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Abstract: Former socialist countries still suffer from the absence of planning at a higher 

administrative level. To develop a metropolitan governance model, strengthen the partner-

ship between the hinterland and core cities, and eliminate obstacles stemming from  

the local government fragmentation, the paper aims to introduce the steps for the institu-

tionalization of metropolitan cooperation in the Czech Republic , being demonstrated  

by the example of the Brno Metropolitan Area (BMA), a leader in the development of in-

termunicipal cooperation. The procedure is based on transferable experience from foreign 

countries and robust surveys among mayors in BMA (carried out in 2020, 175 municipali-

ties, 96% response rate) and tens of experts on metropolitan issues. Selected results show 

that a mutual willingness to create an institution (metropolitan unit) responsible for har-

monic metropolitan development, delegate some municipal competencies to a higher level 

and to contribute to a metropolitan fund was found. The participation of municipalities  

in the institution is proposed indirectly through voluntary association of municipalities, 

which would be intermediate between local and metropolitan levels. However, for imple-

mentation at the national level, a valid and effective legislative regulation is needed. 

Keywords: metropolitan regions; metropolitan unit; municipality governance; spatial 

planning; Czech Republic 
 

Introduction  

Cities are considered to be living systems in whose territory not only the cities’ residents 

but also work/school commuters from surrounding municipalities are concentrated and thus 

perform city-serving and city-forming functions. Therefore, we may view the cities as eco-

nomic and organizational centres of the units called functional urban areas (FUA), agglomer-

ations, or metropolitan areas (Dijkstra and Poelman 2012). The diversity of these names sug-

gests that they are usually highly complex areas in terms of development and governance, be 

it spatial delimitation, economic and social structure, or evolution over time (Cox 1995, Wil-

liams 1999, Pacione 2009). It is just the complexity, sophistication and multi-layered feature 

that attracts the interest of scholars from many disciplines during the whole century. 

The term of “metropolitan area” is mainly used in the professional geographically oriented 

literature to refer to a city and its hinterland, whereas there is no uniformly accepted definition 

of the term. A general term of “metropolis” used to have several meanings such as the mother 

city, the capital city, the capital of an ecclesiastical province, etc. (Blotevogel 2001). These 

days, political, social, and economic connotations clearly dominate in the discourse on me-

tropolises or cities, whereas metropolitan regions represent an arrangement of stakeholders 

from various territorial levels and social areas attempting to develop and elaborate the basis 

for cooperative behaviour (Franz and Hornych 2010, Sassen 2018).  
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In order to search for effective models of cooperation and partnership between cities, 

municipalities, and other institutions in metropolitan regions, it is necessary to focus  

on the concept of governance, which represents a set of many public and private sector in-

stitutions at various territorial levels that work together with the aim to develop the territory 

(Jouve and Lefèvre 2002). While the concept of governance itself does not refer to any  

geographical scale (Jordan 2008), in the case of metropolitan governance it is applied  

to a specific type of territory. 

According to Krukowska and Lackowska (2017), metropolitan governance addresses  

the question of how tasks involving more than one administrative unit can be performed  

effectively without autonomy and local democracy being put in risk. This fact is also linked  

to the final step for creating effective cooperation and coordination between various levels  

of administration, public and private institutions, organizations, and other players, which is  

the institutionalization of metropolitan (intermunicipal) cooperation. This practice is already 

common in many Western countries. In the conditions of post-socialist countries, including 

the Czech Republic, it is beginning to emerge gradually, mostly as a result of external pressure 

generated by the European Union and its regional policy instruments. 

Cooperation at the level of metropolitan areas in the Czech Republic has yet been an omit-

ted level of intermunicipal cooperation. Therefore, its effective functioning requires setting up 

the processes and legislative conditions the non-existence of which significantly determines 

the current state of cooperation in urban regions. Moreover, the determination of metropolitan 

areas for the needs of management of spatial (strategic and territorial) development is not uni-

fied under the current Czech conditions. Metropolitan cooperation represents the top level  

of municipality cooperation in terms of hierarchy in functional urban areas. These territories 

are distinguished by a high level of urbanization and population concentration, the concentra-

tion of economic activities, science/research, and intensive social/economic relations (com-

muting, etc.) between the centre, and its hinterland (Tonev et al. 2017, Kunc et al. 2021). 

In the Czech environment, there is no formal institution responsible for metropolitan issues 

– no legal framework has been so far established and cooperation at the level of metropolitan 

areas in has yet been an omitted level of intermunicipal cooperation. The metropolization  

of the Czech Republic is fundamentally influenced by the unique historical memory of space 

and specificity from the communist period. One of the key facts is the high number of small 

self-governing municipalities. Further solutions will necessarily have to consider the specifics 

of the Czech environment (not only historical ones). The metropolitan concepts used elsewhere 

in Europe must be applied in Czech conditions with great consideration, taking into account 

recent historical developments and legislation framework. 

Urban development cannot be limited by administrative boundaries, and that the contempo-

rary problems and challenges need to be addressed under agreement between the city and its 

surrounding municipalities. The aim of this paper is, based on the extensive research in the model 

of Brno metropolitan area (BMA) and subsequent analyses, to develop a procedure that would 

support the institutionalization of metropolitan cooperation and implement effective govern-

ance at the level of metropolitan areas in the Czech Republic. 

 

Theoretical background  

Metropolitan areas and their governance 

The classical professional literature comes to the agreement that the emergence of metro-

politan areas can be considered, in terms of development, as a higher level of urbanization 

linked to the development of post-industrial processes (Hall and Hay 1980, Van den Berg  

et al. 1982). From an economic point of view, metropolitan areas are characterized by a high 

level of economic activities and consumption, resulting in increasing economies of scale, high 

labour productivity, and high wage level, but also high input prices in the form of high wages, 



 - 54 - 

land/property prices, etc. (Boix et al. 2012). Urbanization and agglomeration economies  

or benefits are crucial mechanisms for the development of metropolitan areas (Capello 2000, 

Rodrı́guez-Pose and Fitjar 2013, Viturka et al. 2017), which are linked to multiplication effects 

arising from spatial proximity between the metropolitan centre and its hinterland (Meijers and 

Burger 2015). 

Interaction between the metropolitan centre and its hinterland has been increasingly in-

terlinked recently. The boundaries between urban, suburban, peripheral, and rural areas 

gradually disappear. However, the political boundaries often remain unchanged for decades. 

Therefore, coordination and cooperation at the metropolitan level is a must to address  

the major urban challenges of these days (Heeg et al. 2003). To be effective, these activities 

often require a systemic and targeted public sector intervention (top-down and bottom-up 

approach) in the context of the set objectives of metropolitan policy and its instruments 

(Brezzi et al. 2012, Kaczmarek and Ryder 2015). 

A significant aspect of the metropolitan policy is the question of its spatial concept (Klooster-

man and Musterd 2001), or in other words, the spatial level of its implementation (Feiock 2009). 

At the national level, an important trend in regional policy is its interconnection with other na-

tional policies. However, some authors point to the steadily declining role of the national level 

in regional development (so-called de-nationalization – Heeg et al. 2003). Locally evolved 

self-governing institutions that are adapted to specific local circumstances may provide more 

effective resolution of collective action problems than central intervention in many circum-

stances (Ostrom 2010). 

This approach builds on the New Regionalism focused on the interconnectedness of met-

ropolitan regions by emphasizing voluntary cooperation, informal networking, and integration 

(Paasi 2002, Groth and Corijn 2005) rather than top-down mechanisms to promote metropoli-

tan coordination and cooperation among the fragmented stakeholders (Katz 2000, Paasi 2012), 

whereas in practice we often see mutual interaction of these approaches. 

The concept of governance generally stimulates the stakeholders with various interests to get 

involved into decision-making and the follow-up process of development. Given the involvement 

of a whole range of stakeholders, the shift towards performance-based governance requires 

comprehensive and systematic approaches to examining the internal linkage of collaboration, 

strategic interactions, and partnership structures (Zimmermann et al. 2020). Exploring the re-

lationships between stakeholders and the ways they are structured is essential for understand-

ing the interactions that are realized to influence public policies and achieve desired outcomes 

(Bovaird and Löffler 2009). 

The nature of the interactions is influenced, to a considerable extent, by the institutional 

context, among other circumstances. Trust in institutions contributes to a certain simplification 

of relations in society, acting as a coordinating mechanism for future economic transactions 

(Rus and Iglič 2005). Achieving mutual trust is not a one-time matter, it requires the repetition 

of successful interactions based on mutual benefits. However, this process is influenced by other 

factors such as institutional, cultural, and political perspectives of governance (Freeman et al. 

2010) that shape the conditions for interactions. Therefore, when analysing cooperation, it is 

necessary to take into consideration the fact that cooperative games take place in an institu-

tional context with different norms and rules and with a different allocation of the available 

resource. However, institutions can reinforce elements of trust in people’s behaviour and atti-

tudes (Delhey and Newton 2003). 

According to Brenner (2003), metropolitan governance involves a wide range of institu-

tional forms and strategies, which include, among others, efforts to adjust the existing admin-

istrative boundaries or create intermunicipal agencies. The process of decision-making  

and management of metropolitan regions represents one form of regional governance, which 

can be characterized as a slightly institutionalized form based on network relations, a form  
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of collaboration of regional stakeholders with the aim to meet the needs of regional develop-

ment (Fürst 2001), or as a process of organization and coordination of stakeholders striving  

to implement collective action to improve the development of a given territory (Rumpel et al. 

2011). Thus, in the case of metropolitan cooperation, it could be an umbrella organization 

operating in the metropolitan area. However, the society needs to understand the purpose  

of the activities and objectives provided by the institutions to be able to trust them. 

 

Development of metropolitan areas in Central and Eastern Europe 

Within Eastern Europe and some parts of Central Europe, the emergence and development 

of metropolitan areas was marked by the post-war rise of communism (Cudny and Kunc 2022), 

which, through central planning and economic and social levelling, slowed down the natural 

development of metropolitan areas. The emphasis on heavy industry, and, to some extent,  

“artificial” integrative settlement system, reinforced by the polarization of the capital city and 

the rest of the country (Lang 2015), contrasted with the deindustrialization and development 

of the tertiary sector in Western European countries (Kunc et al. 2018). 

The entire organization of the society in the former socialist states of Central and Eastern 

Europe underwent several changes during the transition period, which also affected the de-

velopment of metropolitan areas (Harloe 2008, Mikuła and Kaczmarek 2017, Tonev et al. 

2017, Bański et al. 2018, Benedek et al. 2022 and others). In Poland, concrete (tailor-made) 

examples of metropolitan unions or units and their institutionalization have already been 

discussed in recent years (Kaczmarek 2021). A number of analyses have also been carried 

out on intermunicipal cooperation, its forms and possibilities in Slovakia (e.g., Klamár et al. 

2019, Valach et al. 2019, Melichová and Varecha 2020, Šveda and Šuška 2020). The insti-

tutionalization of such cooperation in metropolitan regions (urban functional regions) is  

not yet considered. 

With a certain time lag and some deformation, the trends and processes that shaped urban 

systems in Western countries thus could also be fully developed and applied in Central Europe 

(Čermák et al. 2009). The process of liberalization, privatization, restitution, and gradual open-

ing to foreign investors became the instrument of socio-economic change. Thus, in the socio-

economic development of European post-socialist countries, metropolitan areas started to play 

a much greater role than they used to in the past. 

Factors that condition the success of metropolitan cooperation could be summarized as 

a long tradition of cooperation, a strong bottom-up initiative, the institutionalization of met-

ropolitan cooperation, anchoring in legislation and a positive attitude of central authorities 

(Newman and Thornley 1996). Long-standing cooperation, which in developed countries 

dates back to the 1960s or 1970s, gradually broke down the initial mistrust of local govern-

ments and built a solid foundation on which cooperation in metropolitan areas could  

be gradually broadened and deepened in substantive terms, very often involving a bottom-

up initiative (Brezzi et al. 2012). 

After more than 30 years of post-socialist development, the Central European territory still 

suffers from the absence of a conceptual dimension of planning, governance, and cooperation 

in metropolitan areas, which is considered a key drawback in current spatial development prac-

tice (Serbanica and Constantin 2017). What is really missing is the institutional dimension  

of metropolitan cooperation focused on the new dimension of spatial governance (Finka and 

Kluvánková 2015), which has been a taboo until recently. In terms of metropolitan planning 

and intermunicipal cooperation at the metropolitan area level, especially in the context of ITI 

support, Poland, Romania, and Latvia, within Central European countries, take the lead (van 

der Zwet et al. 2017). 
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Development of metropolization activities in the Czech Republic 

The metropolization of the Czech Republic has been fundamentally determined by the spe-

cific aspects of the communist period: the deepening of the geographic inequality of the set-

tlement and centralized hierarchy (massive directive merging of municipalities during  

the 1970s and 1980s), the concentration of population into heavy-industry areas, or the slowing 

down of the development of the largest centres in the country and the consequent loss of pop-

ulation in the hinterland of large cities. After 1989, there was a gradual return to the natural 

development trajectory that was going on in western part of Europe. These specifics over-

looked the processes of the formation of natural functional urban areas (Čermák et al. 2009), 

which began to emerge only in the period of transition, albeit with a delay compared to West-

ern countries, but even more turbulent (Musil 2003). 

Therefore, in the Czech Republic, the metropolization of the territory was quite massively 

coming about, which significantly changes the spatial relations between settlements in the ter-

ritory, influences the demand for public administration services, and brings fresh impulses  

for new activities. The drawbacks arising from the lack of the possibility to direct or balance 

certain activities and coordinate joint procedures in the territory are clearly visible. These 

drawbacks are linked with the emergence of negative external effects (externalities), the in-

creasing cost of the public administration, the provision of public services, and, in general,  

the absence of synergic effects (Šašinka and Zvara 2014, Šašinka et al. 2019, Kunc et al. 2020, 

2021). The main catalyst, as in other EU countries, for these processes in the Czech Republic 

is a new ITI territorial instrument. 

 

Materials and methods 

The paper is based on the fact that the institutional level of metropolitan cooperation is not 

anchored in the Czech environment. Therefore, the goal is, based on the carried-out research 

and analyses, to introduce a realistic procedure and steps for supporting the institutionalization 

of metropolitan cooperation and implementing effective governance at the level of metropoli-

tan areas in the Czech Republic. The stated activities are to contribute to a more effective and 

long-term institutionalization of intermunicipal cooperation in metropolitan areas and its trans-

mission to the application level enabling their transfer to the national level. This method would 

also resolve the current inconsistency of the approach (to the definition of metropolitan areas 

and intermunicipal cooperation) and the absence of an entity that would coordinate activities 

in the metropolitan area. The (existing) situation in the Czech Republic is in clear contradiction 

to the development of governance in other EU countries. 

Several individual steps have been continuously implemented to achieve this objective, 

which have been consistently discussed and coordinated with national level, concretely with 

representatives of Ministry of Regional Development and Ministry of Interior of the Czech 

Republic. Firstly, the theoretical knowledge based on a search of domestic and foreign liter-

ature and case studies from several developed foreign countries in this area were systema-

tized. After the existing level of metropolization in the Czech Republic was assessed, a spe-

cific model area of the BMA was selected, in which activities aimed at the development  

of metropolitan cooperation have been implemented gradually and foreign experience gained 

since 2010 was employed. This is the reason why the BMA is regarded to the leader in the 

development of metropolitan cooperation in the Czech Republic. Therefore, unique research 

was carried out in the BMA municipalities during 2020–2022, the scope of which was un-

precedented in the Czech Republic, as for the other Central and European countries perhaps 

only in Poland. 
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The methodological basis of the research was a questionnaire survey conducted among the 

mayors of the municipalities located in the Brno Metropolitan Area in 2020; it means 183 mu-

nicipalities in the hinterland of Brno city. With regard to a similar survey in terms of methodol-

ogy from 2017, it was not necessary to conduct a pre-test, the representatives of the municipali-

ties were made familiar with the submitted questions. Compared to 2017, some topical ques-

tions have been added to the new survey and when comparing the main results, a slight positive 

shift in thinking towards forms of intermunicipal cooperation was particularly evident. Other-

wise, there were no significant changes in the main questions and issues. The survey was con-

ducted under the auspices of the Brno City Hall, ITI Management department, and metropoli-

tan cooperation. All municipalities were addressed and after being urged by e-mail/telephone, 

175 of them returned the questionnaire. Thus, the survey response rate was 96%. The obtained 

data were processed by means of Microsoft Excel, ArcGIS, and Gephi (a network visualization 

tool). 

The aim of the survey was, among other things, to find out whether and how representatives 

of municipalities in Brno’s hinterland perceive the benefits of cooperation with neighbouring 

municipalities and whether they want to actively cooperate in strategic and spatial planning 

within the BMA in the near future. In addition, the representatives of municipalities were  

asked to provide some specific topics that could be addressed jointly at the metropolitan 

level in the future, respectively that have resonated among municipalities for many years (such 

as waste management, flood protection measures, drought and erosion issues, residential and 

commercial development). 

The questionnaire was spread via e-mail and included 18 closed, semi-open, and open 

questions. For the purpose of the paper, the mayors’ answers to the questions concerning  

the institutional dimension of metropolitan intermunicipal cooperation were analysed in more 

detail at the following levels: 

i. The municipalities’ willingness to engage in cooperation within the BMA by means of an ex-

pert public entity (so-called metropolitan unit) focused on metropolitan cooperation and 

development of the BMA, which would perform some activities for more municipalities 

within the BMA. An essential aspect to further activities is the assumption of a robust 

willingness to cooperate. 

ii. The municipalities’ willingness to contribute from the municipal budget to a possible met-

ropolitan fund which would be used to finance jointly selected topics, which would be han-

dled by the BMA municipal representatives. The financial contribution from the municipal 

budget will be an important part of the multi-source funding of the metropolitan unit. 

iii. The municipalities’ willingness to discuss the possibility of delegating municipal compe-

tencies to a higher (metropolitan) level in the future in order to make management more 

effective. Some activities (typically in the field of transport, floods, erosion, waste man-

agement, education, healthcare, etc.) cannot be handled (only) at the municipal level con-

cerning financial and human resources and will have to be delegated to a hierarchically 

higher level. 

iv. The municipalities’ willingness to discuss the possibility of merging in the future in order 

to make management more effective and create one self-governing unit. There are too 

many municipalities in the Czech Republic, especially small ones (up to 500 residents). 

Reducing the number of municipalities would be the top step in an administrative reform, 

which is, however, very sensitive in terms of politics and society. 
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In order to stimulate a necessary discussion on the topic across the expert spectrum, an online 

questionnaire for the expert community was created and distributed to a selected group of about 

20 experts from the academic, public, private, and political spheres in the period of October–

December 2020. The questionnaire survey aimed to identify the tools which could be used  

for intermunicipal metropolitan cooperation and its institutionalization, to set up some support 

for metropolitan cooperation through the selected tools, and to find out the possibilities of its 

institutionalization.  

Guided interviews with representatives of municipalities, towns, and voluntary associa-

tions of municipalities (a special legal form for intermunicipal cooperation) from the BMA 

municipalities was the last research activity. The municipalities were selected with the aim  

to cover both large and small municipalities located in the immediate hinterland, as well  

as those further away from Brno, the core city. The contradictory attitudes of municipal repre-

sentatives towards metropolitan intermunicipal cooperation identified in the previous ques-

tionnaire survey were also considered. Two voluntary associations of municipalities were se-

lected on purpose so that the aggregated information obtained from their managers would com-

plement the mosaic of information from the elementary level (municipality). The future activ-

ities and principles of a metropolitan unit were discussed, such as the most appropriate legal 

form, financing method, membership, and competencies, but also the effectiveness of cooper-

ation, communication strategies, and, above all, specific projects/topics in which municipali-

ties or voluntary associations of municipalities are interested. 

Syntheses of the findings stated above (fig. 1) shall lead to setting the methodology  

of institutionalization of metropolitan cooperation in the conditions of the Czech Republic. All 

the successive steps have been reflected and taken into account in the interpretation of the results 

and in discussion and summary in conclusion. 
 

 

Fig. 1. Design of individual methodological steps; Source: Own processing 
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Results 

General background linkages and prerequisites for the institutionalization of metropol-

itan intermunicipal cooperation in the Czech Republic 

In the conditions of the Czech Republic (fig. 2), metropolitan areas are formed having one 

dominant core city that influences the development of the wider territory (such as Prague, 

Brno, and the hinterland), but also as a union of several large cities with a high population 

(Ústí n/Labem and Chomutov regions, Ostrava region). Although these differences in the set-

tlement structure of individual metropolitan areas may seem fundamental (fewer municipali-

ties and larger cities are more suitable for formal institutionalization), in practice, it turns out 

that all types of agglomerations (or functional urban areas) function in a similar way (because 

all types of agglomerations use methodological instruction for the use of integrated territorial 

tools and regional action plans, which sets out the basic procedures used during interactions  

in the territory) and face basically similar challenges. It means that all types of functional urban 

areas deal with the same metropolitan issues, even if they face other problems that are specific 

to the metropolitan areas/agglomerations. This assumption allows proposing a uniform meth-

odology for institutionalizing metropolitan cooperation in the Czech Republic in the form  

of a metropolitan unit. 

 

Fig. 2. Metropolitan areas and agglomeration in the Czech Republic; Source: Own processing 
 

The topic representing the institutionalization of metropolitan cooperation in the Czech 

Republic is largely determined by the political aspect. Without political support at the local, 

regional, and especially national levels (for example, enforcement of new legal legislation)  

it will be very difficult or even impossible to enforce fundamental changes related to the insti-

tutionalization of metropolitan cooperation. A number of declarations, statements and records 

were made at key hierarchical levels (statutory cities, ministries), which were also written into 

formal documents. On the other hand, these documents are not legally binding. The proposed 

approach to the institutionalization of metropolitan cooperation tries to reflect the identified 

factual and professional arguments, but the political aspect is also taken into account. The aim 

is to seek compromises while taking into account the existing political will to address the issue. 

At present, the BMA is a leader in the planning and development of intermunicipal coop-

eration at the metropolitan level in the Czech Republic. The spatial definition of 2014 (Mulíček 
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et al. 2013) was followed by a new definition of 2020 (Ouředníček et al. 2020) and the BMA 

currently, according to the data od Czech Statistical Office from the year of 2022, represents 

184 municipalities (incl. the core Brno city), 700,000 inhabitants and an area of almost 2 mil-

lion squares kilometres (fig. 3). 

 

Fig. 3. BMA delimitation; Source: Own processing 
 

More than 6,250 self-governing municipalities in the Czech Republic cause spatial, admin-

istrative, and executive fragmentation. As shown in Table 1, the smallest municipalities of up 

to 500 inhabitants represent almost 55% out of all municipalities, and 8% of the Czech Repub-

lic citizens live there; municipalities of up to two thousand inhabitants represent almost 90% 

of all municipalities with the proportion of the population of 27%. Brno metropolitan area has 

a completely different settlement structure compared to the rest of the Czech Republic. Only 

16% of municipalities are included in the lowest category (up to 500 inhabitants) with an “in-

significant” 1.5% of BMA population; all other categories have a significantly higher share  

of municipalities. In general, the settlement structure of the BMA consists of larger munici-

palities in terms of population than the national average, yet more than 180 municipalities is  

a very high number for effective metropolitan cooperation. 
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Tab. 1. Number of municipalities and inhabitants in size groups of municipalities  

in the Czech Republic and BMA (2021) 

Source: Own processing   

The following figure 4 shows the relationship between the core city and its hinterland  

in the BMA from a network perspective in the form of a “star topology” in which the network 

components (municipalities in BMA) are connected to a central node (Brno) by edges.  

The municipalities belonging to the metropolitan area take the form of “nodes” coordinated  

by longitude and latitude. The size of the nodes is based on the population size of the municipal-

ity in the Brno hinterland. Edges (if they exist) declare the willingness of these municipalities 

to engage in cooperation with Brno, the core city, stated in the questionnaire. The colour  

of the node varies according to the affiliation to the higher territorial units (municipalities with 

extended competence – MEC).  
 

 
Fig. 4. Model territory of the BMA in a star network topology; Source: Own processing 

 Share (%) 

Size category of a municipality 

Up to 499 500–999  
1,000–
1,999 

2,000–
4,999 

5,000–
24,999 

25,000  
and more 

Czech Republic 

Share of municipalities in the total 54.2 21.9 12.5 07.0 03.7 00.3 

Share of inhabitants in the total 07.8 09.1 10.2 12.5 22.4 38.2 

Brno Metropolitan Area 

Share of municipalities in the total  16.3 37.0 25.0 14.7 06.5 00.5 

Share of inhabitants in the total  01.5 07.4 08.9 11.3 16.4 54.4 
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In this case, Brno encouraged to network and cooperate with smaller municipalities and 

their surroundings. Thus, the economic growths can spread from metropolitan city through 

smaller municipalities to rural and lagging areas (Rauhut and Humer 2020). Other results con-

cerning the willingness of municipalities to participate in metropolitan cooperation are also 

presented schematically in this way, as they allow simplifying the reality and modelling  

the relations between the core city and the hinterland. 
 

Willingness of municipalities for metropolitan cooperation in the BMA model area 

The willingness of municipalities to cooperate within the BMA was very high in 2020. 

Only 9 municipalities (4.9%) were not interested in such cooperation. Confirming the assump-

tion of cooperation is an essential input for all follow-up activities. Figure 5 illustrates this 

willingness using bold colours of the nodes – the darker the colour, the greater the willingness 

to cooperate (dark green – definitely yes; light green – rather yes; grey – no; white – without 

answer). At the same time, using the Fruchterman-Reingold power algorithm, the nodes were 

coordinated so that their position in the network also indicated a willingness to cooperate. 

As expected, the deeper analysis shows that municipalities located at a shorter distance 

from Brno are more interested in cooperation, which is confirmed by the analysis in figure 6. 

In the network, the distance from Brno (accessibility by car) is reflected in the size of the node 

– the larger the node, the greater the distance (from 10 to 70 kms from the city centre). Thus, 

municipalities that are located in the immediate vicinity of Brno (up to 25 km on average) and 

are morphologically connected to the core area are more interested in cooperation. An im-

portant catalyst for this cooperation is the ITI instrument, the process of the gradual and sys-

tematic informal institutionalization of cooperation working since 2014, based on the declara-

tion of interest of municipalities to cooperate and create a strategic development document for 

the BMA. 

 
Fig. 5. Willingness to metropolitan cooperation in the network perspective;  

Source: Own processing 
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Fig. 6. Willingness to metropolitan cooperation according to the distance from the core; 

Source: Own processing 

Other results confirm the fact that municipal cooperation within the BMA is primarily moti-
vated by economic incentives. Municipal budgets, especially for municipalities with a smaller 
population, are often limited, and any additional expenditure may be unacceptable to the mu-
nicipal council. Thus, the willingness to cooperate according to the population size was de-
clared to a greater extent by the municipalities with a larger population, where the median  
of the population was 1,316 inhabitants. The mean was 2,535 inhabitants, while the median  
of the population of municipalities who definitely disagreed with cooperation was 878 inhab-
itants, and the mean was 1,554 inhabitants. 

This is also the willingness of municipalities to contribute to the new metropolitan fund  
of the metropolitan unit, which would carry out selected agendas, is already much less positive 
than in the case of willingness to cooperate. This fact is highlighted in figure 7, where the colour 
of the node indicates the (un)willingness to contribute to this fund: green – yes (21%); grey – 
no (20%); blue – unable to assess (51%); white – without answer (8%). 

 

 

Fig. 7. Willingness to contribute to the common fund; Source: Own processing 
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This figure proves that 166 municipalities expressed some degree of agreement to cooper-

ate in the previous question. However, only 37 municipalities of them (22.3%) would be will-

ing to pay/contribute to the metropolitan fund anymore. At the same time, a financial contri-

bution from the municipal budget will be an important and necessary part of the multi-source 

financing of the metropolitan unit. The distance of individual municipalities in the hinterland 

from the core city Brno (fig. 8) is still a parameter that has a clear influence over the decision 

on the financial participation of municipalities. The mean distance of municipalities willing  

to contribute to the common fund was 21.2 km, while the mean distance of those unwilling 

was 25.2 km 

 

Fig. 8. Willingness to contribute to the common fund according to the distance  

from the core; Source: Own processing 

The investigation based on the testimonies of respondents (municipality representatives) 

has shown a strong reluctance of municipalities to get rid of some self-governing competencies 

and transfer them to a higher – metropolitan – level. Only a minority of municipalities are 

willing to discuss such a reality. This fact is highlighted in figure 9, where the colour of a node 

indicates (un)willingness to transfer its competencies to a higher level: green – yes (24%); grey 

– no (39%); blue – unable to assess (28%); white – without answer (9%). Certain activities, 

typically transport, floods, drought and erosion, waste, education, healthcare, etc. cannot be han-

dled independently (only) at the municipal level concerning the municipal budget and human 

resources and would be more advantageous to transfer them to a hierarchically higher level. 

This is particularly the case of less-populated municipalities but generally applies to most mu-

nicipalities. The distance from Brno, the core city, to the hinterland municipalities does not 

play a significant role in this respect (fig. 10). 

As expected, representatives of municipalities in the more distant Brno’s hinterland (mean 

= 32 km) expressed extremely strong resistance to the discussion of a possible merger with 

another municipality to make management more effective and potentially create a higher self-

governing unit, a metropolitan unit. It could be considered as a distinctive (not only) for pro-

moting multiple collaborations or facilitating the adaptation of many collaborative projects 

over time (Ansell and Gash, 2018). This fact is highlighted in figure 11, where the colour  

of a node indicates (un)willingness to merger with another municipality: green – yes (5%); 

grey – no (76%); blue – unable to assess (10%); white – without answer (9%). 

According to the testimonies confirmed by experts and municipal representatives during 

discussions, this fact reflects the specific features of the development of functional areas based 
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on unique historical memory in the form of directive mergers of municipalities by the com-

munist political apparatus in the 1970s and 1980. In reality, there is a large number of munic-

ipalities in the Czech Republic, especially those with populations below 500 inhabitants (55% 

of the total number of 6,250 municipalities). It is interesting that the more-populated munici-

palities tended more to this merger with another municipality (fig. 12). Reducing the number 

of municipalities by merging them would be the top step of administrative reform. This step, 

which has already succeeded in most EU countries, will be difficult to implement  

in the Czech Republic as it is a very sensitive aspect in terms of politics and society. 
 

 
Fig. 9. Willingness to transfer the selected competencies to a higher level;  

Source: Own processing 
 

 
Fig. 10. Willingness to transfer the selected competencies to a higher level  

according to the distance from the core; Source: Own processing 
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Fig. 11. Willingness to merge with another municipality; Source: Own processing 

 

 
Fig. 12. Willingness to merge with another municipality according to the population size; 

Source: Own processing 
 

Conclusions 

The issue of metropolitan cooperation and its institutionalization deserves attention mainly 

because of its potential to ensure metropolitan development, greater efficiency, and the possible 

joint solution of topics that resonate in metropolitan areas. At the same time, metropolitan coop-

eration is considered by experts as a tool that can solve the fragmentation of administration and 

problems in the functional areas and bring synergies to all stakeholders. The initial impulse  

to start metropolitan cooperation was the ITI tool, which contributed to the definition of metro-

politan areas and the integrated implementation of territorial strategies. 
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From the field research emerged that there are given spatial patterns of behaviour of the in-

habitants of the municipalities in the BMA, which are tied primarily to the population size and 

the distance from the core of the metropolitan area. First, the willingness of municipalities' rep-

resentatives in the Brno hinterland, or the BMA, is very high, while the willingness to pool 

economic resources and financing of selected topics is rather low and decreases with the in-

creasing distance from Brno. The willingness of municipal leaders to delegate some compe-

tencies to another level is very low and does not correlate with either the distance from Brno 

or the size of the municipality. 

Subjective perceptions of the costs and benefits of metropolitan cooperation are influenced 

by historical and economic associations associated with the directive mergers of municipalities 

ordered by the communist regime in the 1970s and 1980s. In the early days of the political and 

socio-economic transition, the forcibly merged municipalities separated, and their number set-

tled around the extremely high figure of 6,250 self-governing municipalities, more than half 

of which have fewer than 500 inhabitants. Thus, contrary to expectations, the reunification  

of municipalities in the near future would be an absolutely essential positive impulse for much 

more effective functioning of metropolitan cooperation in the hinterland of large cities (similar 

activities could occur in the future in Slovakia, which is in a similar situation in terms of settle-

ment structure and number of villages and has a similar historic memory). The size of the mu-

nicipality itself is closely related to its financial possibilities (also under the ITI instrument and 

EU cohesion policy) and thus, by the participation in the financing of joint activities. However, 

the question of possible mergers is not on the agenda, it will require sensitive but also robust 

political and social support, which, even after more than thirty years, is still at odds with the his-

torical memory of directive (communist) party decision-making. 

Subsequently, based on the number of expert discussions, round tables, and foreign expe-

rience it was possible to conclude that there is a general agreement on creating an entity (in-

stitution) which would be responsible for harmonic development of metropolitan areas – so-

called metropolitan units. Considering the extremely high number of municipalities in the met-

ropolitan areas of the Czech Republic, not all municipalities of the metropolitan areas will 

realistically be able to participate in the day-to-day executive of the metropolitan unit; their 

activity will take place indirectly through voluntary associations of municipalities of which  

the municipalities are members. The Czech legislative executive currently does not offer any 

more suitable option.  

The prerequisite for a nationwide long-term solution to the problem of institutionalising met-

ropolitan cooperation in the Czech Republic on the basis of metropolitan units is a valid and 

effective legislative regulation. This legislative regulation will enable, among other things,  

the transfer of the ITI instrument to the metropolitan unit. The law will regulate, in particular,  

the basic bodies (authorities) of the metropolitan unit and the links between them. The setting  

up of the other bodies of the metropolitan unit and the possible more detailed regulation  

of the relations is expected to be done through the statutes. Sufficient flexibility will thus   

be left to regulate the functioning of metropolitan units in the context of specific territorial 

characteristics. 

A metropolitan unit as a specific entity with a legal personality should enable the core 

city/cities (the natural centre of gravity of the metropolitan area) to cooperate with other mu-

nicipalities in the hinterland and other region(s). Metropolitan unit may become an authority 

representing development strategy of metropolitan area/agglomeration. Due to the high num-

ber of municipalities, it cannot be assumed that all municipalities of the metropolitan area/ag-

glomeration will participate in the day-to-day agenda. Competent representatives will be se-

lected to represent the large mass of municipalities.  

As for policy support, in August 2020, all mayors of the Czech statutory cities signed  

a common declaration that defines fundamental requirements for the future and institutionali-
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zation of metropolitan cooperation in the Czech Republic. In 2022, it was followed by a com-

mon motion of the mayors of the four Czech largest cities (Prague, Brno, Ostrava, Plzen) ap-

pealed to the Ministry of Interior of the Czech Republic to elaborate, together with the Ministry 

of Regional Development of the Czech Republic and other territorial partners, a legislative mod-

ification and position of metropolitan areas in the Czech Republic towards other discussions. 

The issue of institutionalization in metropolitan cooperation is also anchored at the highest 

hierarchical (national) spatial level. In October 2021, the requirement for cooperation at the 

level of metropolises and agglomerations appeared in the coalition agreement of the political 

parties of the Government of the Czech Republic, including legislative anchoring and the pos-

sibility of financial support from the central level, and in January 2022, also in the government 

program declaration, where this form of cooperation is declared through the ITI instrument. 

These are the first major steps from the national level, which, through their political signifi-

cance, also determine specific activities in the regions. Real political support from the minis-

tries, regions, and mayors of cities and municipalities involved will be very important; it will 

be impossible to set up a universal way of institutionalizing intermunicipal metropolitan co-

operation without it. 

Following the phenomena described above, the policy of endogenous development of met-

ropolitan areas responsible for the development and management of themselves is gradually 

starting to be applied in many countries. Experiences outside the territory of the Czech Repub-

lic show that the existence of a responsible entity with adequate position and powers is  

the most effective solution. In the Czech Republic (unlike several other, even post-socialist 

countries), such a subject does not yet exist. Therefore, it is necessary to continue the political 

debate that has just started and implement adequate reforms quickly. In further follow-up re-

search, it would be appropriate to try to quantify these agglomeration advantages/benefits for 

the Czech Republic, including quantifying the losses resulting from the zero variant (keeping 

the current state). 
 

References  

ANSELL, C., GASH, A. 2018: Collaborative Platforms as a Governance Strategy. Journal of 
Public Administration Research and Theory, 28(1), 16-32. DOI: https://doi.org/ 
10.1093/jopart/mux030. 

BAŃSKI, J., DEGÓRSKI, M., KOMORNICKI, T., ŚLESZYŃSKI, P. 2018: The delimitation 
of areas of strategic intervention in Poland: A methodological trial and its results. Moravian 
Geographical Reports, 26(2), 84-94. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2478/mgr-2018-0007. 

BENEDEK, J., COSMINA-DANIELA, U., ŞTEFANA, V. 2022: Growth Pole Policy, Spatial 
Transformation and Spatial Inequalities in the Metropolitan Areas of Romania. Tér És Tár-
sadalom, 36, 47-67. DOI: https://doi.org/10.17649/TET.36.3.3435. 

BLOTEVOGEL, H. 2001: Die Metropolregionen in der Raumordnungspolitik Deutschlands 
– ein neues strategisches Raumbild? Geographica Helvetica, 56(3), 157168. 

BOIX, R., VENERI, P., ALMENAR, V. 2012: Polycentric Metropolitan Areas in Europe: To-
wards a Unified Proposal of Delimitation. In Vázquez, E. F., Morollon, F. R. eds. Defining 
the Spatial Scale in Modern Regional Analysis. Berlin (Springer-Verlag), pp. 45-70. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-31994-5_3. 

BOVAIRD, T., LÖFFLER, E. 2009: Public management and governance. London (Taylor & 
Francis).  

BRENNER, N. 2003: Metropolitan institutional reform and the rescaling of state space in con-
temporary Western Europe. European Urban and Regional Studies, 10(4), 297-324. 

BREZZI, M., PIACENTINI, M., SANCHEZ-SERRA, D. 2012: Measuring Metropolitan Ar-
eas: A Comparative Approach in OECD Countries. In Vázquez, E. F., Morollon, F. R. eds. 
Defining the Spatial Scale in Modern Regional Analysis. Berlin (Springer), pp.71-89. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mux030
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mux030
https://doi.org/10.2478/mgr-2018-0007
https://doi.org/10.17649/TET.36.3.3435
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-31994-5_3


 - 69 - 

CAPELLO, R. 2000: The City Network Paradigm: Measuring Urban Network Externalities. 
Urban Studies, 37(11), 1925-1945. https://doi.org/10.1080/713707232.  

ČERMÁK, Z., HAMPL, M., MÜLLER, J. 2009: Současné tendence vývoje obyvatelstva met-
ropolitních areálů v Česku: dochází k významnému obratu? Geografie, 114(1), 37-51. 

COX, K. 1995: Globalization, competition and the politics of local economy development. 
Urban Studies, 32(2), 213-224. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/00420989550013059.  

CUDNY, W., KUNC, J. eds. 2022: Growth and Change in Post-socialist Cities of Central 
Europe. London, New York (Routledge). DOI: https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003039792. 

DELHEY, J., NEWTON, K. 2003: Who trusts? The origins of social trust in seven societies. 
European Societies, 5(2), 93-137. 

DIJKSTRA, L., POELMAN, H. 2012: Cities in Europe the New OECD-EC Definition; Re-
gional Focus. European Commission, Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy. 
Brussels (OECD). 

FEIOCK, R.C. 2009: Metropolitan governance and institutional collective action. Urban Af-
fairs Review, 44(3), 356-377. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087408324000.  

FINKA, M., KLUVÁNKOVÁ, T. 2015: Managing complexity of urban systems: A polycen-
tric approach. Land Use Policy, 42, 602-608. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landuse-
pol.2014.09.016.  

FRANZ P., HORNYCH, C. 2010: Political institutionalisation and economic specialization in 
polycentric metropolitan regions: the case of the East German “Saxony Triangle”. Urban 
Studies, 47(12), 2665-2682. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098009359951.  

FREEMAN, R.E., HARRISON, J.S., WICKS, A.C., PARMAR, B.L., DE COLLE, S. 2010: 
Stakeholder Theory: The State of the Art. Cambridge (Cambridge University Press). 

FÜRST, D. 2001: Regional Governance – ein neues Paradigma der Regionalwissenschaften? 
Raumforschung und Raumordnung, 59(5/6), 370-380. 

GROTH, J., CORIJN, E. 2005: Reclaiming urbanity: indeterminate spaces, informal actors 
and urban agenda setting. Urban Studies, 42(3), 503-526. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
00420980500035436.  

HALL, P., HAY., D. 1980: Growth Centres in the European Urban System. London (Heine-
mann Educational). 

HARLOE, M. 2008: Cities in the transition. In Andrusz, G., Harloe, M. & Szelenyi, I. eds. 
Cities after socialism – Urban and regional change and conflict in post-socialist societies. 
Oxford (Wiley-Blackwell), pp. 1-29.  

HEEG, S, KLAGGE, B., OßENBRÜGGE, J. 2003: Metropolitan Cooperation in Europe: The-
oretical Issues and Perspectives for Urban Networking. European Planning Studies, 11(2), 
139-153. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/0965431032000072846. 

JORDAN, A. 2008: The governance of sustainable development: taking stock and looking 
forwards. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 26(1), 17-33.  

JOUVE, B., LEFÈVRE, C. 2002: Local power, territory, and institutions in European metro-
politan regions. London (Routledge).  

KACZMAREK, T. 2021: A Tailor-Made Metropolitan Union. Is This a Good Solution of the 
Metropolitan Governance Problem in Poland? Frontiers in Sustainable Cities, 3, 724354. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.3389/frsc.2021.724354. 

KACZMAREK, T., RYDER, A. 2015: Top-Down and Bottom-Up Metropolitan Integration 
in Poland. In Buček, J., Ryder, A. eds. Governance in Transition. Dordrecht (Springer), 
pp. 19-39.  

KATZ, B. 2000: Reflections on regionalism. Washington (Brookings Press). 

KLAMÁR, R., MATLOVIČ, R., IVANOVÁ, M., IŠTOK, R., KOZOŇ, J. 2019: Local action group 
as a tool of inter-municipal cooperation: Case study of Slovakia. Folia Geographica, 61(1), 36-67.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/713707232
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420989550013059
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420989550013059
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003039792
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087408324000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098009359951
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980500035436
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980500035436
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965431032000072846
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsc.2021.724354


 - 70 - 

KLOOSTERMAN, R.C., MUSTERD, S. 2001: The polycentric urban region: towards  
a research agenda. Urban Studies, 38(4), 623-633. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
00420980120035259.  

KRUKOWSKA, J., LACKOWSKA, M. 2017: Metropolitan colours of Europeanization. In-
stitutionalization of integrated territorial investment structures in the context of past coop-
eration in metropolitan regions. Raumforschung und Raumordnung. Spatial Research and 
Planning, 75(3), 275-289. 

KUNC, J., ŠAŠINKA, P., TONEV, P., DVOŘÁK, Z., RASZKOVÁ, S., NOVOTNÁ, M. et 
al. 2020: Možnosti metropolitní meziobecní spolupráce a její institucionalizace: příklad 
Brněnské metropolitní oblasti. Urbanismus a územní rozvoj, 23(6), 23-30. 

KUNC, J., TONEV, P., MARTINÁT, S., FRANTÁL, B. et al. 2018: Industrial legacy towards 
brownfields: historical and current specifics, territorial differences (Czech Republic). Ge-
ographia Cassoviensis, 12(1), 76-91.  

KUNC, J., TONEV, P., NOVOTNÁ, M., ŠAŠINKA, P., DVOŘÁK, Z. RASZKOVÁ, S. et al. 
2021: Size matters: Development and cooperation of municipalities in the Brno metropol-
itan area (Czech Republic). Geografia Cassoviensis, 15(2), 204-217. DOI: https://doi.org/ 
10.33542/GC2021-2-06.  

LANG, T. 2015: Socio-economic and political responses to regional polarisation and socio-
spatial peripheralisation in Central and Eastern Europe: a research agenda. Hungarian Ge-
ographical Bulletin, 64(3), 171-185. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15201/hungeobull.64.3.2.  

MEIJERS, E., BURGER, M. J. 2015: Stretching the concept of ‘borrowed size’. Urban Stud-
ies, 54(1), 269-291. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098015597642.  

MELICHOVÁ, K., VARECHA, L. 2020: Endogenous Political, Institutional, Cultural, and 
Geographic Determinants of Intermunicipal Cooperation-Evidence from Slovakia. Sus-
tainability, 12(2), 709. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020709. 

MIKUŁA, Ł., KACZMAREK, T. 2017: Metropolitan integration in Poland: the case of Poznań 
Metropolis. International Planning Studies, 22(1), 30-43. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
13563475.2016.1256191.  

MULÍČEK, O., SEIDENGLANZ, D., FRANKE, D., MALÝ, J. 2013: Vymezení funkčního území 
Brněnské metropolitní oblasti a Jihlavské sídelní aglomerace. Datový portál města Brna.  
Retrieved from: https://data.brno.cz/documents/71c042f8a4fb46508e37d738296198f2/explore. 

MUSIL, J. 2003: Proměny urbánní sociologie ve Spojených Státech a v Evropě 1950–2000. 
Sociologický časopis, 39(2), 137-167. 

NEWMAN, P., THORNLEY, A. 1996: Urban Planning in Europe: International Competi-
tion, National Systems, and Planning Projects. London, New York (Routledge). 

OSTROM, E. 2010: Beyond Markets and States: Polycentric Governance of Complex Eco-
nomic Systems. American Economic Review, 100(3), 641-72. DOI: https://doi.org/ 
10.1257/aer.100.3.641.  

OUŘEDNÍČEK, M., NEMEŠKAL, J., POSPÍŠILOVÁ, L. 2020: Vymezení území pro In-
tegrované teritoriální investice (ITI) v ČR. Závěrečný dokument. Official Website of Min-
istry for Regional Development of the Czech Republic. Retrieved from: https://mmr.cz/get-
media/420ae22b-fe35-4b75-88d0-5824612a4e85/PrF_200120_zaverecny-dokument_final_ 
02042020.pdf.aspx?ext=.pdf.   

PAASI, A. 2002: Regional transformation in the European context: notes on regions, bound-
aries and identity. Space and Polity, 6(2), 197-201. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
1356257022000003626. 

PAASI, A. 2012: Regional Planning and the Mobilization of ‘Regional Identity’: From 
Bounded Spaces to Relational Complexity. Regional Studies, 47(8), 1206-1219. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2012.661410.  

PACIONE, M. 2009: Urban Geography. A Global Perspective. New York (Routledge). 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980120035259
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980120035259
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/18338?vysledek=97038
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/206708?vysledek=97038
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/7580?vysledek=97038
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/7580?vysledek=97038
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/349165?vysledek=97038
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/206708?vysledek=97038
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/370676?vysledek=97038
https://doi.org/10.33542/GC2021-2-06
https://doi.org/10.33542/GC2021-2-06
https://doi.org/10.15201/hungeobull.64.3.2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098015597642
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020709
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2016.1256191
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2016.1256191
https://data.brno.cz/documents/71c042f8a4fb46508e37d738296198f2/explore
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.100.3.641
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.100.3.641
https://mmr.cz/getmedia/420ae22b-fe35-4b75-88d0-5824612a4e85/PrF_200120_zaverecny-dokument_final_02042020.pdf.aspx?ext=.pdf
https://mmr.cz/getmedia/420ae22b-fe35-4b75-88d0-5824612a4e85/PrF_200120_zaverecny-dokument_final_02042020.pdf.aspx?ext=.pdf
https://mmr.cz/getmedia/420ae22b-fe35-4b75-88d0-5824612a4e85/PrF_200120_zaverecny-dokument_final_02042020.pdf.aspx?ext=.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1356257022000003626
https://doi.org/10.1080/1356257022000003626
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2012.661410


 - 71 - 

RAUHUT, D., HUMER, A. 2020: EU Cohesion Policy and spatial economic growth: trajec-
tories in economic thought. European Planning Studies, 28(11), 2116-2133. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1709416. 

RODRÍGUEZ-POSE, A., FITJAR, R. 2013: Buzz, archipelago economies and the future of 
intermediate and peripheral areas in a spiky world. European Planning Studies, 21(3), 355-
372.  

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.716246. 

RUMPEL, P. et al. 2011: Komplexní regionální marketing periferního rurálního regionu 
Jesenicko. Praha (Aleš Čeněk).  

RUS, A., IGLIČ, H. 2005: Trust, Governance and Performance the Role of Institutional and 
Interpersonal Trust in SME Development. International Sociology, 20(3), 371-91. 

SASSEN, S. 2018: Cities in a world economy. New York (Sage Publications). 

SERBANICA, C., CONSTANTIN, D.L. 2017: Sustainable cities in central and eastern Euro-
pean countries. Moving towards smart specialization. Habitat International, 68, 55-63. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.03.005. 

ŠAŠINKA, P., KUNC, J., FRANTÁL, B., DVOŘÁK, Z. 2019: Cooperation differs. Intentions 
of municipalities towards metropolitan cooperation in post-socialist space – Brno, Czech 
Republic. European Planning Studies, 27(4), 818-840. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
09654313.2019.1569597. 

ŠAŠINKA, P., ZVARA, J. 2014: Institutionalization of metropolitan areas as possible solution 
of agglomeration externalities in the context of urbanization development in the Czech 
Republic. Acta Universitatis Agriculturae et Silviculturae Mendelianae Brunensis, 62(6), 
1451-1463. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11118/actaun201462061451. 

ŠVEDA, M., ŠUŠKA, P. eds. 2020: Suburnabizácia 2. Sondy do premien zázemia Bratislavy. 
Bratislava (Geografický ústav SAV).  

TONEV, P., DVOŘÁK, Z., ŠAŠINKA, P., KUNC, J., et al. 2017: Different approaches to 
defining metropolitan areas (Case study: cities of Brno and Ostrava, Czech Republic). Ge-
ographia Technica, 12(1), 108-120. DOI: https://doi.org/10.21163/GT_2017.121.11. 

VALACH, M. et al. 2019: Analýza medziobecnej spolupráce vybraného okruhu miest a ich 
bezprostredného okolia (mestské funkčné územie) a z neho plynúce pozitívne externality pre 
subjekty a obyvateľov v danom území. Nitra (Slovenská poľnohospodárska univerzita v Nitre).  

VAN DEN BERG, L., DREWETT, R., KLAASSEN, L. H., ROSSI, A., VIJVERBERG, 
C.H.T. 1982: A Study of Growth and Decline. Urban Europe. Oxford (Pergamon Press).  

VAN DER ZWET, A., BACHTLER, J., FERRY, M., MCMASTER, I., MILLER, S. 2017:  
Integrated territorial and urban strategies: how are ESIF adding value in 2014–2020? 
Luxembourg (Publications Office of the European Union). 

VITURKA, M., PAŘIL, V., TONEV, P., ŠAŠINKA, P., KUNC, J. 2017: The Metropolisation 
Processes-A Case of Central Europe and the Czech Republic. Prague Economic Papers, 
26(5), 505-522. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18267/j.pep.624. 

WILLIAMS, G. 1999: Metropolitan governance and strategic planning: a review of experience 
in Manchester, Melbourne and Toronto. Progress in Planning, 52(1), 1-100. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-9006(99)90003-X. 

ZIMMERMANN, K., GALLAND, D., HARRISON, J. eds. 2020: Metropolitan regions, plan-
ning and governance. Cham (Springer International Publishing).  

 
Acknowledgement: This study was supported by TAČR ÉTA (TL03000230) project: Institu-
tionalization of metropolitan cooperation as a factor of increasing the motivation of munici-
palities to cooperate in metropolitan areas.  

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1709416
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.716246
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.716246
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.03.005
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/206708?vysledek=97038
https://is.muni.cz/auth/osoba/370676?vysledek=97038
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1569597
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1569597
http://dx.doi.org/10.11118/actaun201462061451
https://doi.org/10.21163/GT_2017.121.11
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.pep.624
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590069990003X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590069990003X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-9006(99)90003-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-9006(99)90003-X


 - 72 - 

 

Authors´ affiliations  

Josef Kunc 

Department of Regional Economics and Administration 

Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masaryk University 

Lipová 41a, 602 00 Brno 

Czech Republic 

e-mail: josef.kunc@econ.muni.cz 
 

Markéta Novotná 

Department of Regional Economics and Administration 

Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masaryk University 

Lipová 41a, 602 00 Brno 

Czech Republic 

e-mail: marketa.novotna@econ.muni.cz  
 

Petr Tonev 

Department of Regional Economics and Administration 

Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masaryk University 

Lipová 41a, 602 00 Brno 

Czech Republic 

e-mail: petr.tonev@econ.muni.cz  
 

Petr Šašinka 

Department of Regional Economics and Administration 

Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masaryk University 

Lipová 41a, 602 00 Brno 

Czech Republic 

e-mail: sasinka.petr@brno.cz  
 

Soňa Raszková 

Department of Regional Economics and Administration 

Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masaryk University 

Lipová 41a, 602 00 Brno 

Czech Republic 

e-mail: raszkova.sona@brno.cz  
 

Zdeněk Dvořák 

Department of Regional Economics and Administration 

Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masaryk University 

Lipová 41a, 602 00 Brno 

Czech Republic 

e-mail: dvorak.zdenek@brno.cz  
 

Marek Jetmar 

Department of Regional Development  

College of Regional Development and Banking Institute, AMBIS  

Nárožní 2600/9, 158 00 Prague 5 

Czech Republic 

e-mail: marek.jetmar@ambis.cz  

mailto:josef.kunc@econ.muni.cz
mailto:marketa.novotna@econ.muni.cz
mailto:petr.tonev@econ.muni.cz
mailto:sasinka.petr@brno.cz
mailto:raszkova.sona@brno.cz
mailto:dvorak.zdenek@brno.cz
mailto:marek.jetmar@ambis.cz

