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Abstract

Investments are the principal factor of the regioaad municipal development. Coming or leavinghef t
significant foreign investor can significantly iméince the whole municipal, regional, possibly nzio
economy. Bosch Diesel Ltd. is an example of sudhwastment which significantly influences competitess
of the Vysdina region and partly all Czech Republic. In conti@t with investment attractiveness, not only
the problems of investors coming and related dexisnaking process are important, but also the protd of
so called “rooting”. “Rooting” can be seen as a fo@tion of the intensive connections of given imaest
with a given region or location which keeps fronelalcalization”. Last but not least, the problemsyofen
investment economic development is also importanth can be proved by the fact that the highestotli
foreign investment inflow source into the CzechuRkp is reinvested profit.
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1 Introduction

Investment attractiveness is openly connected pfidsence of the localization factors (the
factors of investment attractiveness) in the gigeza. Each place has the specific sources at
disposal and each investment is distinguished &y dpecific needs. Searching for the
localization factors (the factors of investmentaattiveness) is one of the traditional areas of
the regional science. J. H. von Thinen and A. Wellkose models are put into the concept
of perfect competition, are considered to be th& theorists in this field. T. Palander, who
occurs with the prize, which is determined by therket position of a seller and extent of the
market dominated by him, carried out of these cptscthe out-coming modification set into
the concept of the monopolistic competition. Théesamarket comes into focus of the
localization factors research, respectively of itiheestment attractiveness research. Also A.
Lésch worked with the concept of monopolistic cofitpa. E.g. Hotteling’s model is one of
the modern concepts following up these pieces ohkaedge.

The theories of city-forming and city-serving sees (W. Sombart) and the central place
theory (W. Christaller) focused on the field of\sees localization and relating localization

factors. The Christaller’'s central place theorytapical even in present. E.g T. Mori, K.

Nishikimi, T.E. Smith [1] use it practically in th@onnection with identification between the
extent of towns and industry localization.

The considerable specifications show the polaopatheories. The author of the general
polarization theory is F. Perroux. He says thatebenomic growth does not arise equally.
There are branches driving and driven. The drivarench is characterized by the significant
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extent and the intense growth. The branch becomemgl as long as the entrepreneurial
subjects can realize the internal and externahgaviParticularly as for the savings from the
extent. The influence of the driving branch is paty positive, but also negative, e.g. the
driving branch takes the factors of production frima other branches [2]. G. Myrdal, A.O.

Hirschman or the French developing school reprasees J.R. Boudevill, L.E. Davin of J.

Paelinck [3] developed this theory in spatial (cegil) dimension.

The institutional and behavioral approaches, wigalestion some assumptions of rational
behaviour of individuals and companies, represamtiique movement. They point out, that
there are high transactional costs, that ther@iplan or sufficient knowledge. The result of
these considerations is the innovative theorieshvhre very close to the neoclassical ones in
their structure or are very different in their cemt To institutionalism belong e.g. T. Veblen,
J. R. Commons, W. C. Mitchell, J.M. Clark, C. E.AA.Berle, G. C. Means, K. Polanyi, J. A.
Hobson, J. K. Galbraith a G. Myrdal etc. The bebasal approaches also respect the
influence of the environment, where there is a @skl uncertainty. A. R. Pred [4] is one of
the people who occupies with the question of kndgde His considerations result from the
assumption that each decision, e.g. about the éssilocalization, depends on the amount
and quality of information of those people who degii.e. owners and managers. They have
e.g. the opportunity to learn from their mistakad &heir competitor’'s mistakes.

Furthermore e.g. Wolpert works on this behaviopeahdigm and highlights especially some
“soft” factors of decision-making and localizatiomhe integral part of the institutional
approach represents the theory of learning regibmsonnection with localization, it is
necessary to mention particularly the contributodr®. Cook who distinguishes globalization
| and globalization Il. The globalization | repraesethe effort of big companies to search for
the cheapest sources on the global level with & tominimize the production costs. The
globalization Il means the present trend when bigganies attempt to find out in the global
scale where there is knowledge which would allow thusiness competitiveness to be
stronger and then attempt to approach this knowdxgeither localization of their research
centre or obtaining the local key talents, etc. [5]

The problem of the localization behaviour of suptgonal corporations is one of the topics in
the localization (investment) behaviour researchH8lland, who is considered to be the
theory author of mesoeconomics theory, concerneith Wiis problem of supranational
corporations behaviour. Also the product life-cyd¢leeory concerns indirectly with the
problem of localization behaviour of supranatioc@lporations (R. Vernon). D. Massgives
the critical view on the classic localization resdaof big firms as the individual spatial
issues in his spatial divisions of labour theorjze Tauthor mentions within this theory, that
there are many spatial changes in the time of lmign@emic changes. The significant
contribution for the localization activities of gapational corporations theory gives also the
“new economic geography”. P. Krugman, Nobel Priégener, is considered to be the most
important representative of this theory. The neanemic geography also concerns with the
problems of industrial regions specialization. Venportant are also the traffic costs and the
costs on labour mobility. The cumulative mechanisnalso considered to be an important
factor, i.e. “success causes another succesgb|5],

Within the solving of the economic activities ofpsanational corporations localization
problems, the problem of consequences of big iovestxistence in region is solved very
often. There are mentioned particularly 3 positieects, e.g. contribution of new
technology, demand formation, opening of new matketc. [7]. The existence of big firms
so influences small firms localization both postivand negatively [8]. In this connection,
there is very often mentioned the importance oheauies of agglomeration. The economies
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of agglomeration in general identified Alfred MaatihThe economies of agglomeration arise
at the spatial interaction of companies, househalad public sector. The agglomerative
savings can be divided on internal and externacedf The internal effect can be understood
as the dependencies between the activities, whrelady exist in the region and the newly
arising. These dependencies occur not only betweempanies, but also within them. The
internal effect can be for example the profits fritta scope. The external effects arise among
the economic participants (companies, householdsjqpsector). These effects can be further
divided on location and urbanization effects. Toealization effects are dependencies, which
arise between the firms of one field. They are mwefor the companies, but internal from
the perspective of the field (branch). The urbamreeffects arise between the companies of
different fields and between the different actesti4], [9].

The economies of agglomeration grounded the relsedrthe cluster problems. The clusters
are defined as reciprocally connected branches emtrated geographically on the
demarcated areas.The firms have easier access sdalehing for the business partners,
finances, workers and localization in a clustereéases a firm’s renown in the clusters [10],
[11],[12].

The agglomerative effects are the frequent topaecsrésearch of direct foreign investment
localization, ranged from the Japanese automohdadgtry and USA to localization factors of
direct foreign investment determination in the forh laboratories for research and
development in the field of pharmaceutics and al=dt engineering industry. The
agglomerative effects can however differ accordmthe different field of study [13].

Apart from the factors influencing towards the camication, they influence also towards the
deconcentration. Fujita mentions 3 concentratiariofa, which are the supplier-customers
bonds, strong market, knowledge diffusion, and @odeentration factors, which are factor
immobility and concentration costs [13]. The deanication processes are supported by the
opportunities, which provide information and comnaation technology. On the basis of this
fact, the importance of the clusters is questionathile questioning the clusters it is
mentioned that the clusters do not have anythirgpmmon with the geographical proximity,
respectively with the spatial relations, but onlfiem the participants in a specific locality
have the common codes, projects, language andasipgtception of the world [14].

All these theories have one common factor (denotoipal his denominator means the direct
or indirect searching for the localization factorsspectively the factors of investment
attractiveness. From the theories mentioned abibigegdossible to select out these possible
key localization factors (the factors of investmesttractiveness): cost of transport
(respectively transport accessibility), work (humamesources), raw material,
distance/proximity of sales market, distance/praotiraf the competition, distance/proximity
of suppliers, the complementary services, regi@w@nomic growth, personal interests of
managers and owners, following the conduct of tlheeasssful competitors and image of the
region.

The following short regional analysis attempts dentify the possible factors increasing
investment attractiveness of the regions in thec@&epublic.

Methodology and regional analysis data of investment attractiveness of theregionsin
the Czech Republic

In this work the methods of the plain analysis,tegsis, which is used in the end of the
contribution, and the expert method for categorynalividual indicators determination are
used. The limited number of statically observednecaic indicators on the regional level in
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the Czech Republic is a very important limiting ttac The considerable part of these
indicators is published with significant time delay

The index including 8 indicators — unemploymené r@ource: MoLSA - Ministry of Labour
and Social Affairs), long-term unemployment shareofe than 5 months) on overall
unemployment of the region (source: MoLSA), therage hourly earnings in entrepreneurial
sector (MoLSA), the number of the registered ecan@ubjects per 1 000 inhabitants (RISY
— Regional Information System), development of thenber of the registered economic
subjects per 1000 inhabitants (RISY), gross natigoroduct per 1 inhabitant (CSO),
formation of gross fixed capital per 1 inhabita@GS0, Czech Statistic Office), direct foreign
investment (CNB).

On the basis of the expert discussion (discussimgipy consisted of Milan Damborsky,
GabrielaRihova, René Wokoun and Jana Kimyvd), the following indicator expert method)
was drawn up:

Ix=0,2* UN + 0,05 * UNLy + 0,15 * INCBx + 0,1 * NRLy + 0,1 * NRLDy + 0,1 * GDRR
+ 0,15 * RFC + 0,15 * FDIx

UNy - unemployment rate of the x-region,

UNLy — share of the long-term unemployment (over 5 im&non the overall unemployment
of the region of the x-region

INCBy — average hourly earning in the entrepreneuritdset the x-region,
NRLy — the number or the registered economic subjestd P00 inhabitants of the x-region,

NRLDx — development of the number of the registered @tin subjects per 1 000
inhabitants of the x-region,

GDRRy— gross national product on 1 inhabitant of thegion,
RFC, — formation of the gross fixed capital on 1 inhabi of the x-region,
FDIy— direct foreign investment of the x-region.

Values of the individual indicators at the indiveduegions are relativized to a region with the
highest values (see chart No. 1 and 2)

With help of the standard deviation, the valueshefindividual indicators are corrected (the
value given by an expert is divided by the standdediation). In this way the value of the
indicators with the lower standard deviation is@ased (see the chart No. 2)

The modified index looks like this:

Ixu = 0,164 * UN + 0,0639 * UNIx + 0,2328 * INCR + 0,1319 * NRI + 0,0903 * NRLLQ +
0,0982 * GDRR + 0,1247 * RFG + 0,0942 * FDJ{

The results after the recount are mentioned inctieat No. 3. The overall results are the
component of the chart No. 4.
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Chart No. 1: Statistical data for assessment of investment attr activeness

Share of long-term Development of Formation of Direct foreign
unemployment Average hourly The number of | the number of th¢ Gross national ross fixed investment per 1
rate(more than 5 earnings in the registered registered product per 1 gro inhabitant —
. Unemployment . - . . . capital per 1
Region rate (May 2009) months) on overall entrepreneurial sector ~ economic economic inhabitant inhabitant accumulated total up
unemployment of the (1 quarter 2009, in| subjects per 1 000subjects per 1 000 (2007, in (2007, in to December 31
region (March 31 Czech crowns) | inhabitants (2008) inhabitants | Czech crowns Crech cr’owns 2007 (in thousand o
2009) (2008/2005 ) Czech crowns)
Statistical date
1| Capitol City 2,80% 31,60% 205,47 361 5,82% 709 124 201 713 4698,
of Prague
2.| Jihatesky 6,40% 32,50% 123,27 230 3,91% 300 158 64 092 12,61
3.| Jihomoravsky 8,60% 45,50% 139,34 229 5,24% 318863 73832 73,4
4. | Karlovarsky 10,10% 41,10% 126,79 249 5,22% 240901 61073 58,7
5.| Kralovéhradecky 6,70% 32,50% 124,98 226 3,98% Pirj 2N 55 692 54,5
6.| Liberecky 10,20% 40,60% 132 255 2,75% 279 776 5b 63 121,9
7.| Moravskoslezsky 11,30% 49,40% 133,39 183 4,92% 5886 72 813 131,7
8.| Olomoucky 10,10% 36,30% 128,4 202 3,96% 257 069 84(b 42,3
9.| Pardubicky 7,70% 33,70% 129 205 3,90% 290 693 B0 69 79,4
10.| Plzeisky 6,80% 37,80% 134,84 231 3,90% 322 162 97 485 6,310
11.| Sttedaiesky 5,60% 34,80% 146,92 233 2,15% 322 364 74 972 94,81
12.| Ustecky 12,40% 50,90% 135,59 202 3,96% 275 837 79 4 127
13.| Vysctina 8,50% 37,80% 124,1 187 5,35% 287 879 50 577 4124
14.| Zlinsky 8,90% 42,40% 123,87 219 3,65% 283 366 5 38 62,4

Source: CSO, MoLSA, RISY, CNB

f
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Chart No. 2: Percentual valuetowardsthe best region and importance of the indicators

=)

Share of long-term Average hourl l Development of Formation of Direct foreign
unemployment 9€NOUY | The number of the the number of the Gross nationa investment per 1
earnings in . . gross fixed . .
Unemployme rate(more than 5 , registered registered product per 1 ; inhabitant —
. entrepreneurial ' A . . . capital per 1
Region nt rate (May | months) on overal economic subjects  economic inhabitant . . accumulated total u
sector (1 quarter . . inhabitant
2009) unemployment of the 2009. in Czech per 1 000 subjects per (2007, in (2007, in to December 3}
region (March 31 cr(,)wns) inhabitants (2008) 1 000 inhabitants Czech crowns Czech cr,owns 2007 (in thousand @
2009) (2008/2005 ) Czech crowns)
Percentual value towards the best region
1. chaggéjgty 100,00% 100,00% 100,00% 100,00% 100,009 100,00% ,0000 100,00%
2.| Jihatesky 43,75% 97,23% 59,99% 63,71% 67,18% 42,33% 7%4,7 6,63%
3.| Jihomoravsky 32,56% 69,45% 67,82% 63,43% 90,039 9744, 36,60% 4,32%
4. | Karlovarsky 27,72% 76,89% 61,71% 68,98% 89,69% 85,9 30,28% 3,46%
5.| Kralovéhradecky 41,79% 97,23% 60,83% 62,60% 68,38% 41,10% 27,61% 3,21%
6. | Liberecky 27,45% 77,83% 64,24% 70,64% 47,25% 39,45% 27,58% 7,18%
7.| Moravskoslezsky 24,78% 63,97% 64,92% 50,69% 84,54% 40,41% 36,10% 7,75%
8.| Olomoucky 27,72% 87,05% 62,49% 55,96% 68,04% 36,25% 37,60% 2,49%
9.| Pardubicky 36,36% 93,77% 62,78% 56,79% 67,01% 4p,99| 25,13% 4,67%
10.| Plzaisky 41,18% 83,60% 65,63% 63,99% 67,01% 45,43% 48,33 6,26%
11.| Sttedasesky 50,00% 90,80% 71,50% 64,54% 36,94% 45,46% 799,1 11,47%
12.| Ustecky 22,58% 62,08% 65,99% 55,96% 68,04% 38,90%  9,48% 7,48%
13.| Vysatina 32,94% 83,60% 60,40% 51,80% 91,92% 40,60% 26,07 7,32%
14.| Zlinsky 31,46% 74,53% 60,29% 60,66% 62,71% 39,96% 9,48 3,67%
Standard deviation 0,1937 0,1242 0,1023 0,1204 0,1759 0,1616 0,191p 2528,
Importance of the indicator — determined by theegtkmethod
100% | 20% | 5% | 15% | 10% | 10% | 10% | 15% | 15%
Modification of the importance of the indicatorghvhelp of standard deviation (importance/standilation)
629,82% | 103,27% | 40,25% | 146,63% | 83,09% | 56,86% 61,870 7853% | 59,34%
Recount — sum of the importance of the indicatoi9&
100,00% | 16,40% | 6,39% | 23,28% | 13,19% | 9,03% | 9,82% 79,4 | 9,42%

Source: CSO, MoLSA, RISY, CNB, recalculation byattieor
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Chart No.3: Points evaluating investment attractiveness by theregionsfor theindividual territories

Share of long-term Average hourl Development of Formation of Direct foreign
unemployment earr%n sin Y | The number of the the number of | Gross national ross fixed investment per 1
rate(more than 5 gs In registered the registered | product per 1 gro: inhabitant —
. Unemployment entrepreneurial . A ; . . capital per 1
Region months) on overal economic subjects  economic inhabitant . . accumulated total u
rate (May 2009) sector (1 quarter ; . inhabitant
unemployment of the 2009. in Czech per 1 000 subjects per (2007, in (2007, in to December 3
region (March 31 crcl)wns) inhabitants (2008) 1 000 inhabitants Czech crowns Czech cr,owns 2007 (in thousand @
2009) (2008/2005) Czech crowns)
Point evaluating investment attractiveness by éggons for the individual territories
1. chag;{:éfe'ty 16,40% 6,39% 23,28% 13,19% 9,03% 9,82% 12,47% 9,42%
2.| Jihatesky 7,17% 6,21% 13,97% 8,40% 6,06% 4,16% 3,96% 299,6
3.| Jihomoravsky 5,34% 4,44% 15,79% 8,37% 8,13% 4,42% ,56% 0,41%
4. | Karlovarsky 4,55% 4,91% 14,37% 9,10% 8,10% 3,34% 7%, 0,33%
5.| Kralovéhradecky 6,85% 6,21% 14,16% 8,26% 6,17% 4%,0 3,44% 0,30%
6. | Liberecky 4,50% 4,97% 14,96% 9,32% 4,27% 3,88% B,44 0,68%
7.| Moravskoslezsky 4,06% 4,09% 15,11% 6,69% 7,63% %,97 4,50% 0,73%
8.| Olomoucky 4,55% 5,56% 14,55% 7,38% 6,14% 3,56% %,69 0,23%
9.| Pardubicky 5,96% 5,99% 14,62% 7,49% 6,05% 4,039 3%,1 0,44%
10.| Plzaisky 6,75% 5,34% 15,28% 8,44% 6,05% 4,46% 6,039 99,59
11.| Sttedaiesky 8,20% 5,80% 16,65% 8,51% 3,33% 4,47% 4,63% 8%,0
12.| Ustecky 3,70% 3,97% 15,36% 7,38% 6,14% 3,82% 3,68% 0,70%
13.| Vyscgina 5,40% 5,34% 14,06% 6,83% 8,30% 3,99% 3,139 9,69
14.| Zlinsky 5,16% 4,76% 14,04% 8,00% 5,66% 3,93% 3,679 0,35%

Source: CSO, MoLSA, RISY, cNB, recalculation byathkor
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Chart No. 4: Order of theregions according to the evaluating of investment
attractiveness

Order of the regions Points
1. |[Capitol City of Prague 100,00%
2. |Plzaisky 52,94%
3. |Stredatesky 52,68%
4. |Jihomoravsky 51,45%
5. |Jihatesky 50,57%
6. |Kralovéhradecky 49,44%
7. | Karlovarsky 48,46%
8. |Vysaina 47,74%
9. | Pardubicky 47,71%
10. | Moravskoslezsky 46,78%
11. | Olomoucky 46,66%
12. | Liberecky 46,01%
13. | Zlinsky 45,56%
14. | Ustecky 44,76%

Source: author

Features of investment attractiveness of regions

The most attractive region in the Czech Republisvithout any doubts, the Capitol City of
Prague which reached the most the highest valuesllimbserved indicators. Plzsky,
Stredatesky, Jihomoravsky, Jikesky and Kralovéhradecky regions are the next troadly
attractive regions determined by the expert method.

The most investically attractive region in the Gz&epublic is the Capitol City of Prague. It
is the region with the highest social-economic leWre this respect it makes the individual
category. The Capitol City of Prague gains from status the capitol city of the Czech
Republic.Positive development does not threaten a singletifiat in comparison with other
regions it has limited possibilities to obtain {hablic means of subsidies because this region
does not belong to the Goal | of economic and $@chesion politics in EU for the period
from 2007 till 2013.

Prague is the capitol and the biggest city in taedh Republic and the cohesion region and
territory simultaneously, it is the natural centef economics, culture, education (8
universities), politics, social-economic urban stune of the country, health service (25
hospitals) therefore we determine its status asiderably specific. The region area is also
characterized by the location on the importantditaioutes. Prague is a central point for most
of the motorway routes, it is also a very importaailivay junction, goods waterway transport
and air junction.

Prague has a specific position in economics ofGaech Republic, it makes almost one-
fourth of the national GNP. The level of GNP is mdhan twice higher over the national



3 Central European Conference in Regional Scier€@ERS, 2009 — 959 —

averages, Prague is the biggest regional laboukehar the Czech Republic, the region is
characterized by the high degree of the workfongalification, in Prague there lives move
than one-fourth academically educated populatiothefCzech Republic, the typical feature
is the difference of the regional economic struetwithin the Czech Republic, the primary
and secondary sector has a wider extent than timnahaverage, on the contrary, the tertiary
sector of services is highly developed. Tourismobgé to the sectors with the highest
dynamics which significantly contributes to the ioeg@al GNP formation and its overall
development, significant development achieved Hisoservice and building industry sector.
But there is a strong science potential. On thetraoy)y the low permeability of city
communication, lack of alternate roads, i.e. tramspnfrastructure, belongs among the
weaknesses.

According to the conducted analysis (on the bakthe given index), the Pl#sky region is
the second investically most attractive region loé {Czech Republic. It gains from its
economic localization, especially from its goodfficaapproach to the most significant
growth pole in the Czech Republic (the D5 highwayie capitol Prague and near the
economically strong federal country, Bavaria. Ther@mically important centre Plzés the
region centre. The region is characterized by #atively low density of population (the
second lowest after the Jiesky region). The economic deployment of the ecoaoom
activities in the territory is uneven — almost dhied of the industry subjects are found in
Plzar. In Plza, there is also a quality network of schools, tthe. network of elementary and
high schools, two universities. Among the weaknesbelong neglected network of
communication and low level of regional facilitieg the technical infrastructure, insufficient
services in the countryside and in some bordeisdfed)

The Stedaiesky region achieved the third highest index valuee regional centre comprises
of the capitol Prague. The whole location is predatned to the close socio-economic
dependency to the capitol (high daily migratiorpopulation heading to work in Prague, etc.)
thanks to its proximity to Prague. The trend ofioegl demographic development shows in a
long term the growth of population. In tha&iaiesky region, there is a very dense network
of communication (the main railway and highway siarsystem). The production of this
region has a complementary character to the pramuof the capitol Prague. In the region,
there is an important modern industry complex — SIROCAR, Inc. in Mlada Boleslav,
TPCA Czech, Ltd. in Kolin, Aero Vodochody, Spolaweratovice. Among the strength of the
region belong, apart from the already mentionee,flvourable geographical location in the
centre of the Czech Republic, closeness to Pragehiggest local market and the most
dynamically growing centre in the Czech Republlugh road and speed communication
density, an existence of the developing areas dsmiess, the diversified economics with the
potential of job production, qualified manpowerated network of schools.

According to the given index, the Jihomoravsky oagwas determined as the fourth most
investically attractive region. The region is wetinnected with the railway and road system
not only of the Czech Republic but also of the Aiastnd Slovakia road system. It belongs to
the agricultural areas but with developed basis sefvices and industry, especially

manufacturing industry. The centre of the Jihomsksvregion, Brno, is one of the main

centres of tertiary education, fairs and judicidarlge Jihomoravsky region is characterized by
the technically educated population. The problerthefJihomoravsky region is marginalized
areas, especially Znojmo and Hodonin.

The fifth member of the investically attractive i@gs is the Jihtesky region. There is a high
share of the primary sector. Because of the abseinde highway network (incomplete D3
highway) and the slow progress of modernizatiorithef IV transit railway corridor in the
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stage Prague €eské Budjovice, economics of the region is significantlynited. The
strength of the Jikmsky region is the favourable geographical locafis]. It has borders
with highly developed Austria and Germany. The d@siy region is characterized by the
low crime rate.

The Kralovéhradecky region is the fifth region whits the last region in the group of

investically attractive regions. It belongs to theost industrialized areas in the Czech
Republic and has industry with long-term traditidhe favourable location for transportation

of agglomeration Hradec Kralové including heavydraand railway system of the region

belong to the strengths. The region has the safftcamount of developing areas at disposal
(industrial zone, brownfields) [15].

The map No. 1 defines the group of the specifiegtically attractive regions
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The map No. 1: Demar cation of entrepreneurially (investically) attractive regions
Source: the authors

Conclusion

The investically attractive regions are characeztiby the good connection to the most
important growth pole of the Czech Republic, ilee tapitol Prague. The exception is the
Jihomoravsky region, where there is the second mgsbrtant growth centre, the city Brno.
Closeness to transport of the well accessible enanpole can be determined as the possible
important factor of investment attractiveness @& tbgion. This also support the fact that in
given regions there are present the important nedigrowth centers — for thei8taiesky
region it is the capitol Prague, in the Rizley region it is the city Pl2g in the Jihomoravsky
region it is Brno and in the Kralovéhradecky regibns the city Hradec Kralové. The
exception is the Jikesky region.Ceské Budjovice belong to the less important regional
metropolis. This all is compensated by the gooohgfrconnection to the capitol Prague.
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The demarcated investically attractive regions al® characterized by the developed
complementary services (financial institutions,uh, cultural facilities, shopping malls and
campuses, etc.), therefore also this factor candétermined as the possible factor of
investment attractiveness.

The demarcated regions (except the d#s@y region) are characterized by the high level of
the regional demand (measured by the average hearhyngs in the entrepreneurial sector).
But according to the methodology of the investicalftractive region demarcation, we can’t

deduce any conclusions considering the sales miagiet.

The given regions have a very positive image amecmnomists [15]. Therefore we can
speculate in this situation about the image ofggorefactor. This factor can be significant in
connection with the importance of intuitive decisimaking.

In connection with the region demarcation we caso atonsider the importance of the
localization factor of transport accessibility. Tgeod transport accessibility also have the
capitol Prague, the Jibesky region, The Plagky region, the Jihomoravsky region and
partly also the Kralovéhradecky region. On the Wt transport accessibility of the

Jihatesky region is relatively poor.
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