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Cross-border cooperation: a case study of the didtts of Prachatice (CZ)
and Freyung-Grafenau (D)

The aim of this study is to evaluate the developgnoértross-border cooperation
in the Prachatice district of the Czech Republic tiedFreyung-Grafenau district
in Germany after the year 1989. In pursuit of thesig aim of the work the fol-
lowing hypotheses were formulated: The most impadrzarticipants in cross-
border cooperation are the secretaries of the Egimns, more than the activities
of clubs and interest groups. The intensity of sfberder cooperation is territori-
ally differentiated. The theoretical introductioanéronts the paradigms of a bor-
der, border effects, a border region, and regia®altity. The survey and verifica-
tion of the relationship development was carrietl @u the basis of a prepared
guestionnaire given to the representatives ofdlaas$ and villages, the mayors of
the Prachatice and Freyung-Grafenau districts. Quesely some of these results
were compared and contrasted with the results s#areh on the borderlands,
which was conducted in 2004. On the basis of theesuit became obvious that
the institution of the Euroregion and its missidfieds in some segments on the
Czech and German sides.

Key words: cross-border cooperation, Euroregion, regionahtitie border ef-
fect, Schengen, European Union Funds, Europeaanaigm, districts of Pracha-
tice and Freyung-Grafenau

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this article is to evaluate the develeptrof cross-border coop-
eration from 1989 to 2011 using the example of aneas in two neighbouring
countries — the Prachatice district of the CzeclpuRéc and the Freyung-
Grafenau district of Germany. It deals with thefecontation of various aspects
of the border area and regional development asasgelelated cross-border co-
operation. The last twenty years are used as amge. Opinions of the key
participants in the development, especially the or&pf the municipalities are
taken into account. When studying the border regibiis necessary to take a
short historical excursion into the 20th centuryldok at the development of
Czech-Bavarian relationships and to evaluate thsnthe time when the for-
mer Czechoslovakia was founded the separatistteftdrthe Czech Germans
were typical, their call for the right to self-gowenent led to the temporary for-
mation of four independent German regions in thecBzborder aréa After
World War I, the so called new border area wasiter@ for the needs of local
politics, and extensive ethnic redeployments bggiae escape of the Czechs

! Deutschbéhmen, Sudetenland, Bohmerwaldgau, Delidatéhren
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following the Munich Diktat, the compulsory expusiof the Germans and the
resettlement with Czechs (see Slezak 1978 and &a&896). In this way the
connection (relationship) of the inhabitants to ghe=n territory was lost. In the
following period on the Czech side there were prigpeedeployments — the na-
tionalization of the property of collaborationistsgitors and other “enemies” of
the state, withdrawal of land from intensive adtiote in the regions at higher
altitudes, the increase of forest areas and permaynasslands, the decrease of
arable land (Riik and Jeléek 2001), and the socialist industrialization. A¢ t
beginning of the 1990s, the frontier was openedveittdit came the revival and
the re-establishment of broken contacts. A big ghain the mentality of the
local people took place on both sides of the bor@er the Czech side of the
border a very penetrative change happened in thdamif the people who had
“protected” the border in such a way that nobodyld@scape. After the politi-
cal changes the slow establishment of bilaterapemation started. The German
municipal partners were very open to help or adthe@ Czech partners.
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Fig. 1. Geographical overview of the district o&Phatice (CZ) and district
of Freyung — Grafenau (D) with marked municipatitie

The region was characterized mainly by farming fmdst industries. From
the 15th century onwards numerous glassworks veenedied. Industrialization
started with the development of railways in thehl&ntury and it also brought
the development of this region. The foundationhaf Bavarian Forest National
Park in 1970 significantly increased tourism in theal district. The Czech-
German border area was occupied by military foredsch supervised the im-

316



GEOGRAFICKY CASOPIS / GEOGRAPHICAL JOURNAL 65 (2013) 4, 315-339

permeability of the border along its whole lendtor this reason, any kind of
activities in the border area and its adjacenitteies was out of the question.
The landscape and its character stayed unimpadreddny decades. Now tour-
ism is a major sector of the economy of the regisiter the fall of the lron
Curtain in 1989 the position of the Czech Repualid Germany within Europe
changed from marginal and peripheral to a regioithvis integrated into a uni-
fying supra-region of the European Union. The catina between Germany
and the Czech Republic increased significantly.eeégly after the Czech Re-
public joined the EU in 2004 and after the abadfitwf border control in 2007,
the economic links quickly increased. One of thestmimportant economic
trends in this rural area near the former Iron &laris tourism. Today, we sup-
port the development of tourism in both the comnyand the district directly.
The most important place that attracts touristhés Bavarian Forest National
Park, the first national park in Germany, which wmes a large part of the
north of the district.

CONCEPTS / THEORIES IN LITERATURE

Concepts, which serve as a basis for understariimgiven problems in
this chapter, will be introduced. The words a “lfdand “border area“ are
geographical terms and that is why the questionsetted with them appear in
many geographical works. Geographers try to defirese expressions and
there are different aspects to these definitioesggaphical, economic, social,
legal, political and military.

Prescott (1987) defines the concept of a bordéthadine of contact, divid-
ing two bordering states. The role of the statelbois to demarcate the territo-
rial sovereignty of individual states and guararttee non-interference of the
other states in the internal affairs of the borigi$tate. By separating the terri-
tory of one state from the other states it alloorstiie assertion of the law of the
state as far as the borderline.”

Heigl (1978) presents a detailed definition of twder from the point of
view of its functionality. Under the word “bordehie understands the legally
fixed and/or given line in the landscape which d@és homogeneous and/or het-
erogeneous regions marking administrative and/on@mic units. The border
can be closed (impenetrable), partly or fully opgegordingly it represents the
administrative and/or economic and/or politicaklindentical or diametrically
different signs on both sides of the borderline claaracterize it.

Havlicek and Marada (2004) explain the relationship betwée terms bor-
der and periphery on the basis of the historicdl gapgraphical conditions and
the character of the border or the border effelae authors say that in the bor-
der area, the positional determination has a rattieeinfluence and that is why,
compared to the interior, the border lands haviggeln concentration of periph-
eral areas as the number of articles discussingnfheence of the peripheral
and border position on the development of thettayriin different parts of the
Czech border lands prove (Zeman 2001 and MikSatRo04).

In the Czech Republic, the development of the aessabeen influenced by
post-war events such as the displacement of Gernreadequate resettlement
of the border region, and the establishment ofitbe Curtain (Hampl 2003,
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Chromy 2004, Chromy and Ja2003, Siwek and Bogdova 2007). “Peripheral
regions also often oscillate between dependendaofdination) on different
centres and central regions while the change entation towards the various
centres can influence regional identity and theupetjpn” (Siwek and Bogdova
2007).

Formulation of differential aspects (Hampl 2001}lioes the basic attributes
of border regions as the subjects of interest @ngific disciplines. On this ba-
sis it is possible to see the regions divided &y tibrder as spaces of change,
difference and disharmony between the borderingaseconomic systems. But
the question is, can we consider the territorydidi by the border to be one re-
gion? For example, in the case of the Czech-Bavdader, the region histori-
cally developed as one, but today the differencesiected with the closed bor-
der are so obvious that from the socio-economitalso psychological points
of view it is difficult to speak about a homogenpingegrated region.

For the regional development of border regionis, itecessary to identify the
function of the border that divides the borderiegions, to describe the possi-
ble qualitative change of this border. We try to tgeknow the influence of the
border on the border region or the so-called boeffect, and to look for and to
formulate the possible future development in thedeo region in connection
with a functional change of the bord&he border effect depends primarily on
the nature of the border, in other words, what tgpdorder is it; this deter-
mines the "border effect”. The border effect deead the limits of its opera-
tion, how open it is and the nature of the neighinguregions. Compared to
other regions the border region is characterizethbyinfluence of the border,
this means you can see the border effect (Dok@@iR). According to Hampl
(2001) by studying the border regions we can seemartually penetrating as-
pects: border effects (depending on both terrisodiwided by the border) and a
periphery position (in which the border area is peiphery). Next Hampl
(2001) assumes that the situation in the border iaralways conditioned by the
combination of both positional and local factors. I# distinguishes between
the solid (geometrical) and socio-economic periph&he position of the bor-
der region can be derived only from an integratdrhical system — not only
in the national meaning, but also in the Europeaniext.

There are a number of concepts where these effeetdorder area are de-
fined. By its influence the border effect distingjugs the border area from the
interior and in this way it contributes to the p@ation of the area. The extent
of polarization depends on the type of the giverdbo effect. Dokoupil et al.
(2004) mentions several border effects (a barffect a contact effect, a filter
effect, a diffuse effect, a cooperative effect,)etwhich more or less reflect the
character of the border.

The border effects have also been dealt with byeSagd Beluzsky (1993),
who more emphasized the contradiction of pairegégmies (models). In the
border regions they formulate the areal effect uerthe continual effect.
A broader interpretation would be that the bordemaoften becomes the pe-
riphery but not only a geometrical one, which socabne of the reasons for the
close relation of the border area and the periplweriterature (Leimgruber
1994 and Hawtiek 2003).
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The situation in border areas is mainly based conabination of both three-
dimensional relations and socio-economic relatibesveen the core and the
periphery. Although the border area is mainly tkdeaensional (the geometri-
cal periphery i. e. horizontal periphery), it oftéetermines the origin of the so-
cial, and the economic (vertical) periphery. Betwéeese relations there is no
correlation, because thanks to the spatially utdichtransfer of information and
its historical character, it is possible to disaofrequent differentiations in hu-
man capital (Havéiek et al. 2005). The local participants play andontgnt role
in this, because the different extent of theiriatives, especially across the bor-
der, differentiates the border area on the locadlldHahne (2002) says: the lo-
cal participants do creative, educational and ieddpnt work where important
ideas are raised and spread. Different forms digiaation, a multidirectional
orientation and systematic marking out of aims Hetial participants to inter-
fere with the time-tested schemes of the rulingtipgal relationships and also to
create the innovative elements and measures forefuegional development.
Cross-border cooperation helps, on one side, taceethe negative aspects of a
border on the microregional level and on the o#ide to transfer knowledge
and experience on the supranational or interndtienal. Both promote Euro-
pean integration.

Halas (2005) defines the term “cross-border codmerabased on the ex-
ample of the agreement between the Governmentedblovak Republic (SR)
and the Czech Republic (CR) on cross-border cotipardt includes all ad-
ministrative, technical, economic, social and aaltactivities aimed at consoli-
dating and developing the neighbourly relationsveen the parties, the cities,
municipalities and regions and their institutiomslwth sides of the border, as
well as the conclusion of agreements on solutionsoimmon problems. It is
also necessary to define the concept of regionadldpment.

Wieckowski (2002) states that the legal bases forsebosder cooperation
between Poland and the Slovak Republic have beem place, being consti-
tuted by the Agreement between the GovernmenteoRépublic of Poland and
the Government of the Slovak Republic in 1994. Tibkls of Polish-Slovak
cooperation are considered in the following ardmsder crossings and trans-
port; economic cooperation and tourism; environmleptotection and forestry;
culture, education and youth exchanges; cross-baltgperation by local au-
thorities; agriculture and healthcare and emergemegical rescue.

According to Blazek and UHl{2002) regional policy must be understood as
part of a set of economic and social policies bychistates seek to achieve na-
tional objectives, such as economic growth, scamal political stability, equal
population and distribution of income in a way ttis majority of people con-
sider to be fair and at the same time economicdiigulating. In relation to the
issue of regional cooperation, according to Perkm@002) territorial continu-
ity is a discriminating criterion following whichehdivides the possible forms of
regional cooperation into two main categories.hia first category he includes
the cooperating regions or regions in which playersh a single package (e.qg.
Euroregions), the other category involves formsamperation without a coher-
ent territory (such as a network of cities).
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The Council of Europe defines Euroregions as "dtiative of border re-
gions or other local entities” (not necessarily Eldmber States) with no de-
fined status in relation to the EU. In most cagaspregions are not legal enti-
ties and are rather small. The name “Euroregioniasprotected in any way.
Euroregions focus on cross-border cooperationjqodaitly in the fields of cul-
ture, tourism and other forms of economic activilichl (2008) describes how
the Euroregional structures in the SR are sigmifigadifferent compared to
Czech structures. There is one great exceptionPtish-Slovak-Ukrainian-
Hungarian-Romanian Carpathian Euroregion, whichesit®93 has brought to-
gether representatives of the border areas from ¢iountries. Wickowski
(2002) adds that central and local governmentanbkethe statutes of Eurore-
gions and local-authority unions drawing attentiorthe consistency in various
fields of Polish-Slovak cooperation.

There are different categories of cooperation. @ses the concept of cross-
border cooperation, and the other relies on inggoreal cooperation (Perkmann
2002). This categorization may be frequently aghllit it does not describe a
situation where there is no common territory fasssrborder cooperation, but
rather functions like twinning — or the regionaltwerk. Therefore Dé&kal
(2005) proposes the function of regional coopenafitm categorizing regions or
as an objective criterion. He writes that the comnubjective could be
achieved in an integrative or non-integrative wayprerequisite of the integra-
tion model is the removal of the borderline as stams frontier with its fiscal
implications (Dokoupil et al. 2004). Social aspeats a factor and so is the hi-
erarchical arrangement of the socio-geographigibnal systems. The devel-
opment of geographical organization brings abouiprag other things, the
metamorphosis of the position factor. Although ttiésselopment leads to the
deepening of the initial differentiations, one @pect processes that will be,
due to the shift in the geographical organizatma thigher level, an important
basis for regional integrity.

Two types of processes will be important in theufef and will lead to the
linking of a national and transnational system alitation in Europe: shaping
the European (and global) hierarchy and the creaticentres of development,
possibly bound to urban macro-structures (Hampl 120Macrostructure
changes naturally have an impact on the world efrtficrostructures, which
may be regions and border regions. Recently thave heen very intensive dis-
cussions in public about the future of Europe, ydiocused on debates about
European regions. From the same point of view théssample peripheral re-
gion with specific functions, on which the futusshuilt.

The effectiveness of cooperation depends primarilynutual cooperation,
partnership and co-management (full partnership siraded leadership) of all
key processes, namely local authorities, represeaseof the public, the private
sector, media, and representatives of a higher auwibadministrative bodies,
etc. They must be based on consultation and widbligosupport to create a
compelling and realistic vision of the place (amd just about making money,
lots of places are building their “brand” on thesiseof cultural, social and even
spiritual values) and gather the resources neenl@udlement this vision and
promote the region (Frantal 2007).
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GOALS OF OUR INVESTIGATION

Wieckovski (2002) described one of the most importargls, cooperation,
which is the basis for the agreements enteredhiatveen towns and cities in
the neighbouring countries. These show the goodwill willingness of the two
parties to take joint action in different spherasd they mostly lead to closer
cooperation and the development of ever-strongesscr border ties. There are
other authors, who describe the role of tourisinarderlands in the global con-
text (Timothy 2002).

The goal of this article is to evaluate the develept of cross-border coop-
eration in the Prachatice district from 1989 to POIhe aim is to evaluate the
impacts of the entry of the Czech Republic intoSithengen Area (cooperation
and integration) and to point out the rising rofetlee European Union, espe-
cially in this border region, before and after gnirto the EU and the guarantee
of regional development of the Prachatice district.

Within the structure of the formulation of the resgh questions was sup-
posed the re-establishment of close interconnedidhe Czech Republic with
the countries of Western Europe, especially Gernaeng bordering country. In
this way the Prachatice region becomes a bordérrebut also a potential re-
gion influenced by direct regional links to theosiy regional industrial and ser-
vice centres o€ eské Budjovice, Passau and Linz.

With the rise of the above-mentioned developinggaand in connection
with the expected economic competition among tlggores in the Prachatice
region we can expect its increased integration wighcross-border regions of
Lower Bavaria in Germany and Upper Austria in Aiastr

It is also possible to expect the development eftthffic network and in-
vestment (industrialization, stores, service sphengrism, etc.) in areas mainly
along the important routes of traffic communicatitins also possible to expect
the development of the residential structure arahghs in the social and eco-
nomic structure of the region. On the basis of #ssumption it is possible to
formulate the main goals that should be answeretiibyarticle:

1) How did the cross-border cooperation in the Ratice district develop
from 1989 to 2011? This goal is to be achievechanftamework of the given
research questions.

2) Who are the most important participants in ctomsler cooperation? Are
they the institutions and villages of the Euroregar the activities of social
groups, stakeholders and interest groups?

3) Is the intensity of cross-border cooperatioduificed by the quality,
guantity and preparation of the participants? De bigger towns with larger
town authorities or state authorities have betbed@ions for such cooperation?
Do the bigger towns play a key role in regional @&odder development? This
role, besides the others, becomes evident in tbeessful raising of funds from
the EU. In this case the intensity of cross-bowtsperation would be territori-
ally differentiated.

4) The last research question is: do the townsirastdutions of the Eurore-
gion on the German side manage to obtain fundy (omlds originating from
pre-structural and Structural Funds for cross-hoodeperation are considered
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here) for cross-border cooperation and their owreldpment in a more effec-
tive way than the towns and other institutionsimm €zech side?

Novotny (2009) summarizes various regional resesr¢b.g. Houzvka and
Novotny 2007 and Zich 2007) that quantitatively whgrowth of different bor-
der contacts. The Czech-Slovak border is one ontwe frontiers in Europe.
Even though geographical boundaries (hard to remeas) and political
boundaries (distance to the capital) are now nigdgigfor both countries little
has changed since joining the EU (Vaishar and Zalphd 2005). Increased
contacts with Poland, which are regionally uneveslygresented, are gradually
deepening the interest in cooperation at the lesadl and thereby overcoming
civil ignorance on both sides. The Polish-Czectdboacts as a barrier as there
are no major transport routes and it is remote ftbenmain areas with indus-
trial development. “The current cross-border patdh{Zich 2007) for Ger-
many and Austria today is very diverse and dynaswen more than other bor-
der areas. Relationships are intense, but in ttefdéav years there has been a
decline in cross-border links, which is notableessglly since there was such
obvious euphoria during the nineties about anyszhmsder contacts with Ba-
varia and Austria. Ties in these areas are moreaguizally oriented than in the
Polish and Slovak border regions and are pragniatierms of win or lose
(Je'dbek 2002, Novotny 2005 and Hlavaty 2007).

The Polish-Slovak cross-border cooperation is oh¢he most important
fields for the development of economic cooperati@ature conservation, devel-
opment of tourism, development of infrastructure anltural and sporting ex-
changes (Wickovski 2002).

METHODOLOGY

The theoretical part of this article is based prilpaon knowledge obtained
from the study of specialized documents, sciengfiticles and book publica-
tions by Czech and foreign authors. For the purpbsgpdating data, legislative
documents, official statements, and annual repgee also used. This work
was carried out by the critical analysis of sourand the situational analysis
using a logical and historically comparative methblde termdata collectionis
used to describe the process of preparation arekqubnt data acquisition. The
purpose is to obtain the information necessarylémision on important matters
under investigation and the subsequent transmisgitime information to other
users. Among the main sources for the study wer@taviously mentioned pri-
mary studies on related topics, for examplé¢aldek (2002), Schéne (2004),
Havlicek et al. (2005), Vogt (2009), Sarauer (2010) agdskek (2010). An-
other source was the use of databases establighttek lagencies for regional
development (like that of Stachy town, EuroregigReeyung, Freistadt) and
those of the Czech Ministry for Local Development).

The empirical part of the work is based on secondtata analysis tech-
niques. The data come primarily from the CzechiSieal Office, the Bavarian
Statistical Office and from other Central and terial administrative offices.
Throughout the study, the SWOT analysis focuseatross-border links and
analysis of cross-border cooperation was used.dBt@ was used to compare
the development of the Czech and the Bavarian patte territory, namely the
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study districts of Prachatice and Freyung-Grafedasecond analytical method
was used for the evaluation of the allocated fufitie. relevant data come from
the database of approved cross-border cooperatapecps and internal materi-
als of the Euroregion Sumava-Bayerischer Wald .a$ warried out according to
the typology of the approved projects, accordinght applicant following the

direction of projects and was also used to comfiards and Structural Funds
of both model territories.

Qualitative research into the perceptions of tHect$ of the cross-border
cooperation was part of the primary research. Waers with the help of a
structured questionnaire are a more concise conde¢pese surveys (Novakova
2004). Then the data were classified in a way¢hables their statistical analy-
ses. This leads to the quantification of the qatlie data.

Data relevant to this process were collected. ®yeitkformation source was
the questionnaire filled out by the representatigEsnunicipalities. A major
part of the questionnaire used was prepared dirbgtthe author of this article,
but some questions were adopted from the survey imsthe common project
“The role of the border area of the Czech Repudntid the importance of the
economic and political cooperation with the bordeuntries for the integration
of the Czech Republic into the European Union —edimt mayors of towns and
villages” (Dokoupil et al. 2004). Where possibleg tobtained results were ana
lysed and compared to the results of the resedrttecabove-mentioned pro-
ject.

The questionnaire given to mayors concerned mai@yopinions of the rep-
resentatives of a particular municipality on thatdbution of cross-border co-
operation to their town or village and the chamactethe partnership of the
towns and villages after 1989. The issues becawidgmns of Euroregions, pre-
entrance funds and Structural Funds for cross-lbaraeperation, socio-econo-
mic development on the local level and the compari® opinions of represen-
tatives of towns and villages. The questionnaire szbmitted to the mayors of
the towns and villages of the Prachatice and Frgy@Grafenau districts, who
filled it out. In Prachatice district, 55 filled iquestionnaires were returned by
66 municipalities. Representatives of 9 municipaitvere not willing to fill in
the questionnaire. In Freyung-Grafenau, a diswithh the total number of 25
municipalities, 23 filled in questionnaires weré&ureed.

The second set of data deals with the use of thdsfirom the EU and
comes from the database of the Euroregion Bayenisdrald and the Regional
Development Agency Sumava, the Centre for Regi@®lelopment (CRR)
and the Ministry for Local Development (MMR). Anethsource of informa-
tion was the Internet. The web sites of municipadit and developers and the
Internet search engine (Google) were used to sdéarchdividual projects. The
specific character of these data was determinatyubie chosen methodologi-
cal procedure of processing the data concerningntligidual items, which the
towns and villages received from the grant. Thesehoprocedure led to two
basic degrees of analysis: the analysis of thd totmmes from the bigger
towns in the given districts and the analysis @ ¢ither towns and villages as
the receivers of the grant. Investment funds wkse @nalysed and compared in
the framework of the explicit regional politics atite support of the region.
The preference for certain types of projects amthtebranches was analysed
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on both sides of the border. This attitude wasequretl based on the author’s
knowledge of the above-mentioned region and thehar@sms of the local im-
plementation of projects. The total financial valueere converted to per 100
inhabitants to get the relative value which is mosmparable and applicable to
both districts.
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For the purpose of the evaluation described indhisle some selected an-
swers and evaluations have been chosen. The réastris is the amount of
data obtained especially for the questions conogrmiutual cross-border coop-
eration and the comparison of the opinions of gprasentatives from the two
sides of the border about certain topics or probdgmastions. The comparison
of submitted application for EU projects is alsowimteresting.

QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS AND RESULTS

Participants of cross-border cooperation

In the first part of the questionnaire most of eech respondents (89%)
agreed that the state and administrative institgtion the regional level devote
themselves to the questions of problems acrosbdtder most, as well as that
most funds come from the level of Euroregions aegians, namely the re-
gional level. Answers to both questions reveal thatmost frequent communi-
cation is always that between the direct partidipam the region, between the
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nearest links of the individual self-governing artties. Quite a few of the
Czech respondents ticked the top representatidgheoCzech state — the Gov-
ernment and Parliament. In the next part, respdsdedicated that the least
effective source of funds for the development abssrborder cooperation
comes from the local and central levels as welfras the border states, al-
though the mayors are aware of the fact that fulwdsot account for alln the
opinion of the mayors, people, human ideas and hungenuity play a major
role. Undoubtedly they constitute a very useful resouncemplementation of
some projects and investment of funds.

But on the basis of our own experience the lastnckhould be considered
further. Most of the local elites, as well as tlwedering states (or the partners
from Germany), are aware of the fact that theyregse funds from the EU, in
the past it was from the pre-Structural funds ama from the Structural Funds.

The answers of the representatives of German tewdsrillages were simi-
lar; they unanimously agreed on the institutiorat Bupport cross-border coop-
eration most, as well as from where the most furwae. They unanimously
marked the institution of Euroregion and the distar federal authorities. On
the German side of the border, most funds for toansllages for cross-border
cooperation come from the Euroregion.

In the light of this answer there is obvious agreetibetween the individual
answers of the Czech and German representativesisTimainly with regard to
the nonexistent compatibility of the same authesitbn the two sides of the bor-
der (in Bavaria the existing level of governmengaltishes and district authori-
ties). From the point of view of the knowledge béit functions and tasks this
claim is justified.

Next the mayors considered the role of Euroregams their influence on
the development of individual towns and villagese \Wffered six answers to
this question of which every third mayor chose Eh@oregion as the main
player, as a means for overcoming the disadvantafgéhe border location and
as a source of funds for the above-mentioned &iesvi

Nearly 95% of German partners see the institutibfEwroregion as irre-
placeable for the development and raising of fultdscross-border coopera-
tion?. At the same time, the German Euroregion is arésting link for finding
suitable partners for different social projectsisTanswer refers to the follow-
ing question, because the role of the Euroregicanasstitution is perceived as
irreplaceable, especially in the field of crosse®srcontacts.

There are two opinions about the major role of Eugoregion institution
coming from the two sides of the border, which toeatain extent corresponds
to their differently formed authorities. The Gernsde assesses it as its nearest
partner and consultant in everything connected witiss-border cooperation.
The Czech side perceives this institution espgcéala source of possible funds
from the EU.

2 The structure and the function of the Euroregiorttee Bavarian side of the border totally differsm that
on the Czech side. The German secretariat alsogearend administers the “soft” and capital fundhef
EU.
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Most of of the small towns and villages (95%) wtlbdistricts see the ef-
fects of the Euroregion as big in the frameworkhef offered four-degree scale
of intensity. This is mainly through acquisitiongrfants, and advisory and con-
sulting activities. On the other hand, there aggér towns in the Prachatice
district, which profit from the membership of asations such as the Associa-
tion of the Historical Seats of Bohemia, Moraviad éilesia, JCCR, and the
South Bohemia Cycle Trail Fun@hey belong to these other associations and
attach only medium-sized importance for their depeient to the Euroregion
institution. For this reason they do not attachhsadig importance to the Eu-
roregion institution as the small towns and village.

It should be noted here that the Czech represeasafeel that the Eurore-
gion institution on the German side is a very pesiy consolidated one. They
have everything under one roof and are profesdiopaépared to offer high
quality service. On the Czech side such a unitedcampact institution is miss-
ing.

Assessment of the administrative/bureaucraticailiffies of projects

The other questionnaire guestions concentratei@method of administra-
tion of applications that were processed, admirgstand budgeted by the ap-
plicants themselves in the monitored period. Sr@alins or villages unani-
mously stated that during their processing theysatted with employees of an
agency or colleagues from different towns or vidlagAt the same time they
pointed out how time consuming and extensive thelavklpplication process
and its completion is with all the requested enales. The other four microre-
gional centres avail themselves of a much largenbar of employees to man-
age applications in individual departments. Fos ttéason they do not have
such a problem.

As to the preparation of so called “drawer” pragge¢he mayors municipali-
ties agreed on the abundance of developing projectbeir towns or villages.
But they pointed out the necessity of co-financisga problem factor that does
not make the implementation of some financially deding projects possible.
Since 2007 this has also been stated in answersdtidour bigger towns of the
district. This statement can be connected withptiesent period of the financial
crisis. The stated reasons represent the mairoptre free answers.

When answering these questions, the German sidehitks, again unani-
mously, that the difficulty of administration ofgpects is extraordinary. For this
reason, small towns or villages prefer to agreeagaoint application as a mi-
croregional grouping (it concerns small villagesgeHaidelregion). There are
no “drawer” projects in German towns and villagesthis connection we have
to mention another important factor. On the Gerrsige there are, unlike on
the Czech side, district authorities that realizpes-regional and local projects
for which they demand funds from the governmenBa¥aria. On the Czech
side this level of local government is missing. Tigger towns and villages in
the region sometimes try to compensate for this. dt similar case in centres of
municipalities that have extended powers or theimidtrative district munici-
palities with an authorized municipal office.
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Perspective of cross-border cooperation

The question about the supposed development of-basler cooperation is
closely connected with the previous one. The maywsicipalities evaluated
the possibility of mutual cooperation in the neatufe. Most of the Czech re-
spondents (79%) think that the cooperation willtoare developing and stay at
the present level, because it is mutually advamageAbout 10% of the total
number of answers collected suppose that mutugderation could collapse as
a consequence of socio-political and economic obanGomparing this ques-
tion to the previous question we can see a kindagnsistency. In this answer
the elites present a prediction for future develeptrin the sense of the con-
tinuation of the present development, although@previous question most of
them stated that the insufficiency of cooperatibhigh quality is due to finan-
cial and economic reasons. As we can see the mayersiot clear in their
minds about this sphere, the analysed answersdegisive. It is possible that
after the economic crisis has been overcome theduygerspective will be more
auspicious from this point of view.

In relation to the offered possibilities 52 % ofpendents state that future
development depends on individuals on both sideakeborder independently
on the top representatives of individual towns ailidges. These individuals
devote the strength of their convictions to theali@gment of mutual coopera-
tion especially when it is also in their own ecomomterest. Authoress of this
paper can confirm this result from own experienaarg) the mutual coopera-
tion in the region.

Most German mayors (87%) think the present statawiial relations will
be similar in the near future, and it will mainlypport tourism and culture.
They attribute the present problems to absencmpbitant funds. The mayors
rather foreshadowed certain expectations from tliging region Danube —
Vltava with regard to the hope of raising the furiBigt they also realize that to
raise them it is necessary to have the human palteéatadminister and organ-
ize everything. However, small towns and villages short of this ability.

In this respect the mayors on the Czech side answlecisively with re-
gards to the continuing financial crisis. They alealize that the development
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of cooperation will have financial consequences Berman side seems to be
more consistent and more optimistic, but at theesime united with the opin-
ions of the Czech side in the necessity of humaouees of adequate quality
for raising the possible funds.

The following questionnaire questions were conrteatéth the previous
guestions. The first of them evaluated the fadiorging the practical coopera-
tion municipalities across the border using therfiegree scale. Altogether 12
possibilities were offered to choose from the list.

The three most important limiting factors were: tliéerent mentality of the
inhabitants on the “other” side of the border, eliféint purchasing power of the
currency and language problems. This partial caroge probably results from
the subjective evaluation of the elites’ own queditand knowledge.

Some respondents were not always able to chooseothect degree on the
given scale, or they did not have their own opinabrit. Such uncertainty was
found mostly in response to the assessment ofldming systems and differ-
ent national/state interests (54.5%).

The suggestions for how to overcome the main proklef cooperation
were mainly the change of generations, becausadteone already knows its
neighbour’s language at least at the communicééiesl. It is necessary to sup-
port meetings of mayors so that they get to knoeheazther and acknowledge
their different professional orientation, probleratitudes, mentality and so on.
The other proposals on how to avoid the problermsiected with mutual coop-
eration included suggestions for building traffamumunications, improvement
of public transport and the possibilities of usfree time (i.e. culture, sport and
relaxation).

\
0 2 4 8 12 \
km -

Fig. 6. Prachatice District — the number of indiadly raised projects
Phare (pre-fund), Disposition Fund and Ziel llir(8tural Funds).
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The German side presents especially the languadpiepns and the different
level of facilities and infrastructure as the msportant factor, which limits
the daily cooperation of municipalities across bwrder. Another important
factor is the regional political problems causedhw®y different levels of support
for the projects on their side of the border wheaytare the applicants. Usually,
the Czech side raised a bigger percentage of tr gran the German side, so
it depends on how the individual governments armedritpe conditions for their
state. Another determining factor is the fact tatller towns and villages on
the German side do not have enough employees tmistien projects and ob-
tain funds. For this reason they gather into irgiemicroregions such as the
Haidel microregion to get the funds for the devalept of tourism. The neces-
sity to insert the town’s own financial share tisatco-financing and at the same
time pre-financing, also plays a role. This is asproblem for small Bavarian
towns and villages.

General conclusions can be drawn from the survhg.first is the fact that
the German side can agree in a more effective way@posals of projects, and
get the important funds for joint projects whicHIwiave interesting results for
several towns or villages — see the diagrams. @bal towns and villages can
very easily agree on paying the co-financing amaurin some cases the pre-
financing of the whole project when demanded. Tlaeeprojects such as the
reconstruction of a museum area, sewage planisnseactions of railway sta-
tion buildings, maintenance of cross-country traaksl buying a snow cat, a
Celtic village, an open-air museum of agricultdraldings, a glass museum and
so on. It could be speculated that just for thasom — the Czech mentality of
preferring the local, but not least the microregianterests puts a check on the
grouping of municipalities and thus it makes ragsthe funds available from
the EU impossible.
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From the evaluation of the questionnaire the follmyquestions that were
judged very differently or very similarly by theiteb of the towns or villages
have been chosen. The question was: What factstrictepractical cross-border
cooperation? Two partial answers were adapteddrgrams. The first issue
was the answer about language problems, to whe&lC#ech elites attributed to
a considerable effect on the restriction of crassibr cooperation, while the
German side does not see this factor as an edsegdiection. This is most
probably related to the fact that most of the repngatives of elites on the Ger-
man side use also another world language, in witiel are able to communi-
cate. Most representatives of the elites on thelCzele do not have this ability
so this problem is mainly on the Czech side (Fjg. 8

m highest priorit

Prachatice District £ P v
very important priority

m medium priority

W ruther unimportant priority

Freyug Grafenau
District

0% 50% 100%

Fig. 8. Comparative analysis of the answer to lagguproblems (in %)

A different situation was presented by the answehé question: Do differ-
ent national and state interests restrict practicads-border cooperation? (Fig.
9). The elites on both sides agreed that diffestate interests restrict the cross-
border cooperation. Both groups answered idehtitlaat the border areas are
still outside the main interest of developmenth# individual state areas with
regard to their being the peripheral areas of Bdhemd Bavaria.

The mayors of both districts hold the same viewhef remaining language
barrier as a fundamental problem for the develogmémutual cooperation.
For cross-border cooperation the Czech elites perce different way the
mentality of the inhabitants and the purchasinggrosf the currency. The Ger-
man elites perceive the different levels of fai@tof territorial infrastructure
and regional political problems.

The next analysed question related to fields thgonmsaof the towns and vil-
lages see as problematic or favourable for crosddoa@ooperation. Several im-
plications could be derived from the ascertainedllts: the mayors evaluated
the immediate existing perceptions, which are thpulse or the source of the
development of towns or villages and the nearbjoredn the context of prob-
lems discussed. The regional and economic developnexessarily relates to
the development of the traffic and technical infinasture in the form of urgent
improvement to the net, especially in the directtbthe former border crossing
on the road 1/4. This is to a considerable extantial for the regional and eco-
nomic development. The traffic infrastructure ie tinentioned region has been
significantly neglected and underdeveloped becafitiee existence of the Iron
Curtain.
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Fig. 9. Comparative analysis of the answer to fdesslifferent national and state
interests (in %)

It is very interesting to compare the results & #mswers of the representa-
tives of the German municipalities who put emphasistraffic and technical
infrastructure. They consider them to be the basessary for further develop-
ment of subsequent activities. Similarly to the €eenayors, they see cross-
border cooperation as the second important fieldrémional development.
These fields are immediately followed by that & #nvironment and environ-
mental protection, which is not perceived in Baaaas strongly as it is on the
Czech side. This statement emerges from the experiand continuity of a
good, regular and reciprocally useful cooperatietwieen the German munici-
palities and the administration of the BavariangsbNational Park. As the least
urgent of the offered fields of the questionnaihey evaluated tourism, almost
on the same level as leisure time, culture, andtspbese are the activities,
which according to their comments are an exceksménsion of cross-border
cooperation. Various clubs were to a certain degpmtaneously established
without much support or protection from the indivad towns or villages. In the
following diagrams (Figs. 10 and 11) two partiadijferently evaluated indica-
tors are compared. The issue was the answer dimuble of tourism to which
the Czech elites attached considerable importartike the German side did
not see it as important and did not analyse thid fi

A different situation was revealed by the analgdithe field of regional and
economic development. The elites on both side eflthrder agreed that this
area is of high importance for cross-border codfmra

m highest priorit
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/
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Fig. 10. Analysis of the answer — tourism (in %)
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Fig. 11. Analysis of the answer — regional and ecain development (in %)

The elites on both sides of the border agree wighstatement about the im-
portance of cooperation in the field of regionatl@ctonomic development as
well as on the traffic and technical infrastructubgfferent answers appear in
the field of the environment and environmental @ctbn, which the German
side would like to support more, and in the fiefdaurism, which on the con-
trary they evaluated as the least urgent.

CONCLUSIONS

The main aim of the research was to evaluate thelolement of existing
cross-border cooperation in the Prachatice distfietr 1989 with its German
neighbour taking into account their specific cutueconomic position and
other aspects. The aim was to point out the inargasle of the European Un-
ion, particularly in this border region, to compérbefore and after entry to the
EU and in the securing of regional developmenttierPrachatice district.

The study of the border area is based on the existef the borderline de-
lineating the territorial sovereignty of individustiates, which builds a so-called
dual concept. The borderline can be a distinctditig line, but also a contact
zone. This “polarization” may achieve various forarmsl primarily depends on
the permeability or rather the openness of thdipaliborder.

In general, the main point is the potential differes of the socio-economic
environment in the border areas that share a lstatker. This introduces a new
element into the use of theories involved with ¢hess-border regional devel-
opment. Border effects have specific importancether regional development
of a border area. A cross-border diffusion of ndeais, different methodologi-
cal approaches and different social behaviour gretential impulse for further
development. The extent of the influence of thedboreffects depends on the
symmetry or asymmetry of the border and on theediffitiating or integrating
aspects. This includes a combination of positi@ral local factors as well as
the scale of hierarchization of the bordering ragiand their positional condi-
tions. In its way the border effect differentiatee border area from the inland
area and contributes to the polarization of thev.a€@n the basis of the func-
tional evaluation of the border there is variapilih the border effect from
closed to open.

Euroregions are good examples. For many towns lges, the Eurore-
gions carry out the role of an intermediary institn in the process of develop-
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ment in an exogenous way. This is apparent fromdéheloping strategies. In
the progressive theories and also in practice tverEgions fulfil the role of a
net maker. The functional border effects — a diffaseffect and a potentially
distinguishing effect influences these nets.

When investigating who is the most important pgstiat in cross-border
cooperation, the development of cross-border ca@dioer and also the intensity
of mutual contacts before 1918 was analysed. Taergarious participants and
actors in cross-border cooperation. As to the tesflthis study, the most im-
portant ones were the institutions of the Euronegiod the municipalities.

This fact is obvious also in other Euroregions lie border areas of the
Czech Republic such dsgrensisor Silva Nortica However, this statement
holds true also for other Euroregions in Européhsag Silesia, Bilé-Biele Kar-
paty, Neisse-Nisa-Nysa, Pomoravi-Zahorie-WeinvieBeskydy, and Tatry).
For the institutions of the Euroregion and the mipdilities it concerns, among
other things, conceptual activity. Individual sdigs or interest groups work on
a voluntary basis and if they want to, they camytheir activities in their spare
time. For this reason we cannot speak about cattifRegular cooperation on
this level is rather rare. The discontinuity of tlnaty between a person and a
region and different Czech mentality is the reagan.the future, the different
mentality of both nations may continue to causellemaersonal engagement
on the Czech side in contrast to the German callesgwhere help, ideas and
willingness are considered to be natural and commba difference in the na-
tional mentalities is the reason for a differenaleation of the engagement in
various European Euroregions. The German mentaltych incorporates thor-
oughness, precision, reliability and confidencegbisolutely extraordinary and
exceptional in Europe.

It is true that in practice the intensity of crdmsder cooperation is influ-
enced by the quality and quantity of mutual corgiaahd the degree of prepara-
tion of the participants. The larger towns with mataff in local or state au-
thorities have better conditions for the developnurtooperation. Importantly,
thanks to the servicing function of these micravegi centres, they can also
better influence the development of cooperatioin whte neighbouring villages.
So, the bigger towns play a key role in regional aross-border development.
This role has a positive impact on the succesafaing of funds from the EU as
well as in other areas. It appears that the intg$iborder cooperation is terri-
torially differentiated. These problems are alsorezrted with the possibility of
raising funds from the EU sources. Moreover, tlaedifferences in the extent
of raising and using funds from the EU sources betwthe Czech Republic
and Germany.

The intensity of cross-border cooperation is teridly differentiated. In re-
gional development the bigger towns in the distpiety a more important role
than small towns or villages thanks to more engagerand interest from the
participants, and representatives of the autheritieother regional border and
national institutions and the funds from the EU.simall towns or villages,
cross-border and the Euroregional cooperation d¢tadatively discussed on the
level of regional development at many meetings. iBudractice there is no po-
tential for its distinctive value in use besides tther things with respect to the
above-mentioned statements.
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A very interesting finding that comes from a thagbwanalysis of the gained
financial resources on both sides of the bordethasfact that on the German
side the municipalities make an effort to gain isgources for cross-border co-
operation with help from the Euroregions much meifectively than the mu-
nicipalities on the Czech side. This is connectdtth the fact that the regional
development and the continuity of cross-border acistincluding the raising of
funds from the EU are influenced by the differemtrkings of the political sys-
tem and different political composition of the repentatives of local govern-
ment on both sides of the border.

It is necessary to mention the fact that the Gerswaety living in the bor-
der region is more continuous — its base is forimedld residents. They have a
different attitude towards property and the langscthan the people on the
other side of the border. Thanks to the politieatidions of the communists, on
the Czech side the population was gathered frorthalkorners of Central and
Eastern Europe. This fact is also reflected inreiationship to the landscape
and its future development and the attempts ofittividuals for its develop-
ment and attractiveness. In my opinion it is nagildle to eliminate these prob-
lems within twenty or thirty years, but maybe witlda much longer period. The
main reason is the necessity to build up a strampection between the people
and the region.

On the basis of the authoresxperience of ten years working as a coordina-
tor of Czech-Bavarian cooperation, the developniépglays the following fea-
tures. Thanks to the convenient geographical lonatexisting raw material
sources and follow-up industrial sector, the bomdgiion has an advantageous
starting position for further economic growth. Témonomic growth of Bavaria
ranges about the average for the EU and its dyrsaare gradually decreasing
from this high level. But in the Czech border amdiatinct regional differences
can be seen as well as partially mono-functionshsirthere are areas in which
restructuring of mainly the traditional industrk@ianches is taking place. A low
level of innovation, insufficient capital resourdes companies and insufficient
qualified labour also cause the deficits in the dbzpart of the area. In spite of
these facts several close contacts and coopenatibim the ongoing economic
cooperation have already formed. Knowledge aboet dRisting economic
structures in the bordering country is limited aa®sult of a long-term division
of the area and the differences in the workingheftivo economic systems, and
there still remains a lack of informally functiogimetworks. The economic
productivity of the Czech-Bavarian border areanigéneral lower than the rele-
vant national averages. In the border area, theredidferences between its
Czech and Bavarian part and between urban andargas. The importance of
the traditional branches is declining. The esthblisnt of modern technologies
and innovations is mainly, in the Czech border astill very restricted. There
is also insufficient awareness of the general eatedinstitutional and juridical
conditions. With the accession of the Czech Republithe EU the conditions
for cross-border economic cooperation (e.g. betvileereconomic and business
chambers, craftsmen, associations of businessnagm)itmproved.

The local Czech-German cooperation has signifigasgleloped mainly in
the field of tourism. Preserved natural heritageeretd a variety of options in
terms of improvements in tourism infrastructure ieavery actively involved in
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both the Czech and German community. Another istarg link is mutual co-
operation in the field of culture because many @ust and traditions are very
similar and the local population is trying to ubéstto increase to the visiting
rate of this region.

The article was written with the support of thee@sh project GA A\CR
No. IAA311230901 “The Czech border area after Sgeana peculiar, oscil-
lating and/or transit territory?” The author thankie GA AVCR for its finan-
cial support.
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Rizena Stemberkova

PRESHRANICNI SPOLUPRACE: PRIPADOVA STUDIE
OKRESU PRACHATICE A FREYUNG — GRAFENAU

Cilem této studie je zhodnotit vyvoj dosavadigghranini spoluprace v okresech
Prachatice a Freyung-Grafenau po roce 1989 asrostopady vstuplﬁieske republiky
do Schengenského prostoru. Dale upozornit na rostdahu Evropské unie obzvl&st
v tomto gihraniénim regionu ped a po vstupu do EU v zajigt regionalniho rozvoje
Prachaticka a okresu Freyung-Grafenau.

V rdmci stanoveného cile prace byly zformulovangledujici hypotézy. Nejvy-

znamrgjSimi aktéry gihranéni spoluprace jsou spiSe instituce euroregionuce oiez
aktivity spolki a zajmovych skupin. Intenzit&ipraneni spoluprace je Uzerarliferen-
malé obce | diky vySSi angaZovanosti a zainteresmsta redstavitel samospravy
v ostatnich krajskych,ifhraniénich i narodnich institucich a zasluhou fitiaich zdroj
ziskanych z EU. U malych obci jéilpranini a euroregionalni spolupréce i v regionél-
nim rozvoji diskutovana proklamati¥ma mnoha spobaych jednanich, prakticky vSak
potencial nebo jeho vyuziti chybi. Obce a institeceoregionu nadmecké strat do-
kazi daleko efektivji usilovat o prosiedky na pihranini spolupraci a vlastni rozvoj
nez obce a dalsi instituce teské strafr S tim souvisi i mySlenka, Ze regionalni rozvoj
a kontinuitu pihraniénich kontaki v¢. ¢erpani finatnich prostedki z Evropské unie
ovliviiuje odliSné fungovani politického systému a odlipoétické sloZeni fedstavite-
i samospravy na obou stranach hranice. Navzdory t@amuizemi je jiz &kolik let
sowasti Schengenského prostoru (od roku 2007), kigppmaha zvySeni koopérach
a integrénich tendenci mezi obyvatelienskych stét, je stdle ghranii, z pohledu
jednotlivych zemnich cetk periférnim Gzemim.

Teoreticky Uvod konfrontuje paradigmata hranic@ni@nich efekti, piihraniéniho
regionu, regionalni identity, dale se zabyva jeliwpni institucionalnimi ramci pe-
shranéni spoluprace a regionalniho rozvoje, ktermp ovliviwuji regionalni rozvoj, a
nastrojiteSeni. Zde jsou uvedeny procesyamreshranini spoluprace v rdmci postto-
talitni transformace, integrace a euroregionaliolgpace. Zjigovani a ogrovani vy-
voje vztali probshlo na z&aklad pripraveného dotazniku poloZenéhgegstaviteim
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obci, kterymi jsou starostové, v modelovém Uzemesk Prachatice a v modelovém
Uzemi okresu Freyung-Grafenauwkiteré z &chto vysledk byly nasleds porovnavany

a konfrontovany s vysledky vyzkumu pohréniktery byl uskuténén v roce 2004
(Dokoupil et al, 2004). Toto porovnani umoznilo\srani vyvoje v #iznych gihrani-
nich regionectCeské republiky a wesréni postupujicich a navazujicich dalSich vyvo-
jovych tendenci. Na zakladlosazenych vysledk ale i vlastnich zkuSenosti, byly po-
psany mozné perspektivy rozvoje zvolené modelovastib

Na zéklad vyzkumu niizeme konstatovat, Ze instituce euroregionu a jestapi je
naceské a dmecké strahiv uriitych segmentech odliSna. Jeji poslani je stejleeyy
tvoreny Gad ve smyslu instituce se zma odliSuje. Na Bamecké stra pusobi jako
uceleny organ, ktery je zésBen jednatelem a obsahuje poradenské i kognticant-
rum steji jako administratora mnohych projéktZastupitelstva obci ar@dstavitelé
euroregionu pat mezi vyznamné aktéryifraneni spoluprace a regionalniho rozvoje.
Obce jako nositelé spoluprace umi dlouhadebuzivat zkuSenosti naSich sousqai
spraw obci, g zatletiovani se do evropskych struktuij perpani prosedki ze struk-
turalnich fond, ale i v dalSich oblastech. Disparéiarpani finatinich prostedki mezi
malymi obcemi a sty vyplyva fedevsSim z nedostatku lidského potencialu v mensich
komunéch a s tim souvisejicich mysSlenek a n&padebnych k realizaci projektovych
fizeni. U ¥tSich obci je vysSSi potencidl lidskych sil k adretraci naréné agendy spo-
jené s projekty. DalSim podmym faktorem je skutaost, Ze ¥tSi obce maji obvykle
vice disponibilnich finatnich prostedki k predfinancovani projekt Zarovei je i kofi-
nancujici podil menSim problémem pr&si mssta neZ pro &stetka ¢i obce regionu,
ktera si logicky nemohou dovoligtsi patet byt i mékkych projekfi. Tento trend je vel-
mi podobny na obou stranach hranice. Nmecké strai je vyjimeiny fakt, Ze spolky
¢i jini dobrovolnici velmi radi a s entuziasmem siejako patriotismem ke své obdii
regionu nasazuji své sily i finémi prostedky pro prosgch rmiznych mistnich aktivit.
Tato skuténost naseské strative wtSich méstechei obcich Gpl# vymizela, u menSich
obci je spiSe vyjimaa.
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