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Building of regional self-government in Slovakia: he first decade.

This contribution summarizes and evaluates the fas years of regional self-
government development in Slovakia. It is basedmwmextensive study of legisla-
tion, institutional structures, regional self-gaverents documents, electoral re-
sults and financial data. This study also reacthéolack of research focused on
regional self-government compared to the localraattbnal government in Slova-
kia in the last decade. During this period, regia®f-government built its insti-
tutional structures, obtained many executive powansl strengthened its finan-
cial position. It also devoted a lot of effort tacsessful integration into the se-
lected fields of European policy-making. Other giddal aspects confirm a quite
systematic progress in its formation as a fully eleped level of government.
Nevertheless, there are still some limits. The nisénes concern the legitimacy
of elected bodies challenged by the low electoeatigipation, lack of resources
available for their own initiatives, a still poovailability of EU funds combined
with a minor role in regional development. Ten geseems too short a period for
building a fully respected tier of government.

Key words: regional self-government, Europeanization, indtnsg, legitimacy,
powers, finances, regional development, Slovakia

INTRODUCTION

A dual model of public administration (two separates — the state admini-
stration and self-government) has been practice8llanakia since 1990. De-
spite the on-going debate, regions re-emergedl@sgehof political and territo-
rial organization of the country only in 1996, tighu only as state-
administration bodies. Eight regional offices (itovak — krajsky arad) were
established to administer the set of powers thdtbdeen de-concentrated from
the central State. The first regional electionseateeld in December 2001, fol-
lowed by the start of regional self-government amulary 2002. Almost ten
years provide a sufficient time to evaluate thdtos achievements or failures
of regional self-government in Slovakia. The fpstiod (2002-2005) of its ex-
istence can be interpreted as a “starting anditiramal” phase dealing with the
practical issues of its establishment (buildingsffs property), coping with
more stages of power transfers (mostly from théored-state administration)
and circumscribed by the lack of autonomy in finahmatters. The second pe-
riod of “maturing” (2005-2009) focused on the birlgl of “regions” as a more
respected and efficient level of government. Dutimg period, it built institu-
tional structures, obtained many executive powansl, strengthened its finan-
cial position. The earlier developed regional arsdridt offices of the state ad-
ministration as the main institutional competitarsre phased out (in 2007, or
2004) leaving more space for the activity of regiloself-government. Their set
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of residual powers was transferred to the regieetftfgovernments, the local

state administration in the centres of regions, tarttie specialized field offices

of certain ministries. Within less than a decadsgianal self-government

started to be an understandable formal dominagepkt the intermediate level

of the territorial and political organization inoshkia. A quite systematic pro-

gress in its formation as a fully developed levebovernment is observable.

Nevertheless, there are still some limits and tesary seem too short a period
for building of a fully respected tier of governnien

The regional level of the government, thanks t@itsving importance over
the last two decades, has attracted the attenfiomaay scholars. As early as
1997, Keating pointed out that regionalism was hiactashion in Europe as
expressed in books and articles about the new maligon, multilevel govern-
ance, or the third “meso” level of government.dtdments an extensive debate
on regional government/governance in Western Eusopkthe United States
(e.g. Keating 1997, Herrschel and Newman 2000)loig the progress in
transformation of societies, this attention hasaexied to the post-socialist
Central and Eastern European countries. Surazskal. gf1997), Wollman
(1997), Jordan (2003), Brusis (2005), and O'Dwy06) were among many
authors who have focused on the regional leveubfip administration. Never-
theless, most of these papers focused on the gewelt in the 1996 and dur-
ing the early years of this decade. Among the fiespuent latest contributions
are those of Bruszt (2008), Palne Kovacs (2009),Ritschel and Bauer (2009).
Most of these contributions also analysed to aaserxtent developments in
this field in Slovakia.

The scientific debate on the regional level of gawgent focused on more
issues and circumstances in the context of Ceat@dlEastern Europe. One of
the older impetuses for the sub national governrdexelopment based on the
preservation of the historic, ethnic, cultural dadguage roots of subnational
entities, emphasized, for example, by Hebbert (L984d Rodrigues-Pose and
Gill (2003) was less reflected. Nevertheless, #disisect concerning the regional
level is hard to avoid in the more multi-ethnic @ahEast European states (see
e.g. Bek 2003 and Batt 2003). The attention paid to titerimediate level of
the government as part of the post-socialist t@nsition and transition proc-
esses is quite understandable. It included dedizatian and de-concentration,
as well as building of regional institutions, a® thmost frequent topics (e.g.
Surazska et al. 1997 and Wollman 1997). Very extertsas been the attention
paid to the conditionality and Europeanization efjional self-government
building. As Sadurski (2004) mentioned, only aft®97 did the Commission,
as well as other EU bodies, begin to explicitlygsréor regionalization. How-
ever, this de-concentration of selected powersegfional administration was
not sufficient. The European Unisninstitutions and documents were much
more demanding and pressed for more democratiopyatable, directly elected
bodies on the regional level. More studies disalisk® example, the question
to what extent such conditionality has been infageshby domestic politics (e.g.
Hughes et al. 2003 and O’Dwyer 2006). The econafiieension of regional
government is very frequently emphasized (e.g. Rads-Pose and Sandall
2008). The transfer of power to the intermediatellshould improve and mo-
bilize capacities to deal with regional developmantl to act successfully in
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reducing regional disparities. Among other ususliés, governance based ap-
proaches (e.g. Stoker 1998) assuming an importéafar regional government
should not be forgotten. One meaning follows thdtileuel governance vision
stressing the participation of regional self-goveent in the supranational — the
European level of policy (often considered as osmeat of Europeanization).
As summarized by Pitschel and Bauer (2009), suinmet actors in bigger
states as well as those with a large range of mwaer more active towards the
EU level policy. Some authors considering regiam@lernance (e.g. Danson et
al. 2000 and Norris 2001) have focused on theipalipprocesses and policy
making on the regional level recognizing that sloafal economic development
in regions is not the sole responsibility of thgiomal or central governments,
but it is the responsibility of many organizationgartner interactions.

The aim of this paper is not only to provide anatpd evaluation of the ba-
sic constitutional and legislative environment,tilmsional structure, powers,
and finances of regional self-government in SloaaKihis ground serves as a
starting point for identification of the achieven®ms well as the failures in
their functioning, respecting the above mentionpdreaches in regional gov-
ernment studies. From the perspective of multiflgexernance, arguments are
provided in an attempt to answer the question awhether a strong, well-
developed, competitive regional self-governmentg@mparison to local, na-
tional, or even supra-national levels of governméats already been built in
Slovakia. For this reason, the study focuses oratiteiracy and sufficiency of
the constitutional and legal guarantees in funatignof regional self-
government. The strength of regional self-governnieftuences the scope of
its powers, as well as the completeness of itunisinal structures. During the
first decade of functioning, one of the key isshas been the legitimacy of re-
gional bodies in relation to the low participatianregional elections. Changes
in the financial situation are also important foe evaluation of the autonomous
functioning of regional self-government. This is @ftrinsic factor of a true
level of government. Later sections reflect onesjids interpretation of the Eu-
ropeanization of regional self-government. This gragoes not deal with the
prevailing insight emphasizing the role of the Elihe initiation or strengthen-
ing of regional government. The contrary processds regional self-
government’s integration into European policy-makimderstood, for exam-
ple, as activities that influence Brussels ingtitos, interregional cooperation,
and the management of the Structural Funds seemesimportant.

This paper also reacts to the lack of researchsfoguon regional self-
government compared to local self-government, dional government levels
in Slovakia. Paradoxically, attention decreasedraftforms and the institution-
alization of regional self-government. The rareaptions are Biek (2002 and
2003) Klimovsky (2006 and 2009) or Tvidand Kmecova (2007). This paper
does not pay attention to other important issuaglation to the regional self-
government agenda as diverse as the social an@me@osituation in regions,
regional development, cross-border cooperation,raginal governance. Most
of such issues are well covered by many authorsexample Btek (1999),
Kling (2003), Halas (2005), Korec (2005), Valentowi2006) and Gajdos
(2008). Attention will be also given to processad &sues related to the early
stages of the development of the regional publiiai$tration structure during
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the nineties. This contribution also does not mfthe debates concerning the
regional dimension of territorial administrativevidions in Slovakia that pre-

dominantly attracted geographers (e.g. Slavik 2060Bezak 1998). The main
source of information was a wide variety of docutaeand statistical data (e.qg.
electoral) including legislation, press releasdfcial documents of the central

and regional governments. The financial informat®fased on the final bal-

ance sheets of the Slovak Republic (Ministry aofdrice 2004-2010).

CONSTITUTIONAL AND LEGAL DEVELOPMENT

Constitutional arrangements are very significant day level of govern-
ment. They define its role, relations to other goaace levels, basic institu-
tions, etc. Understanding of these arrangementsgae® a useful framework for
deeper insights into its functioning, as well doemmed by Herschel and New-
man (2000), and Sadurski (2004). The insufficiemrstitutional and legal envi-
ronment (besides political reasons) was a very itapo barrier to its introduc-
tion into practice for more than ten years afted@ & Slovakia. Before 2001,
the constitution did not offer a reliable basis tbe full-scale introduction of
viable regional self-government. The Constitutioneadment processes com-
pleted in 2001 clarified the most crucial issuesdesal for the stable constitu-
tional backing of regional self-government. Duefte political will to introduce
regional self-government, it was immediately folemhby adoption of the more
detailed legal framework, (which included concegninstitutional structure,
elections, property and financing, regional develept, transfers of powers
and soon). The last crucial limit concerning therenautonomous functioning
of regions was resolved by the legislation of fisbecentralization (adopted in
2004). Further legislative developments signifibaimproved the position of
regional self-government on the intermediate lefgbublic administration by
the substantial reduction of the regional stateiaidtnation. The character of
the introduction of regional government demonsgdtee top-down approach
controlled by the current central state dominariitipal parties. Successful
pressure from below leading, for example, to degbanges in legislation in
favour of regional self-government is still absent.

The Slovak Constitution (in its first wording asopted in 1992) expressed
the basic political will to have one of the keydés of the government on the
regional level. Its section addressing the tenataelf-government was rather
concise in terms of defining the position of regibnself-government
(mentioned neutrally as “self-governments of higteritorial units”), stating
that it would be subsequently defined by legistatibhe Constitution did not
guarantee any rights, responsibilities, or autonohtme position of the interme-
diate level was thus very vulnerable. Any introdluttof self-governed regions
could face serious difficulties in social practigesimple majority in the Slovak
Parliament could have changed all principal coadgiof their functioning. The
most critical part was the uncertainty whether,arrttie existing constitutional
arrangement, a regional self-government could adeptvn legislation and un-
der what conditions this could be done.

Fully functioning regional self-government was umtd in the main goals
of the public administration reform implementedMyDzurinda’s government
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after 1998. The lack of constitutional backing fitve regional level was
changed by the amendment to the constitution agorav February 2001. Re-
gional self-government was put in an equal positompared the local self-
government. Both levels were defined as separgte émntities, not accountable
to each other. It defines the main institutionssibaights, principles of democ-
racy, and the level of autonomy. The Constitutiowralso allows a transfer of
some delegated powers from the state to regiofjeeernment. However,
there are no constitutional guarantees concertiagotlid and stable financial
base (or even financial autonomy). The last imprzonstitutional change
concerns the powers of the Supreme Audit Officeghef Slovak Republic (in
Slovak — Najvyssi kontrolny arad SR), as an inddpeh external audit institu-
tion. Previously, it could act only in relation fioancial resources and property
serving, to execute delegated powers. Since 26@6upreme Audit Office has
been able to supervise all financial and propeprations of local and regional
self-government, including their organizations antkerprises.

In fact, the first legal act related to the introdan of the post-communist
regional self-government was adopted in 1996. iceoned the territorial and
administrative organization of the country (Act N&21/1996 coll.). It defined
regions as the basic administrative units of thenty divided into districts. It
introduced new divisions of the country into 8 adistirative regions and 79
districts, as the basic condition for the functigniof the regional state-
administration. An attempt to change this territbdrganization in favour of 12
regions was not accepted by the Slovak ParlianmeR001. A massive wave of
legislation followed the above mentioned Consiiluél amendment in 2001
(for example Acts Nos. 302, 303, 416 and 503/200kgy defined a more de-
tailed framework for the functioning of regionallfsgovernment as presented
later in this paper.

As a result, regional self-government is a legaitgnvith its own property
and own income operating on behalf of its own papaoih. It has been guaran-
teed autonomous decision-making in the field of-gelernment. Duties and
limitations of regional self-governments can beddticed only by legislation.
They can approve by-laws in the field of self-gawaent competencies, as well
as by-laws within the legal framework of delegapesvers. The consistence of
regional legislation (by-laws) with national legisbn is considered by the Con-
stitutional Court. The Constitutional Court alsccides on unconstitutional or
illegal interventions of the State into the regiatight to self-government. One
of the important rights of regional council is dl ¢ar referenda in matters con-
cerning self-governmental powers. A referendumliss aalled when required
by more than 30% of all registered voters. Howetldg opportunity has not
been used so far. One of the main barriers isdhairement for the participa-
tion of at least 50% of voters. With the currenteleof participation in regional
elections, there is very little chance to call acassful, that is valid, referen-
dum.
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REGIONAL SELF-GOVERNMENT INSTITUTION BUILDING

Regional self-government already has a clarified stabilized basic institu-
tional arrangement (chairpersons, councils, anideftructure). Nevertheless,
the longer practice of their functioning brings ndevelopments and innova-
tions into their organization. Great attention hagn paid to the positions of
vice-chairpersons, council commissions, and thecgire of executive offices.
The regional self-governments are also active éenftimation of partnership-
based institutions such as regional developmenicg® The progress in insti-
tutional building is demonstrated by the longentdunctioning of the “K8” —
Association of Regional Chairpersons and the foonatf their office. A simi-
lar innovation is the building of contact officestside the seats of the regional
authorities.

There are two main institutions — the Regional @ilufin Slovak — zastu-
pitel'stvo samospravneho kraja) and the Regional Chawpe(in Slovak —
predseda samospravneho kraja). The number of dmrads calculated in the
ratio of 12,000 to 15,000 citizens per councilldrkey representative and deci-
sion-making body of a regional authority is theioegl council. While the stan-
dard decisions of regional councils need the cdnsiea simple majority of at-
tending councillors, the regional by-laws must beged by three fifths of all
councillors. Other important decisions/documentghef regional councils in-
clude the principles of own property managemenpre@al of the programme
of economic and social development, regional gt plans, budget and final
account, establishing legal entities of region#ftgevernment (naming of ex-
ecutive managers), and the membership of the reigiassociations. It also
elects a vice chairperson from the councillorsaldi&hes commissions and
elects their members, elects the chief auditoe(idl), and establishes the of-
fice of the regional authority. Councillors are rip®mployed in their normal
citizens’ work, but they obtain special financigward. They have specific
rights, defined by the legislation, including thght to submit proposals or to
ask private as well as public sector entities fdorimation. Councillors cannot
be employees of the self-governmental region.

Commissions are the main working organizationaltsumif the regional
councils. The initial obligatory legislature hadjpired two commissions of re-
gional councils — mandate and financial. Since 284 regional councils have
had to introduce only one obligatory commissionlidgawith the protection of
public interests during the execution of publiciposs by the public office-
holders. However, each regional council has estaddi quite a large number of
commissions reflecting mostly the main competenggash as planning, educa-
tion, health, culture, social affairs, regional depment, tourism, and finance),
regional priorities (e.g. business environment imwéstments, international co-
operation) and important issues (e.g. ethnic miies)i. Their number is be-
tween nine (Bratislava and Zilina regions), andtéien commissions (KoSice
and Nitra regions) in 2010. While the mandate cossion can consist only of
elected councillors, other commissions can alstud® non-elected members
approved by the regional council. More than halftted members of such a
commission must be councillors, including the ghaison of the commission.



GEOGRAFICKY CASOPIS / GEOGRAPHICAL JOURNAL 63 (2011) 1, 3-27

Due to the larger number of commissions, it isumaisual that one councillor is
a member of several commissions. The largest cosmnis in some regions
have 15-19 members (usually the largest are fishrmcmmissions). We can
observe a reasonable trend towards reducing ahiliztay the number of com-
missions, as well as a reduction in their size.

The regional chairperson is directly elected, ségresents the region to-
ward other entities, and holds statutory righteeSJan suspend decisions made
by the council if they appear to be in a confligthwalid legislation. In such
situations, the council must decide again on ssshds by the majority of all
members. S/he calls all commission chairs for atimgeisually once a month.
The regional chairperson is directly supported gy administrative staff, in
some cases also including other specific powers (bBe crises management
unit, the management of the EU funds related pt®jeand international rela-
tions). Althoug the original aim was to have onheovice chairperson in each
region, most regions now have two or three vicarpbasons (for example, the
Bratislava and Nitra regions have three Vice-Claspns). They are elected
from among councillors following the political neégdions. Each is responsible
for a certain part of the regional self-governmagénda, sometimes also for a
certain territorial part of the region.

The executive arm of the regional authority isoitice, managed by the di-
rector of the office (in Slovak — riadltéiradu). The number of office employ-
ees has been growing systematically reflectingribeeasing extent of powers.
While at the end of the first electoral period asvabout 100-120 employees, it
grew to more than 200 employees in large regiorZ000-2010. Due to the fi-
nancial crisis, most regional authorities announstadf reductions of between
5-10 per cent. The internal structure of regiorfites is not uniform and it de-
pends on the decision of councillors. They usuadlye a departmental structure
according to the main powers of the regions andamement tasks (such as
property administration, finance, and human ress)tcThe structure of offices
arranged into departments also confirms the exparafi powers. While in the
middle of the decade, some offices had only sixadepents (e.g. Bratislava
and PreSov regions), their number increased mts®yand 11 in 2011 (Zilina,
Bratislava and Banska Bystrica regions). Amongrlatided departments there
are departments focusing on the implementatioh®fRegional Operation Pro-
grammes. Despite expectations, the regional atitt®did not have significant
problems in the successful takeover of transfecmdpetences. In many cases,
they hired staff experienced in state administratmd built up their offices
quickly (Kling 2004). Each of the regional authw@rian internal chief auditor of
its own (in Slovak — hlavny kontrol6r). S/he isak by the regional council
for six years. S/he supervises the execution ofeég@mnal authority’s tasks, es-
pecially financial flows and the effectiveness loé toperation and use of prop-
erty. They are employees of the regional authaitrehich are obliged to pro-
vide them with reasonable conditions for indepenfiemctioning. They are part
of the Regional Office, working as small office tsni

With the passing of time, numerous organizationgrged with the direct
involvement of regional self-government. The majodre composed of legal
entities operating in a particular field of regibsalf-government powers (e.g.
social care, road administration and maintenancspitals, and secondary
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schools). As a new development, the PreSov regaumdlority in co-operation

with local government, opened its branch officdPoprad in 2010 (the Mayor

of Poprad is also vice-chairperson of this regidhihould serve as a contact
place for the western part of the region (includihg meetings with council-

lors), and a similar branch office is planned ia #astern part of the region in
Humenné.

The specific cases of co-operation and partnelishipvour of regional de-
velopment are regional development agencies (RDHs¢y are multi-partner
bodies, combining private, public, and non-prdfiierests in support of the re-
gional development. Their number increased to 52000 (compared, for ex-
ample, to 43 in 2007); they cover all regions, angl located in larger Slovak
cities. The greatest number of RDAs is in the Rre&gion (12). They have
been financially supported from the state budgetaarontract principle since
2000 within the framework of the integrated netwafkRDAs scheme The
Ministry of Construction and Regional Developmenbypded the RDAs with
EUR 7.7 mil for their operation during 2000-201(a¢Rova 2010). Their func-
tioning follows the regional development legislaticoncerning the non-profit
organizations. Some are well established most ef régional authorities
strongly influence their activities (e.g. RDA ofetirnava region). Besides the
regional authorities the regional development agsngsually include the mu-
nicipalities, regional associations of towns andhownes, associations of en-
trepreneurs, regional chambers of commerce, impodarporations, universi-
ties and so on. The main fields of their activitege consultations on the re-
gional development and preparation of projectdlierstructural funds, as well
as project implementation.

The role of the “Association of Self-Ggovering Ragg SK8” (in Slovak —
Zdruzenie samospravnych krajov SK8) is increadingas established after the
first electoral period of regional self-governméihie leaders in this initiative
are the chairpersons of all the regions. They noegtther quarterly (more often
if needed) and debate important issues of theictfoning. Each chairperson is
responsible for a particular field of action/powéPseSov region 2010). This
association is now quite important in protecting thterests of regional self-
government. It has developed into a respected gradhthe central state and
other social partners (TASR 2010). The associdtieguently co-ordinates its
activities with the associations of local self-goweent. Future plans include
the establishment of its own permanent office witlected tasks and responsi-
bilities (e.g. concerning the joint House of Slowdgions in Brussels).

CHALLENGES TO THE LEGITIMACY OF REGIONAL BOIMMHS

Two main aspects threatened the legitimacy of regdibodies over the last
decade — low participation in their elections ané kess standard political be-
haviour of political parties. Low participation iegional elections has con-
firmed the weaker role of regions compared to laad central state levels.
During the first years of functioning, the legitioyaof the regional bodies, and
especially regional chairpersons, has been disjgut@beir legitimacy was only
slightly improved by the electoral participationtire recent 2009 elections. In a
similar way, the blurred electoral coalition ane tregional council coalitions
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shifted to more standard electoral and governmemialitions, although with a
new element of complication — independent regiauaincillors. Despite such
shortcomings, there are good signs of the buildihgegional self-government
legitimacy and a standard democratic political emwinent. The question of
whether a different electoral model (a lot of voaes lost) and/or combination
of regional election with other elections could naye participation is a matter
of longer discussion.

There are indications that the second part of deisade has confirmed the
increased importance of the role of regional selfggnment within society. It
seems that stabilization of powers and completibfisoal decentralization, as
well as more active policy involvement, have ledigher respect on the side of
the public. It also became an attractive politicaeld. Regional chairpersons are
becoming influential political actors and this lzisacted several mayors of the
biggest cities and some members of parliament topete for these positions
(in 2009 five chairpersons with experience in tHev& Parliament were
elected, one with experience as the mayor of ticerge largest Slovak city,
Kosice, the others were longer term serving chesigpes). The regional coun-
cils are also attractive for numerous mayors, w@srors, and regional repre-

sentatives of the political parties. According tov (2006 and 2010), who
summarized the composition of all newly electedaeal councils, we can find
there 26.7 percent of mayors and 4.4 percent of mesnof Parliament (2009
elections). The regional self-government bodiesyel$ as their offices, started
to be highly politicized from its establishmenheTlcriteria for the selection of
administrative staff are more political and lesef@ssional, especially on the
level of department heads. The distribution ofrégional council commissions
chairs is also an outcome of political negotiatioHswever, certain signs of
cooperation across the political spectrum are elsgent in attempts to resolve
the problems of regions.

There were three regional elections held in 20@D52and 2009. All fol-
lowed the same electoral rules (Act 303/2001 Colvhile the number of
elected chairpersons is stable (8), the numbeegibnal councillors decreased
in the 2009 election from the previous 412 to 4068ncillors (the number of
councillors in the Bratislava region was reducetilevthe number of seats in
the Nitra region was increased). Regional chaiqpersare elected directly in a
two-round majority system. The two best first-rowrashdidates compete for the
majority in the second round. Regional councillare elected by the majority
system in multi-mandate electoral districts. Voteetect the number of candi-
dates from the candidate lists as determined feir #lectoral district. Candi-
dates represent the registered political parthesy oalitions, or can be inde-
pendent candidates (a petition is required — 4§@asures in the case of a coun-
cil candidacy, and 1 000 signatures in the caseabfairperson election).

The participation in regional elections very weabdicdments the weaker posi-
tion of the regional self-government in Slovakis. inclear role at the begin-
ning and the experience gathered in the first peobits functioning did not
attract voters for larger electoral participatidiable 1 shows very low partici-
pation in the introductory 2001 elections. Howewube 2005 elections were
even less attractive to voters. Participation & $bcond round achieved an ex-
tremely low 11 per cent. It is far less than in ibeal elections (47.7 per cent in
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2006), or the parliamentary elections (54.7 pernt ¢éerR006). In practice, it
meant that, for instance, the regional chairpeigothe Trein region was
elected in 2005 thanks to the support of a meadi@ [3er cent of the total vot-
ers (or 17,561 votes as an absolute number). Thatisin in other regions was
only slightly better (e.g. in the Trnava region #lected chairperson obtained
only 5.1 per cent of the total votes). It challethglee legitimacy of the elected
chairperson seriously, as well as highlightingrerginal role of the regions in
Slovak political life. It also reflected the genlgparception of this level as less
visible, less powerful, and having less resourcebinitiative. There was also a
lack of mobilization of votes in the 2005 electiawmmpared to the 2001 elec-
tions, caused by ethnic mobilization in the secanohd of the election in some
regions with competition between Slovak and Huragadandidates for the po-
sition of regional chairperson (seedu 2003). A certain positive shift is evi-
dent in the third regional elections (2009), in gthparticipation somewhat in-
creased, especially in the second round. Howevern&ed more elections to
verify the slowly expanding perception of regiomsldo confirm the growing
perception regarding the influence of regional gFerisons.

2001 2001 2005 2005 2009 2009

Region . Second . Second ) Second
First round round First round round First round round
Bratislavsky kraj 23.96 n.a* 14.45 10.72 19.46 20.18
Trnavsky kraj 33.73 36.87 14.50 9.41 20.46 n.a.*
Trergiansky kraj 21.55 16.17 12.30 7.12 20.59 15.77
Nitriansky kraj 34.69 39.49 27.67 16.19 21.81 n.a.*
Zilinsky kraj 23.47 10.85 15.69 9.19 23.68 18.01
E;?Skc’bys"'c"y 24.16 19.92 18.65 10.65 27.06 19.22
PreSovsky kraj 25.50 18.37 19.47 13.2 26.31 n.a.*
Kosicky kraj 21.79 18.06 19.27 10.82 22.93 n.a*
Slovak Republic 26.02 22.61 18.02 11.07 22.90 18.39

* regional chairperson elected in first round

Tab. 1. Participation in regional elections (in %)
Source: Statistical Office of the Slovak Repulii@10. Regional election statistics.

Regions have become increasingly recognized ahanpblitical arena for
the nationwide political parties, while regionallipcal parties are absent. Re-
gional structures of the nation-wide political pestobtained a wide scope of
autonomy, clearly visible in the formation of cdiains that in many cases cross
the traditional political barriers. This was acc@nigd by the reduced resources
from political parties’ national centres for thgi@nal election campaigns. For-
mation of a coalition is typical political behavioat the regional level. Despite
the elevated number of political parties in Sloaakhey prefer to form larger
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blocks to improve their chances of better electasults (coalitions of three and
four parties were the most frequent and successies). However, these elec-
toral coalitions did not continue to exist for loimgmany cases, since they faced
different political stances during the practicalrivef the regional councils.
Such instability and the practice of complicatechpensations among political
parties complicate the functioning of regional lesdiThere are also situations
when coalitions for council-elections have not beespected for the election of
a chairperson (parties put forward their own caatgig, but not the joint chair-
person candidate). The extensive autonomy of regiorganizations of politi-
cal parties led to atypical coalitions, breaking thaditional political divisions
in the first two regional elections. It reflectsreore realistic approach of party
organizations on this level with the goal of maximg mandates. It was quite
common that parties composing a coalition in aaegli council are in opposi-
tion on the floor of the national Parliament. Déspthis, a prevailing tendency
of political parties with similar programmes to peeoate is increasing. Kli-
movsky (2006) noted closer cooperation by the gsafpparties — right-centre
parties (SDKU-DS, KDH and some smaller ones), aigrof parties including
SMER/SD with HZD and SNS, and the leader in thedtljroup has been
HZDS (for an explanation of the Slovak politicalv@onment see the notes at
the end of the paper). This trend to form largetkk” was confirmed by the
third regional elections. The coalitions in the 208gional elections were more
natural and atypical coalitions almost disappealde: two main blocks were
the right of centre parties (SDKU-DS, KDH with otlemnall parties) and at that
time governmental centre-left block of parties (SRIED and HZDS). Less fre-
guent members of large coalitions were for exangs and SMK/MKP. The
situation in the administrative region of Nitraspecific. It was dominated in
the 2005 and 2009 elections by the so-called Sl&@dlition — a coalition of
all the main Slovak political parties (as a counwttght to the then leading po-
litical party of the Hungarian minority in Slovaki8MK/MKP, that dominated
this region during the first electoral period). Aadease in participation in this
region documents some degree of demotivation oérgoto vote within the
framework of ethnic divisions.

We can conclude that the earlier atypical electoadllitions, their unclear
goals, and value base probably influenced the ldewel of electoral participa-
tion in the first and second regional elections.rstandard and understand-
able coalitions might have positively influencearigased electoral participa-
tion in the 2009 elections and future electiongliferent reaction to the politi-
cal parties’ behaviour is the growing share of telédndependent candidates.
While in the 2005 elections there were only 39 petelent councillors (9.5 per
cent), in 2009 55 independent candidates (13.5qx) were elected. However,
in two regions their share in the Regional Courmgimposition already ex-
ceeded 20 per cent (Trgn and KoSice regions).

MAIN POWERS OF THE REGIONAL SELF-GOVERNMENT

The powers of regional government have been expgngystematically
since its introduction in 2002. This is especidlg result of the wide-scale ad-
ministrative reform. The regional self-governmemtrfprmed one of the key
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roles in this decentralizing shift. Many powers édeen transferred in several
stages, predominantly until 2004. Within this pisethe district and regional
offices of the general state administration logirttpowers and finally disap-
peared. The set of powers managed by the regiatlab@ties quite large now
and include such important fields as educationiat®ervices, regional trans-
port, regional development, and regional cultur@niyl powers are now exe-
cuted by the regional authorities in partnershipoora contractual base. Re-
sponsibility in these fields accompanied by varidasisions has increased the
perception of regional self-government. Restruatyricancellation of facilities
or conflicts with service providers strengthened therception of their role
among the public. A good case was the conflict betwthe companies provid-
ing public transport in regions and the regionahairities subsidizing them,
leading to a strike threat (e.g. Rag#a 2010). Road building and maintenance,
secondary schools and social services facilitige fetirement homes) are im-
portant powers sensitively perceived by the popmiatAn increase of the
scope and active administration of powers can aukatly influence the
strengthening of the societal position of regiaself-governmental in the long-
term outlook.

In the field of education, the main task is thetsysof secondary schools,
including the professional, vocational, and artost$. It also manages the re-
lated services, such as school canteens, prat@gaihg centres, student dorms,
as well as the maintenance and construction ofréteted buildings. The re-
gional self-government operates social-servicessémuprotected housing fa-
cilities, single-parent housing, shelters, homescfoldren, personal assistance
centres, centres for the provision of child dasecand the related social bene-
fits and financial decisions. Additional policy ies include decisions on the
registration of entities providing social servicéise register of social centres
and facilities, supervision of social services, teordination of all subjects in
this field, not mentioning the formulation of thewn social policy. The role of
regional self-government in health services is abtuminor. It is responsible
for the establishment of polyclinics and regionasitals. It issues permits for
running the non-State health care (e.g. polyclificst aid, hospitals, psychiat-
ric hospitals, dental services) and it runs théstegof health care facilities. It
acts in prevention programmes, co-ordinates aigs/ih human pharmacy and
controls public pharmacies. The set of powers giomal culture include re-
gional theatres, libraries, museums, galleriescarftuiral centres.

Powers in transport include the construction andnteaance of the
“regional” road networks. Other, more administratitasks, include the co-
ordination of railways in the regitmterritory and regulation of the national
public transport (timetables, licences). It is msgible for contracts of opera-
tion in the public interest to protect the transpacessibility of the territory
(access to schools, work). The regional plannindy @evelopment policies are
the most discussed and used powers. The regiotiabridies are obliged to
elaborate regional physical plans, regional devaknt planning documenta-
tion (especially programmes for the economic andasalevelopment of the
region) and to co-ordinate development plan implaat@n. Their role in plan-
ning of the regional tourism development and cdratihg the implementation
of tourism-development plans is specific, as stickfiects the important role of
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tourism in some regions.
THE FINANCIAL SITUATION OF THE REGIONAL
SELF-GOVERNMENT

The financing of regional self-government is amaimg key characteristics
indicating its increasing importance. Now it opesawith a more stable and
transparent system of financial regulation. It$ fidpendence on transfers from
the State budget finished in 2004. Fiscal decematibn introduced a more
autonomous financing system after 2005. Besidesbtmic increase of re-
sources available, its position confirms the insieg.share in total general gov-
ernment expenditure, as well the increasing shiatieeocapital expenditures in
total expenditures of the regional authorities.t@arlimits in financial auton-
omy indicate the fact that, for example, in 200D pér cent of income was tax
and other transfers from the central State (EUR 88I7), and almost 11 per
cent proceeds from their own vehicle tax incomendicates the absence of a
stronger income base of their own. Another issudeasvery high level of the
mandatory expenditures (obligatory expenditurestbasn legislation). They
certainly exceed 90 per cent of total expendituses, during the economic cri-
sis years even more. The lack of free resourcdacinlimits the initiative and
expansion of regional self-government activitieader financial pressure, the
regional authorities have extensively reorganizesl gervices they provide, in
many cases with the purpose of achieving highet efficiency (e.g. through
the reduction of the secondary school network).

The principles of regional self-government finasméalow the general prin-
ciple of public finances and the specific rulesleity focusing on their fund-
ing (Act 583/2007 Coll.). The main financial documteare the budget and the
final accounts. Both must be available to citizahdeast 15 days before ap-
proval. All financial issues must be approved bg tegional council — the
budget, final account, as well as loans. The budfé¢te regional authority is
formed on a multi-annual base, but only the budgethe forthcoming year is
binding. Its internal structure includes revenuag expenditures within the cur-
rent budget, the capital budget, and financial af@ns. Besides basic rules, the
regional authority must respect the specific linget by the legislation. The
most important limits are: loans can only be usedchpital purposes, they can
take a guarantee only for subjects they have ésialol (e.g. own public com-
panies), the total debt stock cannot exceed 6@egmr of the current budget of
the previous year, and the annual debt paymentsnuiagxceed 25 per cent of
the current budget of the previous year. Finan@kdtions between the State
and the regional authority are included on an anbasis in the State budget.
The State covers the expenditure of the delegates to the extent defined
in legislation.

The funding of regional government has been inibeenby its initial period
of functioning. The regional authorities dependedtioe direct transfer of re-
sources from the state budget for almost the camfliest electoral period of
their existence. They had only a very narrow opputy to set their own spend-
ing priorities and were without any assigned tavome of their own. The situa-
tion has changed since 2005 when the fiscal desdegition came into practice.
It defines the basic tax incomes of a regional enitth — its own share of per-
sonal income tax yield (23.5 per cent) and thedyiedm its own vehicle tax, as
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the only purely regional tax. The shared tax igritisted among regions ac-
cording to the equalization formula respecting thmin regional self-
government powers and the weight of each regiom rarticular competence.
The main variables include population size, the siza region, population den-
sity, the percentage of population older than &2 yethe percentage of a popu-
lation aged 15 to 18 years, and the total lengttoafls maintained by the re-
gional authority. The second group of resourceBos-tax revenues, maostly
from fees and property yields. The last group afome includes transfers
(mostly from the state budget), as well as gramsnfother resources (EU
funds). The role of loans is rapidly increasingravee.

The total revenues of regional self-government Haeen increasing every
year, from more than EUR 650 mill. (2005) to EURYT, mill. (2009). The re-
gional authorities have two major sources of reesrat their disposal — income
from the shared personal income tax (EUR 403 mil2009) and current grants
and transfers from the state budget and EU funtdk(E22 mill. in 2009). The
third important, although much smaller source,his vehicle tax (EUR 126
mill. in 2009). These compose a substantial pathefEUR 1,179 mill. total
revenues (2009). Fees and payments for servicesdpbby the regional self-
government (EUR 47.5 mill. in 2009) are also wortiiynention. This positive
development also reflects the positive pre-crisisnemic development of the
country.

The share of regional self-government expenditfiretal general govern-
ment expenditures has increased from 7 per ce2iGd to 8.4 per cent in 2009.
According to the functional classification, almdstlf of total expenditures are
spent in education (45 per cent in 2009). A sulbistapart of these expendi-
tures is covered from the transfer from the statdgkt. Teachers’ and staff
salaries compose a significant share of these eipeas. One fifth of total ex-
penditures goes towards transport (20.3 per ced®®) — subsidy of transport
companies to compensate for losses in regular @tdalhsport provided within
the framework of the public interest, and to theénmemance of roads networks
that the regions are responsible for. The thirdtrmaportant function financed
by the regional self-government is social protact{a7.6 per cent in 2009).
These resources are used for the operation ofussocial facilities, including
the salaries of employees and provided social aesviOne tenth of total expen-
diture is spent in the operation of regional self«grnment offices, their chair-
persons, and councillors. The last important iteme®ng expenditure are rec-
reation, culture, and religion. However, the mdowf addresses the costs of
cultural facilities administered by the regionattarities (museums, galleries,
theatres, and other cultural institutions). It ddalso be mentioned that about a
third of all expenditure make up for personnel dealaries and insurance pay-
ments).

The major parts of capital expenditure are newstments in construction
activities. During the first years, a large propmrtwas addressed by the com-
pletion of administrative buildings, equipment aadilities (including infor-
mation and telecommunication technologies, cars)ttie self-governing re-
gions. Standard important areas of capital experalitare regional roads,
schools and health facilities under their admiatsdn. Capital expenditure had
a growing trend between 2005 and 2009 (from ab&lR 0 mill. in 2005 to
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EUR 196 mill. in 2008, or EUR 159 mill. in 2009)nQ@verage, 50-60 per cent
of capital expenditure is spent on constructionviigs. The regional authori-

ties also substantially increased their expenditumeland and building pur-

chases. Modernization investments focusing on teibeperation of activities

(new equipment) are also important. The fundingneestments has shifted
from the sale of properties (mostly due to the ganization of particular activi-

ties) towards loans.

The increased activity and fiscal autonomy of thgional authorities docu-
ments the further use of borrowing. During theiahistage of their operation,
they had to follow rules focusing on the state veses they had administered
mostly until 2004. It was also very visible in timénor scope of debt. The share
of this level of government in total public debtmarginal, although it is grow-
ing (0.5 per cent in 2005, 1.64 per cent in 208%er initial credit expansion in
2005 (about EUR 70 mill. of the new SKK credit$le next stage of expansion
can be observed from 2007 to 2009. To the end 09 2the total debt of re-
gional self-government in Slovakia was EUR 380.8.rtat the same time, the
total depth of local self-government exceeded EUR A mil.). The increase of
loans appeared due to the investment credits takesome regions, especially
for larger-scale reconstructions of roads and feared property (education and
social sector facilities) that they administer amaintain. Such credit expansion
and related debt payments caused difficulties mestegional authorities, after
a steep decrease of tax incomes during public é@a&nisis in 2010.

SELECTED FEATURES OF REGIONAL SELF-GOVERNMENT
EUROPEANIZATION IN SLOVAKIA

There is no doubt that the acceleration of theoduction of regional self-
government in Slovakia strongly influenced the gahgoal to integrate into
the EU. It is logical that besides the strong aimbito participate and influence
national policy-making, the Slovak regional authies have been aware of the
important role of the EU supra-national level ovgmment for their success.
They have developed independent activities withdime of integrating better
into the European political scene. They concentoat¢hree main areas — effi-
cient representation in Brussels, building partmipss and cooperation with
other regions, and the improvement of their positowvard managing the EU
funds. It has to be mentioned that a specific @i concerns the interna-
tional cooperation of regional self-government ilov@kia. All international
agreements on cooperation need the approval adalgcouncils. Such agree-
ments cannot be contrary to the Constitution amsliation. In the case of
doubt, such aspects can be decided by the courts.

Activities of the regional authorities in Brusselthe House
of Slovak Regions

The ambitions of regions and their activities turogiickly toward Brussels,
which has been considered a very important conatmtr of decision-making
relevant for their functioning. Representativesatfions started to participate at
the EU institutions including the Committee of fRegions. The Slovak delega-
tion includes Chairpersons of selected regionsyels as mayors of regional

17



GEOGRAFICKY CASOPIS / GEOGRAPHICAL JOURNAL 63 (2011) 1, 3-27

centres’ self-governments. However, the symptonfaetiture of the Europeani-
zation of the Slovak regions’ policy is the decisto have direct representation
in Brussels, respecting the experience of manyrdieopean regions, includ-
ing for example those in Poland and the Czech Repyé.g. Scherpereel
2007). Offices of sub-national governments, despitepossessing the formal
powers, play an important role for their regionscérding to Marks et al.
(2002), the prime role of such offices is gathefignformation (e.g. EU legis-
lation under preparation), networking (especiallyilding useful links with
other regions), mediating between the home regammsthe EU (transfers of
information and opinions to and from Brussels), amiuencing of policy-
making processes (e.g. in the form of lobbying).

The first region with a permanent representatioBrimssels was that of Bra-
tislava (2002), later followed by the PreSov andige regions (2003). Since
2005, a joint representative office of Slovak regie- the House of Slovak Re-
gions — has worked in Brussels. The Slovak regiogspecting their possibili-
ties, selected the less costly form of a jointaaffiOne or two delegates work on
behalf of each region under the joint-mission cdhmation. Slovak regions
have used this delegation to improve informatiasw8, to intervene in the
fields of their interests, and to multiply the effincy of their own activities
linked to the EU. The most important issue is toedfectively in improving the
planning, programming, and implementation procesard the access to EU
funds. They highly esteem the prompt access tarimdtion, chances to lobby
on certain issues, to have more opportunities énsiiarch for partners, and to
have a good contact place for co-operation withingas in Brussels. It im-
proves the efficiency of work of the whole regioaathority, better selection of
priorities, the timing of activities, and it allowsem to be more powerful part-
ners to central and local government in Slovakiae ©f the regional offices’
outcomes had been a regular monthly newslettefi¢infrom Brussels” 2006-
2008), informing about the current developmentgvaht for regions. The
House of Slovak Regions also serves as a bacledificother staff of the re-
gional authorities during their stays in Brussels.

Cross-border and inter-regional co-operation

The absence of regional self-government was coresidas an important
barrier to cross-border cooperation for years @uek 2002). Despite the ex-
istence of the regional offices of the state adstiation from 1996, they had
very limited powers to participate actively andi@éntly in cross-border coop-
eration. The factors limiting the expansion of srberder co-operation also in-
cluded the absence of relevant legislation, as albilateral agreements be-
tween Slovakia and the neighbouring countriestidke limits had disappeared
by the beginning of the decade and a new periockrads-border cooperation
started. The Phare CBC and Interreg cross-bordeperation programmes
played an important role that provided extensiepsut for expansion of cross-
border cooperation, especially with Austria, as cdaer EU member state.
A much larger scope of cross-border co-operatiartesi after joining the EU.
Since all the Slovak regions are in fact bordeiamesg) activity in this field is
one of their priorities. Cross-border cooperat®often strongly identified with
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the Euro-regions, as a practical expression armblaof cross-border coopera-
tion. Surprisingly, this is not the main arena of crosesder relations of the re-
gional authorities in SlovakiaThey concentrate on cooperation with the re-
gional governments in neighbouring regions, andvibeking out and comple-
mentation of cross-border projects supported byflilds.

Euro-regions started to function during the eaf90s in Slovakia (e.g. the
Carpathian Euro-region). Their functioning was texdi due to the absence of
the relevant legislation that was completed onl§989 with the adoption of the
regulation for such associations and related diets/iHalas 2005). It allowed
substantial progress in the improvement of crosgdioactivities, including
their establishment as legal entities; further fation of the joint institutions,
elaboration of joint documents, and so on. At pnestnere are 10 registered
euro-regions functioning in the Slovak borderlaMinistry of Interior 2010).
Rare are Euro-regions with a leading role in selfegnmental regions (this is
the case of the mentioned Carpathian Euro-regidim & important role of the
PreSov and KosSice self-governing regions). MosioEagions are smaller and
the main actors are local authorities, or assamatiof local authorities (e.qg.
Euro-regions of Tatry and Beskydy). It means tha$lovakia, Euro-regions do
not make up for a tool of cross-border cooperabietween the neighbouring
self-governmental regions. It does not mean thaxetlare no links among them.
All the regional authorities have already developgtensive agreements based
on bilateral co-operation with the regional goveemts in other countries. It
includes all neighbouring regions, as well as #gianal governments of more
distant regions, predominantly in the EU. For eximphe PreSov self-
governing region co-operates with nine regions freenen states (including
two regions from neighbouring Ukraine and Polaady the Tre&n region co-
operates with six regions. Most regions declare twhmwider informal co-
operation with other regions as well. Regional arities are among the key ac-
tors in implementation of activities funded from Huhds supporting cross-
border cooperation.

Regional authorities have also started to buildperointernational inter-
regional bilateral cooperation on formal (signedeagnents) as well as informal
levels. Usually, regions have signed agreements alitneighbouring regions,
regions from all neighbouring states, and with aafeother regions, mostly
from Europe. For example, the PreSov region deslammperation with nine
regions, seven of which are based on bilateralemgeats. Its cooperation also
covers regions outside the EU (in Ukraine, Russidorway). The Bratislava
region is probably the most active one, which m@flats capital city position.
Besides the concentration on neighbouring regiomasragions in neighbouring
States, it has also signed an agreement with tiyeregjion of Shanghai in
China. Summarizing the cooperation of the Slovadiomal authorities, the
most frequent partners from regions outside thedst those from Ukraine,
Russia, Croatia and Norway. From regions within tBE (outside the
neighbouring States), cooperation with regions fribaty and France is the
most frequent. Regional authorities began to pgpgie actively in the associa-
tion of regions on the European level, as well @k the V4 countries (Forums
of Regions). The Slovak regional authorities pgtite in additional European
networks of regions such as the Lisbon Regions ti@aaa region) or the
AER — Assembly of European Regions (four regions).
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Regional self-government and the Structural Funds

The economic and social development of regionsés af the regional au-
thorities’ crucial tasks. Besides various sectovgs, those in the development
planning (territorial and regional), parts of thestitutional framework for de-
velopment, exploiting their own fiscal possibilieare important actors in re-
gional development by means of the EU Structuraldsu The question is - to
what extent are they powerful actors in the us8tafictural Funds for regional
development (influencing the regional aspects a@t@eprogrammes and re-
gional operation programs as such). Are they irlin the basic stages of
their implementation — programming, implementatiprgject submission, and
programme spending? We can only observe a pariiadigasing role of the
Slovak regional authorities in this field.

One of the key issues for regional self-governnieparticipation in the EU
Structural Funds programming. It provides the opputy to influence the ob-
jectives of fund spending, according to the priesitand fields they consider
crucial. The Slovak regional authorities were efiated from the preparation of
the programming documents for the period 2004-2@0Bough there was a
certain level of regional participation thankshe regional state administration.
According to Bachtler and McMaster (2008), the negional authorities in
this period lacked the technical capacity, humaoueces, and experience to
offer high-quality input into the planning stageurilg the first years of func-
tioning, they also had only a marginal role in igrpkentation of particular pro-
jects. A decisive role in implementation was hejdtie Ministry of Construc-
tion and Regional Development (MCRD). The regioresemepresented in the
monitoring committees. The regional authorities #meir organizations were
more successful as beneficiaries.

The regional authorities were aware of their rabel avanted to be much
more involved in shaping the orientation of theuStural Funds, and in the
management of their own operation programmes fer2007-2013 planning
period. The regional chairpersons developed lang&tives on all levels and
they even prepared their own proposals for implagatem procedures. Never-
theless, such a shift at that time was not addpyetie central government. The
regions were assessed as not prepared, but thetibario the full responsibil-
ity of regional self-government was mentioned dstare intention (Valentovi
2006). Such elimination was a matter of an extensigbate, including wide
media attention (e.g. Halan 2007). They asked fouah larger involvement in
planning, as well as implementation of the RegioB@geration Programme
(ROP). The situation changed during the autumn Q72 The central level
(MCRD) finally recognized the potential role of regs in the implementation
of the ROP. They also obtained resources for teahaissistance. According to
the ROP for 2007-2013, the system of implementatibthe ROP suggests a
gradual refraining from the centralized approact aestablishes intermediate
bodies under the Managing Authority on the leveN&ITS 3 regions (regional
self-governments). In Slovak conditions, decerttasibn at such a scale can be
perceived as an innovative approach (Ministry oh€uction and Regional
Development, 2007). As a result, intermediary bedieder the ROP Managing
Authority exist in each office of the self-govergiregion. They have an impor-
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tant role in the implementation of measures indbeelopment of tourism, re-
generation of settlements, and regional road nd&twdowever, as Tvrdband
Kmecova (2007) mentioned, it does not replace ithe fesponsibility of the
Managing Authority for implementation of the ROFheTregional authoprities
are also eligible beneficiaries, each of them haspaesentative (with the ex-
ception of the Bratislava region) in the Monitori@@mmittee (more details are
available at the Ministry of Construction and RegibDevelopment, 2007).
They are members of other monitoring committeeth wistronger position, for
example, compared to local level representativeg @peration Programmes
Health, OP Knowledge Economy). Nevertheless, thegition in the Monitor-
ing Committee is less influential compared to thevpiling number of central
state representatives. The weakness of the Slagiknal authorities is docu-
mented by the existence of only one ROP, compdoedsxample, to multiple
ROPs in Poland according to their Voivodeshipsseren ROPs formulated in
the Czech Republic (although combining more selfegomental regions). De-
spite the joint working out of development docunsem the NUTS 1l level for
2007-2013, more extensive, permanent and effiacéerbperation of regional
authorities in regional development within the NUIT Spatial dimension is de-
sirable (Fig. 1 presents the relationship betweabmimistrative divisions on the
regional level and the NUTS Il regional delimitatim Slovakia).

Zilinsky kraj
PreSovsky kraj

Trendiansky kraj

Koicky kraj
Banskobystricky kraj

[ NUTS Il - Bratislavsky kiaj
l:l NUTS Il - Zapadné Slovensko
I NUTS Il - Stredné Slovensko
|:| NUTS II - Vychodné Slovensko

Fig. 1. Territorial administrative division at thegional level
and NUTS Il regions in Slovakia

CONCLUSIONS

The introduction of regional self-government ieaf the most substantial
outcomes of the post-communist reforms and an itapbsocial innovation in
Slovakia. It is also a successful project of thel gociety towards the central
state (see e.g. Brusis 2005). Nevertheless, thwedinttion of regional self-
government was a top-down process with the strafigence of the political
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parties that dominate the central state. After @eeade of functioning, the re-
gional authorities are taking matters into theimokands. The first, “sleepy”
years of dependency on the central state, ledatind, less transparency and
concentration of efforts on their own initial fortimm (offices, building of
power execution capacities) are over. It alreadvieaed a higher stage in the
building of an important level of government, beialgle to compete with the
central and local state. Its constitutional, legratitutional, and financial basis
underwent positive developments during the decadaviour of its strengthen-
ing. It is also better integrated into the EU rethpolicies and successfully ap-
plies a set of important powers. Nevertheless pthgtion of the regional self-
government is limited by other issues, such asattificial regional divisions,
still disputable legitimacy resulting from the loslectoral attendance, lack of
resources, or even unclear terminology (differeac®ng the colloquial and
official name of chairpersons) and so on. The nfiaiit, though is perhaps the
absence of sufficient powers and resources (imduthe EU funds) for man-
aging regional development. Nevertheless, som@msdiave developed inter-
esting activities even in this field, as in initf the so-called cluster initiatives
(e.g. the automotive cluster in the Trnava regiod the Liptov tourism cluster
in the Zilina region).

Regional self-government is still an ongoing projecSlovakia. A longer
period is needed to achieve the full scale of awtwous functioning with a re-
spected position. Further strengthening may bevaid by the deep social and
economic diversity between regions and the neea fimore endogenous, bot-
tom-up approach to the development. However, itdaeg stronger intra re-
gional identity and cohesion. Communication wittizeins, partly impaired by
the lack of strong regional media is a differesuss. Nevertheless, as the coop-
eration with many partners in the regions is expanda wider acceptance of
this level of government can also penetrate ineophblic domain. At least re-
gional chairpersons are now much more publicly km@ersons, compared to a
few years ago (Klimovsky 2009 for example confirngeslightly improved per-
ception). It seems that the building of an appmpriposition for regional self-
government is not a question of one decade, boéraif two or three decades.
It will probably go together with the developmeifittioe applied regional gov-
ernance concept.

Slovak regional self-government is demonstratisgoivn way of develop-
ment, reflecting the prevailing opinion on the lied scope of the European
“conditionality”. It is not easily comparable evemother countries in CEE with
a standard regional level of government (i.e. Rbl&zechia and Hungary). It
is specific in such aspects as the direct eleaifdhe regional chairpersons, but
it has a set of important powers, it has less caitops thanks to the cancelled
regional and district offices of the general stadeninistration, and the existing
pressure to reduce other specialized offices ofsthe administration on the
regional level. The level of the regional authestproves their autonomy in or-
ganizational affairs, vice-chairpersons numbersirtbwn K8 association, and
the regional development agencies. It also hashamnole in regional develop-
ment compared to the Czech and Polish regionalrgowents. Regional devel-
opment was considered the key role of the new Minisf Construction and
Regional Development (since December 1999) estedulisa bit earlier com-
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pared to the self-governing regions. It had an &mbio protect its powers in
the regional development compared to the regionakgnments. Cancellation
of this ministry and dispersion of its powers thatministries in 2010 also pro-
vides the opportunity for regional self-governmdntstrengthen its role in this
field.

The regional government level in Slovakia will pablty never be as strong
and autonomous as in Germany, Austria or Spainth@rother hand, there are
signs of the formation of a stronger intermediatesl comparable to the longer
term “projects” of regional government in Italian erench regions. Whether a
sort of intermediate Central European form of reglo(self)government
emerges in the Visegrad Four countries, or at leaStovakia is a matter of fu-
ture developments.

This paper is the result of the following grant jeis: SPECTRA Centre of
Excellence for the Settlement Infrastructure Depmient of the Knowledge
Based Society supported by the Research & Develop@perational Pro-
grammefunded by the ERDF under the contract No. 2624002(060%) and
the VEGA Grant No. 1/0255/08ew features of spatial organization of social,
economic and political phenomena in Slovakia gftering the European Un-
ion (50%).

List of political parties, their abbreviations and positions

SDKU - Slovak Democratic and Christian Union (2G0B6 — parliamentary and in
government, 2006-2010 — in opposition, since 201@dvernment, party leader in
2010 M. Dzurinda, party of Prime Minister |. R&oWa since 2010)

SMER/SD — Smer — Social Democracy — (2002-2006 riapaentary and in opposi-
tion; 2006-2010 parliamentary and in governmemt¢esi2010 parliamentary and in
opposition, leader in 2010 R. Fico)

KDH — Christian Democratic Movement (2002- 2006liparentary and in government,
2006-2010 parliamentary and in opposition, since(2farliamentary and in govern-
ment, leader in 2010 J. Fide

SMK-MKP — Hungarian Coalition Party (2002-2006 —lipanentary and in govern-
ment, 2006-2010 parliamentary and in oppositioncesi2010 — non-parliamentary,
leader in 2010 P. Csaky)

HZDS — Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (2002-&80parliamentary and in op-
position, 2006-2010 parliamentary and in governmesince 2010 — non-
parliamentary, leader in 2010 V. Mar)

SNS - Slovak National Party (1998-2002 parliamgngard in opposition, 2006-2010
parliamentary and in government, since 2010 padigary and in opposition, leader
in 2010 J. Slota)

HZD — Movement for Democracy (non-parliamentaryyals in opposition, smaller
party established originally by Slovak Presider@&Sparowi)
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Jan Bucek

PRVE DESATROCIE BUDOVANIA REGIONALNEJ SAMOSPRAVY
NA SLOVENSKU

Jednou z vyznamnychlit postsocialisticke] transformacie sa stala apl&ac
duélneho modelu verejnej spravy na Slovensku, ®ledgimi liniami Statnej spravy a
samospravy. Jej sagou malo by aj opatovné zavedenie regiondlnej Urovne verejnej
spravy. T4 sa vSak objavila v podobe regionalnéfngf spravy az v roku 1996.
Zalozené boli krajské urady, na ktoré boli prenésemybrané kompetencie. DIhé
pripravy a diskusie nakoniec vyustili aj do vznikegionalnej samospravy od roku
2002, po predtym uskutnenych regionalnych vbach. Takmer degaokov existencie
poskytuje dostatmy ¢asovy ramec na zhodnotenie ich postavenia, dosiatimu
uspechov, ale aj obmedzeni.

Prvé obdobie fungovania regionalnej samospravy mézeharakterizowaako ,po-
Ciatotné a prechodné®, gas ktorého sa novovzniknuté organy sustredili e&emie
praktickych otdzok svojho fungovania (Urady, budomy pod.), vyrovnavali sa
kompetenciami, ktoré ziskali, pdm boli az do roku 2004 obmedzené absenciou
akejkd'vek vyraznejSej fiSkalne] autonémie. Druhé obdoldezrievania“ (od roku
2006) sa uz sustredilo na budovanie regionalnejospravy ako reSpektovanejSej a
efektivnejSej Urovne vlady. Pasilvali svoje vykonné Struktiry, upresvali modely
riadenia svojich kompetencii, vyuZivali nové moznodénancovania. Ich poziciu
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posilnilo aj odstranenie hlavnych institucionalnydonkurentov — okresnych a
krajskych dradov. Na ,strednej“ drovni priestoroveplitickej organizacie, medzi
obcami a Statom, sa tak stala regiondlna samospamaujicim prvkom.

Prispevok predstavuje vyvoj Ustavného a legislatien ramca, ktory umoznil
garanciu pevneho postavenia regionalnej samospi&weny Ustavy na jednej strane
posilnili postavenie regionalnej samospravy, nahdjustrane umozZnili NajvysSiemu
kontrolnému dradu skimanie jej fungovania v plnamzsehu jej¢innosti. Rastluce
postavenie dokumentuje instituciondlny vyvoj redilmej samospravy. Vznikli
pomerne vEké Urady samospravnych krajov, iniciovali rézneamiga&né inovacie na
badze partnerstva. Vyznamnym prvkom presadzovanimosaravnych krajov je
pbésobenie Zdruzenia predsedov samospravnych kraj¢8, ktoré sa stalo partnerom
centralnej vliady pri prejednévani otdzok ich pésideCelkové postavenie a percepciu
vSak stale negativne ovplynje problém legitimity, reflektujici nizkucag’ v regio-
urovni v podobe nestandardnych koalicii. Novym pmk ktory mdze tazit' ich
fungovanie, je narast podielu nezavislych kanddatoedzi zvolenymi poslancami
v roku 2009. Pozitivnodrtou positiujicou imidz krajskej samospravy je zaujélenov
parlamentu, starostov a primatorov o pdsobenie stupitd’'stvach samospravnych
krajov. Postavenie a intenzitu vnimania regiondingamosprav vo verejnosti posilnilo
aj aktivne spravovanie vyznamnych kompetencii, .nastrednom 3kolstve, socialnej
starostlivosti ¢i doprave. Vo sfére financovania patri k pozitivammjma narast
disponibilnych zdrojov, rast podielu na celkovyatrejnych vydajoch v State rastici
podiel kapitalovych vydavkov. Naopak, stéle zostégyanamnym limitom zavislasna
transferoch z centralneho Statu &mevysoky podiel mandatornych vydavkov.

Znane rozsiahle s aktivity regionalnych samospraety integracii do procesov
eurdpskej politiky. Dobre to dokumentuje pdésobeBiemu slovenskych regiénov
v Bruseliéi cezhranind spolupraca s inymi regiébnmi, najmé v ramci Ed.j@nu zo
svojich najvyznamnejSich Uloh vSak regionalne samég povazuji aktivity v oblasti
regionalneho rozvoja a zniZzovania medziregionalngdparit. Prave v tejto oblasti
vSak vyvoj postupuje pomalSie. Kritickym momentangh stale obmedzeny podiel pri
implementécii fondov EU. Na drovni dradov samospg@h krajov pbsobia len
sprostredkovatiské organy regiondlneho opé&ného programu, resp. sélenmi
monitorovacich vyborow’alSich operénych programov. Ich pozicia je slabSia ako napr.
institdcii regiondlnej trovne vladywesku alebo Fisku.

Celkovy vyvoj potvrdzuje trend zlepSujuceho sa peshia regionalnej samospravy
na Slovensku, schopnej presadzbsa aj vai miestnej samospravé centralnej vliade.
Pomaly postup vSak &fisne nazraije, ze vybudovanie silnej a efektivnej regionalnej
samospravy, reSpektovanej v politickom systémeirya jasne vnimanej obyvdtai
je dlohou nie jednej, ale viacerych dekad. Hociengegionalne samospravy asi nikdy
nedosiahnu poziciu regionalnych vlad v Rakusku @al8panielsku, predsa len mbzu
byt v dlhodobejSej perspektive vyznamnejSim aktéroke, mapr. regionalne vlady
v Taliansku alebo Francuzsku.
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