
The perception of historical and present-day regional 
boundaries by the society of Czechia

JAN D. BLÁHA1, JITKA MOČIČKOVÁ2, ALEŠ VYSKOČIL2, JIŘÍ PÁNEK1

� GEOGRAFIE 130/4 (2025)

1	 Czech Technical University in Prague, Faculty of Civil Engineering, Department of Geomatics, 
Prague, Czechia; e-mail: jan.d.blaha@gmail.com, jirkapanek@gmail.com

2	 Institute of History of the Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague, Brno, Czechia; e-mail: mocickova@
hiu.cas.cz, vyskocil@hiu.cas.cz

ABSTRACT The study addresses the question: How does contemporary Czech society perceive 
historical and present-day boundaries, and what role do these perceptions play in shaping 
regional identity? Using mental and participatory mapping, the authors analyse how today’s 
inhabitants of Czechia perceive geographical space through boundaries defined by historical, 
cultural, administrative, and subjective factors. The research is based on a large-scale question-
naire survey and employs geographic information system (GIS) tools. Particular attention is paid 
to generational differences, educational and regional backgrounds, and how regional identity is 
reflected in respondents’ mental maps. The study integrates approaches from the humanities, 
social sciences, and technical disciplines, offering an interdisciplinary framework for analysing 
boundaries in space. The findings demonstrate that while some boundary perceptions remain 
deeply rooted in history, others are shaped by contemporary socio-cultural influences. The 
combined methodological approach of participatory mapping and historical contextualization 
provides new insights into evolving boundary perceptions and contributes to the theoretical 
development of spatial identity studies.
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1. Introduction

Boundaries – whether historical or present-day – are not merely lines on a map. 
They represent social constructs that reflect political power, historical legacies, 
and cultural identification. In recent decades, increasing scholarly attention has 
been devoted to understanding how individuals and communities perceive these 
boundaries, especially in contexts shaped by administrative discontinuities or 
contested regional identities. Research on spatial perception and its representa-
tions is currently one of the established topics of human geography. Among the 
most methodologically prominent approaches is cognitive mapping, which allows 
researchers to visualize how individuals and entire groups perceive, structure, 
and symbolically construct geographical space. In addition to capturing spatial 
behaviour or preferences, mental maps are increasingly employed to analyse 
regional identities and socially constructed boundaries. From this perspective, 
cognitive mapping provides insight into how people reproduce, reject, or redefine 
institutional spatial frameworks, and how memory, experience, and heritage 
shape their relationship to place.

Czechia provides a particularly suitable context for such an investigation due 
to its layered territorial history, marked by the long-term erosion of historical 
land boundaries and repeated state-driven administrative restructuring since 
the mid-20th century. The main aim of this study is to contribute to the grow-
ing body of research on boundaries in Czechia, with broader relevance to the 
Central European context. It addresses the main research question: How does 
contemporary society in Czechia perceive historical and present-day boundaries? 
Grounded in the concept of the social production of space (Lefebvre 1991) and 
employing participatory cognitive mapping, the study focuses on two distinct 
cases examining how the population reflects on both historical land boundaries 
and current regional administrative divisions:
1.	 Moravia serves as a historical land in Czechia whose borders have been gradu-

ally eroding from public consciousness due to more than seventy years of ad-
ministrative restructuring, yet they continue to appear in population censuses 
and persist in various aspects of cultural and social life (Netrdová, Korčák, 
Nosek 2024);

2.	 Vysočina (corresponding approximately to the Bohemian–Moravian Highlands) 
and East Bohemia represent regions with a fluid regional identity, where past 
and present administrative boundaries have contributed to a more ambiguous 
spatial perception.

These two cases exemplify different types of boundary perception on a local 
scale – one based on historically institutionalised boundaries, the other shaped 
by administrative fluidity and regional ambiguity.
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Based on these cases, the article tests several working hypotheses:
–	 that perception of boundaries varies according to their historical fixity and 

institutionalisation
–	 that respondents from so-called border districts are more likely to draw 

boundaries with greater precision
–	 and that age influences spatial perception due to differing experiences with 

past administrative structures.

The study also responds to several gaps in existing research:
1.	 the lack of a comprehensive spatial analysis of the Moravian boundary as 

a whole, which has previously been addressed only in isolated segments 
(cf. Siwek, Kaňok 2000; Šerý, Šimáček 2012; Marek 2020, etc.)

2.	 the near-absence of research on the perception of the boundaries of East 
Bohemia and the Vysočina Region (cf. Burda 2016; Burda, Felcman 2025);

3.	 and the still insufficiently explored question of whether residents of certain 
regions with a complex administrative past retain historical or cultural affili-
ations that conflict with current territorial divisions (cf. Vainikka 2013; Šerý, 
Daňková 2021).

To address these questions, the research team conducted an online survey using 
the participatory mapping, aiming to create sufficient and relevant data. A total 
of 850 respondents from across Czechia were asked to draw perceived boundaries 
of selected regions. The drawn data were subsequently analysed with respect to 
various socio-demographic factors (age, origin, education, etc.) and interpreted 
in the light of theoretical concepts concerning the social production of space, 
regional identity, and symbolic boundaries.

The article proceeds as follows: section 2 introduces the theoretical and meth-
odological background of the study, section 3 presents the findings from the two 
selected cases and discusses their implications, section 4 generalises the findings 
and addresses key limitations and section 5 concludes by highlighting the theoreti-
cal and empirical contributions of the study and outlines possible directions for 
future research.

2. Theoretical background, field research methodology and data creation

2.1. Literature review

Since the pioneering works by K. Lynch (1960) and P. Gould with R. White (1974, 
1986), mental maps have been used not only to study spatial behaviour or prefer-
ences, but also to examine collective ideas, territorial, resp. regional identities, 
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and socially constructed borders (in the Czech research context, i.a. Hynek, 
Hynková 1979; Drbohlav 1991, Siwek, Bogdová 2007; Kynčlová, Hudeček, Bláha 
2009; Polonský, Novotný, Lysák 2010; Bláha, Pastuchová Nováková 2013; Bláha, 
Nováček 2016; Pánek, Šenkeříková 2018; Nováček, Bláha, Zajíčková 2025).

Current theoretical approaches emphasise mental maps as a means of reveal-
ing so-called “soft” borders – borders that are not firmly defined institutionally 
but arise in everyday experience and cultural reproduction. Such borders, often 
referred to as phantom borders (Hirschhausen et al. 2019; Netrdová, Korčák, 
Nosek 2024), continue to influence spatial behaviour and identity of residents, 
even long after their formal abolition. In the Czech context, a typical example is 
the Bohemian-Moravian historical border (see Section 3.1.). From this perspec-
tive, mental maps are not only a descriptive tool, but also a critical means for 
examining regional identity and transformation processes that concern both the 
external demarcation of regions and their internal symbolic content. They allow 
us to analyse how people reproduce, reject, or redefine institutional structures, 
how they internalise or question territorial reforms, and how memory, heritage 
and everyday experience intertwine in the process of spatial identification (Paasi 
2002; Šerý, Šimáček 2013).

Another inspiring scholarly approach is participatory mapping, a methodology 
that encompasses research and planning strategies that seek to involve local actors 
actively in defining problems, collecting data, interpreting results, or proposing 
solutions. The goal is not only to gain a deeper understanding of a given space 
from the perspective of its inhabitants, but also to strengthen their relationship 
to the place and support social cohesion and responsibility. Participatory map-
ping can include methods such as online mapping (Peng 2001; Kyem, Saku 2009; 
Bugs et al. 2010), crowdsourcing (Lundine, Kovačič, Poggiali 2012), or the use of 
Volunteered Geographic Information / Citizen science (Goodchild 2007; Elwood 
2008; Tulloch 2008; Brown, Kelly, Whitall 2014). Citizen science offers the pos-
sibility of involving the public in “scientific” projects. In Czechia, for example, the 
StareMapy.cz (2025) project is well-known. The research presented here used the 
platform PocitoveMapy.cz (2025) to collect opinions, in the form of a drawing of 
individual borders in the form of polygons.

The perception of boundaries and their meaning have been shaped in the past 
by various intellectual concepts (e.g., Laine 2015, García-Alvarez, Puente-Lozano 
2022). F. Ratzel (1903) laid the foundations of modern political geography with 
his concept of the state as a living organism, for which borders are a variable zone 
and a tool for expansion (Lebensraum). He was then followed by his students, sup-
porters of geographical determinism and classical geopolitics, for whom border 
control was a key tool for maintaining power. A departure from deterministic 
interpretations and the concept of borders as the result of long-term socio-spatial 
processes was brought about by the French school of Annales (Febvre 1922). 
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These classical approaches also create an interpretative framework for current 
changes, when there is a significant shift in the perception of borders as a result 
of processes of deterritorialization – that is, the weakening of the link between 
territory and political power. As demonstrated by Newman and Paasi (1998), the 
rapid movement of people, capital, and information, as well as the growing degree 
of transnational integration, lead to the increasing permeability of borders and 
their functional weakening. In this context, borders increasingly cease to function 
as physical separations and take on a more symbolic or institutional form. It is 
this shift that constitutes one of the key impulses for research into their current 
mental and cultural perception.

One can use the concept of the social production of space by H. Lefebvre (1991), 
in which space is not the physical background of events, but a produced social 
phenomenon in which power interests, everyday practices and symbolic meanings 
collide, to theoretically anchor the analysis of the perception of historical borders. 
This space arises because of the tension between three basic dimensions: (1) spatial 
practice, i.e. everyday use, spatial orientation, and perception of the border in the 
form of a visible barrier (e.g., marking of borders, border checks), (2) representa-
tion of space, i.e. conceptualised borders (e.g., territorial administrative divisions), 
(3) representational spaces relating to symbolic, imaginative, and emotional space, 
i.e. experienced through memory, identity, stories, etc. It is precisely within the 
third dimension that mental maps have their essential place and are intended to 
answer the questions of where people perceive borders, whether they consider 
them an important part of their identity, or how borders are manifested in their 
mental maps (see also Semian 2016, who adapts Lefebvre’s concept to the social 
production of the region).

2.2. Conception, question formulation and technological implementation 
of the questionnaire

The design of the questionnaire was guided primarily by two criteria: content 
integrity and reasonable time demands on respondents. The authors estimated 
that 10−15 minutes was the maximum time participants would be willing to spend, 
as longer surveys often lead to lower response rates due to fatigue or dropout. 
To ensure the comparability of responses and a uniform sociological sample, all 
questions were made mandatory, which influenced the technical implementation.

For data collection, the participatory mapping platform PocitoveMapy.cz (Pánek 
2018) was used. This crowdsourcing tool enables users to perform basic tasks, 
such as drawing elements on a base map (points, lines, or polygons) and assigning 
comments to these features. Although other tools (e.g. ArcGIS Survey123) could 
have been considered, the priority was to create an intuitive and user-friendly 
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geo-questionnaire (Czepkiewicz, Jankowski, Zwoliński 2018). We have used the 
basemap with topographic content (from which all borders except state borders 
were intentionally removed), where the respondent was first asked to draw an 
area in response to a specified question and could optionally add a comment or 
provide additional input.

Subsequently, respondents moved on to the general section, where they pro-
vided socio-demographic information: age, gender, highest level of education, field 
of study (up to two choices from the list), predominant sector of employment, 
place of origin and current residence (district and region), municipality size, and 
an open space for additional comments (free text).

The questionnaire included, among others, the following mapping tasks (each 
accompanied by additional questions in a pop-up window):
1.	 Mark on the map (as an area) where you think Moravia is located.
2.	 Mark two areas on the map where you think Vysočina and East Bohemia are 

located. Additional question: Which area is this? (“Vysočina” / “East Bohemia”).

While the questionnaire contained several additional questions, these are not 
analysed in this paper.

After drawing a polygon, all mapping tasks were followed by these two questions:
a)	 On what basis did you mark the area? (single choice)
–	 natural features / landscape character;
–	 historical aspect;
–	 cultural or social aspect (language, tradition, character of local population);
–	 type of settlement / architecture;
–	 administrative aspect (regions, districts, etc.).
b)	Where did your knowledge about the area come from? (single choice)
–	 completely subjective perception;
–	 information from family or local community;
–	 education / school;
–	 media and internet;
–	 professional knowledge.

A brief summary of the respondents’ answers to these questions is shown in Figure 1.

2.3. Pilot testing and data creation

The questionnaire was initially pilot-tested among university students from both 
humanities and natural science disciplines. This phase revealed several issues, 
including ambiguous wording, navigation difficulties, and non-functional control 
elements. Based on the feedback received, several technical and content-related 
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Fig. 1 – Summary of respondents’ answers. Source: questionnaire survey, own processing.
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adjustments were implemented to enhance the user experience. These changes 
were subsequently verified during a second round of testing at the Science Fair 
2024 (Prague), where a more diverse sample – particularly including older par-
ticipants – helped to identify additional needs. As a result, further improvements 
were made, such as the inclusion of clearer instructions and enhanced visual 
layout.

The actual data creation took place between July and November 2024. The 
goal was to obtain a sufficiently large number of responses from participants in 
Czechia, ideally approaching the size of a representative national sample (approxi-
mately 1,100 respondents). The structure of the respondent sample was designed 
to reflect, as closely as possible, the demographic and territorial composition of 
the population of Czechia. Throughout the data collection phase, the sample was 
continually monitored and compared against the target structure, particularly 
in terms of age and region of origin (defined either as current residence or, for 
Czechs living abroad, their place of origin).

Tab. 1 – The structure of respondents by age and geographical origin

Age Population 
census (’000)

CZ0 
Czechia

CZ010 
Prague

CZ020 
STČ kraj

CZ031 
JIČ kraj

CZ032 
PLZ kraj

CZ041 
KVA kraj

CZ042 
ÚST kraj

CZ051 
LIB kraj

CZ052 
KHR kraj

CZ053 
PAR kraj

CZ063 
VYS kraj

CZ064 
JIM kraj

CZ071 
OLM kraj

CZ072 
ZLN kraj

CZ080 
MSL kraj

not spec.
/ out of CZ*

0−15 1 872 55 0 1 0 12 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0

16−20 539 54 6 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 10 3 0 2 25 0

21−25 505 58 17 0 2 4 0 13 0 1 3 2 11 2 1 2 1

26−30 603 63 23 7 4 0 0 2 1 1 3 1 8 9 1 3 0

31−35 718 65 18 3 4 5 0 7 2 3 5 2 4 7 1 4 0

36−40 747 84 27 16 2 8 1 3 1 1 3 6 8 5 2 1 1

41−45 857 52 15 11 3 3 0 3 0 1 0 3 5 5 0 3 0

46−50 919 87 21 12 3 5 3 7 4 4 5 4 11 1 2 5 2

51−55 710 96 17 8 3 10 6 5 2 4 8 5 12 4 3 9 2

56−60 678 81 11 9 7 2 6 3 5 4 4 4 12 7 4 3 4+1*

61−65 601 58 9 4 4 9 5 4 2 3 1 3 1 4 2 7 0

66−70 653 37 3 3 6 5 1 1 3 1 2 1 6 2 0 3 1

71−75 601 29 4 1 2 2 0 4 3 1 1 1 7 0 0 3 0

76−80 425 9 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0

81+ 400 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1*

not spec. 0 17 3 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 2 1 3 14

Total 10 828 850 176 78 41 71 23 93 23 25 39 44 93 49 19 76 25+2*

Notes: categories of respondents with a lower than optimal representation according to the structure of the population 
of Czechia (see column Population) are marked with a light or darker shade of grey, * … distinguishing respondents 
who do not have their birthplace or current residence in Czechia.
Source: ČSÚ (2023) and questionnaire survey; own processing.
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Representativeness was also secondarily assessed based on the highest com-
pleted level of education and size of municipality of residence. Other personal 
characteristics were considered only during data analysis, and only when deemed 
relevant. Although previous studies (e.g., Šerý, Šimáček 2012, 2013) suggested that 
gender may influence boundary perception, the findings of this study revealed no 
statistically significant differences. Consequently, gender was excluded from the 
analytical interpretation. For each mapping task, analysis was conducted only on 
those respondents who completed the specific task, with additional variables such 
as age or place of origin included where relevant.

To reach a sufficiently broad and diverse audience, multiple recruitment 
channels were used with varying levels of success. These included social media 
platforms operated by research and academic institutions. Moreover, primary 
and secondary schools were actively engaged during the campaign, and in a later 
stage, underrepresented demographic groups were specifically targeted through 
coordinated paid Facebook advertisements.

In total, 877 respondents participated in the survey, of which 850 provided valid 
information about at least one location in Czechia (place of birth or residence), 
forming the sample structure presented in Table 1. Due to limited success in 
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engaging schools and the nature of online distribution, the sample was under-
represented in both the youngest and oldest age categories. In terms of territorial 
distribution, respondents from Prague, Plzeň, and Ústí nad Labem were overrep-
resented, while participants from the Central Bohemian, Hradec Králové, Liberec, 
Moravian-Silesian, and Zlín Regions were underrepresented. Representation in 
the remaining regions was broadly proportional to their share in the population.

In particular, the results of Task 1 (related to the perception of Moravia) may 
be influenced by the fact that the distribution of respondents across Bohemia, 
Moravia, and Silesia does not fully correspond to their actual share in population 
of Czechia. Although the χ² test of agreement showed statistically significant dif-
ferences between the ideal and actual sample structure, the sample can still be 
considered reasonably representative for the purposes of this study – especially 
when considering the available time and financial resources.

2.4. Processing of mapping and other visual outputs

The primary data output from the PocitoveMapy.cz platform is a GeoJSON file – 
a text-based format built on JSON (JavaScript Object Notation), commonly used 
for storing and transferring geographic data. GeoJSON is widely applied in GIS 
and web mapping applications such as Leaflet, Mapbox, or Google Maps. Unlike 
traditional shapefiles, it can store multiple geometry types within a single file.

The collected spatial data were imported into QGIS, where individual map out-
puts were created. To streamline analysis and facilitate team collaboration, view-
ing applications were also created in the ArcGIS Online environment. These were 
used to interpret participant responses. Additional spatial analyses – particularly 
those verifying Hypotheses 1 and 3 from Task 2 – were conducted in ArcGIS Pro 
using tools such as Overlay / Intersect and Overlay / Tabulate Intersection. Processing 
in QGIS involved several steps:
1.	 Importing GeoJSON data and converting it to shapefile format.
2.	 Cleaning polygon topology, primarily correcting self-intersection errors caused 

by inaccurate user input.
3.	 Creating a regular hexagonal grid with 5 km (Task 1) and 3 km (Task 2) spacing 

between cell centres.
4.	 Calculating overlapping polygons over individual grid cells.

Each hexagon was assigned a count of intersecting polygons. These values were 
then ranked and classified into ten quantile groups (deciles), which served as the 
basis for visualisation. Final cartographic outputs were produced using graphic 
software such as CorelDRAW and Adobe Illustrator. Other visual elements, par-
ticularly graphs, were generated in MS Excel and subsequently refined in the 
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aforementioned graphic software. A similar methodological approach has been 
applied in previous studies by the authors (see references).

3. Results and their interpretation

The specific character of each task (see Section 2.1) affects not only the chosen 
methodology but also the interpretation of results. The authors consistently 
aim to explain the rationale behind these choices. The selection of tasks reflects 
the contrast between clearly and stably defined borders (whether historical or 
contemporary) and those that are blurred or ambiguously perceived. This distinc-
tion illustrates the broad spectrum of ways in which borders are experienced and 
constructed in contemporary society.

The research team worked with various types of data collected through the 
questionnaire survey. While all data are available, not every data set was used for 
each task. Instead, only relevant subsets were purposefully selected to align with 
the specific analytical goals of individual tasks. This selective approach allowed 
for better adaptation of analytical tools to the nature of the phenomenon being 
investigated.

One limitation that may influence interpretation is the spatial resolution of 
respondents’ origin or affiliation, recorded only at the level of current districts. 
This scale may not fully capture the finer nuances of regional identity within those 
territorial units.

3.1. Moravia as an example of a historical land whose boundaries have long been ignored 
by administrative structures

The territory of Moravia represents a historical entity with relatively stable 
boundaries, formed by late medieval colonization. Although minor adjustments 
were still made in the modern era, these did not significantly alter the already 
defined course. When assessing the perceived dimension of Moravia’s historical 
boundaries, it is important to take into account their internal heterogeneity, which 
necessitates segmentation due to differing historical developments and territorial 
circumstances. Relevant aspects include the degree of institutionalisation, the 
length of time during which the borders functioned as meaningful territorial divi-
sion, and the period that has elapsed since their dissolution. In the southern and 
eastern parts of Moravia, the historical boundaries – aside from minor deviations 
(such as the Valtice area) – generally corresponded to the outer borders of Czechia. 
These boundaries separated Moravia from the Land of Lower Austria (part of the 
former Habsburg Austrian lands, and later present-day Austria) to the south, and 
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from the so-called Upper Hungary (present-day Slovakia) to the east. In this seg-
ment, the historical boundary of Moravia remains clearly recognisable even today.

The situation developed differently in the northern and western sections of 
the Moravian boundary. In these areas, the historical territory was demarcated 
from Bohemia or (Czech, Austrian) Silesia by a land boundary that now survives 
as a historical relict line, only partially reflected in the current administrative 
structure. The dismantling of the land system and the related weakening of the 
territorial image of Moravia in the collective memory of the population began in 
1949, when the newly established territorial-administrative network completely 
disregarded the boundaries of the historical lands for the first time (Hledíková, 
Janák, Dobeš 2005). In the case of the Moravian–Silesian boundary, its image 
has already been fading since 1928, when Moravia and Silesia were merged into 
a single administrative unit (the Moravian-Silesian Land).

The perception of territorial boundaries is sustained by certain symbols of the 
historical institutionalization of Moravia – physical-geographical features (such as 

Fig. 2 – Perceived boundary of Moravia of all respondents involved. Source: questionnaire survey, 
own processing.
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mountain ridges, watercourses), boundary stones, or toponyms (Marek 2023). The 
deinstitutionalisation of this part of the Moravian boundary is further mitigated 
by the linguistic anchoring of these historical regions – including the constructed 
identity of the local population as Czechs, Moravians, and Silesians – as well as by 
several other cultural and historical factors (Marek 2022).

3.1.1. Assumptions

The following hypotheses were formulated for this part of the study, taking into 
account the contextual and historical factors outlined above:
1.	 Regional variation can be expected in how sharply the boundaries of Moravia 

are perceived along their course. This stems primarily from differences in 
the degree of spatial fixation between internal land boundaries and the state 
borders, particularly between the southeastern and northwestern segments. 
Regardless of the internal composition of the respondent sample, it can also 
be assumed that the Moravia-Silesia boundary will be perceived less distinctly 
than the dividing line between Bohemia and Moravia.

2.	 It can be assumed that respondents from the so-called border districts – i.e., 
those situated along the Bohemia–Moravia and Moravia–Silesia land bounda-
ries – demonstrate a higher level of awareness of these historical divisions. 
This may be reflected not only in more accurate local delineations, but also in 
broader patterns of spatial perception and regional identification.

3.	 A difference in the perception of problematic boundary segments can also be 
expected based on the age of the respondents, as this likely reflects differing 
levels of influence by the dominant administrative structures – particularly 
regional arrangements introduced in 1960 and revised in 2000, resp. 2020.1

3.1.2. Discussion of results

When analysing this part of the questionnaire, the authorial team worked with 
a total of 815 responses. Hypothesis (1) was clearly confirmed. The course of the 
southern and eastern boundary, which is also the state border of Czechia (and was 
included in the base map in the questionnaire), is depicted relatively accurately 
(Fig. 2).2

1	 The 1960−2000(−2020) period denotes the administrative structure created in 1960, replaced 
by self-governing regions in 2000 and legally repealed in 2020.

2	 The historical land boundary is based on the situation in 1949. This boundary as well as re-
gional boundaries (for Section 3.2.) are constructed as a part of a project (see project dedi-
cation) based on the “CZ Retro” database. For more details on the historical development of 
Czechia see HÚ AV ČR, ČVUT 2020.
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As for the northern boundary of Moravia, respondents tend to perceive the 
current Czech–Polish state border as its primary line (cf. Didelon-Loiseau, de 
Ruffray, Lambert 2018). This confirms that the former Moravian–Silesian land 
boundary (formally abolished in 1928) no longer functions as a generally recog-
nised territorial divide (Marek 2023). The historically accurate segment between 
Ostrava, Frýdek-Místek and the Czech–Slovak state border remains the most 
clearly identified. In contrast, west of Ostrava, awareness of the historical land 
boundary becomes notably weaker. The tendency to identify the boundary with 
the current Czech–Polish state border prevails. The inland (historically accurate) 
course of the Moravia–Silesia boundary is only faintly visible in clusters of lines 
leading from Ostrava towards the geographically correct historical boundary peak 
Smrk (the tripoint of Bohemia, Moravia, and Kłodzko/Poland), or in an almost 
parallel cluster of lines ending around the town of Králíky. In both cases – more 
distinctly in the case of Králíky) – the clustering of lines can be explained by 
visually prominent breaks in the current state border, while still reflecting some 
awareness of the historical land boundary. The drawings also show an effort 
to locate the Moravia–Silesia boundary along the Králický Sněžník – northern 
Beskydy Mountains axis.

The Králický Sněžník area thus emerges as an exceptionally concentrated point, 
functioning in this context as an alternative tripoint. It also serves as the point 
of origin for the depiction of the Bohemia–Moravia land boundary. This segment 
appears blurred, forming a fan-shaped cluster of drawings, with only a slightly 
dominant schematic axis connecting Králický Sněžník, Jihlava, and the Bohemia-
Moravia-Lower Austria tripoint. The western end of this border, along the south-
ern axis, oscillates between the aforementioned historically accurate tripoint and 
the area around Znojmo. This ambiguity is likely driven by a weakened perception 
of Jihlava as a prototypical Bohemia–Moravia border town, as well as by the exist-
ence of the Vysočina Region (established in 2000, and earlier in 1949−1960, see 
Section 3.2.), the eastern edge of which may currently be perceived by part of the 
population as the dividing line between Bohemian and Moravian territories. The 
findings suggest a partial shift in the perception of the relic Bohemia–Moravia 
boundary, influenced by the current regional administrative structure (Terlouw, 
van Gorp 2014; Marek 2023).

The role of so-called “border towns” as anchor points for delineating historical 
land boundaries turned out to be not entirely fixed (Passi 1986, 2002). In the case 
of Ostrava and Frýdek-Místek – towns located on the Moravia–Silesia boundary – 
their position influenced the depiction of the historical land boundary only to 
a limited extent, as respondents predominantly conflated the northern boundary of 
Moravia with the present-day Czech–Polish state border. The degree of fixation of 
the course of the Bohemia–Moravia boundary via Jihlava was somewhat stronger, 
though not unambiguous. Among respondents from the aforementioned regions 
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(districts of Jihlava, Ostrava-město and Frýdek-Místek; a total of 60 individu-
als), local knowledge was reflected in the precision of the delineations (cf. Šerý, 
Šimáček 2012; 2013). However, when viewed in the context of the entire land 
boundary, the accuracy was comparable to that of other respondents.

The declared sources of information on which the respondents based their 
drawings did not lead to any fundamental differences – except in the case of those 
relying on professional knowledge. This group demonstrated significantly more 
precise and less schematic delineations, particularly in problematic segments of 
the historical land boundary. Their responses also revealed a stronger influence 
of border towns. Overall, they produced by far the most accurate representations 
of the boundary lines.

Aware that the distinction between “local” and “non-local” respondents could 
introduce potential distortion, the dataset was subsequently restructured based on 
the territorial affiliation of the participants. Five respondent groups were identi-
fied: those from the core areas of Bohemia (539 respondents), Moravia (136) and 
Silesia (14), and those from two defined border zones – between Bohemia and 
Moravia (79 respondents) and between Moravia and Silesia (133 respondents). 
Due to its limited sample size, the core Silesian group was excluded from further 
analysis. The definition of the border regions was not based on self-declared iden-
tity but on the spatial relevance of overlap or contact between the present-day 
district layer (in effect since 1960, including the re-established Jeseník district) and 
historical land boundaries (Fig. 3). The exception is the group of respondents from 
the Šumperk district, who were classified within both the Bohemia–Moravia and 
Moravia–Silesia border groups, as the district partly overlaps with the historical 
boundaries of all three lands. The set of selected districts thus includes adminis-
trative units located on both sides of the historical land boundary – typically the 
districts of Jihlava or Jindřichův Hradec (on the Bohemian–Moravian boundary) 
and Bruntál or Frýdek-Místek (on the Moravian–Silesian boundary) – as well as 
districts where the extent of contact or overlap with the historical line is relatively 
limited (e.g., Blansko, Pelhřimov, or Olomouc). In such cases, inclusion may conflict 
with their traditionally perceived land affiliation, often understood as part of the 
“core” area. The classification of border district was based on the assumption that 
residents of these areas – either currently living there or originating from them – 
would possess a more spatially grounded awareness of the nearby historical land 
boundary, even if such knowledge may be locally limited (see Lefebvre 1991 on 
dimensions of spatial practice; Paasi 1986 on the institutionalisation of regions 
and their boundaries; Šerý, Šimáček 2012; 2013 on local perception of historical 
boundaries; Marek 2023 on the cognitive and affective dimensions of regional 
identity).

Hypothesis (2), which assumed a more precise awareness of the course of 
the historical land boundaries among respondents from the border districts of 
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Bohemia–Moravia and Moravia–Silesia, was confirmed (cf. Šerý, Šimáček 2012, 
2013). Unlike the general tendency among respondents from Silesia’s Opava area to 
equate the Moravia–Silesia historical land boundary with the current Czech–Polish 
state border, respondents from the Moravia–Silesia border districts exhibited 
a tendency to trace the historical land borderline more precisely across its entire 
length. Similarly, among respondents from the Bohemia–Moravia border districts, 
the assumed local knowledge was evident in a more accurate delineation of the 
land border. Their drawings notably lacked the typical fan-shaped pattern common 
among the other respondents, suggesting stronger awareness of key border locali-
ties – such as the city of Jihlava, or the pair of towns Frýdek-Místek and Ostrava. 
However, this local knowledge of one historical land boundary (Bohemia–Moravia 
or Moravia–Silesia) among respondents from the respective border districts did not 
extend to awareness or more accurate delineation of the other historical boundary.

Among respondents from the core regions of Bohemia and Moravia, knowledge 
of the Frýdek-Místek – Ostrava segment of the Moravia–Silesia boundary was 
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evident (more strongly among core Moravian respondents). In the western section 
of this boundary, however, drawings showed considerable spatial dispersion, along 
with a tendency to conflate the historical land boundary with the present-day state 
border – a pattern consistent with fuzzy and simplified borders typical of mental 
mapping (Didelon-Loiseau, de Ruffray, Lambert 2018). Another observable pattern 
was the use of a schematic shortcut line, roughly following the axis from Králický 
Sněžník to the northern part of the Beskydy Mountains – particularly among core 
Bohemian respondents. Among core Moravian respondents, the Bohemia–Moravia 
historical boundary was generally drawn with greater accuracy.

Overall, two main tendencies were observed: (a) to reduce Silesia to the Ostrava 
and Těšín regions, likely due to the anchoring role of prominent border towns such 
as Frýdek-Místek and Ostrava, and the absence of equivalent reference points 
further west along the Moravia–Silesia land boundary; and (b) to overlook the 
existence of Silesia altogether. This displacement of the historical land boundary 
toward the current state border confirms the ongoing deinstitutionalisation of 
historical regional identities (Marek 2022, 2023).

For the purposes of testing hypothesis (3), respondents were divided into three 
age categories: up to 25 years (144 respondents), 26−60 years (515 respondents) 
and 61 years and older (128 respondents). Among the oldest age group, the distinc-
tion between Moravian and Silesian territories was largely absent – the prevailing 
reference was the current state border. By contrast, younger respondents showed 
a growing tendency to define Silesia as a distinct region, reflecting generational 
re-layering of regional identities (Terlouw, van Gorp 2014; Šerý, Daňková 2021). 
Among the youngest respondents, Silesia was clearly marked, although not always 
accurately. These results partially contradict the original assumption, as younger 
respondents – despite lacking direct experience with earlier territorial divisions – 
tended to conceptualise Silesia more clearly than older generations. The deviation 
can be linked both to the shifting sources of territorial knowledge – for instance, 
curricular changes in geography and history education – and to the changing 
modes of regional identification in post-2000 Czechia (Šerý, Daňková 2021; Marek 
et al. 2024).

In contrast, no clear generational differences were observed in the percep-
tion of the Bohemia–Moravia boundary. Its representation was relatively stable 
across all age groups, suggesting that this historical division remains embedded 
in the collective mental map independently of lived experience or educational 
background. Therefore, hypothesis (3) was only partially confirmed: while age 
appears to influence the perception of Silesia, it does not significantly affect the 
perception of the Bohemia–Moravia border.



432 GEOGRAFIE 130/4 (2025) / J. D. BLÁHA, J. MOČIČKOVÁ, A. VYSKOČIL, J. PÁNEK

3.2. Vysočina and East Bohemia as examples of regions with fluid identity

The region of the northeastern Havlíčkův Brod district has undergone several 
significant changes in administrative regional borders over the past eighty years. 
Between 1949 and 1960, it was part of the Pardubice Region; from 1960 to 2000, 
resp. 2020, it belonged to the East Bohemian Region with its centre in Hradec 
Králové; and since 2000, it has been included in the Vysočina Region, adminis-
tered from Jihlava (Fig. 4). Similar shifts occurred in areas of Pelhřimov, Pacov, 
Humpolec and Dačice (South Bohemia × Jihlava Region/Vysočina), as well as 
Svitavy and Moravská Třebová (Brno Region × East Bohemian Region × Pardubice 
Region) or other, mainly eastern areas of today’s Vysočina Region, which have long 
been part of the region with its catchment centre in Brno, and their identity was 
connected with Moravia (Burda 2016, ČSÚ 2016, Marek 2025). In contrast, the area 
corresponding to today’s Hradec Králové Region, i.e. the core of East Bohemia, 
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remained relatively stable. Such frequent administrative changes can foster the 
emergence of fluid identity of regions.3

3.2.1. Assumptions

The above-described historical and administrative developments were taken into 
account in formulating the following hypotheses:
1.	 Frequent changes in administrative structures are assumed to influence the 

identity of the region itself, leading to a less stable and more fluid perception 
of its boundaries among the society (see Marek 2022).

2.	 Due to these changes, it is expected that the collective memory of the current 
population of Czechia reflects blurred boundaries in the transitional area be-
tween Vysočina and East Bohemia. In contrast to East Bohemia, whose bound-
ary partly tends to follow the state border of Czechia, Vysočina is expected to 
display a more diffuse boundary and a smaller, less stable core area. By contrast, 
East Bohemia is assumed to have a broader and more coherent core area, shaped 
by a historically rooted regional identity present in both administrative practice 
and cultural-geographical discourse (Marek 2022, 2023);

3.	 Among older respondents, a greater influence of the 1960−2000(−2020) ad-
ministrative structure is anticipated, as many lived most of their lives under 
this structure and continue to associate their regional identity with it, often 
through nostalgia rather than revisionism (Burda 2016; HÚ AV ČR, ČVUT 2020; 
Šerý, Daňková 2021);

4.	 After more than two decades of the current administrative structure (HÚ AV 
ČR, ČVUT 2020), it is assumed that the proportion of respondents who define 
East Bohemia (most often associated with the Hradec Králové and Pardubice 
Regions) as adjacent to Vysočina will be dominant, even though previous studies 
have rather emphasised the coexistence and overlapping of spatial identities 
(Terlouw, van Gorp 2014; Didelon-Loiseau, de Ruffray, Lambert 2018; Marek 
2023).

3.2.2. Discussion of results

Out of 580 respondents who completed this part of the questionnaire, 532 marked 
both Vysočina and East Bohemia on the map, 30 drew only Vysočina, and 14 only 
East Bohemia (the remaining answers were not applicable). Only a small number 
(21) had difficulty geographically identifying East Bohemia: eight confused it with 
West Bohemia, three with South Bohemia, and ten mistakenly conflated “Čechy” 

3	 Unlike the notion of hybrid identity (Melnychuk, Gnatiuk 2018; Marek 2022), which refers to 
spatially overlapping identities, authors use fluid identity to stress their temporal variability.
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(Bohemia) with “Česko” (Czechia), drawing instead “Eastern Czechia” – i.e. various 
parts of Moravia or Silesia.

For the purpose of testing hypothesis (1), respondents were classified as either 
“local” or “non-local” with respect to each of the two analysed regions. Unlike 
the approach used in Task 1 (see Section 3.1.), the principle of institutionalisa-
tion of the region was applied, considering historical continuity (Paasi 1986). 
Local residents of Vysočina were those respondents who indicated the districts 
of Havlíčkův Brod, Jihlava, Pelhřimov, Třebíč and Žďár nad Sázavou as their place 
of residence. For East Bohemia, the local group comprised respondents from the 
districts of Havlíčkův Brod, Hradec Králové, Chrudim, Jičín, Náchod, Pardubice, 
Rychnov nad Kněžnou, Svitavy, Trutnov and Ústí nad Orlicí (Fig. 4). The authors 
are aware of several limitations to this classification: (a) regional identity evolves 
over time and may not reflect recent relocations (Marek 2023; Marek et al. 2024); 
(b) district-level sample of respondents were relatively small and allow only 
indicative trends; (c) alternative definitions of Vysočina or East Bohemia (e.g. 
ethnographic, touristic/marketing, catchment, or natural regions such as the 
Bohemian-Moravian Highlands – see Melnychuk, Gnatiuk 2018; Burda, Felcman 
2025) might yield different results in distinguishing locals from non-locals.

The aggregate results (Fig. 5), including respondents from all relevant dis-
tricts, suggest regional identity of Vysočina and East Bohemia is most fluid in the 
Havlíčkův Brod district, which can be considered a transitional zone of multiple 
spatial affiliations (Marek 2022; 2023). A lower degree of ambiguity appeared in 
the Chrudim district, where East Bohemian identity dominates. Interestingly, this 
ambiguity was not initially anticipated in hypotheses (1) and (2), as the district 
was never officially part of Vysočina. This finding supports the notion that many 
respondents associate these territories with more than just administrative divi-
sion – a pattern typical of hybrid or transitional regional identities (Melnychuk, 
Gnatiuk 2018; Marek 2023). East Bohemian identity was also somewhat uncertain 
in the districts of Jičín, Ústí nad Orlicí and Žďár nad Sázavou; for Vysočina, this 
uncertainty was noted in Pelhřimov and Třebíč districts. In this respect, it can be 
stated that hypothesis (1) was more or less confirmed.

Visual analysis of the results indicates that hypothesis (2) is only partially 
confirmed: near the state border, the boundaries of both monitored regions 
are indeed sharp (Fig. 5), however, the relative size of the core areas is similar. 
Anomalies, such as the extension of East Bohemia into Havlíčkův Brod district, 
may be due to erroneous conceptualisations (cf. Kynčlová, Hudeček, Bláha 2009; 
Didelon-Loiseau et al. 2018) – e.g. drawing a north-south strip through Czechia 
that separates Bohemia from Moravia.

Hypothesis (3), regarding age-related differences in boundary perception, can-
not be unequivocally confirmed. Younger respondents showed greater variability 
in their depictions of East Bohemia, which can be explained more by errors in 
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geographical delimitation, yet their drawings of Vysočina more or less exactly cor-
responds to the extent of the Vysočina Region. This group showed more reflection 
on administrative structures (somewhat surprisingly both the 1960−2000(−2020) 
and post-2000 periods), probably due to the influence of geography curricula and 
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educational content (Marek 2023; Šerý, Daňková 2021) – (Fig. 1). Respondents 
aged 26–60 drew slightly overlapping regions, but core areas were practically 
identical to other age groups. For the oldest group of respondents (61+), there is 
a greater tendency to separate the regions from each other (Fig. 5b), the areas of 
both regions are smaller, and their cores shifted slightly northward (for Vysočina 
between Jihlava, Havlíčkův Brod and Žďár nad Sázavou, for East Bohemia up to 
the level of Hradec Králové). Neither age group included the “Jičín spur” of the 
Hradec Králové Region and the eastern part of the Svitavy district in East Bohemia. 
This may reflect both past administrative changes and a tendency to draw simpli-
fied, rounded shapes in inland areas when mentally mapping regions (Waterman, 
Gordon 1984; Gould, White 1986; Costa, Bonetti 2018).

The final hypothesis (4) was only partially confirmed (Fig. 6). Among the 
532 respondents, most depicted the two regions as closely adjacent (over 50%); 
however, younger respondents were significantly more likely to portray them as 
interwoven (almost 30%), or even to include Vysočina as part of East Bohemia. 
Whether this reflects genuine perception or geographical confusion remains 
uncertain. Nevertheless, when cognitive mapping such regions, respondents tend 
to draw clearly delineated, non-overlapping polygons, influenced by the design of 
the task itself, which is also to some extent demonstrated by Didelon-Loiseau, de 
Ruffray, Lambert (2018) by identifying “hard” and “soft” regions. This tendency 
contrasts with theoretical accounts that describe regions as products of overlap-
ping and coexisting spatial and institutional processes (Paasi 1986; Terlouw, van 
Gorp 2014) and suggests that our respondents’ representations are more influ-
enced by cartographic conventions than by multi-layered regional belonging.
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Fig. 6 – Different forms of the drawings of Vysočina and East Bohemia regions by respondents. Source: 
questionnaire survey, own processing.
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4. General discussion and limitations of the study

In addition to the specific discussions presented in Sections 3.1.2. and 3.2.2., 
several overarching findings and limitations must be addressed. Unlike earlier 
studies (Šerý, Šimáček 2012, 2013), no statistically significant influence of gender 
on the perception of regional borders – or on the accuracy of drawn polygons – was 
identified. Consequently, gender was not further analysed in this study.

The findings also indicate that experts may overestimate the influence of 
administrative structure on boundary perception. Respondents’ mental maps 
were shaped not only by historical or current administrative borders, but also 
by natural features, tourist or marketing-defined regions, and – importantly – by 
the character of the landscape itself. The role of formal education and didactic 
materials (particularly geography curricula) appears to be significant, as does the 
implicit, often unacknowledged, influence of the media, including social networks. 
These contribute to the semantic association of specific places with particular 
regional identities.

Differences also emerged in how respondents perceived the identity of regions. 
While Moravia was primarily perceived in historical, administrative, or socio-
cultural terms, the perception of Vysočina and East Bohemia often rested more on 
physical geography and landscape character. In some cases, respondents’ drawn 
boundaries did not fully align with their written explanations, suggesting internal 
contradictions or uncertainties.

The primary concern relates to the sociological representativeness of the 
respondent sample. Participation in the survey was voluntary and unpaid, intro-
ducing potential self-selection bias. Gender distribution was also imbalanced: 
of the 860 respondents, 521 were men, 325 women, and 14 identified otherwise. 
Further limitations regarding representativeness were outlined in Section 2.2.

Another important limitation stems from the use of an online participatory 
mapping tool. This required respondents not only to have access to digital tech-
nologies but also to possess basic digital literacy and familiarity with cartographic 
interfaces. The accuracy of drawn boundaries was partly constrained by the refer-
ence scale of the base map. Respondents wishing to locate specific toponyms – such 
as “Moravský/á/é” (Moravian) or “Český/á/é” (Czech) – had to switch between 
zoom levels, which may have affected the precision of their drawings.

Compared to traditional analogue surveys (e.g. Bláha, Nováček 2016), the online 
method likely reduced the risk of researcher influence on participant responses, 
especially by focusing on a certain smaller territory. The content of the base 
map itself (e.g. density of settlement layers or inclusion of certain border lines) 
can shape cognitive mapping results. For this reason, only the state border was 
included, and all lower-level administrative boundaries were intentionally omit-
ted. As confirmed by the study, the visible state border was frequently used as 
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a reference in drawings. A high degree of generalisation of the shapes of drawn 
lines and polygons (a natural concept à la vue) is typical for cognitive mapping, 
especially in areas without supporting orientation elements of the map base and 
support in knowledge and experience (inland, monotonously perceived territories, 
etc.). This corresponds with findings of the above-cited research (e.g. Waterman, 
Gordon 1984; Costa, Bonetti 2018). The verification of hypothesis (4) in Task 2 
may also have been affected by the aforementioned tendency of participants to 
draw non-overlapping polygons, which is partly driven by task design. The authors 
intentionally avoided evoking current administrative structure in Task 2 (cf. East 
Bohemian Region vs. East Bohemia) to minimise this influence.

In interpreting the results, the authors could rely solely on pre-defined socio
demographic variables and closed-response categories (e.g. birthplace and resi-
dence were recorded only at the district level). While respondents were categorised 
as “local” or “non-local” for hypothesis testing, the internal diversity of larger 
districts – such as proximity to state border or central/peripheral location – could 
not be systematically monitored. Moreover, the study focused on the percep-
tion of boundaries based on geographical proximity rather than on subjective 
regional identity of the respondents, which was not explicitly assessed (see Bláha, 
Hudeček 2010).

The authors paid special attention to the evaluation and analysis of the obtained 
drawings. For some characteristics, they evaluated, categorised, and interpreted 
the maps individually. Nevertheless, some interpretative errors may persist. These 
could only be fully addressed through follow-up interviews with each individual 
respondent – an approach beyond the scope of this study.

5. Conclusion

This study provides an original, empirically grounded, and interdisciplinary 
perspective on the perception of geographical space in the context of social and 
historical change. Despite the diversity of individual tasks, the findings yield 
coherent and nuanced insights into how contemporary society of Czechia per-
ceives historical and present-day regional boundaries. Drawing on the concept 
of the social production of space (Lefebvre 1991) and the symbolic persistence of 
phantom borders (Hirschhausen et al. 2019), the study demonstrates how subjec-
tive spatial perceptions are shaped by overlapping administrative, historical, and 
cultural layers.

The analysis of the two case studies – Moravia and the regions of Vysočina and 
East Bohemia – enabled the testing of several hypotheses and offered insights 
into the cognitive and affective dimensions of border perception. In the case of 
Moravia, the study confirmed the hypothesis that the Bohemia–Moravia boundary 
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remains more clearly embedded in the collective mental map than the Moravia–
Silesia divide. Respondents with local or expert knowledge demonstrated higher 
spatial precision, but the overall awareness of historical land boundaries remains 
limited. The anticipated influence of age on boundary perception was only par-
tially confirmed: younger respondents were more likely to conceptualise Silesia 
as a distinct region, while the Bohemia–Moravia boundary appeared relatively 
stable across generations.

In the case of Vysočina and East Bohemia, the research confirmed the hypothesis 
that frequent administrative changes result in more fluid and ambiguous regional 
identities. While East Bohemia was delineated more consistently, Vysočina exhib-
ited greater spatial uncertainty. However, contrary to expectations, respondents 
across all age groups tended to draw rather simplified and rounded shapes, 
a pattern likely influenced both by the design of the task and by the structure of 
the data-collection instrument. This discrepancy shows that mental maps do not 
always correspond to how people actually perceive and experience space.

Importantly, the findings demonstrate that the perception of regional boundaries 
is shaped not primarily by formal administrative divisions, but by a combination 
of historical memory, geographical features, generational differences, educational 
background, symbolic associations, and other socio-demographic factors. In this 
respect, the study supports and extends the theoretical claims of Paasi (1986) and 
Lefebvre (1991), who argue that space is socially produced through the interplay 
of institutional structures, spatial practices, and symbolic representations.

Rather than attempting an exhaustive analysis of particular cases, the study 
seeks to reframe familiar topics through an integrative methodological lens that 
enables comparison with existing research and invites alternative interpretations. 
Methodologically, it showcases the potential of participatory mental mapping as 
a tool for capturing subjective territorial knowledge. The integration of GIS-based 
participatory tools with historical and sociological analysis offers a transferable 
model for future interdisciplinary research in geography, historiography, and the 
social sciences. By visualising how individuals imagine and delineate regions, 
this research enables deeper reflection on the symbolic construction of space, the 
resilience of historical imaginaries, and the evolving nature of regional identities 
in post-socialist Central Europe.
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