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Abstract
Territorial fragmentation is considered as one of the most problematic 
characteristics of the Czech municipal system, however, there are no effective 
ways how to encourage small units to amalgamate. This paper focuses on cases of 
voluntary mergers that occured in 2002 and 2003, as the number of amalgamated 
units had no comparison in last 20 years. Through the analysis of documents, data 
from statistical office, press and interviews with actors we examine the aspect 
of those mergers such as main causes, process of the merger itself and actors 
involved. The analysis reveals the amalgamation was not a result of long-term 
process but more likely an ad hoc solution of problematic situation caused by 
administrative, economic and socio-demographic factors.
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the Challenge of the Times], Charles University in Prague, Faculty of Social 
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Introduction

The issue of territorial consolidation of municipal structure is currently one of 
the strongest drivers of changes at the local level in European countries, as well 
as one of the important topics of political science (compare Baldersheim, Rose 
2010; Swianiewicz 2010; Baldersheim, Illner, Wollmann 2003; Dafflon 2012). 
With the increasing number of tasks of executives at all levels in last decades, 
especially in the field of economic planning, it appeared small local units failed 
to manage all the objectives. Efforts to provide citizens with a wide range of 
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new services launched a period seeking to reform the municipal structure in 
favour of larger municipalities which would be able to fulfill these functions 
(Keating, 1995, p. 120). European governments initially looked at the problem 
of insufficient capacity of small villages purely in economic terms and reforms 
were adopted without the consultation with local authorities.

Even the Czech and Slovak Republics have experienced this period. In 
Czechoslovakia, the communist regime decided to follow the development in 
Western Europe and the number of municipalities between 1947-1989 fell by almost 
two thirds (Illner, 2010, p. 17). The mandatory amalgamation was replaced by the 
period of fragmentation, when the number of municipalities had grown in two years 
by almost two thousand, with the situation in the Czech Republic being worse 
than in neighbouring Slovakia (Kling, Nižňanský, Pilát 2002, p. 118). Although 
political representatives are aware of the problematic issues arising from such a 
fragmented structure, they have not yet taken any measures that would explicitly 
head for consolidation. Potentially motivational legislative determination of taxes 
for the smallest municipalities was not accompanied by any informational and 
methodological support. As the current legislation does not allow any directive 
amalgamation, voluntary mergers play the key role in consolidating municipal 
structure. 

These cases are discussed in the following text. In addition to compliance with 
formal conditions imposed by the Act on Municipalities3, the merger means that 
the municipality totally gives up its independence and entrusts its management 
to a larger unit (Steiner, 2003, p. 554). The reasons for such an action may 
be different. For example, the executive of the village itself may come to the 
conclusion that the renunciation of sovereignty may be an advantage for the 
community in the long term. Further, there may be a problem with indebtedness 
(see Hornek 2014), inability to perform tasks effectively, lack of human capital 
to ensure the running of the municipality, or a simple demand to change induced 
by a general dissatisfaction with the status quo. In the Czech Republic, the 
total number of municipalities in 2002 and 2003 decreased by 9 without any 
intervention by the central government. The number itself is, in proportion to the 
total number of municipalities, insignificant since it represents less than 0.5% 
of the total number of units and is fully compensated by the creation of the new 
ones. Examining individual cases of amalgamation is still advisable for several 
reasons. First, the description of the merge process itself brings new findings  
 
3  Law 128/2000 Coll., § 19, 1-6: Assemblies of the affected municipalities enter into 
an agreement to merge or connect, if there is not an application for holding a local 
referendum on this issue within 30 days from publication of this decision, then it becomes 
valid, otherwise it is subject to approval by local referendum on this matter.



296 Slovak Journal of Political Sciences, Volume 15, 2015, No. 4

that may help to identify conditions that lead to it, and which may be useful in 
a possible reform, whose target group would be size-matching to investigated 
cases. Secondly, although the literature examining the small municipalities is 
rather broad (compare Illner 2006; Bubeníček 2010; Bernard, Ryšavý 2013, 
Swianiewicz 2003; Wollmann 2012), the issue of voluntary mergers is still rather 
unexplored. Thirdly, a major wave of mergers occurred in 2002 and 2003, which 
corresponds to the attempt of political representation to utilize the instruments 
of negative incentives by reforming the revenue sharing to the detriment of 
the smallest communities (Parliamentary print 435/0, 2000). Finally, it is then 
necessary to emphasize that 2003 was the last year, when there was more than a 
single case of a voluntary merger of a municipality.  

The aim of the following text is to investigate the factors that accompany 
a voluntary decision of municipalities in the Czech Republic to give up their 
sovereignty, and answer such questions like what unites the mergers in 2002 
and 2003, what were the reasons for the mentioned municipalities and what 
factors influenced their cases to the extent that the connection was successful? 
Following this, the text examines, which are the prerequisites for the voluntary 
amalgamation of municipalities in the Czech Republic and what is the effect of 
current legislation. The first hypothesis refers to a new legislative determination 
of taxes, which came into power in 2001 and affected the incomes of smallest 
municipalities in following years. Another hypothesis is that the voluntary 
amalgamation only occurs with the incentives and support of the centre.

Methods and structure

The paper first introduces the context of a voluntary amalgamation of municipalities in 
Europe and presents the possibilities offered in this regard by the legislative framework 
of the Czech Republic. The contextual part created for the purposes of this article is 
based on information of national statistical offices and research of relevant legislature. 
In terms of resources the paper is based on several main pillars. Those are, in 
addition to the traditional literature, the primary documents produced by the 
concerned councils, secondly, articles informing about the merger in the press. 
The third source consists of academic work (Durčáková 2008), which was 
elaborated at various universities and provides a comprehensive description of 
the process. All election results and information about the candidates come from 
the server Volby.cz operated by the Czech Statistical Office. In case of Zahořany 
a semi-structured interview with the former mayor was held in May 2014 as an 
additional source of data. 
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Amalgamation of municipalities across Europe

At the outset, it is important to emphasize that a period of consolidation cannot 
be considered as a homogeneous phenomenon. The reform period can be split 
up into two phases, which are divided by blind spot of the ‘80s, in which the 
states focused more on functional changes and in terms of amalgamation, rather 
negative arguments were accentuated (Swianiewicz 2002, p. 6). The first stage 
may be bounded by the years 1950-1972 and it is characterized by centrally 
undertaken reforms. It took place in the states of north-western Europe (e.g. UK, 
Sweden, Denmark) but also in the states of the Eastern bloc. The second stage is 
begins in 1990 and continues to the present day. It is characterized by a different 
approach to dealing with fragmentation: the reforms are much more often at least 
partly built on a voluntary basis and local actors are involved in the process.
(Dafflon, 2012, p. 194).

Historically, most of the mergers were made by the central government that 
changed the municipal boundaries by law and replaced original communities 
by newly created units. European Charter of Local Self-Government meant a 
milestone in this approach as it says in Article 5, “Changes in local authority 
boundaries shall not be made without prior consultation of the local communities 
concerned, possibly by means of a referendum where this is permitted by statute.” 
(Council of Europe 1985). The important question is, how citizens and elected 
representatives of the municipalities participate in this process, and whether 
it is possible for a municipality to be forced to amalgamate against their will. 
The answer is very different and depends on the country, where such a change 
occurred as well as on the legal framework, which differs significantly around 
the Europe.

Possibilities for participation of municipalities in the process of merging

European countries can be divided into three groups. In the first group of states 
it is not possible for municipalities to decide on their future independently and 
any change of borders requires special legal rights, while the central government 
does not have to take the opinion of local government into consideration. These 
include Portugal, Belgium, Luxembourg and Bulgaria. In these countries, the 
citizens are fully dependent on the contacts between local elected representatives 
and political centre.

The second group includes countries in which the local government can 
comment on the new arrangement, but its opinion is not binding. However, no 
special legislation is required at any part of the process. This group is in terms 
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of numbers the greatest: it includes e. g. Austria, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, 
Finland, Greece, Italy, Spain, the United Kingdom and Poland.

The last group consists of states, where any change of municipal boundaries 
requires an approval by a municipality itself. These include the Czech Republic, 
Slovakia, Switzerland and France. The list above does not include all European 
countries, which corresponds with the fact that the characteristic is not static and 
we cannot say that in some countries, municipalities are legally protected from 
a possible directive reform forever and there are only voluntary paths to their 
merger. 

Conversely, if the central government decides to approve the directive merge 
reform, it will not be a problem for it to adjust the conditions to the form, which 
will allow putting it into practice. An example of such a conduct is a constitution 
in Hungary approved in 2012, which allows the central government to merge 
municipalities (OECD, 2014, p. 272).

Approaches to amalgamation

As indicated, currently two approaches can be generally distinguished, which 
control the amalgamation processes. The first approach can be described as 
a directive, because the shape of the new structure is an integral part of the 
centrally-agreed legislative reform and municipalities alone (despite the fact that 
they can have advisory vote) do not determine its future. The second approach is 
purely voluntary amalgamation of municipalities, which takes place without any 
interference of the central government and each case is the result of a sovereign 
decision of the community.

These two approaches are rather ideal types, among which an imaginary axis 
can be found, where most of the cases of mergers in European countries are 
placed. To determine the element of voluntariness it is crucial to determine the 
extent to which the municipality has the option to decide firstly whether to merge 
and, secondly, with whom they will merge (compare with: Blesse and Baskaran, 
2014, p. 19; and Saarimaa and Tukiainen, 2013, p. 6).
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Table 1: Comparison of reform types according to an extent of participation
Merger type The municipality deci-

des whether to merge
The municipality 
decides with whom to 
merge

Voluntary yes yes
Quasi-voluntary no yes
Directive no no

Source: authors

The table shows that in addition to a simple dichotomy voluntary – directive 
merger there is an existing group of cases in which municipalities get into a 
situation, where they may choose a partner, but it is predetermined that the 
process ends in merger sooner or later even without their cooperation. In the 
literature, this method is often mistakenly referred to as “voluntary”. While there 
is obviously a difference between the process that affiliates municipalities to 
the other ones on the basis of a direct decision, and use the freedom to choose a 
partner, the type above should not be labelled as voluntary. It cannot ignore the 
fact, that the village is built in a hopeless situation where non-acting (i.e. when 
the municipality does not choose a partner.) may further worsen its situation. 
Therefore, we use the term quasi-voluntary. For at least a certain degree of 
voluntariness in the first stage of the process we, therefore, include those cases 
into a further examination. 

Quasi-voluntary and voluntary merging processes are influenced by other 
factors. For example, municipalities are encouraged to amalgamate by a wide 
variety of different tools of financial or administrative nature, which are also 
applied in different time horizons and a varying number of phases. The following 
categorization divides and further specifies voluntary and quasi-voluntary 
amalgamation by combining the principles that have governed the process:

Category 1: quasi-voluntary amalgamation with support
States that set (or determined several times by various parameters) the target 
number of municipalities and reached this objective biphasic, meaning that the 
first voluntary phase was followed by a directive amalgamation of municipalities 
that missed the possibility to choose a partner. States in this category are e.g. 
Denmark, the Netherlands and the majority of German federal states.
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Category 2: voluntary amalgamation with support
States which have established a long-term approximate target number of 
municipalities, and the target size, and approach this goal by supporting the 
voluntary forms of consolidation. The group is further divided into the states in 
which it occurs:
a) On-going voluntary amalgamation with the support from the central 
government (e.g. Switzerland, Finland, Norway);
b) Merging with support was rated as unsuccessful and the directive reform has 
been implemented (e.g. Latvia, Greece).
Switzerland is often cited as an example of functioning voluntary mergers. 
Although the legislative settings in cantons are different, it combines sophisticated 
merger support. These tools include a detailed strategy developed at a cantonal 
level which is complemented by “instructions” for the municipality on how to 
calculate the costs and benefits of the merger and how to proceed the entire 
process. In addition, municipalities are also offered legal and administrative 
advice. Following a successful merger, the municipalities are then granted 
financial support (Lago-Peñas and Martinez-Vazquez, 2013, p. 215).

Category 3: Voluntary amalgamation without support
Countries whose governments for diverse reasons do not deal with a fragmentation 
issue (the level of fragmentation is in their eyes fair, a reform was made before 
1990, or any change driven by the central level would meet public rejection) 
or opt for a different solution such as inter-municipal cooperation. Regarding 
the legislative settings, e.g. France or the Czech Republic fall into this category 
although their municipalities merge very rarely. 

Municipal structure of the Czech Republic and assumption to mergers

Regarding the structure of municipalities, the main legislative body is directly 
elected council, whose size varies from 5 to 55. The executive powers are exerted 
by the mayor elected by the council and by the executive board (compulsory 
in municipalities with more than 10 000 inhabitants). In terms of tasks, Czech 
municipalities exercise both self-governing and state delegated powers. 
According the extent of delegated powers, they are divided into 3 groups. 
Municipalities of the 1st type exercise only basic powers, municipalities of the 2nd 
and 3rd type (i.e. municipalities with commissioned office and municipalities with 
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extended powers) execute delegated powers4 also for units in their surroundings. 
This division is the outcome of the public administration reform in 2001, which 
sought to transfer tasks to units with larger capacity. 

In the Czech Republic, the restoration of local government after 1989 meant 
a massive fragmentation wave that raised the number of municipalities by 
more than 50% during the 90s. The final stabilization occurred at the turn of 
the millennium, when the number of municipalities stood at 6,258, which ranks 
the Czech Republic among the countries with the most fragmented municipal 
systems in Europe (Balík, 2009, p.18-21).

Table 2: Number of municipalities in the Czech Republic after 1990

Source: data provided by Czech Statistical Office

The trend was first seen as a democratic expression of the free will of 
small municipalities, but since the second half of the 90s, state officials have 
implemented several measures5 to prevent further fragmentation and possibly 

4  Those responsibilities are e.g. welfare benefits and financial and social support for 
disadvantaged people in case of 2nd type municipalities or maintaining register office, 
issuing identity cards, passports etc., registering road vehicles, deciding on some 
issues concerning public roads, managing crises situations and administering welfare 
programmes in case of 3rd type units.
5  Illner (2010, p. 227-229) divides these measures into five groups: 1) Stopping the 
process of fragmentation by increasing the threshold of 1000 as the minimum number 
of inhabitants of the new unit, a need to approve the secession of the majority of the 
citizens, and entrusting the Regional Office  with the final decision-making right. 2) 
Simplifying the requirements for voluntary mergers. 3) Implementation and support of 
inter-municipal cooperation. 4) Reform of local government, which transfers some of the 
delegated tasks to municipalities with larger capacity. 5) Preparation of a plan to create 
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reverse this trend.
In practice, these steps meant that at the turn of the millennium, the trend 

stopped completely and in the coming years, there was even almost unnoticeable 
decline in the number of municipalities. As shown in Figure 1, even in times of 
a strong fragmentation process, some voluntary mergers occurred. Since 1990, 
there have been in total 31 amalgamated municipalities. The Figure 1 reveals 
that the mergers took place in two waves. The first wave which runs from 1992-
1995, is, according to the general opinion, made up of the cases in which newly 
separated municipalities are simply looking for a new partner and then again 
cease to exist. As reported by M. Illner (Vajdová et al. 2006a, p. 36), in 17 cases 
the era of their independence did not exceed a period of more than 6 years.

Figure 1: The number of municipalities defunct by merger

Source: data provided by Czech Statistical Office

The current position of the Czech Republic to the amalgamation of 
municipalities is already enshrined in the Constitution, whose Article 8 stipulates 
that “the autonomy of local governments is guaranteed,” and Article 100, 
paragraph 1 says that “local governments are territorial communities of citizens 
who have the right to self-government.” It also requires that the state could 
intervene into the municipal government only if it is necessary to protect the law 
and only in the manner prescribed by law (Article 101 para. 4). 

Specific options for merging6 are governed by Act on Municipalities (no. 

a community of municipalities, which however has not yet been adopted and does not 
appear among the priorities of political representation.
6  Act distinguishes merge and connection to another unit. A similar procedure applies 
when connecting; the property and liabilities of the former unit are transferred to a 
persisting one. For the purposes of this work, we will not undertake this terminological 
division.



303Slovak Journal of Political Sciences, Volume 15, 2015, No. 4

128/2000 Coll.) Municipalities may merge under the assumptions that together 
being physically adjacent, the merger was approved by each of the merging 
municipality and both units entered the agreement to merger (§19, Act No. 
128/2000 Coll.) The approval of a simple majority of both councils is sufficient, 
but every citizen of the municipality has the right to submit a proposal for a local 
referendum, whose result is binding. The referendum will be held only in the 
municipality in which the proposal was submitted, it is, therefore, possible that 
one municipality was merged by the council and another one by the referendum. 

Voluntary merger of municipalities in 2002 and 2003: a case study
Characteristics of the surveyed municipalities

Characteristics of surveyed municipalities are presented in Table 3. The previous 
experience with integration shows if the municipality was once part of a 
greater unit, and if so, which one. The only Malesice was not included in any 
consolidation process, Lhota conversely experienced the opposite, when Nová 
Ves joined Lhota between 1981 and 1990.

Another factor examined is the form of the political system and its possible 
influence on the later process of merging. For the purposes of this article we 
chose the plurality of the political system as main indicator based on the number 
of candidates entering the elections and the number of seats allocated. Plurality 
refers to a system where the number of candidates at least doubles the number 
of seats in the council. Non-plural system corresponds to a situation where the 
number of candidates is equal to the number of mandates. For cases where the 
number of candidates exceeds the number of seats, but does not reach twice 
that number, we choose the term semi-plural. Although the non-plurality does 
not necessarily mean dysfunctional political system7, it often indicates a lack 
of interest in the candidacy. These systems often operate at the very limit of 
sustainability and independence of the village depends largely on whether at 
least one list of candidates runs for the elections. This issue is related to the size 
of the council, which is interesting especially in the context of population. It is 
evident that in some municipalities we surveyed, nearly one third of all citizens 
have to be involved. 

7  As presented by Bubeníček (2010), the lack of candidates may be also a result of 
general satisfaction with current representatives. 
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Table 3: Overview of examined cases

Source: Authors, based on data from Czech Statistical Office 
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Factors of mergers: problems, actors, processes 

Jíno, Kaliště, Stropčice8

The municipalities were linked both by common historical experience of being 
part of Švihov and by cooperation in the Union of Municipalities, whose aim 
was to ensure gasification of the region („Obce uvažují o plynofikaci,“ 2001, p. 
19) The situation prevailing in Jíno was described by mayor: “We do not have 
problems with money. The problem is that more and more responsibilities are 
transferred to small communities and great demands are placed on mayors” 
(Tichá, 2001, p. 2). Another reason was an ongoing public administration 
reform, which assigned Jíno, Kaliště and Stropčice under authority Přeštice. The 
municipalities, geographically located directly halfway between Přeštice and 
Klatovy, wanted to change this situation, partly because of better transport links 
and their ties to Klatovy generally. Moreover, it would have been impossible to 
merge with Švihov later, because of the borders of municipalities of the IIIrd type. 
A quick merger, therefore, became the only solution. The last important factor 
was mutual geographic location, simply because only Kaliště had a common 
border with Švihov, which forced municipalities to quickly coordinate the 
process. 

A merger process was then straightforward. The minutes of meeting of the 
municipal council of Jíno from Nov. 24, 2001 indicate that municipalities were 
not informed that their previous requests for inclusion under the municipality of 
the IIIrd type Klatovy had been denied (Minutes of meeting No. 45). The mayors 
of the affected municipalities tried to reverse this decision by visiting Deputy 
Minister of the Interior, who, however, did not bring the desired solution and the 
municipality, therefore, decided to quickly connect to Švihov. 
Therefore, the mayor and deputy mayor of Švihov were invited at the 
aforementioned meeting, and presented the opinion that the municipality agrees 
with the connection. Then, the councillors unanimously voted for the connection 
to Jan. 1, 2002. A similar process took place in the remaining two municipalities 
and two days later, the council of Švihov also approved the connection (Minutes 
of meeting No. 24 / 2011). Thus it is obvious that the mayors were the main 
actors of the process. The initiative came from the three small units and was 
coordinated in advance. 

8  There is a territorial dependence in case of Jíno, Kaliště and Stropčice, that forced 
municipalities to cooperate in order to complete the merger successfully. Therefore, they 
will be examined together.
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Prosatín
The problem of Prosatín political system was primarily the age of candidates; 
their age was about 50 years on average. The council elected in 1998 was 
altered by only one councillor, the average age increased further; in addition, 
three of the five councillors in 2000 were more than 65 years old. (CSO) The 
case of Prosatín  is affected by a lack of available information, which may be 
caused by a low number of inhabitants. Thus the minutes of meetings of the 
municipal council of Kuřimská Nová Ves remained the only source. According 
to these, it is clear that on November 30, 2001 the session was visited by Pavel 
Rouča, deputy mayor of Prosatín, who asked about the possible merger. He gave 
three main reasons: First, a small population and the consequent inadequacy 
of the budget for the fulfillment of the basic tasks, second, the death of several 
councillors, and the impossibility of further quorum. Related to the last reason, 
after the death of the councillors, the community cannot find candidates who 
would like to participate in the administration of the municipality (Minutes of 
the meeting of Kuřimská Nová Ves from Nov. 30, 2001). Despite the lack of 
additional information we conclude that the community in which it is necessary 
for more than 38% of population to participate in the candidate list and is also 
in the demographic trap, would rather pragmatically chose connections than 
maintaining independence in a hopeless situation.

Hostokryje
Hostokryje village experienced a scenario common to many small communities, 
which became independent in the early 90s. After the decline of enthusiasm 
of independent existence in the late 90s, illustrated by a decreasing interest in 
participation in the political life of the community, Hostokryje realized that 
with the budget amounting to about 0.5 mil. CZK, it is very difficult to find 
the money for further development. One of the main problems was the missing 
water supply, which such a small unit cannot afford. Also, traffic connection 
was insufficient and without any public transportation, non-motorized citizens 
became virtually cut off from their surroundings. At the same time, Hostokryje 
faced an increasing average age of the population and local businesses leaving 
for larger cities. Mayor of Hostokryje Petr Kejla mentioned in a local newspaper: 
“The fact is, as such a small community, we cannot reach any subsidy from the 
state budget” (Mička, 2002, p. 16). The problems were even more evident when 
compared with Nouzov, another small village, which decided not to separate 
from Senomaty in 1991, as there was already a water supply and transport 
services were incomparably at a better level (Durčáková, 2008, p. 31).

The proposal to merge had come from Mayor of Senomaty Petr Valer, who 
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was meeting his counterpart from Hostokryje at the meeting of representatives of 
micro-region Čistá and, therefore, knew their situation well. In 2001, he submitted 
a proposal for further consideration by both councils, which summarized the 
advantages and disadvantages of a merger. A definite advantage was an increase 
of the municipal budget by about 600 thousand CZK and the enlargement of 
the cadastral area, which would enable the further development (Durčáková, 
2008, p. 31). Merger then brought disadvantages mainly to Senomaty, which 
would have to ensure the accelerated development and repair the property of 
Hostokryje from its budget. 

Both councils then turned to the citizens and asked for their opinion. In 
Senomaty a debate was held in the community centre, in which none of those 
present raised any objections. In Hostokryje a different approach was chosen, 
every citizen obtained a poll card with an accompanying letter to express their 
opinion (Kinkor, 2002). More than 72% of citizens were in favour of the merger 
(Durčáková, 2008, p. 32). The process was agreed at the meeting of both councils 
on Apr. 15. Unlike the other cases, a merger did not occur on Jan. 1, but on 
the date of the municipal elections - on 1 November, 2002 as was allowed by 
Municipalities Act until 2006. 

Zahořany
Among the examined cases, only Zahořany can be described as a pluralistic 
system. The main motive of efforts of the council was to modernize the village. 
Since the mid-90s, the council tried to provide gas distribution network, water 
supply or canalization. In an election period after 1998, the council managed to 
reduce spending in the budget, thus the village in two years built up its financial 
reserves, which along with government subsidies largely enabled to meet some 
of the outlined objectives (Šimková, 2002a, p. 17). Although the municipality 
had financial reserves, it was clear that an annual budget of around 1.3 million 
does not enable any further investments as the canalization project counted on 
an investment of at least 17 mil. CZK (Beneš, 2014). The ”municipal patriotism“ 
also somewhat subsided and it was not clear whether the village would be able to 
build a list of candidates for the municipal elections in 2002 (Klima, 2002, p. 15). 
The idea that a merger may be a solution to the problem of modernization first 
appeared at a meeting of mayors of surrounding municipalities in the first half 
of 2002. The mayor of Zahořany mentioned there a problem with the financial 
demands of the investments, to which the mayor of Králův Dvůr responded 
that the situation would be solved through a merger. Zahořany council took this 
idea and according to its mayor, all councillors voted unanimously. Zahořany 
residents were passive regarding the idea and referendum was never formally 
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debated (Beneš, 2014). Council of Králův Dvůr approved the connection on 
Aug. 7, 2002 (Minutes of meeting No. 4 / 2002). Based on the agreement, the 
unit was connected on Jan. 1, 2003 and in the following years, the investments 
into canalization were made, which opened the way for a new residential 
development. Zahořany is the only one from the explored municipalities, which 
began to significantly rehabilitate and expand after the merger (Beneš, 2014).

Domoradice
Domoradice resulted in the situation where the political life of the village stands 
on a single personality. The available information clearly indicates the fact that 
the political system stood on a person Václav Kučera, who was mayor since 
its independence. The moment he decided not to run for an office, resulted in a 
problem with the actual shortage of candidates (Koníček, Hubený, 2002, p.8). A 
required number of candidates was finally secured, but unfortunately with a small 
delay, one day after the deadline for submission. It is clear from the interview with 
the mayor that the merger was not considered at the moment, the mayor counted 
on by-election during the first half of 2003 (Koníček, Hubený 2002, p.8). The 
sources from before the merger also do not mention any significant problems, 
and the fact that the village was not part of an association of municipalities or 
other forms of municipal cooperation, indicates that the merger was a matter of 
collapsed political system.9

The idea of ​​connecting the village appeared just before the election. The 
councillors approved the agreement on connection at a council meeting just 
three days before the local elections (Resolution of Domoradice from Oct. 29 
2002). Council of Vysoké Mýto discussed the request on Nov. 13, 2002, and 
expressed an agreement with the connection by Jan. 1, 2003 (Minutes of the 
council meeting of Vysoké Mýto Nov. 13 2002). During the next thirty days, 
there was no proposal to hold a referendum and agreement was signed on Dec. 
20 2002. 

Lhota
The public administration reform became the main impetus for the merger. Lhota 
was recently assigned to a remote municipality of the IIIrd type Stod. Also the 
issue of transport accessibility is related to the reform, as offices at Stod were 
not reachable enough by public transportation. Conversely, a connection to  
 
9  Additional exploration of the period 2002-2005 showed that residents were promised 
certain improvements from the merger, that the municipality as a separate entity was 
unable to fund. There were complaints about the poor quality of roads and poorly 
maintained drainage system, which required reconstruction (Koníček, 2004, p. 8).
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Pilsen urban transport promised a radical improvement in traffic situation (Petr, 
2002, p. 11). Like some other municipalities Lhota had not built water supply or 
canalization either, but neither councillors nor the citizens mentioned this as a 
serious problem in polls before merger (Petr, 2002, p. 11).

Lhota benefited from the talks about a possible connection that had already 
been launched in the municipality Chrást, whose representatives agreed on a 
merger with Pilsen in the first quarter of 2002. Lhota joined the process later, the 
first meetings took place during April and on May 21, the council expressed its 
agreement with the connection. On May 30, 2002, an extraordinary session of 
the council of Pilsen was held, where the request of municipalities and the state 
of the process in Lhota were presented. The poll among the citizens is explicitly 
mentioned in the Minutes of meeting (Minutes of the 39th Extraordinary Session 
of the Assembly of the City of Pilsen) where 72% of citizens favoured the merger. 
The next steps in the process were, however, affected by the amendment to Act on 
Municipalities. Merging units mistakenly believed that it is not possible to carry 
out the merger on the date of local elections, and requested legal confirmation. 
Additionally, Mayor of Pilsen in his campaign against the public administration 
reform warned that if they did not manage the merger by the municipal elections, 
it would be necessary to wait until the elections in 2006 („Další obce chtějí patřit 
k Plzni,” 2002, p. 1). The legal opinion refuted both concerns; yet, the process 
was delayed so much that it was necessary to hold proper local elections. This 
brought the risk that the newly elected representatives would stop the process. 
The alternation did not occur and the process finished on Nov. 27, 2002 by 
signing the Agreement on connecting villages Lhota and Malesice (Agreement 
on connecting Lhota and Malesice).

Malesice
The merger in Malesice corresponds to a certain extent to the process described 
above. The first mention in official documents appeared in the minutes of the 
meeting of council from May 27, 2002, when one of the representatives out 
of the approved program proposed a merger with Pilsen and gave a speech 
summarizing the benefits that the merger would bring, namely the extension of 
public transport links and subsidies for roads improvement.10

In only one of the surveyed municipalities the mayor opposed the merger 
arguing that the process is too hasty and it would increase the tax burden on 
 
10  The biggest problem was the inability to invest in modernization. Malesice was trying 
to solve the problem with lack of sewerage and wastewater treatment plants by a joint 
project of several neighbouring municipalities, but the project eventually failed because 
of its financial demands (Kozák, 2002, p. 9).
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citizens (Minutes of the 41st session of the council of Malesice). The citizens 
were informed only after Pilsen had approved the connection. Also a debate was 
held on July 5, where the citizens agreed on the merger (Kozák 2002, p. 17). The 
process could have been reversed with a replacement of political representation 
during the elections, but this never happened, and the new mayor promised 
to complete the process (“Chrást going to referendum...” 2002: 9). It is quite 
paradoxical that the municipality Chrást, which initiated the talks, eventually did 
not join as a local referendum on the issue did not fulfil the 50% quorum.

Comparison of factors 

The following table summarizes the main factors of mergers as mentioned by the 
representatives of municipalities: 

Among the reasons above, the economic factors in general have been the 
most frequently mentioned. Table 4 also shows that the highest frequency among 
the reasons is the inability to invest in the construction or completion of utilities 
(water, gas, sewer). This requirement is found in all the municipalities with 
more than 100 inhabitants. Representatives are aware of the fact that municipal 
budget is not sufficient for any investments of this magnitude, which makes 
further development impossible. It is also interesting that the smallest units never 
identified this impulse, even though neither of them was connected to sewerage 
or water supply. This can be attributed to the fact, that building such expensive 
projects with regard to annual budgets of municipalities up to 100 inhabitants, 
which usually is around 500 thousand CZK, is out of potential targets. 

The second most common reason is insufficient frequency of public 
transport connections. With connecting to the larger community, in most cases, 
municipalities received an extension of the regional bus lines. The increasing 
administrative tasks appeared more frequently in the municipalities with fewer 
than 100 inhabitants, that have limited human resources. This issue is related to 
a non-plural political system which may collapse within one term. 

Although there are aforementioned similarities in cases of Jíno, Kaliště, 
Stropčice and Prosatín, the underlying motive is different - in case of Prosatín it 
is an extremely small population. For the first three municipalities the surprising 
factor that entered the process was the public administration reform. All the 
surveyed municipalities belong to the category defined as the first type, i.e. those 
which perform only the basic delegated functions. The territorial aspect of the 
reform became a problem, as Kaliště, Jíno, Stropčice and Lhota should have 
been assigned to another municipality of the second type, which would not suit 
them from several reasons. This launched the considerations of the mergers. The 
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territorial aspect of the public administration reform can thus be considered a 
single external stimulus.

Table 4: Comparison of main factors 

Source: authors

Municipalities can also be divided from the perspective of an initiator of the 
idea of merger. As shown in Table 5, municipalities may be visibly divided into 
two groups. In the first group, there are smaller communities – Jíno, Kaliště, 
Stropčice, Prosatín and Domoradice. Neither one of them showed the signs 
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of a plural political system during the period under review and they initiated 
the merger in all cases. The second group then includes all the remaining 
municipalities, which are, except for Hostokryje, larger in terms of population 
(over 200 people), thus Lhota, Malesice and Zahořany. These municipalities are 
connected by the fact that in at least one election, the system left the non-plural 
position and at least S11 + 1 candidates ran for the office, while the impulse to 
merge came from a target municipality.

Table 5: Initiators of the merger 
Jíno, 
Kaliště, 
Strop-
čice

Prosatín Hosto-
kryje

Zahořa-
ny

Domo-
radice

Lhota Malesice

Initiator 
of the 
merger 

Di-
sappea-
ring 
units

Di-
sappea-
ring unit

Persis-
tent unit

Persis-
tent unit

Di-
sappea-
ring unit

Persis-
tent unit 
+ inspi-
ration 
from 
another 
munici-
pality

Persis-
tent unit 
+ inspi-
ration 
from 
another 
munici-
pality

Source: authors 

In several cases, coincidence also played a role - as a former mayor of 
Zahořany spoke openly in an interview, the idea for the merger resulted from 
a random discussion with other mayors and the council itself never considered 
a similar possibility. Similarly, it was also the case of Domoradice and Vysoké 
Mýto, where the merge was caused by a trivial delay in drawing up the lists of 
candidates.

Conclusions

As it is evident from the previous text that the cases of voluntary mergers in 2002 
and 2003 cannot be connected based on one or more common factors, as there are 
too many different motives. Also, the hypothesis that the accumulation of mergers 
was caused by changes in an allocation of shared taxes was not proved, because 
the reform was not mentioned as a reason in any of the available resources. 
This interim conclusion, together with the findings from the contextual part, 
therefore, supports the hypothesis that for the successful voluntary consolidation 
11  S = seats
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on a greater scale, the methodological and financial support from the centre is 
necessary. 

Comparing all the aspects above, it seems particularly interesting, that in 
neither of the cases the merger was under consideration as a solution of long-
term problems with budget or investments, but it was discussed either on the 
basis of inspiration from other municipalities or at the time of a direct threat to 
the functioning of municipality. 

The research has also shown that the mayor was a central actor in nearly all 
cases, which can be attributed to the fact that in small villages the mayor is usually 
a single person who cares about the running of community and participates in 
the meetings with mayors of surrounding municipalities, where problems of the 
units are discussed. However, during the research, it was revealed that the actors 
often fail to obtain all the relevant information on time. The clearest example of 
a similar hesitation is the case of merging Lhota and Malesice, which had to be 
postponed because of the Pilsen Mayor’s statement that if the merger misses the 
date of the local elections in 2002, it will be necessary to wait until the elections 
in 2006. 

If the Czech Republic decides to go the way of support for voluntary 
consolidation of a municipal structure, a set of recommendations can then be 
created by the basic facts detected, which could help the process to be successfully 
applied. The first step should be taking the systemic and administrative capacities 
of Czech municipalities into account and focus on simplicity and clarity of the 
process. There should also be an introduction of financial support, again with an 
emphasis on clear and understandable rules of the subsidy. Last but not least, the 
administrative assistance should be provided as close as possible to the target 
communities. One example of secure administrative support is availability 
of information by several independent channels and the existence of simple 
manuals that are able to lead the actors through the entire process. It is then 
necessary for existing tools to highlight the positive impact of the fact that 
merging municipalities do not need a referendum on the issue. The influence 
on the outcome of the merger can be seen on the example of an aforementioned 
village Chrást or in the Slovak Republic.
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