderland (das andere Hollandjntigrest German costumers in this part of
Holland. Specific proposition of this region (a&i¥olidays). Focuses on this target group,
not the names of the regions are important bussgieific themes. Another choice than the

other parts of NL

Q: How is the current cooperation with the Germeaggions (is there cooperation, are there
projects to market the border regions)?

A: Yes, three parts in tourism Geheim over the Gredas andere Holland and the
Grenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis (specific borderoregiroject), stimulate the border region.

Work together in working groups for knowledge exuia

Q: Direct cooperation with German actors in dasaadHolland?

A: Not via RTBs, mainly knowledge exchange how ppr@ach the people
Q: Is the exchange institutionalized?

A: Yes, in groups 3-4 times a year

Q: Have you seen synergy effects since the staofitige projects?

A: The results are exchangeable, GER good resultdLi arrivals and NL good results in

German arrivals (NL not that big) needs more time
Q: How old is the project?

A:5-10 years

Q: Is there a common cultural identity in EUREGIO?

A: Yes there is a Niedersachische Werte identity olvalects are the same (Niedersachsisch)
on GER and NL side

Q: Is there touristic potential if you promote bo#lgions together (whole EU)?
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A: We use the financial benefits of INTEREG for ttharent projects and this is the way we
should go further on it will take too much efftotpromote region together it would take too

much money and the businesses would not partic{patanterested)

Q: Isn’t there a potential for other EU countriesg( website in English for the EUREGIO

regions)?

A: There is one project in Rhein Whal Euroregiorrevilhey promote their region as one | do
not know the results but here it is not the waywant to do it, too much money and the
business are not interested already lot of efforinterest the businesses in the German

market. Better try to focus on the specific marlestsiow.
Q: Is there current marketing done by Holland temrfor worldwide projects?

A: Yes, with Holland tourism and NBTC, money forr@nt projects and adjustment of the

projects
Q: What are the strengths of the Twente regionsEAWEGIO?

A: The active and family holiday branch is the sg# of Twente and the whole region.

Several themes in “das andere Holland”.
Q: Do you think your organizational structure isteength?

A: We are on the right way, because we can't dontour own (German marketing),

cooperation under das andere Holland is the wayaik together, it is getting better as the
regions have more responsibilities, the marketirgpoizations should be part of the local
RTBs but it is concentrated in EUREGIO that is alstays the best solution as it is only one
part of the marketing program they see it as amaexhd not as the first choice. The das

andere Holland should be incorporated in the RTBs
Q: Is it a weakness for the EUREGIO region thatdlsge so many stakeholders?

A: | would say yes but it is the way it is you caghange it. It is a fact that cannot be

changed.

Q: Are there other weaknesses of the Region (EURE@hHd Twente) (organizational,

touristic sector)?

A: The accusation of businesses can be betted&@®mandere Holland)
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Q: Do you think that business accusation in GerflanyPromotion of

Grenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis)

A: No not the way it works better that the GermarBR do it on the German side. But inside

projects better cooperation. Organization for daseae Holland.

Q: Should das andere Holland have decision comgpeten (German side and

Grenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis as well)?
A: Yes three organizations with competencies onttyaic would work better

Q: Do the tourism businesses know where to go termthey want to participate or is it hard

to get them in?

A: It is hard to get them in, problem is that ite® separated not the main topic in RTBs, to
less office time to convince the businesses ofGleeman market. A lot of pressure in the
Dutch market. Chances in the foreign markets. @lesg to the border as chance. Growth in
German arrivals 8 percent last year. Bigger parthe growth if better organized and
information of businesses better. Examples arefiieip increase the interest. Information for

the businesses needs to increase.
Q: Do think that the other RTBs see the potential?

A: The do, but you have to make the choice for.thait each region sees it as the most

important part of the program?
Q: How important is it for Twente?

A: Dutch market is the priority but German markebws in importance for the border
regions. We have to manage the good cooperationnaaice clear choices how to work

together cooperation is the only way to get Gergwstumers.

Q: Is an institutionalization of a meeting of alalseeholders in NL and GER for marketing

strategy a good idea?
A: We do that already.
Q: Does it work well?

A: It could be better I think. The COMPASS studynthit could be a chance to make a big

organization but the regions do not believe that.
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Q: The proposal was a tourism marketing organinaticEUREGIO?
A: Yes but on specific themes.
Q: Why do you think it is not a good idea?

A: Most important is the local business (how cagytparticipate in the projects) more interest

in their business.

Q: Is the problem that the new organization wowdtibring a return on investment or that the

businesses would not accept it?
A: I think it is very difficult to get them involin such a project

Q: If you could change something in the currentke&ing cooperation what would it be and

why?

A: More responsibility for project at the regiotsealf not that much at EUREGIO,

Q: You would also think that that would bring meféort by the regions in the project?
A: Yes, because if they are responsible for thay thet more capacity for that project?
Q: So the decision hierarchy is too high?

A: Yes, they do not see it as their first respoiiigjb First thing is the Dutch market and then
to attract the businesses to that and third ihés German market. It does not feel like our

project.
Q: Do you also think that on the Grenzerlebnissef@elevnis?

A: No that should be at EUREGIO level, becauseheftiorder. EUREGIO is the institution
to connect both sides an stimulate cross border

Q: So cross-border project are on the last pladckeobgenda?
A: No, because it is not only promotion but alsodurct development. (Routes for bikes)

Q: Do you think it is possible to finance the paijedas andere Holland with Dutch
responsibility?

86



A: We could do it as we do it now (INTERREG) thapends on three parties (EUREGIO,

German, Dutch) benefits are knowledge exchange thedGrenzerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis
project.

Q: So you still need the EUREGIO for financing?

A: Yes without ITNERREG it is not possible to firmnthat.
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Interview Messe Miinster:

Q: Wie vermarkten sie ihre eigenen Veranstaltungen?
A: Mit einem eigenem Marketing,
Q: Und auf welcher regionalen Ebene (Munster Mifestd...)?

A: Das kommt auf die Veranstaltung an. Kongressedem eng mit Minster und

Kongressinitiative vermarktet.
Q: Und eigene Veranstaltungen werden nur alleimmaektet?
A: Mit Munster Marketing aber nur sehr wenig

Q: Wirde es etwas ntitzen wenn es eine Anspreahsielgrenziberschreitendes Marketing

gabe?
A: Schwer einzuschétzen
Q: Der Weihnachtsmarkt wird auch mit Minster Mairkgtvermarktet?

A: Es gibt 5 Weihnachtsmarkte und wir organisieeeren davon aber er wird durch Minster

Marketing gemeinsam vermarktet auch grof3er Foculllau

Q: Die arbeiten aber dann nicht weiter mit EURE®HMer den NL RTB zusammen?
A: Das weil3 ich nicht ich bekomme nur die Rechnung

Q: Watre es finanziell mdglich ein interregional@sjéct zu unterstitzen?

A: Alle Budgets sind begrenzt (eher nicht).

Q: Sehen sie potentiale auf der hollandischen Beite

A: Akquisition und Marketing unterschiedlich. Hangtmer vom Thema ab.

Q: Ware es themenbezogen nicht praktisch?

A: Keine Organisation hat Interesse das Marketiag lesse und Kongresszentrum zu
finanzieren. Oft wissen die Leute, dass Veranstgkn da sind und sprechen auch alle

englisch und deutsch. Man kann immer was optimiatar es lauft schon gut.

Q: Welcher Rucklauf ist von den Standbetreibern?
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A: Viel NL Gaste. MS Polizei zusammen mit NL PolizBewusstsein fir NL Gaste ist

vorhanden.
Q: Wie ist die Kooperation mit den Teilhabern (Hs}e

A: Nicht vorhanden, nur Uber Mulnster Marketing agsammenlaufendes Organ und

Koordination.

Q: Wie sieht der Kongressmarkt auf der NL Seitg?au

A: Weil3 ich nicht. Sicher Konkurrenz. Aber vielerdastaltungen sind regional gebunden.
Q: Sehen sie eine Chance fir ein cross-border Magie

A: Touristisch macht das Sinn aber fur Einzelurgdmen nicht, branchenspezifischer Markt
wir erkundet, das gemeinsame Marketing kann nicht werschiedenen Branchen

funktionieren.
Q: Werden Synergien cross-border mafig genutzt?

A: Nur auf Deutschlandebene.
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Interview Messe Miinster Il:

Q: Wie werden derzeit ihre Produkte vermarktet?
A: Traditionell im Umkreis 50 - 100km
Q: Alleine oder Kooperation?

A: Kommt darauf an. Eigene Veranstaltungen allemanche Messen mit verbédnden, Image

Marketing in verbanden auf nationaler Ebene
Q: Zusammenarbeit mit hollandischer Seite?
A: Nein

Q: Ware das ein Potential?

A: Keine Ahnung. Ab und zu Anzeigen auf hollandsciSeite hat sich bis jetzt nicht

etabliert.

Q: Und beim Weihnachtsmarkt?

A: Macht die Stadt.

Q: Wir da alle abgegeben?

A:Ja

Q: Was war die Entscheidung?

A: Halb stadtisch daher. Auf3erdem um einheitliclétrdtt der Weihnachtsmarkte?
Q: Kennen sie die aktuellen Marketing Aktionen BEIREGIO?

A: Nein

Q: Watre eine cross-border Organisation ein gutespfechpartner?
A: Schaden wurde es nicht.

Q: Wirden sie Geld dafur zahlen?

A: Nein. Zu wenig Geld.

Q: Wenn das gefordert ist und punktuell gezahltd®ir
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A: Das ware etwas anderes.

Q: Was die starke ihre Unternehmens der Region?

A: Groldtes Zentrum der Region.

Q: Werden alle Potentiale genutzt?

A: Das hoffe ich wohl.

Q: Werden sie von anderen Organisationen untetgiii3er Munster Marketing)?
A: Was heil3t unterstitzt wir sind zu 92 % stadtisch

Q: Wird durch Munsterland e.V. noch etwas gemacht?

A: Es greift auch viel, da viel durch automatiséhezesse.

Q: Wie lauft das?

A: Da gibt es gemeinsame Aktionen die dann durdligéfwerden Kongress-Initiative?
Munster Projekte werden da besprochen.

Q: Gibt es Moglichkeiten Projekte die mehr Regiomereinen zu koordinieren?

A: Ja, durch Minsterland e.V.. Treffen sind aber projektbezogen und von uns nimmt

keiner teil.

Q: Fur was wurden sie extra Budget verwenden?
A: National und regional

Q: Also sehen sie die Potentiale national?

A:Ja

Q: Wirden Sie die Mdoglichkeiten eines institutiosigrten internationalen Marketings

nutzen?

A: Nein
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Interview Lilbeck Business Development:

Q: Wie wir die Region Fehmarnbelt derzeit vermafkte

A: Die Region in Ganze nicht. Nur die einzelnen &k vermarkten sich selbst. (Kommunen
Stadte)

Q: Ist es hauptséachlich wirtschaftlich oder tousidt gepragt?

A: Unterschiedlich. Die Wirtschaftsférderungen kedpren weniger, die touristischen

Akteure kooperieren mehr.
Q: Was sind die Hauptgriinde eine gemeinsame Vetoragkzu entwickeln?

A: Der Grund ist die Investition - die feste Verthimg. Die politische Erwartungshaltung die
bluhenden Landschaften kommen. Mehr als Infrasirukhuss mit Inhalten gefullt werden.
5 Milliarden Euro Investition, aber Gefahr der isd-Region.

Q: Gab es eine Uberlegung davor eine Vermarkursjaen?

A: Nein.

Q: Spielt der Tourismus eine Rolle in der gemeiremaivermarktung?

A: Image ist touristisch gepragt, die Bilder spedaich als Investitionsstandort eine Rolle.

Q: Welche Schritte wurden bis jetzt auf dem Wegemer gemeinsamen Vermarktung

unternommen?

A: Bestandsaufnahme. Welches Produkt soll vermankierden, Branchen Infrastruktur,

Starke Schwéche noch keine Kommunikation?
Q: Uber welche Wege?

A: Kooperation Wirtschaftsférderer Studie im Aufirabestimmte Zusammenarbeit in

Clustern
Q: Die jetzigen Stakeholder sind Verbande und BePat
A:Ja

Q: Nimmt die Wirtschaft an sich schon teil?
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A: Nur die Forderer, treffen mit Unternehmen. Biaexfokus SME um die Méglichkeiten

vor Augen zu fuhren

Q: Wie ist das Feedback?

A: Verhalten, viel Uberzeugung, Zu weit weg. Zeiiaont.
Q: Was sind die ersten Probleme die sie identizi@

A: Sind noch keine Region auf den Seiten (D und &R Querung ist eine Trigger sich

zusammenzuraufen
Q: Wie ist das Finanzierungsproblem?

A: Generelles Problem, freiwillige Aufgabe der Kommmen immer zusatzlich da wenig Geld
da ist. Irgendwo sparen. Ist nicht einfach. Aberkiontext feste Querung sind die Finanziers
der Infrastruktur die verantwortlichen. Auf DanisclSeite bisschen anders gesehen. Noch

kein Wille ohne Infrastruktur zu argumentieren.
Q: Gibt es Wiederstande von Stakeholdern?
A: Nein

Q: Hat die Danische Seite ahnliche Probleme?

A: Noch fragmentiere Region. In den Kreisen und éc¢ly in D jeder Blrgermeister sein
eigener Wirtschaftsforderer schon jetzt dabei gyaoisieren. Feste Querung als Ausloser die
Strukturen zu andern. Schon lange Kooperation E#8 durch die Querung geht es weiter
Gedanken Uber Strukturen. z.B. Focus auf Clustertine

Q: Kann man sagen dass es institutionelle HirdedemZusammenarbeit gibt (politische

Systeme)

A: Nicht Systeme aber Entstehungsgeschichte. Vemdeh Reformen haben die Strukturen
durcheinander gebracht. (Systeme eigentlich schon)

Q: Gibt es positive Aspekte?

A: Die Kooperation der Cluster funktioniert gut (Bhrung) alle Teilhaber werden zusammen
gebracht. Auch Logistik. Dort wo Verbindlichkeitn@ingebracht wird funktioniert es. Da wo
die Frage nach der Dauerhaftigkeit gefragt ist.
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Q: Wird versucht das zu institutionalisieren?
A: Vorsichtig; institutionalisieren kann auch toaaien. Inhalte sind erst wichtig.
Q: Was ist der Erfolgsfaktor fur eine gemeinsameméktung?

A: Vertrauensbasis, gemeinsames Verstandnis wasemeaithen will. Aul3erdem braucht es
ein Produkt. Woflr stehen wir fir wen ist es vdnait hier. Das ist die groRRe

Herausforderung von Vertrauen auf Inhalt zu komnvéas sind wir gemeinsam.
Q: Gibt es da schon Ansatze?

A: Analysephase. Das wird sich konzentrieren aw@ 8tarken (Erndhrung, Gesundheit)

Tourismus ist nicht unsere Arbeit erneuerbare Haerg
A: Gibt es ein Ziel eine gemeinsame Linie mit Teorus zu finden?

Q: Tourismus noch separat (B2C vs. B2B) schon jeielt Kooperation. Tourismus sind
schon einen Schritt weiter. Machen das schon langer

Q: Kann man sich da was abschauen?

A: Anderes Geschaftsmodell, komplementare ProduBés.Wirtschaftsforderung sind alle
Wettbewerber.

Q: Ist es ein Ziel einen gemeinsamen Koordinaticmss zu haben?

A: Das ist das was man sich vorstellt. Funktionieifiveise aber nur mit starkem top down
Approach und sehr vielen Mitteln und gewissem dr{si&he Marke Sudtirol Steuerung tber
Incentivierung mach mit und es gibt Geld) diese Megsmen gibt es hier nicht. Auf

absehbare Zeit nicht.
Q: Wie abhangig ist das alles von INTERREG?

A: Im Moment sehr. Die aktuelle Phase ist aus INRE& druck entstanden. INTERREG
Region andert sich da wesentlich gro3er wie das d@sin ist die Frage wichtig finanzielle

Stakeholder einzubringen (Fehmarn AS) Landesreggemn. Immer ist erst die eigene Marke.

Q: Ist es eine Problem dass es auf der Lander wmankunen keine Koordination gibt?
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A: Der politische Ansatz ware mit einer Oberkoordinng. Am Ende des tage s ist sich jeder
selbst der nachste. Koordination funktioniert wonmruck austben kann. Rein freiwillig
geht das nicht. Ware aber wiinschenswert.

Q: Haben sie Empfehlungen wie man eine Place Beahaickeln beachten muss?

A: Wichtig ist eine inhaltliche Basis. Nicht top wio was fir Themen gibt es schon und
welche bringt man zusammen. Netzwerke missen vtanentstehen von oben geht nur mit

vielen Ressourcen. Dann ist aber keiner von Ubgtzeu
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Interview Ostsee-Holstein-Tourismus e.V.:

Q: Wieso wird versucht die beiden Seiten des Fehbsdiis zu vermarkten?

A: Fest Querung, dadurch wachst Region zusammeda@sk Tourismus als Projektpartner
(Destination Fehmarnbelt als INTERREG-Project

Q: Wurde das vorher schon uberlegt?

A: Nein das war der Ausloser, es hat schon Zusararbeit gegeben aber noch nicht so.
Q: War die INTERREG Fo6rderung auch ein Grund?

A: Ja ganz klar, auch Méglichkeit neue Arbeitspéatn schaffen.

Q: Gibt es eine Zusammenarbeit mit den Wirtschéftifrungen?

A: Mit Lubeck speziell nicht, aber Entwicklungsgksehaft Eutin, gibt Schnittstellen mit
INTERREG Projekten und Information

Q: Wie ist die Entwicklung bis jetzt gelaufen wedcBchritte?

A: Projekt endete Juni 2012, in diesem Rahmen: Madchung als Grundlage fir Strategie
(quantitative, Nachfrage Analyse potential eineuare Marke, Trendanalyse,) Fehmarnbelt
nicht bekannt, Strategie Integration (bestehendateffien in Verbindung mit Ergebnissen),
dann schritt nicht Marke (Destination Fehmarnbe#$tehende Marken weiternutzen. Viele
Gemeinsamkeiten (USP) Landschaft Strand werte. Dgdraeinsames Thema zu vermarkten

auftanken, Erholungszentrum zwischen HH und Kopgeh&eine Marke aber Thema
Q: Soll die gemeinsame Vermarktung Uber gemeingarganisationsstruktur laufen?

A: Soweit sind wir nicht, kbnnte sein dass es in dekunft ein Regionalmanagement gibt.
Gibt Folgeprojekt in dem an so etwas gearbeitedwiletzt wurde das Thema in die
bestehende Struktur integriert. Einbau in die MaineStrategie Produkte entwickelt die eine
Rolle spielen. Beide interpretieren das Thema lang Weise.

Q: Gibt es ein Treffen um die Strategien weitebeaprechen?

A: Nicht far Auftanken aber im neuen Projekt Touwmiss Innovation Management.
Projektpartner sollen zur Zusammenarbeit angeregtien, die alte Kampagne ist dennoch
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weiter vertreten. Regelmalige Treffen aber kein tra@r Bestandteil. Kein

Marketingschwerpunkt.
Q: Nicht mehr das Ziel gemeinsame Place Brand?

A: Nein, in 2011 wurde ein anderer Weg eingeschig@@he Bekanntheit Ostsee Schleswig
Holstein und Inseln Danemark)

Q: Ist eine gemeinsame Grundstrategie ein Ziel?

A: Da wir in den nachsten Projekten zusammenanbeitbeiten wir schon gemeinsam, aber
nicht mehr als Kampagne. Bsp. Kulinarik: regiondtedukte in neuem Projekt das Ziel neue
Produkte gemeinsam zu entwickeln. Zusammenarbeitanderen Dimensionen. Auch
fehlende Mittel.

Q: Solche Projekte sind von INTERREG abhéngig?

A: Ja, Forderung durch Schleswig Holstein und Nedgr wenig bis gar kein Geld fur

Auslandsmarketing. INTERREG als Finanzier der Keapenen unumganglich
Q: Wird dadurch die Langfristigkeit der Projektdaedet?

A: Ja ist schwierig, wir héatten die Kampagne genmgtergefuhrt aber in INTERREG geht
das nicht, muss auf bestehendes Aufbauen und eune Ausrichtung haben, Angebotsseite
mit D und GER angeboten die mit fehlenden Geldergestellt wurde. Gute Besucherzahlen

mit Bewerbung aber am Schluss nicht mehr finanaierb
Q: Wo sind die Herausforderungen in der Zusammexitarb

A: Grundsatzliche Sachen. Sprache, (auch in deegeamen Kampagne, in D geht englisch
in Ger nicht) bei den Pauschalangeboten Frage déhriidg (Kronen vs. Euro),
Wahrungsunterschied. Kulturelle Unterschiede (duzewuch Ansprache der Gaste)

Unterschiede in der Ansprache online Print, Anzeggstaltung.
Q: Gab es auch Probleme durch die verschieden @ejamsstruktur?

A: Nein, nur die Verdnderung der Strukturen wahrates Projekts. Bei Dan Ostsee
Tourismus hat sich die Aufgabenstruktur verandesuriBmus zu Wirtschaftsforderung.
Eigene Probleme.

Q: Problem der mit Veranderung der Ansprechpartner?
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A: Ja. Wechsel Geschaftsfuhrer und Projektkoordm&intstehende Herausforderung.
Q: War es schwierig die Stakeholder fur das Prgjekdbegeistern?

A: Ja. Die Stakeholder wurden nicht in die Entwitld einbezogen (nur Ostsee Tourismus
und externe Berater) Gremien wurden nur informMfiederstande gab es nicht direkt aber es
gab eine geringe Beteiligung. War schwierig Angebfilr Angebotsseite zu bekommen.
Schwierig die Stakeholder zu begeistern. Es wuedesh Workshops durchgefihrt mit allen
Stakeholder war schwierig die Teilnehmer zu bekomnveranstaltung in D war schwer das
Leute aus GER hinkommen. Fehmarnbelt negativ letladtirch Infrastrukturbelastung.

Thema ist allgemein negative belastet. Tunnel vat 2021 fertig es fehlt die Betroffenheit.
Q: War das auch in Danemark ein Problem?

A: Anderer Grund. Nicht Skepsis sondern die fehéend\ngebote. In D darf man das
rechtlich nicht. Herausforderung rechtliche untkisde

Q: Was lauft gut in der Zusammenarbeit?

A: Obwohl Projekt beendet ist wird das Thema weltgtgesetzt. Allgemein erfolgreiches
Konzept . Identifizierung eines Trendthemas. Regkmmnte sich gut positionieren als
Erholungszentrum. Beteiligte Partner haben auch itipes Rickmeldung gegeben.
(Marktforschung wurde hervorgehoben). Gemeinsdbhél Zusammenarbeit am Ende, Gute

Entwicklung. Am Ende Plan, Kampagne und Agentur.
Q: Ist es positiv dass nun Kontakte fir eine weitBusammenarbeit gekniupft sind?

A: Ja. Seit das Projekt zu Ende ist wurde gemeindgasnFolgeprojekt entworfen und weitere

Projektpartner sind hinzugekommen. Gute Zusammeitain ende
Q: Ist das irgendwann moglich das ohne INTERRE®@achen?

A: Das ist das Ziel von dem aktuellen Tim ProjeRegionalmanagement als Ziel. Viele
Projekte und Zusammenarbeit. Der Gaste und EinwoAostausch ist spannend. Potential
ist da.

Q: Was sind Ihre Empfehlung fur andere Regionen?

A:. Keine neuen Kkunstlichen Marken, bestehende 8térknutzen. (hier Ostsee)

Innenmarketing ist wichtig. Tue Gutes und spricihibar. Bei uns fehlte die Information,
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wenig Partner einbezogen. Offentlichkeitsarbeitwathtig damit Beteiligung da ist. Ganz

wichtig: Innenmarketing.
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Interview Miinsterland e.V.:

Q: Wird die Region als Tourismusregion gemeinsameektet (EUREGIO)?

A: Im Tourismus ist das der Fall. Seit 2002, naehsbrderphase ist in den Startldchern.
Funktioniert gut. Ist Best Practice. Drei Saulemegi@zerlebnisse/Grenzbelevnis, Geheim over
de Grenz, das andere Holland). Klappt schon gutrbkt das Thema Standortmarketing

Q: Ist ein gemeinsames Standortmarketing gewunscht?

A: Marketing ist das eine aber EUREGIO ist niclst @igene Destination. EUREGIO weit ist
die Frage wie das geht. Keine neue Region entwiclsgindern eigen Region
zurickgenommen. Schwer vorzustellen ob man das enakdinn da Region benannt werden

muss.
Q: Sind noch mehr Synergien méglich als die jetziye

A: Ja. Gibt schon einige Kooperation (Wirtschafyltir und Hochschulen), gemeinsame
Projekt Pferdewirtschaft. (Cluster Tourismus, Irtdes Sport, Agrarindustrie) in gewissen

Bereichen ist das wichtig aber die Region als Signthrketing ist noch nicht vorhanden.
Q: Also gibt es keine gemeinsame Identitat dieRbgion als Basis haben kdnnte?

A: Eigentlich nicht, aber im Tourismus ist das awtds Spannende, Grenze nicht mehr

vorhanden aber man merkt dass man uber die Gréhge f
Q: Kdnnte das nicht als gemeinsame Identitat gémverden?

A: Im Tourismus ist das ein Alleinstellungsmerknadler in anderen Bereiche ist da meiner

Meinung nach nicht so.
Q: Ist die Grenze durch die derzeitigen ProjekéeG@lienze weniger sichtbar geworden?

A: Bedingt ja aber die Betriebe kennen sich zu Behon nicht auf einer Seite und es ist

schwierig die zusammenzubekommen. Potential diéel2usammenzukriegen.
Q: Gibt es gemeinsame Starken die diese Tourismigsrdédat (Minsterland und EUREGIO)?

A: EUREGIO: lange Zusammenarbeit, da erste Euroregsewohnheit der Zusammenarbeit,
Tradition. Projekte die die Grenze verschwindesdagAltenheim Bocholt)
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Munsterland: Tradition, gewachsene Region seithlafderten. Minster als Zentrum alles
Munsterlander, Abhangigkeiten Umland Minster aladitron. Versorgung des Umlandes
und Pendeln in die Stadt.

Q: Viele RTB ist das eine Schwache wegen viel Koaton?

A: In Mulnsterland ist das schon gut nur eine Minstel e.V. in anderen gibt es mehr.
Verschiedene Zielgruppen missen angesprochen wariewverschieden Schwerpunkten
(unterschiedliches Image) in der EUREGIO ist dashiizu viel. Die Regionen haben
Existenzberechtigung, Mittel der EU werden an Regierteilt in Holland ist der Schritt eher
zurick viele verschiedene Ansprechpartner jede liében Ebene hat seine
Existenzberechtigung. Betrieb, Ort regional EUREGS8Beptisch ist zu sehen wenn dann
noch zusatzlich teilregional gearbeitet wird (Bdpaumberge) Reichweite irgendwann

begrenzt. Wichtig ist das aufgaben richtig vertsittd.

Q: Kann man ein festes Bild (MUnster Ruhe RadfaWesen) kann man das nutzen um ein

gemeinsames Marketing durchzusetzen oder Angstietiau werden?

A: Derzeit sieht man es ist gelungen. Wirtschaftdung ist derzeit das Ziel. Schwierig die
Images zu andern. Wirtschaftsimage muss aufgebarden aber das touristische Image ist

gut als Basis fir z.B. Fachkrafte) Erstansprachalier anderes unterschiedliche Zielgruppen
Q: Ist dann nicht die EUREGIO als gemeinsame Vektnag eine Chance (Dachidentitat)?

A: Kann man sicherlich als Chance sehen, aber massneine gemeinsame ldentitat
identifizieren was ist der USP, das sehe ich albehmicht. Um richtig gut das zu machen
braucht es Geld und Zeit. Das siehe ich noch nidas ist schwierig. Die Gelder missen

auch herkommen und man sieht das Ergebnis niaitdir
Q: Ist die Finanzierungssituation eine Schwache?

A: Nicht nur eine Schwache dieser Region sondeigemlein. Wichtig ist ein Schritt von
offentlich zu privat zu gehen. In dem EUREGIO Pkogelingt das schon ganz gut aber noch
nicht immer wichtig ist Ergebnis zu zeigen. Auf Rawgeht aber Fordermittel nicht. Muss
ziemlich schnell ohne Férdermittel laufen. Oftestdavon sehr abhéngig und dann verlauft es
im Sand. Wir haben seit 2002 zwei Projekte und kiamte sagen wieso noch mehr férdern
wenn es jetzt nicht lauft wieso dann? Aber wasmachen ist Wirtschaftsforderung und ohne
offentliche Mittel lauft das nicht. Ohne geht nicbas bleibt auch so. Forderung als
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Grundfinanzierung ist essentiell. Ansprache Untenmen. Betriebe geben Geld nur fur

spezielle Projekte.
Q: Sind die verschiedenen Organisationsstruktunéibeiden Seiten eine Schwache?

A: Ja sicherlich. War in Holland extrem mit derzkein Umstrukturierung. Viele in der Region
wissen das nicht. Auch in der EUREGIO. Man bliclt chanchmal nicht durch. Auch
Finanzierungstrukturen sind anders. Hinzu kommtauoach dass die Marketingansatze in
den Landern anders sind NL will nicht angesprocivenden wie D. Mehr Austausch ist

wichtig. Holland will mehr Internet man muss nockhmvoneinander lernen.
Q: Mussen alle Stakeholder an Bord genommen weardeh

A: Grundsatzlich ja. Die Authentizitat lebt auchnvden Birgern. Die Mentalitat wirkt sich
auch auf den Tourismus aus. Agenda 21 Prozesswidtlich zielfihrend. Schon schwierig

die Tourismusakteure an einen Tisch zu holen.
Q: Gibt es Projekte die Stakeholder an einen Tzscholen?

A: Von EUREGIO gibt es den Versuch Workshops zu meac wo die Akteure
zusammengebracht werden. ich merke schon im Miastedass das was bringt. Netzwerk
wird so erst gebildet. Das wird versucht aber iouflsmus ist es schwierig die Unternehmer

dort hinzubekommen.

Q: Ist das Interesse allgemein bei den Unternehimemng an Grenzuberschreitender

Zusammenarbeit?

A: Das ist schon gestiegen es war mal geringeteigt s1aturlich. langwieriger Prozess ideal
ist Mundpropaganda. Gibt immer welche die da gentdaran denken. Es kann immer mehr

werden.

Q: Sind die beste Werbung Projekte die Unternelstleon gemacht haben?

A: Ja erfolgreiche Projekte. Unternehmer glaubtddmehmer.

Q: Gibt es Grenzuberschreitend touristische Syeardie nicht genutzt werden?

A: Die Frage der Auspragung des schon vorhandestemchtig. Neue Themen werden nicht
angepeilt ausschopfen kann man immer mehr. Stetit fait mit personal. Personliche

Ansprache ist fur Akquise wichtig. Auch Zuarbeifén EUREGIO kann noch besser werden.
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Die eine sind ja auch mehr und die anderen sindgeemrngagiert. Naturgemal muss man
erst seine Kernaufgabe machen. Man kann schon sagebeiten ist auch ein Teil davon.
Daher ist es nachvollziehbar das so weniger zugdetbwird. Man kann auch sagen, dass
manche Orte eh wenig Geld habe und man sagt withemacdas. Aber nicht Aufgabe
EUREGIO. Unsere Aufgabe dt. Markt alle NL macht BER(RO Input wird nur geliefert.
Andere wollen so was doch noch fir sich machenerJadl genauso dargestellt werden.
Daher entsteht dann Missgunst.

Q: Gibt es was das sie anderes Strukturen wirder?sWht die ideale Struktur fur die
EUREGIO Region aus?

A: Eigentlich mussten die EUREGIO Leute mit andefenristikern zusammensitzen um den
Austausch zu verbessern. Sind derzeit isoliergelgr Austausch ist wichtig um Ideen zu
entwickeln. EUREGIO ist der Projekttrager daherdas nachvollziehbar. Fir Austausch
ware gut wenn jedes RTB einen Mitarbeiter fur di¢BGER Arbeit hatte

Q: Ware es nicht eine gute Idee innerhalb der EURHG und NL Marketing zu bindeln?

A: Das ware der Idealfall. RegelmaRRige Treffen alman kann nicht inhaltlich arbeiten.
Zumindest Teilzeitkrafte wéaren gut als ScharnierBAUREGIO. Die mussten aber fur die
gesamte Region gelten und nicht als Arbeiter finzelne Regionen. Wir wirden ohne
Forderung nicht alleine auf NL Markt stehen. Peasast mehr als die Halfte der Fordermittel

und das ist schon schwierig. Férderung wére sa mélglich und eigenes Budget auch nicht?
Q: Kdnnte man fur das Budget auch die Wirtschagelstern?

A: Mit groBeren Unternehmen ist das Schwierig. kHamer mit Bezug zu tun. Immer

Sparkassen. Es gibt Unternehmen die geben groRerm&n aber nur fir spezielle Projekte.
Q: Wirden die vielleicht ein gemeinsames Standaketang férdern?

A: Das ware immer noch zu unkonkret. Muss konkr&egenwert vorhanden sein. Nur
enggefasstes Projekt. Im Tourismus noch schwiedgekeine grof3en Player. Aufwand auch

groler fir Tourismus
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Interview StattReisen Miinster e.V.:

Q: Wie vermarktet sich Stattreisen Grenziubergneife

A: Gar nicht. Da wenig nachfrage. Einmal versuc893. Mit Pressemitteilung aber kein

einziger Gast.
Q: Sind sie sich bewusst, dass es mit MunsterlandEUREGIO Mdéglichkeiten gibt?

A: Mit dem Vorganger von Munsterland e.V. ja ab@t den jetzigen gibt es keine direkte

Kooperation.

Q: Sehen sie Ansatze in der Touristik dass es wbhtswird Uber die Grenze

zusammenzuarbeiten?

A: Von uns aus nicht und von anderen weil3 ich estnDas Problem ist auch das EUREGIO

keine touristische Region ist.

Q: Ist da nicht die Moglichkeit das Gaste des Mérahds nach Holland fahren und

umgekehrt?

A: Das mag sein aber die eigentliche Destinatiorinmner das Munsterland oder Twente.

Unsere Erfahrung ist dass, das nicht auf kultur&@leene funktioniert
Q: Sehen sie denn eine gemeinsame Basis fur gesna@ssMarketing?

A: Man konnte das machen wenn man viel Geld inHB®ad nimmt. Aber da ist nicht die

erste Prioritat
Q: Gibt es Synergien die Grenzuberschreitend gemgmen kénnen?

A: Kbnnte es geben aber dafir brauchen wir niedditghe Stadtfiihrer die es nicht gibt und
weil die Nachfrage sehr gering ist. Das lohnt sigdht. Gabe es mehr Anfragen wirden wir
das machen. Viel Hollander kommen aber machen dasrnkaufen. Die geben dafir kein
Geld aus.

Q: Ist es ein Nachteil Geld fur eine gemeinsamené&ektung auszugeben und es wéare anders

besser angelegt?

A: Die Frage macht es Sinn Geld dahinein zu steckem ob die Gelder nicht fur etwas

anderes besser angelegt waren.
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Q: Die EUREGIO als Zwischenpartner und Ansprechgarfir Zusammenarbeit ware ein

Weg fiir eine Marketingzusammenarbeit?

A: Kann ich nicht sagen. Wenden sich die Leute daaimeim. mdglicherweise ja aber das
muss von der EUREGIO ausgehen. Wenn die EUREG# edawickelt ja. Wenn man eine

Basis entwickelt geht das vielleicht. Dafiir missét Geld in die Hand genommen werden.

Wenn die EUREGIO uns Geld geben wirde fur Programiireen wir es machen. Immer ist

die Frage was kommt als praktischer Nutzen raus.
Q: Wie wichtig ware eine starke Leadership in degi@n?

A: Das ware sicher ein Ansatz wenn das als Sigese¢tigt werden will ware das sicherlich ok
aber nicht wegen dem wirtschaftlichen Nutzen. Wsith die Region die Zusammenarbeit
auf die Fahne schreiben will ware das moglichereveis1 Ansatz. Das ist letztendlich eine
Frage des Geldes wenn das der eigene Etat istfdaktoniert das nicht. Interessant ware
das aber. Der Bedarf ist beim Kunden nicht da umdnan ihn wecken kann weifl3 ich nicht.

Das wiirde sicher viel Zeit bendtigen.
Q: Arbeiten sie mit regionalen Partnern zusammen?

A: Wir als stattreisen kooperieren mit Miunster Mamg, und friher Gber Minsterland
Touristik mit anderen Partner (projektbezogen).ddcRrobleme bei Arbeitstreffen. Immer
treffen am Flughafen auf neutralem Boden. Seit NBntend e.V. Wenig bis gar nichts. Die

anderen mussten auf stattreisen zukommen.
Q: Sehen sie eine Initiative der Partner grenziredend zu arbeiten?

A: Von Munster Marketing macht das Sinn, aber ddmdischen Gaste bringen nur Profit
fur Einzelhandel und Gastronomie wenn sollten dhiarfziell eingebunden werden. Die sind

in der Verantwortung.
Q: Also sollte man wenn man eine gemeinsame Védtonag macht alle einbezogen werden.

A: Ja bei der Verwendung von offentlichen Gelde&revdas wichtig.
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Interview Enschede Marketing:

Q: How does your current marketing strategy lodke liand do you cooperate with
stakeholders in the EUREGIO region?

A: 2010 research showed: German tourists come ¢ontlarket and shop but if more
information about culture interest of tourist iet®. Knowledge shared with stakeholders.
Campaign based on this research in Munster and b@isrliga one hour drive maximum,
Marketing strategy with marketing company choseean@an agency, aim to make German
tourists aware of the shopping possibilities, Cagmamass communication: billboards, radio
spots, website, Facebook. In Enschede brochurésships and restaurants. Main aim: you
can go shopping but there is more. It is hard form them about more therefore we do
mainly marketing on shopping. They come becausehef other offers and the chilled

atmosphere
Q Is the strategy only on German market?

A: Not just, also Dutch but not with a big campaigiocus on inhabitants with city projects;
make the city more alive and attractive. Goal ajamization more visitors: achieved with
four subjects, shopping living, music knowledgergea groups: visitors, companies students

inhabitants,
Q: Is there cooperation with the local stakehold&wgents Bureau for Tourism, EUREGIO)

A: Yes not so much with EUREGIO but with Twents 8aw for Tourism, also because of the
same website, online cooperation, EUREGIO is inpeoation with geheim over de grens,
Press trips with EUREGIO, Cooperation not that €JoSas andere Holland is also not a
focus, we do not participate.

Q: Are there projects with stakeholders on the rosiae of the border?

A: yes but not on structural basis, there are ptejdut timely limited, Cooperation with
Deutsche Bahn, Info about Enschede in Flyer, kstalith Minster marketing, project plans
but yes of cultural partners is needed. The willhisre but it is hard to find a topic that is

interesting for both cities. We want to work togatbut a natural basis is needed.

Q: Is this based on the different characteristics?
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A: No because both have the same focus, studegds,But the topics need to fit it is hard to

integrate all stakeholders
Q: Is it hard to bring all stakeholders together?

A: Yes, cultural partners need to be brought togetbet to know each other, Main working
focus is on our city marketing, contacts to Minsted EUREGIO is not focus.

Q: Would it be easier if a central organizationrcimates cross-border cooperation?
A: Yes, we see that we don’t know the partnershenather side yet.

Q: For Networking, would it be good to have an gv@months networking meeting to bring

the partners together?

A: EUREGIO does organize that, already. If we hapestions EUREGIO is helping,
Sometimes the EUREGIO comes to us for projects

Q: What are the strengths of the city Enschede?
A: The offer and the ambience, student city
Q: Are the strengths of the region the same asheas?

A: Yes: Enschede is the biggest city of the regiod we want to be the shopping city of east
Holland, region is calm and chilled and we are\tifeant city,

Q: Can that be combined?

A: Yes: Hengelo Almelo and Twente try to do so. @amation can be made, if stay in the
country side you also want to have a city arounakt & this point the combination can be
better.

Q: Is the EUREGIO region seen as one region oheset still a border in between in the
thinking?

A: There is still a border, lot of cultural diffaree between German and Dutch, In common
project USP of the city was asked, and USP fohefregion but no project was developed out
of this.

Q: There was a consultancy study which researchettie effects of the EUREGIO projects
which showed that they led to growth in tourisivais. The marketing organizations want to
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do more cross-border work but they do not haventbaey and time and they have to get the
businesses on board which takes a lot of time. @ohave the same feeling that it is the main

work to convince the businesses of cross-bordeketiag?

A: we mainly focus on the visitors and not on dodleation. Most of the time is spent on

promoting Enschede across the border. The maielstédters are the Enschede businesses.
Q: Would they also support a campaign that marketsvhole EUREGIO region?

A: Difficult to say, one part says the only wantsEhede promoted, the other says that they
would see the profit that comes from this. Busieessere enthusiastic on prior projects like
that (Tag des Gastes). You should not see eachn atheoncurrent, small projects are the

steps to take. Hard to find common goal, we wambimperate but in practice it's hard.
Q: Would it be hard to find a common strategy foe tvhole EUREGIO region?

A: | think it's hard, because it is so differerdyde region and our main goal is to promote

Enschede

Q: Would it hell to promote the whole region asvduld bring more visitors to Enschede as

well?

A: Of course but we also have to work with politiasd they say Enschede is your main
focus, the goal is that more visitors come to Eadehif that is not happening we won't get

any money.
Q: on the money aspect: you are mainly funded bycity of Enschede?

A: Yes and we get money from the market and Enshpgadtners (large companies main

budget from city
Q: Are there any weaknesses of Enschede and tlenfeg

A: The Region is unknown (EUREGIO) insiders andsalérs, some effects out of our reach
(Parkgebdhr)

Q: You wouldn’t say that it is a weakness that goel dependent on politics and city funds?

A: Yes you have to keep in mind the different ietts?
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Q: Could this also be a weakness for the wholeoregiat you have to keep in mind the

interests of the stakeholders (politics, busineste$?

A: Everybody's focus is their interest and on #w place the region

Q: Does that led to losses?

A: Yes, because everybody has a different assighmen

Q: Is a common strategy on the agenda for the Regi&nschede?

A: No, EUREGIO has that but we are just on litteetpour contacts are not very frequently.
Q: What are the important stakeholders?

A: Shops, city, Marktleute, Twente branding (Busmelevelopment organization), but not
EUREGIO

Q: Did your stakeholders tell you to engage in sfosrder cooperation?

A: No it is not an assignment or a wish; i don'y s&e don’t need to do it as they want more
visitors for Enschede, difficult to get a commomjpct, difficulty in organization of small

projects

Q: Do you think that a cross-border place brandirganization is possible for the region or

does it loose power because of the differing irstisrz

A: It depends on the understanding of cross-bopice branding; some projects would be
successful a big campaign would not be possible.t@nget group (Munster Osnabrick) is
EUREGIO but EUREGIO has bigger reach (Germany N&thds) both can coexist, you

need to focus

Q: Is a EUREGIO umbrella brand with sub target geowould be helpful?
A: Yes that really could work

Q: would it be able to finance it in the region?

A: people always think what is in it for me andtthaeds to be expressed clearly, We had a
meeting with EUREGIO for mentioning on the das aaddolland website and our focus was

already on Munster and Osnabriick and did not seeextra effect. Our budget is already
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finished with Minster and Osnabriick. We also hadiffarent target group, we go for one

day visitors and EUREGIO is larger and focusesomgér vacations.

Q: The main financial source for cross-border placending is INTERREG: would the
stakeholders participate in INTERREG projects?

A: Yes but even with INTERREG you need co financargl you need to fill out all these
forms which takes time that is not there (admiaistn etc). You should not do something

only because you get subsidy the project needs to f
Q: As Enschede is directly on the border, could yse the border better to market yourself?

A: Yes definitely, even if | go to Osnabriick it Fedike holidays because there are different
shops and buildings that is also what we try to lessjze: when you go to Enschede you have

a day of holidays.
Q: Could that be a strategy for the whole region?

A: Of course, it's a USP for the whole region. Thaty be something the whole region has in

common. The difference can be specified for cili@sgdscape, and holidays.
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Interview Miinster Marketing (schriftlich beantworte t):

Q: Wird die Tourismusregion zentral vermarktet?

A: Minster hat eine eigene Tourismus-Marketing Q@iggtion, genauso wie das
Minsterland. Es werden hinsichtlich der Uberregema’hemen Radfahren, Pferderegion,
Garten und Parks sowie Regionalen Produkten gearams Vermarktungsaktionen
durchgefuhrt. In Bezug auf das Auslandsmarketinglem Niederlanden werden fast alle

Marketingaktivitaten tiber die EUREGIO in Gronautgasrt.
Q: Ist eine gemeinsame Vermarktung gewinscht?

A: Eine gemeinsame Vermarktung beziglich der oklmragnten Themen mit der Region ist
absolut gewinscht. Mit der EUREGIO hinsichtlich tiesderlande-Marketing ebenfalls.

Q: Sind wirtschaftliche Synergien durch eine gersame touristische Vermarktung moglich?

A: Ja. Gemeinsame Anzeigenkampagnen, Journalisgéenteetc. reduzieren die Kosten fur

die einzelnen Partner.
Q: Welche Zusammenarbeit gibt es?

A: Mit der EUREGIO: Kataloganzeigen, Anzeige-Akte@nin niederlandischen Zeitungen,
Journalistenreisen, Workshop Besuche, Bewerbung Vemanstaltungen, gemeinsame
Messeaulftritte (Vakantiebeurs Utrecht), Promotionstn in den Niederlanden mit Auslage
von Prospekten von MM, ...

Q: Ist die Grenze immer noch eine Abgrenzung oderd sgrenzibergreifende

Zusammenarbeit und Projekte normal geworden?

A: Die Grenze ist hauptsachlich eine sprachlichen@e, die Auseinandersetzung mit den

niederlandischen Markterfordernissen ist alltagicpeworden
Q: Wie wird das touristische Potenzial der Regimgeschéatzt?

A: Gemeinsam mit dem Minsterland und dem Emsland den weiteren EUREGIO-
Regionen (Osnabrtucker Land, Grafschaft Bentheimgnke; Overijssel, Achterhoek) hat die
Region ein grol3es touristisches Potenzial.

Q: Gibt es identitatsstiftende Ansatzpunktel
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A: alle Regionen haben unterschiedliche Identitaten

Q: Welche Starken (Organisation, industrielle Fedtio geographische Faktoren, politische
Faktoren) hat die Tourismusregion EUREGIO?

A: Vielfaltiges touristisches Angebot von der Rddfaund Pferderegion bis zum Wander-,
Kultur- und Shoppingerlebnis.

Q: Gibt es eine gemeinsame touristische Identitat?

A:. Bisher gibt es -unseres Erachtens- keine fle dlkilregionen geltende touristische
Gemeinsamkeit, nur die Vermarktungsplattform EURB@&t gemeinsam.

Q: Gibt es eine gemeinsame ldentitat?
A: Nein
Q: Gibt es unterschiedliche Starken in den TeilenREegion?

A: Jede Region hat unterschiedliche Schwerpunkas. ldinsterland steht fur Radfahren und

Reiten, das Osnabrtcker Land furs Wandern. TwémtR&dfahren und Wandern.
Q: Welche Chancen sehen Sie in einer gemeinsamenavieung?

A: Verbesserte Wahrnehmung aufgrund einer gro3&emarktungseinheit bzw. Gebiet,
Maoglichkeit Vermarktungsinteressen/Arbeitsstundem kindeln und ein gemeinsames

Budget aufzustellen.

Q: Welche Schwéchen (Organisation, industrielle téi@h, geographische Faktoren,

politische Faktoren) zeichnet die Tourismusregi@REGIO aus?
A: Noch kein gemeinsames Identifikations-Merkmal.

Q: Welche Gefahren birgt eine gemeinsame Vermagktdarch inter-regional Place

Branding?

A: Es besteht die Gefahr, dass sich einige Teiregn ggf nicht im Vermarktungs-Portfolio

der Organisation widerspiegeln.
Q: Sind spezielle Teile der Region schwacher ales?
A: Ja. Beispielsweise in Bezug auf den Geschadisteurismus
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Q: Variieren die Schwachen in den Teilen der Region
A: Ja.
Q: Welche Stakeholder identifizieren Sie?

A: Munster gehort als starker Besuchermagnet féderiandische und deutsche Gaste auf

jeden Fall dazu.

Q: Gibt es Maglichkeiten die alle Stakeholder zusanbringen? (Konferenzen, Tourismus-

Tage etc.)

A: z. B. Deutsch-Niederlandischer Open-Space-Wagshur Zusammenarbeit in Gronau,
Projekt: INTERREG Top-Cluster Pferd (Landkreis Qmiigk (als Lead-Partner des
Projektes)

Q: Wie konnen sich die Stakeholder an der Entwinglueines gemeinsamen

Vermarktungsprojektes beteiligen?

A: Wie bisher indem Sie gemeinsame Aktionen uniézsn, Input fir Anzeigen oder

Journalistenreisen liefern, auf den Homepagesnkeati,....

Q: Welche Stakeholder werden als wichtig fur s@chProjekt identifiziert?
A: Kooperationspartner (Destinationen, Institutione.)

Q: Wie wird die grenziubergreifende Zusammenarlkesthrieben?

A: Mit der EUREGIO ist ein starker und aktiver ,Mdar“ fir die Zusammenarbeit mit den

Niederlanden gefunden worden.
Q: Variiert der Grad der Zusammenarbeit von Stakkdt@eu Stakeholder?

A: Bisher findet die Zusammenarbeit mit den Niededen nur Gber die EUREGIO bzw. die
DZT Amsterdam und das Projekt TOP Cluster Pferdit.stes gibt keine direkte

Zusammenarbeit.

Q: Welcher Stakeholder sollte an einer Place Brap@irganisation beteiligt sein?
A: Kooperationspartner (Destinationen, Institutione)

Q: Wie sollte solch eine Organisation aufgebautei
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A: Wie eine klassische Marketingorganisation miteen Beirat aus Experten verschiedener

Institutionen
Q: Kann die bestehende EUREGIO dafiir als Basisdi2n

A: Ja, auf jeden Fall. Ein Netzwerk zur Zusammeeiarist bei der EUREGIO bereits
vorhanden, die EUREGIO ist bei den Partnern als gdeienter Ansprechpartner bekannt.

Marktkenntnisse liegen durch die bisherigen Erfagan zahlreich vor.
Q: Sollte die Zusammenarbeit auf den Tourismushrését sein?

A:. Ggf. kann es eine Erweiterung auf andere Beeeigkeben, beispielsweise Regionale

Lebensmittel
Q: Wie kann dieses Projekt finanziert werden (EUtéli nationale Regionalentwicklung)?

A: EU Mittel sowie Co-Finanzierung
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