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Abstract: The population in rural settlements of the Czech Republic features high share ol po-
pulation living in very small villages. This specilic settlement structure was aflccted by selective
depopulation, especially in 1960-1990. The paper describes population development according to
village types, as a result of diffcrent factors’ infiuence.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The development of population in rural areas in the Czech Republic during the
twentieth century could be characterised by a continual decrease in the number of
permanent inhabitants. This phenomenon contributes to deterioration in the
demographic structure of rural population. Although the development of rural
population, which could by expressed by the degressive curve, was continual, there were
a few amplitudes. They were caused by the direct and indirect forces such as
displacement of the Germans, following resettlement of the border areas, migration into
towns and other economic centres, changes in the urban housing development and direct
influence of the settlement system (for example, formation of central places in settlement
system). From the geographical point of view the described process is very
differentiated, and so it is necessary to make a deeper analysis which would be based on
exploration of the development of particular structures of rural settlement.

The detailed analysis of the rural population development is made in the districts of
Pisck, Tabor, and partly also in other neighbouring areas. This work is especially based
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on the analysis of a group of rural settlements, on precise distinction between urban and
rural settlements, and on description of the longest possible period of changes, including
the latest trends after 1991.

The work is part of a large project, which concerns the problems of stabilisation of
rural settlement. This survey if [inancially supported by the Czech Republic Grant
Agency (Grant reg. number 205/97/0081).

2. METODOLOGY AND RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS
OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF RURAL POPULATION
AND SETTLEMENT FROM 1910 TO 1998

2.1. The development of rural population in the former
Southern Bohemia county and in the region
of "the Middle Bohemian hills"

The first decrease in the number of inhabitants of the Southern Bohemia county
between 1910 and 1930 (Fig. |) was caused by the departure of population to economic
centres in Austria, Czech countries, as well as in the USA (Kor¢ak, 1929,1972, and
Pohl, 1932). The later decrease was connected with the displacement of the Germans
between 1945- 1947, In the 1950's and 1960's, the number of inhabitants of the county
was despite the continual migration loss slightly growing. The figures for natality and
natural growth of population were very high in the Southern Bohemia county during the
1970's. Although natural growth decreased in the 1980's, there was still an increase in
the population number because of a new wave of migration into the county.

The numbers of urban and rural inhabitants of the Southern Bohemia county were
the same, in the second half of the 1970's. At present (1998) 57,02 per cent of
population live in towns (from the total number of region's population). This number is
the lowest in the whole country. Such aspects as a very dense nctwork of the rural
scttlements, the lowest number of population living in one rural settlement, but also in
one municipal authority, make the Southern Bohemian county specific comparing to the
rest of counties of the Czech Republic.

Fig. | shows the development of the region of the "Middle Bohemian hills"
(districts Ptibram, Bene3ov, Strakonice, Pisek, Tabor and Pelhfimov). To compare the
numbers for county and region is problematic due to the specific position of the city of
Ceské Budgjovice in the survey. However, the development trends of county and region
are similar, only the county development curve is more shaken. Since the 1980's, the
number of region's population has been decreasing. The stabilization of the rural
population number in region between 1950 and 1961 (similarly in districts Pisek and
Tabor, but not so obvious in the whole county), but also at present, is an interesting
phenomenon. The facts such as the end of population out-migration in the settlement
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process of the border areas, natural growth of rural population and later industrialization
in this part oI’ Bohemia, probably influenced the development between 1950 and 1961.

Fig. 2 shows the development of rural population share in ten districts. One
‘'smoothed' turned up logistic curve of the changes of shares for all ten obscrved districts
("OBLAST") include logistic curves for individual districts. The disproportion in the
particular district curves could in some cases be influenced by the shift of particular
settlements (in both directions) into either rural or urban settlement categorics, defined
by the number of inhabitants (urban settlement (town) - more than 2499 inhabitants).

The decreascs in share of rural population were smaller in the 1980's. However, the
most interesting change is going on now. The number of rural population in Benc3ov
district increased between 1991- 1998 by more than 520 people. Urban population of the
same district decreased by more than 194 people. While in the districts of Ceské
Budgjovice and Cesky Krumlov the number of rural population is also growing, in the
districts such as Prachatice and Pclhiimov it is either without change or slightly falling.

2.2. The development of rural population and settlements
in terms of the settlement size categories - districts
Pisek and Tabor

Fig. 4 shows the development of the number of inhabitants in terms of the
settlement size categories. Numbers of settlements in each category vary in different
time periods. Settlement units usually move into categories with lower number of
inhabitants. This process and its speed are the main cause for changes in curves at Fig. 4.
The most affected is category with the number of inhabitants between 200 and 499,
which used to be the most important category of rural settlements in Southern Bohemia.
Settlements of such size in 1910 - 1930, we find today in categories with either 100 -
199 or 50 - 99 inhabitants. Similar development happened in category with population
size between 100 and 199, under the condition that the gains caused by the move of
settlements from higher category are taken away.

One of the results of this process arc in both absolute and relative permanent
increases in the number of inhabitants of category of the smallest settlements (their share
in the number of rural population grew between 1910 and 1998 from 1 per cent to 9 per
cent - Tab. I). Till 1980, the development of the number of population in the category
with 50 - 99 inhabitants was similar. Concerning the number of rural population, a
village with 200 - 499 inhabitants stays the most important category. The second most
important is a rural settlement type is with the number of inhabitants between 100 and
199. Today, settlements with less than 100 inhabitants are getting much more important
than in 1910 or in 1950.

The process of moves of rural settlements among the size categories is well
illustrated at Fig. 5. The number of settlements of the size category with 200 - 499
inhabitants dropped to one third of the initial number. The number of settlements in size
category with 100 - 199 has been decrcasing by falling down in the scale of size
categorics since the 1970's.
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Scttlements with the number of inhabitants between 0 - 49 experienced sharp
increase (7.76 per cent in 1910, 44.41 per cent in 1998 - Tab.l). In some border areas
the original settlements which was made of individual relatively autonomous villages
with 100- 199 and 200 - 499 inhabitants, is changing into nearly dispersed settlement,
centred around onc bigger village. Today, settlements with the number of inhabitants up
to 99 are the most frequent settlements in the model area.

For the new development of rural population as a whole, the process observable in
categories with 500 - 999 and 1000 - 2499 inhabitants is getting morc and morc
important. The numbers in these categories has stayed nearly the same for quite a long
time (less than 3 per cent of rural settlements), important is, however, the increase of
their inhabitants. In 1970, there lived 17,26 per cent and in 1998 already 24,78 per cent
of population of rural settlements. The total growth of population in these categorics
between 1970 and 1998 was 18,12 per cent. It was 2,52 per cent in period between 1991
and 1998.

Table 2 gives even more detailed picture of the post-war development of rural
settlements in terms of the size categories. Determination of the average annual
percentage change of the number of inhabitants of the rural scttlements in particular
periods (periods are of different length, their length is rounded to months), and
elaboration of the potential shares of the settlements from the group of rural settlements
(or from the group of settlements of the particular size category), which have set
development of inhabitants, allow comparison of the details from the table. It is possible
to analyse the table in a graphic way, through a movement of 'spindles of share in per
cent' - upwards (negative development) or downwards (positive development), and
through spread of spindles (differentiation of the development trends in a group), or
through their contraction (homogenization of the development trends in a group).

The following pieces of information are worth mentioning - relative immobility of
category with 500- 2499 inhabitants (with the exception of the less positive development
in the 1960's, before the settlement system of central places was applicd), the latest,
more positive development ol category with 200 - 499 inhabitants, as well as of the
categories with smaller settlements (in them declines are still prevailing).

It is possible to document the change in the development of rural population during
past few years by following information - in about 18 per cent of rural settlements
(usually more in bigger ones) the number of inhabitants was growing during the last
period. In 62 per cent of settlements, the number of inhabitants was diminishing and in
21 per cent, it was stagnating (change smaller than 0,50 per cent per a year). In the
1980's, the situation was less positive, analogous numbers are [0 per cent, 78 per cent
and 13 per cent. During the 1980's, the annual average decrease in country was 750
inhabitants (districts Pisek and Tabor), during the 1990's with smaller natality, it was
only 350 inhabitants.
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Table 1 The development of the shares of inhabitants and settlements in terms of the settiement size categories - districts Pisek and Tabor

Settlement size categories

Share of inhabitants in % (thick type), share of settlement in % (by italics)

(number of inhabitants) 1910 1921 1930 1950 1961 1970 1980 1991 1998
1,00 1,21 1,52 2,83 3,35 4,50 6,55 7,70 8,85
0-49
7.76 8.77 10,62 16,55 18,95 23,52 32.20 39,49 44,41
4,50 4,41 5,08 10,46 10,12 11,87 13,54 15,87 15,02
50 -99
14,50 13,83 15,01 23,99 22,50 24,03 24,24 25,76 23,39
18,50 18,37 20,88 29,15 28,86 29,06 28,48 23,29 21,78
100 - 199
30,19 30,02 31,53 33.28 33,16 30,80 26,44 19,83 17,97
49,21 51,52 49,68 37,58 39,76 37,34 30,76 29,90 29,58
200 - 499
39.46 40,30 36.76 22,30 22.17 19,12 14,07 12.03 11,36
16,42 14,19 11,98 11,18 9,25 8,61 11,55 12,88 13,66
500 - 999
6.07 5,06 4,05 2.70 2,03 1,52 2,03 1,86 1,86
10,36 10,30 10,86 8,80 8,67 8,63 9,13 10,37 11,12
1000 - 2499
2,02 2.02 2.02 1,18 1,18 1,02 1,02 1,02 1,02




LS

Table 2 Shares of the rural settlements in term of the rate of change of the number of inhabitants during five periods - districts Pisek and Tébor

Change of the

Period

1950 - 1961

1961 - 1970

1971 - 1980

1981 - 1990

1991 - 1998

number of Shares of settlements in % (rounded)
inhabitants during Sett. size. categ. Sett. size. categ. Sett. size. categ. Sett. size. categ. Sett. size. categ.
one year in o o P o o
delimitating period AEYE: alalg sliale 2|a|2 g ale
in % =l | T[TV =l 7TV sl 7TV sl T|T V|5l TT
] = ] =3 8o ] =3 ] =

o|-18|8|8|5|+|8|8|8|s|+|8|8|8|a(-|18|8|8|s|]|8]8|8

ool o - | N |V Ol vy Nl WBW|F|O| |~ o0 | - (=2 B ] o |- O | «~ | N w0

-3,00 and less 3|6 |2|-]15|10({19| 4 | 2| - |23 38|14 4 | - |25(37 (12| 5 | - [17 |24 4 | 3 | -
-2,50--2,99 3|53 |- -|7]9|6|6]|6|10|10|12| 9| - |10|12| 8|6 | - [ 6| 8| 3|3 | -
-2,00 --2,49 4 |7 1|5 - - 112]12|15| 8 | 6 [ 12| 11|13 |12| - |13 |12(22( 6 | - | 7 | 8| 9 | 1 -
-1,50--1,99 6|9 |5|4|-1]15[10(19|20| - (12| 9 [17|10| - |12(13|(13| 6 | 6 [10| 9 |13 |11 ]| -
-1,00 —-1,49 12|11 12| 13| 5 {17 |13 20|18 (17|13 | 9 |15|19| 7 |10 6 |16 |17 | - |10 | 8 |16 [ 10| -
-0,50 --0,99 17|12 |24 |18| 5 |15]|12|16|19}22| 9 | 5 |10|17|( 7 | 8 | 6 [10]10| 6 |12 |11 |13 |13 | 6
0--0,49 18(15(19|20(19/13|11|12114|33|6 |7 | 5| 5| - |8 |6 |7 |19|22|14|12|15|23| 18
0,00 - 0,49 13|10 (14 (17 (19| 5 | 3 | 4 | 8 17| 3 |1 | 3| 4 |29| 5| 1|6 [14[17| 7 |2 |15[17 |41
0,50 - 0,99 9|7 |7 |14(33|3]|4|2|3|-|4|2|3|9|29|3|1|2|7|28|5|4|4]|8]/|18
1,00 - 1,49 6|7 |4 |8 (10]1]|1]1]1 -l 2|1 3]2([14]2]1 1|5 (11| 4|3 |4]7]|12
1,50 -1,99 34|22 -1112)|-1- -l 2|11 213|142 ]|2|1|2]|6]|1]1 1 - -
2,00 - 2,49 202225111 {1 |{-|1|1|-|3]-|o|Oo|-[1]-|1][1]|1]|1]6
2,50 -2,99 1 /2|12 |-]10})0{1 - - 1] 1 1 -1 {11 ]1]6]1]1 - - -
3,00 and more 2|1 4|21 121 -3 (2 (3 (3|-]123]|1]- 6 |8 |3]3]| -




3. CONCLUSION

In the observed area the process of depopulation slowed down considerably during
the 1990's. Moderation of the depopulation process and more positive migration balance
of rural settlements in the Czech republic are also described by other authors (Kéra and
Kugera 1986, Rehak 1994, Librova 1996 1997, Cermak 1996, Andrle 1998). Migration
gain, respectively the total growth of the number of inhabitants, is the phenomenon
observable only in a few municipalities and in only small number of rural settlements
(Tab.2.). In case of other municipalities and other settlements, the loss is smaller. There
are more reasons for the change of the migration behaviour. It is not possible to discover
and compare them all without the detailed inquiry among the inhabitants and migrants.
The lack of housing in towns and their relative attainability in permanently uninhabited
or partly inhabited buildings in countryside, are certainly important reasons.

Process of construction of new detached houses of urban type, on relatively cheap
lands, in environment of good quality for middle and upper middle class of inhabitants,
every day commuting, is well known in Germany, France and in other West European
countries and now also in the Czech republic. In the Czech Republic, such types of
buildings are being built in rural areas near the urban centres of settlement. In the
investigated area this suburban process could be found only around the centres of the
Tabor agglomeration, in Southern Bohemia county also near Ceské Budgjovice (in the
area of Zliv, Hluboka nad Vlitavou, Rudolfov and on the northern and southern outskirts
of the town).
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Resume
Vylidfiovani venkova v jiznich Cechach

Price analyzuje vyvoj pottu obyvatel ve venkovskych sidlech (jde o ¢asti venkovskych
obci & 0 venkovské &asti mestskych obci) okresu Pisck a Tabor a jejich $irsiho ji-
hoceského okoli mezi lety 1910-1998. V fe§eném uzemi se nachazi velmi husta sit'
picvazng malych a velmi malych venkovskych sidel (590 venkovskych sidel a 9 mé&st
na 2465 km? okrest Pisek a Tabor). Pozvolny odliv obyvatel z jihoteského venkova se
datuje jiz od roku 1870, k vyraznému poklesu dochézi po 2. svétové valcc a dale v 60.,
70. a 80. letech. V 90. letech 20. stoleti se vylidiiovani zastavilo (Fig. 1, 2). Sledovany
’dcpopulaéni proces je z Gzemniho hlediska velmi diferencovan. Rozdilny vyvoj poétu
obyvatel je dan polohou sidla v sidelnim systému, jeho obsluZznou vybavenosti,
vyrobni funkci a jeho velikosti. Vyvoj poétu obyvatel a poctu sidel podle velikostnich
katcgorii venkovskych sidel (sidel do 2500 obyvatel) v okresech Pisck a Tabor doku-
mentuji Fig. 3-6 a Tab. 1, 2.
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