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SUMMARY

Following physical and socioeconomic geography contemporary regional geography in its
“neoregional phase’’ is more intellectual than classical regional geography. It is including progress
of component geographical disciplines, physical landscape and socioeconomic syntheses, land-
scape ccology. The main task of regional geography is a question of regional development in
relation to nature conservation. GEWOBRUN research strategy is for balanced socioeconomic
and nature saving development with purposeful spatial organization. Geographical knowledge
synthesis means, in the case of Uherské Hradisté — District, integrated knowledge choice
portraying spatial holons — geons — their structure, processes, situations. Special attention
is given to knowledge representation in the form of metaphores, cartogeographic models, topic
maps, tables intended for intellectual communication. Research project stresses regional individu-
ality in the context of general regional planning of socioeconomic/ecological development.

INTRODUCTION

GEWOBRUN — an acronym of geographical workshop of the Brno University
takes part in geographical research of the Geography Department, Faculty of
Science, J. E. Purkyn& University, Brno. Members of GEWOBRUN are not
stable ones, coming and leaving. The objectives of GEWOBRUN also change,
now we are in the period of “neoregional wave”’. We present a contribution, regional
study of the Uherské Hradidt&-District, shortly: UHRAD.

It is a working paper for geographical research project coordinated by the
Institute of Geography, Czechoslovak Academy of Science, sponsor: profesor V.
Gardavsky, who is leading the main project: Geographical evaluation of regional
development conditions. A single project concerning UHRAD is implemented
on microregional level and consists of two phases: geographical knowledge synthe-
sis, and geographical situations identification. Here we are solving the former
task having in mind relevant knowledge for situations management. But the
contextual framework is wider and deeper: how to balance and manage socio-
economic/environmental/ecological development, which processes will cause
intraregional changes? what future for UHRAD?

The choice of GEWOBRUN’S UHRAD geographical inquiry methodology
has been done by continuing progress of traditional methods and applying new
ones. Fig. 1is showing traditional cumulative approach from component disciplines
to their complexes: physicogeographical, socioeconomic-geographical, and total
geographical. Other procedures can be called as parallel. Using intellectual commun-
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ication it is starting with objectives oriented initial synthesis based on knowledge
before research. A synthesis is going on developed more precisely by verifica-
tion/falsification, solving a research task to final, relatively, synthesis. Deeper
layer of GEWOBRUN research is linking up geographical theory, empiricism —-
fieldwork, social communication, etc., and applications via conceptualization.
General research objective is & changing face of geography: from stating to creative
geography. What do we understand by this statement? We mean geographical
knowledge relevant for regional planning, environmental/ecological adjustment,
spatial locations/allocations, situations solvability, economic¢ progress, social
development, ete.
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Research parallel intellectual informatics is impossible without knowledge
representation, conceptualization, knowledge base. If we are to evaluate condi-
tions for UHRAD regional development, we firstly need authentic geographical
knowledge on UHRAD, secondly: world/Czechoslovak socioeconomic/ecological
prognoses, thirdly: local/regional context of considered development. We are
not 8o naive to recommend universal economic growth of UHRAD to the detriment
of nature conservation, human ecological/cultural quality, social welfare. But
which strategy of regional policy, scenario, coordination, spatial organization of
UHRAD regional development? Which locations/allocations will be subdued
and which ones will be the growth poles? What kind of land use? Do we know
possibilities/feasibilities and limitations given not only by natural resourcss
but even human/socioeconomic factors, intraregional/interregional situation/evolu-
tion? Too many questions ... not only for geographers.

GEWOBRUN technique for such tasks solving is shown on Fig. 1, below —
“knowledge sandwich” integrating geographical knowledge of component/complex
disciplines for tasks/situations solving. Geographical knowledge is ahierarchically
ordered semantic network of terms, concepts, theories, as far spatially identified,
changing due to reality, and intellectual evolution/revolution — communication.
GEWOBRUN intellectual informatics is intended for efficient geographical obtain
processing, representation/communication linked with decisions, activities,
practice, on the one hand, and with theory, explanation, understanding, inter-
pretation on the other. That is a reason for using key words, acronyms, codes
which are stored in empirical/conceptual/practical knowledge base including,
or linked with facts and procedures, or conceptual, contextual, and contentual

. attributes of geographical knowledge/information. Geographical knowledge base
also serves for communication with non-geographers.

GEWOBRUN has developed a procedure for cartogeographical representation
of geographical knowledge — cartography assisted geography (CAG) starting
with metaphores, and several procedures up to computers for geographical know-
ledge representation. Some of them are used in our paper, openly said, we prefer
such representation.

UHRAD: LOCATION

The Uherské Hradists-District (UHRAD) is situated in the central part of
(zechoslovakia, called Moravia, in its south-eastern part, bordering with Slovakia,
the eastern part of Czechoslovakia. The UHRAD area is 993 km? and the number
of inhabitants to the date 80-11-01 was 143,731 ones and the density of population
about 145 inhabitants . } km=2.

The present UHRAD was prolongated in 1960 when districts administrative
redistribution was done. The former districts: Uherské Hradisté and Uhersky
Brod, a small parts of Veseli n. Mor. and Kyjov were integrated into UHRAD
while small parts were affiliated to the district of Gottwaldov. Before World
War II there were next two district subzentres: Ostroh and Bojkovice, with judical
power. Both districts of Uherské Hradisté and Uhersky Brod functioned from
1848, Uherské Hradists-towa (UHA) had bzen the centre of the Uherské Hradidts-
County from the end of the 17th century. This county lasted till the 1920°s to
1930°s when the northern part of both districts changed into separate district
Zlin/Gottwaldov and Valasské Klobouky.
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UHRAD has natural boundary in the East and in the West, where are the
highest parts of the Bilé Karpaty — White Carpatians Mts. and the Chfiby
Highlands. They are barriers with several transits. The northern and southern
UHRAD boundaries are rather controversial, functioning only administratively.
An integration of the south-eastern Moravia into a specific region, not so large
like present counties and not small like districts, maybe the South-East Moravia
Region (SEMR) is an acute task.

Relative location of UHRAD is given with respect to higher order centres
as Gottwaldov and Brno and the same order ones: Hodonin, Kromé&iz, Vyskov,-
Trenéin. They are linked by railways and roads, the North-South transit is more
important.

UHRAD is an agricultural/food allocating producer, man-power allocator as
well as wood, light machinery, building materials. The energy, fuels, chemicals,
metals, plastics, textile, clothes are being allocated here.

UHRAD: EVOLUTION

UHRAD belongs to one of the three cores of Czechoslovakia, a Moravian one.
It has been permanently settled since the younger paleolithic witnessed by archae-
logical artifacts in Buchlovice, Borsice, mesolithic ones in Staré Mésto, Uhersky
Ostroh. During neolithic there was settled the Dolnomoravsky tival — the Lower
Moravian Vale bulge, the piedmont areas of the Chfiby and the Bilé Karpaty-Mts.
They have a remarkable number of archaeological artifacts from the Bronze and
the Iron Age. In the course of Roman Empire, from the lst century, B.C., till
the 4th century, A.D. a node had formed here in Staré Mésto (Budorgis?) as
a centre of continuously settled region. This development culminated in the Sth
century when there was one of the Great Moravia nodes in Staré Mé&sto, maybe,
the central one? Further settlement subcentres were in Modré, Osvétimany, Sady.

The fall of Great Moravia involved exposure to Hungarian troops, the adjective,
‘Uhersky’ means’ Hungarian’ in the case of Uherské Hradisté, Uhersky Brod,
Uhersky Ostroh. After a period of frontier conflicts it passed definitely an integral
part of the Czech Crown. This feudal medieval history includes the royal Uherské
Hradists, Uhersky Brod, royal castle Buchlov and also monastery of Velehrad,
fortified settle of Banov. The Hussite movement had a Moravian centre in Neda-
konice. It is impossible to omit noted cultural vigour in the 15th—16th centuries
at the end of the 16th century Jan Amos Komensky — John Amos Comenius —
was born here. UHRAD of that period was a granary with viticulture, fruit growing,
the towns of Uherské Hradists, Uhersky Brod, Polesovice, Banov, Kunovice,
and further important seats: Buchlovice, Staré Mé&sto, Ostroh, Hiuk, Nivnice,
Bojkovice. Uherské Hradigts was a node with centripetal location, radial transport
network, some roads were transit ones connecting Moravia and Slovakia, central,
northern Moravia, Moravian Walachia and southern Moravia with Western
Moravia via Uherské Hradists-County. The 18th century UHRAD had prevailing,
agriculture, followed by forestry, breweries, glassworks, commerce, but the centres
of innovations were in other regions, UHRAD was slowly retarding...

The Velehrad monastery, the Buchlov castle, the Lichtensteins, the Kounitzs,
the royal town of Uherské Hradi%t& had been dominating in tenure od land for
about 250 years in the form of estates. Their way of land use, management was
changed only when land reforms were implemented after World War I, and speci-
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UHRAD development in spatial context (approximations)

—

Younger Great 13th 1920's - 1930
paleolithic Moravia century (lost of Ziin/Gottwaldov)

Fig. 3

ally after World War IL. Certain, though slight revival came in the half of the 19th
century, mainly in food-growing and processing — sugar factories, distilleries
breweries, further to railway Wien—Prerov in the year 1841, Brno—Trendianské
Tepls, 1884—83. That period’s land use of the former districts Uherské Hradists
and Uhersky Brod was the same: arable land — 50 %, meadows, pasture, or-
chards — 25 9%, forests — 25 %, Animal production: cattle — 60—65 9%, pigs —
30—20 %, horses — 10—5 %, sheep in Uhersky Brod District — 10 9%,.

In the early 20th century agriculture with food processing dominated, partly
textile, wood factories, glassworks, though the volume of production was under-
sized in relation to Czech countries.

The economic growth pole of Zlin/Gottwaldov, starting at the end of 19th
century, caused in the 1920’s—1930’s the loss of the northern parts of both districts
Uherské Hradists and Uhersky Brod for the benefit of Zlin/Gottwaldov. Moderate
growth of light machinery slightly compensated northern loss’. General economic
growth of Czechoslovakia in the socialist period has been leading to machinery’s
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growth in Uherské Hradists, Kunovice, Uhersky Brod, Hluk, Bojkovice, Babice
and it has become a staple trade of industry. A steady population growth, though
slow, supplies manpower not fully used in UHRAD. Therefore over 20 % of man-
power is employed outside UHRAD, but people keep staying here. Fig. 2 is showing
UHRAD development, it is only relative view emphasizing relative decrease in
relation to other growth poles, though socioeconomic growth in the socialist
period has lead to relatively high standard of living.

UHRAD: SPATIAL ORGANIZATION

Very simple sketch in the form of geographic metaphore is given in Fig. 3.
It portrays UHRAD as two forest massives in the West and East, central node
o' Uherské Hradist® and T shaped corridor into Uhersky Brod/Bojkovice and
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Table 1
UHRAD: Physico- geographical Chores Hierarchy

ZAK ... the West Carpathians (Zapadni Karpaty)

VEK ... Outer West Carpathians (Vnéjsi Zapadni Karpaty)
LOL ... Litavsko-olsavska

MOL ... Moravian Vales (Moravské tivaly)

MOS ... Moravin-Slovakia Carpathians (Moravsko-slovenské Karpaty)
LIT ... Litavska

DOK ... Dievnicko-olsavska

DUL ... the Low Moravian Vale (Dolnomoravsky tival)

BIK ... the White Carpathians (Bilé Karpaty)

CHI ... Chtiby

POD ... Podehfibi

BOL ... Bieznicko-olgavskd

OKL ... Ovéirsko-kladenska

OLA ... Oklucko-ol8avska

HOS ... Hradistsko-otrozskd

OBI ... the White Carpathians fringe (okraj Bilyeh Karpat)
VIB ... the White Carpathians centre (stiedové Bilé Karputy)

GEWOBRUN (1968) : The Uherské Hradi§té - District-
- Spatial Structures and Situations
—_

Physico - geographical Chores

Fig. 6

Uhersky Ostroh, continuing to the North and South outside UHRAD, and sub-
corridor in the South.

Fig. 4 — cartogeographical model is a sketch by hand of georegions with more
details: relative share of inhabitants for every georegion, ecological situation
rank, nodes hierarchy, socioeconomic corridors and land use.

Physical landscape of UHRAD is represented in wider hierarchical context
in Fig. 5 and explained in Table 1. Physico-geographical regions physgeons
are identified for UHRAD in Fig. 6, where polymicrochores and monomicrochores
are distinguished. Their horizontal links are given in Fig. 7 and natural resources
and hazards in Fig. 8. Recources and hazards are differentiated into two levels:
high and low, expressed by capital and small letters. A list of physgeons is in
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Table 2

UHRAD: Physicogeographical regionalization — physgeons

polymicrochores
1 CHI Chiiby

2 POD Podchfibi

3 HOS Hradistsko-ostrozska

4 BOL Bieznicko-ol3avska

5 OKL Ovéirsko-kladenska

monomicrochores

11 Brdsksa

12 Kozinecka
13 Salasska

14 Stupavska
15 Buchlovska
16 Zlebské

17 Stiibrnicks
21 Vazanska
22 Buchlovicka
23 Velehradsk4

31 northern floodplain
32 Babicka

33 Borsicka

34 Polegovicka

35 southern floodplain
36 Ostrozskd

41 Hlubocanskéa

42 lower Olsava

43 Rovnicka

44 Breznicka

45 Zldmanecks

46 Pasovicka

47 Ujezdecks

51 Ovéirské
52 Kladenska

6 VIB the White Carpathians centre

7 OBI the White Carpathians fringe

8 OLA Oklucko-olsavska

71
72

81
82
83
84
85
86

Ochozské

Lokovska
Hrozenkovska
Vyskoveckd

Lopenicka
Klane&nicko-hrubarska
Studend

Lesna

Javorinské

Komnanské
Korytenska
Bénovska
central Olsava
Nivnisské
Vignovska
Hlucks
Jasenovska

Brdy
Kozinec
Salas
Stupava
Buchlov
Zleby
Stiibrnice
Vazany
Buchlovice
Velehrad

Babice
Borsice
Polegovice

Ostroh
Hlubocek

Rovna
Breznice
Zlimanec
Pagovice
Ujezdec
Ovéirka
Kladenka

Ochoz

Lokov -

Hrozenkov
Vyskovec

Lopenik
Klaneénice, Hrubar

Velka Javorina

Komna
Korytna
Banov

Nivnidka
Vi¢énov
Hluk
Jasenov

Table 2. UHRAD NW.-SE cross section, Fig. 9, offers geology, landforms, soils,
potentlal vegetation, climate and land use for 8 polymicrochores. More details
are in the form of frame/slot representation in Tables 3 + 4. The full circle means
dominant attribute, asterisk — moderate one, dagger is for rare occurence and
minus sign for relevant short supply. UHRAD lithology with respect to rocks
quality and their spatial distribution in polymicrochores is in Tables 5 + 6.
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Table 3 UHRAD : Spatial Structures and Situations
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Table:4

UHRAD : Geomorphological spatial structures
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Figures 10, 11 and 12 portray hydrocycle of UHRAD: stream orders, water
discharge in drainage basins, and spatial organization of water managemert. The
lack of water is a very serious limit to socioceconomic development of UHRAD,
and in the case of the Morava-river is the problem of water quality, too, being
polluted.

More detail landscape ecological survey was done in the Ch¥iby-Highlands
(Fig. 13). It is getting over UHRAD borders into neighbour districts because the

UHRAD : Drainage nefwork -
stream orders

Fig. 11
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landscape ecological problems ought to be solved in interdistrict cooperation.
GEWOBRUN knowledge base includes a special project for the Chiiby, not publis-
hed here, only mentined in Table 7. A comprehensive survey on cultural landscape

UHRAD: Drainage basins spatial
for water nt

)

Fig. 12
Table 5
UHRAD: Lithology
Magura flysch
Rala unit
MRZ ... Eocene Zlin layers: flysch claystones (partly limed), glauconite sandstones
MRB ... Paleocene/Eocene belovez layers: claystones (partly chromie), interlayed silica/lime
sandstones
MRS ... Paleocene/Eocene solan layers: claystones with interlayed sandstones, conglomerates/
sandstones
MRC ... Cretuceous lime claystones and marls with lime/siliea sandstones

Bystrica unit
MBZ ... Eocene Zlin layers (as MRZ)
MBB ... Eocene belovez layers (as MRB)

Bilé Karpaty unit

MKJF ... Eocene flysch claystones partly limed and wacke sandstones
MKS ... Paleoceno/Eocene lime wacke sandstones, claystoncs partly chromie
MEKM ... Cretaceous chromic marls

MEKC ... Cretaceous dark claystones and mudstones

MAB ... Miocene andsites, partly basalts

NGS ... Pliocene gravels and sands

NCC ... Neogene/Pliocene chromic clays, partly with gravels and sands
NCS ... Pliocene lime clays and clays, sands, rare gravels

PPG ... Pleistocene proluvial loamy gravels and sands

PFG ... Pleistocene fluvial gravels and sands

PES ... Pleistocene eolian sands

PLP ... Pleistocene loess, loams, paleosols

SPD ... slope polygenetic deposits

HFL ... Holocene fluvial loams with sands, clays, partly gravels
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Table 6

Lithological spatial distribution

CHI
POD
BOL
OKL
OLA
HOS
OBI
VIiB

870

" MRZ

NCC

MRZ
MRZ
MKF
HFL
MKF
MKF

MRB MRS SPD PLP HFL

PLP SPD NCS NGS MRS MRS MRB PFG
MRB NCC PLP SPD HFL

MTB MBB MBZ MRC MRC SPD  PLP HFL
MKS MRZ MRB MKM MKC MAB PLP SPD
PFG PPG PES PLP SPD MRZ MKF MEKM
MBZ MBB MAB SPD HFL PLP

MKS MAB HFL SPD

Landscape Ecological Spatial Situations of the ChFiby Highlands

Gtrokovice

GEWOBRUN (1988): The Uherské Hradiété - District -
Spatial Structures and Situations

54
/QI) Socio - economic  regions
)

HFL

HFL
MKC



is represented by not usuall procedure in Table 8 in the form of standard square
grid, but in non-absolute space, each small letter is asegment of cultural landscape
with size of 1 km sq. It is intended for computerization and this GEWOBRUN
standard square grid is also suitable for intellectuall communication.

Two most important maps are in Fig. 14 + 15: socioeconomic regions (segeons)
and georegions (geons), they are explained in Tables 9 -+ 10. Segeons and geons
were identified in teamwork rounds and are defined as complex structures/processes
wholes with spatial attribute. Alternative georegions (Fig. 16 and Table 11),

Table 7
Landscape Ecological Spatial Situations of the Chtiby-Highlands

1. Severni okraj Northern fringe
1.1 Chlumek
1.2 Hrad
1.3 Koutky
1.4 Kamenec
1.5 Chribsko

2. Hieben Brda Brdo range
3. Stupavska st Stupava
3.1 Skelné hut
3.2 Stupava

3.3 Mordirka
3.4 Staré Huté

4, Kudlovicka &ast Kudlovice
4.1 Spéaleny dub
4.2 Koéi hora
4.3 Buchlovsky kémen
4.4 Lipova
4.6 Véipenky
4.6 Salas
4.7 Salagka
4.8 Zelené hlavka
4.9 Jetabcéina
4.10 Kostky

5. Hfeben Holého kopce Holy range
5.1 Ocasek
5.2 Buchlov
5.3 Kominek
6. Jizni okraj Southern fringe
6.1 Kamendk
6.2 Certova sténa
6.3 Viesovice
6.4 Vranovy Zleby
6.6 St¥{brnické paseky
6.6 Karlova skala
6.7 Trnédvky
6.8 Chabané
7. Vychodni okraj Eastern fringe
7.1 Pece
7.2 Vrbka
7.3 Belov
7.4 Zlutava
7.5 Krile
7.6 Halenkovické pole
7.7 Planavy
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Tab. 8

Explanations:

NN N EdE D HOTOD 2 RN iyl o A ow

A/

“8 04801~
N\ PR

Al centre
A2 centre

other centres

central villages
other,villages, hamlets
surface water
floodplain forests
woods

other forests
agriculture

pasture, meadows
castle

recreation / gardening
protected areas
recreation / forestry

. vineyards

orchards

forestry / water

forestry / transport

asgriculture / transport
agriculture / water

villages / gardens / agriculture
agriculture / forestry

pasture / agriculture / forestry
agriculture / water / villages
forestry / villages

GEWOBRUN (1988) : The Uherské Hradisig - District -
2 Spatial Structures and Sttuations

Georegions




administrative regions (Fig. 17) are for correlation. Maps and tables of settlement
pattern, Fig. 18, municipalities distribution, Fig. 19, 20, noda! regions, Fig. 21,
and following municipalities shorts, Fig. 22 and their standardization into GEWO-
BRUN UHRAD standard square grid code are needed for understanding next,
tables and figures: settlement code, Table 12, inhabitants number and seats
function for segeons, Table 13, population growth, Table 14, municipalities growth
Table 15, economic activity growth, Table 16, population distribution, transport
and settlement types, Fig. 23, municipalities population growth, Fig. 24, population
distribution, Fig. 25, manpower Fig. 26.

A special attention is given to UHRAD agriculture: production is in Table 17,
spatial organization of production is in Fig. 27, 28, 29.

A brief comprehensive geographical survey on geons — georegions:

(R) UHRAD : Alternative Georegions

A Severni Chriby G Ostrozsko M Banovsko -
8 Jigni Chfiby H UHA N Bojkovicko
¢ Jizni Podchribi | Sever 0 Hrozenkovsko
D Stregni Pddchribl J  Brodsko P Lopenicko
E Severni Podchfibi K Hiucko Q Stréni’- Velkd Javorina
© knéipolsko L Nivnicko
Fig. 16

1 CHI the Chiiby-Highlands

dominant productive forestry, sustained yield silvicultures, water resources,
relevant recreation: forests, Buchlov-castle, hunting, camping, enclaves —
hamlets, submountain settlement and agriculture, transit transport function
via highland barrier, valuable forest cultural landscape with high natural
diversity, not to be conserved, but culturally used
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UHRAD: Settlement spatial pattern
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UHRAD: Municipalities shorts (Mun)
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UHRAD : Municipalities population growth in 1970 - 1960
-
- . (after Census)
2 T

()
[

-~ oy
L

@ " positive

T negative
808 centralphons |

UHRAD: Population distribution in socioeconomic regions

CHI Chkiby
POD Podchribi

UHA Uherské Hradidté

MOV Pomoravi
BIB Bilovice/Brezolupy
UHO Uhersk( Brod/0ldava

HUN Hluk/Nivnice

BOJ Bojkovice

BEF Bilé Karpaty - fringe
VIB Bilé Karpaty - centre
Fig. 25
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UHRAD : Manpower , after Census, 1980, in percent
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Northern Podch#h

Nortr

Fig. 26

UHRAD: Spatial organization of farms- agricultural production
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Table 9

UHRAD: Socioeconomic Regionalization — segeons

polysegeons
1 CHI Chtiby

2 POD Podchribi

3 UHA Great Uherské Hradigts

4 Pomoravi

5 Bilovicko-bfezolupsky

6 Olsavsko-uherskobrodsky

7 Hlucko-nivnicky

8 Bojkovicky

9 BEF the White Carpathians
outer fringe

0 VIB the inner Carpathians

380

monosegeons

11 Brdsky
12 Kominecky
13 Certovsky

21 western fringe
22 Polesovicky
23 Buchlovicky
24 Kudlovicky
25 eastern fringe

41 Knézopole forest
42 northern floodplain
43 southern forest

44 Nedakonicky

45 Podkunovicky

46 Ostroisky

51 Bilovicky

52 Mistficky

53 Brezolupsky
54 Bfeznice forest
55 Rovnohorsky
56 Praksicky

61 Olsavsky

62 Great Uhersky Brod

71 western
72 Hlucky
73 Hlubodéek
74 Vlcnovsky
75 northern
76 Nivnicky
77 eastern

81 Ujezdsky forest
82 Ujezdecky

83 Rudicky

84 Sedsky

85 Sumicky

86 Haj

87 Bojkovicky

88 Hosténicky

91 Slavskovsko-borsicky
92 Bystiicko-sucholozsky

93 Hracovina
94 Bzovsky

01 Javorinsky

02 Stransky

03 Doubravsky

04 Brezovsky

05 Malolopenicky

06 Vyskovecky

07 Velkolopenicky

08 Starohrozenkovsky
09 Hradisko

enclaves

101 Stupavské
102 Salagsks
103 Buchlovska
104 Kogikovska

401 Nova Morava

701 Obora



Table 10

UHRAD: GEWOBRUN normative georegions

polygeoregions
1 CHI Chiibsky

2 POD Podchfibi

3 CEA Central axis

4 MOV Pomoravi

8 NOF Northern {ringe

6 BEF White Carpathians
fringe

7 SOF Southern fringe

8 VIB Central White
Carpathians

monogeoregions
11 forest

21 SNI

22 VAZ

23 BUC (great)
24 KUD

31 UHB

32 OST

33 Poolsavi

34 UHA (great)
35 HUS-BAB
36 BOJ (great)
41 river

42 forest

43 agricultural
51 BRE

52 PAK/RUD
53 MIS

61 northern
62 central
63 southern

71 western
72 central
73 eastern

81 northern

UHRAD: Alternative Georegions

A KOK JAN SAL
B STU sSUT

C OSY MED HOS
D BUC BOC ZLE
E TRA KUD BAB
F KOL TOP BIL
G OST 080 OLA
H UHA SMO JAR
I BRE NEL SVA
J UHB HAV VET
K HLU VLC BOR
L NIV DON HON
M BAN LOZ BYL
N BOJ ZAH NEZ
O SAH ZIT VAP
P STR KVE

82 central
83 southern
Table 11

UZD SNI TUC
TUP BRE MOD
JAL SUS HUS
MIS
MAR POP POD
ZAM CAS
HRA DRS PAK
SLA KOR
RUD PRE KOM
vVYS

VAZ
VEL

MIK
PAS

BZO

enclaves
101 STU
102 SAL
103 Buchlov castle
104 JAN

201 BUC

501 rovnohorské
502 mardovska
503 stavnicks
504 kladenskd
505 zldmanecké

601 nezdenicks

701 HLU
702 N1V
703 VLC
704 VLC forest

801 Lopenik

802 Velk4 Javorina
803 STR

804 BEZ

805 VYS

806 SAH

ORE POL NEK

KUN

TES UJE S8SUM

KOov PIT

KOS
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Table 12

UHRAD: Settlement code (after GEWOBRUN)

BAB
BAN
BET
BEZ
BIL
BOC
BOJ
BOR
BRE
BUC
BYL
BZO
CAB
CAS
CYL
DON
DRS
HAV
HIN
HLU
HON
HOS
HRA
HUS
JAL
JAN
JAR
JAV
KOK
KOL
KOM
KOR
KOS
KOV
KUD
KUN
KVA
KVE
LHO
LOP
LOZ
MAR
MAS
MED
MIK
MIS
MOD
NEK
NEL

382

Babice
Banov
Briestek
Biezova
Bilovice
Borsice u Buchlovie
Bojkovice
Borsice u Blatnice
Brezolupy
Buchlovice
Bystrice pod Lopenikem
Brzova
Chabané
Castkov
Chylice
Dolni Néméi
Drslavice
Haviice
Hosténin
Hluk

Horni Neéméi
Hostéjov
Hraddcovice
Husténovice
Jalubi
Jankovice
Javorovee
Javorovee
Kosiky
Kngzopole
Komiia
Korytna
Kostelany
Krhov
Kudlovice
Kunovice
Kvacice
Kvétnd
Lhotka
Lopenik
Suchd Loz
Maratice
Marsov
Medlovice
Mikovice
Mistrice
Modra
Nedakonice
Nedachlebice

NEZ
Niv
OLA
OPE
ORE
080
OST
OSY
PAK
PAS
PIT
POD
POL
POP
PRE
RUD
SAD
SAH

Nezdenice
Nivnice
Ostrozska Lhota

Ostrozské Predmésti

Ofechov

Ostrozska Nova Ves

Uhersky Ostroh
Osvétimany
Praksice
Pagovice

Pitin

Podoli
Polegovice
Popovice
Preckovice
Rudice

Sady

Stary Hrozenkov
Salag

Slavkov

Staré Mésto
Stiibrnice
Strani

Stupava
Sumice

Susice

Sturé Huté
Svarov

Tésov

Topolna
Traplice
Tudapy

Tupesy
Uherské Hradisté
Uhersky Brod
Ujezdec (eastern)
Ujezdec (western)
Viapenice
Vazany

Vielary
Velehrad

Vésky

Veletiny
Viénov
Vyskovec
Zihorovice
Zlamanec
Zitkova
Zlechov



Table 13

number of inhabitants in socioeconomic regions

A ... productional

B ... produetion/residential

C ... residential

UHRAD total (1980) ...... 143,731 inhabitans

97 settlements
73 municipalities

Table 14

TUHRAD: Populational growth, 1970 —1980 (after Census)
births 25,452 17.6 %,
deaths 16,632 11.5 9,
natural change 8,819 6.1 9%
immigrants 12,207 8.4 9,
emigrants 16,791 11.4 9%
migration balance —4.584 -3.2 9%
total growth 4,236 2.9 %

5 urban areas with 47,4 inhabitants (UHA, UHB, BOJ,

HLU, OST)
central places
Al UHA 35,275 inhabitants, i.e. 23.9 9,
A2 UHB 17,420 11,8 9%
A3 OST 8,274 5.6 %
Ad BOJ 4,688 3.29%
Ajb BUC 7,857 5.3 9%
A6 NIV 3,909 4.0 9%,
AT HLU 4,293 2.9 %
A8 POL 5,472 3.7 9,
A9 KUD 5,245 3.6 9%
Al10 BIL 4,351 3.0 9,
All DON 4,139 2.8 9%

UHRAD: Number of inhabitans and setlement socioeconomie
functional type in socioeconomie regions

101: 3821 C
102: 365 C
103: 310 C
104: 1,081 C
1. CHI 22719 1,6 9% C
21: 5156
22: 5,472 C
23: 7,857 C
24: 5,245 C
25: 4,123 C
2. POD 23,212 15,75 9, C
3. UHA 35,275 23,94 9%, A
41: 0
42: 1,481 A
43: 0
44: 2,419 C
45: 0
46: 8,274 B
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4. MOV 12,174 8,26 9, B
51: 4,351 C
52: 1,329 C
53: 3,704 C
54: 0
55: 0
56: 1,688 C
5. BIB 11,072 7,51 9, C
61: 4,139 Cc
62 17,420 A
6. UHO 21,559 14,63 9 A
71: 1,741 C
72: 4,293 A
73: 0
74: 3,276 C
75: 0
76: 5,909 C
77 2,159 C
7. HUN 17,378 11,79 9% C
81: 39 A
82: 0
83: 823 C
84: 0
85: 3,631 C
86: 0
87: 4,688 A
88: 304 C
8. BOJ 9,485 6,44 9, C
91: 2,657 C
92: 3,449 C
93: 0
94: 1,429 A
9. BEF 7,535 5,11 % C
01: 0
02: 3,736 A
03: 0
04: 1,619 C
05: 0
06: 324 C
07: 0
08: 1,723 C
09: 0
10. VIB 7,402 5,02 % Cc
Table 15
UHRAD: Municipalities growth, 1970 —1980 (after Census)
UHA 5,716 18,4 % (natural: 57 %)
UHB 3,063 21,2 9, (natural: 45 %)
positive growth 17 municipalities
negative growth 54 municipalities
UHRAD: Economie activity, 1980 (after Census)
agriculture, forestry 14.9 9,
industries 47.4 9,
engineering 10.1 9
transport, communications 4.4 %
trade ) 7.6 %
social activities : 11.1 9
others 4.5 %
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Table 16
UHRAD: Economic activity growth, 19701980 (after

Census)
persons
totdl growth 6,000
industries 2,924
social activities 2,837
trade 638
others 449
transport, communications —22
agriculture, forestry —332
engineering —410

Table 17

UHRAD: agriculture/farming production (1987) in percent

maize [|fodder| vege- corn | sugar- | cattle| pigs poul- | sheep
silage tables beet try
cooperative farms
POL 44 4.3 0 5.9 8.1 6.8 4.6 0 0
BOC 3.9 4.1 0 3.9 4.8 4.9 0.7 4.3 |,39.2
ZLE 2.3 3.0 0 3.0 5.1 3.7 7.6 6.2 0
BAB 3.4 3.3 1.8 2.1 3.1 4.8 0 4.9 | 11.7
SMO 4.2 4.1 1.3 4.4 6.9 3.9 1.3 2.3 0
KUN 13.9 12.5 49.8 13.4 43.7 13.4 8.3 1.7 5.4
BIL 5.8 5.3 9.9 6.1 7.4 4.9 7.9 7.6 0
NED 2.3 2.4 0 2.6 0 2.5 1.9 0 6.2
UHB 5.6 5.9 0.6 6.0 5.1 4.9 2.0 5.7 0
HAV 8.0 7.3 0.2 5.7 ‘ 4.6 5.3 4.5 5.8 0
VLC 3.3 3.4 0.3 4.9 8.1 3.8 5.0 0 0
HLU 2.9 3.0 5.7 4.4 4.2 2.9 7.2 0 6.2
DON 3.7 4.1 4.2 5.1 2.8 7.9 0.1 0 11.0
NIV 3.0 3.0 0.1 4.3 6.3 3.9 6.1 0 0
BAN 3.5 4.0 3.6 4.5 0 7.9 0.1 9.7 0
SAH 4.9 4.8 0 2.4 0 4.8 ‘ 1.3 2.8 9.6
state farms
UHB 238 | 24.2 ~ 7.0 “ 20.0 ‘i 10.9 \ 12.6 \ 5.0 | 3.7 109
! SR U A R
school farms .
UHA 0.7 ; 0.7 ‘ 0 ‘ 1.0 | 1.5 ; 038 0.4 0 ’ 0
i i B D,
corporative farms ) 36.0 | 45.2 ‘
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2 POD Podch#ibi — the Chi¥iby-piedmont *
valuable settlement/agricultural rural landscape, recreational fringes along the
forests and villages borders, productive agriculture: corn-growing, stock farming,
techpical crops, orchards, journey to work — UHA, accelerated anthropic
soil erosion, landslides, low natural diversity, the lacking water, or polluted
surface water by agrochemicals, not balanced agriculture and cultural land-
scape

3 T-shaped corridors: OST—UHA--BAB
|
UHB

|
BOJ

transport axes — railways, roads, transit and chain function, dominant Al cen-
tre — UHA, a node with the highest concentration of population, industries,
retail, services, administrative bodies, effective suburban agriculture -+ garde-
ing, developed recreation, nevertheless, lower urban environmental quality, the
Olsava-river valley with A2 centre — UHB with distinct concentration of
population, industries and services, vital district transport corridor W—E,
productive agriculture, BOJ — a centre for UHRAD East, T-landscape is
highly transformed natural landscape into urban/suburban one

4 The Morava-river Vale

reclaimed land from swampy flood plain, two tracks of floodplain forests, but
with changed vegetation species, intensive agriculture — vegetables, corn,
animal production, low water quality in the Morava — river, resources: gravels
and underground water, fertile soils, low natural diversity, abused landscape

8 The North

rural landscape with villages, agriculture, patches of forests, woodlands, or-
chards, developed journey to work — UH, Gottwaldov' district, subsidiary
area — periphery, accelerated anthropic soil erosion and landslides, patches
of abonded valley slopes with former fields, gardens, orchards — seminatural
succession, partly wildlife

6 The Bilé Karpaty-fringe (The White Carpathians submountain fringe)
rural landscape of arable land, pastures, meadows, forests, very diverse space
with row villages, scarcely populated, mainly agricultural production, peripher-
al/subsidiary economy — stock farming, quarry, forestry, fodder production,
gradually transformed into not balanced landscape without respect to submoun-
tain conditions

7 The South

rural agricultural abused landscape, very productive agriculture, larger villages,
manpower resources, dominant crops/animals farming and processing, local
industries, very low natural diversity — oversized blocks of fields, accelerated
water and wind anthropic soil erosion, landslides, otherwise, fade landscape

8 Bilé Karﬁaty — the White Carpathions-mountains

mountain forest/agrarian landscape, high relief of elevations and depressions,
barrier effect with transits, disperse settlement, former ‘lazy beds, diggery land’,
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UHRAD : Agriculture spatial organization - growing crops /1987/

BAB, KUD , KOK JAN TRA
BYL,10Z,BAN

BIL, MIS , JAV, JAR KOL, TOP

80C, BUC, SHU,5TU 3N MED, 0¥, OS U2D
DON SLA HON

HLY

KUN POP POD, 0S0,0L0 08T

NEL CAS, SVA, ZAM

NIV

POL, NED, K0S, TUC, VAZ ,ORE
DRY,HRA,VEL, PRA , PAS, AR HAY
$MO,HUS, JAL

suM, UHB

e

PIT, 2T, NEZ

TUP,BRE SAL VEL MOD

Fig. 28

cooperative farms
state farms

corporative farms

UHRAD : Spatial organizations of farming production

0sT

O @ cooperative farms
DO stete farms

1choot farms
corporative farms
special farms

Fig. 29
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sustained yield forestry, summer und winter recreation, water resources, contro-
verse agriculture in depressions — not wise transformation of mountain econom Y,
population removal — new trippers preffering recreation, landscape protected
area, not only natural, but cultural one, e.g. cultural meadows, questions of
integrative approach development, cultivation, conservation.

CONCLUSION

Proposed regional survey in the form of knowledge synthesis, knowledge
representation is the first phase of GEWOBRUN UHRAD research. We have
represented only a part of our results. They are intended for intellectual communi-
cation with users, decision-makers, experts. Therefore we prefer knowledge repre-
sentation in topic maps, tables, metaphores, etc.

The next, and final phase of GEWOBRUN research will be oriented on spatial
situations in geons: sustained yield forestry, recreational development and limits,
water management, soil erosion - landslides, natural and cultural landscape
conservatin/cultivation, nature saving technologies, rural/urban standard of
living, environmentalqquality, controverse land use, trangport networks —
development and impacts, diffusion of innovations,location/allocation processes,
settlement development, regional reproduction process, interregional context,
core-periphery development, ete. Precise tasks will be more clear after contacting
district authorities, common people, experts.
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