
MIROSLAV STfUDA 

THE APPLICATION OF ECONOMIC GEOGRAPHICAL 
REGIONS IN THE CZECHOSLOV AK REPUBLIC 

The purpose of economic geography is to investigate why indust~y, agriculture 
and settlements grew up where they did and to study reasons which led to 
their growth and which continue to influence them. IJ 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. Stfida: Hospodcif­
ske oblasti. Praha (NCSAV), p. 4, now in print). 

The establishment of economic geographical districts is a specific problem in 
ea.ch 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 
iniddle 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. 
f'hey, have a good production tradition and industry as a whole is very wide­
spre~d 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 raih:oads 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 d.istricts, 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 co~plex econqmic 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 
detenpine 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 cOllditions 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 statt from the geographicaJ 
relationships to industry. In determining the division of regions in Czecnoslo­
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 centralizatiort, 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.3ested in the previous regional organs. These county seats 

Regional division of th ~ Czechoslovak Republik by V. Dedina (1929) . 
Regionalni cleneni Ceskoslovenske republiky podle V. Dediny (1929). 
T eppHTOplfaJlbHOe pa3.lleJleHHe 4ex OCJlOSaKHH .llJlH B. nC.llHHbI. 

Regional division of the Czechoslovak Republik by]. KorcaK (1934) . 
Regionalni cleneni Ceskoslovenske republiky podle J. Korcaka (1934). 
T epp HTOplfaJlblWe pa311eJleHHe 4eXOCJlOSaKHH .llJlfl 51. Kop'laKa (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 (1. c. 16), particular 
attention was given a study or regional division by V. Dedina (1. c. 5) written 
in 1929 and especially one by J. Korcak (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
domi'ru;lte 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 resea,rch ta6ks 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 S eve n 1 a r gee con 0 m i c reg ion s (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 ~rea) and Western Bohemia (in area) (1. 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 Prost{;jov and Dacice and to Ii lesser 
extent around Valasske Klobouky, Zdar n. S. or Pelhrimov. 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, Mlada Boleslav, Tabor, Trutnov, Uherske Hradiste, Vsedn, Trnava, 
Lucenec,Poprad and many more. The cases of Liptovsky Mikullis, 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, 
Bi'eclav, Nove Zamky and Trebisov as county seats even though they are si~ 
tuated near the boundaries o{ their respective counties. The perspective choice 
in the case of weII~situated and fast~growing towns like :liar n. H., Humenne, 
:ldar n. 5., Pffbram and Ceska Lipa, also corresponds to the principle of ec~ 
nomic district reorganization in a socialist state. 

In the cited works, 135 urban communities were, discovered which niore 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 Karvina and /ablonec which were not evaluated 
seperately but rather in connection with Ostrava and Liberec. Reasons of ec~ 
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 Sl~ 
vakia (Roziiava, /indfichUv Hradec, :liar n. H., Levice, Humenne), For the same 
reasons, Category I now includes Cheb and Category II, 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, Ceska Ti'ebova and Ti'inec. 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 Handlova because of its more eastern location, Nove 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 (1. 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, Litomerice, 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 

258 



within the region. As an example we can cite the division of the Western Bohe­
mian territory in the Plzen region into 6 parts, of the Ostrava, Michalovce and 
Kolin districts into three parts, Upper Nitra, Liptov and Orava, Hodonin 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, Plzeii, 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 Plzen. 

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 dovrsenim vystavby socialismu byla provedena v roce 1960 re£orma uzemni 
organizace v Ceskoslovensku, v zajmu dalsiho vyvoje hospodarstvi a rychlejsiho rozvoje oblasti., 
podle jejich pi'irodnich a ekonomickych podminek, s cilem postupneho vyrovnavani zivotni urovne 
ve vsech cas tech zeme. 

Uzemi statu bylo rozdeleno na 10 novych kr(l.jii a mesto· Prahu, a na 108 novych okresu. 
Podkladem, zvlaste pro uzemi krajii a pro vyber ~tredisek se staly hospodai'sko-zemepisne oblasti 
a ekonomicka jadra, i kdyz samozrejme hlediska i'izeni a spravy rozhodovala kdy, jak a do 
jake miry lze techto oblasti vyuzivat. 

Z dfiviiljsich zemepisnych praci bylo mozno. prihlednout zejmena k nametum V. Dediny 
a J. Korcaka, z novejsich pak k pi'ispevku M. Blazka a zejmena ke studiim Oddeleni hospo­
darskeho zemepisu Ekonomickeho ustavu CSAV z let 1955-1959. Podle nich bylo na uzemi 
CSR vymezeno 7 velkych hospodarskych oblasti, z nichZ tfi byly z duvodu i'izeni pro velikost 
sveho uzemi, nebo hospodai'stvi rozdeleny na dye casti. Pak uz pylo dosazeno celkem souladu 
novych kraju s hospodarskymi oblastmi, s vyjimkou Liberecke a Lucenecke kotliny a mensich 
odchylek na obvodu Jihomoravskeho kraje. Pi'i vytvafeni ·novych okresu mel vyznam zejmena 
zemepisny vyber jejich stfedisek. Zde se bylo mozno do jiste miry opfit 0 metodu vyberu jader 
v praci 0 zakladnich hospodafskych oblastech. Okresni organy byly umisiteny do 103 mest, 
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l z nichz 88 byla stredisky I. -III. kategorie v uvedene praci. Z 58 jader zakladnich hospOOar­

skych oblasti v Ceskoslovensku se nestaly sidly novych kraju nebo okresu pouze 4 (Zatec ve 
prospech Loun, Ruz'omberok ve prospechLiptovskeho MikuIa!ie, Ceska Ti'ebova ve prospech 
dosavadniho, s ni temer souvisejiciho sti'ediska, UsH n. O. a Partizanske ve prospech nyni 
rychleji se rozvijejici Prlevidzy). 

Lze se tedy domnivat, ze pooH zemepisnych praci v navrzich 'novych uzemne administra­
tivnich celku, pokud se opiraly 0 existujid hospodai'ske oblasti a jejich jadra byl vetSi nez 
kdykoliv pi'edtim. 

flPAKTYl4ECKOE flPYIMEHEHYIE 3KOHO.,MYlKOfEOfPA<I>Y14ECKYlX PAYlOHOB 

HA flPYIMEPE 4 EXOCJIOBAUKOYl PECflYBJIYlKYI 

B CBSl31l C 3aHepilieHIleM cTpOIlTeJIbCTBa COUllaJIIl3Ma 6uJIa B 4eXOCJIOBaKIlll B 1960 r. 

IlpOBe,!leHa HOHall opraHIl3aUIllI TeppHTOpHaJIbHOrO ynpaBJIeHIISI. 3TO MepOnplISlTlle 6blJIO 

C,!leJiaHO C ueJiblO ,ll,aJrbHeililiero pa3BIlTIlSl x03S1i1CTBa II 6blcTporo nO,!lbeMa 06JIaCTeil 

Il 3aBHCliMOCTH OT HX npllpollHblX Il 3KOHOMIlqeCKIlX YCJIOBllii H nOCTeneHHoro BblpaBHIlBaHIlSl 

iKIl3HeHHoro YPOBHSI BO Bcex qaCTSlX cTpaHbI. TeppllTopllSl rocY,!lapCTBa 6b1JIa pa3,!leJIeHa Ha 

·10 HOBbIX 06JIaCTeil (ro)l.op flpara IlMeeT caMOCTOSlTeJIbHOe ynpaBJIeHlIe) Il 108 HOBblX a,!lMIl-

HIlCTpaTIlBHblX paiioHoB. HCXO,!lHbIM nyHI!<TaM .lI,JISI BbI)l.eJIeHIlSl 06JIaCTeil Il 3KOHOMIlqeCKIlX 
l.\eHTpOB llIOCJIYiKHJIIl 3KOHoMHKoreOrpa4)1!qeCKIle paiioHbI Il 3KOHOMHqeCKIle SI)l.pa, HecMoTpSl 

lIa TO. QTO np06JIeMa ynpaBJIeHIlSl I! X0311iicTBeHHOll opraHIl3allllll caMa onpeJJ;eJIIlJIa f,!le, 

KaK Il B KaKoii CTeneHIl MOiKHO 3TIl paiioH'b1 IlCnOJIb30BaTb. 

Y13 60JIee CTapblX Pil6qT MOiKHO 6blJIO IlCnOJIb30BaTb npe)l.JIOiKeHIlSl B. JJ:e,!lJlHbl Ii 51. Kop­

QaKa, 113 60JIee HOBbix pa60TY M. BJiaiKeKa Il oc06eHHO MaTepliaJIbI, nO)l.fOTOBJIeHHble 

B OT)l.eJIeHIlIl 3KOHOMIlQeCK0l1 reorpaqmll HIICTIlTIlTa 3KOHOMIlKIl 4,GAH B 1955-59 rr. 

B 3TIlX MaTepHaJiaX 6blJIa TeppnTOp!!SI CTpaHlb1 pil3)1.eJIeHa Ha 7 60JIbililiX 3KOHOMIlQeCK!!X 

pailoHoB. 113 KOT,OPblX TP!! 6b1JIIl B CBSl3H C TPY)l.HOCTblO ynpaBJIeHIlSl 113 -3a 60JIbillOrO pa3-
Mepa pa3)1.eJIeHbI Ha ,nBe QaCTIl. B OCTaJIbHblX CJIyqaSlX HOBbie R)l.MJlHJlCTpaTIlBHble 06JIaCTH 

nOQTIl COBna)l.alOT C 3KOHOMJlQeCKIlMJI paiiOHaMIl. HCKJIlOtleHlre COCTaBJISlIOT JIIl6epel.\KaSl 

II JIYQeHeUKaSl KOTJIOIlHHbI II HteKOTopble He60JIbilille OTKJIOHeHHSI Ha OIKpeCTHOCTSlX IOroMo­

paBCKoil 06JIaCTH. flpll OpraHll3all,HIl HOBblX aJJ;MIlHHCTpa'rIlBHbIX paiiOHOB 60JIhiliOe 3HaQeHlle 

npllo6pM reorpa¢lI'leCKHii OT60p ll,eHTpOB 3TIlX paiiOHOB. flpll 3TOM MOiKHO 6hiJIO B onpe­

JJ;eJIeHHOil CTeneH1H IlCXO,nIlTb H3 MaTepllaJIOB 0 SI,!lpaX, KOTOPblii COJJ;epiKIITCSI B pa60Te 06 

OCHOBHblX 3KOHOMIlQeCKHX paHOIlax. OpraHbI ynpaBJIeHHSI paiioHoB B03HIIKJIIl B 103 ropo)l.ax, 

113 KOTOPblX 88 SlBJISlIOTCSI r,eHTpaMIl I-III - eil KaTeropUHB )l.aHHOii pa60Te. B KaqeCTBe 
ll,eHTpOB H!OBblX allMIlHllcTpaTHBHblX 06JIaCTeii' IlJIIi paiiOHOB He 6blJIH 113 58 SlJJ;ep OCHOBHblX 

3oKOHOMHQeCKIlX paiioHoB B 4eXOCJIOBaKIlH, 06OCHO'BaHHbIX B .naHHoii pa60Te, !l36paHbl JIHilib 4 
(BMecTo r. )KaTell, - JIOyIllbI, BMeCTO r. PYiKoM6epOK - JIHnToBcKIi MHKYJIaIll, BMe<::ro 
r. 4ecKa TpIlle60Ba - YClll HaJJ: OpJlllI\ll, BMeCTO r. flapTIl3aHCKe - I)pHeBIl1l3a, KOTopaSl 
ceilqac 6blCTpee pa3BHBaeTCSI). . 

TaKIiM 06pa30M MOiKHO CqHTaTb, qTO yqaCTHe reorpa¢lltleCKIiX pa60T B npoeKTe HO'BblX 

TeppHTOpllaJIbHO-a)l.MIIHHCTpaTIlBlIblX e,!lIlHIlU ilOKa OHbI npOllcxo.nIlJIIi 113 CYlll,eCTBYlOllI,HX 

3KOHOMllqecKliX paiiOHOB II IIX lIJ1.ep 6b1JIO B 3TOT pa3. 60JIblllee QeM KOflla-JIIl60 B npOIllJIOM. 
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