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ABSTRACT

The main goal of this article is to assess and compare the various understandings of the concept of the region. The aim is to characterize
the concept of a region as well as how its meaning has changed through geographical history, to mention the most important personalities
and how they understood the concept of region. The article presents two different ways of looking at a region: 1) the region in the sense of
traditional regional geography; 2) the region in the new regional geography (region understood as a social construct). The article then com-
pares the two approaches and outlines both their advantages and their disadvantages. The first section presents a brief overview of how the
understanding of the concept of region developed. The following part focuses on development of the concept of region as a social construct,
especially in the context of the development of new regional geography, cultural turn and new regionalism. Finally, the article emphasizes
the essential complementarity of the two approaches and briefly proposes a more complex scheme of analysis of a region.
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1. Introduction
“Geography changes as society changes.” (Livingstone
1992: 347)

According to its advocates, regional geography is the
core and heart of geography, the highest art of a geogra-
pher and the reason for its existence, and the advocates
call for “back to the basics” (Whittlesey 1954; Hart 1982;
Watson 1983; Lewis 1985). According to spatial scientists,
regional geography is not exact, it does not search for laws
and regularities, and its lack of a theoretical and method-
ological framework excludes it from the portfolio of exact
sciences (Fred K. Schaeffer [1953] and other advocates
of geography as a spatial science). Due to its philosoph-
ic-paradigmatic background there are also different views
of the conceptual shape of regional geography, its idio-
graphic or idiographic-nomothetic character, its focus on
explanation or understanding and so on.

Many authors have participated in the discussion
about the character of regional geography (Hartshorne
1939; Whittlesey 1954; Hart 1982; Johnston, Hau-
er, Hoekveld 1990; Entrikin, Brunn 1989; Nir 1990;
Wood 1999; Claval 2007). On one hand there are the
ever-strengthening positions of the advocates of “tradi-
tional regional geography” who emphasize a “return to
the basics”, “heart of geography”, “nature of geography”
(Hartshorne 1939), and a return to Hartshorne (Entrik-
in, Brunn 1989). Many of them stress the uniqueness of
locations: “Hartshorne is correct about the uniqueness of
locations” (Bunge 1979: 173). Their arguments are also
supported by an emphasis on the importance of local

scale in postmodern geography (Duncan 1996). On the
other hand, there is a new (reconstituted, transformed,
reconstructed) regional geography (Gilbert 1988) which
started the exactization process of regional geography.
This has meant there is a visible shift of approach in
regional geography, mostly a more significant orientation
towards processes and contexts (Tomaney 2009).

The difference between traditional regional geogra-
phy and new regional geography (social-constructivist
approaches in regional geography) has kept increasing
gradually (Paasi 2009). The division of regional geogra-
phy into two different approaches brought about several
discrepancies. As a consequence, it influenced regional
geographical practice and the way a region was under-
stood, i.e.: what is a region (a complex unit or a social
construct); what isn’t a region (the social-constructivist
new regional geography does not take nature sufficiently
into account); how to investigate a region (social-con-
structivist approaches emphasize that contexts and
underlying processes are important, whereas tradition-
al regional geography is rather a descriptive science).
Traditional regional geography uses traditional meth-
ods (statistical analysis, fieldwork, regionalization etc.),
whereas new regional geography uses qualitative and
contextual methods. Traditional regional geography
attempts to “see the region objectively”, whereas new
approaches see the region more subjectively. This has led
to our decision to focus on the meaning of the concept
of region, and to focus on how this meaning developed
over time. We also wanted to provide a comparison of
basic approaches.
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In this article, we focus on the changes in understand-
ing the concept of region as follows: its complexity; its
synthetic character; its unity; the role of man, nature and
society in the formation of region; the interconnections
of its individual parts; uniqueness; dynamic vs. static
character; region as a result of development vs. region as
a process. The difference between the traditional concept
of a region and a region as a social construct (as under-
stood in new regional geography) is as follows:

Traditional concept of a region | A region as a social construct

Complex Predominantly social

Static Dynamic

As a consequence of

As a consequence of process
development a P

Understanding Explanation and understanding

Actors: man/society and nature Actors: society

Geographical spheres: physical-
geographical; economic; social;
cultural; political

Geographical spheres:
predominantly social and
political

Unique, as a consequence
of unique combination of
phenomena

Unique, as a consequence of
factors and processes

As well as the term region, we also use the terms land-
scape (landscape, according to Carl Ortwin Sauer can
similarly be understood as a region) and place (“Even for
many new regional geographers, the meanings of region
and place are more or less similar or overlapping”; Paasi
2009: 224).

This article was written by two authors. One is a region-
al geographer and presents his view of a region from the
point of view of traditional regional geography. The oth-
er is a social geographer and represents the approach of
social constructivism in new regional geography.

The resulting article focuses on how the understand-
ing of the concept of a region developed throughout the
history of geography. The main goal is to assess the var-
ious understandings of the concept of the region and to
present the most appropriate conceptual framework for
a region and understanding it. The authors attempt to
find answers to the (following) research questions: How
has the meaning (understanding) of the concept of region
developed over time? How was the concept of region per-
ceived by significant geographers? What were the weak-
nesses and strengths of the main approaches? What are
the main contributions of the main approaches? How
can the positive aspects (those bringing some benefits) of
both approaches be used when characterizing a region?
In the conclusion, we offer a proposal for an analysis (and
of synthesis) of a region, using the methodological con-
tributions of both traditional and social-constructivist
understandings of a region. The article takes the form
of a discussion between the supporters of the traditional
meaning vs. supporters of the region as a social construct
(Hart 1982; Hartshorne 1939; Johnston, Hauer, Hoekveld

1990; Murphy 1991; Paasi 1986; Sauer 1925; Semian
2016; Whittlesey 1954 etc.). This provides an analysis
of the concept of a region in individual approaches, as
well as an analysis of the concept of the region by differ-
ent geographers. The comparison of different approach-
es (traditional vs. new regional geography) is based on
an analysis of the strengths (primarily) and weaknesses.
The strengths and weaknesses of these approaches (to
the region) relate to the theoretical-methodological area
(complex vs partial understanding of a region; static vs
dynamic region; description vs contextual and processual
understanding) and to applications (used in particular in
regional development).

2.The concept of a region in traditional regional
geography

Throughout the history of geography, the region was,
and is, its most important topic, its main concept, and
its main object of study. However, the concept of the
region was understood differently throughout the histo-
ry: a region was understood as a pure intellectual con-
struction (Hartshorne 1939); as a concept or method
(Whittlesey 1954); as a system (Nir 1990); as a total and
complex unit (Paul Vidal de la Blache); or it was under-
stood in the sense that a region is no more than a sum of
its components (Hartshorne 1939), etc. During the 20th
century, geography gradually split into two disciplines:
human and physical (e.g. Hartshorne 1939). This was
due to the following: 1) the importance of nature in the
process of formation and development of the region kept
decreasing; and 2) differences between the methodologies
of natural and social sciences. As a consequence a region
is understood as a social construct.

2.1 Origins of modern geography

Carl Ritter is the father of modern regional geography.
He is the originator of new scientific geography, which
is based on an organic unity between man and nature
(Martin 2005: 125). “Ritter’s ... regional geography is
conceived as unity in diversity; not an inventory, but an
attempt to understand the interconnections and interre-
lations that make the area a mutual (zusammenhdngig)
association” (Nir 1990: 34). For Ritter, the earth and its
inhabitants are in a close relation; the human and physical
worlds are inseparable (Cresswell 2013: 40). In 1859, Dar-
win published his work On the Origin of Species. The sub-
sequent approaches — social Darwinism and environmen-
tal determinism - explain regional differences as a result
of the geographical environment. Such an approach had
a decisive influence on geography at the turn of the 19th
and 20th centuries (e.g. the determinist approaches of
Friedrich Ratzel and other German authors, Ellen Sem-
ple, Ellsworth Huntington were prevailing).
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2.2 Paradigm of regional geography

Starting from Vidalian geography we can notice a shift
in the understanding of nature: man as an actor is being
emphasized, and nature is perceived as a “product of the
culture”. Paul Vidal de la Blache is known as a represent-
ative of possibilism. As opposed to determinism, possibi-
lism understands nature to be the possibility for region-
al differentiation. Vidalian geography and the whole of
French regional geography were holistic and complex
(Géographie Universelle as well as excellent local studies
and regional monographs). Vidalian region is holistic and
descriptive unit, with strong personality (Archer 1993:
499). Regional differences and pays, however, occurred
mainly due to genre de vie. Man and human group can
never escape the restrictions of the milieu, the natural
surroundings upon which they depend (Mercier 2009:
148). It is necessary to add that milieu is not only the
natural environment; Vidal makes a distinction between
milieu externe (physical, not only natural world) and
milieu interne (values, habits, customs).

Carl Ortwin Sauer, an influential American geogra-
pher, laid stress on culture in the landscape genesis, and
he is thus a follower of the possibilist Vidal de la Blache.
Carl Ortwin Sauer, however, includes nature in his view
of landscape (region): “geography is based on the real-
ity of the union of physical and natural elements of the
landscape” (Sauer 1925: 325). He emphasized the divi-
sion of forms into natural and cultural. The first part of
his formal morphology includes both the reconstruction
and the understanding of the natural landscape (ibid,
from p. 333). It consists of geognostic and climatic fac-
tors, which are expressed in part through vegetation.
Natural factors transform the natural landscape over
time into forms (climate, land, sea and coast, vegetation),
while creating a natural landscape. The second part of the
morphologic analysis includes an analysis of the cultural
landscape. Carl Ortwin Sauer argued that culture is the
main agent in shaping the cultural landscape: culture is
the agent, the natural area is the medium, and the cultural
landscape is the result (Sauer 1925: 321 and figure, p. 343).

Both Alfred Hettner and Richard Hartshorne influ-
enced the character of geography from the 1930s. William
M. Davis described the landscape as a result of processes
(such as erosion cycle etc.). His approach significantly
influenced Hartshorne (Harvey 2009: 22), who wrote The
Nature of Geography (Hartshorne 1939). The Hettneri-
an-Hartshornian chorology studied areal differentiation,
and explained it by causal connections between phe-
nomena. Hartshorne’s chorology understands the region
as a unique area and as a mental construct. In his dia-
gram (Hartshorne 1939: 147, fig. 1). Richard Hartshorne
placed an emphasis on regional geography, which in the
physical-geographical and human-geographical point
of view has a strong character of unity; physical geogra-
phy is an essential part of geography (Butzer 1989). For
Hartshorne, the region is the central organizing concept

in geography (Smith 1989: 103). Regions are unique
because they are unique combinations of phenomena.
Hartshorne’s approach is not problem-oriented; he wrote:
“the interest of the geographer is not in the phenomena
themselves, their origins and processes, but in the rela-
tions which they have to other geographic features (i.e.
features significant in areal differentiation)” (Hartshorne
1939: 425-426).

2.3 Regional concept from the 1950s

American geography: inventory and prospect gives
a deep insight into the perspectives of American geogra-
phy. The main area of interest in geography covers areal
differentiation; geography focuses on interregional simi-
larities and differences, interconnections and movements
and on the order found in space (Whittlesey 1954: 21).
The region in Whittlesey’s sense is a kind of a formal
region. The region is a tool used by the regional method.
Regions can be single, multiple or total. Complex regions
are called total regions, compages: “Such a region is an
association of inter-related natural and societal features
chosen from a still more complex totality because they are
believed to be relevant to geographic study” (Whittlesey
1954: 35-36). Geography as a spatial science continues to
understand a region in such a formalized way (Whittlesey
1954). This approach was dominant in 1960s and is typ-
ical for emphasizing the formal side of a region - spatial
pattern, interactions, regularities etc. Spatial science is
based on the philosophy of neopositivism and places an
emphasis on formulating regularities. As spatial science
does not deal with unique regions and their specifities, in
this article we provide an analysis only of the traditional
region and the region as a social construct.

The development of geography was further influenced
by its division into physical and human geography and
by its further fragmentation. The ongoing process of the
loss of unity was associated with developments in geogra-
phy (environmental determinism - possibilism - prob-
abilism; from 1980s postmodern and post-structuralist
geographies). The emerging new regional geography and
cultural turn in the 1980s changed the perception of the
region into a region as a social construct. New regional
geography turned regional geographers into systemat-
ic geographers (Wei 2006: 1397). The understanding of
a region as a social construct (in Marxist approaches,
a region is produced) is obvious and some authors char-
acterize it as “social (cultural) determinism” (Graham
1999). Due to shift to social constructivism, several arti-
cles about the social construction of nature (Demeritt
2002; Evans 2008) and the social construction of scale
(Marston 2000) were published. However, Gerard A.
Hoekveld identified a new conceptual framework for
regional geography, including 8 key concepts, of which
only the seventh is nature, with a note: “In regional geog-
raphy nowadays [nature] is still conceived in a more lim-
ited way.” (Hoekveld 1990: 27)
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And finally, the “more traditional” Israeli regional
geographer Dov Nir wrote: “Regional geography deals
with the challenges posed to a certain society at a certain
place on the globe and with the responses made by that
society. Its focus is the study of differentiation between
societies ...” (Nir 1990: 2). A divided geography, howev-
er, is “weaker”, its competitiveness and reputation fades
(e.g. Matthews, Herbert 2004; Castree, Rogers, Sherman
2005).

3. The region as a social construct
3.1 From traditional to new regional geography

Regional geography primarily studies the relation-
ship between humans and the environment they inhabit.
“Traditional” regional geography encompasses distinct
notions of that relationship, i.e. what is the character
of the relationship between man and his environment
(deterministic — seen from one direction [Ratzel, Semple]
or from the opposite one [Durkheim], and possibilistic
[Vidal de la Blache]). Regional geography distinguishes
geography from the other “big” fields of science because
it is interested “in everything’, although within a specific
region, or, more precisely, because it studies and explains
the differentiation between territories (regions). From the
point of view of practical applicability, it abounds with
great potential (regionalization, regional development).

Regions are not a purely geographical domain but
are also used in many other fields - either as a meth-
od (a methodological approach to regionalization, e.g.
comparing various regions in geopolitics), or as a tool/
purpose (a pragmatic approach to regionalization - cre-
ating regions in order to establish, for example, elec-
toral districts). Regionalization as a method has in fact
“endured” even the harsh criticism of regional geography
by so-called ‘spatial science’ in the period following the
Second World War.

During the next paradigmatic turn and in the face of
criticism from spatial science (which is unable to explain
the differentiation of regional development, the way
a particular regional organization was established, and
the like) the dualistic concept gained strength in geogra-
phy, which was by then splitting into human geography
and physical geography. Regional geography, however,
has the advantage of being able to work with knowledge
from both these geographical disciplines which some-
times are separated in an overly artificial, dichotomous
manner. That is where we see a great “strength” of region-
al geography.

From the 1960s, roughly, and then during the 1970s
and 1980s - after positivistic spatial science encoun-
tered sharp criticism for its detachment from the real-
ity of social and political affairs, the “dehumanization”
of human geography — human-geographical paradigms
have been fragmented into many various directions

responding to the diverse problems faced by society: rad-
ical geography, humanistic geography, feminist geogra-
phy, etc.

Regional geography was not the only field to have
undergone this change in thought, focused on the influ-
ence of culture and society, as it also occurred in other
branches of social and human sciences and which is gen-
erally referred to as the “social” or “cultural turn” (Barnett
1998, 2009). Another response of regional geography to
the cultural turn is, besides the aforementioned mul-
ti-paradigmality, its multi-disciplinarity, i.e. adopting and
applying methods and knowledge from other branches of
social sciences and humanities (e.g. sociology, economy,
psychology, historiography and many others).

In relation to regional geography (which has often
been regarded as “dead”, namely by the adherents of spa-
tial science; Gregory 1978), humanistic geography in par-
ticular is understood as a “return” toward the idiographic
approaches of traditional schools of regional geography.
It is not only about a simple return toward an idiographic
conception of space; even though humanistic geography
is once more concerned with the uniqueness of specific
places or regions but primarily from the perspective of
the essence of such uniquenesses, from the perspective
of subjective meanings that a person (both the one in the
studied environment and the one studying a given envi-
ronment) attributes to a particular place/region, influenc-
ing the given place/region by her/his perception — here we
see one of the roots of the so-called new regional geog-
raphy. In today’s post-structuralist new regional geogra-
phy, a region is perceived as a social construct continually
endowed with subjective meaning and - just as in the case
of an individual - characterized by a multi-layered iden-
tity (region as home, region as a political entity, region as
an administrative unit, etc.).

3.2 The region as a social construct

Region specificity and incommutability had already
been emphasised by Richard Hartshorne who claimed
that a region was an arbitrarily delimitable territory, i.e.
a sovereignly subjective matter. Even despite the prevail-
ing systematization characterizing his approach (wherein
chorology [regional geography] should involve “knowing
everything” about a given territory [based, among oth-
ers, on traditional German regional geography coined by
Alfred Hettner]), his book titled The Nature of Geography:
A Critical Survey of Current Thought in the Light of the
Past (1939) can be understood, owing to the idea of the
region as a social construct, as a “bridge” between tra-
ditional approaches to regional geography and the new
regional geography. The concept of a region as a social
construct later became the key concept within the new
regional geography (Thrift 1983; Paasi 1986; Gilbert 1988;
Murphy 1991; Schmitt-Egner 2002; Claval 2007).

Obviously, the concept of region as a social construct
involves an enormous influence of culture and identity,
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or, more precisely, that of the cultural, historical and geo-
graphical context which plays a cardinal role in the for-
mation of regions (other crucial concepts/key terms of
both the new regional geography and the new cultural
geography).

Traditional regional geography understood regions as
a consequence of the interactions between society and its
environment. From the point of view of the new regional
geography, research into the interactions between man
and nature, or rather, between society and environment,
is being replaced with a study of the interrelationship
between individual and society. The new regional geog-
raphy no longer asks merely about “what”, “where” and
“when” but is interested primarily in the formation pro-
cess of the region, in the way regions come to existence,
for what reason and for what purpose they arise.

Various forms of the concept of a region can be found
(not only) in geographical research. All the approach-
es mentioned above, regions created for the purpose of
determining statistical or administrative units, “natural”
regions as results of synthetizing analyses generated by
traditional regional geographers are always, in a sense,
a man-made construct. The region defined in this way
is articulated from above by researchers, politicians and
other actors; it is a secondary outcome of that particular
activity in the course of which the region was established.
This is the essential distinction from understanding
aregion as a social construct within the realm of the new
regional geography. Here, regions are not approached
as objects of study but rather as subjective constructs,
a socio-spatial process. Regions arise from regional,
social interactions that take place among individuals,
groups and institutions in regional areas. Allen, Massey,
Cochrane (1998: 50) suggest that a region is “the product
of the networks, interactions, juxtapositions and articu-
lations of the myriad of connections through which all
social phenomena are lived out”. Regions arise from inter-
actions occurring at different hierarchical and scale levels
of the society, i.e. through the actions among individu-
als, groups, institutions both within and outside a given
region (Paasi 1986). As part of region formation, these
relationships (all of them) are seen as reciprocal; consti-
tuting a condition for these interactions while being their
result. It is not of substance whether or not a given indi-
vidual considers a region to hold an important place in
his/her everyday life, yet it is always produced and repro-
duced via ordinary activities. Kaj Zimmerbauer states
that “at the core of social constructionism is the idea of
region as a socially produced entity in which the regional
consciousness of its inhabitants creates the whole idea”
(Zimmerbauer 2011: 255). Individuals, groups and insti-
tutions active outside the region are of equal importance
in the region-building process, regardless of whether or
not they have the power to influence that process, and
whether or not they do so deliberately (Paasi 2010).

Leaving aside all actors, their networks and mutu-
al interactions, region formation is closely linked to the
physical environment wherein a region is being con-
structed. A particular landscape and a specific natural
environment markedly predetermines and affects both
the material and the symbolic aspects of the region form-
ing process, both its material form and its image (Sifta,
Chromy 2014; Sifta, Chromy 2017). Many new regional
geographers no longer pay much attention to the impor-
tance of the physical environment for regional formation.
We do not suggest any return to Vidalian possibilism but
‘pays’ and ‘genre de vie’ cannot be entirely separated from
the ‘miliew’ (the physical environment) wherein they get
their shape and which they obviously influence and trans-
form (Claval 2007; Paasi 2010).

This understanding of the concept of the region as
a socio-spatial process has not, however, been unani-
mous. In the past three decades during which the region
as social construct was establishing itself within the new
regional geography (Thrift 1983; Pred 1984; Paasi 1986;
Gilbert 1988; Murphy 1991), the understanding of this
and the approach to it naturally differed in terms of both
space and time. Following this initial stage of theoretical
and conceptual development of the social constructivist
approach toward the region, a wave of (neo-)regionalism
could be observed in the 1990s.

Regions as a result of (neo-)regionalistic tendencies

In Europe, (neo-)regionalism manifested itself (in con-
nection to the building of a ‘Europe of the regions” within
the EU) through an approach to regions from a political
and economic perspective (Hettne 2005). We can distin-
guish two basic types of regionalism: one bottom-up and
one top-down. The first one developed mainly owing to
voluntary initiatives of citizens living in each particu-
lar region or those of local subjects (e.g. microregions,
transborder Euroregions and consensual associations of
municipalities, etc.). In the second type of regionalism,
the development of regions is initiated (taking the exam-
ple of Europe) by the EU’s central institutions with the
aim of enhancing regional competiveness and reducing
socioeconomic gaps between the developed and the less
developed regions (Bristow 2010). Thus new regionalists,
by supporting not only socioeconomic, but also socio-
cultural development of regions (the forming of regional
identity including its impact on regional development),
respond to the deepening processes of globalization and
unification (Chromy 2009; Paasi 2012). They emphasize
and take as a basis regional diversity as well as the specific
material and cultural values of the given region (Keating
1998; Chromy 2009; Paasi 2012; Jones, Paasi 2013).

Similar manifestations of (neo-)regionalism were also
observed in the United States (e.g. Wheeler 2002) and in
those Eastern European countries that are not (or were
not) EU members (e.g. McMaster 2006).
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The region as a brand

The economic or marketing concept of regions rep-
resents another approach to regions as social constructs,
which was well-marked especially in the first decade of
the new millennium. Place marketing and place branding
researchers point to the fact that regions are treated as
commodities in order to make profit (either by attracting
investors, encouraging new inhabitants to move in, or by
increasing the turnout of tourism). However, the major-
ity of regions “operate” with place branding and place
marketing strictly at the level of “selling” a region as mer-
chandise, using its brands with the aim of commodifying
and commercializing it without taking into consideration
that the two concepts must be seen as a long-term stra-
tegic, synthetic and integral, complex process. This pro-
cess, which makes part of an overall strategy of the given
region for preserving and enhancing its competitive abil-
ity, is supposed to satisfy all target groups (Anholt 2003;
Hospers 2011; Zimmerbauer 2011; Pike 2009, 2011).

Overlapping regions

Another possible generalizing stream of working with
the region as a social construct is constituted by “regional
conflict” research projects, which we expect to grow in
number in the near future. As is evident from the above,
there are increasingly more regions of diverse character
(administrative, economic and cultural; numerous tourist
regions are emerging, NUTS system regions, transborder
regions, all of them of various scale levels, etc.). Many
of these more or less spatially delimited units overlap.
Along with the changing context, many of them see their
meaning change over time. Thus, conflicts of interest
between different actors in regional initiatives become
more frequent and regional identity becomes internally
more fragmented. In addition, outward regional identity
becomes ambiguous (Kaskova, Chromy 2014).

4, Comparison of approaches: traditional and/or
reconstructed region

4.1The view presented by new regional geography

Owing to the revival of interest in regions within
regional geography and beyond, research is becom-
ing increasingly idiographic. When studying specific
regions, new regional geographers, however, strive to
reveal details on the functioning of regions, trying to
make sense of the mechanisms of their formation, trans-
formation and vanishing. Their objective is to interpret
this idiographic knowledge, as it seems at first sight, by
nomothetic means. The results of such efforts include,
for example, Anssi Paasi’s theory of institutionalization
(Paasi 1986) as well as plentiful attempts to put this into
practice (testing the region institutionalization process on
specific regions). It is thus a combination of idiographic
and nomothetic approaches.

We can, however, ask whether the existence of region-
al geography is legitimate and necessary. The pieces of
knowledge that we learn about a region (as the main
research topic) can be simply extracted from all the oth-
er systematic subdisciplines of geography, or from other
scientific fields as a whole. For example, Gordon MacLe-
od and Martin Jones (2001) claim that priority is no
longer given to only one discipline (regional geography),
as regions are consistently studied in the whole field of
geography. Regional geography is thus not necessary, but
regions are what is needed in geography (MacLeod, Jones
2001). Regional geography can still be substituted by using
regions as a delimitation of where other disciplines should
be applied. The strength of regional geography, however,
is in its complexity of synthetizing such pieces of knowl-
edge, analysing them through a perceptive approach
and allowing for the historic-geographical context of
development in the studied region. Nobody but “com-
plex” regional geographers can adopt such an approach
which is crucial to not only understanding the forma-
tion process, existence and functioning of a region, but
also to applying it, for example, in regional development.

When perceiving the region as a social construct, the
strengths of such an approach include the following:

- The nomothetic character of such an approach, which
is achieved by providing an explanation of process-
es and contexts; this is a significant methodological
contribution. Contexts and processes enable a better
understanding of functioning of regions and thus pre-
dict their future changes.

- Focus is given to those social topics, the significance of
which within the region is growing constantly.

- A greater emphasis is put on those concepts which
were neglected in regional geography in the past:
political power and the whole of politics; social dif-
ferences and social changes; global and local scale etc.
That enables a better understanding of the current
state of a region.

It is necessary to point out that weaknesses include, in
particular, the following:

- Nature is missing; there is a non-complex character;

- Too much emphasis is given to social problems.

- Weaknesses relate to, in particular, the somehow
reduced character of a region (the region is not so
complex).

- Solutions to problems in a particular region created
and suggested within new regional geography research
cannot be fully transferable to solutions of similar
problems elsewhere (due to specific conditions and
time-space context).

4.2 The view presented by traditional regional geography

Understanding a region as a social construct has some
weaknesses. It is obvious that the importance of society is
growing — and as a result the region as a social construct
is becoming more and more important. Despite that, the
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role of nature cannot be ignored (global warming, natural
hazards, etc.). Within regional differentiation, nature is
still the real power. The division of Canada into heartland
and hinterland cannot be explained only by communica-
tion connections and economic advances, as they them-
selves are a result of climatic conditions.

A different understanding of the concept of the region
is questionable. The increasing influence of reduction-
ism in regional geography may be subject to criticism.
Not only is the complexity of the region reduced, also the
social component itself (the role of excluded minorities
and different social communities is overvalued). Social
sciences and geography still reflect social reality and now
anticipate it, and they bring their own moral criteria to
this. The identity of a region and region formation, as
a theme, has been overestimated. Geography rejects tra-
dition, it is “revolutionized” A positivist “epistemologi-
cal turn” led to the formalization of the region; since the
1990s, an “ontological turn” has led to, it seems, growing
vagueness and “mistiness” of geographical texts (see the
increasing incomprehensibility of the fourth and fifth
edition of The Dictionary of Human Geography). The
traditional regional-geographical characteristics provide
a more balanced, more complex, more usable (for plan-
ning etc.) and more vivid image of a region.

As to the traditional approach (the region in the
sense of traditional geography), its strengths include the
following:

- a complex approach; well-balanced characteristics of
individual spheres and topics; a systematic approach

- focus is given to central (main) topics;

- itis “demanded” by the public (a growing demand for
regional information);.

The weaknesses of traditional regional geography
include the following:

- its descriptive character;
- little emphasis is given to society and to social topics;
- static characteristics of the region.

4.3 Towards a more complex regional geography

The development of knowledge may be perceived as
evolution, as a gradual addition of new ideas, contribu-
tions, methodologies, and procedures. Regional geogra-
phy and the concept of the region may thus include con-
tributions from spatial science as well as humanistic and
radical geographies. They may also accept contributions
from social constructivism. It is easier to understand
aregion when accepting humanistic-geographic concepts
of topophilia, topophobia (Tuan 1974), the sense of place,
and placelessness (Relph 1976); Marxists’ concepts of
social justice in the city and in rural areas (Harvey 1973);
as well as the impacts of globalization and postmodern
cultures on local environments and communities (Savage,
Bagnall, Longhurst 2005), etc.

There are strong examples of “good regional geogra-
phy” (more balanced and complex, more aimed at the

most important phenomena) in the history of geogra-
phy: Jordan’s Texas emphasized the confluence of cultures
(Jordan, Bean, Holmes 1984); Harm de Blij presented his
deep understanding of the world by applying geographi-
cal concepts to world regions (de Blij, Muller 2010). Such
regional geography can provide more complex studies of
society, as well as studies focusing better on central prob-
lems and explanation.

Dov Nir’s conception of regional geography (Nir 1990)
is based on systems theory. “Society and its physical envi-
ronment is not a dichotomy: each is part of a whole,
a system” (Nir 1990: 8). Dov Nir introduces the concept
of the region as a holon, “when viewed from the inside
it is something closed, something final and defined,
but when viewed from the outside appearing as part of
something larger” (Nir 1990: 25). Dov Nir introduces the
region as a system with phenomena that are components
of a whole, with relationships between components, and
relationships between components and their environ-
ment; system is more than the sum of its components.
And Nir’s model of a systemic region is a way to study
“hidden factors” (ibid. p. 103). Instead of providing an
exhaustive characterization of all the elements, a focus
on the central issue is proposed (Nir 1990: 39; Baranskij
1953).

The authors present several proposals that are aimed
towards better characteristics of regions:

1. Regions are complex and holistic in the sense of phys-
ical-geographical - human-geographical unity.

2. Aregion is an open system with its own structure and
relations between its parts and components as well as
relations between the region and its environment.

3. Emphasis should be laid not only on a detail descrip-
tion of the region, but also on the central issue and on
the most important phenomena.

4. Regional analysis includes all the basic geographical
spheres (natural, economic, cultural, social and politi-
cal system); sub-spheres are not a must. Social sciences
and new regional geography stress the importance of
social factors and processes; social factors and pro-
cesses (and relevant processes and actors) should be
incorporated into regional-geographical research.

5. Characteristics of a region can be made “more exact”
by including the processes, contexts and transforma-
tion, and by formulating research questions that would
lead to explanation and understanding (Kasala 2014).

6. Regional geography must be more relevant, more
practice-oriented, should fulfil public expectations
and provide vivid descriptions.
Regional-geographical characteristics may be iden-

tified by analyzing several “layers” gradually. Older

approaches, which focus on the process of transforma-
tion, are of “Vidalian style” (i.e. they see the country-
and-town symbiosis in the phases of historical succession

[Wooldridge, East 1967: 158-159]) or they are in the form

of Whittlesey’s concept of sequent occupance. Sequent

occupance of Southern California means the gradual
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transformation of the landscape in four stages: aborigi-
nal - Spanish - American - international era. Niko Lipsa-
nen’s Master’s thesis (Lipsanen 2001) offers three levels
of analysis: the naturalistic analysis of Roseau (position,
structure, function, texture); existential analysis (visiting,
dwelling, changing); and synthesis (districts of Roseau,
Roseau as a place). A triple model of place (Matlovi¢
2007) is composed of place as the filling of a part of time-
space (physical and technical sphere components); as an
arena, process — social construction (social sphere com-
ponents); and as meaning, identity (noosphere and cyber
sphere). John Agnew (2005: 89) presents an idea of three
components of place: place as a location or a site; place
as a locale (a setting for everyday activities); and place as
a sense of a place (a place of identification).

“The ultimate goal of a regional descriptive synthesis
was achieved through a thematic “layering” of subject
matter, extending from the physical environment through
several layers of human intervention” (Pudup 1987: 1) In
conclusion we would like to propose a scheme of layers of
regional-geographical analysis. The analytical part of our
research consists of three layers of analysis. The first lay-
er is the “objective region”. This layer provides an insight
(detailed information) and broad understanding (com-
parative, processual and contextual). The second layer
focuses on the personality of the region - by identifying
its specifities, its central phenomena. And the third layer
deals with subjective experience, sense of place, identity.
Those three layers enable a synthesis and provide a deep
understanding of the region. They can be a good basis for
regional development and other applications.

5. Conclusion

“Regional geography cannot divorce itself from the empiri-
cal world. If it did, it would be likely to become a bloodless
Platonic Universe of Ideas, merely producing theories for
their own sake.” (Wood 1999: 205)

“The highest form of the geographer’s art is producing good
regional geography — evocative descriptions that facilitate
an understanding and an appreciation of places, areas and
regions.” (Hart 1982: 2)

One of the contributions of regional geography is that
it defines regional differentiation and explains it. Changes
within any scientific discipline are necessary; yet chang-
es do not necessarily mean certain progress. Growth
of knowledge is an evolutionary process. Our current
knowledge is based on contributions which we “achieved”
in previous periods. Traditional as well as new regional
geography - both of them have advantages and disadvan-
tages. Each of them can benefit from the other.

A comparison of these two basic approaches to the
concept of region is one of the contributions of this
article. By comparing the two approaches the authors
present a brief proposal of a more complex approach in
regional geography, showing that these two approaches

are complementary, which is a benefit. Traditional
regional geography is more complex, as it allows a bet-
ter understanding of a region. On the other hand, new
regional geography (as an example of socio-constructivist
approach) is a contribution to geographical methodology,
because it facilitates explanation by using contexts and
processes.

In the introduction, the authors formulated several
research questions. The 1st research question was: “How
has the meaning (understanding) of the concept of the
region developed over time?” The most typical changes in
the meaning of the concept of the region included a loss
of complexity as well as shift to a more social understand-
ing. Regional geography gradually “split” into two main
directions: traditional geography and new regional geog-
raphy. The 2nd research question was: “How was the con-
cept of region perceived by significant geographers?” The
article focuses on key personalities — geographers and on
their understanding of region. Carl Ritter looked for uni-
ty within diversity, interconnections and interrelations;
for Ritter, human and physical worlds are inseparable.
Starting with Paul Vidal de la Blache, nature is perceived
as a “product of the culture”. Vidalian French regional
geography was holistic and complex. Carl Ortwin Sauer
researched the landscape (i.e., region) by applying a mor-
phological analysis which was composed of both analy-
ses: analysis of the natural landscape and analysis of the
cultural landscape. Richard Hartshorne understands the
region as a unique area and as a mental construct. Hart-
shorne’s chorology is typical of his strong character of unity.

The traditional understanding of the region under-
went changes in its meaning in mid-twentieth centu-
ry. Derwent Whittlesey (1954) understands a region as
a formal region; and geography;, as a spatial science, leav-
ing the idea of a unique region completely behind, and
investigating regional patterns, regularities, and interac-
tions. Anssi Paasi and other representatives of the new
regional geography understand the region as a social con-
struct. The concept of the region presented by the Israeli
geographer Dov Nir (1990) is based on systems theory.
The authors identify the most important strengths and
weaknesses (research question No. 3: What were the
weaknesses and strengths of the main approaches?). The
region as a social construct has advantages: a nomothetic
approach with explanation based on processes and con-
texts; a strong emphasis on political and social themes;
weaknesses (disadvantages) are the problem of transfera-
bility of solutions from one region to others; a non-com-
plex character due to leaving out nature. The strengths
of the traditional concept of a region are its complex and
systematic approach; focus is given to central (main) top-
ics, while the weaknesses of this traditional understand-
ing of a region are its descriptive character and the static
characteristics of the region with little emphasis placed
on society. The 4th research question was: “What are the
main contributions of the main approaches?” The main
advantages as and contributions of the traditional concept



216  AUCGeographica

of a region include complexity and a focus on the main
phenomena and specifities of region. The main contribu-
tions of new regional geography (the region understood
as a social construct) include a greater emphasis given
to social topics and methodological contributions (pro-
cesses, contexts). The answer to the last research question
(“How can the positive aspects of the two approaches
be used when characterizing a region?”) leads us to an
attempt to find more optimal characteristics of a region.

As analyzed in the last part of the article, a more
complex regional geography is based on systems theory
(Nir 1990), a holistic complex understanding of a region
(Nir 1990) as well as a socially produced and reproduced
region (Gilbert 1988; Paasi 1986), and thus uses also new
methodologies focused on processes and contexts (John-
ston, Sidaway 2004). “Layering” of the research (see also
Lipsanen 2001; Matlovi¢ 2007; Agnew 2005; Pudup 1987,
1988) provides a deeper understanding of a region. The
authors present “a model” with three layers of analysis,
which include three ways of understanding (verstehen):
1) an “objective” region with comparative, processual and
contextual understanding; 2) the personality of a region
understood through its specifities, central phenomena;
3) the subjective meaning of a region understood through
its identity, sense of place and subjective experience.
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ABSTRACT

The aim in the article is to conceptualize the general foundations of research on the importance of
regional symbolism in the process of region and regional identity formation. The article is founded
on a critical analysis of works pertaining not only to the field of the new regional geography, but
also to the field of regional marketing and/or branding, sociology, and semiology. The authors
focus on meanings attributed to symbols and symbolism in literature, and observe which
elements are viewed as regional symbols and how these symbols contribute to the process of
regional development and institutionalization, especially in the formation of its symbolic shape.
They examine the thematic and theoretical grounds, looking at identity, regional identity, and
regional institutionalization. Next, regional symbols are defined and classified according to their
types and forms, and their importance in the process of regional formation and
institutionalization is discussed. The results show that symbols of any type can play an important
role in a region’s marketing, and become the key image associated with a region. The authors
conclude that regional symbols are a significant feature of the formation of a region and its
identity, both outwardly (the external image of a region) and inwardly (concerning the
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Introduction

In recent decades we have witnessed dynamic transform-
ations of the regional system. Globalization has been
changing the nature of regions as locally bound, visible,
static, and clearly delimited entities (Pred 1986; Massey
1995; Allen et al. 1998), and these transformations
have become the focus of research interests in the field
of the new regional geography' (Thrift 1983; Knight
1984; Paasi 1986; Gilbert 1988; Murphy 1991; Beynon
& Hudson 1993; MacLeod 1998; Schmitt-Egner 2002;
Claval 2007). A ‘region’ (on any hierarchical-scale
level) can be defined as a socio-spatial process, a socially
formed entity, and a social construction based primarily
on people’s relationship to the environment (natural,
material and social); it can also be defined as the quality
of the regional milieu (Murphy 1991; Paasi 2002; Paasi
2010; Semian 2016). It is therefore logical that solving
problems concerning regions and regional identity for-
mation is becoming an integral part of regional develop-
ment strategies (van Houtum & Lagendijk 2001;
Raagmaa 2002; Allmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones 2006;

Smith 2006; Paasi 2013; Semian & Chromy 2014). Prac-
titioners of the new regional geography have become
increasingly interested in regional identities (including
their extent, form, mechanism of formation, transform-
ation, and regional identity bearers) and in a region’s
image, as well as the related presentation and represen-
tation of regions (Paasi 1986; Zimmerbauer & Paasi
2013).

The formation, reproduction and decline of regions
(Zimmerbauer 2011; Messely et al. 2014; Paiil & Haslam
McKenzie 2015) are frequently discussed in the context
of institutionalization of region theory (Paasi 1986). In
studies of the separate phases of the institutionalization
of regions, emphasis has so far been predominantly
placed on their delimitation (Frisvoll & Rye 2009;
Semian 2012), on the role of institutions (Paasi & Zim-
merbauer 2012) or on research into awareness about a
region, both internally and externally (Paasi 2009; Sifta
& Chromy 2014). The formation of the symbolic shape
of regions, especially their names (Sorlin 1999; Simon
et al. 2010; Jordan 2012; Semian et al. 2016), has thus
far been only partially explored (Fornds 2012). There
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has been limited attention paid to other symbols (Sifta &
Chromy 2014; Sifta 2016). The scope of the research
studies includes, for example, commodification of sym-
bols or, more precisely, the use of symbolism in applied
regional marketing and/or branding (Hospers 2011;
Kagkova & Chromy 2014; Medway & Warnaby 2014).

Research into symbolism and its role in the process of
region formation is still at its initial stage. In connection
with the emancipation of regions of various sizes or with
the emergence of brand new regions, we can observe the
production of new symbolism, especially the graphic
symbolism (e.g. emblems, coats of arms, flags, and
logos). Often, the new symbolism does not take full
advantage of the potential of existing symbols, nor does
it reflect the symbols that a region’s communities consider
as their own (Sifta 2016). Therefore, we cannot unequivo-
cally know what the role of symbolism is in the process of
formation of regional awareness and regions, what sort of
meanings are attributed to it, or to what extent it serves the
actors in region formation as a tool for the exercise of con-
trol or their relationships of power.

In this article, we aim to conceptualize the general foun-
dations of research on the importance of regional symbolism
in the process of region and regional identity formation in
the context of Anssi Paasi’s theory of the institutionalization
of regions (Paasi 1986; 2003; 2010). We discuss the role of
symbolism in the formation and transformation of both
regional identities and identities of a region. We focus on
the classification of symbols and aim to comprehend their
functions in regional development. Specifically, we seek
answers to the following questions:

1. What meanings does literature (especially from the
field of new regional geography, regional marketing
and branding, and sociology) attribute to symbols
and symbolism in relation to the process of region
and regional identity formation?

2. What elements are viewed as regional symbols?

3. To what extent does regional symbolism contribute to
the process of regional institutionalization, and
mainly to the formation of its symbolic shape?

4. Can regional symbolism be regarded as an activating
agent in regional and local development?

This article is founded on a critical analysis of works
pertaining not only to the field of the new regional
geography, but also to that of regional marketing and
branding as well as sociology. It provides a review and
examination of a multidisciplinary set of literature deal-
ing with concepts that take regional symbolism into
account (Fig. 1). We analyse, compare and discuss key
findings from the selected studies of the role of symbo-
lism in the region formation process.
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Fig. 1. Key concepts of research on regional symbols
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Identity

Many academic disciplines have focused on identity in
the sense of sameness, identification or accordance,
and belonging together (Burke & Stets 2009). Largely
under the influence of empiricism, identity became a
philosophical-psychological category through which the
issues of an individual’s level of self-awareness, the
emancipation of mankind, and the individualization of
society began to be discussed in the social sciences (e.g.
by Dubow 2009). In connection with the formation of
modern nations in the 19th century, the concept of iden-
tity was first widened within politics, and later within
sociology, religious studies, anthropology and ethics
(Dubow 2009). Researchers from various scientific disci-
plines have looked into the different roles of identity in
the process of formation and transformation of both
the individual and society (Keating 1998; Riukulehto
2015). If an individual identifies with a certain insti-
tution, a social role or a space in which they live, it will
reinforce their conviction about the meaningfulness of
the object they identify with, but also their subjective
feelings of belonging, and will develop their self-concept
(Raagmaa 2002).

One of the reasons why specialized discussions about
identity and identification are often divided is that the
aims of the above-mentioned social science disciplines
are very different. The concept of identity has been
become pluralized due to globalization and the spread
of multicultural societies. Excessive use of the term can
be observed, partly related to the obscuration or misap-
prehension of its meaning (Brunner 1987). However,
the necessity to perceive identity as a phenomenon that
is significantly involved in the transformation of society
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has increased (Kohli 2000). This is why we can note an
abundance of various concepts as well as approaches to
its study, many of which are efficiently employed even
in the new regional geography (Gilbert 1988; Murphy
1991; Henderson 2009).

The new regional geography works primarily on the
premise that identity is an ever-changing social process
that is continuously confronted with diverse social actors
(Paasi 1986; 2010), and is one of the sources of both
human knowledge and action, having a strong emotional
charge interconnecting an individual’s interior life and
the discursive exterior. Besides individual identity man-
ifested through inclusion of a person in the world they
live in, collective identity is also of great importance
for the development of both society and the individual.
Collective identity addresses a sense of collective self-
awareness of a group, emphasizing the similitudes and
shared attributes through which the group’s members
become united. Those attributes are related to culture,
ethnicity, religion, and spatiality (Hidalgo & Herndndez
2001; Jordan 2012).

For the individual identity and the collective identity,
the context of the time and space in which they arise and
form is essential. The individual and the collective iden-
tities are identical and not interchangeable; they ‘con-
nect’ inwardly and ‘divide’ outwardly (Chromy et al.
2009). Identity, both individual and collective alike, is
dynamic and changing, influenced by the environment
in which we are born, formed and transformed by our
education, the mass media, and our life experience
(Tomaney 2007; Paasi 2013). All its manifestations and
forms intertwine, and mutually affect and complement
one another, but also exclude or contradict one another
(Paasi 2009; Semian 2015).

Academic interest in identities increased particularly
after the ‘cultural turn’ in the early 1970s (Berger &
Luckmann 1967, Barnett 1998; 2009; Crang 1998; Cas-
tells 2004). ‘Humanistic geographers’ placed man at the
centre of geographic perception, studying the earth as
the home of people (Tuan 1990). The issues of identity,
meanings and symbols thus became the main focus of
cultural geography (Valentine 2001). Identities, includ-
ing the mechanism of their formation and transform-
ation, are also constituted by the geographical position
of a region or perspectives on its development (Raagmaa
2001; Paasi 2013).

In a spatial context, people’s relationship with the
region they inhabit is the key aspect forming both indi-
vidual and collective identity. An individual will natu-
rally have a close connection to the space in which
they live, and will experience an affiliation with a particu-
lar region or a regional community (Coates 2015). As the
sphere of a person’s ordinary life, space is defined as a

place (Paasi 1986; 2002), a ‘home’, and as a dynamic
individual category with a specific meaning. In the
absence of any delimitations, such a space is based on
personal experience and relationships, and may include
various levels of hierarchy or scale. By contrast, space
defined as an administrative, ethnic, cultural, or other-
wise delimited territorial unit is usually denoted either
as a region or as a micro-region and locality (Zimmer-
bauer & Paasi 2013).

Region is a general category, both objective and col-
lective, and comprises, for example, geographical, his-
torical, cultural, linguistic, and social aspects. Region is
presented through specific and unifying aspects. Its exist-
ence, which is long-standing in contrast to the category
of ‘place’, is closely related to the influence of society.
It is perceived as a partial geographical system with a
‘collective dimension’. Every region is a social construct,
and therefore it cannot only be constructed or recon-
structed by society, but also deconstructed by it (Paasi
2002; 2010).

Regional identity

The space in which an individual’s everyday life takes
place, along with its specific natural and/or cultural con-
ditions, economic conditions and historical develop-
ment, and along with the differentiation between ‘we’
and the ‘others’ thus serves as a foundation for the for-
mation of ‘regional identity’. According to Castells
(2010), three basic ‘principles’ are used in the construc-
tion of a regional identity: legitimizing identity, resist-
ance identity, and project identity. Legitimizing identity
helps to form a civil society, resistance identity contrib-
utes to the development of civil communities, and project
identity contributes to the formation of subjects who
endeavour to transform social structures (Castells
2010). Both place and region, as well as time, can thus
be described as the pillars of regional identity, expressing
the degree of people’s sense of belonging to the region
they live in (Paasi 2010). Regional identity is the image
of a region in the minds of citizens residing inside and
outside that particular region, and of a comprehensively
conceived spatial and temporal continuity of changes
within the region (Semian 2012). It tends to be associated
with the ‘sense of place’ concept, meaning people’s per-
ceptions of places (Relph 1976; Tuan 1977), or with
the perception of landscapes (Tuan 1990).

Collective regional identity

Regional identity, presented as ideas about the region and
itsimage, as well as collective awareness of that region (i.e.a
set of experiences, feelings and visions shared by a regional
community), influences the development of society.



It encourages social and economic development of the
region and its communities (and is constituted by them),
playing the primary role in the formation of both individ-
ual and collective awareness. Furthermore, regional iden-
tity simultaneously serves as a tool for gaining political
power and a kind of a ‘defence’ against globalization
(Meyer & Geschiere 1999; Paasi 2013). In addition, as a
motivating factor, regional identity fosters the integration
of regions into vaster structures without exposing them
to the risk of losing the particularities of their
identification.

Regions that can present themselves through their
natural and cultural richness, social stability, and strong
collective awareness, have all the prerequisites necessary
for a dynamic development and their way is paved for
economic and social success (Stissner 2002). Regional
identity is therefore used not only in everyday practices
of regional management, administration, presentation,
and in regional marketing and branding (Karavatzis &
Ashworth 2005; Kaskovd & Chromy 2014; Semian &
Chromy 2014), but also for the purpose of surmounting
socio-economic and sociocultural problems. It concur-
rently affects the political thinking of citizens, their social
positions, and their activities (Keating 1998; Raagmaa
2002). A prospering region makes use of social capital
in order to encourage local inhabitants to become
involved in local events, thereby mobilizing and
strengthening their identities while weakening others
(Bourdieu 1980; 1989; 1991). This process either takes
place in a completely natural way or it can be led as a tar-
geted action through the mediation of power relation-
ships (e.g. when removing the source of a ‘negative
identity’). Participation in development and planning
processes strengthens the sense of ‘we’ and ‘ours’, motiv-
ating people to assume responsibility for their region
(Putnam 1993). Various levels of regional identity com-
pete with one another on a number of counts (e.g. local
identity versus European identity) and often even
exclude one another. Despite this fact or because of it,
we can witness the reinforcement of regional identities.

The concept of regional identity can be described
through several dimensions (essence versus construct,
objective versus subjective, being versus becoming, same-
ness versus difference, or static versus dynamic) (van 't
Klooster et al. 2002). According to Keating (1998), the fol-
lowing three dimensions can be distinguished:

1. cognitive — the way people are aware of a particular
region and its limits as a necessity to distinguish it
from others

2. emotional - the way people perceive their region and
the extent to which it provides a framework for a
shared identity
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3. instrumental - the way a region is used to mobilize
common action in order to achieve political and
other objectives.

Individual regional identity

The second dimension is constituted by an individual’s
regional identity, an expression of an individual’s identi-
fication with a particular region, an individual’s relation-
ship to the region they inhabit, and a reflection of that
region in their mind and memory that is primarily
grounded in subjective experience and feelings. Individ-
ual regional identity is founded upon four basic prin-
ciples that people use to create their identity: (1) self-
other differentiation on the basis of the space in which
people live; (2) awareness of the continuity of their
lives in a particular region; (3) pride in the region
where they live their lives; and (4) satisfaction of people’s
needs in and through the region (Gustafson 2001).
People delimit the space they inhabit depending on
their requirements, but in addition to a region, a person
also needs a society. As time passes by, a person thus
identifies themself in relation to both the region and
the community that inhabits it (Terlouw 2012; Vainikka
2012; 2015).

The resultant regional awareness and individual iden-
tity is made up of the regional identity of the inhabitants,
reflecting their experience of communality on the one
hand, and their individual viewing of their region’s spe-
cificities and distinctions on the other hand. What is of
relevance to this latter identity, is its shaping through
time, considering that the past matters more than the
present. Regional identity is conserved within the collec-
tive memory of groups, a complex social construction
governed by the rhythm of large-scale social and histori-
cal processes (Truc 2011; Sery 2014; Semian 2015) and
part of collective awareness.

Image of a region

The external image of a region (i.e. how it is perceived by
those who live outside it) is designated as the image of
the region, or less frequently as the ‘external identity of
a region’ (Paasi 2000). It arises from the external and
internal, objective and subjective image of the region,
and is equally influenced by regional awareness and
identity (Paasi 1986). The external image of a region is
a representation of the region in the minds of its inhabi-
tants, but primarily of those who either visit it regularly
or know it indirectly. The image of a region is formed
under the influence of general and specific processes
delimited in space and time, and varies within gener-
ations (Chromy et al. 2009; Sery & Simdcek 2012). The
image of a region is directly contingent upon changes
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in the region’s significance for society and for the
region’s communities and individuals.

As social constructs shared by a broad public (Zim-
merbauer 2011), both regional identity and the identity
of a region have a collective dimension, so it is necessary
to understand and consider them, even though a region’s
objective (i.e. physical and material) structure exists,
regardless of the way the region is represented, depicted,
expressed or experienced (Popper 1972). Regional iden-
tity — a regional brand or a regional image - can be gen-
erated by an initiative from the inside towards the
outside, as well as from the outside towards the inside
of a region, although it is a complex two-way, long-
term process that is not easy to accomplish successfully
(Zimmerbauer 2011). From this perspective, the for-
mation of regional identity and identity of a region are
virtually identical processes, in the course of which
regional boundaries, symbols and institutions are estab-
lished (Paasi 2003). Regions are thus formed primarily
through their representations and the symbolization of
their specifics, singularities that strengthen their inner
unity and distinguish them from the ‘outside’ (Duncan
& Ley 1993; Simon et al. 2010). While regional identity
is concrete, based on community and relationships
within it, the identity of a region, based on the region’s
presentation, is abstract and symbolic. Nevertheless,
regional identity and identity of a region overlap (Zim-
merbauer 2011).

The main features of regional identity and identity of
a region are opinions and views concerning the notion
and vision of a particular region. People’s conviction of
a region’s value and importance is expressed also by
their evaluation of the region and regional symbolism.
The specific characteristics attributed to it by both the
inhabitants and visitors are mostly assessed positively
by the region’s residents. The latter make efforts to for-
mulate, develop, preserve, strengthen, cultivate, and use
their vision of their region in order to distinguish it, as
well as for its benefit.

If a change occurs in the conditions under which
regional identity and identity of a region have thus far
been forming, the character and intensity of regional
identity and identity of a region will change too. If, for
example, the bearers of historical memory disappear
(due to demographic transformations, the weakening
of traditions, or adoption of foreign cultural patterns),
identity will be redefined or will weaken or vanish.
There may even be an imaginary conflict of identities
when a region’s identity is reflective of specific imprints
of the original inhabitants (Conzen 2014) and symbols
(Cosgrove & Daniels 1988), to which newcomers ascribe
different meanings. In the ‘we’ versus ‘others’ dichotomy,
newcomers do not identify themselves with the symbols,

nor do they interpret them in a different manner or even
condemn them (Moore & Whelan 2012).

Regional institutionalization

The formation of regional identity is closely tied to the
process of institutionalization of a region (Paasi 1986),
during which the region is formed as a unit that is clearly
identifiable in different spatial and social spheres (Paasi
2000). Four phases of regional institutionalization can
be distinguished that may be synchronized, but need
not be completed or directly follow one another (Paasi
1986; Frisvoll & Rye 2009; Messely et al. 2014). At first,
the region acquires a spatial shape and its frontiers are
delimited (e.g. on the basis of historical lands and ethno-
logical and cultural bonds) both administratively and
perceptually (Semian 2012). The region’s symbolic
shape, presented through its name, symbolism and the
image building process, is formed during the second
phase of regional institutionalization (Paasi 1986; Sorlin
1999; Sifta 2016). Regional institutions and organiz-
ations, such as self-governments, media, schools,
museums, information centres, development agencies,
and micro-regional and regional associations of munici-
palities, are founded during the third phase of institutio-
nalization (Paasi 1986; Kaskova & Chromy 2014; Semian
et al. 2016). In the fourth and final phase, the region is
solidly anchored in both space and people’s awareness
alike, and its role is clearly defined even in broader
socio-spatial structures, such as within the framework
of a hierarchically superior unit, a state or the EU
(Paasi 1986; 2009).

Some geographers have broadened Paasi’s theory with
what they call the ‘fifth phase’, reflecting the situation of
a region once the institutionalization process is over
(Raagmaa 2002; Zimmerbauer 2011). Their outline of
the possible further development of regions shows that
no region remains unchanged, even after it has ‘perma-
nently’ entered people’s awareness. On the one hand,
the region continues to renew, renovate, and physically
and symbolically transform itself, depending on chan-
ging conditions (economic, social, cultural and others).
On the other hand, ‘deinstitutionalization’ occurs, pro-
ducing new circumstances (e.g. changes in local admin-
istration) under which the region vanishes, disappearing
from the regional structure (Paasi 1991; Paasi &
Zimmerbauer 2012). Nevertheless, the region exists in
people’s minds, as do its frontiers, whether relict or his-
torical-geographical (Chromy et al. 2009). Because iden-
tity (in all forms) varies over time, it, too, is confronted
with deinstitutionalization, chiefly induced by external
influences (e.g. decisions by higher regional structures).
Sooner or later, all regions have to adapt, restructure,



or transform their identity (both internal and external)
according to current social conditions (Zimmerbauer
2011).

The nature of formation of a region’s symbolic
shape: regional symbols and symbolism

One of the phases of regional institutionalization is the
formation of its ‘symbolic shape’. Within this phase,
the region acquires a name and its regional symbolism
is created. The formation of regional symbolism is
mainly grounded in the region’s historical memory and
present reality, but also in misapprehensions or preju-
dices (Paasi 1986). The region acquires its ‘symbolic
shape’, and becomes identifiable not only through its
spatial demarcation, but also through its official or ver-
nacular name (Semian et al. 2016), and by having its
singularities (historical roots, particularities and tra-
ditions) put on record. The process of symbolic shape
formation permits the effect of a number of cultural,
social, political, economic, objective, and subjective fac-
tors, most of which take on a symbolic form (Paasi
1986). For the purpose of analysing a region’s symbolic
shape, it is therefore necessary to define what symbols
may represent it (after having defined ‘symbol’), what
the types of regional symbols are, and what role they
play in forming regional identity.

Symbol

A symbol can be perceived as a graphic sign with a rich
meaning or tradition that often has a strong emotional
charge and a ‘force’ to maintain the social cohesion of a
group, evoking its exclusiveness and common origins. It
presents itself as a graphic, pictorial or verbal indication
of an idea, expressing a phenomenon in a figurative
sense. In contrast to a sign that directly represents the
meaning of a message, a symbol expresses an indirect rep-
resentation (O’Connell et al. 2007). A symbol fulfils the
role of an identification sign, bearing a hidden sense
that is evident to the group of its users and connects its
members (Bourdieu 1989). All symbols and their use are
permeated with their principal function: they are means
of uniting, communicating, and presenting human experi-
ence or impression. A symbol is a material, visual object
that represents what is intangible and invisible; it symbo-
lizes a particular value (Monnet 2011).

Every region has its own ‘content’ that can be
expressed through symbols, depending on the sense the
content will acquire during the historical and social
development wherein symbolic meaning is formed (e.g.
a factory can temporarily symbolize progress, production
and employment, but also exploitation or environmental
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pollution, joblessness and economic decline). It is, how-
ever, always true that every region has its specific sym-
bolic dimension (Monnet 2011). When any particular
component of a region (such as a statue, building,
river, or name) is endowed with a meaning, it becomes
a bearer or mediator of an idea, feeling or value; it may
also acquire value as a regional symbol (i.e. typical of
the region). If such a symbol is shared by the majority
of members of the regional community, it will remain
recognizable to the inhabitants both within the commu-
nity and outside it, since it is rooted in tangible reality — a
concrete object usually independent of the meaning
assigned to it by society.

Most symbols are based on the region’s traditions,
reflecting its singularities and particularities, and empha-
sizing the importance and sovereignty of the region they
represent (Semian et al. 2016; Sifta 2016). Regional sym-
bols allow people to identify themselves with the space in
which they live more easily, while serving as an external
representation of the region they inhabit. Symbols are of
greater importance to those who live in close neighbour-
hoods (e.g. in case of spatial symbols) and of less impor-
tance to people who live in remoter areas. The only
exception are those symbols with a significance that
goes beyond the boundaries of the region they represent,
granting them a higher importance (e.g. at the national
level), or symbols that are comprehensible to those
who no longer live in that region. Emotional engagement
and the ability to comprehend a symbol are differen-
tiated, too (Monnet 2011). For an individual, a rationally
accepted symbol is less important than one that epitom-
izes their inner feelings and enhances the subjective
impression of the region in where they grew up, started
a family, made friends, and took root, or the locality of
which they are proud, despite being aware of its imper-
fections (Tuan 1990).

Regional symbols, just as identity, can be individual
and collective, social (symbolizing a community) and
spatial (regional symbols and regional community).
Their aggregate, defined as symbolism (of a region, or
regional), cannot arise ex nihilo but always originates
from the elements that are available in a particular
region, thereby delimiting and distinguishing itself
from other regions through its symbolism (Bourdieu
1991). As well as its ability to bring people together,
regional symbolism can also strengthen or weaken
regional identity and identity of a region (Monnet 2011).

Symbols and symbolism: potential for the
formation of regional identity

Symbols and symbolism play an important role during
the process of regional identity formation. Since they
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represent both the physical and social environment, they
allow and facilitate an understanding of the reality and
interaction of actors (Burke 2004). Additionally, symbols
serve to mediate the relations between space, power, and
identity (Paasi 2013). Given the disparate experience and
knowledge of the region, they can be viewed differently
by people living inside and outside the region. Symbols
may contain phenomena that are current but have not
yet acquired the character of a symbol. The inner struc-
ture of symbolism at various scales varies too. Whereas
regional (i.e. county or microregional) symbolism tends
to be simpler, clearer and more legible (thereby uniting
and enhancing internal communality of a region’s
inhabitants) than local symbolism, the latter is mainly
constituted by a multifarious mosaic of unique elements
(Sifta 2016). It is more complex, often less easily compre-
hensible, and burdened with tradition, prejudices or just
divergent views of things, reflecting, for example, genera-
tional, ethnic, political or social divides.

Symbols can be interpreted in many distinctive ways
when it comes to the divergent stances held by people
living within and outside a particular region (Paasi
2013). The interpretation of regional symbolism also
depends on the distance from which people perceive
the region (including in senses other than physical dis-
tance). In these terms, Rijnks & Strijker (2013) examined
perceptions of regional image (which is closely related to
regional symbolism). They discuss processes of ‘other-
ing’, through which people distinguish themselves from
each other (based on a particular level of self-regional
identity of them, and on their consciousness with
the region) and ‘stereotyping’ based on the level of
people’s knowledge about the region or their direct
experience of the region, related to and limited by, for
example, media and school education (Sifta & Chromy
2014).

The way regional symbols are perceived changes, as
does the values orientation of society (e.g. a castle or
dam are symbols with meanings that vary depending
on the viewpoint of the person considering their position
within a definite historical context). Some symbols that
refer to the past may be interpreted inconsistently
when their meaning shifts or alters in new social contexts
(Sifta 2016). Any regional symbol can become the object
of conflict between various interest groups (such as a dis-
pute over divergent interpretations of symbols in recolo-
nized areas, or the ambivalent relation to symbolism
representing diverse totalitarian regimes). For these
reasons, ‘universal’ elements (e.g. accentuation of land-
scape heritage) with the potential for integrating a
region’s communities while bolstering their identity
tend to be applied more broadly in newly formed symbo-
lisms (Sifta & Chromy 2014; Sifta 2016).

A region’s symbolism, as well as regional identity dis-
course (Paasi, 2013), is part of the relationships of power
in any given region, which are influenced or modified by
various regional actors (Frisvoll & Rye 2009). Through
their diverse activities (political, economic, cultural),
but also by way of interventions into public spaces (e.g.
construction of buildings; cf. flagship buildings described
by Andersson 2014a), regional actors compose the ‘sym-
bolic capital’ of their region, either when striving to
accentuate and ‘improve’ it, or when they frequently
manipulate a regional symbol while strengthening their
position (Bourdieu 1980; Monnet 2011). Simon et al.
(2010) and other scholars (e.g. Frisvoll & Rye 2009;
Paasi 2013; Sifta 2016) discuss the strong position of
regional development actors in the creation of regional
symbolism and thus also of the regional identity and
regional image. Additionally, Messely et al. (2014) stress
the role of ‘ordinary people’ in the process of regional
identity formation.

It can be argued that regional symbolism is formed on
a similar principle as regional identity and regional insti-
tutionalization. In other words, regional symbolism is
both formed by and forms regional identity as well as
regional institutionalization, which are reciprocal pro-
cesses (Zimmerbauer 2011). Some interventions into
‘traditional’ symbolism have a positive impact on a
region’s identity and image, and on local life, whereas
others, regardless of whether they are purposeful or
unintentional, have a negative effect (Sifta 2016).

Types and forms of regional symbols

Regional symbols can be viewed from the perspective of
syntax (relations among symbols), pragmatics (relation
between a symbol and its user) and semantics (linguistic
and factual meaning of symbols); we can study the caus-
ality of their formation, transformations of their content
and meaning, and the relationship of actors to them.
Symbols of regions are described, depicted, classified,
and presented in many different ways, and in terms of
their content and nature (Fig. 2), such symbols can be
classified as identifying (regional name), natural, land-
scape, historical, socio-economic, or sociocultural (Sifta
& Chromy 2014; Semian et al. 2016; Sifta 2016).

The name of a region often acquires the value of a
symbol, fulfilling several functions: it provides the region
with an individual character (thereby guaranteeing
its identification), determines its historical continuity inde-
pendently of the changes of its spatial demarcation, delimits
its region, and connects it to the past. Due to its name, a
region is identified, concretized, and acquires a ‘face’
(Simon et al. 2010). In possessing a significant emotional
charge, it is a synonym for ‘home’, for local people.
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Knowledge of the etymology of the name of a region will
evoke its historical heritage as well as its symbolic
predetermination.

In addition to names, the other dominant symbols
include those related to nature and landscape, which
reflect the physical environment with a social content
(Sifta & Chromy 2014). Often, the highest summits or sig-
nificant peaks, rock formations, caves, bodies of water or
watercourses become the symbols of a region (Fig. 3).
Since they have great potential for forming regional iden-
tity, landmarks are frequently known beyond the bound-
aries of a particular region (e.g. a tourist destination
representing an area), and are linked to local traditions,
legends or songs, which themselves constitute other sym-
bols (immaterial and/or intangible).

A region can also be symbolized by its geographical
position (e.g. borderland or peripheral) and climatic con-
ditions (e.g. mountain climate). Symbolic meaning is
often given to concrete natural heritage and richness,
specific fauna and flora, forests, and even geological
elements. We have examined perceptions of symbols of
nature and landscape symbols, and their role in regional
identity formation in an earlier publication (Sifta &
Chromy 2014). S6rlin (1999) describes landscape as sym-
bolic and mental categories created by society, and under-
standing of landscape as a key element for an articulation
of a region and its identity (i.e. its image). Establishing
new regional development initiatives (e.g. geoparks) can
help to create a new regional symbol. The establishment
of such an institution assumes the activity of local people
(with initiatives ‘from below’) and through the institution
the relationship of local people to the region (and in this
case its landscape) is formed and strengthened (Ctvera-
kovd et al. 2016). Closely related to a region’s natural
potential is economic symbolism (e.g. traditional agricul-
ture or specific local crafts).

Another major group of symbols comprises cultural
and historical symbols grounded in social and cultural
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activities and human action, such as performances at
festivals, concerts, and exhibitions (Crang 1999; Shin
2004). They may include architectural features, tour-
ism destinations, cultural heritage, diverse manifes-
tations of human activity, and even the general
atmosphere of a region, its security situation, ethnic
composition, or belonging to a certain ethnographic
area. People’s awareness of their historical belonging
to the region they inhabit or their collective memory
of a region is helpful for the formation of a symbolic
shape (Paasi 1986; Tomaney & Ward 2000; Paasi
2013; Sifta 2016). This part of memory preserves the
social phenomena through which a region has been
formed.

People can sense the spiritual values of the landscape
in which they live, be aware of its past, and be proud of
their region’s traditions. With the use of symbols refer-
ring to its history (e.g. commemorations of important
events, personalities, habits, or oral culture), they may
strive to revive and preserve the values and traditions,
and thereby reinforce their bonds to the space they inha-
bit, boost their awareness of historical continuity, and
develop historical cognizance.

In terms of form, regional symbols can be divided into
graphic (ideograms, labels, mathematical symbols, logos,
emblems, and flags), verbal (greetings, phrasal idioms,
names and gesticulation), pictorial (photographs), spatial
(mountains, heritage trees, monument, but also ges-
tures), or abstract (e.g. ethnicity, religion, ideological
movement, legends, and myths) (Fig. 2). Regional sym-
bols can also be distinguished according to the degree
of their extension in space or their anchoring in people’s
awareness. Some symbols have an established and wide-
spread meaning, whereas others have more meanings,
depending on the way they are interpreted (i.e. time
and space context, historical context, and discourse)
(De Cillia et al. 1999). Moreover, some symbols are
unambiguous and clearly ‘legible’, whereas others are
less lucid.

Graphic regional symbols

We use the term ‘graphic regional symbol’ to designate
simplified, visually designed symbols of a region or its
part, such as emblems, coats of arms, flags, or logos.
Graphic symbols reflect a region’s characteristics, and
accentuate the importance and independency of the
region they represent (Sifta 2016). By using a schematic
representation of a region’s typical features, graphic sym-
bols are intended to offer an as accurate and convincing
image of the region as possible. Therefore, graphic sym-
bols have a high informational value, which unfortu-
nately, is somewhat neglected.
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Fig. 3. Hotel and transmitter Jestéd on the top of the same-named hill above the Liberec city (Source: Public Opinion Research Center,
Institute of Sociology of the Czech Academy of Sciences 2012) (Photo: Josef Porkert, 7 January 2017)

The aggregate of graphic regional symbols (i.e.
graphic symbolism) can be based on tradition and simple
reproduction of symbols, or it can be endowed with a
meaning reflecting the present. Actors of local and
regional development (e.g. marketing and/or branding,
tourism, development agencies, media, and education)
may interpret graphic symbols ‘merely’ as the key com-
ponent of the presentation of their own activity, or as a
representation of a particular region (e.g. municipality,
microregional  organization, and self-government
region), not as a symbol of the whole region (Fig. 4). A
case study of local actors in the Liberec Region, Czechia,
shows that municipal councillors viewed graphic sym-
bols primarily as a tool for reinforcing local identity,
while microregional and regional graphic symbolism
was — besides its ‘unifying’ and regional community-
forming role - a ‘bearer of tidings’ beyond a region’s
frontiers (i.e. marketing, branding, good brand, and posi-
tive image) (Sifta 2016).

Individual types of graphic symbols differ in their
function (e.g. they are representative of regions, or
serve as sale labels or identifiers of institutions), sig-
nificance (e.g. reinforce the region’s image or regional
marketing and branding - see the next section, under
the heading ‘Regional symbolism in regional market-
ing and branding’) and design (e.g. a logo, emblem

or flag). The point of creating new graphic symbols
of regions is to express schematically the aspect of
valuable elements that serve to present and represent
a region by accentuating its most distinctive character-
istics, specifics and singularities, and thereby empha-
size its uniqueness and distinguish it from other
regions (Simon et al. 2010; Zimmerbauer 2011).
Nevertheless, the information capacities of graphic
symbols are frequently limited by a person’s knowl-
edge and their ability to interpret the primary meaning
of the symbol used in a graphic design, such as when a
landmark symbolizes a region, its graphic depiction in
an emblem or logo will most likely be perceived in a
positive way provided that it is easily comprehensible
and transparent. For example, Je$téd is perceived as
the most significant symbol of the Liberec Region
(a self-government region in Czechia, level NUTS 3
(Eurostat n.d.)) (Fig. 3), Therefore, the viability and
power of graphic regional symbols are directly tied
to the ways in which a society forms, perceives and
shares them (Sifta 2016).

A graphic symbol that is aesthetic and has a content
value will be acceptable to a region’s inhabitants, and
will thus fulfils its function. It can usefully represent a
particular region, considerably conducing to the for-
mation of its symbolic shape.
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Symbols and symbolism of a region in the
process of its institutionalization and regional
development

Region, regional identity, symbols and symbolism are
social constructions generated and transformed by
those who represent a region or regional community,
namely actors and representatives of public power sys-
tems or public, corporate and private spheres (Frisvoll
& Rye 2009; Paasi 2013). Regional actors not only have
their own motivation or vision, but also their tools and
possibilities to exert influence on a given region and
public opinion, and thereby contribute to the for-
mation of a sense of community, belonging, unity or
consensus in the region of their activity and to the
region’s image. As bearers of power, regional actors
are in the position of those who can form a society
and its identity while manipulating its objective struc-
ture (Bourdieu 1991). Their involvement in the process
of regional institutionalization 1is therefore non-
negligible (Paasi 2013).

Regional symbolism formation

Regional development actors take part in the formation
of a region’s symbolic shape as active users, promoters
and ‘makers’ of regional symbolism. Although regional
symbolism can, from a developmental point of view, be
a legacy from past generations, individual symbols are
transformed and variously reproduced over time, in
view of the present needs and stances of society. Regional
development is also instigated by the creation of new
symbols, whether goal-directed (e.g. contemporary
municipal symbols) or conditional on new facts having
an effect on it and making it visible (e.g. a change in
population structure, environmental burden, or a new
product).

Actors in the field of symbolism formation, reproduc-
tion and application predominantly include heads of
institutions that represent a particular region (Paasi
2013; Sifta 2016). The endowment of different com-
ponents with a symbolic value can be observed in various
spheres of social practice, both within and outside
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particular regions. Regional symbolism can be produced
‘from above’ (made to order), ‘from the outside’ (a
region’s image beyond its borders presented by constitu-
ents that acquire the significance of symbols), or ‘from
below” (within a region).

The motivation of regional actors to form and use
regional symbolism can be as equally diverse as their
enumeration (Sifta 2016). Some use and even create sym-
bols out of tradition or sentiment, whereas others (e.g.
municipal councillors) may do so in the public interest.
While some actors pursue economic profit or personal
success, some seek political objectives (e.g. unification
of a community, gaining trust through targeted engage-
ment, or winning the support of voters), and others try to
put the region they inhabit on the map (Hospers 2011).

Regional symbolism in regional marketing and
branding

Regional symbolism is deliberately used in the area of
public administration and regional development. Posi-
tively accepted symbols are often supported and inter-
preted in order to reinforce regional awareness and
regional image. This is why they are mostly used by
those who intend to influence these social constructions.
In the domain of public administration, they comprise
representatives of local self-governments, elected repre-
sentatives, representative bodies, nature and landscape
protection, or historic preservation officials; in the field
of regional development and economy, they include
representatives of development and travel agencies, and
heads of companies.

Regional symbolism is often used by actors during
even the phase of regional institutionalization (insti-
tutional shape formation) (i.e. the third phase) and in
the fourth and final phase (the established role of a
region) (Paasi 2013). In both phases, regional institutions
and organizations are formed. They, too, identify them-
selves and make themselves visible through symbols that
also serve to present their region’s cultural and economic
particularities. In the final phase, the region is anchored
in spatial structures, permeating awareness of people
from both within and outside the region (Paasi 1986).
In this context, symbols, which are essential for the cre-
ation of a region’s image, are frequently used in regional
marketing and branding (Papadoupoulos 2004; Pike
2009; 2011; Andersson 2014b).

The term regional marketing (in the same sense as
‘place marketing’, which is a more frequent term in the
literature) designates overall management of a region.
However, the majority of regions employ marketing
only on the level of ‘sale’, as if their region was a com-
modity (Anholt 2003). Symbols are used to commodify

or commercialize the region without allowing for the
fact that regional marketing has to be understood as a
long-lasting strategic, synthetic and integral process
that is part of a region’s overall strategy to preserve
and boost its competitiveness while satisfying all target
groups (Anholt 2003; Hospers 2011). Regional market-
ing ought not to be merely ‘fractional’ politics that is
ensured, for example, by an institution charged with
tourism development or a communication company; it
should also be an umbrella activity involving all local
political initiatives from the perspective of investors,
local populations and visiting tourists (Hospers 2011).

Regional marketing cannot be compared with the sale
of a particular clearly defined product because it has a
multilayered nature; it is based not merely on a ‘trade-
mark’, but primarily on what are termed ‘soft factors’
(Frisvoll & Rye 2009). On the one hand, regional market-
ing is targeted at people who wish to live, work or relax in
a particular region; on the other hand, it is oriented
toward the outside, to companies in search of business
premises and a labour market, and last, but not least,
to visitors and tourists who come there to spend their
leisure time.

Most marketing specialists strive to present different
localities in order to attract visitors, potential residents
and firms (i.e. persons who are not permanently settled
there). Such a marketing strategy is called ‘cold regional
marketing’ (originally called ‘place marketing’ by Hos-
pers, 2011). It is characterized by a certain one-sidedness
and stereotyped perspective (exclusive presentation of a
locality via its tourism destinations). By contrast,
‘warm regional marketing’, in addition to socio-
economic bonds, focuses on the emotional aspect or
relations to existing companies and residents. The latter
constitute the most valuable and profitable segment, with
a determining degree of satisfaction of inhabitants in a
region as well for overall regional marketing strategy. A
‘warm regional marketing’ subtype known as ‘relation-
ship marketing’ strives to reinforce the existing bonds
and transform the unbiased stances of both firms and
residents, which strategically are most important actors
for the marketing of a region (Hospers 2011).

Regional marketing should present a given region as a
multifarious aggregate of various values, possibilities,
images and visions that can influence an individual
more easily than a commercial product. Thus, simple,
clear regional brand (regional branding) is not essential
to complex regional marketing. Usually, regional brand-
ing is grounded in regional symbolism and identity, and
serves as a means of commodification of regions, mainly
for the purpose of their external promotion (Anholt
2003). However, it should not neglect the stances of
local populations, especially their sense of belonging to



the region they live in and their share in creating and
reproducing its image. Regional branding should thus
be part of a broader process of developing and managing
regions and regional marketing activities (Semian 2012;
Kaskova & Chromy 2014).

Incomprehension of this philosophy leads to inap-
propriate handling of symbols in the field of regional
branding. Symbols are often created ‘artificially’ or incor-
rectly employed in a new context. Conversely, a con-
sidered use of symbolism in regional marketing and
branding, its success in interregional competitions, and
its successful ‘sale’ to tourists, investors or new residents
can help to reinforce the image of regions, as well as the
regional awareness of their inhabitants (Zimmerbauer
2011; Paasi 2013).

Regional symbolism transformation and regional
development

If regional symbolism in the process of regional institu-
tionalization is to be efficiently exploitable, it must be as
continual as possible. Symbols with a continuous,
unchanging meaning have a constant value, being an
integral part of regional awareness and an important
component in the formation of a region’s image. If the
social atmosphere alters, symbols can be revitalized,
and enable regional communities to carry on already for-
gotten (or deliberately suppressed) values from the past.
The discontinuity of the significance of symbolism when
the representation of its individual components remains
unchanged while their meaning changes (i.e. the com-
ponents are interpreted in different contexts and may
express different values) should not be neglected (Sifta
2016). Then, symbols can be reinterpreted, newly inter-
preted and misinterpreted. They will express new values
that are of relevance to the majority of the population in
a given region and time. If society accepts the symbols
with a ‘new meaning’, it will preserve the symbol’s func-
tionality. However, if the interpretation and acceptation
of symbols engender clashes and misinterpretation, their
usefulness for the formation of regional identity will
weaken (Paasi 2013; Sifta 2016).

Symbols may hold a charge of a potential tension or
conflict (e.g. a dispute over authenticity, interpretation,
or ownership) among various groups within society
(e.g. professional, generational or interest differences)
and regional communities (e.g. uncritical local or
regional patriotism, boosterism). At the core of most dis-
putes are different preferences, value orientations of
actors, notions about the use of symbols, and interpret-
ations of their meaning.

Other threats related to the production of symbolism
may weaken its importance in the process of regional
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institutionalization. One of the threats is the disunited
focus of regional symbolism when the multiplicity of
components and symbols results in a fragmented and
contradictory regional image. Another threat is the
insufficiently coordinated creation of graphic symbo-
lism, as a consequence of which symbols have opposite
effects, and provoke a ‘clash’ of brands, logos, emblems
and their interpretations (Kaskova & Chromy 2014).
Newly created symbols with false or misleading content
have a negative impact, too, as they not only lead a com-
munity to identify itself with a ‘mistake’, but also some-
times to establish ‘fallacious’ traditions. In order for
regional symbolism to contribute to regional develop-
ment, the symbolism has to be an expression of the con-
sensus of those whom it represents. This is the necessary
condition for its acceptation and use. If the symbolism’s
meaning has a representative and promotional quality, it
will bolsters a region’s positive image, and make the
values adopted and shared by society more visible.

Conclusions

Previous theoretical studies and subsequent case
interpretations have affirmed the importance of regional
symbolism for the process of region and regional identity
formation (Simon et al. 2010; Messely et al. 2014). We
have primarily emphasized the identification, presenta-
tional and representational function of symbols, their
emotional charge, and their capacity to accentuate typi-
cal and specific elements of a region that have a positive
(or even negative) effect on regional identity and the
identity of the region.

Understanding the importance of regional symbolism
and especially its efficient use in the regional institutio-
nalization process necessitates a clear specification of
the types and forms of regional symbols. Their precise
classification together with an apt depiction of their
influence on regional identity can considerably conduce
to a positive transformation of regions or attenuate the
negative impact of inadequately used symbols. It is
necessary to bear in mind that regional symbolism is
composed of an array of symbols of various types. How-
ever, from the point of identification, presentation and
regional awareness, the name of a region is unique. In
addition, particular and abstract symbols related to
nature and landscape, reflecting the physical environ-
ment with a social content (in the sense of interactions
between individuals and society and between landscape
and/or nature) are significant, as well as historical, socio-
cultural and socio-economic symbols (historical and cul-
tural heritage, belonging to a historical area, and the
milieu of a region). In terms of form, graphic symbols
can be highlighted; in particular, the new graphic
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symbolism created in accordance with the positive, sub-
jectively unencumbered effort for regional development
and publicity. This symbolism schematically reflects fea-
tures that regional communities regard as the symbols
with which they identify themselves. These symbols
reinforce a region’s internal integrity, and precisely
these symbols are found worth using for external presen-
tation with emphasis on the region’s uniqueness and par-
ticularities by regional actors (Sifta 2016). Any symbol
(of any nature) that reflects a region’s specifics and
accentuates its importance will be comprehensible and
positively perceived by its inhabitants, as well as by
those who observe it ‘from the outside’. By substantially
contributing to the formation of the region’s symbolic
shape, such a symbol will influence the process of its
institutionalization, have the potential to form the
regional identity and image, and will be conducive to
its development (Paasi 2013).

However, perceptions of regional symbolism change,
as do regions; symbols can be interpreted in many differ-
ent ways, their meaning may vary under new social cir-
cumstances, and a symbol that once united and
reinforced may even become an enfeeblement factor.
In order to reinforce a region and make it more visible,
it is therefore necessary to use primarily symbols with
an established, widespread and timeless meaning. This
rule should particularly be observed by regional develop-
ment actors, for it is they who most commonly use sym-
bols, regardless of the way they are created (whether
from above or below, by adopting traditional symbols,
or via semantic transformation), for the purpose of med-
iating relations between space, power and identity.

As an integral part of the relationships of power,
regional symbolism is purposefully exploited in regional
administration and development. By way of symbolism,
actors of regional development not only pursue their
own interests, but are also capable, with forethought, of
using it to promote their region and boost regional
awareness. Adequately employed and generally accepted
symbols can play an important role in a region’s market-
ing, and become the key image associated with the region
(regional branding).

For the reasons presented above, it is advisable to take
account of the unchallenged and broad significance of
regional symbolism when researching the process of
regional institutionalization and formation of regional
identities. Analysis of regional symbolism (and the
meaning assigned thereto) cannot only help assess its
role in the process of forming people’s regional aware-
ness, regional image and regions as such, but can also
prove to what extent symbolism is used as a tool of
power relationships in a particular region. It can even
help to explain the difficulties encountered in the

development of regions of different sizes and types.
Theoretical resources are not yet sufficiently verified by
casuistic studies that could confirm their validity. The
findings about functional use of symbols and symbolism
in the regional development process are not adequately
‘popularized’ and thus are unknown for regional devel-
opment actors.

Notes

1. A subfield of human geography with a focus on the
social and cultural construction of regions, their mean-
ings for individual and social identities, their symbolism
and the power relations involved in region building
processes.
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Symbols and identity of a region: analysis of perception of natural symbols
in areas with profoundly changed landscape in Czechia

This paper deals with the natural potential for the formation of territorial identity
in the Karlovy Vary, Usti nad Labem, and Liberec regions of Czechia (regiona
self-governing units). The main objective is to contribute to the discussion about
the importance of nature and landscape (natural symbols) in forming the sense of
belonging to regions on various levels, specifically to assess the differentiation of
natural symbolism of the regions in perception of a representative sample of the
Czech population (the survey conducted by Public Opinion Research Centre —
CVVM). The obtained data are compared with the analysis of inclusion of spe-
cific landscape elements in the formation of the spatial and symbolic shape of
regions. Simultaneously, utilization of natural localities in creating the externa
image of the region at regional and nationa levels are monitored in a positive
sense (the use of natural resources to increase interest in the region, compared to
the intensity of nature and landscape conservation by the regional institutions) and
aso in a negative sense (the impact of nature and landscape damage on the per-
ception of the regions). The survey confirmed that the natural potentia plays an
important role in the process of forming territorial identity in the studied areas.
The data demonstrate territorial differentiation in perception of the natura heri-
tage and landscape that is positive as well as negative. However, the difference in
perception of regions regarding spatial proximity was not identified.

Key words: territoria identity, natura symbols, regiona development, pro-
foundly changed landscape, north-western Bohemia

UvoD

V poslednich desetiletich dodo v Cesku v souvislosti se spoledenskymi zmg-
nami k obnoveni , prirozenych* regionanich disparit (Blazek a Csank 2007 a
Hampl 2007). Predmétem vyzkumného zgmu geografu se stalo feSeni otézek
spojenych s polarizaci prostoru, resp. vyvojem a rozvojem problémovych peri-
fernich a prihrani¢nich oblasti (Jerdbek et a. 2004 a Havlicek et a. 2008).
Z dosavadnich vyzkumu je ziggmé, Ze pozornost s zasl uhuji jak oblasti hospo-
darsky dlouhodobé slabe, tak strukturalné postizené, zeména pak regiony
s intenzivné preménénou krajinou. Ty v Cesku nalezneme hlavng v oblastech
industrializovanych a premeénénych v disledku specifického vyvoje po 2. svéto-
vé vélce (obr. 1), v Uzemich potykajicich se s historicky podminénymi problé-
my omezeného potencidlu rozvoje i s horsi kvalitou lidskeho a socidlniho kapi-
talu (Jancak et a. 2008 a 2010), s nizkou mirou zakorenénosti lidi a regiondni
identity a s rozporuplnym obrazem — image (Chromy a Jana 2003).

Diraz na kvalitu regiondniho milieu a endogennich zdroja rozvoje je také
podstatou institucionalnich pristupa v regiondnim rozvoji (Blazek 2012).
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V tomto sméru koresponduje s pristupy ,nové" regionani geografie (Claval
2007), zefmeéna s promeénou koncepta regionu (Pred 1984 a Paasi 1986 a 2010)
a zgimem o roli regiondni identity v procesu utvareni a reprodukce regionu
(Zimmerbauer a Paasi 2013). Formovani regionalnich identit se pak stava nedil-
nou soucasti strategii rozvoje regiont (Raagmaa 2002 a Zimmerbauer 2011).
Regiondlni identifikace je ¢asto spjata s neekonomickymi faktory sociokulturni
povahy. Z nich k ngjdulezitéjSim patii vztah obyvatel k Gzemi, v némz Ziji nebo
do kterého prichazeji, ¢i existence a reprodukce deédictvi krajiny (Kucera a Ku-
cerova 2009). Krgjinny réz — vzhled krajiny (Matless 1998 a Léw a Micha
2003) a prirodni symboly jsou sloZkami procesu utvaieni jak regionaniho védo-
mi obyvatel, tak vnéjSiho obrazu regionu a ve formovani regiondni identity ma-
ji nezastupitelnou roli (MacLeod 1998). Jgjich vyznam vSak dosud nebyl dosta-
te¢né probadan.

PredlozZeny prispévek sleduje vliv prirodniho dédictvi na formovani Uzemni
identity oblasti s intenzivné preménénou krajinou, tvorenych tzemim, v némz
do3lo ve 20. stoleti vlivem spolecenskych a politickych zvrata k vyraznym pro-
meénam, které se odrazily i v pretvareni uzemnich identit (Chromy 2000 a
2003). Za reprezentativni bylo zvoleno Uzemi tif kraju severozapadnich (dade
jen SZ) Cech: Karlovarského, Usteckého a Libereckého.

Obr. 1. Intenzita krajinnych zmén hodnocené na bazi indexu zmeny vyuziti ploch
v Cesku (1948-1990)

Index zm&ny vyuziti ploch ve srovnatelnych Gzemnich jednotkéch v Cesku (1948-1990)

Zdroj: Databéze LUCC Czechia, UK v Praze, PiF (Bicik et a. 2001).

Poznamka: Index zmeény je agregétni ukazatel, hodnotici v dané jednotce a obdobi jednim gislem
celkovou intenzitu vyvoje vyuZiti ploch (bez ohledu na strukturu). Udéva, na kolika procentech
Uzemi tzv. srovnatelnych Uzemnich jednotek (SUJ) do3lo ve sledovaném obdobi ke zméng vyuZiti
ploch (blize viz Bi¢ik et al. 2010, p. 35).

Cile prispévku lze definovat ve dvou rovinach. Zaprvé diskutovat obecna
vychodiska studia izemnich identit a upozornit na vyznam formovani regional -
ni identity i utvareni image regionu a vyznam prirodni symboliky v tomto pro-

402



GEOGRAFICKY CASOPIS / GEOGRAPHICAL JOURNAL 66 (2014) 4, 401-415

cesu. Druhym cilem je ovéfit teoreticka vychodiska na konkrétnich piikladech
v jednotlivych krgjich (analyza diferenciace prirodni symboliky kraji, posouze-
ni vyznamu jejich prirodniho dedictvi v utvareni regionalniho védomi aimage).
Cilem empirické ¢asti prispévku je identifikovat prirodni symboly kraji na z&-
klade prezentace v sekundarnich zdrojich (internet) a s vyuzitim vysledki vy-
zkumu percepce mezi obyvateli Ceska analyzovat prirodni symboly kraja tak,
jak je vnima populace a porovnat vnimani prirodnich symbolua respondenty ze
SZ Cech a jinych casti Ceska. Zaver prispeévku shrnuje vysledky hodnoceni a
posuzuje miru shody zjistenych informaci s vychozim predpokladem, Ze piirod-
ni symbolika tvori nedilnou souc¢ast regionaniho védomi ve sledovanych kra-
jich aodrézi jgich image.

V prispévku hledame odpovedi na otézky: Jak prispivéa prirodni symbolika
k utvareni symbolického tvaru regiond (ve smyslu teorie institucionalizace —
Paasi 1986)? Jak se lisi vnimani symbolt jednotlivych krajta? Které prirodni
prvky jsou obyvateli Ceska vnimany jako prirodni symboly a skytaji potenC|aI
k formovani Uzemni identity? Predpokladame Ze u zgjmovych regiont hraje
prirodni potencia v procesu formovani Uzemni identity i v budovani jejich imar
ge nezanedbatelnou roli, Ze obyvatelé Ceska maji kraje spojeny s vyznamnymi
turistickymi cili a misty rekreace, a Ze mnohé prirodni symboly znaji take diky
prezentaci kraju v médiich, turistickych pravodcich ¢i nainternetu. Soucasné je
pravdépodobné, Ze se mezi symboly Uzemi objevi i takové, které prispivaji
K negativnimu vnimani kraji (napt. krajina zdevastovana téZbou uhli).

OBECNA VYCHODISKA STUDIA UZEMNICH IDENTIT

Uzemni identita je soucasti socidlni identity (Paasi 2010) a vyjadiuje miru
soundlezitosti lidi s prostorem. Je obrazem regionu v myslich jeho obyvatel, ale
i téch, ktefi region nav&tévuji anebo jg zngji pouze zprostiedkovang. Jeji formo-
vani Uzce souvisi s regiondni identitou, jeZ se utvéii v procesu institucionaliza-
ce regionu (Paasi 1986). V jeho priilbehu Ize rozlisit ctyri stadia. Nejprve region
ziskava prostorovy tvar, jsou vymezeny jeho hranice, na zaklade hranic historic-
kych zemi, etnologicko-kulturnich vazeb, administrativne i percepené (Sery a
Simécek 2012) Ve druhé fazi institucionalizace se vytvaii symbolicky tvar re-
gionu — nazev a symboly (Semian 2012), ve tieti vznikai regiondni instituce
(Kaskova 2013) a ve ¢tvrté jiz je region pevné zakotven jak v prostoru, tak ve
védomi obyvatel a méa jasné vymezenou roli i ve vySSich socio-prostorovych
strukturéch (Sifta 2012).

V souvislosti s procesem institucionalizace regionu a s ohledem k historické-
mu vyvoji lze rozlisit nékolik zékladnich typa regiondni identity, jeZ jsou
v ¢ase a prostoru proménlivé, mohou se prolinat i liSit, napf. v souvidosti
s aktuani ekonomickou ¢i politickou pozici regionu, intenzitou miry sounalezi-
tosti lidi s regiony rtiznych meritek (Paas 2004). Vyznamnym mechanismem
formovani identity je rozliSovéni ,my“ a ,oni“, geograficka poloha regionu
(naprt. prislusnost k jadrovym a perifernim oblastem, vnitrozemi ¢i- pohranici)
I perspektiva rozvoje. Regionalni identita se utvari pod vlivem pisobeni obec-
nych i specifickych (mistnich, regiondnich, casové omezenych) procesi
(Chromy et al. 2009), je i generacné rozdilna (Zich 2003). Ma dveé zakladni di-
menze: regiondni védomi, tvoirené identifikaci obyvatel s regionem a Uzemni
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komunitou, a identitu regionu. Z hlediska prezentace Uzemi |ze rozlisit identitu
objektivni a subjektivni, tzv. image regionu (asociace, zkusenosti, prozitky a
postoje). Intenzita regiondni identity a jegji promény v ¢ase se odrézeji v posta
veni Uzemi v ramci vySSich socio-prostorovych struktur a ptimo ovliviuji image
apercepci regionu, uvniti i vné (Siwek 2011).

Hlavnimi prvky regiondniho védomi aidentity jsou nazory a pohledy tykaji-
ci seideje avize regionu, jeho hodnoceni i symboliky (Bucher 2012). Ideavyja-
dituje piesvédceni o hodnoté a vyznamu regionu. Jsou mu prisuzovany specific-
ké vlastnosti, obyvateli regionu vétSinou pozitivné hodnocené. Ti se snaZi svou
vizi o regionu zachovat, posilovat a rozvijet. VyuzZivgi k tomu také vyjédieni
specifik Uzemi v jeho symbolice. Zmeéni-li se podminky, v nichZ se regiondni
identita dosud utvarela, méni se i jgi charakter aintenzita. U socio-ekonomic-
kych a socio-kulturnich podminénosti je proménlivost prirozena a odpovida ak-
tudini pozici spolecenstvi v procesu spolecenskych transformaci (vliv generacni
promeény, reflexe integracnich a globaliza¢nich tendenci ap.). Dojde-li ae napr.
ke ztrété historické paméti (v souvislosti s demografickymi proménami, oslabe-
nim tradic nebo prejiménim cizich kulturnich vzoru), identita se redefinuje,
sldbne nebo mizi (Chromy 2003). MuZe dochézet i k pomysinému konfliktu
identit, kdy identita regionu vypovida o specifickych projevech pavodnich oby-
vatel (Conzen 1990) a symbolech (Cosgrove a Daniels 1988), jimz nové pricho-
Zi obyvatelstvo prisuzuje jiné vyznamy. V dichotomii ,my* a ,oni* se s nimi
neidentifikuje, interpretuje je jinak nebo je zatracuje (Moore a Whelan 2007).
To Ize dolozit ve v3ech presidlenych oblastech. Prestoze je formovani regiondl-
ni identity podminéné fadou objektivnich skutecnosti relativné stabilni, jsou pfi
jgjim utvareni podstatné i podminénosti piirodniho charakteru (specifika kraji-
ny). Proto i nové kolonizované oblasti jsou s podobné v tom, Ze prvni, s ¢im se
novi osidlenci identifikuji, je préve fyzické prostiedi. Az nasledné se v utvareni
regiondni identity uplatiiuji spolecenské prvky (prostredi ziskéva sociélni ob-
sah).

V souladu s Paasiho teorii institucionalizace regionu se zde zaméiujeme na
formovani prostorového a symbolického tvaru regiont. Souc¢asné spravni hrani-
ce, které region vymezuji, neziidka vychazeji z jeho geomorfol ogického tvaru,
jsou spjaty sreliéfem, krajinnym rézem, vodnimi toky i piirodnim bohatstvim a
skytaji potencia pro budovéni symbolického tvaru. V jeho piipadé se obvykle
klade duraz na nazev Gzemi. Ten plni nékolik funkci: dava regionu individualni
charakter a zaru¢uje jeho identifikaci, uréuje jeho historickou kontinuitu neza
vise na zmeénéch prostorového vymezeni, vycleinuje Uzemi regionu (Bucher
2012). Symboly regioni mohou mit riznorodou povahu, jsou to v podstaté
v3echny prvky, které mgji n&jaky vyznam pro Uzemni spolecenstvi (Sifta 2013).
Vedle ndzvu patii k dominantnim symboly piirodni, krajinné i spolecenské po-
vahy. K nim lze fadit architektonické prvky, turistické cile, kulturni dédictvi,
rozli¢cné lidské aktivity, atmosféru, etnické dozeni, prisusnost k etnografické
oblasti atd. Symbolem regionu mtize byt jeho geograficka poloha (pohraniéni,
pomezni, horska a periferni) i védomi historické regiondni prislusnosti (Siwek
a Bogdova 2007 a Hefmanova et a. 2009). Pri jeho formovani hrgji nezanedba
telnou roli i grafické symboly (loga, znaky, vligiky atd.), vychézejici z tradic re-
gionu, odrézgjici jeho jedinecnosti a specifika a zduraziujici vyznam a suvere-
nitu oblasti, kterou reprezentuji. Sjejich pomoci se lidé s regionem snéze identi-
fikuji, soucasné symboly slouzi k jeho vnejSi prezentaci (MacLeod 1998).
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METODOLOGIE VYZKUMU A ZDUVODNENI VYBERU
ZAIMOVEHO UZEMI

Miru vniméani prirodni symboliky kraju jejich obyvateli i respondenty z ji-
nych ¢asti Ceska zjistoval dotaznikovy priizkum realizovany v ramci grantové-
ho projektu ,, Formovani Gzemnich identit v oblastech s intenzivné premeénénou
krgjinou: piiklad SZ Cech* agenturou CVVM v prosinci 2012. Jednotliveé otéz-
ky byly zamétreny na subjektivni hodnoceni vybranych kragja (Uzemnich samo-
sprévnich celki), s dirazem na zji&téni ndzort respondenta na kvalitu Zivota
v nich a volbu jegjich charakteristického symbolu. Osobniho rozhovoru s tazate-
lem (metoda PAPI) se zG¢astnilo 1 047 respondentt z Ceska. Kvétni vybér re-
spondenttt umoziuje databazi odpoveédi analyzovat z riaznych hledisek (pohlavi,
vek, vzdélani, velikost mista bydlisté respondenta ap.), i hodnoceni tzemni di-
ferenciace Ceska podle krgju, prip. nadmorske vysky mista bydlisté respondenta
(obyvatelé nizin, vrchovin a hor). Zde hodnotime tizemni diferenciaci z pohledu
obyvatel Cech, Moravy a sledovanych krgjia. Ty byly zastoupeny 152 respon-
denty (14,5 % z celkoveho poctu), pomér dotazovanych odpovida poméru oby-
vatel kraju v populaci Ceska (30 obyv. Karlovarského krge — pozdgji KV, tj.
2,9 % vSech dotéazanych, 35 obyv. Libereckého kraje — LB, 4,2 % a 87 Ustecke-
ho kragje — UST, 7,9 %). Pri vyhodnoceni Setieni nés zajimalo, zda ma prostoro-
va blizkost primy vztah k bezprostredni znalosti sledovanych regionti (obr. 2).
Ceské kraje byly zastoupeny 629 respondenty (60 %), moravské (v¢. krgje Vy-
socina, ktery byl pro zjednoduSeni zarazen mezi moravskeé kraje, protoze vétsi-
na Uzemi kraje spada na Moravu) 418 (40 %). Uvedeny podil dotézanych dovo-
luje posuzovat jak odraz vnitini, tak i vnejSi identity regiond.

~_ hranice kraje /

boundary of region (2000)
severozapadni Cechy /
North-Western Bohemia
Cesko-moravska hranice /
Bohemian-Moravian boundary
(1949)

Kralové-
hradecky

Pardubicky

Moravsko-
slezsky

Jihomoravsky ¢

Obr. 2. Kraje Ceska a vymezeni zgmového Gzemi severozépadnich Cech (2012)

Poznédmka: Predmétem vyzkumu je analyza vniméni prirodnich symboli oblasti s intenzivné pre-
ménénou Krajinou v Cesku, resp. kraja SZ Cech (zg mové Gzemi). Percepce symboliky obyvateli
Ceska byla porovnanav krajich zgmového Gzemi, ceskych krajich a moravskych krajich (v¢.
Vysociny).
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Analyza vysledka Setieni se opirala o vybér , ngjcharakteristi¢téjsiho symbo-
lu“ krgju a ddle pracovala s piirodni symbolikou. Jsme si védomi, Ze vnimani
symbola muaZe byt diferencované, Ze lidé riznych vékovych ¢i vzdélanostnich
skupin chapou symboliku razng, stgjné jako se lisi pohledy muzi a Zen. | odpo-
védi uvniti zgjmového tzemi jsou rozdilné (jim bude vénovana az dalsi ¢ast vy-
zkumu). Pro vyzkum je relevantni porovnani nazora obyvatel z kontinudlné se
vyvijgiciho vnitrozemi s ndzory lidi Zijicich v krgjich s intenzivné preménénou
krajinou. Tento pohled je cenny nejen pro geografy, alei sociology ¢i ethology,
nebot’ za mové Uzemi je v mnoha ohledech specifickym prostorem.

Po kvantitativnim zpracovani odpovédi, vztahujicich se k jednotlivym kra-
jim, jsme vysledky porovnali a zhodnotili vybér prirodnich symbol v kontextu
predstav respondentt o krgji. Posuzovali jsme pozitivni a negativni vnimani
krajiny ajeho vliv na postoj obyvatel Ceska ke kraji. Zavéry také mely prinést
odpovéd’ na otézku, zda ajak je prirodni potencidl kraju vyuZitelny pro posileni
jgichimage.

Pohrani¢ni oblasti Ceska (s vyjimkou vychodnich) maji vzhledem k historic-
kym proménam specificky réz (Semotanova a Chromy 2012). Do roku 1938 by-
ly piimo spjaty s jazykem a kulturou sousednich némeckych ablasti. Ve vniti-
nim pohrani¢i se prolinay ¢eské a némecké kulturni vlivy, vnéjsi, nespravné
ztotozinované s terminem Sudety, bylo ekonomicky vyspélou, jazykové i kultur-
né svébytnou oblasti. V povaecném obdobi se vSak situace zmenila v souvis-
losti s rozsahlou etnickou a socidlni sménou obyvatelstva. Po odsunu Némci se
zde usazovali osidlenci prichazegjici z riiznych casti statu i ze zahranici, se vza-
jemnée odlisnymi, nesourodymi kulturnimi i historickymi koreny (Danek 1993 a
Capka et al. 2005). Od 50. let neptiznivou socidni situaci v Uzemi zhorSovaly
centralizacni a ekonomické zasahy komunistického rezimu. Zataly se zde ku-
mulovat problémy politické, socio-ekonomické, socio-demografické, socio-
kulturni i ekologické povahy. S nimi souvisel i zhordujici se image regionu, kte-
ry dde prohluboval odlisnost Uzemi, nebot’ i v dobé posttotalitni transforma-
ce , brzdil* jeho rozvoj. Dneslze dedovat snahu 0 jeho zlep3eni. Kraje SZ Cech
a jgich obyvatelé se snazi piekonat negativni obraz svého regionu zviditelng-
nim jeho hodnot. Posiluje se vyznam cestovniho ruchu, aktivizuji se regionani
ingtituce, marketing oblasti, oZivuji a utvareji se tradice, vytvari nova symboli-
ka. K tomu bezesporu prispivai existence samospravnych kraja.

Dnes se pohrani¢i od vnitrozemi odliSuje nejen piirodnimi podminkami a
periferni polohou, ale také strukturou osidleni (Kuldova 2005 a Kucera 2007).
Diive kompaktni oblasti byly demograficky i ekonomicky pretvoreny, jejich
pavodni tradice zmizely, Gzemni identita i image regionu byly ,transformo-
vany“. V presidlenych ¢astech ¢eského pohranici je obecné nizsi mira regiondl-
ni identity. Ta vykazuje fadu specifik a podili se na polarizaci prostoru ve smys-
lu dichotomie: dosidlené pohrani¢i, kontinudné se vyvijegici vnitrozemi
(Hefmanovaet a. 2009).

KRAJNNY RAZ A PRIRODNI DEDICTVi
SEVEROZAPADNICH CECH
Prirodni dédictvi byva obyvateli vnimano jako symbol. Krgjinny réz (odr&
Zgjici samozigimé nejen prirodni, ale i kulturni deédictvi regionu) je dulezity
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i pro formovani prostoroveho tvaru regionu. Z hlediska jeho utvareni vykazuji
sledované krgje shodné rysy: vnéjsi hranice tvori pohoii a pahorkatiny (napr
Krusné hory, Labské piskovce, Luzicke hory, Jizerske hory a Krkonose), vigi
vnitrozemi pak prirozené piredély (napi. Cesky les, Doupovské hory, Ceské stre-
dohoti nebo Kozakovsky hibet). Pro kraje je typicky ¢lenity reliéf i vysoky roz-
dil v nadmorské vysce jednotlivych mist. Zejména nejvyssi hory nebo vyznam-
né vrcholy mohou byt symbolem kraje a tvorit potencid pro formovani Uzemni
identity. Krudné hory, Jizerské hory i Krkono3e jsou proslulé daleko za ramec
regionu svymi sportovnimi stiedisky, turistickymi cili i prirodnim dédictvim.
Jsou stiedem zajmu ekologickych iniciativ i pojicim prvkem narodnich i regio-
nanich ingituci. Jgich jména se odrdZeji v nazvech regiondnich sdruzeni
(MAS Podjestedi, MAS Podripsko atd.) nebo produktt (Regiondni produkt Ji-
zerské hory, Regiondni produkt Krusnohoii ap.).

Cetné hory a skalni Gtvary byly jiz v davné minulosti spjaty s lidovymi po-
veéstmi alegendami. Tvorily vyznacné, dnes ¢asto vyhaslé symboly kraje. Mno-
hé krajinné dominanty se ale dosud mohou pochlubit piezivsimi tradicemi. Na-
piiklad postava bgného KrakonoSe (Rubezahla) je symbolem Krkonos jiZ po
staleti, poji se s nim stéle Zivé povésti i fada lokdnich pojmenovéani (produkty,
ingtituce) a aktivit (Setkani s Krakonosem v Harrachové a Snéhovy Krakono$
v Jilemnici). Pro Jizerské hory je tradi¢ni bgnou postavou doktor Kittel. Slav-
kovsky les ma svou mytickou figuru, jez ¢asem prekrocila hranice regionu, Per-
mona (Permonika). Vyznam Ripu, spjateho s bgnymi pocatky ceskych dgjin, je
rovnéz obecné znam. S Iegendaml apoveéstmi se poji i dalSi hory v krajich: Via-
dat na Karlovarsku, MileSovka ¢i Strekov na Ustecku, Trosky a Bezdéz na Li-
berecku. Specifické postaveni ma Jestéd, jenz se stal, v souvislosti s vrcholovou
stavbou horského hotelu, vedle mista opfedeného sarymi poveéstmi o certech i
novodobym symbolem kraje. Ptiklady dokladaji, Ze v dosidlenych krgjich zista-
ly zachovéany mnohé prvky, tvorici soucést historické paméti regionu.

Vyraznym symbolem krajti jsou i vodni toky. Labe je nejvétsi ¢eskou iekou
a ngvyznamnéjsi vodni cestou, Ohi'e proslula svymi nédrzemi (Nechranice a
Skalka) a spolu s Jizerou je tokem vyhledavanym vodaky. Zaroven jsou (spolu
S pritoky) produlé i zéplavami (negativni potencid pro formovani Gzemnich
identit). Rekam chybi role narodnich symbolt, jakou ma napt. Vitava, piesto
i ony svou symbolikou prispivaji k formovani identity regiona. Jejich jmena se
odrézeji v ndzvech regiondnich instituci (napt. Euroregion Nisa a Radio Jizera)
¢i aktivit (napi. Folkova Ohte a Elbe — Labe Cup), poji se s nimi ,0Zivend’
vlastivédna produkce s némeckymi koreny (napr. poveésti o vile Ohti a o prin-
cezné |zering) i novodobeé tradice (odemykani rek atd.).

Clovek seidentifikuje s krajinnym rézem, aniz by musel mit odborné znal os-
ti o jgim vyvoji. Dulezitgjsi jsou pro ngj praktické aspekty Zivota v krajing,
napt. klimatické vlivy (drsngjSi podminky v horskych oblastech), hospodaiska
vyuzitelnost krajiny. Prirodni bohatstvi krgj spociva ve zdrojich termanich,
minerdnich i lecivych vod (Karlovarsko a Teplicko), v téZzb¢ hnédého uhli
(Sokolovsko a Mostecko) i rud barevnych kovi (Jachymovsko a BoZidarsko),
uranové rudy (Jachymovsko a Podjestedi) i kamene (décinska a liberecka zula).
NiZe polozené lokality jsou centry tradicni zemedelské produkce, vedle pésto-
vani zeleniny a ovoce na Litométicku a v Ceském r§ji je typickou plodinou ob-
lasti napt. chmel (Zatecko a Lounsko).
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PrestoZe rostouci tlak pramyslové vyroby spolu s nepriznivym stavem zne-
¢i&eéni ovzdusi ve druhé poloving 20. stoleti pasobil na zhorSovani mistnich
ekosystémii, zachovalo se ve sledovanych krgich mnoho prirodnich hodnot
podléhgjicich dnes pravni ochrané. Typicke jsou rozsahlé lesni komplexy, na-
lezneme zde cetna chranéna Gzemi, narodni parky (Krkonose a Ceské Svycar-
sko), CHKO (Slavkovsky les, Labské piskovce, Ceské stiedohoii, LuZické hory,
Kokorinsko, Jizerské hory aCesky ry), raseliniste aslatiniste s vyvery mineral-
nich vod a plyni (SOOS na Chebsku) a dalSi prirodni dedictvi (Tiské steny,
L abska soutéska, Hruboskalsko ¢i Bozkovské dolomitoveé jeskyné atd.), ndrodni
piirodni pamétky, prirodni rezervace apod.

PERCEPCE SYMBOLU KARLOVARSKA, USTECKA A LIBERECKA
OBYVATELI CESKA

Pro analyzu vniméni piirodni symboliky kraji obyvateli Ceska vyuzivame
odpovedi na otevienou otazku ,, Zamyslete se a pokuste se jednim nebo nekolika
slovy wyjadrit, co je nejcharakteristictéjSim symbolem nasledujicich kraju.” Re-
spondenti (u KV 1 039, u UST aLB 1 040) uvadeli symboly spolecenske, eko-
nomické i krajinné povahy (obr. 3). Vysedky Setieni jsou zpracovany tak, ze
nej ¢etnéjSim shodnym odpoveédim byl pridélen ¢iselny kéd, ostatni jsou zahrnu-
ty do jednoho vniting diferencovaného souboru.
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Obr. 3. Vniméni prirodnich a krajinnych symboli krajit SZ Cech obyvateli Ceska
(2012)

Zdroj: CVVM (2012).
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V Karlovarském krgji vnima vétSina respondentt jako charakteristicky sym-
bol 12 raznych lokalit nebo jeva (I&zné alazenska mésta, filmovy festival, Ru-
sové — v raznych souvislostech, hotely, mineralni vody, porceldn a sklo, Beche-
rovka, prameny, oplatky, rekreace a turistika, kriminalita a Karlovy Vary),
z nich ¢tyti vychazeji z krgjinného rézu a prirodnich specifik. Ngj¢etnéjsi za
stoupeni ma symbol lazni a lazefiskych mest, ktery za typicky povazuje 583 re-
spondenti (56,1 % dotazanych). Stimto Gdajem koresponduji i dva dalSi: mine-
ralni voda (minerdka), jiz uvadi 19 dotédzanych (1,8 %), a prameny (viidlo a
termalni vody), zvolene 30 respondenty (2,9 %). K Iaznim a pramenim nejspis
smérovala i UvahadalSich 10 odpovidgjicich (1,0 %), kteti zvolili jako symbol
rekreaci aturistiku. Ojedinglé jsou jesté odpovedi |, Cisty vzduch, hory, lesy, pri-
roda, krésna krgjina, téZba uranu a znecisténé prostiedi“, jez uvedio celkem 8
dotézanych (0,7 %). Potencid lazenstvi je vyznamny pro obyvatele krae, z 30
oslovenych povazuje lazné za symbol 23 dotézanych (76,7 %), prameny
1 (3,3 %), rekreaci aturistiku 3 respondenti (10,0 %). Pri porovnani nazori re-
spondenti z ceskych a moravskych krajii je zigjme, Ze bez ohledu na misto, kde
ziji, vnimaji lazne, prameny i s nimi spojenou turistiku jako negjvyraznéjsi pri-
rodni symboly Karlovarska. V Cechéch tyto varianty zvolilo celkem 61,4 %, na
Moravé 60,7 % dotézanych. Pro formovani regiondniho védomi i image regio-
nu maji tedy lazné nepochybngé klicovy vyznam.

V Usteckém kraji volili respondenti ¢etngji 8 symboli (téZba uhli, znecistené
Zivotni prostiedi, primysl, Romoveé — v riznych souvislostech, nezaméstnanost
a chudoba, Labe, Polabi, pfl'rodnl' lokality akriminalita), z nich ¢tyti 1ze vnimat
jako prirodni. Nejcasteji je zmiiovana téZba uhli, doly a lomy, ty vnima jako
symbol kraje 158 respondentii (15,2 %), 85 odpowda;lcwh (8,2 %) povazuje za
symbol zneci&ené ovzdusi a Zivotni prostiedi. Cetnost odpoveédi se nelisi s mis-
tem bydliste respondentu Patnact obyvatel regionu (z 87 oslovenych) vnima
jako nejvyrazngjsi symbol teézbu (17,2 %), 7 znecisténe ovzdusi (8,0 %). Temer
identicky je podil stejnych odpovedi v pripadé ostatnich respondentd, 14,3 %
z Cech a 16,5 % z Moravy vnima jako symbol Ustecka tézbu, 8,3 % &eskych
a 8,0 % moravskych respondentii voli jako typickou ekologickou zatéz. Pro 47
dotazanych (4,5 % z celku) je symbolem kraje ptiroda (Ceskosaské Svycarsko,
BoZi Dar, Pravéicka brana, Rip a Krusné hory), pro 30 (2,9 %) Labe a Polabi.
Pouze ¢tyti respondenti (0,4 %) uvadeji jako symbol kraje lazné (Teplice), 3
(0,3 %) povodng, 1 (0,1 %) plané a holiny. Sami obyvatelé Ustecka tyto symbo-
ly nepreferuji, uvadi je 6 dotazanych (6,9 %). Zajlmavy je mirny rozdil
Vv nézorech respondenti z Cech aMoravy, kdy ¢eiti voli prirodni symbol meéng
¢asto (3,5 %) nez moravsti (5,3 %). Take na Ustecku se potvrzu;e Ze prirodni
potencid je srovnatelné vyznamny pro formovéni vnitini i vnéjSi regiondni
Identity. Rozdilnou (negativni dimenzi) vykazuje vliv t€zby a ekologicke zate-
Ze, povazovany za symbol krgje ngjvySSim poctem dotézanych, bez ohledu na
to, zda jsou ¢i nejsou obyvateli kraje. Zarazegjici je relativne nizke zastoupeni
prirodni dominanty Rip. Zde by bylo divodné se domnivat, ze predev3|m pro
obyvatele Cech bude tento symbol vzhledem k jeho vyznamu vyrazngjsi. Je
pravdépodobné, ze mnozi respondenti, veetné obyvatel regionu, si horu Rip
s Usteckem nespojuji (vnimaji ji spide jako symbol stiednich Cech).

U Libereckého kraje respondenti uvadéli 13 typickych symboli (hory a pri-
roda, nezaméstnanost, zimni sporty, turistika, univerzita, bizuterie a sklo, textil,
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Romové, ZOO0, Jedted, kultura, aquapark a Liberec), z toho tii primo souviseji
s krgjinnym razem. Nejcasteji volili hory a prirodu (Krkonose, Jizerskeé hory a
Cesky rg). Ty povaZuje za symbol 191 dotazanych (17,5 %), lyZzovani a zimni
sporty 156 (15,0 %), turistiku 22 (2,1 %), snih a zimu 8 (0,8 %). Pro dalSich 8
respondenta jsou typickym piirodnim symbolem krgje povodné, pro 2 lazné
(0,2 %), jednotlivci zvolili jako symbol faunu a floru, zeled, t€zbu uhli a uranu,

znecisténe ovzdusi ainverzi — 6 odpovedi (0,6 %). Ze srovnani odeVedl z Cech
aMoravy plyne, Ze krkonoSskéa a jizerskohorska strediska, stejné jako turisticky
atraktivni Cesky rg jsou vyraznym symbolem Liberecka jak pro ceské
(18,0 %), tak pro moravskeé (17,2 %) respondenty. Shoda panujei u volby zim-
nich sporta (15,6 % a 15,3 %). Turistiku jako symbol kraje zvolilo vice respon-
dentt z Cech (3,3 % proti 1,7 % naM orave). Zatimeo v otazce lyZovani se s ce-
lorepublikovou volbou zhruba shoduje i procentudni zastoupeni respondenti
Z Liberecka (17,1 %), turistiku jako symbol kragje nezvolil Zadny z nich. Speci-
fické postaveni mezi symboly Liberecka ma Jestéd. Respondenti volili tuto do-
minantu piedevdim jako architektonicky fenomén, nelze ale opominout fakt, Zze
budova horského hotelu a vysilate je spjata se stejnojmennou horou a lze ji tu-
diZ rovnéz vnimat jako krajinny wmbol Jested za symbol Liberecka povazuje
celkem 227 respondentti (21,7 %), piicemz se od sebe vyznamné nelisi zastou-
peni odpovédi z Cech (23,6 %) a Liberecka (25,7 %), pongkud niZsi je vnimani
Jedtédu jako symbolu kraje na Moravé (18,4 %). Setteni CVVM v pripadé Libe-
recka potvrdilo podobnou skute¢nost jako u predchozich sledovanych regiona:

vybrané prirodni symboly aj€jich potencid pro formovani regionaniho veédomi
I spoluutvareni image regionu jsou srovnatelné stejné vyznamné pro obyvatele
kraje jako pro ostatni obyvatele Ceska. Snad jen turistika je pro regiondni védo-
mi zdanlivé méné vyznamnd, ale vzhledem k formulaci odpoveédi nelze tento
Zaveér povazovat zarelevantni.

ZAVER
Fakt, Ze Uzemni identitaje v ramci formovani prostorového i symbolického
tvaru regionu vyrazn€ ovliviiovanai jeho ptirodnim a krgjinnym razem, je ne-
popiratelny. Z Setreni vyplyva, Ze krajinny raz a prlrodnl bohatstvi krajt SZ
Cech nejsou pro respondenty tak vyznamne jako vyraznéjsi ekonomicke, social-

ni ¢i kulturni rysy. Presto je celkovy pocet zvolenych piirodnich symbola vyso-
ky, uvézime-li, Ze respondenti volili pouze jeden symbol kraje.

Na Karlovarsku zvolily prirodni symbol témér 2/3 respondentti — nejvyssi
podil maji odpovedi ,|azné alazenska mesta”. Jgjich existence sice z prirodniho
bohatstvi vychazi, ae vétsina respondenti je nevnima jako souc¢ést prirody,
v obecném poveédomi stoji spiSe na pozici 1écebnych, kulturnich a turistickych
center. Krgjinnd symbolika regionu je necetna, zmifiovany jsou opét predevsim
prameny a minerani vody, ostatni prirodni unikaty zastéavaji nepovdmnuty. Lze
konstatovat, Ze prirodni potencid kraje je vniman pozitivne (aZ nadva negativ-
ni prvky: téZba uranu a znecisteéné ovzdu5|) Na Ustecku je piirodni symbolika
zastoupena negjmene a jeji vnimani je opacné. Krajinny symbol zvolila necela
1/3 dotézanych, odpovedi dokladaji negativni image regionu. Proti Karloyarsku
zde ovsem nalezneme vice konkrétnich prirodnich lokalit (Labe, Polabi, Cesko-
saské Svycarsko, BozZi Dar, Pravéicka brana, Rip a Krusné hory). Prirodnf sym-
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bol Liberecka preferovaly témeér 2/5 raspondentu spolu s Jestédem dokonce
skoro 60 %. Proti dvéma predchozim krajim zde previadaji krgjinné dominanty
(Jested, oblast Ceského rge, KrkonoSe i Jizerské hory a s nimi spjaté sportovni
aktivity ¢i klimatické fenomény — snih a zima). Zdejsi piirodni symboly jsou
vhimany pozitivné, negativni jsou uvadény ojedinéle (povodne, téZzba uranu a
znexisteneé ovzdusi).

Vysledky Setreni prokazaly, Ze obyvatelé Ceska majl povédomi o krgjinném
razu sledovanych regiond, i kdyz vétsinou jen v rovin¢ nejvyraznéjsich prirod-
nich symbolii. Ze spektra zvolenych piikladi je patrné, Ze krgje SZ Cech jsou
v povedomi lidi spjaty s vyznamnymi turistickymi cili a misty rekreace (hory a
horska strediska, 1azné a unikétni prirodni lokality), ale také se spolecensky a
medidné diskutovanymi ekologickymi a hospodérskymi jevy (téZba nerostnych
surovin, devastace krgjiny a ekologicka zatez, nicivé povodne), jez prispivai
spiSe k negativnimu vnimani regionu (pievliada u Ustecka). V definovani prirod-
nich symbolt neni rozdil mezi vn&jSim a vnitinim obrazem, obyvatelé zg mo-
vych Uzemi se témétr bezezbytku ztotoziuji s pohledem respondentt z jinych
kraja, neliSi se ani pohled obyvatel , sousednich” regiond. Duvodem ne prilis
rozmanitého vybéru symbolu je mozné Skolni vzdélavani, mediéini obraz v ce-
lostétnich sdélovacich prostiedcich, nedostatecna propagace prirodnich hodnot
krajt. Skutecnost, Ze se v odpovédich respondenti ze zg movych Gzemi neobje-
vuji jiné priklady prirodniho dédictvi, poukazuje na niZsi schopnost obyvatel
vnimat specifika a hodnoty Uzemi, v némz Ziji. Pozoruhodné je, Ze respondenti
nepovaZuji za symbolickou prihrani¢ni polohu kragju, prestoZe je prokazatelné,
Ze je pro formovani symbolického tvaru regionu urcujici. Stginé , nepovaim-
nuta’ zastava vétSina chranénych prirodnich lokalit. Ve vnéjSim vnimani regio-
ni je zanedbatelnd i role tradic a vlastivédného potencialu (veetne celonarodné
znamého odkazu Rlpu Ci postavy Krakono3e). Pritom prislusné regiony ji ke sve
prezentaci pomérné hojné vyuzivaji.

Ze dledovani piirodnich symbolt kraja vyplyvd, Ze vyrazny potencid pro
formovani Gzemni identity tvoii predevsim krajinny reliéf Gzemi spolu s inten-
zivni, aktivné prezentovanou a ekol ogickymi problémy piekrytou ochranou pii-
rody. Z kvantitativniho hlediskalze piirodni potencid formovani Gzemni identi-
ty vybranych kraja hodnatit jako pomérng silny. Pozitivni je predevsim skutec-
nost, Zze dotazovani vidi v regionech piirodni potencid vyuZitelny pro rozvoj
cestovniho ruchu atim i pro posileni Gzemni identity.

Prispévek vznikl v souvisosti s 7eSenim grantowych projektsi GA CR
¢. P404/12/1112 ,, Formovani Uzemnich identit v oblastech s intenzivne preme-
nenou krajinou: priklad severozapadnich Cech® a ¢. P410/12/G113 ,, Viyzkumné
centrum historické geografie® a GA UK ¢. 1090214 ,, Vyznam grafickych sym-
bol: v procesu formovani regionu, Uzemnich identit a mocenskych vztahu v Gze-
mi: priklad Libereckého kraje" .
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Mirodav Sifta, Pavel Chromy

SYMBOLS AND IDENTITY OF A REGION: ANALYSIS
OF PERCEPTION OF NATURAL SYMBOLS IN AREAS
WITH PROFOUNDLY CHANGED LANDSCAPE IN CZECHIA

Nowadays, in the context of solving the development issues of regions on various
scales, the cognition of not only the outer frames, but also the inner conditions for the
development of regions, the assessment of the regional milieu, environmental quality
including the perception of the territorial units (regions) outside and inside are empha-
sized. The paper deals with the symbolic shape of a region in the sense of the Finnish
geographer A. Paasi’s theory of ingtitutionalization of regions. The main objective is to
contribute to the discussion on the importance of natural symbols in the process of for-
mation of inner regional identity (sense of belonging to the lived space) in three Czech
regions — Karlovy Vary, Liberec, and Usti nad Labem (regiona self-governing units).
They are regions with profoundly transformed landscape in areas resettled after World
War Il, massively industrialized and today — in the post-totalitarian period — fighting
with problems in regional development. At the same time, the role of the natural sym-
bols of regions in the formation of their outer image both in the positive (symbols ex-
pressing positive values) and negative senses (symbols expressing negative features of
the environment) is assessed. Specificaly, it concerns the assessment of differences in
the natural symbolism of individual regions in the awareness of a representative sample
of population of Czechia (the questionnaire survey conducted by the Public Opinion
Research Centre — CVVM in December 2012; 1047 respondents) and the answer to the
question of what is the potential of symbols for the formation of regional identity. Per-
ception of symbolism of interest areas in variation with the position proximity is com-
pared as well. Respondents quoted one symbol, which, in their opinion, represented the
given region.

In the Karlovy Vary region 650 of respondents (62.5%) chose a natural symbol, but
the answer “spas and spatowns’ was most frequent. Though they are originally natural
wealth, most respondents do not perceive them anymore as part of nature; in general
awareness they are rather perceived as curative, cultural and tourist centres. The land-
scape symbolism of the region is not frequent, but again primarily springs and mineral
waters are mentioned, while other unique natural objects remained unnoticed. It seems
that the natural potential of the region is perceived, athough to a limited extent, posi-
tively with the exception of two negative elements: uranium mining and air pollution.

In the Usti region the natural symbolism is least represented and its perception is
opposite. A landscape symbol was selected by 328 respondents, amounting to 31.6%,
although the negative image of the region prevails — coa mining, mines, stone pits,
plains, polluted air and environment or the impact of floods. Contrary to the Karlovy
Vary region, more specific natural elements that make the potential for the formation of
the territorial identity of the Usti nad Labem region were mentioned, namely the River
Elbe (Labe), the Polabi region, Czech-Saxon Switzerland (Ceskowske Svycarsko), vil-
lage Bozi Dar, The Pravéice Gate, Rip Mountain, and the Kruné hory Mountains.

The natural symbol of the Liberec region was preferred by 393 respondents
(37.80%), together with the Jestéd hill it was even 620 respondents (59.7%). In contrast
to the two preceding regions landscape dominants predominate here; the Jestéd hill
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topped by a cone-shaped hotel and a transmitter, the area of Cesky rgj, the KrkonoZe
and Jizerské Mountains with the related activities (skiing and hiking) or the climatic
phenomena (snow and winter). Local natural symbols are perceived positively and like
in the Karlovy Vary region, the negative symbols are rather isolated (floods, uranium
mining and polluted air).

The concluding comparison shows that the character of landscape and natural wealth
of regions are not as important for respondents as the more substantial economic, social
or cultural characteristis of regions. In spite of this the total number of selected natural
symbols is high considering the fact that respondents chose one symbol of the region
without any more detailed specification. However, the fact that in the Usti nad Labem
region symbols related to the landscape and environmental devastation prevailed is not
satisfactory. It has been confirmed that the natural symbolism plays an important role in
the process of the formation of territorial identity in the observed regions. More signifi-
cant territorial differentiation in positive and negative perception of natural symbols in
the Karlovy Vary, Usti nad Labem and Liberec regions cannot be substantiated from the
obtained data. There are only very small differences betveen the answers of respondents
from the north-west Bohemian region (interest regions) and the Bohemian and Mora
vian Regions; location distance plays no significant role in the selection of symbols.
Presumably, perception of regions is strongly influenced by the media and education.
However, this hypothesis requires further research. The relatively less differentiated file
of answers also indicates that people probably cannot define natural assets of the terri-
tory except those generally known.
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ABSTRACT

This paper analyses the role of graphic symbols in local representation and in the process of local
identity formation. The extent of graphic symbols utilization by local development actors in the
region, its importance for image formation of the locality (municipality) from the point of view of
the local development actors and an assessment of the degree of identification with the municipal
emblems among the local population are evaluated, based on the results of a corresponding survey
targeted at municipal representatives. Municipal emblems tend to (and also should) have a local
representative function. These should emphasize local specificity, uniqueness. Municipal emblems
have a potential to play the role of connecting, mediating and activating factors also on a higher as
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well as a local level. Municipal emblems are still not used enough and in the right way by actors of
municipality representations. These are often misunderstood and deemed unimportant for local

development.

Introduction

Regional system transformations, the concept of region
as a social construction in space (Paasi, 2003a, 2010) and
regional identity have been at the forefront of the “new”
regional geography over a long period of time (Allen,
Massey, & Cochrane, 1998; Claval, 1987, 2007; Gilbert, 1988;
Murphy, 1991; Paasi, 1986). By analysing the process of for-
mation of different sized regions, this discipline can make a
significant contribution to their development (Paasi, 2002,
2003b; Raagmaa, 2002; Smith, 2006). That is why it focuses
its attention on research projects related to the process
of institutionalization of region and, in connection there-
with, on the regional consciousness of inhabitants and its
potential. In the context of regional/local development,
it also studies regional/local identity and both the pres-
entation and representation of areas, including theirimage
(Sussner, 2002; Zimmerbauer, 2011).

In this respect, the symbolic shape of regions has so far
been studied only partially, even though its formation is
defined as one of the “key” phases of institutionalization
(Paasi, 1986). During this process, region acquires its sym-
bolic shape and becomes identifiable among other shapes,
not only by way of spatial delimitation, but also through,
for example, its name (Semian, Chromy, & Kucera, in press),
historical roots (Chromy, Kucerov4, & Kucera, 2009; Semian,
2015), as well as natural and cultural singularities or tra-
ditions (Semian & Chromy, 2014). All elements involved

in the formation of a region’s symbolic shape are mani-
fested themselves in symbolism, which affects not only
the perception of geographical space (MacLeod, 1998;
Sifta & Chromy, 2014), but also both outward and inward
(two-way) reproduction of the region, and regional/place
marketing and branding (Andersson, 2014; Ashworth &
Voogd, 1990; Braun, Kavaratzis, & Zenker, 2013; Karavatzis &
Ashworth, 2005; Kaskova & Chromy, 2014; Papadoupoulos,
2004; Pike, 2009, 2011; Zimmerbauer, 2011). Analysing
regional symbolism helps us to evaluate the role of sym-
bols during the formation of regions, their identities and
images. Additionally, it can reveal the significance of
regional/local symbolism in the drawing-up of strategies
of regional/local development.

The aims of the paper

The present paper, too, aims to establish the importance
of regional symbolism. Its introductory part discusses, at
a general level, the functions and relevance of symbol-
ism in the process of formation of regions and regional
identities. The pivotal part deals with the role of graphic
symbols in those processes. On the basis of an inquiry into
the opinions of actors of local development, it assesses
the role and importance of a particular graphic symbol (a
municipality emblem) in the process of locality formation
and local development, strengthening of local identity and

CONTACT Miroslav Sifta @ miroslav.sifta@natur.cuni.cz
© 2016 The Royal Danish Geographical Society
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Figure 1. The location of the studied area.
Source: Europe Basemap Geodatabase, ESRI 2005.

image building. The objective of this paper is to ascertain
(on the basis of opinions of 97 municipal representatives
of the Liberec Region - self-governing region in Czechia,
NUTS 3 level; Figure 1) the frequency and type of use of
the basic graphic symbol of municipalities which is per-
ceived as their main representative and to find out the
connotations of their utilization, that is for what purpose
municipalities use their emblem. However, it concurrently
seeks to provide responses to questions about the extent
to which a particular graphic symbol fulfils the role of a rep-
resenting, uniting, mediating and activating factor of local/
regional development and about the meaning that local
actors attribute to it. What is also assessed is the mean-
ing of municipal emblems as a means of identification of
inhabitants with the locality they live in. The degree of
understanding of a symbol and its adoption by the inhab-
itants is studied in connection therewith. The findings are
not only summarized, but also classified in the context of
specified research questions and compared both mutually
and in relation to general starting point of the research.

Territorial symbols and symbolism

A regional symbol can be identified either as a concrete
sign (graphic, pictorial, or a feature in space) or as an
abstract phenomenon (cultural, societal, linguistic) hav-
ing a close connection with a particular area and bear-
ing — apart from its primary sense - a figurative meaning
and an emotional charge shared by the inhabitants. It
is an expression of tradition and a vehicle of values of a
region (Monnet, 2011). Even though the unique symbol

of a region is constituted by its name (Paasi, 2002; Simon,
Huigen, & Groote, 2010), the other important elements
encompass its natural, landscape, cultural and historical
characteristics reflecting not only the physical environ-
ment with a social content (such symbols may, for exam-
ple, include geographical position of a particular area,
mountain ranges or distinctive peaks, streams and bod-
ies of water, rock massifs, caves, etc. (Debarbieux, 2004),
and related local legends, songs and traditions (Clifton,
2011), typical fauna and flora, including symbols referring
to the region’s economic traditions, but also social activ-
ities and human imprints (e.g. architectonic dominants,
habits, ethnic composition, people’s allegiance to a given
historical territory, religiosity, etc.). Regional symbols are
primarily shaped by those features that are distinctive
to each region and distinguish it from all other regions.
They often fulfil the role of recognition signs, bear a hid-
den sense, support togetherness of a group of individuals,
and evoke its exceptionality (Bourdieu, 1991). They are a
symbolic expression of each region’s “content” (Monnet,
2011), allowing and facilitating both the understanding
of reality and the interaction among all actors, mediating
relationships between space and power (Hospers, 2011).

The symbolism of a region, an essential part of the form-
ing of the region’s symbolic shape and one of the main
factors that codetermine its outerimage and inner atmos-
phere, is constituted by a set of diverse regional symbols.
Throughout the process of formation of a region, its sym-
bolism fulfils a number of functions: it codetermines its
identity and image; lends it a particular value and meaning
and is involved in building a positive relationship of its



inhabitants to the region they live in. Additionally, it has
a formative role, integrates the region, makes it visible,
presents and represents it. Its part in region formation
may, however, prove to be negative. Any symbolism that
encounters public disapproval or negative public percep-
tion may considerably weaken the inhabitants’ identity,
disintegrate the region (environmental stress, economic
instability, ethnic problems, etc.), harm or deform its
image, and destabilize it (Zimmerbauer, 2011).

Should regional symbolism be fully functional, it has to
be “rooted” in reality. It can never arise “ex nihilo”; its fun-
daments are made of those elements that are available in
each area. Regional particularities and unique features are
thus used to make a region more visible and help develop
its self-definition, become distinct from the symbols of
other, particularly adjacent regions (Bourdieu, 1991).

The functions of regional symbolism are affected by the
attitudes that its originators, users, and actors of regional/
local development hold towards it. It depends on the inter-
pretation of symbols, whether and how regional symbols
will express the continuity of a region over time, what
emphasis will be laid upon historical elements, the reading
of the past, rendering it visible, upon the way they relate
the past to the present (Sifta & Chromy, 2014) and upon
how it contributes to the strengthening (or weakening) of
aregion in interregional competition (e.g. by enticing tour-
ists or potential new residents/investors). Regional sym-
bolism constitutes an integral part of power relationships
in any given area, and, in connection therewith, is directly
influenced or modified by various actors (such as public
administration, non-governmental organizations, commer-
cial sphere, etc.) both within and outside the region (Pike,
2011). The motivations of different actors during the for-
mation and utilization of regional symbols are as multifari-
ous as would be their enumeration. Some tend to use (and
create) symbols in reverence to tradition or for sentimental
reasons; others (such as municipal representatives) may
do soin the publicinterest (but also in their own interest).
Some of them seek economic profit, others pursue political
goals and yet others strive to make their region more visi-
ble (Hospers, 2011). This proves the crucial importance of
symbolism in the forming of the region’s image, primarily
in view of marketing and branding, and different tools for
commodification of a region (Anholt, 2003; Hospers, 2011;
Ikuta, Yukawa, & Hamasaki, 2007; Papadoupoulos, 2004).

In order that regional symbolism can fulfil the role of an
integrating factor, it primarily has to be an expression of
the consensus of those whom it is supposed to represent.
That is a necessary condition for its adoption and use. If
symbols have a representative and promotional impor-
tance, they strengthen the region’s positive image, bring-
ing the values adopted and shared by the community to
the foreground regardless of whether they are historical/
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traditional, or newly created “from the above” (made to
order), “from the outside’, or “bottom-up”. Therefore, the
purpose of the recent formation of regional symbols is a
schematic expression of those elements that are worth
considering and ought to present (and represent) a region
by emphasizing their most distinct assets, specificities and
unique features the way they are perceived by modern
society.

Closely connected with the functions (and the func-
tionality) of regional symbolism is the “potency”and intel-
ligibility of the meaning of all its components. Continually
used symbols with a constant, unchanging significance
have the longest lasting relevance. Nevertheless, the
meaning of some symbols can be revitalized if the social
climate changes. It is through their agency that regional
communities can continue the already forgotten values or
those that had been repressed in the past. Equally signifi-
cantis the discontinuity of a symbol’s meaning: individual
components continue to get “captured”, but their mean-
ings alter, that is they are interpreted in different contexts
and may reflect different values. It can be observed in
the case of many symbols. Symbols of regions, which are
very susceptible to changes, are abovementioned names.
Many studies, which have dealt with name as a symbol
of a region, show how quickly name can be completely
changed and its symbolic meaning transformed, newly
created or even lost. Causes of these processes are com-
monly sociocultural and political turns such as coloniza-
tion (Bigon, 2009) or political coups (Azaryahu, 1997; Gill,
2005; Stiperski et al., 2011). Graphic symbols, on which this
paper is mainly focused, are more stable over time and its
meanings are more resistant to change. Therefore, they
have a potential to play a crucial role in the formation of
the symbolic shape of a region.

When speaking of the efficacy of the existence and
meaning of symbols, we should not omit the threats
related to their production, for example unequal use of
symbolism resulting in a fragmented, inconsistent image
of the given area that is due to a large number of elements
and symbols. Equally problematic is the lack of coordina-
tion in the creation of new symbols, primarily the graphic
ones, as a result of which symbols and their interpreta-
tions act in opposite directions. A negative impact is also
observed in the case of newly created symbols with a false
or erroneous content due to which communities may not
only identify themselves with an “error’, but sometimes
also establish “misleading” traditions and distort regional
symbolism. It is evident (and undeniable when related
to the essence of identities) that individual symbols may
be loaded with potential tension or conflict (e.g. disputes
for authenticity, interpretation and ownership rights) and
become a subject of controversy among different groups
within each community (professional and generational
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divides, differences in people’s interests) and regional com-
munities (patriotism, boosterism), thereby weakening the
above-described role of regional symbolism. Its incorrect
or inadequate usage or conflicts and misapprehensions
arising from its misleading interpretation, considerably
reduce the possibility of its employment in the formation
of the symbolic shape of a region.

Graphic regional symbols

Graphic symbols (emblems, flags, coats of arms, logos,
brands, marks) constitute an essential component of
regional symbolism. They are mostly based on the tradi-
tions of a region, reflecting its characteristic features and
emphasizing the importance of a region that they repre-
sent. Various regional symbols of natural, landscape, cul-
tural, historical and economic character may constitute
their grounds. Graphic symbols have a high emotional
charge, strengthen the inhabitants’ sense of belonging
to the area they live in and facilitate people’s self-identi-
fication with the area they inhabit. Serving as an external
presentation of the given area they become an important
element in the process of identity deepening (Burke, 2004;
Monnet, 2011). Symbols are endowed with a high (though
rather neglected) informational value because their pur-
pose is to create an image of a particular area that is as
precise and as convincing as possible, using a schematic,
simplified expression of its typical, emblematic features.

Individual types of graphic symbols differ in their func-
tion, significance and form. Some are related to a region
of a higher scale level, others only to a locality. Although
basic municipal graphic symbols (emblems, flags) are key
for research, an important role in the formation of the
symbolic shape of a locality (municipality) is also played
by (further unstudied) logos and marks, graphic designa-
tions of companies, institutions, associations and clubs
(copyright-protected work). Usually placed on products,
documents or promotional materials, they serve for iden-
tification and presentation. As they are supposed to boost
awareness of the existence of an organization and its scope
of activity they often refer to a locality. Their “lifespan” is
closely tied to the existence of the institution they rep-
resent; they arise and perish along with it. Brands/labels
that mostly serve to label typical regional/local products
(Kaskova & Chromy, 2014; Underwood, 2003) or places
that themselves symbolize a region or a locality (tourist
destinations - touristic labels; Lim & Weaver, 2014) can be
characterized in a similar way.

Municipal emblems: the case of Czechia

As mentioned earlier, emblems and flags are the funda-
mental graphic symbols of a region. Self-governing Czech

regions have disposed of their emblems and flags since
their post-2000 constitution. Municipalities (with the
exception of those historical cities that have been contin-
ually using their historical signs since the thirteenth cen-
tury) have had the right to use these graphic symbols since
1990 (after the fall of the communist regime), and that is
why most of these municipal symbols did not originate
until recent years. New municipal symbols are approved
by the Chamber of Deputies of the Czech Parliament on
the basis of proposals submitted by individual applicants
(municipalities). Municipal authorities have a legal obli-
gation to place the approved emblem on the city hall and
incorporate it into their official stamp. Under the influence
of this directive, many municipal representations perceive
the emblem (and the flag) as the “highest symbol” and
treat it with so much respect that they often limit its use
(e.g. by a municipal regulation), considerably weakening
its potential for strengthening the municipality’s image
and the inhabitants’ sense of belonging to it.

The shape and the graphic form of emblems and flags
stem from heraldic and vexillological rules, but the newly
created ones (and the historical ones alike) have to respect
and emphasize their semantic relationship to the local-
ity they represent. They frequently pick up the threads of
historical sealing and stamping symbolism of the munic-
ipality in question so as to preserve its continuity. Many
municipalities also tend to prefer“talking symbols”related
to their names and symbols referring to “strong and sus-
tained” traditions (e.g. a patron of the local church, signif-
icant events, legends, “coats of arms” of former aristocratic
families) or the municipality’s character in terms of sur-
rounding landscape, ethnicity, religion, natural heritage
and richness, traditional economic activities, administra-
tive division and the like (Figure 2).

Municipal emblems and flags ought to be as simple
as possible, and should, above all, capture only those fea-
tures that are perceived within the municipality as the
strongest symbols of the locality. The reason is that they
can be endowed with a meaning only when their form
(colour, figure, parts of the emblem) is connected to a
particular mental association. While flags mostly fulfil this
condition/requirement, the iconography of emblems is, in
some cases, “nonunderstandable”. Proponents often tend
to “over-dimension” the symbolism they suggest, choose
deformed, erroneous or long forgotten symbols. Sometimes
local development actors project their own ambitions or
subjective opinions and efforts to become more visible into
the emblem. Unclear or anaesthetic emblems are not, by
consequence, accepted positively by the inhabitants and
are frequently replaced by a simpler,“legible” municipal logo
with which people can identify themselves more easily.

Therefore, it is not always true that a municipal emblem
is shared by the local community in the long term and
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Figure 2. Examples of symbols used in selected municipal emblems. A — Volfartice (The wolf is a so-called talking symbol. It corresponds
with the name of the municipality. The emblem and the name refer to the original German name of the municipality - Wolfersdorf.); B -
Péncin (The apple symbolizes orchards which are traditional in the locality.); C— Turnov (The two-tailed lion, the symbol of Czech lands, is
a symbol of the city because it was the Royal City in mediaeval times.); D — Bezdéz (The combination of abovementioned two-tailed lion
and the ramparts refer to the Royal Castle which still stands in the locality.); E — Dolni Rasnice (The horseshoe and the blacksmith tongs
symbolize an important historical figure. The blacksmith Ondfej Stelzig, according to a legend, ‘took from the rich and gave to the poor’);
F — Karlovice (The red cross, an attribute of St. George, symbolizes him as a patron of the local church.); G - Nové Mésto pod Smrkem
(The rasp and hammer refer to the former economic activity in the locality — a mining of ferrous metals. The second figure, the wheel, is a
symbol for the aristocratic family which was important in the development of the locality and also for wider territory within the region.);
H - Slana (The four white roses are a symbol of an administrative character. It shows that the municipality is divided into four parts.); | -
Lazné Libverda (The figure of the cockerel and the water spring symbolizes a local legend about the cockerel who found a local medicinal
spring.); J — Albrechtice v Jizerskych hordch (The spruce trees and the mountain in the background refer to a forested and mountainous
area, where the municipality is located.); K — Liberec (The city gate - traditional symbol of cities in general.); L — Pfepete (The blue wavy
lines refer to the Jizera River, an important watercourse within the entire Liberec Region.)

Source: The official register of municipal emblems, The Parliament of the Czech Republic, The Chamber of Deputies. Author’s study of the
meaning of symbols used in the municipal emblems.

represents the given area regardless of its development nonetheless remain part of local symbolism as is the case, for
and transformation. Some emblems may lose their sym- example, of historical emblems that are not always under-
bolic meaning because their symbolism is unfamiliar to stood by modern society. Still other graphic symbols, for-
the inhabitants; others may lose their symbolic value after merly bearing a clear meaning for the community, acquire a
acertain time and become“burnt-out”. Suchemblemsmay ~ new content and function through development, and new
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generations transform them into a“new quality” (e.g. aristo-
cratic blazes as part of local symbolism). Enunciation poten-
tials of a heraldic sign are thus often limited by the
knowledge and the ability to interpret its meaning.

Use and perception of municipal emblems in the
Liberec Region

The research of graphic symbols, especially the newly
created ones, provides (in connection with the dynamic
transformation of the regional system and emancipation or
establishment of new regions and municipalities) answers
to questions about what elements local communities
regard as symbols of “their” locality, with which they can
identify themselves, which strengthen the internal integ-
rity of their locality and help build its image. In this sense,
municipal emblems that are legislatively approved and rel-
atively unified “representatives of municipalities”in terms
of heraldic and graphic design undoubtedly ought to
range among basic symbols. That is the reason why exactly
such emblems became the centre of the following analysis
of their functions, importance and use. For the purpose of
the research work, municipal emblems of municipalities
in the Liberec Region were chosen, wherein both modern
and historical emblems of cities and rural municipalities
are found. Furthermore, in this area, which is rather specific
within Czechia, municipal emblems“meet” with markedly
different geographical, historical and societal roots.

The Liberec Region can be characterized as an internally
differentiated area composed of specific areas delimited
by their geographical position (mountainous, foothills,
borderline; the Liberec Region is situated in Northern
Bohemia along the border with Poland and Germany;
Figure 1) and by the character of their landscape (pro-
tected nature areas and landscapes attractive for tourism —
e.g., Bohemian Paradise in contrast to structurally afflicted
areas - recently ended uranium extraction and the Ralsko
military area; Seidl & Chromy, 2010). It ranges among bor-
derline regions with intensively changed landscape, con-
sisting of both continually settled and recolonized areas
(Chromy et al., 2009). After 1945, following the expulsion of
German-speaking inhabitants, roughly 70% of area of the
Region was recolonized. The insufficient resettlement of
unfavourable locations, intensified with the concentration
of people in cities, resulted in a considerable differentia-
tion in the settlement structure and important economic
divergences between the Liberec Region inland and its
peripheral parts. As a consequence of this demographic
(and socialist industrial) transformation, a large part of
the region became a area with a “lost identity’, for it not
only lost its original inhabitants with their historical roots,
but it also lost economic stability. Today, the Region has
about 440.000 inhabitants. Of the 215 municipalities, 36

have city status. The Liberec Region is highly differenti-
ated from the demographic, cultural and economic point
of view; all of its parts vary in terms of settlement types,
population density and regional polarization. Therefore,
regional symbolism is affected by a broad range of aspects
that are often markedly distinct in terms of their content
and significance which is granted to them by regional and
local development actors.

In 2014, 171 out of 215 municipalities of the Region
were taking advantage of their right to own a municipal
emblem and flag; four municipalities were using their orig-
inal municipal seal instead of an emblem. Merely 36 munic-
ipal emblems can be viewed as historical, that is, dating
back to the pre-1989 period; the remaining ones (135) had
not been created until 1990. With regard to the fact that
the utilization of a municipal emblem is a right and not an
obligation of each municipality, the high number of newly
adopted emblems in the Region suggests that municipal
representatives must attribute a relatively great impor-
tance to their existence if they are so numerous to strive
for their granting. The majority of emblems in the Region
have a high informational value, contain symbols related
to history, religion, administration, economy and society
as well as to landscape and nature, frequently adverting to
motifs with a specific significance (e.g. an eminent native
or an important event) and referring to the particularities
of each given municipality. The iconography of municipal
emblems is inaccurate or incorrect (according to general
rules and principles of heraldry) only exceptionally (in
eight cases). It can thus be presumed that emblems, with
regard to their quality and numerousness, constitute the
key symbols of municipalities and are perceived and used
in harmony with their meaning.

A corresponding survey was conducted among mem-
bers of municipal councils (mayors, councillors, clerks)
in the Region to find out about the ways in which local
development actors employ municipal emblems and how
they perceive its meaning for the development of their
locality and for the improvement of its image. The rela-
tionship of inhabitants to their municipal emblem was
equally monitored. In May 2014 (and again in July 2014
to get more answers), all municipal authorities within
the Region (215) were addressed by e-mail with three
open questions concerning the function and meaning
of municipal emblems in each particular municipality, on
the relation of local development actors to their municipal
emblem, and on the monitoring of the extent and forms of
its use with regard to the supposition that the municipal
emblem fulfils the role of an activating factor in both local
and (possible) higher scale level regional development,
being primarily employed to present and represent the
municipality. The following questions were formulated in
concordance with the set objectives:



(1) How does your municipality use municipal symbols
(beyond the placement of the emblem or flag on the munici-
pal building)? (2) What is your opinion about the importance
of your municipality’s emblem for local life? (3) Do you think
that the local inhabitants understand the meaning of their
municipal emblem? (It is important to note that this ques-
tion had only been resolved at the level of municipal rep-
resentatives’ opinions).

Out of 215 addressed municipal representatives, the
questions were answered by 77 surveyed members of
those municipal authorities that use a municipal emblem,
and surprisingly also by 20 representatives of municipali-
ties that did not have any municipal emblem at that time
but had already been considering or even discussing to
adopt one (the total number of respondents is 97). The
latter ones were thus reflecting upon its function and
importance. The personality structure of the respondents
cannot be characterized in more detail, for the questions
focused on municipal authorities at the general level
and that is why no personal data (age, sex) was required.
Yet because all the answers were signed it is known that
among the responding mayors, municipal councillors and
clerks, the share of men was rather important (55%) as well
as that of city councillors (51% out of their total number in
the Region) - the main reason may be that they have (in
connection with administrative tasks and tourism) more
experience in promoting their locality.

Although individual responses differed in their extent
and quality, all of them (255 — not all respondents answered
all questions) were analysed with the exception of two (that
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did not match the asked questions). Seven respondents
answered merely the first question; all the other answers
were complete. Fourteen answers were very brief (maxi-
mally one sentence per question) whereas eight answers
were extremely long (more than 150 words). Eighteen
answers were supplemented by illustration material or ref-
erences thereto. The acquired documents served to create
what is called “word nests” (repeating words with identical
or similar meanings, e.g., objects designed to present the
locality and promote it as a tourism destination, labelling
of files and official documents, and letterhead paper), that
is, certain semantically identical “groups” of answers and,
assigned to them, data on their frequency. Non-recurring
statements were counted as separate units.

Function and use of municipal emblems by local
development actors

The answers to the question “How does your municipal-
ity use municipal symbols?” indicate that the majority of
municipalities use the approved emblem and flag beyond
the scope of their legislative obligation. All the respond-
ents (regardless of whether they were city or rural munic-
ipality representatives) affirmed that they had been using
their municipal emblem in various forms, understanding it
as a“graphic label used by their municipality for both inner
and outer communication” (a representative of municipal-
ity 1) and that it had become an inevitable part of their
municipality’s presentation at the local, regional, state and
international level (Table 1).

Table 1. Forms of municipal emblems utilization by municipal authorities.

Form of the municipal emblem use

Specification of the form of the municipal emblem use

Number of answers

Written contacts, documents

Headed paper, postcards, municipal contract labelling, municipal stamps, business cards 44

of local councillors, commemorative sheets, diplomas, professional ID cards

Promotion, tourism
pencils, shopping bags etc.)
Communication with domestic and
foreign partners

Tourist guides, local maps, postcards, promotional items and souvenirs (e.g. imprinted 43

1"

Local activities and events Display of emblems on the occasion of locally organised cultural, social and sports events 22
or an official visit

Poster information about planned events in the locality 7

Publicity Websites (the real number is much higher) 6

Local periodical 12

Communication with the media 3

Labelling of communal property Stickers on municipal vehicels, designations of local public spaces and enterprises admin- 7

istered by the municipality, municipal movables, and drainage inlets

Labelling of communal or local organi-  Emblems on cloth badges of municipal police as well as on firemen'’s uniforms, and on fire 7
zations and institutions brigade vehicles

Sports kit 4

Logo of local groups of volunteer firemen 4

Logo of local citizens' associations, sport clubs 6

Logo of local museums 2

Offer of use the emblem to all local organizations and businesses set up or managed by 2

municipality
Other forms of municipal emblem use

Depictions of the emblem on school facade

Year-long flying of municipal flag on local football pitch
Year-long flying of municipal flag on a viewing tower
Permanent placement of the municipal flag in a local church

Source: Author’s own survey.
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Several municipal representatives state that they
give the right to use the municipal emblem to all local
organizations and enterprises established or adminis-
tered by the municipality. Respect for municipal sym-
bols is documented by information about sanctification
of the emblem and flag, as well as by “festive symbols”
destined exclusively for exceptional events (e.g. a festive
embroidered velvet emblem or emblems made of tex-
tile/wood or glass). Respondents from some cities agree
that a historical emblem of the city ought to be reserved
for festive occasions, whereas a municipal logo should
serve the purpose of property labelling, promotional
items etc. The representative of municipality I, who
shares this opinion, accompanied his answers with a
manual specifying the rules of using municipal emblem
and logo.

Even though merely 45 % representatives of all munic-
ipalities of the Liberec Region use municipal emblems (i.e.
77 out of 171), it can be stated that municipal emblems
mostly fulfil their function as full-blown symbols, repre-
sentatives of their municipality, and as important elements
strengthening the local identity and the image of each
particular municipality. It stems from the comparison of
the respondents’ answers that local development actors
have different approaches toward the reasonability of
using municipal emblems. While rural municipalities tend
to predominantly use their emblems for self-identification
purposes, or possibly also for emphasizing the position
of the local representatives (and hence for boosting rela-
tionships of power) and more rarely for strengthening
the inhabitants’ sense of belonging to a place, in the cit-
ies more emphasis is given to the representative role of
emblems (and to the self-governing institutions related to
them). Additionally, emblems tend to be used to a greater
extent by those municipalities that have more experience
with tourism and the associated promotional activities
(cities, landscape protected areas, tourism/sport centres
in the mountains). A few representatives of several small
municipalities have a more marked, closer, locally patri-
otic relationship to their municipal emblem (embroidery,
consecration).

In most municipalities, however, the municipal
emblem remains only a formal graphic representation
of the locality or representatives (e.g. sign on a wall of a
municipal office, an official document, a business card,
etc.). Or, the municipal emblem is viewed as a “desirable”
symbol with which local representatives have not iden-
tified themselves or consider it too “ceremonial” to use
for common functional purposes. It is not unusual that,
for example, local associations, institutions and sports
clubs must not use the municipal emblem for presenta-
tion purposes without the consent of the local author-
ity; in order to avoid needless paperwork related to the

use of the emblem, they prefer to distance themselves
from it and adopt their own logo which they go along
with. Municipal representatives understand emblems as
a tool to strengthen local identities, the sense of com-
munity and the image of the locality, but their relation-
ship towards symbolism rarely reaches beyond its mere
reproduction without any emphasis being put on how
to efficiently exploit place branding for the purpose of
place marketing.

The importance of municipal emblems for
community life

’

The outcomes stemming from the analysis of respondents
answers to the question “What is your opinion about the
importance of your municipality’s emblem for the local
life?”are evidence of above-mentioned findings. This ques-
tion shifts the perception of municipal symbols from the
level of their practical utilization to the emotional and rela-
tional level with emphasis on subjective experiencing of
the symbolism of emblems by municipal representatives
(Table 2).

Analysis of the opinions of individual respondents
shows that the majority of them perceive the municipal
emblem as the fundamental symbol of their community
telling of its history and contemporary life, and mediat-
ing preservation of this information for the future. An
emblem is a symbol of the municipality’s sovereignty; it
is its representative. It is also a symbol with which inhab-
itants can identify themselves. Owing to its graphic form
itis“more acceptable” That is the reason why it has a high
informational value (provided that the inhabitants accept
it as “their own”) for both locals and visitors. However, it
is quite astounding that one-sixth of municipal officials
do not consider a municipal emblem important for the
community life, which indicates that the representatives
themselves are likely not to have identified themselves
with their municipality’s symbols.

The role of municipal emblems as an activating fac-
tor for local (and subsequently for higher scale level
regional development) is limited by the persistent view
that there is possible only “formal, official use” of them
(provable especially in the cities using historical municipal
emblems).

Perhaps that is why municipal representatives under-
estimate activities that would strengthen the dwellers’
relationship to the municipal emblem, e.g., by rendering
its utilization “available” (e.g. on sports kit, school acces-
sories, etc.), but also by adopting an active analysis of its
content (thematic competitions, school work, etc.) or by
encouraging its more frequent use in campaigns promot-
ing the municipality (beyond production of postcards and
promotional printed pencils).



Table 2. Importance of the municipal emblems for community life.
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Importance of the municipal emblems for community life

Number of answers

Great importance 10
Intellectual property and value 4
Identifier through which inhabitants associate everything “local” with the locality they live in 8
Element boosting the inhabitants’ sense of belonging to the community, local identity, local patriotism, pride on locality they live in 23
Reference to historical, cultural and economic values of the municipality 12
Symbol of their municipality’s autonomy and sovereignty, the external representation thereof, and a “positive image and publicity” 16
Connecting element of specific initiatives (association of municipalities with a similar symbol used in the municipal emblem) 2

No importance

Source: Author’s own survey.

Understanding of municipal emblems

When speaking of the determination of significance of an
emblem for local life and its presentation beyond munic-
ipal boundaries, a question arises as to whether the dwell-
ers really understand their emblem. Relevant responses
can only be brought about by more extensive research.
Nevertheless, opinions collected from 77 representatives
of the Region’s municipalities are sufficient in the first
stage. Even though their statements vary a lot, we cannot
conclude that they are influenced by the character of the
community and settlement they come from (city or rural
municipalities), or by the period of time during which a
municipality has been using its emblem (Table 3).

The majority of the local representatives inquired are
conscious that inhabitants should make sense of the
emblem and understand its meaning. Many believe, or
rather hope, that is how things are, while others real-
ize (also in connection with the corresponding survey)
that the observed phenomenon is far from obvious
and that municipal authorities have the potency to
increase awareness among local dwellers about commu-
nal symbols (a municipality Il councillor: “They do not

understand. Unfortunately, there has been a lack of public
enlightenment”).

A publicinquiry held only in one city revealed that the
inhabitants were able to identify the emblem but “had a
hard time really understanding its meaning” (representa-
tive of municipality IV). The answer given by the mayor of
municipality V, and a nearly identical one provided by the
representative of municipality VI, proved to be absolutely
exceptional among all the other responses:

When we bring pre-school children to the city hall to

meet the mayor we already discuss the emblem, reflect-

ing on what it represents, and later on we tell elementary
school pupils about its origin and the circumstances of

its granting.

The councillor of municipality VIl is the only one to claim
what particular steps his municipality has been making to
ensure that the inhabitants understand the emblem (e.g.
annual celebrations, exhibitions in the city hall, etc.).

Sometimes, though, municipal authorities themselves
are not sure about the semantic iconography of the
emblem (councillor of municipality VIII: “Inhabitants may
comprehend the emblem but | do not know whether its
interpretation is correct!), other times they do not identify

Table 3. Degree of understanding of municipal emblems by inhabitants.

Degree of understanding of municipal emblem by inhabitants

Number of answers

Comment

Inhabitants of municipality understand the emblem or, rather, that
they ought to understand it

Most of the population comprehend the meaning of the emblem

Older generation comprehends the meaning of the emblem

Emblem can only be understood by those who are interested in it

Inhabitants know and understand only few parts of the emblem
(figures/symbols)

Hardly anybody knows the meaning of the emblem

Willingness of mayors to explain the iconography of the emblem to
anyone interested

Inhabitants don't understand the emblem

Cannot be assessed

29 The answers are supported by referring to a recent debate
on the proposals for a new emblem, an introduction to
the iconography by the media or information on the
websites, or with the fact that the emblem is simple, and
hence well “intelligible” and comprehensible

15 Not everybody fully understands the emblem but there
are beliefs that most of the population comprehend its
iconographic meaning

4 Older dwellers apprehend the meaning of the municipal
symbol whereas the younger ones either show no interest
in its “content” or do not know the history and traditions
of the place they live in

4 Inhabitants are able to identify the emblem but they don't
comprehend the meaning of it at all

Source: Author’s own survey.
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themselves with the emblem (representative of municipal-
ity IX:“The attributes of our emblem are somewhat coded
in heraldry, which is little known to nowadays people.
That's why | proposed my own logo with a chapel’), or they
doubt the sense of explaining the meaning of municipal
symbols to inhabitants (representative of municipality X:
“Unfortunately, | suppose that inhabitants do not under-
stand the emblem, and I'm afraid that they give a damn
about this kind of symbolism.).

The respondents’ opinions affirm the assumption that
although the majority of emblems remain the symbol of
a concrete location, they are not always accepted as a
symbol.

The results of the research also indicate that not every-
body understands the iconography of the emblem, not
everybody has accepted it (maybe because of its incom-
prehensible heraldic portrayal) and few are those who
really want to understand it (according to few respond-
ents, generation gaps also play an important role here).
Even though only mediated conclusions can be drawn
therefrom, it seems that, according to statements made
by municipal representatives, in the eyes of some inhabit-
ants, emblems are not worth a symbol which would bolster
their pride of the locality they live in, and which would
amplify the sense of belonging to the locality and one’s
identification with it.

Conclusion

Regional symbolism constitutes a key component in the
perception of geographical space. It is indispensable not
only in the process of region formation (Paasi, 1986), but
alsoin regional/place marketing and branding (Pike, 2011).
Its analysis, so far rather neglected, is conducive to research
into reproduction and development of regions of differ-
ent sizes, or into assertion and application of power rela-
tionships among actors both within and between regions
(Zimmerbauer, 2011). What also matters is the evaluation
of its importance in the formation and transformation of
regional identity.

A unique position among the diverse symbols that
constitute regional symbolism is occupied by graphic
symbols. Evaluating their forms, content and significance
offers (in relation to the dynamic transformation of the
regional system) answers to the questions about which
of those symbols regional communities regard as their
symbols with which they identify themselves, which fos-
ter the region’s internal identity, and which regional/local
development actors consider worth representing their
region and community externally. In this respect, munic-
ipal emblems, widely perceived as the fundamental sym-
bols representing a locality, play an exclusive role within
the range of graphic symbols.

The monitored opinions of the representatives of 97
municipalities of the Liberec Region (self-governing region
in Czechia) concerning the function and significance of
municipal emblems helped us formulate answers to the
set of research questions. The very number of municipal
emblems used in the studied area proves that they (not
only the historical ones, but also the modern ones) hold
an important position therein, even though - as shown by
the conducted inquiry - the actors of local development
themselves sporadically doubt their role and significance
in the forming of a symbolic shape or an image of a locality
(municipality).

In the Liberec Region, the approaches of local authori-
ties towards municipal emblems and their role do not differ
in any marked way. There are both big and small municipal-
ities with an active, creative, as well as a formal or rejecting
stance on emblems. A similar characterization applies to
the variability of the relation to emblems in repopulated
and continuously inhabited municipalities alike. Everything
suggests that people’s interest in their emblem and its uti-
lization in local development depend, above all, on the
approach of municipal representatives and the other actors
furthering local development. As evidence thereof we can
mention localities that are attractive to tourists and where
a more intensive exploitation of the emblem has been
observed, at least in terms of presentation and representa-
tion of the locality concerned. In this regard, it needs to
be positively highlighted that, at the local level, nearly no
commodification of graphic symbols occurs in the studied
area for the purpose of merely “selling” the locality.

However, most of the municipalities use their emblem
in an active manner for the purpose of self-presentation;
local development actors understand it as one of their
municipality’s essential symbols, a proof of its sovereignty
and a phenomenon enhancing the community’s image
as well as the identity of the dwellers. Yet the modern
emblems (created in the post-communist era) do not
always comply with this characteristic. Some actors of local
development initiate the creation of municipal emblems
merely as part of place branding, striving to be a match for
the neighbouring communities or supporting their own
position without trying to find out about the degree of the
population’s identification with the new graphic symbol
of the locality Thus, municipal emblems serve as a sort of
a “shield” for municipal representatives and their use has
only a formal character.

The possible reason for this is the often problematic
“legibility” and interpretation of some contemporary
emblems. Their graphics are usually complex, hard to
grasp, and therefore, they are less accepted and seldom
exploited in the process of local development. Moreover,
emblems are often burdened with references to the
past and heraldic features which can either be (and are)



interpreted inconsistently or their symbolic meaning has
shifted in relation to the changing societal context and the
experiences of dwellers.

Despite the fact that municipal emblems have not yet
been used to their full extent, on the basis of the research
conducted in the Liberec Region it can be assumed that
they fulfil, at least partially, the role of linking, mediating
and activating factors of local development, taking partin
the formation of the symbolic shape of locality. They also
hold the potential for influencing the symbolic shape of
regions on a higher-than-local scale. Nevertheless, further
research would be needed to verify this hypothesis. A more
extensive survey charting the relation of local dwellers to
their municipal emblem would also deserve attention.
The conclusions of such research could then serve to con-
ceive a strategy that would help municipal authorities use
municipal emblems more efficiently to enhance local iden-
tity and boost the image of their locality and community.
The importance of the conducted survey and the interest
of its participants in it are proved by the fact that three
more municipalities have created and established the new
municipal emblem since the survey was conducted.
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