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In most countries with an area larger than, for in-
stance, that of Luxembourg, one can notice more or 
less distinct internal divisions, the hierarchy and com-
plexity of which are usually proportional to the area 
of the said country. Poland’s southern neighbour – the 
Czech Republic – is a medium-sized European coun-
try and a small country in a global context. In a more 
general approach, necessary in the case of large-scale 
studies, the country is usually perceived as a relatively 
homogenous geographical region. Yet, at a closer look, 
its internal divisions emerge; there may be so many of 
them that it is difficult to choose the most important 
ones, which determine the Czech regional structure. 
Some of them are more visible than others, some of 
them are similar to divisions in other countries, but 
there are also specifically Czech divisions. One may 
attempt to analyse certain aspects of the internal vari-
ety, as geographers from Olomouc have done (Halás 
& Klapka 2010), but it is difficult to choose a method, 
which allows one to determine the most significant 
regional divisions of the country.

The best method for the evaluation of the signifi-
cance of a particular division seems to be perception. 

Due to this, mental maps are developed in the human 
brain, on the basis of which the image of the surround-
ing world is formed (Gould & White 1974). This image  
is individual, but when we analyse the frequency of its 
occurrence in society, we can obtain knowledge con-
cerning the most frequent mental maps, i.e. a kind 
of a collective mental map of a phenomenon being 
analysed. Hence, the article presents the geographical 
divisions of the Czech territory selected on the basis of 
their parallel perception by Czechs and Poles as ob-
served in everyday life. The divisions presented in the 
article and perceived as significant for the Czechs may 
also be interesting for Polish geographers because of 
the more or less visible differences in comparison with 
relevant regional structures in Poland. The perception 
of regional divisions has also a practical dimension, 
such as for instance the perception of the regions by 
potential foreign investors (Spilková 2007). The article 
presents the division of the country into the capital and 
the peripheries, the urbanised area of the Czech cities 
and the Czech village, the historically determined dif-
ferences between the old Germanised borderland (the 
so-called Sudetenland) and the interior of the country, 
and the division into cultural, historical, religious and 
administrative regions. The above-mentioned elements 
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sults would be different today. Of all the respondents, 
35 people were from Prague and 65 from outside the 
capital. On a scale defining the attitude to a particular 
region from 0 (maximum antipathy) to 10 (maximum 
sympathy), they placed their own place of residence 
at a level of 7.65; the inhabitants of Prague – a lit-
tle lower (7.46), while students from outside Prague 
– higher (7.75), but the difference is within the limits 
of a statistical significance. The evaluation of Prague 
by students from other cities was considerably lower: 
5.45. The difference is clear, and those people doing 
the evaluating were students of a Prague university 
who knew the city very well. 

The most extreme opposition to Prague is the 
Czech peripheries. This subject has been very popu-
lar among Czech geographers (Havlíček & Chromý 
2001; Novotná 2005, Jeřábek et al. 2004). One of 
the basic indices of peripherality in a macro-regional 
scale is a considerable distance from the capital and 
a small distance from the border. Since Prague is situ-
ated in the western part of the country, the eastern 
regions of the Czech Republic are automatically pe-
ripheries in the macro-regional scale (Blažek & Csank 
2007). To some extent, even Moravia is peripheral, 
but the most peripheral part is the Czech part of 
Silesia (Siwek 2006). On the macro-regional scale,  
accessibility should also be taken into consideration 
in addition to distance. Because of the irregularity of 
the Czech borders which were drawn up in the early 
Middle Ages, in many places Czech territory runs 
into the area of the neighbouring countries forming  
so-called “lobes” or “headlands”. Poland has only a few 
such areas, the best known of which is Turoszów Lobe 
(Worek Turoszowski). In the Czech Republic the terri-
torial “headlands” are discussed during geography 
classes. Their names derive from the names of towns 
located within them: Aš, Šluknov, Frýdlant, Broumov, 
Javorník, Osoblaha and Lanžhot. These are the real 
Czech peripheries, poorly populated, inaccessible 
from the interior and underinvested. In the pre-war pe-
riod they were inhabited almost entirely by Germans.  
It is not surprising that during World War II, in 1942, 
the Czech President-in-exile, Edvard Beneš, was con-
sidering the alternative of a voluntary renouncement 
of six territorial “headlands” in return for the displace-
ment of Germans from the remaining territories (Dami 
1976). This never happened but the very fact of taking 
such a possibility into consideration proves that the 
above mentioned peripheries were actually treated as  
unnecessary areas. 

The remaining borderland areas, although certain-
ly not all of them, can also be included in the peripher-
ies. The borderland areas located on communication 
routes or near well-developed areas across the bor-
der will prosper. As the borders disappear, they have  
assets which areas located in the interior do not have 
(Jeřábek et al. 2004). 

Apart from this, there are also so-called internal pe-
ripheries in the Czech Republic – just like in other coun-
tries. They are frequently located very close to large cit-
ies but they have no proper connection with the main 
routes, no proper infrastructure and show no signs 
of dynamic economic activity (Musil & Müller 2008). 

of regional variability are documented by statistical 
data, the author’s own research, as well as observa-
tions made by the author, an inhabitant of the country, 
over many years.

The division: the capital – the peripheries
 

The first visible internal division in the Czech Republic 
is – just like in most other countries – the disproportion 
between the capital and the remaining parts of the 
country. Prague is one of the disproportionately large 
capitals in Europe in comparison with the remaining 
part of the country, just like Vienna or Budapest, which 
is the consequence of the fact that in the past it used 
to be the capital of a larger country than nowadays. 
On 31 December 2009 the population of Prague was 
1,249,000 inhabitants (ČSÚ 2010a), which was 11.9% 
of the population of the entire country. In comparison 
with Warsaw, its position is more unequivocal, not only 
because of the fact that the population of Warsaw is 
only 4.5% of the population of entire Poland. There are 
cities in Poland (such as Kraków or Gniezno), which 
used to be capitals in the past, as well as cities, which 
are only a little smaller than Warsaw. In the Czech 
Republic, Prague has a dominant position not only with 
respect to the population, but also in the economic 
and cultural sense. It is on the top level of the com-
prehensively understood Czech settlement hierarchy 
(Hampl et al. 1978, 1987). The capital city’s position is 
perceived differently by the Czechs. A positive percep-
tion of the capital occurs above all among its inhab-
itants and among people living outside Prague who 
want to identify themselves with the country or the 
nation. These people underline the indisputable role 
of Prague in Czech culture and the economy. This is 
confirmed by statistical data. For instance, the average 
remuneration in 2007 was 25,914 Czech crowns in 
Prague, while the national average was 18,976 Czech 
crowns, and remuneration was the lowest in the Kar-
lovy Vary Region: 16,367 Czech crowns (ČSÚ 2008). 
The unemployment index in Prague has remained the 
lowest in the country for the last 20 years. In the first 
quarter of 2010, despite the economic crisis, it was 
only 3.7%, while the national average was 7.2% and 
the maximum indices in the peripheries were as fol-
lows: Uničov 21.2%, Varnsdorf 17.9%, Bruntál 17.8%, 
Frýdlant 17.7%.

A negative perception of Prague occurs most 
frequently among people living outside the capital, 
and it is usually subjective. The image of the capital 
as a city living off the remaining part of the country 
is not surprising as it occurs also in other countries. It 
is enough to consider the typical image of Warsaw as 
perceived by an average Pole. The subjectively negative 
attitude of the people towards the capital is confirmed 
by research. I would like to quote here an unpublished 
fragment of research on the perception of space in 
Czechoslovakia carried out in 1984 among 100 geo- 
graphy students at the Charles University in Prague 
(Siwek 1988). Although this research was carried out 
a long time ago, it is quite improbable that the re-
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In the last 10-20 years, there has been some stag-
nation, and even decline in the number of inhabitants 
of Czech towns (Andrle 2001). Because there has been 
a natural population decline in the country since 1994, 
and the increase in population is due almost entirely 
to migration alone (Burcin et al. 2008), the growth of 
Czech towns has also stopped. The birth-rate is low or 
non-existent, and suburbanisation means that people 
move from cities to the surrounding suburbs.

The post-communist industrial towns also show 
a decline in population as employment opportuni-
ties have diminished there (Ostrava, Ústí nad Labem,  
Kladno) after the transformation. The situation is simi-
lar in other European countries, in particular in Central 
and Eastern Europe.

Despite the stagnation in the population growth, 
most Czechs perceive towns/cities as more attractive 
places in which to live than a village. They are the major  
areas of regional development (Blažek & Uhlíř 2002). 
Young people leave the villages in large numbers, 
especially in the peripheries. This occurs in many Eu-
ropean countries and in the world as well, but in the 
Czech Republic it is more extreme. Young people’s mi-
gration from villages to towns/cities is neither curbed 
by a strong attachment to tradition and homeland nor 
by a necessity to run the family farms, as it is in other 
countries. After the communist period (after repriva-
tisation), there are not many farms left in the Czech 
Republic which can boast a tradition of many genera-
tions. The former cooperatives (Jednotná zemědělská 
družstva) and state-owned farms (Státní statky), which 
did not collapse, were transformed into companies and 
new types of cooperatives. Some descendants of the 
former owners did come back to the villages, but there 
were many more people for whom agricultural work 
was not a return to tradition but the beginning of mod-
ern and effective farming in the West European style 
(Perlín & Šimíčková 2008). The Czech village is attrac-
tive for such entrepreneurs but their modern farms do 
not require much labour. Modern farms sometimes ac-
tually only employ a few people and this is why Czech 
villages are still becoming depopulated. The only ex-
ception is found in the rural areas near to large cities, 
where there are more and more people who want to 
combine the pleasures of living in a village with a small 
distance to the city/town. Thus, satellite communities 
for the rich grow there. Suburbanisation, which causes 
cities to sprawl, as the urban tissue “pours” outside, is 
especially advanced in Prague (Ouředníček 2003), but 
also occurs in medium-sized Czech cities. The popula-
tion growth in rural communes near large cities is the 
factor producing the slight population growth in rural 
areas as a whole (Andrle 2001).

The division: borderland and interior

The Czech borderland is not only a geographical but 
also a historical and political concept, perceived as 
a problem both by politicians and by society. Until 
1945, more than 3 million Germans lived in a zone 
reaching 10 to 100 km deep from the entire Ger-
man and Austrian border and from nearly the entire 

A map published by Musil and Müller indicates that 
they are exclusively rural areas. There are quite a num-
ber of them, although they are not large and they do 
not constitute a widespread compact area. This results 
from the configuration of the Czech Republic, a dense 
road and railway network and a relatively large num-
ber of small towns. Thus, spatial marginalization refers 
only to a small area of the Czech Republic. 

The division: city and village
 

Another important Czech spatial division is the division 
into cities/ towns and villages. Such a division also oc-
curs in all the countries of the world, and the size of the 
urban population is one of the indices of the progress of 
civilisation. The Czech Republic is one of the most urban-
ised countries in the world, even though in the European 
context it is nothing extraordinary (Horská et al. 2002). 
This division of the Czech Republic is presented as a top-
ic of cultural geography by Heřmanová et al. (2009).

According to data presented in the latest Statisti-
cal Lexicon of Communes, there were 527 cities/towns 
in the Czech Republic (ČSÚ 2005). According to data 
provided by the Czech Statistical Office, as at 1 Janu-
ary 2010, the number of cities/towns had risen to 594, 
because several dozen historical towns had regained 
their status lost at some point.. At the beginning of 
2010, the only city with a population of more than  
1 million was Prague (1,249,000); Brno, Ostrava, Plzen, 
Liberec and Olomouc had a population of more than 
100,000. In total, 132 Czech towns had a population 
of more than 10,000, 139 had a population of 5,000 to 
10,000, and 217 – just 2,000 to 5,000. In addition, 106 
of the smallest towns had a population of fewer than 
2,000 and in the two smallest towns there lived fewer 
than 100 inhabitants: Přebuz in the Karlovy Vary Region 
(74 inhabitants) and Loučná pod Klínovcem in the Usti 
nad Labem Region (90 inhabitants). There are no such 
towns in Poland.

Some of the Czech rural communes have more in-
habitants than the above mentioned towns. Three of 
the Czech communes which do not have the status 
of a town have a population of more than 5,000 
(the largest one of these, Jesenice near Prague, has 
a population of 6,500), and 11 other communes have 
a population of more than 4,000 (ČSÚ 2010b). These 
are usually communes in the conurbations of large cities 
(e.g. Prague, Ostrava).

The Czech statistics do not, however, include these 
micro-towns in all their reviews. Most frequently they 
use a quantity criterion according to which, towns 
are communes with a population exceeding 2,000 in-
habitants. In 2010 they were inhabited by 73.7% of 
the population of the Czech Republic. At such a low 
threshold, the level of urbanisation seems relatively 
high – for instance, higher than in Poland, where the 
population of cities is 62% of the entire population of 
the country, but it follows from the above, that the ma-
jority of Czech towns are small towns. The typical Czech 
town is inhabited by 15-50 thousand people (there are  
67 such towns). 
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Divisions into historical and cultural  
regions

The Czech state consists of three historical parts, and 
these parts comprise some cultural and historical 
regions of lower rank. The historical parts: Bohemia, 
Moravia and Silesia are at the top of the hierarchy of 
Czech regions. This can be proved, for instance, by the 
fact that the Czech state coat of arms is a combina-
tion of the coats of arms of these historical parts. Pre-
senting the Czech parts to Polish readers one should 
pay attention to a certain inconsistency in the names, 
which may be a source of error. The name “Czech 
state” is used in the Polish language to refer to the 
entire state, whereas for the Czechs it is just one part 
of the state. It is actually the largest, most populated 
part in which the capital city is located, but it reaches 
only as far as the Bohemian-Moravian Plateau. That 
is why in this article, in order to distinguish the Czech 
state from just one of its parts, the term “Bohemia” 
will be used. Bohemia (52,000 km2, 2⁄3 of the territory 
of the Czech Republic and 5.5 million inhabitants, 
i.e. 55% of the entire population of the country) and 
Moravia (22,000 km2, i.e. 28% of the territory of the 
Czech Republic and more than 3.1 million inhabitants 
(30.2% of the entire population of the country) are both 
entirely within the territory of the Czech Republic and 
make up 93% of the area of the Czech Republic. Only 
a small area of the last part – Silesia – is within the 
Czech state; it is 7% of the area of the country. 

The position of the three historical lands – more 
or less corresponding to the Polish lands: for example 
Greater Poland, Lesser Poland and Mazovia – is not 
identical in the awareness of Czechs. According to 
research carried out in 2003, Bohemia and Moravia 
are very clearly rooted in the Czechs’ awareness, but 
Czech Silesia occupies a much worse position (Siwek  
& Bogdová 2007, 2008). It is perceived rather as a cul-
tural region of lower rank, like Hana, the Valassky Re-
gion, the Moravian-Slovakian Region and the Chodsko 
Region. This is related to its separate history, smaller 
area and smaller population in comparison with the 
two major parts of the Czech realm. 

The level of perception of the Czech regions was 
examined in 2003 using a sample of 1,203 respond-
ents from the entire territory of the Czech Republic. 
The result of the study is a mental map of the histori-
cal and cultural regions of the Czech Republic (Siwek 
& Bogdová 2007, 2008). The position of Czech Sile-
sia in the Czechs’ awareness reaches approximately 
three quarters of the level of Bohemia and Moravia. 
This level of territorial identity is still higher than the 
level of cultural identity in those cultural regions of 
a lower rank most rooted in the Czechs’ awareness 
(Siwek 2007).

The majority of the inhabitants of Moravia have 
their own territorial identity and a general sense of 
identity (Daněk 1993; Siwek 2002a). Moravia has 
never attempted to separate from the remaining part 
of the country but from time to time there are cer-
tain tendencies to weaken its dependence on Prague 
(Žáček 1995). Also other citizens in the country per-
ceive it as a separate region (Siwek & Bogdová 2007).  

Polish border. This area is commonly referred to as the 
Sudetenland, even though geographically this name 
is misleading (Chromý 2000). The pejorative colloqui-
alism “Sudet’ák” is well known to almost all Czechs, 
and it means to them a German from the former 
Czechoslovakia. The problem occurring in this area 
is to some extent equivalent to that occurring in the 
Polish “recovered territories”, with the difference that 
the Czech borderland never belonged to Germany and 
formed a whole with the remaining historical Czech 
lands, both during the time of the independent Czech 
state and during the time when the land belonged to 
Austria. 

The territory constitutes one third of the country. 
The area given to Germany in 1938 as a result of the 
Munich Pact was 28,870 km² (36.6% of the present 
territory of the Czech Republic). Because of its location 
near the border, it largely coincides with the Czech pe-
ripheries. After World War II the area was returned to 
Czechoslovakia and almost the entire German popula-
tion was relocated to Germany as a result of the Pots-
dam Agreement of 1945 (Staněk 1991). People from 
the interior as well as from Slovakia replaced them. 
In some of the German borderland areas the popu-
lation never reached the numbers of pre-war times, 
and the land use there was radically changed (Bičík 
& Štěpánek 1994). The number of people who were 
born in these regions is still lower than in the Czech 
interior (Heřmanová et al. 2009). In many cases these 
lands are nowadays simply used for recreation (Fialová 
2001).

Although the common perception of the Sudeten-
land functions in the Czechs’ collective consciousness, 
many of them have a problem with the spatial visu-
alisation of its range. Many Czechs have no idea that 
it used to be one third of the territory of the present 
Czech Republic and that the population was one third 
of the pre-war population of the country. Ignorance in 
this respect is typical especially for adolescents. 

Many Czechs are subconsciously afraid that the 
descendants of the relocated Germans may demand 
the return of their property left behind there, and 
they are aware of the fact that this would constitute 
a threat to the Czech Republic, even when they are 
not able to specify the extent of this threat. This is the 
reason for the continuous use of the Sudetenland as 
the post-German borderland in the battles in the in-
ternal political stage. In 2009 the Czech President, Vá-
clav Klaus, made use of it when making the signing of 
the Lisbon Treaty conditional on the acquisition by the 
Czech Republic of an exception in EU law, regarding 
the possibility of the application of European law to 
the recovery of property by the descendants of Czech 
Germans. This argument was not directed against the 
quite improbable claims of the Sudeten Germans, but 
was meant to strengthen the position of the Czech 
President, and he did indeed succeed in this. The ma-
jority of Czech politicians agreed with him, from the 
right to the left side of the political stage. This shows 
that the problem of the Sudetenland is not really just 
a historical problem for Czechs. 
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As opposed to the culturally and linguistically ho-
mogenous Bohemia, more dialects and other el-
ements of a specific folk culture have survived in 
particular regions in Moravia. These regions were 
also more frequently indicated by respondents dur-
ing the study of territorial identity in 2003 as their 
most important places of identity reference.

Some Moravian people are convinced that Mora-
via has an unequal position compared to Prague 
and Bohemia, a belief that was made use of after 
the fall of the communist system in 1989. Move-
ments in favour of the acceptance of a separate 
Moravian nationality and greater empowerment 
in managing their affairs, and – following on from 
this – a tendency to reinstate the former adminis-
trative identity of Moravia, never encountered be-
fore, now came to the fore (Mareš 2003). In the 
1991 census, Moravian political groups forced 
through the acceptance of the Moravian and Sile-
sian regional identity as separate nationalities.  
As many as 1,363,300 inhabitants of Moravia then 
declared Moravian nationality, i.e. 1⁄3 of the prov-
ince’s population and 13.2% of the population of 
the entire country. In another census in 2001 the 
number of supporters of a separate Moravian na-
tionality declined, however, to 373,300, i.e. 12% of 
the population of Moravia and 3.6% of the popula-
tion of the entire country. Such a significant decline 
in willingness to declare a regional identity as na-
tionality was undoubtedly caused by associations 
with the division of Czechoslovakia in 1993 and 
the growth of Czech society’s fears of accentuating 
other divisions (Siwek 2002a).

The area of Silesia within the Czech state’s bor-
ders is 5.5 thousand km2, i.e. 7% of the country’s 
area; its population is 0.7 million inhabitants, i.e. 
7% of the Czech population. The borders of Czech 
Silesia can be reconstructed on the basis of the 
Austrian administrative borders, but they are less 
unequivocal than the Czech – Moravian border. 
The Moravian – Silesian border is a complicated 
one, with many Moravian enclaves in Silesia. In the 
distant past, Czech Silesia had already twice been 
administratively joined to Moravia (1783-1849 and 
1927-1948), and in the communist period, from 
1949 until the establishment of the present ad-
ministrative division in 1998, it disappeared from 
administrative maps (Siwek 2007). Ostrava (only 
a part of the city) is the largest city of Czech Silesia. 
The historical capital of Austrian Silesia – Opava – is 
nowadays a relatively small town, and Český Těšín, 
the western part of the former capital of Cieszyn 
Silesia, is even smaller. Only a small part of the local 
Czech population in Opavian Silesia have Silesian 
identity. The immigrant population which has domi-
nated in Czech Silesia since the mid-20th century (in 
Opavian Silesia, as a result of the relocation of the 
Germans, and in Cieszyn Silesia, as a result of mi-
gration related to industrialisation), does not have 
any such identity, and the indigenous Polish popu-
lation in Cieszyn Silesia most frequently declares 
Polish nationality. In 1991 only 44,000 inhabitants 
declared Silesian nationality, i.e. 5-6% of the popu-

lation of Czech Silesia (Siwek 1995). In the census 
of 2001 less than 11,000 people declared Silesian 
nationality, i.e. 24.5% of the number in 1991. This 
does not mean that the Moravian and Silesian iden-
tity is disappearing. Research proves that it does ex-
ist, although most of the people who proclaim it do 
not have a need to politically declare their regional 
identity as their nationality.

The lower levels of the regional hierarchy on 
the mental map of an average Czech are occu-
pied by the cultural and historical regions with 
ethnographic specificity (Heřmanová et al. 2009). 
They correspond to the Polish Kashubia (Kaszuby), 
Kurpie and Podhale regions. Regions of this type 
occur more frequently in Moravia than Bohe-
mia, where the only more distinct ethnographic 
region is the Chodsko Region in the western 
borderland of the Czech Republic (Domažlice).  
In Moravia, there are several such regions: Haná 
near Olomouc, the Moravian-Slovakian Region on 
the border with Slovakia, the Valašský Region in 
the Beskidy Mountains to the south of Silesia, and 
a little less distinct, the Horácký Region near Jihla-
va and the Laski Region, adjoining Silesia between  
Ostrava and Nový Jičín.

Among the more frequently mentioned regions 
in the 2003 study there was also the industrial 
region of Ostrava, and less distinct regions were 
also mentioned sporadically, such as the Sudetes, 
Cieszyn Silesia, the fragmentary Moravian-Slovaki-
an region, Horňácko, etc. Sometimes respondents 
created their own names for regions, deriving them 
from the names of mountains: the Giant Mountains 
(Krkonoše), the Ore Mountains (Krušné horsko) or 
the Bohemian Forest (Šumava). They usually func-
tion in Czechs’ awareness as regions of recreation 
and tourism. Recently, new regions have been cre-
ated in the Czech Republic, which invoke old history 
(the Prajzsky Region, i.e. the Prussian region near 
Hlučín) or fairy tales and mythology for the purpose 
of promoting tourism (Rumpel & Siwek 2006).

Religious divisions
 

From the second half of the 20th century onwards 
the Czech Republic has been known as one of the 
least religious countries in the world. This is the con-
sequence of an exceptional series of events in Czech 
history, including (the Hussites, followed by Protes-
tantism, obligatory recatholicisation during the reign 
of the Habsburgs, and during the communist period, 
almost complete removal of the church from social 
life), as well as the Czech national character which 
has been described in many varied publications 
(Daněk & Štěpánek 1992; Srb 1997; Havlíček 2006;  
Siwek 2005, 2006; Heřmanová et al. 2009). 

In the last census only 32% of Czechs declared 
membership of any church, and just one quarter of this 
number, i.e. approximately 7% of all inhabitants of the 
Czech state, participate in mass at least once a week 
(Spousta 1999). Despite historical perturbations, the 
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Administrative divisions 
 

In everyday life the Czechs, just as of many other na-
tions, is mostly affected by the country’s internal ad-
ministrative division. Where one can deal with every-
day affairs, to which court district or police precinct 
one has to report, if necessary, in which voting district 
one can vote, etc. depend on these divisions. The re-
gional identity studies of 2003 confirmed that certain 
administrative units occupy a better position in the 
Czechs’ awareness than some of the lesser-known cul-
tural regions without any clearly defined borders and 
structures.

The administrative division of the Czech Republic 
has three levels: the commune (obec) – the district 
(okres) – the region (kraj). Local government, however, 
has only two levels: the commune and the region, i.e. 
the equivalents of the Polish commune (gmina) and 
voivodship (województwo). Districts do not have local 
governments; they are statistical and organisational 
units for courts of law, the police and the health ser-
vice. 

The basic characteristics of the present adminis-
trative structure have been inherited from the com-
munist period. In all 77 of the Czech districts occupy 
almost identical territory to those existing in the years  
1961-1989. There are more communes: there were 
4,100 communes in 1989, whereas now there are 
6,250 communes, because after the fall of the commu-
nist system the Czech authorities agreed to separate 
communes which had been merged against the will of 
the inhabitants. This number is closer to the number 
of 9,000 Czech villages, which originally existed in the 
country before the administrative integration process-
es. It is already known today that, too many very small 
communes were established then due to grass-roots 
initiatives. The smallest of them – Vlkov in the district 
of České Budějovice – has a population of only 21 peo-
ple (ČSÚ 2005). There are no such small communes in 
Poland. Czech law nowadays is no longer favourable 
to the establishment of such microscopic communes. 
The minimum number of inhabitants of a commune, 
which wants to become independent is 1,000. Czech 
law does not negate, however, the existence of small 
communes established in the past. 

The equivalents of the Polish provinces in Czech 
terminology are the 14 ‘regions’ (Fig. 1): the capi-
tal city Prague, the Central Bohemian Region (the 
capital: Prague), the South Bohemian Region (České 
Budějovice), Plzeň Region (Plzen), Karlovy Vary Re-
gion (Karlovy Vary), Ústí nad Labem Region (Ústí nad 
Labem), Liberec Region (Liberec), Hradec Králové Re-
gion (Hradec Králové), Pardubice Region (Pardubice), 
Vysočina Region (Jihlava), the South Moravian Region 
(Brno), Olomouc Region (Olomouc), Moravian-Silesian 
Region (Ostrava) and Zlín Region (Zlín). Four regions 
have names deriving from the names of the historical 
parts of the country. These regional units were intro-
duced into the Czech administrative system in 1949, 
which was similar to the present system. In 1961 the 
number of Czech regions was decreased to 8, and in 
1990 they were completely dissolved. In 1999 they 
were re-established following the passing of a new act 

most popular church in the Czech Republic is the Catholic 
Church and 80% of Czechs who believe in God are mem-
bers of this church. Despite traditions, only a few percent 
of the population belong to the other remaining church-
es, i.e. the Protestant churches, including the Unity of the 
Brethren and the national Hussite Church (ČSÚ 2004a).

This article is too short to present a comprehen-
sive analysis of the Czechs’ religiosity, but it is worth 
considering the spatial distribution of people declaring 
their membership of a church in the censuses of 1991 
and 2001, in which for the first time after the fall of 
the communist system, membership of a church was 
once again recorded (Daněk & Štěpánek 1992). As is 
apparent from the census, Czech religiosity changes 
quite regularly from the north-west to the south-east 
of the country. The results of the 1991 and 2001 cen-
suses do not differ very much in this respect (Havlíček  
& Hupková 2008). Bohemia is more atheist, while 
Moravia – more religious. Most of the people who do 
not declare membership of any church live in the north-
western part of the country – in the regions bordering 
Saxony, i.e. the former East Germany. These are the fol-
lowing districts: Most (79.9% atheist), Děčín (78.9%), 
Chomutov (77.9%) and Teplice (77.9%); (ČSÚ 2004a).  
They form the smallest proportion of the population in 
Moravia and in Czech Silesia, i.e. in areas bordering on 
Slovakia. In the 2001 census the smallest number of 
atheists was recorded in the following districts: Uher-
ské Hradiště (27.6%) and Žďár nad Sázavou (32.0%).

The reasons for such a spatial distribution can be  
found in pre-war Czechoslovakia, or even earlier 
(Daněk & Štěpánek 1992). A larger number of con-
vinced atheists was already recorded in Bohemia 
than in Moravia in the Czechoslovakian censuses 
of 1921 and 1930 – this is long before the takeo-
ver of power by the Czech communists. In Bohemia 
as many as 10.2% of the inhabitants declared in 
1930 that they did not belong to any church, while 
in Moravia and in the Czech part of Silesia it was 
only 2.9% of the population (ČSÚ 1935). 

In most European states, more people who believe in 
God live in villages, while more atheists – in cities. Such 
a correlation also occurs in the Czech Republic (Siwek 
2006), but the decline in the number of people believ-
ing in God along the axis: north-west – south-east is so 
significant that for instance the number of people believ-
ing in God living in villages located near the border with 
Saxony is three times smaller than the number of people 
believing in God living in the towns of southern Moravia.

In social awareness, there exists a stereotypic division 
into the atheist Bohemia and Catholic Moravia. This can 
be proved for instance by commentaries and electoral 
analyses concerning the Czech Christian democrats, 
i.e. the People’s Party. Indeed, virtually all analysts men-
tioned that the southern and eastern Moravia was the 
support base of this party. The majority of the country’s 
population is also aware of the fact that in this part of the 
Czech state there are more churches, which are full of 
people and more conspicuous religious holidays. The reli-
gious division along the east-west axis is more frequently 
perceived as yet another difference between the two larg-
est historical regions: Bohemia and Moravia than a divi-
sion of Czech society with respect to religion.
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ences such as differences between the more industrial 
northern part of the country and the southern regions 
of Czech Republic with predominantly agricultural ar-
eas or the difference between the lowlands along the 
Czech rivers and the Czech mountains and highlands 
situated mostly in the border areas and between Bohe-
mia and Moravia etc. are not so clear in geographical 
space. These differences are less evident to ordinary 
people.

The divisions described in this article, more visible 
as they are to ordinary Czechs, are proof that regional 
differences in the Czech Republic are not external 
ones. The majority of Czechs perceive the differences 
between the capital, the remaining parts of the coun-
try and the peripheries, between the Czech cities 
and towns and rural areas, but these divisions do not 
lead to social tensions or disproportionate economic  
differences.

The awareness of the greater variety of the former 
German-speaking borderland in comparison to the 
ethnically Czech areas of the country is disappearing 
gradually and remains only a relict element of a politi-
cal game. Almost all Czechs are aware of the division 
of the country into two historical parts: Bohemia and 
Moravia, while Czech Silesia does not function so well 
in their awareness. The cultural and historical division 
into Bohemia and Moravia coincides to some extent 
with other divisions, and hence, we have the central, 
more urbanised, culturally homogenous Bohemia and 
the more peripheral, rather rural and more culturally 
diverse Moravia. Then there is the simplified division 
into the more atheist Bohemia and the more tradi-
tional and religious Moravia. This is how it functions 
in people’s awareness. The present administrative divi-
sion shows a practical aspect of the internal divisions. 

of parliament, but their local governments were only 
elected for the first time at the end of 2,000. 

In the regional identity studies of 2003 some Czech 
regions associated with recreational areas were ranked 
relatively high. The most frequently mentioned regions 
were the South Bohemian Region, the Vysocina Region, 
the South Moravian Region, Prague and the Plzeň Region.  
Administrative units whose names have a geographi-
cal or historical character (such as the South Moravian 
Region, the Vysočina Region - The Highlands Region)  
occupy a higher place in inhabitants’ awareness than 
those whose names derive from the names of the  
capital cities.

The Czech regions are so small, however, that in Eu-
rope they can only be considered as the level NUTS3. 
Because the level NUTS2 is necessary for statistical 
purposes, the Czechs have combined 2 or 3 smaller 
regions in so-called cohesion regions. There are 8 of 
these, the same number as the number of regions that 
existed in the years 1961-1990, but their borders are 
slightly different (Fig. 1). This proves, however, that 
there is an objective hierarchy of regions, which has to 
be taken into consideration during the introduction of 
reforms of administrative structures.

Conclusions
The aspects of the regional division of Czech Republic 
that are presented here only include those that are nat-
urally selected. We can find many others. Heřmanová 
et al. (2009) describe for example the differentiation of 
Czech territory according to education, kind of village 
architecture, location of second homes etc. These ex-
amples do not create compact areas. Also other differ-

Figure 1. Czech regions. Coloured areas are those in which a share of the population above average for the country as a whole 
declares allegiance to one or other of the 31 churches recognised officially by the Czech authorities.
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society. Summing up, one might state that the divi-
sions presented may be interesting for analysts of spa-
tial structure – including social geographers – because 
of their influence on the spatial processes occurring in 
the Czech Republic.

In many cases, for the average Czech, this division is 
more important than the cultural regions moulded by 
history and without clearly defined borders. By prefer-
ring administrative structures, Czechs prove that one 
can identify with a particular administrative structure 
and adjust to it, even if it is not optimal. 

In general, none of the above mentioned divisions 
creates serious problems in the everyday function-
ing of the state and society, neither is it any threat to  
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