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Abstract

The article would like to discuss determinants of Czech-Polish cross-border relations in Jesenfk region and

their possible impact on regional development. There are described specificities of these relations which still

influence current level of cross border collaboration. The main aim of the article is to describe the situation

on Czech-Polish border in Jesenik region after accession into Schengen area in 2007. Thanks to the specific

border regime this event plays an important milestone in Czech-Polish cross-border relations. From method-

ological point of view were used interviews with mayors and other representatives on municipal level as well

as questionnaires among local citizens to map the situation 2 years after entering into the Schengen space. We

would like also to discuss broader context of cross-border relations and their dynamics to understand better

current situation and possible future development.
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INTRODUCTION

The following contribution focuses on the analy-
sis of the selected aspects of cross-border coop-
eration with regard to the gradual elimination
of the effect of the border after 1989 and par-
ticularly with regard to the consequences of the
entry of the Czech Republic and Poland into the
Schengen area at the end of 2007. The Jesenik
Region can be considered a border region whose
overall development has been affected by both
the type and penetrability of the border and the
intensity of the cross-border relations. The issue
of border and cross-border cooperation in Cen-
tral Europe, namely after the political and social
changes in 1990s, has become a new research
specialization thanks to the interest of the pro-
fessional public expressed at numerous meet-
ings and professional events as well as by rich

bibliography.

RESEARCH OF CZECH-POLISH
CROSS-BORDER RELATIONS
AND CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION

There have been numerous professional meetings that
gave rise to the establishment of workplaces focused
on the subject matter from the research point of view.
The most complex research of the issue of cross-
border relations in the Czech border areas took place
within the border geo-grant'. The bibliography could

1

That included the following participants: Masaryk Univer-
sity in Brno, University of Ostrava and Palacky University of
Olomouc, the “Czech Border” Research Department of the In-
stitute of Sociology of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech
Republic (AS CR), even though this department focuses more on
the Czech and German border. Other Czech participating work-
places include the Institute of Geonics AS CR, the Brno branch
as well as the University of Economics Prague. The Polish re-
search institutes include the Polish Geological Institute, Silesian
Institute in Opole. In Slovakia, they are the Comenius University
in Bratislava or Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra.
As for professional events explicitly devoted to the subject mat-
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32 Perception of cross-border cooperation — Jesenik Region

also include source works that provide information
about interest border regions. However, unlike the
vast bibliography, the excerption from these sources
has many restrictions with regard to the subject mat-
ter of the Czech and Polish border areas.

Most of sources include works by authors dealing
with a wide spectrum of socioeconomic aspects of
the transformation of the Czech and Polish border
area after 1989. These are mainly works that discuss
the issues of the regional development in many con-
texts. First of all, there are works that analyse the
causality of the changes that occurred in the Czech
and Polish border area after 1989 (Blecha-Bensch
2002; Hampl 2000; Heffner 1996a; Jetabek 2000;
Krajicek 2005; Kifz et al. 1993; Maier 2000; Miler-
ski 2003; Runge 2003; Wilam 2001). Then there are
works that deal with specific elements of the socio-
economic system of the Czech and Polish border
area, namely the transformation of the capital space
and demographic potential (Borsa 1996; Heffner
1996b, 1998; Kaszluk 1996; Klosowski 1996; Prokop
1996; Vencalek 1995, 1998) and the possibilities of
the development of tourism in the interest section
of the Czech border area as one of the key economic
stimuli of the regional development of marginal ter-
ritories (Havtlant 1997; Korowicki and Kubiak 1996;

ter and the territory, these are some of works that have been
published like Heffner ed. (1996), Heffner, Drobek eds. (19906),
The Situation and Perspectives of Trans-border Development
and Co-operation of Border-regions in Germany, Poland, Slova-
kia and the Czech Republic, House for Polish-German Co-oper-
ation, FES, Gliwice (1999), Balej, Jefabek eds. (2002), Dubcova,
Kramarekova eds. (2002), (Wahla 2005), Pekova, Zapletalova eds.
(2005), Korec, Ilen¢ik, Bartovicova eds. (2005).

2 For instance, the statistical data necessary for the construc-

tion of chart or map outputs have not processed at the required
level of territorial details, or they are not up-to-date. The Czech
Statistical Office did not publish the basic statistical data about
euroregions in the territory of the Czech borderland until 2006
(“Euroregions in the Czech Republic”). Publications issued ecar-
lier (e.g. about the Czech and Polish euroregions) are no longer
relevant and cannot be used as a source. On the other hand, the
“Biuletyn pogranicza polsko-czeskiego/Bulletin ¢esko-polského
pohranic¢i® (Bulletin of Czech and Polish Border) that used to
be published by the Czech Ministry for Regional Development
and the Polish Ministry of Economy, Labour and Social Policy is
no longer available. The websites of the individual euroregions
represent quite a reliable and up-to-date soutce of information
about current projects of cross-border cooperation and alloca-
tions of financial resources within the Phare CBC and Interreg
IIIA programmes.

Smigielska 1996; Smolova 1999; Szczyrba 2005;
Wawrzyniak 1996). As for the affiliation of authors
to scientific institutes, there are namely works deal-
ing with the territory of the Czech and Polish border
area in the region of Upper Silesia, i.e. Opava and
Ratibot Region, Ostrava and Katowice Region and
Tesin Region. The territory of the Glacensis Eurore-
gion (the Klodzko Region) and Lower Silesia region
is less often mentioned in literature (Belof 2011).

The new view of the Czech and Polish cross-border
cooperation after 1989 has also appeared in a whole
range of professional articles dealing with the insti-
tutionalization of the cooperation. The articles dis-
cuss the possibilities of legislatively embedding the
cooperation in the legal systems of both countries,
with focus on the municipal sector (Adamcik et al.
1995; Byrtus 1996; Dokoupil 1999; Malarski 1996;
Markowiak 1999; Mikulik et al. 2001; Rawska 1990)
as well as in relation to the European law (Seidel
1996). As for the previous development of the Czech
and Polish cooperation, authors namely deal with the
territories of euroregions and the questions of their
roles in the development of cross-border coopera-
tion (Dokoupil 1999; Hefmanova 2005; Kadefabkova
1996; Novotni-Galuszkova 2005; Patocka 1995,
Pesek and Jirouskova 2004; Pekova 2005; Vidlakova
2000; Wahla et al. 2001; Zapletalova 2003).

The Czech and Polish relations that traditionally
belong to the significant aspects of outlining the
foreign policy of both countries are the subject of
several professional articles that deal with the issues
of the new dimension of these relations due to the
democratic development in the Czech Republic and
Poland after 1989 (Borak 1996; Janak 1996) and the
Czech and Polish ethnic border in the region of
the Tésin Silesia (Bukowska-Florenska 1997; Siwek
1996, 2000).

In addition, there is 2 common thematic circle
that addresses the conceptual and methodological
issues of determining a border area and that cre-
ates a common scientific and research platform
(Dokoupil 1998, 2000; Halas 2004, 2005a, 2005b;
Havlicek 1999, 2003; Havrlant 1996; Hurbanek
2005; Jagielski 1996; Jetabek 2000; Jefabek et al.
2004; Reinhélova 1995; Stasiak 1996).
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Perception of cross-border cooperation — Jesenik Region 33

BORDERS AND THEIR ROLE
IN CROSS-BORDER COLLABORATION

Many authors agree on two basic definitions of the
political-geographical determination of borders:
natural and artificial. Natural borders are formed
by natural elements in the landscape (most often
watercourses and reliefs), whereas artificial borders
are formed by cultural elements (national borders),
historical aspects or geometrical approach (direct
connection of contractually specified points, merid-
ians or parallels).

According to the genetic factors, there are four
types of political borders (Schwind 1972, Ante
1981, Sindler 1986, 1996, cited in Jetabek et al.
2004:49):

e Subsequent: a border defined subsequently after
the differentiation of neighbouring regions
(e.g Belgium/the Netherlands)

e Apntecedent: a border defined prior to the differ-
entiation of the areas (e.g. USA/Canada)

*  Overlapping: political measures lead to overlaps
of the original territories

*  Reliet: a border that no longer exists but that
is still visible from prior periods (e.g between
East and West Germany or West and East part
of Poland).

As for penetrability, Maier (1990) defines closed,
partially open and open borders. The penetrabil-
ity of the border is influenced by the cultural,
social and economic development of border areas
(Jetabek et al. 2004). In the given cases, a border
region acts either as a closed, centralized system
with an impenetrable border or border crossings
serve as bridges (while the identity, independence
and some isolation of the neighbouring regions
are retained). And lastly, open borders create a
system of contact territory in the border region
where a stronger integration of both communi-
ties occurs.

The aforementioned aspects have to be considered

if we want to better understand the particularities
of border regions.
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DEVELOPMENT AND PARTICULARITIES
OF THE GENERAL CONDITIONS OF THE
CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION IN THE
CZECH AND POLISH BORDER AREA

The frequent border changes in the 20th century
also resulted in extensive changes in the border
areas of Central Europe. As for the Czech and
Polish border, there were not changes in the loca-
tion of the borderline but there were demographic
changes along most of the border after 1945 due to
the migration of inhabitants. As for the effect of
cross-border cooperation, a similar change can be
considered to be a shift in the political border. In
spite of the fact that the border between the former
socialistic Czechoslovakia and the people’s republic
of Poland was a border between brother nations
within the so called socialistic bloc, the quality of
cross-border contacts and relations was not very
good. While the cross-border cooperation in West-
ern Europe started developing as early as in 1960s
and was substantially supported from the EU funds,
there was a very strict border system between the
former socialistic countries. The contacts of Czech
citizens with the cross-border region often nar-
rowed down to a simple exchange or purchases of
shortage goods or to the use of joint marked tourist
trails along the ridges of bordering mountains.

After 1989, there was a significant dynamic in the
form and intensity of cooperation. Jefabek et al.
(2004:180) defines three stages. With regard to the
subsequent development after 2003, we added two
more significant periods to the original three stages.

The period of 1989-1992 is typical for its “wild”
(spontaneous) cooperation without any large coor-
dination, namely at the communal level.

The second stage of the development of coopera-
tion took place from 1993 to 1996 when EU entered
the process as it was the cross-border regions as
the drive of the cross-border cooperation. Many
euroregions were established along the borders. As
for the Czech and Polish border, the Nisa/Nysa/
Neisse Euroregion was the most important. At
that time, euroregions along the borders of the EU
member countries and post-communist countries of
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Central Europe were established. Germany played
an important initiation role as it stood at the rise
of the first stage of three euroregions that covered
most of the Czech and German border (Egrensis,
Labe and Nisa).

In the period of 1997-2004, the regionally-insti-
tutional cross-border cooperation coordinated by
EU attained a more specific form. The Phare CBC
funds were namely used since they were already also
intended for cooperation between EU candidate
countries. The other euroregions along the Czech
and Polish border, i.e. Glacensis, Pradéd, Silesia and
T¢sin Silesia, were established in this period. This
was a very important stage of cooperation prior to
the accession of both countries to the EU. Many
projects with a cross-border impact were imple-
mented and the contacts between both countries
intensified. However, the intensity and quality
of the contacts depends on the overall readiness,
willingness and capacity for cooperation which is
undoubtedly highest at the Czech and German bor-
der. The relations at the Czech and Polish border
are more independent and differentiated, which is
also demonstrated by the engagement of the indi-
vidual parts (simply said euroregions) in the Czech
and Polish border area.

The period of 2004-2007 represents quite a short
period of time between the accession of the coun-
tries to the EU and the subsequent entry into the
Schengen area. The characteristic features of the
period include gradual acceptance of the standard
mechanisms of cooperation between the EU mem-
ber states, including the programmes of cross-bor-
der cooperation within INTERREG. With regard
to the quite a short period and relatively limited
allocation of financial resources of 2004-20006, it is
a transitional (or interim) period.

The last stage that started after 2007 is characteristic
namely by the new programming period within EU
when the EU structural funds started to contribute
substantially to the implementation of a whole range
of projects in the areas of technical or social infra-
structure and other areas, as well as by the entry of
both countries into the Schengen area and a signifi-
cant improvement of border penetrability.

JESENIK REGION CASE STUDY

The current form and specific operation of the
cross-border relations in the Jesenik Region have
been significantly affected by the following aspects
of its development, which influence cross-border
relations even today. We can speak about path-
dependent and also past-dependent development
of the region as well as about the importance of
other factors.

Physical-geographical position of the territory
and accessibility to larger inland centres

The bad accessibility of the territory from larger
centres (Ostrava or Olomouc) and the natural bat-
rier of the Hruby Jesenfk massif that has to be
crossed definitely represent an obstacle to the inte-
gration of economy as well as to other socioeco-
nomic factors. This leads to some mental isolation
from the inland and creates conditions for worse
socioeconomic competitiveness. On the other hand,
the territory naturally falls to the north, i.e. the terti-
tory of Poland, where the Jesenik Region has always
had a complementary partner in both economic and
cultural areas. Thus, it is possible to assume that the
socioeconomic relations will orientate to the north
in the future if the character of the border and the
cross-border region naturally changes from partially
open to open, which is one of the opportunities of
the development of the region.

Historic inertia and relations to the
neighbouring parts of modern Polish Silesia

We have to emphasize that the territory was com-
pletely artificially separated from the prospering part
of Silesia that became a part of Prussia (and later
Germany) after the defeat of the Habsburgs in 1742.
Today, this artificially determined border dividing
municipalities has a significant impact. There are
some extreme cases, such as the municipality of Bila
Voda, where the demarcation line ran through the
local church. Since then, almost 270 years later, the
territory is being “petipherilized” or “strangulated”
and separated from its natural hinterland in modern
Poland. There are some relics that remind us of the
original relations, such as the chateau in Javornik, the
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summer seat of the Wroclaw archbishops. However,
the border was at least partially penetrable until 1945
and the cultural and language characteristics of the
population were identical, which changed after 1945
due to the replacement of inhabitants on both sides
of the border, which greatly disturbed significant cul-
tural, economic and social relations and deepened the
peripheral attributes of the area.

Socioeconomic characteristics
of the population

The relations on both sides of the border had devel-
oped quite continually and naturally until the dis-
placement of Germans after WWIIL The territory
had somewhat adapted to the political separation
from the rest of Silesia during the two centuries but
the complete replacement of inhabitants after 1945
caused a great historical discontinuity in both coun-
tries. On the Czech side, the territory was populated
only partially and the socioeconomic characteris-
tics of the population were below average which
acted (and still acts) as an inhibitor of cross-border
relations. The adverse features of the population
include lower education, lower business activity and
high employment rate in the primary sector. The
identification of the inhabitants with the territory as
one of the important positive socioeconomic chat-
acteristics of the population is established gradually
in the second or third generation. Thus we can gen-
erally state that the aforementioned socioeconomic
characteristics of the population after 1945 did not
contribute to the renewal of the cross-border activ-
ity to the previous level.

Border system at the Czech and Polish
borderline until 21 December 2007

The border system at the Czech and Polish bor-
detline until the entry of both countries into the
Schengen area was not very liberal. We would like
to emphasize that namely the protection of the bor-
der on the Polish side was very persistent until the
last minutes of the existence of the guarded border
in 2007. The Czech and Polish border system had
gone through several development stages since 1945
that led to gradual liberalization. Ironically, though,
the protection of the Czech and Polish border was
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much more obstinate than that of the German and
Austrian borders, namely after 1989 and after Get-
many and Austria joined the Schengen area when
the Czech Republic was on its outside border. Even
the existence of minor border traffic and gradual
increase in the number of border crossings did not
improve the situation. This namely concerned the
guarding of the so called green border. Many people
have their own experience with the enormous eager-
ness of the Polish border patrol in case of an illegal
crossing. One step suited the purpose. Owners of
restaurants and fast food in the border mountains,
for instance Krkonose, have similar expetience. The
strict border protection was often discussed in the
media, especially after the accession of both coun-
tries to the EU, but without any apparent success.
The Polish also often delayed the opening of new
border crossings — for instance, Vidnava/Kalkéw
or Travni/Ladek Zdrdj in the Jeseniky Region that
had to wait to be opened for passenger cars until
the end of 2007. The same is also confirmed in
documents prepared for the Ministry for Regional
Development (Tousek et al. 2007:48): “The Polish
border is perceived as gradually opening, begin-
ning with the former ‘iron curtain’ through the cur-
rent ‘hassle-free and conflict-free situation’ until its
potential complete disappearance. The assessment
of the border system highlights some substantial
improvements as against the situation before 1989
but on the other hand, there is often a disappoint-
ment from the delays in the entry into the Schengen
area and condemnations regarding the rigid controls
on the Polish side that the respondents perceive as
inadequate for an internal EU border (however, the
experience is ambiguous).”

In this regard (and ironically unlike all the other
state borders), the role of the border system also
was a substantial inhibitor of cross-border relations.
Some of the extreme cases will be described in case
studies.

Mental or psychological inertia

This phenomenon can also be described as “a bor-
der in the people’s heads” that has its social and
psychological construction and is not a particular-
ity for the Jesenik Region or the Czech and Polish
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border. It is given by the gradual convergence of
the mental maps on both sides of the border when
the border itself might play a smaller role in the
future. The programmes for cross-border coop-
eration co-financed by EU as well as initiatives of
other organizations may play a significant role here
as well as other aspects, such as getting to know
each other, cultural exchanges, teaching Czech or
Polish at schools on the other side of the border.
Unfortunately, the Jesenik Region (or the entire sec-
tion of the Czech and Polish border) is setiously
lagging behind in comparison with the Czech and
German border where such projects started shortly
after 1989.

CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION IN THE
JESENIK REGION AFTER THE ENTRY
INTO THE SCHENGEN AREA

IN THE EYES OF MUNICIPALITIES

AND LOCAL PEOPLE

In our research we focused on different stages of
cross-border collaboration in the last twenty years
with a special focus on the period after entry of both
countries into the Schengen area at the end of 2007.
We did not focus on a comprehensive evaluation
of all the aspects of the latest development in the
Czech and Polish border area in the Jesenik Region.
On the other hand, it is a first probe, evaluation of
the expectations and reality that the people on both
sides of the border experienced in relation to the
entry into the Schengen area. The study is based on
several types of surveys — monitoring the situation
in the border area, particularly at the border cross-
ings as well as along the green border; structured
interviews with the mayors or representatives of the
local governments in selected municipalities; a ques-
tionnaire survey on the opinions of the inhabitants
on both sides of the border. The surveys took place
in May 2009 and thus reflect the situation after a
year and half since the Schengen area entry.

As for the anticipated effects of the entry, work
hypotheses were established and reflected in the
structure of the interviews and questionnaires.
Generally, we expected a gradual tendency in the
strengthening of the cross-border relations. We
did not except any leaps in the development and

thus we determined time milestones in the cross-
border cooperation as relative points that affected
the acceleration or slowdown of the process of
convergence between the two border areas. Fur-
thermore, we presumed divergence in the ongoing
processes according to the localization and size of
the individual municipalities. The situation would
be different directly on the border, in more inland
municipalities, in municipalities that had a border
crossing and in those that never had one etc. The
municipalities were selected on the basis of the
aforementioned aspects. We anticipated a more
positive approach and a higher level of knowledge
and readiness for cooperation on the Polish side

based on the prior experience and surveys (e.g.
Tousek et al. 2007).

Changes in the Opinions of Mayors of Selected
Municipalities in the Czech and Polish Border
Area on the Cross-border Cooperation after the
Entry into the Schengen Area

We interviewed six mayors with regard to the per-
ception of the changes “after Schengen” (three
mayors on each side of the border) in the form of a
structured interview and the questions were aimed
at the following problematic areas:

* Expectations and reality after Schengen;

* Significance of Schengen in comparison with
other milestones for the cross-border coopera-
tion in the post-November history (1989, 2004,
establishment of the micro-region);

* Changes in the behaviour of the inhabitants and
entrepreneurs (transport, purchases, cultural
exchange and other);

* Vision of the development for the next 10 to
15 years;

* Influence of the European money on the coop-
eration and border penetration.

The interviews were carried out in the following
municipalities: Bila Voda, Cerna Voda and Mikulov-
ice on the Czech side and Gluchotazy, Ladek Zdroj
and Prudnik in Poland.

If we focus on the common expectations that the

mayors agreed upon, few negative expectations
were anticipated in total (as against the situation in
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Table 1 Significance of the milestones for the development of Czech-Polish cross-border relations in the view of
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mayors of border counties. Source: own research.

37

Municipality Ranking of milestones significance

Bila Voda Schengen Huroregion EU 1989
Mikulovice 1989 Schengen EU Euroregion
Cernéd Voda Euroregion 1989 Schengen EU
Gluchotazy 1989 Schengen Euroregion EU
Ladek Zdréj 1989 Schengen Euroregion EU
Prudnik EU Euroregion Schengen 1989

Explanation: Political changes in 1989, Euroregion establishment in 1998, EU accession in 2004, Schengen space accession

= (1989, Euroregion, EU, Schengen)

the Austrian and German (Bavarian) border area),
except for the negative perception of the expected
increase in traffic. They expected the creation of
new jobs and development of entreprencurial
activities, easier movement of people and goods
over the border. They namely anticipated a promis-
ing development of tourism.

The mayors evaluated the reality after a year and a
half of the operation of the Schengen area posi-
tively and they namely emphasized the following
facts:

* Greater use of the potential for entreprencurial
activities on the Polish side;

* Increase in traffic, namely TIR at Mikulovice-
Gluchotazy, easier connection to Eastern Bohe-
mia and Prague through Klodzko rather than
via the Hruby Jesenik Mountains;

* General intensification of contacts among
people;

* Facilitation of cooperation in critical situations
(emergency services, fire brigade etc.);

e Improvement in technical infrastructure (new
roads, sewerage system etc.).

Another question for the mayors was to compare
the significance of the entry of both countries
into the Schengen area against other important
milestones after the post-1989 significant changes.
There were great differences in the comparison of
the significance of the milestones. The overview is
presented in Table 1.
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As the indicative comparison implies, the entry
into the Schengen area is for the mayors except for
one more important than the accession to the EU.
According to the interpretation of the mayor of
Bila Voda, the year 2007 was without exaggeration
as important as the fall of the Iron Curtain. It is
obvious that this event could only compare to the
fall of socialism in 1989 for most mayors.

After 2007, the economic and also the cultural
and social relations continued to strengthen. The
elimination of the impenetrability of the border
did not only result in the increase in traffic, but it
also improved other aspects of the cross-border
relations. Joint projects were created or planned,
namely in the field of tourism. As for the economic
area, this potential has not been utilized yet, which
is due to the similar structural characteristics of
the border regions (quite high unemployment rate,
insignificant differences in wages, low entrepre-
neurial activity etc). Tourism and attractiveness of
the mountainous regions of Jeseniky and Rychleb-
ské hory represent a decisive future potential of the
cross-border relations for the Polish.

All mayors agree that the “start of the coopera-
tion” would be much slower without the European
money and that many projects would not be imple-
mented at all, not only in the area of technical infra-
structure. The circle of areas for getting to know
one another and for cooperation is also expanding
thanks to that.
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Source: own research.

The prospects of the development of the mutual
relations and the connection of the Jesenik Region
to Poland are quite indefinite. However, everyone,
the Czechs and the Poles, agree that the cooperation
will continue deepening in the future, namely in the
area of economy. The Czech mayors expect gradual
loosening of the relations with the inland (namely
the economic ones) and tightening of the relations
with Poland. Today, such cooperation works very
well namely in critical situations such as natural dis-
asters, medical care and so on.

Perception of the development of cross-border
cooperation in selected municipalities in the
Czech and Polish border area

The perception of the issue of cross-border rela-
tions and attitudes of the inhabitants to those
relations was the subject of the questionnaire
survey that was carried out among the citizens of
the border municipalities in the Jesenik Region in
May 2009. The survey concerned a sample of 415
respondents, out of which 239 were from Poland,
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Figure 3 “How do you evaluate the current Czech and Polish relations?”” Source: own research.

in particular 111 from Gluchotazy and 128 from
Prudnik, and 176 were from the Czech Republic, in
particular from Jesenik, Mikulovice and Zlaté Hory.
The age and educational structure corresponded
with the average for both countries and thus the
results of the questionnaire survey may be consid-
ered to be relatively objective.

There is not space to describe in detail cur-

rent socioeconomic situation of population in
the region. The socioeconomic situation and
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connection of the inhabitants to the territory is
indicated by their migration potential. This also
indirectly reflects the potential for cross-border
collaboration. Thus, one of the first questions
aimed at their thoughts about moving away from
the region (Figure 1). There was a very close cor-
relation to the age and education of the inhab-
itants. In particular, young people at the age of
up to 30 and people with elementary education
and also people with university education on the
Czech side considered moving away.
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Figure 4 “Which of the following reasons for travelling to Poland (Czech Rep.) is the most important for you?”

Source: own research.
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Figure 5 “I know about the implementation of cross-border cooperation projects.” (a) by age (b) by education.

Source: own research.
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Figure 6 “I know that I live in a euroregion.” (a) by age (b) by education. Source: own research.

Mass media are the most frequently used way to
learn about events in the other country — television,
press and radio. The significance of the Internet is
also important. As for the frequency of contacts
between the Czechs and the Poles, we can say that it
is relatively balanced. 50 to 60% of all meetings are
stated in the category almost every day or several
times per month (Figure 2).

The fact that the Czech and Polish relations are
good is also confirmed by the opinions of major-
ity of the Czechs and the Poles who consider them
quite good and very good (Figure 3). The share of
mostly positive categories is greater for the Poles,
more than 80% of the respondents. As for the
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Czechs, the number in these categories is more than
60% of the respondents.

There are quite significant differences in the reasons
for travelling to Poland, or to the Czech Republic
(Figure 4). As for the Czechs, the reasons namely
include shopping, leisure activities are less impor-
tant (namely in recreation), whereas the results are
opposite on the Polish side. There are almost no
relations based on studies or work.

The contacts with the other side of the border
depend on the awareness of the inhabitants of
cross-border cooperation projects (Figure 5). In
this case, education plays an important role, namely
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Figure 7 “What had the greatest influence on the cross-border cooperation between

the Czech Republic and Poland?” Source: own research.

on the Czech side. Generally, the awareness on the
Polish side is greater than on the Czech side.

The awareness of affiliation to the Pradéd Eurore-
gion also depends and positively correlates with
education. The awareness is greater on the Polish
side (Figure 0).

The subjective perception of the significance of
entry into the Schengen area is confirmed by the fact
that around half of the respondents on each side of
the border think that the entry was an important
impulse for the development of the cross-border
cooperation in spite of the short period of time
since the event. The significance of the entry into
the Schengen area is more than triple according to
the respondents on the Czech side and more than
double on the Polish side than the significance of
the accession to the EU (Figure 7).

CONCLUSION

The article aimed to outline the determinants of
Czech-Polish cross-border relations in the Pradéd/
Pradziad Euroregion and their potential impact

on its regional development. As mentioned above,
Czech-Polish border has relatively high potential for
interaction and collaboration, but a bit lower than
Czech-German and Czech-Slovak one. The exam-
ples can be the dynamics and timing of the collabo-
ration, its extent and quality. More over this part of
Czech-Polish border is quiet specific thanks to the
physical-geographical, socioeconomic and historic
particularities. They should contribute to the rela-
tively higher intensity of the cross-border relations
especially on the Czech side (in Jesenik Region). On
the other hand thanks to the specific system of bor-
der control along the entire Polish border (not only
the Czech part), there was a limited penetrability of
the border until the entry into the Schengen area,
namely for municipalities without fully operated
border crossings. This all factors contribute to the
fact that the last twenty years have similar impor-
tance for Czech-Polish cross-border relations as for
countries next to the “iron curtain”.

The main objective of the contribution was to map
the most important changes that occurred after
the entry of both countries into the Schengen area
and the expectations of local elites (via interviews)
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and inhabitants (via questionnaire survey) and the
following reality. It was confirmed that the entry
into the Schengen area was a significant catalyst
for the cross-border cooperation at least in terms
of perception of both local elites and citizens. In
some cases the relations to the Czech inland in
the selected municipalities started to weaken quite
shortly after the entry. This is the case of munici-
palities where there was not fully operating border
crossing (the best example is Bild Voda). This was
confirmed both by local elites and citizens. But defi-
nitely we can expect further linking of the border
areas in the future.

As for the economic cooperation, the role of small
business on the Polish side that made the best use
of the fully open border and namely tourism (com-
plementarity of factors in tourism) was confirmed.
It is not necessary to mention the great significance
of the European money for the development of
cooperation, without which many projects would
not be implemented.

As for the opinions of the inhabitants on both sides
of the border, it was confirmed that the Poles know
more about the Czech side, that they have a more
positive approach to cooperation and that they
made a better use of the potential for cooperation,
not only thanks to the tourism and greater attrac-
tiveness of the Jesenik Region for Polish tourist.

Can we thus consider the entry into the Schengen
area as an opportunity and an important develop-
ment impulse? Can this fact contribute to the trans-
formation of the border and peripheral region into
a well-functioning cross-border unit that will pick
up the threads of its rich history and the current
potential on both sides of the border? Certainly we
can answer both questions yes. But it is too eatly
to evaluate this fact just a few years after the entry.
And more over: removing of the border brings just
the opportunity for the border region. There must
be enlightened local elites and young, active, very
often higher educated citizen. Only they can shape
the future of this peripheral region. Most of inget-
diences for improving of the situation are present
here, but it still does not guarantee the future
success.
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Résumé

Vybrané aspekty pfeshrani¢ni spolupraci
v ¢eském a polském pohranici na pfikladu
Jesenicka

Prfspévek si kladl za cil nastinit determinanty pfe-
shrani¢nich vztahd na Jesenicku a jejich mozny
dopad na jeho regiondlni rozvoj. Byla popsina
fyzicko-geografickd, socioekonomicka i historicka
specifika pfeshrani¢nich vztaht, ktera dodnes
ovliviyji jejich intenzitu, uroven a institucionalni
zajisteni. Diky specifickému rezimu na celé polské
hranici (nejen cesko-polské) existovala omezena
prostupnost hranice az do vstupu do schengen-
ského prostoru a to zejména pro obce s neplnohod-
notnymi hrani¢nimi pfechody.
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Hlavnim cilem piispévku bylo zmapovat pomoci
interview se starosty a dotaznikového Setfeni
s obcany nejdulezitéjsi zmeny, ke kterym doslo po
vstupu obou zemi do schengenského prostoru.
Zajimaly nas oc¢ekavani, a jakd potom skutecnost
po vstupu. Potvrdilo se, Zze vstup do schengenského
prostoru byl vyznamnym katalyzitorem pro pfe-
shraniéni spolupraci a jiz po pomeérné kratké dobé
ve vybranych obcich dochazi k ur¢itému oslabovani
vazeb na ceské vnitrozemi. Dal$i propojovani pii-
hrani¢nich oblasti Ize o¢ekavat do budoucna.

Pokud jde o ekonomickou spolupraci, potvrdila se
role malych podnikt z polské strany, které dovedly
lépe vyuzit tplné otevien{ hranice a zejména turis-
tiky (komplementarita faktort v cestovnim ruchu).
Neni tfeba také zdaraznovat velky vyznam evrop-
skych penéz pro rozvoj spoluprace, mnohé projekty
by bez nich nebyly realizovany.

Pokud jde o postoje ob¢ant na obou stranach hra-
nice, lze znovu potvrdit skutec¢nost, ze Polaci toho
vedi o Ceské strané vice, maji pozitivnejsi piistup ke
spolupraci a celkoveé 1épe vyuzili potencial pro spo-
lupraci. Neni to jen diky cestovnimu ruchu a vétsi
atraktivité Jesenicka pro polské turisty.

Lze tedy brat vstup do schengenského prostoru jako
sanci a dulezity rozvojovy impuls? Maze i tato sku-
tecnost piispét k premeéné piihrani¢niho a perifer-
ntho regionu k dobfe fungujicimu pfeshrani¢nimu
celku, ktery bude navazovat na bohatou historii
a soucasny potencial na obou stranach hranice?
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