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Abstract

Although territorial consolidation has not beenroduced in Slovakia and the local structure remaiasy
fragmented, several other reform steps have betbeneomponent parts of administrative reality iov@kia. Due
to them, the fragmented Slovak communities have dlgeyed to look for some suitable co-operativen® which

might help them to perform their competencies mmaper way. The most important forms are, inteaathicro-
regions and joint municipal offices. The authoridesith both of them in his paper, and he pointshmith
guantitative and qualitative features that charaize a present situation in this field in the cdiatis of Slovakia. A
main goal of this paper is to provide an overviamed at the recent development of these two irderasunal co-
operative forms, their legal status and politicalttwre, their recent activities, and possible exptohs linked to
their further development.
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1 Introduction

Since 1989, the Slovak Republic (the SR) has ghreugh some very important changes in a
relatively short period of time. As far as a temi&l consolidation at the local level, neither the
parties’ election programs nor the governments’gmam declarations have considered it (in
comparison with some other kinds of consolidationg most important or crucial point.
However, although territorial consolidation at tloeal level has not been introduced in the
Slovak case, several other reform steps in the radtrative field have become the component
parts of administrative reality in the SR. Due her, the fragmented Slovak communities have
been obliged to look for some suitable co-operatarens which might help them to perform
their competencies in a proper way.

Local as well as regional level in Slovakia (or e@recisely issue of the politico-
administrative actors which perform their acti\stiat these levels) has been examined neither
from the side of political scientists, nor econasyisnor other researchers in a proper and
adequate way. It means that there is still a 9gpnit lack of relevant knowledge centered on this
issue. Concerning this fact, | would like to respom three basic questions in my paper:

- What problems/difficulties must be the Slovak comitias concerned with?

- What co-operative forms have been used amongst tloesnmunities in order to
overcome them?

- What is the possible future or what are the possédpectations associated with the
selected co-operative forms in terms of the redemelopment?
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2 Inter-communal co-operation in Slovakia

2.1 Recent political development in terms of locdével development

The transformation of the territorial structure gbvernment — its decentralization, and
particularly, the introduction of regional and lbgovernments — was considered an essential
task in the process of rebuilding political and audstrative systems in CEE after 1989 (lliner,
1999: 7). Slovak communities obtained a self-gowemt status in 1990 and became full-fledged
actors of policy-making at the local level.

Further development of the reforms was signifigaatifected by high-level political tensions.
After the separation of the SR from the Czech Rbpuib 1993, the SR constitutionally
characterized itself as a sovereign state basetthemprinciples of democracy and rule of law.
Political practice (especially during the periodl®05-1997) indeed demonstrated that declaring
something was not the same as realizing it. Alreiadthis time some authors — e.g. Kong
(1995), Malikova (1995), Sopoci (1995) andcBki (1997) — pointed out that the local structure
in the SR had been too fragmented. Moreover, spgasout the period after 1992 in terms of
self-government, it is quite clear that public adistration reform was not in central
governments' policy mainstream. The local governmerere in a very difficult situation in this
period. According to the Analysis of Status and &egment... (1995):

- Although a holding of state budget on GDP increasghin the period of 1990-1994 to
10-14 %, a holding of local government budgets ddPCGdecreased within the same
period from more than 7 % to less than 5 %.

- The local governments did gain a good public regmriaand they were very passive in
relation to other subjects. They even did not cerage with other local governments,
although they were legally allowed to do so. Ane do the centralistic approach of the
central government, there was a lack of real pranaimed at the idea of using the right
to assume some new functions.

- At the beginning, there was an idea that the statelld support those activities of local
governments which were linked to investment indsfructure, environmental protection,
and public-assistance housing. However, the reafithe first half of the 1990's showed
that the state did not accomplish these functionsll (its system of grants was
insufficient, unfair, and non-motivating).

- The state did not have any clear and stable conmfepystem for a holding of local
government budgets on state taxes' income (maindgsidual method was utilized). Due
to such an absence, local governments could n&lal@any real strategic projects.

- Most of the local government budget receipts wanstable and many of them were
rather coincidental or irregular.

- There were many differences between rural and ucbammunities, but the extent of their
competences was the same.

- Because of both an absence of regional self-govemhranits and a high number of
delegated competencies from state administratiomo¢al governments, the units of
regional as well as district state administratioted as “supreme units” in relation to the
local governments.
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While the government, which was established in 1988proached the preparation and
implementation of reform steps, the intensity oésh steps was limited by the political
composition of the government and their charactas guite selective (Meseznikov, 2004: 63-
64). Draft Concept of Decentralization and Modeatian of Public Administration that had been
elaborated by Viktor Nifansky, Government Commissioner (Plenipotentiary) Rublic
Administration Reform, was approved by the govemim& April 2000 (this document
developed the ideas involved in the Strategy ofliPuAdministration Reform which was
approved in 1999). At the same time the governnweed deciding on an establishment of
regional self-government units and their bodiemaseguently, Parliament approved in 2001 both
acts on self-government regions as well as regielegtion and the act on devolution (the Act of
the National Council of the Slovak Republic No. 21®1 Coll. of Laws on Some Competences
Devolution from State Administration Bodies on ttemmunities and Superior Territorial Units)
which significantly influenced the position of ld@gvernments too.

As far as competencies and their devolution, in glaance with the mentioned act these were
transferred to the relevant local and regional govents over five periods.

- 1 January 2002 (competencies in the spheres ofwedeurce management, registration,
regional development and tourism, primary educatisgstem, and nature protection);

- 1 April 2002 (competencies in the spheres of adstriaiion of theatres, and
administration of museums and galleries);

- 1 July 2002 (competencies in the spheres of puidalth care, social support, primary
educational system, and physical training and ocejjfu

- 1 January 2003 (competencies in the spheres oélssgpport, land-use planning, and
administration of land transport);

- 1 January 2004 (competencies in the spheres ofmggtration of land transport).

The stakeholders took the phased approach in dodexccentuate the necessity to provide
adequate time for both the regional and local govents to prepare for the proper execution of
those competencies. However, even if such periadsbieen longer, most communities would
not have had enough time to prepare. The problerthas there are too many very small
communities (table 1), especially in the countrgsad Eastern and Southern Slovakia, and that
the smallest communities (for example, the commuriitPrikra had only 7 inhabitants) have the
same competencies as the largest ones.

Table 1: Number of the communities and their inhakiants in the SR.

Size category Communities (municipalities) | Inhabitants
(number of Number Share in | Cumulative | Number of Number Share in | Cumulative
inhabitants) % share in % | towns/cities % share in %
Up to 199 380 13.14 13.14 0 47,363 0.88 0.88
200-499 794 27.46 40.60 0 273,080 5.08 5.96
500 -999 775 26.81 67.41 0 547,161 10.17| 16.13
1.000-1.999 555 19.20 86.61 2 774,448 14.39 30.52
2.000-4.999 259 8.96 95.57 19 753,922 14.01] 44,53
5.000-9.999 56 1.94 97.51 45 386,411 7.18 51.71
10.000-19.999 32 1.11 98.62 31 452,325 8.41 60.12
20.000-49.999 29 1.00 99.62 30 844,944 15.71 75.83
50.000-99.999 9 0.31 99.93 9 639,585 11.89 87.72
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100.000 and more 2 0.07 100.00 2 660,814 12.28 100.00]

OVERALL 2,891 100,00 138 5,380,053 100.00

Source: Komunalna reforma, 2004.

Due to the continuing increase of number of the rmomties since 1989 (there were 2,669
communities in the SR as per 31 December 1989)jaRemt approved an amendment of the Act
No. 369/1990 Coll. on Municipalities. According tiee rules of this amendment (it has been in
force since 1 January 2002), if there is a propémathe division of some community, every
succession unit (i.e. new community) must haveadtl 3,000 inhabitants.

The program declaration of ruling coalition, whistas formed in 2002, presented an ambitious
plan of sector reforms concentrated in a shortopleof time (Meseznikov, 2004: 64). There were
some tensions which, in the end, led to the shiorgenf the government’s term of office (in
2006), but despite these problems, the governmeast able to push through a few important
reforms.

The issue of fiscal decentralization became a thi€ in the public debate on public
administration reform and its continuation. All mapolitical parties pledged, as stated by Lastic
(2008), to decentralize power over public money afidadvocated the accumulation of self-
collected revenues by local and regional governsm@fling and NiZansky, 2003: 195). Fiscal
decentralization was not implemented simultaneoustly the decentralization of competencies
and some serious problems occurred because dtliough fiscal decentralization was expected
with great concerns primarily by local and regiogaivernments and their associations, they
complimented, as stated for example by Pilat anieéntavic (2006), its impact after a relatively
short period of implementation.

Viktor Niznansky, who became Government Commissioner (Plesmpaty) for the
Decentralization of Public Administration elabodhtén May 2004 in a document called
Communal Reform, which contained, along with otblements, justification and proposals for
an amalgamation of Slovak communities. The authes inspired by amalgamation processes in
some European countries and proposed two posgbilior an elimination of too highly
fragmentated communities in the SR. As he emphadsthe communities should be amalgamate
either by way of area (table 2) which would be emtad with the abolition of amalgamated
communities (amalgamated communities would creatdined and fixed number of
municipalities with their own legal personalitiesy by an establishment of local unions
(associations) which would be connected throughptieservation of amalgamated communities
(local unions would be a territorial self-governmémtermediary and a fixed number of such
unions would not be defined). The document wasidensd an effective tool in order to start a
public debate on this topic and according to ithay it should not be seen as a set of final
decisions, but despite of such statements, somesematives of local governments rejected it
without becoming familiar with its content.
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Table 2: Proposal for amalgamation by way of area:

Indicator I_Dres_ent Proposal Comment
situation
The original communities should not
misplace their identity; they should
Number _o_f S 2891 239-300 haye a right to es.tabllsh honorary
communities/municipalities offices of mayors; If necessary, there
should be established field offices of
local governments'
Average size (population) of ) One municipality should not have less
communities/municipalities 1,900 18,000-22,50€ than 5,000 inhabitants
Numper of the communal boards Ca 25,000 Ca 6,000 T.he)'/ should be elected in one-mandate
deputies districts

Source: Komunalna reforma, 2004.

The representatives of the Association of the Toand Communities of Slovakia (ZMOS)
stressed that the reform of the local governmerdtesy would be necessary, but that
amalgamation is possible only if the principle pbstaneity is adhered to. Real and broader
public debated was not started because of threemsafirst, the fiscal decentralization issue was
such a serious issue that it drowned out everyragisae linked to local governments during this
time. Second, relevant parts of the opposition stted by a high number of local politicians
(especially mayors from the small communities) weémne principle against any sort of
amalgamation. And third, the ruling coalition fadadhis time some internal turbulence.

Besides this proposal, some experts as well atqiatis called for a re-arrangement of regional
division of Slovak territory in this time. Very iestesting debate surfaced within the context of the
local government system of KoSice. This city isidéd into 22 town districts with own
administrative structures, which is both unusual exefficient because the biggest one (KoSice-
Zapad) has more than 40.000 inhabitants and thdlesthane (KoSice-Loritik) has less than
400 inhabitants. Last but not least, there was @pgsal related to the possibility of time
unification of territorial self-government elect®fi.e. local election as well as regional elegtion
However, all these proposals failed to attract drpalitical or public interest and support. The
most essential feature of this situation is thaséhissues hardly drew any public attention, and
only a few groups of some experts and politicidabarated their statements to them. Moreover,
as far as reform of local government systems, #ve government elected in 2006 did not refer
to it in its program proclamation; in the case @Ske, on account of strong resistance from the
side of small city parts, this debate lost its wjayte soon, and with reference to prolongation of
regional self-government bodies' term of officeing® emphasized by its opponents turned the
scale.

The new government (it was created in 2006) did nwntion the continuation of
decentralization processes in its program proclamatMoreover, it started with huge critique
and reappraisal of the policies (and especiallyceaning the proposed reforms) of the previous
government, and attempted to make modificationghem. Within the context of possible
territorial consolidation, this government stopgdidofficial negotiations and discussions on the
document called Communal Reform, and deputed Jataiuas Government Commissioner
(Plenipotentiary) for the Territorial Self-Governmién February 2007 in order to prepare until
June 2009 a new proposal in regard to this issoeeder, as mentioned by Nignsky and Pilat
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(2008) this task involves a few obstacles. Firsalbfthe government commissioner will prepare
a proposal on the procedure of elaboration of tlwallgovernment reform concept and not the
concept of reform as such. Second, there is airegfi¢ fear that this government will not
implement such a proposal because it should beepies in June 2009, i.e. approximately one
year before the next general election. And thind, Prime Minister mentioned during the general
session of the ZMOS in 2007 that the amalgamatibthe communities would not be any
essential goal of this government’s effort.

2.2 Fragmentation at the local level and actual sta of inter-communal co-operation

There are at least two potential measures of tree &fi a local government: population number
and surface area. Both of these have some advantagen applied to different public
administration themes (Swianiewicz, 2002: 5). HogrevVor purposes of this article, mainly the
first possibility is utilized.
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SR belongs to the most fragmented European coaritrieerms of the size of local units — i.e.
communities (table 1, figure 1). More than 67 %abfSlovak communities have a population of
less then 1,000 inhabitants. The smallest commasifwith a population of less then 250
inhabitants) are concentrated in terms of theiations especially in the northeastern part of the
Slovak territory as well as in the areas surrougdhre Slovak-Hungarian border of the central
part of the Slovak territory. Some of them are a#d in the both northwestern part and
southeastern part of the Slovak territory as wellthe western part there are very few such
communities. On the contrary, only two Slovak comities have a character of city with a
population of more than 100-thousand inhabitankes€ two cities (Bratislava and KoSice) are
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the biggest Slovak communities and, under the atilgpecific laws, they use so- called two-tier
local government system, where one tier is crebtedity en bloc, and the second one involves
town districts (Bratislava is divided in 17 towrstticts, KoSice in 22 town districts). The other
Slovak communities, regardless of their size, htaeesame structure of local government bodies
and the extent of competencies. The absurdityiefdituation might be proven by the existence
of the smallest community (i.e. Prikra with severhabitants). According to the Act on
Municipalities, there was a provision that everynocounal board has to consist of 9-60 deputies.
Obviously, this was later changed and the loweshber of deputies was reduced to three
persons. However, according the other rules, whearet is local election, every election
committee must have at least five members who dabecsimultaneously the candidates for
deputies. Moreover, there is still a candidate rimyor who cannot be a member of that
committee too, and who cannot become communal liegydty and at the same time mayor.

2.3 Inter-communal co-operative forms

According to Kling, Nidansky and Pilat (2002), there were two forms oémmommunal co-
operation which could be described as the most camamd should help to overcome existing
problems issued from a highly fragmented localcitme. However, in my opinion, there are four
such forms on the present as follows: national@asons of universal character, joint municipal
offices (JMO), voluntary institutionalized regionahssociations, and specific-purpose
associations. The most important in terms of fragaién-consolidation issues are JMOs, and
voluntary institutionalized regional associatiores¢ called micro-regions). The JMOs are
established in order to execute some competenciespecially those linked to construction
proceedings, land transport, nature and environrpestection, domiciliary services, primary
educational system, and other fields like wateouese management, flood protection, civil
protection, etc. But the most usual reason forrtlsitablishment is a performance in the
construction proceedings field. Their nature isiapl, and there is no possibility to force any
community to become a member of some JMO. Every hdOto respect three principles: first,
principle of mutual usefulness; second, princidlequality in regard to the positions of member
communities; and third, principle of autonomy ircd@®n-making processes that belongs to all
member communities. It is clear in the view of thesinciples, that it completely depends on the
member communities’ decisions how intensively mgdiMOs are, and how their activities are
controlled.

According Kling and Pilat (2003) the communitiesvlehad a right to establish JMOs since
1990, but in fact they did not exercise this rightil 2002 (there were approximately 20 JMOs in
this time in the SR). However, devolution of soneenpetencies accelerated this process and in
February 2003 existed in the SR already 75 JMOApnil 2003 129 JMOs, and in August of the
same year even 147 JMOs that associated 82 % Sloathk communities with approximately 60
% of all inhabitants.
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(pursuant to Section 20, Act no. 369/1990 Coll. on local establishment, as amended)

ﬁ Municipalities in the SR incorporated into the joint municipal offices (JMO)
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Figure 2: Communities involved in some JMO (2008).

Table 3: Joint municipal offices in the SR (2006).

Entire number Number of
Size of IMO (number of Entire number . . inhabitants of
» of involved Share in % .
communities) of IMO o involved
communities "
communities
Up to 10 communities 108 561 52.9 2,131,900
11 — 20 communities 48 687 23.5 960,322
21 — 50 communities 43 1,267 21.0 1,267,996
51 or more communities 5 324 2.6 214,534
OVERALL 204 2,839 100.0 4,574,752

Note: All of them acted in the field of construntfmroceedings, 92 in domiciliary services, 70 in
land transport, 55 in primary educational systers,id nature and environment protection, and
38 in some other fields.
Source: Kis and Volko, 2007, 101.

The present total number of these offices is (a8loMay 2008) 232, but their character and
structures vary to a great extent. There are JM@ishwperform their activities only for two
communities, but, on the other hand, there areraksach JMOs which perform their activities
for many communities (e.g. JMO Sverzov performs dstivities for 80 independent
communities). Some of them are centered on one afrezctivities, but some of them are
multifunctional and perform their activities in &l areas (e.g. JMO Uhrovec performs its
activities in eight fields: construction proceedingand transport, water resource management,
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nature and environment protection, regional develqt, domiciliary services, fire protection,
and public health care). Moreover, there are conitiesrwith membership in different IMOs for
different fields of activities (e.g. in the field oonstruction proceedings Slovenské Nové Mesto
belongs to JIMO Malatha, but in the field of primary educational systdma same community
belongs to JMO TrebiSov).

The voluntary institutionalized regional associaidncludes two groups of associations — the
first group consists of Euro-regions; the secone ionolves so-called micro-regions. The micro-
regions have not been legally defined so far, sdally they are territorially small units
involving at a minimum a few communities which haaecommon historical development,
economic interconnection, etc. Their nature is dase voluntary association, and sometimes
they do not respect official administrative bordéesy. micro-region called ZRT DobSina does
not respect the borders of self-government regioRs)thermore, some communities are
involved in two micro-regions (e.g. Vitky and Zemplin are the members of micro-regionecall
Tarbucka and at the same time they are memberseofmicro-region called Tokajské obce).
They are established for many different reasonsinftance, in order to promote the locality, in
order to prepare and manage some development {mogic. There were 245 registered micro-
regions in SR in 2004 and they involved approxityaéb % of all Slovak communities. An
interesting point is that their borders often cep@nd (partially at least) with existing borders of
JMOs' areas (e.g. JIMO HanuSovce nadl'daerforms its activities in the field of constiioa
proceedings for those communities associated imdvliegion HanuSovce nad Tigu). Many of
them co-operate also within the structures of theva-mentioned Euro-regions.

The biggest problem of these micro-regions is astijoie of their activity. Some of them exist
only officially, and they are not active at all. @me contrary, there are micro-regions that are
very active and successful in terms of the accahplent of their mission, too. Also their legal
status often vary — some of them are establishedoasprofit organizations, some as civic
associations, and some as associations of the pegabns. However, while the JMOs consist
strictly of the communities, the members of micegions can be also other public agencies (e.qg.
specialized agencies for regional or local develepty various private legal persons (e.g.
local/regional enterprises, non-profit organizasiaor other NGOs), and natural persons (e.g.
civic activists or experts). With respect to thise micro-regions might both dispose with high
level capability and provide a proper argumentdishko the utility of joining and co-operating
with the communities.

3 Conclusion

A serious problem which should be solved in ther rieure is the mentioned excessive
fragmentation of communities. The increasing protsleof rural areas in the Slovak Republic
have caused a gradual outflow of economically-actpeople to towns or urban areas.
Furthermore, young people who leave villages talysin towns do not return to their villages
after finishing their studies because they see utoré there. Rural areas are thus becoming
depopulated and are increasingly inhabited by Blgexople and pensioners (Kling, 2003: 473).
In addition to this there is a lack of economidiatives, and traditional possibilities linked to
economic activities in agriculture or forestry amry reduced (Sloboda, 2004: 5). Many of these
atomized units are not even able to perform tlasikd, and recently have had to look for various
more or less institutionalized co-operation po$iiks.
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As far as a possible continuation of the discusssonterritorial consolidation and
amalgamation of the communities, we have to alwake into account that there is a strong
opposition founded on various fears. On the onelhtire representatives of local governments
do not agree with the stabilization of the settlatreystem of the SR through the amalgamation
of existing communities. The experience of forcathlgamation remains a major barrier to it. As
stated by Slavik (1994), while in 1950 there wef@8 communities in Slovakia, their entire
number decreased in 1989 to 2,694 (i.e. almoste20ept-decrease). The forced and often also
unnatural amalgamation was most extensive duriegl®70’s. Moreover, the support for the
central community in an amalgamated municipalityd athe contrary, shutdowns of any
development in the non-central communities, durigsigite socialism caused voluntary
amalgamation to be unacceptable. Another barri@ntalgamation is that communities are not
willing to give up any of their control to anotheommunity once they have gained their
independence. There is a widely-held opinion anmmtigens that if the established municipality
consists of several parts (former independent comiies), the home of the mayor will be
developed the most. It is also perceived that smatbmmunities in such municipalities are not
decently developed. The later opinion prevails agntre citizens from the rural parts of the
towns and cities. These citizens sense they arglstiortchanged in some way. According to
their complaints, the town or city council does pay appropriate attention to the development
of rural town parts and it only deals with the depenent of non-rural parts (Kling, Niansky
and Pilat, 2002: 120).

Due to the aforementioned barriers and fears,quite likely that the present government
(and probably also the next government) will notveahe high fragmentation of local level
through any amalgamation scenario, and would ratlgo find another solution for unification.
Obviously, in regard to this, there is a questidrfigcal sustainability. The share of the local
governments' budgets on the entire public experagitwas almost 9.5 % in 2008, but this means
that (in absolute value expression) the expenditaféhe local governments in 2008 expended in
comparison with 2006 by 360 million Euros. Suchidagrowth is not sustainable in the long
term, and territorial consolidation along with rédding as well as consolidation of local fiscal
structures should be introduced in the Slovak 8dna

One of the unification possibilities, which has medready experienced by some other
countries, consists of the introduction of locdldeatories (e.g. so called free communes) that
have never been introduced in the SR before. Theradegovernment could invite local
authorities to propose and submit applicationsrednbn regulations from which they would like
to be exempted. The local authorities, howeverukhprovide evidence that they would be able
(either alone or in co-operation associations widme other neighbouring communities) to meet
all the needs of their inhabitants. A double press(higher responsibility for their own
development, and the inhabitants' expectationshtrlgad to the establishment of various co-
operation networks and to the amalgamation of antaky nature. lancu (2007) demonstrated
that while this tool brought clear positive resuftssome countries (e.g., Sweden), there are also
countries (e.g., Romania) where it failed to megpeetations. Thus, although it is not
automatically effective, it represents a possibbel tfor bringing the amalgamation of
municipalities into practice in SR. Obviously, taaare some other possibilities, too. One of the
most ordinary possibilities is the establishmentdferent municipal categories. For example
Sutajova (2006) considers the absence of any fumalti categorization of the Slovak
communities to be one of the most serious problemegard to the policy-making processes at
the local level. Besides that, here it is necessargtress that there are some post-communist
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countries — e.g., Slovenia or the Czech Republedgl8 Benda, Pintatj 2008; Juptner, 2005) —
that already have had good experience with impleéimgrthis tool into the framework of their
administrative systems. Spontaneous territorialseue-oriented associations of municipalities
present another possibility. Such an approactorsgxample, common and typical in some parts
of Germany (Juptner 2007). Furthermore, it is ingdade to expect that the implementation of
some “successful foreign tool or approach” will@uatically apply in the Slovak case. Taking
into account the facts mentioned earlier, the nposbable continuation of the fragmentation-
consolidation issue at the local level in the SRaigradual development of JMOs, and the
eventual establishment of a new tier of local gowent within a frame of JIMOs. On the other
hand, the other possibilities are still open tawj as previous political development has showed
us, it will also depend on central governmentgniies and preferences.
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