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Abstract: The paper deals with border regions in Poland, which are regarded as a specific type
of peripheral areas. The aim of this paper was to assess the Polish-Czech and
Polish-Slovak border cooperation at the local level and to compare it to the Polish-
German border. The studies were based on the analysis of the microprojects
qualified for implementation under the Microprojects Fund within INTERREG IIIA
programmes. Particular emphasis was put on the type characteristic of the projects
and institutional structure of beneficiaries. Moreover, the relationships between
analysed features were studied. The spatial distribution of projects was also
examined. The role of Euroregions in the process of cross-border co-operation
implementation was described. The analysis of the microprojects was carried out for
the Poland’s southern border and the western one, as well as for particular
Euroregions.
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Abstract: Artykut podejmuje problematyke polskich regionéw przygranicznych, ktére sag
postrzegane jako specyficzny typ obszaréw peryferyjnych. Celem opracowania byta
ocena polsko-czeskiej i polsko-stowackiej wspotpracy transgranicznej prowadzonej
na szczeblu lokalnym. Wyniki byty odniesione do wspotpracy realizowanej na granicy
polsko-niemieckiej. Badanie oparte byto o analize mikroprojektow zakwalifikowanych
do implementacji w ramach Funduszu Mikroprojektow programoéw INTERREG IlIA.
Szczegdlng uwage zwrdécono na strukture rodzajowg projektdw, a takze strukture
beneficjentow. Ponadto analizie poddano wzajemne zaleznoSci miedzy
poszczegdlnymi cechami oraz rozmieszczenie przestrzenne mikroprojektéw.
Przedstawiono rowniez role euroregiondw w procesie realizacji wspotpracy
transgranicznej. Analiza mikroprojektéw przeprowadzona zostata zaréwno
w podziale na polskg granice potudniowg i zachodnig, jak i wedlug poszczegdlnych
euroregiondéw.

Stowa kluczowe: wspéipraca transgraniczna, obszary przygraniczne, euroregiony,
mikroprojekty, Interreg, obszary peryferyjne, relacje transgraniczne.
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1. Introduction

By their nature borderlands constitute peripheral areas, usually characterized by limited
transport accessibility and the occurrence of spatial barriers, unfavourable demographic
structure, or the dominance of rural areas. The peripheral location of border regions usually
causes their ‘underdevelopment’ (Zapletalova, 2005; Roper, 2007).The development of cross-
border co-operation should play significant role in the process of overcoming peripheriality of
border areas (Kratke, 1999; Cappellin, 1993). In Europe, special programmes supporting
transborder relationships (e.g. Phare CBC, Interreg) as well as the formation and functioning of
Euroregions played an important role in the process of intensifying co-operation between
partners from regions separated by a state border (Perkmann, 1999; Church and Reid, 1996).

Institutional-organizational structures called Euroregions are located along most national
borders in Europe. They appeared as some sort of link between neighbouring countries, and
above all between their border regions. Their formation and functioning is the manifestation of
the awareness of shared problems and needs as well as a means of intensifying cross-border
co-operation. Thus, the role of Euroregions was to help overcome unfavourable features of
the location as well as help take advantage of the positive features of cross-border regions.
The achievement of fully integrated regions or ‘space of transition’ (Newman, 2006) proved to
be very hard and was very rarely completed. Nevertheless, the value of Euroregions cannot be
underestimated and although it wasn’t possible to create transboundary border regions in
the full sense of the word, they helped tighten co-operation and bring together the areas of
the common border regions in the social, economic, infrastructural and tourist spheres.
Moreover, Euroregions contributed to the creation of a network of intraregional co-operation,
both among self-government institutions as well as other institutions operating in the region.
Euroregions fulfilled cardinal function which is development of interpersonal relation and mutual
learning of people from two sides of the border and, as a result, overcoming mistrust and better
orientation in the neigbouring country (Vaishar, 2008). Research into co-operation is done
mainly on a national scale. The actual co-operation, however, depends largely on regional and
local conditions and, among other things, Euroregions functioning (Scott, 1999), which is
the reason for focusing on their role in this study.

The basic objective of this paper was to assess cross-border co-operation realization under
Microproject Fund? within Interreg Il A Poland - Czech Republic and Poland — Slovak Republic
programmes and its comparison with Polish-German programmes. The aim of the study was
also to compare the character of co-operation in particular Euroregions along Polish southern
and western border. Special attention was paid to the type characterization of the projects and
institutional structure of beneficiaries. Another important objective was to analyse
the relationships between spatial distribution of the realized microprojects. Moreover,
the hypothesis assuming that the environment conditions (especially mountainous character of
Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak border areas) affect the realization of co-operation at the local
level was verified. It has to be stressed that this paper has mainly empirical character.

The research comprises the data concerning all the microprojects realized under Microprojects
Fund within Interreg Il A Programmes 2004-2006 on the Polish-Czech, Polish-Slovak and
Polish-German border®. The data was obtained from particular Euroregions, which were
responsible for implementation of Small Project Fund. Analysis concerns only projects realized
by Polish beneficiaries. The projects of Technical Assistance have been omitted since they are
not directly connected with cross-border co-operation.

The author is fully aware that the small projects do not cover the full spectrum of cross-border
co-operation. Nevertheless, they constitute its substantial element and reflect the shape of
cross-border co-operation at the local level and not declarative co-operation existing only “on
paper”. The analysis does not cover so called ‘large’ Interreg projects and informal co-operation.
It seems, however, that the analysis of small projects is significant when investigating
transborder relationships, as it presents co-operation at the local level, which, due to low

2 The term ‘Small Projects Fund'’ is also used for this type of funding.
® The data from Euroregion Cieszyn Silesia was not available and projects realized in this Euroregion were not
included in the analysis.
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entrance barriers, could be realized even by small entities with simple organizational structures
located in the borderland. The author is aware that when analysing the cooperation projects, it
would be advisable to study their effects (especially long-term). However, this requires
a separate, in-depth research and will be the subject of further studies.

An analysis of Interreg IlIA microprojects is closely connected with the functioning of
Euroregions, as these units were responsible for implementation of Microprojects Fund.
Therefore, the analysis of the projects was carried out for the southern border (Polish-Czech
and Polish-Slovak) and the western one (Polish-German), as well as for particular Euroregions.

2. Development of cross-border co-operation programmes in Poland -
formal, legal and financial determinants

Euroregions have existed in Europe for half a century. However, in Poland and other countries
of Central and Eastern Europe they started to appear only after the 1989 transformation.
Before, their activity was not possible as these structures are strictly connected with
the democratic system and territorial self-government. The first Euroregions in Poland appeared
at the Polish-German and Polish-Czech border and therefore they have the widest experience
among all the 18 euroregions in the country. It has to be stressed that the first Euroregion
created in Poland was trilateral Euroregion Neisse-Nysa-Nisa at the Polish-Czech-German
border established in 1991. Moreover, this Euroregion is one of the best functioning and most
appreciated units in the Polish borderland.

The development of Euroregions was spurred by the introduction of the Phare CBC programme
in Poland. It was a part of the PHARE programme established in order to support the socio-
economic changes started in 1989 in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe (OJ L 375,
23.12.1989, p. 11). The Phare sub-programme Phare Cross-border Co-operation (Phare CBC)
came into existence in 1994. The purpose of this programme was to promote co-operation
between border regions in order to overcome specific developmental problems, promote
the creation of co-operation systems on both sides of the border as well as prepare for
the integration with the EU. Among the projects eligible for financing were: eliminating
administrative and institutional obstacles in the free flow of people, products or services across
the border; improvement in infrastructure; environmental protection; support in energy and
transport sectors; promotion of economic co-operation; cultural exchange; initiatives connected
with local employment, education and trainings; border area development plans.

The Phare CBC Programme was implemented year by year in accordance with the sequence of
the Interreg Initiative editions i.e. 1994-1999 and 2000-2006. In the case of Poland it was fill
2004, i.e. to the moment of our accession to the EU. The implementation of the programme was
realized in border regions belonging to particular states (e.g. Poland-Germany, Poland-
Czechia). The unit managing the programme on the national scale in Poland was
the Implementing Authority for Phare Cross-Border Programme. Direct management was
conducted by the regional authorities of bordering voivodships. An important role in
the implementation of the Phare CBC was played by Euroregions, which were entrusted with
the management of the Small Project Fund (SPF) — the projects with the maximum budget of
EUR 50.000 and so-called medium-sized projects — maximum budget of EUR 300.000.
The Implementing Authority for European Programmes (WWPE) was responsible for managing
the SPF but according to the subsidiarity rule it delegated a considerable part of its
competences to Euroregions and they practically managed the Fund on their own. The formal
management structure was the Steering Committee (consisting of representatives of the most
important organizations acting in the region as a watchdog, a representative of WWPE and
European Commission Representation) as well as the Euroregion Secretariat (they participated
in transferring small subsidies by organizing application competitions, participation in application
selection, management of the funds, etc.).

Between 1994 and 2003 almost 20% of overall Phare budget for Poland was earmarked for
Phare CBC (see Report..., 2007). The vast majority of the Phare CBC funds were spent on
large investment projects — about 75% of the funds were allocated to transport and environment
protection. The total allocation exceeded EUR 527mio, almost 97% of which was absorbed.
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Over 350 projects were executed (excluding ‘small’ projects) to the total sum of EUR 510mio.
We can observe a clear dominance of the western border. The Polish-German programmes
during the whole realization period of Phare CBC received considerably higher allocation than
the programmes at other borders (EUR 451mio from total allocation of EUR 527mio).
The absorption of the funds in each year was very high, which indicates both significant interest
on the part of beneficiaries, as well as the effectiveness of the structures managing
the programmes.

Accession of Poland, as well as its southern neighbouring countries, to the European Union in
2004, brought about significant changes in institutional settings of cross-border co-operation.
Poland’s accession to the EU resulted in covering border areas with 7 Interreg Il A
programmes, including 2 at the Polish southern border and 3 at the Polish western border (Tab.
1). In Poland allocation to Interreg IlIA programmes was about EUR 149mio (a lot more was
allocated to the western border for Polish-German programmes than for Poland’ southern
border). From these funds, apart from “large projects” which dominate, microprojects under SPF
were also executed (allocation about 15%). Their beneficiaries could be institutions of the same
type as in Phare CBC.

Allocation for

Border Programme Polish side (EUR
in million)
Poland’s southern | Poland-Czechia 18
border Poland-Slovakia 10.5

Poland (Voivodship Zachodniopomorskie) —
Poland’s western | Mecklenburg-Vorpommern/Brandenburg;
border Poland (Voivodship Lubuskie) — Brandenburg;
Poland (Voivodship Dolnoslgskie) — Saxony

86.5

Tab 1. Polish-Czech, Polish-Slovak and Polish-German Interreg IlIA programmes. Source: own study based on data
from the Ministry of Regional Development.

The launch of the Interreg implementation induced changes to the institutional-legal forms of
cross-border co-operation used so far. Among the most conspicuous differences between
Interreg and Phare CBC were: the necessity to create joint, e.g. Polish-Czech, Polish-German
structures, long-term budget (as opposed to the annual one), the rule of cost reimbursement,
and no advance payment system. The Microproject Fund was included into Interreg Il A
transborder programmes and was one of the measures, most often within priority ‘Development
of local communities’/ ‘Support for local initiatives’. As far as Euroregions are concerned, they
retained their responsibility for the Microproject Fund. In the financial context, the situation was
very similar and Euroregions received funds for management comparable to those in the Phare
CBC. The requirement of belonging to Euroregions was done away with, as the eligible areas
were defined on the basis of NUTS 3 classification. It may lead to resignation from participation
in euro-regional associations and the necessity to seek new elements attracting territorial units
to membership, since the launch of Interreg, the funds can be obtained directly. However,
Euroregions still manage Microproject Fund and play the most important role as for
implementation of undertakings within this measure.

The main aim of Euroregions is to develop and reinforce co-operation between communities on
both sides of the border with the view to achieving common goals in the field of culture,
education as well as in the social and economic spheres. It seems that microprojects are
necessary for the development of transborder co-operation as they directly concern local
communities and institutions in the borderland. The results of these projects should contribute to
reinforcing their mutual contacts. Close co-operation between people living in the borderland will
help deepen good neighbourly relations and additionally may create the basis for bigger, joint
transborder projects. The participation of Polish partners in microprojects is co-financed from
the European Regional Development Fund to the value of up to 75% of the qualified expenses
incurred and varies from 2-20k EUR. The remaining 25% of the budget comes from the state
sources (mainly local and regional ones). The funds are transferred in the form of
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reimbursement of the costs incurred. Additionally, Polish partners involved in the realization of
microprojects may apply for subsidies from the state budget, via an appropriate Euroregion,
which can constitute up to 10% of the total qualified costs of the project. The share of
the Microprojects Fund usually constituted 15% of the total programme. Allocation for particular
Euroregions was 0.5 — 2mio EUR (Implementing Authority for European Programmes).

Areas

Typical projects

Economic and tourist
development

Co-operational fairs, trading events, trainings for entrepreneurs and farmers,
joint promotional activities, publishing materials, mapping out and marking
tourist trails and tourist attractions in towns and communes

Cultural exchange

Jubilee celebrations in towns and communes; music, folk, theatre and film
festivals, mass events, festivities, sports competitions, rallies, open-air art
workshops, exhibitions, publications

Development of local
democracy

Meetings and exchange programmes for self-government officials as well as
representatives of various social and trade groups, conferences, seminars,
trainings on self-government, integration, trans-border co-operation

Development of
human resources

Seminars, conferences, symposia and academic sessions, trainings,
workshops, joint training for particular services (fire and rescue service,
border guards) prophylaxis and prevention programmes, publications,
rehabilitation/ education camps

Trans-border studies
and developmental

Drawing up studies, analyses and concepts as well as conducting
researches with specially formed international working groups

concepts
Environmental Pro-ecological activities — cleaning and afforestation campaigns, ecological
protection education, creating films and publications connected with ecology

Tab 2. The main areas of support under SPF. Source: own study based on data from the Implementing Authority for
European Programmes.

Microprojects funds were earmarked mainly for creating ‘interpersonal trans-border bonds and
connections’ (Tab. 2). The main objectives included: promotion of co-operation between border
regions and consequently assistance in overcoming specific developmental problems for
the benefit of inhabitants and in accordance with the requirements of environmental protection;
promotion of creating and development of a co-operation network on both sides of the border
and connections with wider networks within the EU. Beneficiaries of Microprojects Fund could
only be non-profit institutions — territorial self-governance units, unions and inter-commune
associations, chambers of commerce, professional associations, Euroregions, community
cultural centres, sports and recreation centres, sports clubs, cultural institutions and other non-
profit institutions.

3. Determinants of cross-border co-operation on the southern border of
Poland

When analysing determinants of the role of the state border, it needs to be remembered that
although its obvious material implications are important, a borderland is shaped by a whole set
of cultural, historical and political interactions and processes occurring within its space (van
Houtum, 1999). Similarly, transborder co-operation, with its complex character, is determined
not only by institutional, and financial factors, but also by factors specific to particular regions
(Dotzbtasz & Raczyk, 2012). Among the most important ones are disparities in the level of
socio-economic development on both sides of the border. It seems that the high level of
disproportions is an important factor hindering co-operation. It results, among other things, from
different expectations concerning potential co-operation. In this respect, the Polish-Czech and
Polish-Slovak border areas are regions with relatively low level of disparities. In contrast,
the Polish-German border is believed to be one of the internal EU borders characterized by
the highest level of economic disparities (see ESPON Atlas, 2006; Topaloglou et al., 2005).

Similarity of problems and objectives regarding socio-economic development is a crucial
determinant shaping co-operation. Also, in this respect some similarities with the Polish-Czech
and Polish-Slovak border region can be observed in relation to the encountered problems, e.g.
the occurrence of problem areas, i.e. negative demographic structures in the countryside
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(Pokluda, 2005), joint mountain region, reorganization of traditional branches of industry. But
joint objectives can be noticed as well as, e.g. integration with the EU, economic development,
search for activation incentives, tourism development. At the Polish-Czech border we can
observe considerable economic potential, similar economic structures, but at the same time
a number of developmental problems (problem areas) (Belof et al., 2008). It needs to be
stressed that the cultural barrier was smaller at the southern border than that at the western
border of Poland with Germany, e.g. the persistence of stereotypes, attitude towards
neighbouring nations, historical experiences, etc. (although its significance seems to be
decreasing (Kratke, 2002).

In both cases the border was established on the basis of environmental features. The southern
border is running mainly across mountainous region, while Polish-German border is mostly
the river border (it results in relatively low number of border crossings. Furthermore,
transportation is also made difficult by the fact that in most cases the connections require bridge
crossings). The southern border, due to its mountainous character, constitutes a significant
impediment affecting free movement of people and goods, because it restricts the freedom of
border crossing (Wieckowski, 2004). However, a relatively high number of border crossings to
Czechia, over 100, and over 50 to Slovakia, including border crossings only for small border
traffic and on the tourist trails (data for 20.12.2007 just before joining the Schengen Zone)
greatly facilitates local traffic at the southern border. Since Poland’s, the Czech Republic’s and
the Slovak Republic’s entering the Schengen Zone (2007) there are virtually no formal barriers
for the flow of people. This significantly facilitates local traffic (especially pedestrian and cycling
traffic). It needs to be remembered that there are very few good quality roads: those which lead
to border crossings (only one motorway connection) and additionally limited by such factors as
weather conditions, especially in winter. The structure of transport connections is still
unfavourable and requires further improvement (Michniak, 2010; Vaishar (ed.), 2012;
Wieckowski et al., 2012; Studium zagospodarowania pogranicza polsko-czeskiego, 2006).

The character of co-operation in the Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak border region is
determined to a great extent by environmental determinants and is highly affected by
the borders' location in touristy areas (mountain tourism, winter sports, a great number of
historical buildings) as well as great natural value of the region (humerous national and
landscape parks). It not only facilitates but also ‘determines’ potential directions of co-operation,
in accordance with the unique character of the area. Consequently, there is greater potential for
integration in this border region. At the same time, it may be connected with the creation and
consolidation of 'co-operation monoculture' dominated by tourist-oriented activities. However,
the occurrence of a clear integrating factor in the border region may create favourable
conditions for the creation of a truly trans-border region (Dotzbtasz and Raczyk, 2010).

4. Cross-border co-operation at the local level in the Polish-Czech and
Polish-Slovak border area

The funds allocated for small projects within cross-border programmes in Poland have been
fully utilised. Therefore, from the practical point of view, the programme turned out to be
a success. What's also important, potential beneficiaries displayed significant interest in
the project. This shows that the activity period between 2004 - 2006 played a significant role in
propagating co-operation at the local level within Poland’s southern and western border regions.

The number of realised projects depended on the extent of financial support available within
the specific programmes. The funds allocation (in per cent) was the same, but the amount of
money available differed as Polish-German programmes had much higher allocation compared
to Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak ones. Subsidies for Microprojects Fund from particular
transborder programmes were distributed among Euroregions from the given area. In
consequence, for the Euroregions at the southern border the allocation was lower, at
the western border funds were higher and as a result the share of small projects realized in
Euroregions at the Polish-German border (Pomerania, Pro Europa Viadrina, Spree-Neisse-
Bober) was significantly higher (Fig. 1). The share of projects realized in the Euroregion Neisse-
Nysa-Nisa, which is situated at both borders, were higher than in bilateral Euroregions at
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the southern border (37% of the projects in Euroregion Neisse-Nysa-Nisa was realized within
the Poland-Czech cross-border programme and 73% within the Poland-Saxony programme).

Pomerania

Pro Europa Viadrina
Spree-Neisse-Bober
Neisse-Nysa-Nisa
Glacensis
Pradziad/Praded
Silesia
Beskidy/Beskydy

Tatras

Carpathian

0 5 10 15 20 25%
Fig 1. The share of microprojects realized in particular Euroregions in the total humber of microprojects within

Interreg Il A in the Polish part of the Polish-Czech, Polish-Slovak and Polish-German borderlands.
Source: own elaboration based on the data from Euroregions.

Due to similar institutional structure and legal conditioning, the types of projects executed didn’t
differ significantly. Within the most basic division according to intervention category (Fig. 2)
a similarity was observed.

Eyarious events (e.g. cultural,
sporting, tourist)
Bhuman resources

PL-CZ,PL-SK

; . mbusiness advisory services
: 1 shared services for the tourism
industry
mbasicinfrastructure

mscientific conferences

PL-DE

70% 80% 90% 100%
mtourism, physicalinvestment

Fig 2. The type structure of microprojects within Interreg Ill A programmes in the Polish part of the Polish- Czech,
Polish-Slovak and Polish-German borderlands. Source: own elaboration based on the data from Euroregions.

The most popular microprojects in all borderlands (Polish-Czech, Polish-Slovak and Polish-
German) were those which aimed at bringing closer the communities from both sides of
the border by holding joint transborder events, activities often referred to as ,people for people”.
This was connected with the main objective of the Microprojects Fund which was to support
local initiatives and develop local communities in transborder terms. Usually, these projects
were connected with culture in the broad sense. Joint transborder events dominated in the area
of all the analysed Euroregions (Fig. 3).

However, differences became apparent when the most popular category (‘various events’) was
analysed in more detail (Tab. 3). In this case the higher share of projects connected with
tourism was observed at the southern border. Moreover, the percentage of projects dealing with
services for the tourism industry was also double. This resulted from the existence of beneficial
natural conditions, which are favourable for tourism, on both sides of the border (Karpaty and
Sudety mountains). This indicates that individual conditions for the specific programmes played
an important role while being different at each of the borders.
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Subcategories of category 172 - Events from the sphere of:

Border culture sport tourism education environment protection
% of all projects from the border

southern 29,7 14,0 9,6 5,2 0,4

western 37,7 16,8 3,6 8,2 2,2

Tab 3. The share of microprojects by intervention subcategory 172 ,Miscellaneous events”. Source: own elaboration
based on the data from Euroregions.

It is worth mentioning that the share of projects from the field of entrepreneurial support in
the Polish southern border was twice as big as the share of these projects along our western
border. This is probably caused by the fact that at the local level the connections between
companies from Poland, Czechia and Slovakia are much stronger than those with companies
from Germany.

Pomerania

: : ' ' = tourism, physicalinvestment
Pro Europa Viadrina
: : : : i Hscientific conferences
T
F
e

Spree-Neisse-Bober H basic infrastructure

shared services forthe tourism
industry

Neisse-Nysa-Nisa

Glacensis ® business advisory services
® human resources
Pradziad/Praded
: i Mvarious events (e.g. cultural,
Silesia : ; sporting, tourist)
Beskidy/Beskydy

Tatras

Carpathian

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Fig 3. The type structure of microprojects realized in particular Euroregions within Interreg Ill A programmes in
the Polish part of the Polish-Czech, Polish-Slovak and Polish-German borderlands. Source: own elaboration
based on the data from Euroregions.

It is worth mentioning that the share of tourist-related projects was the biggest in Euroregions
located along Polish southern border — in Euroregion Beskydy it was 14%, Praded 12%, and
Carpathian 10% of all the realized projects. The lower share of tourist activities in euroregions at
the Polish-German border (only 3% in the Spree-Neisse-Bober Euroregion) confirms
the significance of the location in this respect. Similarly, only in the Polish-Czech Euroregion
Glacensis a relatively high percentage (about 10%) of tourist investment enterprises was noted
as well as projects aimed at joint tourist marketing (over 11%). With regard to activities oriented
towards human resources and educational events, the most active were the Polish-German
Euroregions (especially Spree-Neisse-Bober Euroregion). At the southern border a big share of
educational events was observed in the area of Beskydy Euroregion (about 18%). It is also
worth noting that in the Carpathian Euroregion there was a considerably high percentage of
projects aiming at supporting entrepreneurship (over 9% of all the projects).

The type structure of microprojects within Interreg Il A in the Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak
borderlands was typical of Microprojects Fund which realizes low-budget enterprises. It was
dominated by ,people for people” type of activities. Their main objective was to integrate
borderland communities through getting to know the culture of the neighbours, cherishing
common cultural heritage and joint sporting and tourist activities. It needs to be emphasized that
great tourist attractions as well as the existence of protected areas in the Polish-Czech and
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Polish-Slovak regions account for higher activity of beneficiaries compared to Polish-German
borderland.

The structure of beneficiaries in each Euroregion, as well as compared to southern and western
borders, was similar (Fig. 4). There were, however, some discrepancies. Along both analyzed
borders the largest share was observed among territorial self-governments with municipality
governments strongly dominating. However, in Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak Euroregions,
the share of local government units was over 10% higher compared to Polish-German
borderland, while the activity of NGOs and cultural and recreational institutions was at a lower
level. This seems to be the result of better preparation of this type of units from Polish-German
borderland for the implementation of transborder activities. Thanks to extensive history of
institutional co-operation (Phare CBC programmes already at the beginning of ‘90s) they had
greater experience in implementing transborder enterprises (including long-standing co-
operation partners on the German side). Similarly, low level of activity in co-operation was
observed in schools, and especially in scientific institutions. This could, however, result from
the fact that educational units have the possibility to implement transborder activities (school
exchanges, joint research) also within other, dedicated support programmes, as they usually
require greater funding than those offered by Interreg Il A Microprojects Fund.

associations of self-governments
PL-CZ,PL-SK business environmentinstitutions
scientific institutions
m district self-governments
mschools
NGOs

PL-DE
m institutions of culture and recreation

B municipality self-governments

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Fig 4. Beneficiary structure of microprojects within Interreg IlIA in the Polish part of the Polish-Czech, Polish-Slovak
and Polish-German borderland. Source: own elaboration based on the data from Euroregions.

The relatively high level of activity of schools from Silesia Euroregion is also worth noting. This
was probably caused by a high level of urbanization of this region, and, consequently, a large
number of primary schools, lower secondary schools and secondary schools. The activity of
scientific institutions from Beskydy Euroregion (mainly colleges and university level institutions
in Bielsko Biata) was also noticeable.

A very clear dominance of local governments is, on the one hand, a favourable phenomenon,
as it means that the communes are actively participating in transborder co-operation. Positive
relationships between local governments and partners from the other side of the border not only
allow for undertaking joint activities which are beneficial for borderland inhabitants, but also help
them use these relationships in other practical spheres of life, which have more measurable
effects and bring mutual benefits. It needs to be stressed that territorial units which are
the beneficiaries of the microprojects organize events as part of microprojects and engage
inhabitants of the communes. Thus, they realize the main objective of the Microprojects Fund,
which is bringing together local communities separated by a state border. If the neighbours get
to know each other well, it may lead to eliminating negative national stereotypes, establishing
economic co-operation, increasing connections between inhabitants, etc. In the long run, it
creates favourable conditions for an integrated transborder region. On the other hand, however,
much lower level of activity on the part of other institutions (e.g. NGOs, business support
institutions) seems to be an alarming phenomenon. This indicates a need to take action aimed
at increasing their involvement in transborder co-operation and include them in the co-operation

110/181



network which is continually developing in the borderland. This would allow for better and more
effective realization of transborder co-operation objectives using grass-root initiatives.

Pomerania
= municipality self-

Pro Europa Viadrina governments

W institutions of culture and

Spree-Neisse-Bober recreation
]
Neisse-Nysa-Nisa NGOs
Glacensis H schools

Pradziad/Praded m district self-governments

Silesia m scientific institutions
Beskidy/Beskydy
business environment

Tatras institutions

Carpathian

0% 50% 100%
Fig 5. Beneficiary structure of microprojects realized in particular Euroregions under Interreg IlIA in the Polish-Czech,
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Fig 6. Spatial distribution of microprojects realized under Interreg IlIA in Polish part of the Polish-Czech, Polish-
Slovak and Polish-German borderland. Source: own elaboration based on the data from Euroregions.

The main factors shaping spatial distribution of the realized microprojects in the southern border
area of Poland was the factor of border proximity (Fig. 6). It was clearly visible, especially
compared to the western border with Germany where no spatial concentration was observed.
Within southern border area itself it seems that in the Polish-Czech part the vicinity of the border
played more important role than in areas neighbouring Slovakia. A significant role in spatial
distribution was played by tourist attractiveness of particular regions as well as the existence of
spa and tourism resorts (the Stotowe Mountains, the Karkonosze Mountains, the Silesian
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Beskid Mountains, Zywiecki Beskid Mountains, Tatra Mountains). There is characteristic
concentration of microprojects in Raciborski district and Wodzistawski district (south-western
part of Silesia Region), which results from the high activity of urban as well as rural
municipalities situated in Euroregion Silesia and direct neighbourhood of well developed Czech
areas. Significant activity of beneficiaries from urban municipalities was observed, but it needs
to be stressed that they didn't dominated the transborder relations, as rural municipalities
participation in microprojects was at a relatively high level. It was probably the result of
intentional and active policy of local self-governments. Interestingly, the biggest cities from
border areas (such as e.g. Watbrzych, Bielsko-Biata, Nowy Targ, Nowy Sgcz, Krosno, Sanok)
played a relatively small role in the shaping of this co-operation despite their location which
should encourage high activity.

5. Conclusion

Obtaining subsidies for joint Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak projects from Intrerreg Il definitely
had a great impact on the development of transborder co-operation in the Polish southern
borderland. The successful functioning of Euroregions, whose main aim is to support
transborder relationships, favourably contributed to developing this co-operation. In
the analyzed period over 1200 joint microprojects were implemented to the amount of about
10mio EUR. Transborder activities took place along the whole course of the Polish-Czech and
Polish-Slovak border. The factor of the vicinity of the border played an important role, as in their
neighbourhood concentration of the projects increased. The concentration of transborder
enterprises was biggest in urban areas. However, they are also realized in rural areas.
The dominance of local government units in the beneficiary structure at the commune level
signifies that communes were (and still are) the main actors of transborder co-operation at
the local level. A similar situation was observed in the Polish-German borderland. This indicates
a need to launch activities aiming at activating other institutions, especially associations,
schools and business support institutions. Although clear dominance of microprojects in
the type structure at the Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak borders is typical of Microprojects
Fund (various types of events), the share of activities connected with environment protection
(despite all the natural values of the borderland), the development of human resources, or
activities supporting entrepreneurship is still very low. Compared to the Polish-German border,
Polish southern border is characterized by much greater share of tourist projects. These include
both ,meeting” activities as well as joint transborder promotional and marketing activities. It
seems that the main objective of Microprojects Fund was achieved, since the great number of
cultural, sporting and tourist events provided an opportunity to meet for the inhabitants of
Polish-Czech and Polish-Slovak borderlands, as well as for tourists from outside this region.
Moreover, it appears that in the long run implementation of joint transborder activities will lead to
overcoming negative effects of peripheral location of both borderlands.
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