MIROSLAV STRIDA

THE APPLICATION OF ECONOMIC GEOGRAPHICAL
REGIONS IN THE CZECHOSLOVAK REPUBLIC

The purpose of economic geography is to investigate why industry, agriculture
and settlements grew up where they did and to study reasons which led to
their growth and which continue to influence them. If economic geography, as
a branch of the science of geography, deals with research on the development,
structure and location of industry and inhabitans and their mutual relation-
ships within a given geographic region as a whole, then there are also factors
which make it possible to study this region when it is broken down into smaller
districts. If, in physical geography, it is possible on the basis of the variety of
natural conditions to group the territory of a state into natural, physical geogra-
phical districts, it is also possible in economic geography to divide this same
territory into existing economic geographical districts on the basis of a complex
of conditions of economic and natural importance. (See: M. Stf¥ida: Hospodai-
ské oblasti. Praha (NCSAV), p. 4, now in print).

The establishment of economic geographical districts is a specific problem ‘in
each country and one which cannot be based only on general principles or on
experience in other countries. It is necessary, therefore, together with experience
gained in other countries, particularly in socialist countries, to make full use in
particular of experience accumulated at home — in our case, in the territory
of Czechoslovakia. ,

Czechoslovakia, which is situated on the frontier of the socialist camp in the
middle of Europe, is a country with a rich geographical relief structure, with
varied climatic and soil conditions, with varied mineral resources. It is densely
but unevenly inhabited. Some localities have remained since the Neolithic Age.
They. have a good production tradition and industry as a whole is very wide-
spread -although it differs widely in location and in structure. Our country has
a highly developed and varied farm production and there is a dense network
of railroads and highways which are heavily travelled. There is high specializa-
tion in the economy and a developed internal and foreign trade system. Given
such conditions, such complex questions as the economic geographical determi-
nation of districts, cannot be tackled without a lot research in order to gradually
work out individual topics, to supplement theory and improve methods.

On  the basis of domestic and foreign experience, an attempt was made to
collect some general principles of complex economic division-setting as well as
their importance and extent of validity within Czechoslovakia (1. c. 29). Five
fundamental points were arrived at:

1) Economic districts really exist as a result of local divisions of labor. Du-
ring research in Czechoslovakia, we can start analysis of the location and
determine the structure and relations of national economy, even through a certain
portion evolved during the capitalist period. They are mutually so equal in im-
portance that they not fall outside the framework of their category. Their
character,” appearance and size also correspond more or less with the level of
previous economic development and local conditions within the territory they
include and the special characteristics in comparison with the rest of the country.

2) Because economic regions develop, we must bear in mind in our research
their present situation and the development of location, structure and relations
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as well as planned prospects for the development of the national economy du-
ring the next few years.

3) Because of Czechoslovakia’s varied climate and natural conditions as well
as its variety of communities and economies, and in view of its differently histo-
rically developed territorial limits, an entire system of economic regions of dif-
ferent degrees has evolved.

Their boundaries should correspond, at least approximately, to the boundaries
of the nationality and administrative whole of a given degree. Thus there is
a certain construction which exists among economic regions of different grades
so that large economic regions are basically composed of primary regions. The
economically strongest and best located center within this large region becomes
the central nucleus of the large economic region.

4) Each economic region displays a given field of specialization or conditions
for the development of such specialization of production or in some cases, of
non-production functions. These fields of specialization have more or less their
place in the state plan. As a rule, specialization in Czechoslovakia is concentra-
ted in economic nuclei — industrial centers, which are the leading factors in
the formation of economic regions.

5) Influenced by the main economic functions, three groups of fields are
formed within the structure of the economic region: one group of specialization
is of importance beyond the region itself. Another group specializes in produc-
tion and its maintenance, the third involves services devoted to local consumers’
needs. Then, depending on the expressions of the specialization and the number
of inhabitants, a certain local economic complex is formed, on the basis of va-
rious natural and economic conditions. In Czechoslovakia, it can be studied and
defined on the basis of the degree of development of its internal economic rela-
tions, particularly as they are expressed in the field of transport.

As far as method is concerned, word in economic geographical division into
regions within Czechoslovakia is based on the following evaluations: a) natu-
ral conditions, particularly in regard to elevation, terrain and sources of raw
materials; b) distribution of population and its structure, particularly evident
in urban communities and their functions, as well as questions of source of
manpower and its needs; c) economic conditions including size, location and
structures of industrial and farm production and economic relations, expressed
in transport. ‘

Industrial production is the leading factor in the life of almost every economic
region in Czechoslovakia. In method, then, we can start from the geographical
relationships to industry. In determining the division of regions in Czechoslo-
vakia, an important role is played by the urban centers and agglomerates which
function ‘as the economic nucleus of each region.

On the basis of these fundamentals, which have been just briefly enumerated,
the most important necessary data was computed regarding natural conditions
and resources, industry, agriculture, transport, population and settlements. Later,
the concept of a nucleus and economic relations enabled us to move from
theory to an original, independent conclusion arrived at on the basis of geo-
graphical prepared data and field observations.

The results of this geographical work in determining the regional divisions in
the Republic were submitted to the competent governmental organs. Parts of
these results were at the same time collected in two separate studies (1. c. 26, 29).
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In connection with the completion of the socialist building in Czechoslovakia,
a reorganization of regions was carried out and completed by July 1, 1960.
It was done on the basis of democratic centralization, which is the guiding
principal directing a socialist state and the planned development of its economy.
Measures to insure a speedier development of individual regions on the basis
of their most favorable natural and economic conditions, should help to achieve
a more equitable distribution of the national economy and a rising standard of
living in all parts of the country. The territory of the Republic was divided into
ten new regions with the capital of Prague as an independent unit, and 108
counties. The county organs were invested with powers somewhat greater than
those which formerly rested in the previous regional organs. These county seats

Regional division of th: Czechoslovak Republik by V. Dédina (1929).
Regionalni ¢lenéni Ceskoslovenské republiky podle V. Dédiny (1929).
TeppuropuanbhHoe pasnenenne YexocaoBakun ajs B. Jleaunwi.

Regional division of the Czechoslovak Republik by J. Koréak (1934).
Regionilni ¢lenéni Ceskoslovenské republiky podle J. Korésdka (1934).
Teppurtopnanbuoe pasnenenne YexocnoBakuu aisi f1. Kopuaka (1934).
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have been established in 103 chosen communities. In this regional reorganiza-
tion, stress was laid on the economic and organizational activities of the
regional organs, the National Committees which direct or coordinate almost
the entire economy within their district. A more pressing need then arose
— that the territory administered by the National Committee should form
at the same time a convenient economic and geographic unit. That is why
economic regions provided the foundation for the new district reorganization,
even though the practical aspects of their direction and administration were na-
turally also decisive in determining when and to what extent these regions could
be utilized. '

From previous geographical work, a survey of which was submitted at the
first conference of economic geographers in Liblice in 1956 (l. c. 16), particular
attention was given a study or regional division by V. Dédina (l. c. 5) written
in 1929 and especially one by J. Korédk (1. c. 15) from 1934. For the sake
of comparison, both are cited. Among the newest studies which was considered
in drafting the new regional reorganization was a contribution by M. Blazek
(1. c. 3) written in 1954 which puts the whole question on a Marxist basis. The
author considers the Republic as a single economic region, which was the pre-
dominate concept of that time, but he mentions also 10 or 11 possible sub-di-
visions but he does not go into detail. :

A richer source of information in the creation of new economic regions in
Czechoslovakia, were the studies of the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences. These
questions were always among the most important research tasks undertaken
by the Economic Geography Department of the Economic Institute between 1955
and 1959. On the basis of the fundamental points mentioned earlier, the Re-
public was divided into seven large economic regions (eight, if
we include Prague itself). There is North Moravia and Silesia, for instance,
Eastern Bohemia, Eastern Slovakia which were created during the building of
socialism. They were based on an earlier development with recognized perspecti-
ves and could be characterized by geographical methods. These regions are ge-
nerally equal as far the size of their territory is concerned, as well as popula-
tion and economy with the exception of three regions which are above average.
They are Central Bohemia (in economy and population), Western Slovakia
(in population and area) and Western Bohemia (in area) (l. c. 29, p. 81).

For practical reasons, the direction and administration of these three exceptio-
nal regions was in the first draft proposed to be split into two parts. Naturally,
these measures necessitated some local adjustments in bordering districts as
well as in adjacent regions. The most striking anomaly is in the arrangement of
the Liberec basin, and its environs, which is morphologically rather isolated
and economically very complex and the economically under-developed Lucenec
basin and its environs which does not yet have any developed economic rela-
tions with the neighbouring territory. A lesser anomaly is to be seen in the South
Moravian Region, particularly around Prostéjov and Dadice and to a lesser
extent around Vala§ské Klobouky, Zdar n. S. or Pelhfimov. The boundaries of
these large economic districts and new regions can best be seen on the accom-
panying cartogram.

In establishing counties in the course of this regional reorganization in Cze-
choslovakia, the economic geographical stand-point was taken less into conside-
ration because here there are more abberations from economic regions of a lesser
degree which were found in working on the basic economic districts (1. c. 30).
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Nevertheless here too the geographical choice of the country seats was of great
importance. According to the principle of socialist economic regional reorgani-
zation, the function of a county seat can as a rule best be fulfilled by a commu-
nity which is well located from an economic geographical standpoint and which
is or will be within the near future, the strongest center of industry and popu-
lation within the county.

These facts could be held to in the great majority of cases, such as Klatovy,
Teplice, Mladd Boleslav, Tdbor, Trutnov, Uherské Hradisté, Vseiin, Trnava,
Lucenec, - Poprad and many more. The cases of Liptovsky Mikuld§, Bruntal or
Louny, in which more important considerations influenced their choice, are ex-
ceptions. In choosing a county seat, its geometrically central situation in rela-
tion to the rest of the county, could not be decisive. Rather it was its role as
the nucleus as well as its favorable economic-geographical location. This was
the correct qualification which governed the selection of Blansko, Kutna Hora,
Bifeclav, Nové Zamky and Trebifov as county seats even though they are si-
tuated near the boundaries of their respective counties. The perspective choice
in the case of well-situated and fast-growing towns like Ziar n. H., Humenné,
Zdar n. S., P¥ibram and Ceskd Lipa, also corresponds to the principle of eco-
nomic district reorganization in a socialist state.

In the cited works, 135 urban communities were discovered which more or
less fulfilled the combination of five criteria for the choice of a nucleus for
districts of II degree and which were therefore divided into three categories.
These towns should also include Karvind and Jablonec which were not evaluated
seperately but rather in connection with Ostrava and Liberec. Reasons of eco-
nomic geographical situation and perspectives for rapid growth concern in par-
ticular those towns which are just now developing, towns rather of the III ca-
tegory, which were supplemented by an additional five cases, mainly from Slo-
vakia (Rozrava, Jind¥ichiv Hradec, Ziar n. H., Levice, Humenné). For the same
reasons, Category I now includes Cheb and Category 11, Michalovce.

Of this total of 144 towns which were considered as county seats, 46 were
put in Category I, of which only the following were not chosen for new county
seats: Louny, Ruzomberok, Ceskd Ttebova and Trinec. Most of the choices were
made because of the unsuitable location of the former county seat. Of 27 county
seats in Category II, Bruntal was chosen in place of Krnov, Prievidza was chosen
over Handlovad because of its more eastern location, Nové Mesto n. V. was not
chosen because of the small area of its county and Varnsdorf, because of its
very complicated frontier location. Out of the'71 county seats of Category III,
a very mixed category, only 23 towns were chosen for county seats. Neverthe-
less, in 15 cases, towns were chosen as county seats which had not been ranked
in any of the three previous categories. Thus in all, 88 towns from all three cate-
gories were chosen as new county seats, almost half of which belong to Cate-
gory I. In the cited study, 58 nuclei of the basic economic districts were deter-
mined (L. c. 30), only four of which were not among the towns chosen as re-
gional capitals or county seats.

As far as harmony is concerned between the territories of the new counties
with economic districts of a lower degree, it was directly utilized in the cases
of Cheb, Litoméfice, Most, Sumperk, Martin, Banska Bystrica and many others.
There were even more cases in which the territory of an economic district was
divided into two or more favorably chosen units so that they could be better
controlled and administered without disturbing the economic interdependence
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within the region. As an example we can cite the division of the Western Bohe-
mian territory in the Plzefi region into 6 parts, of the Ostrava, Michalovce and
Kolin districts into three parts, Upper Nitra, Liptov and Orava, Hodomn and
Karlovy Vary into two new county units.

A complicate question was the finding of areas of National Committees around
such densely populated, industrial communities such as Gottwaldov, Kladno,
Liberec and particularly in Bratislava, Ostrava, Plzeri, Brno and other large
towns which were also chosen as regional capitals. But the solution in the Ostra-
va region differs greatly from that adopted in the environs of Plzei.

Some geographers had the opportunity of participating in the political discus-
sions surrounding the regional reorganization, even though to a’limited degree.
The comparisons show in themselves, however, that the work of Czechoslovak
geographers’ in drafting the new organization of regions and counties in Cze-
choslovakia in 1960, where it based itself on economic districts and their nucleus,
was indeed outstanding and of greater importance than ever before.

The division of the state territory into economic regions for scientific, planning
and administrative purposes, is a basically geographic task. From the broader
concept to scores of detailed local analyses, as well as drafts of administrative
measures, much more is involved than geographic problems and economic geo-
graphy alone cannot fully solve them either. Nevertheless, without geography,
this problem would be scientifically insoluble.
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APLIKACE HOSPODARSKO-ZEMEPISNYCH .OBLASTI NA PRIKLADE
CESKOSLOVENSKE REPUBLIKY

V souvislosti s dovr§enim vystavby socialismu byla provedena v roce 1960 reforma tzemni
organizace v Ceskoslovensku, v zijmu dalsiho vyvoje hospodafstvi a'rychlejiiho rozvoje oblasti,
podle jejich pfirodnich a ekonomickjch podminek, s cilem postupného vyrovnavani Zivotni drovné
ve viech ¢&astech zemé,

Uzemi stitu bylo rozdéleno na 10 novych kraji a mésto -Prahu, a na 108 novych okresd.
Podkladem, zvlasté pro tzemi kraji a pro vybér stiedisek se staly hospodafsko-zemépisné oblasti
a ekonomickid jadra, i kdyz samoziejmé hlediska fizeni a spravy' rozhodovala kdy, jak a do
jaké miry lze téchto oblasti vyuZivat.

Z diivéjsich zemépisnych praci bylo mozno pfihlédnout zejména k nadmétim V. Dédiny
a J. Koréaka, z novéjSich pak k piispévku M. Blazka a zejména ke studiim Oddéleni hospo-
datského zemépisu Ekonomického dstavu CSAV z let 1955—1959. Podle nich bylo na tzemi
CSR vymezeno 7 velkych hospodafskych oblasti, z nichz tfi byly z déivodd fizeni pro velikost
svého tzemi, nebo hospodifstvi rozdéleny na dv& &isti. Pak uz bylo dosaZeno celkem souladu
novych kraji s hospodafskymi oblastmi, s vyjimkou Liberecké a Lugenecké kotliny a mensich
odchylek na obvodu Jihomoravského kraje. P vytvdfeni movych okresd mél vyznam zejména
zem&pisny vybér jejich stfedisek. Zde se bylo moino do jisté miry opfit o metédu vybéru jader
v prici o zakladnich hospodafskjch oblastech. Okresni orgédny byly umisitény do 103 mést,

260



e -

z nichz 88 byla stiedisky I.—III. kategorie v uvedené prici. Z 58 jader zdkladnich hospodai-
skych oblasti v Ceskoslovensku se nestaly sidly novych kraji nebo okresii pouze 4 (Zatec ve
prospéch Loun, RuZomberok ve prospéch Liptovského Mikulase, Ceska Trebova ve prospéch
dosavadniho, s ni téméf souvisejictho stfediska, Usti n. O. a Partizdnské ve prospéch nyni
rychleji se rozvijejici Prievidzy).

Lze se tedy domnivat, %e podil zemépisnych 'praci v navrzich novych tzemné administra-
tivnich celkdi, pokud se opiraly o existujici hospodafské oblasu a jejich jadra byl vétsi nei
kdykoliv pfedtim. .

NMPAKTUYECKOE TIPMMEHEHHE 3KOHOMHWKOTEOTPA®HUYECKHX PAVIOHOB
HA TPMMEPE YEXOCJIOBALIKOM PECITYBJIMKH

B cBg3M Cc 3aBeplleHHeM CTPOHTeNbCTBa colMasu3aMa Oria B  UexocsmoBakuum B 1960 r.
IipoBe/leHa HOBasi OpraHH3alHsi TePPHTOPHAJILHOTO YNpaBieHHS. DTO MepOonpHsTHe OblIO
CHeNIaHO C IeJEI0 [AajbHelllero pas3BHTHA Xo3siicTBa M OGhiCTporo noabéma o6Jacteid
B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT MX NPHPOJIHBIX H SKOHOMHYECKHX YCJIOBHI W IOCTENEHHOTO BhIPaBHHBAHHS
XKHU3HEHHOTO YPOBHSI BO BCeX YaCTAX CTPaHbl. TeppHTOpHS rocyaapcTBa Gnisia pa3djesieHa Ha

-10 noBuix oGJaacteii (rogop Ilpara nmeer caMocTosiTesbHOe ynpaeienue) u 108 HOBHIX agMu-

HHCTPATHUBHLIX padoHOB. ICXOOHBIM NyHKTAM 111 BhIjieJieHHs] o6Jactefl B 5KOHOMHYECKHX
LIEHTPOB MOCTYXHJIH SKOHOMHKOreorpaguueckue padoOHBl M DKOHOMHYECKHe $1pa, HeCMOTps
Ha TO, YTO TpoGJeMa yTpamJeHUs W XO3fACTBeHHON OpraHU3alMH cama onpefeiusa rie,
KaK M B KaKOH CTeleHH MOXHO 3TH PafOHBl MCNOJIb30BaTh.

U3 Gosee crapbix pabor MOXHO ObLJIO HCMosb3oBaTh npepdoxenus B. Hemnust u 5. Kop-
yaka, u3 Gosee HOBBIX- paGory M. Bnaxkeka M 0coGeHHO MaTepHasbl, NOATrOTOBJEHHBIE
B Ortpenennu 3KoHomuyeckoit reorpacduu IHucturura skonomuku YCAH B 1955—59 rr.
B sTux Martepuanax Oblla TeppPHTOPHS CTPaHbl pa3feneHa Ha 7 GOJMbLUIHX SKOHOMHYECKHX
palioHOB, M3 KOTOPHIX TPH OBIJIM B CBSI3H C TPYAHOCTbIO YNpaBJeHHs 113 — 33 GOJbLIOro pas-
Mepa pasjieleHbl Ha ABe 4acTH. B oCTaJbHBIX CJyyasX HOBLIe aJAMHHUCTPaTHBHEIE 00JacTH
MOYTH COBMNAJAIOT C 3SKOHOMHUYecKMMH paiionamu. Hckmouenne cocraBasior JluGepenkas
n JlyuyeHenkast KOTJOBHHB H HEKOTOpPhie HeGOJIbLIHE OTKJIOHEHHS Ha okpecTHocTax IOromo-
paBckoil obaacty. IIpu opraHusamiy HOBHIX aJMHHHCTPAaTHBHEIX paioHOB GoJbllOe 3HayeHHe
npHoGpén reorpaduueckiii oTGOp LEHTPOB 3THX paionos. IIpu 3TOM MOXHO OBINO B oOmpe-
NeNEéHHONH CTeMmeHu HMCXONHTb H3. MAaTepHAJoB O SApaX, KOTOPHIH comepxHTCS B pabote 00
OCHOBHBIX 9KOHOMHYeCKuX pajioHax. Opranel ynpapjeHusi pafioHoB Bo3uukaH B 103 ropopnax,
13 Koropuix 88 siBasniorcs nentpamu I—III — el karteropus B nauuoii paGote. B kauectse
LLEHTPOB HOBLIX a/IMHHHCTPATHBHBIX o6JacTell MM palioHOB He ObiaM M3 58 siLEep OCHOBHBIX
3KOHOMHYECKHX paiioHOB B Uexoc/s0BaKuH, 0OGOCHOBAHHBIX B JAaHHOI pabore, usbpanbl JHLIb 4
(BmMecto r. )Kateu — Jloymmi, BMmecTo T. Pyxom6epok — JluntoBckd MuKynam, BMeCTo
r. Yecka Tpuie6oBa — ¥Yctu Hag Opauitd, BMecto I, [Taprusancke — Hpuesuma KoTOpas
celiyac ObICTPee pa3BHBaeTCs).

TakuM 06pa3oM MOXHO CUMTaTb, YTO yyacTHe reorpauueckux paGoT B TNpPOeKTe HOBBIX
TEPPUTOPHAJbHO-aAMHHHCTPATUBHEIX €IHHHI] iTOKA OHBl IIPOMCXORMJH H3 CYULeCTBYIOIHUX
KOHOMHYeCKHX PaHOHOB H MX siJiep OBIO B 3TOT pa3, GoJbliee 4eM KOTAa-JH60 B NpOLIJIOM.
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