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H3Boxa: Luss oBor pama je DONMPHHOC AMCKYCHjH O ypOAaHO-PYpaiHOj AUCTPUOYIHjH
craHoBHUIITBA Y CpOuju. Y KOHTEKCTY €BpPOIICKE PETHOHAIHE TOJIUTHKE, PaJl Ce TOCe-
O0HO (okycupa Ha IOeUHHCAEmEC PYypaTHHX PETHOHA W TpoMeHe ydemrha pypaiHHX
pErHoHa y pacrojeiy yKyIHe Iomyjanuje. Y pamy ce KOPHCTH OpUTMHAIHA METOMO-
noruja OpraHusanyje 3a eKOHOMCKY capajmby M pa3Boj, koja je 2010 peBunupana u
yHanpehena. MeTtoznosoruja noapasyMmeBa TPHXOTOMHY IPOCTOPHY IIOJIeNly HA OCHOBY
Mepema I'yCTHHEe HacelbeHOCTH. OCHOBHA XMIIOTe3a je Ja Ce CTEeNEH PYpPalHOCTH Y
Cp6uju nosehasa ca onagameM YKYITHOT CTAHOBHUILTBA U CTEIIEHOM T'eHEpan3aluje
Teputopuje. PedynraTu cy mOTBpAWIM TPETHOCTaBKY, jep je y mepuoxy 2003-2010.
TO/IMHa, Ca CMamkEeHeM Opoja CTAHOBHHMKA CTEIEH PYPaTHOCTH PacTao.

Kibyune peum: pypaaHH pEeTHOH, CTaHOBHHIITBO, ypOaHO-pypanHa Kiacupukaimja,
rycTHHA HaceJbeHocTH, Cpouja.

YBoa

ITojam pypamaux perunona y Cpbuju je HOBHjeT AaTyMa M KOWHIIUIH-
pa ca Hactojamuma Bmage CpOuje ma HallMoHATHE CTPATETH]e W jaBHE TOJIH-
THUKE yHANPEId U MPUIarof peiiekhruMa 1 mpernopykama Koje cy 3ajeJHuIKe
Behunu 3emaba EBporncke yHuje (EY). V KOHTEKCTYy eBpoIicKe pernoHaiiHe
MOJIUTHKE, PypalHU PETUOHHM Cy IUIAHCKE peruje, AeuHucaHe mpema Kpure-
pujymy ryctuae HacesbeHOocTH (OECD, 1994) M ocHOBHa TepuTOpHjaIHA
jeouHHuIa 3a chnpoBoheme MONMTHUKE PYypajHOr pas3Boja. TepMHH pypaiHu
pasBoj, y Cpbuju, y ynotpeOu je TOKOM MOCIeImhe JeleHHje, a OJHOCH Ce Ha
UHTETpaJHU U TePUTOPHjaIHU IPUCTYII Pa3BOjy HE-METPOIOIUTEHCKOT IPOC-
Topa. PaHuje cy 3a mcTpakuBame pypaiiHOT MpocTopa KopuintheHe nmapiuja-
HE, CEKTOPCKE MOJHUTUKE, K0 IITO je CTpaTeryja MoJbONPUBPENE, PEBUTANIN-
3alMja CEOCKMX Hacesba MM IOMyJIallMOHE M COLMjajiHE MEpEe 3aIUTUTE U
MOJPIIKE MOJHOIMPUBPEIHOM CTAaHOBHMINTBY. [loJUTHKA pypanHOr pas3Boja je
o0jearHMIIAa CBe MaplLUjalHe MPUCTYNE UCTPAXKHUBAKY H3BAH-TPAJCKE TepH-
Topuje U craHoBHUIITBA. OCHOBHA Ne(UHUNIN]ja PyPATHUX PETHOHA j€ 3aCHO-
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BaHa Ha IPUHIUIY Heranyje, Tj. IITa HUje pypaiHu peruoH. Tako ce y nedu-
HUIUjH jaCHO KaXKe Jia CBe IITO HHUje YPOAHO YMHHU PYPasHO, & Y MPOCTOPHOM
CMHCITY, PYpPaJTHO CE€ CMaTpa OMO3UTOM YpOAaHOM, U3 YTJia CBEYKYIMHOCTH KO-
HOMHj€ U CTAHOBHHILITBA.

3a CpOujy je muTame HaIMOHATHE TOJUTHKE PYPATHOT pa3Boja H3y-
3eTHO 3HaudajHo. CTpaternja pypaiaHor pasBoja CpOuje He mocToju, a Hampt
cTpareruje, koju je 2009. roguHe u3paawia pajaHa rpyna MHHHCTapcTBa
MOJHONPUBpPEAE, IIyMapcTBa U BOAONpPHUBpeae, 00yXBaTHO jeé OCHOBHE IIMJbE-
Be, BH3Hje U CTpaTellKka peliewma, NMpeaiaxyhn NOHOIIeHkhEe PErHOHATHUX
cTpaTervja pypaiaHor pasBoja (MwuaucTapcTBo mossompuBpene, 2009). 3a
nepuHUCAalkE PYpPAIHUX PETrHOHa, y HAUpTy HHUje WIH je CEeJIeKTHBHO
kopuiihena merononoruja OpraHusanyje 3a SKOHOMCKY capaliiby W pa3Boj
(OECD, Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development), Tako aga
Cy W pe3yiTaTH TEIIKO YIOPEIWBU Ca CIWYHHM IUIAHCKAM JOKYMEHTHUMA Yy
3emsbama EVY. JlebunucameM pypanHux peruona y Cpouju ce, TOKOM TOCie-
IBUX ToawHa, OaBmio Bumre aytopa (bormanos, 2007; Bacunescka, 2009;
I'muropujesuh, 2010; Bberosan, 2008; 3akuh, 2010) kao u ypbaHO-pypaTHOM
nucTpuOynujom Teputopuje u ctanoBHUIITBa (Kruni¢ et al., 2011). ITotpeba
3a yjeqHa4eHOM Ae(QUHUIINjOM PypaTHHX PerHOHa W KIACH(PHUKAIUjOM peru-
OHa TpeMa CTEINeHy pypasHOCTH, AaHac je y CpOuWju momaTHO HarIameHa
peanHuM MoryhHocTMMa MpUCTYMa jOoII jeHOj KoMIOHeHTH MHcTpyMeHTa 3a
npeanpuctynay momoh (IPA, Instrument for pre-accession assistance), Tad-
HHje GOHAY HAMEHEHOM 3a MOAPIIKY PYPATHOM Pa3Bojy. Y TOM jé KOHTEKCTY
BeOMa Ba)KHO 3HATH KOJU PErHOHH CYy PYPalHHU, KAaKO Cy pa3MelITeHH! Yy Mpoc-
TOpPY M KaKO C€ CTEIEH PYPaIHOCTH BPEMEHOM Mema. CTeleH pypalHOCTH ce
onpehyje ydemrheMm pypanmHHX perHOHa y AWCTPUOYLHjH CTAaHOBHHUIITBA U
TEPUTOpHjE, & TUIl PYPAIHOT PETHOHA TpeMa yAeldy pypaliHe IMomyJanuje y
YKYITHOM CTaHOBHHIITBY PETHOHA.

OcHOBHa XHWIOTe3a y paay je Ja ce cremeH pypanHoctu y Cpbouju
nmoBehaBa. CTeTeH pypaTHOCTH je MEPEH OpojeM | ydentheM pypallHUX Perwo-
Ha y AUCTpUOYLHMjU YKYITHE Tonmyjanuje. Jpyra xumoresa je a je pact crerie-
Ha PYPATTHOCTH YCIOBJbEH OMAJameM YKYIMHOT CTAHOBHHUIITBA M PEIUCTPHUOY-
[IMjOM CTAaHOBHHUINITBA M3Mel)y mepudepHUX M MeHTpaTHHX pernoHa. U tpehe,
MPETHOCTaBJba Ce Ja CTENEH PYPAIHOCTH 3aBUCH O] BEIWYHHE TEPUTOPHja-
HUX JeIMHUIIA, Tj. BehH CTeNeH TeHepaau3aluje TePUTOPHje Y3pOKYje U MOpacT
CTETeHA PYPATHOCTH.

Pan je opranm3oBan Ha cienehn HauuH. Y TIPBOM OJEJBKY JIaTa je CIIU-
Ka pypaine EBporne kao Hajmmper KOHTEKCTa IpeIMeTa UCTpaXkuBama. Y Apy-
TOM OJIeJbKy ce omucyje opuruHanHa metojoioruja OECD, koja je ynorpe0-
JbCHA 3a pasrpaHUyaBame pypaTHuX pernoHa y CpOuju, ainu ce Jaje U yHampe-
hena Bep3uja OBe METOIOJIOTH]E, KOja je y HekuM 3eMasba EY Beh y ynorpeowu.
Tpehu neo paga cy TaaBHU pe3yiTaTH aHAIM3€ MPOMEHE MPOCTOPHE TUCTPH-
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Oyuuje pypanHux pernona y CpoOuju u aucTpuOynuje CTaHOBHHILITBA Ipema
THITy pypaHor pernoHa. Ha kpajy ce, Kpo3 pe3ysiTare HCTpaKHBarba, TUCKYTY-
j€ 0 MEeTMCXOTHOCTH PyPaTHE THITOIOTH]E.

KoHTekeT ncrpaxknBama:ciamnka pypaine EBpomne

VY oBOM cy pany TEOPHjCKH M METOIOJOUIKH OKBHUPH HCTPaKHBamba
pypanHo-ypbane auctpuOyuuje craHoBHUIITBA CpOHje OCIOmEHU Ha HEKO-
JHMKO JeTaJbHUX crynuja EBporckor pypamHor mpocropa. Y 3emibama EVY ce
Ha 1pobieM nmeMorpad)ckor ciiadjbema, EKOHOMCKE CTarHANMje W COIHjaTHe
WCKJbYYEHOCTH PypajHHX, MepUPEPHUX PETHOHA, PEaroBaio yCIOCTaBIbakbeM
MHCTUTYIIHOHAJHUX OKBUpA 3a JOHOUICHE M HUMIUIEMEHTANHN]y CTPATCLIKUX
peniema MHTETPaHOT PYypaTHOT pas3Boja. [IpBH KOpak je MpeTrnocTaBhuO
neQUHUCAakE PypaTHUX PETHOHA HA OCHOBY omiuTenpuxsaheHor kpurepujy-
Ma, 3a Koju je Hajehu Opoj 3emasba Morao ga 00e30ean moTpeOHy CTaTHUCTH-
YKO-aIMIHHACTPATHBHY IOJIENTy, KOMIIATHOMIHY Ca IOIHMCHOM CTAaTHCTUKOM
(Smailes et al, 2002). Tako ce IoILIO A0 3ajeJHUYKUX PEIICHa, Koja Cy yoo-
nudeHa y Mehynaponno mpuxsahenoj meromonoruju OECD. Ha ocHoBy oBe
METO/I0JIOTHje je u3pal)eHO HEeKONWKO 3HAYajHHX CTYHja €BpPOIICKOT pypal-
HoT Tmpoctopa. IloceOHO je MHTepecaHTHa CTyAHja Koja ce 0aBH MpobiIeMoM
He3amocIeHOCTH y pypanauM pernonuma Espomne (Employment in rural are-
as: closing the jobs gap, 2006) y k0joj Cy neTajbHO aHAIU3UPAHU CBH peJle-
BaHTHU (DakTOpH OJ KOjUX OW MOTa0 3aBHUCHTH PACT 3aloONJbaBamba W KpPeH-
pame HOBHUX, HEMOJHONPUBPEIHMUX MOCIOBA IIIMPOM €BPOIICKE nepudepuje.

VY Toj ce cTtynuju HaBoau na y 27 3emMaiba EBporicke yHHje, pypalHu
U MEIIOBUTHU PeTHOHM 3axBaTajy 90% Ttepuropuje u 54% yKynHe nomyamnu-
je. On Tora, pypanau peruonu unHe 53% tepurtopuje, ca oko 17% ykymHOT
CTAaHOBHMILUTBA 3eMajba uinaHuna EY. Benuku 3Hauaj pypajiHUX perdoHa
NPOM3WIIa3H M3 TEPUTOPHjE KOjy 3aXBaTajy, a OH BapHupa y AprkaBama 4ia-
HHIIaMa, OJ BHUCOKO ypOaHUWX, Tle je HHUXOB 3Hauaj HajMamH (Kao ITO Cy
Benruja, Xomanauja unu Manra), no pypanuux (Mpcka, ®uncka, ClnoBeHu-
ja), ca BETWUKHM 3Ha4ajeM pypaiaHuX perwoHa. Y HajBehem Opojy 3emaspa,
MEIIOBUTH PETHOHHM WMajy Haj3HadajHHjy yiory (cmuka 1). Mako cy exo-
HOMCKE aKTHBHOCTH BehWM JIeIoM KOHIICHTpUCaHE Y ypOaHUM perHoHUMa,
pypanuu peruonu y EY renepumy 42% OpyTto monmate BpenHocTH U 53%
panaux mecrta (Brown, 2010).

[Topen ypbaHo-pypaiiHe mUCTpHOYITHje TOMyJIallhje W 3Ha4daja KOjH
PYpajiHH PETHOHH UMajy Y pacloleNid €BpPOIICKE TEPUTOpHje, Y PagoBUMa U
CTyIHjamMa paJHUX Ipyma, HarjialeHa je nemorpadceka u conujaiHa TUMEeH3H]a,
noceOHO MpoOJIeM CTapema M CHPOMAIITBA PYPATHOT CTAaHOBHMINTBA. Tako ce
CTapOCHH cacTaB CTaHOBHUINTBA y 3eMibaMa EY cMmaTpa yjeqHadeHuM, a peru-
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OHAJIHE Pa3/IMKe Cy OCETHE CaMO y KaTeropHju pajHO CHOCOOHOI CTAHOBHHII-
TBA, KOjeT je 3Ha4yajHo Bulle y ypoanum pernonuma (The Wye Group, 2007).

i £ | Ypbano-pypanna

| xmacudukamuja NUTS3
peruoHa y EBponu, npema
OECD wmerononoruju

Il rU (predominantly urban)
| &R (significantly rural)

- FR (predominanthy rural)

Cnuka 1. - Pypannu pecuonu 'y EY
(M3Bop: Employment in rural areas: closing the jobs gap, 2006)

Jloxomak 1o IjlaBu CTAHOBHUKA Y PypaJIHUM PETHOHHMA je 3a oko 30%
HIDKH HEero y ypOaHUM perHoHMMa U, TeHepajHO, pacTe Y CBUM 3eMjbaMa ca
nopacToM ypOaHHX KapaKTepHCTHKA. Ja3 MepeH BHCHHOM JI0XOTKa H3Melhy
pypanHux u ypOaHuX peruoHa je Behu y HoBonpuIonumM 3emibama EY, nako ce
JOXOJaK Y pypallHUM M MEIIOBUTHM PETHOHMMA OBHX 3eMasba noBehasa (ca 32%
Ha 35% eBpOIICKOT Ipoceka y pypaaHuM pernoHnmMa u ca 43% Ha 48% npoceka
y memoBuTHM pernornma) (Commission of the European communities, 2006).

Y CpOuju HemocTajy AeTajbHE CTYAHje PYPATHOT MPOCTOPa, YUjU CE
3HA4aj y paclojeny Molyjanyje u TepuTopruje KOHTHHYyHpaHo nosehasa. OBaj
pan mpenacTaBiba JONPHUHOC IMOKyIIajuMa JAeHHHCAmka PYPATHHUX PETHOHa,
MpUXBaTakbeM METOJ0JOrHje Koja omoryhyje wmehyHapomHy ymopeauBocr,
Behin 00yXBaT M yKIJbYUCHOCT Y €BPOIICKY PETUOHAIHY MOJIUTHUKY.

MertopoJioruja
VY pany je xopuirhena opurunania OECD merononoruja. Metonomno-

ruja je 20. hedpyapa 2006. ronunae, ogmykom Casera MuHucTapa EY, ycBojeHa
U MPUMEHEHA Y OKBHPHMA 33jeHUYKUX CTPATEHIKMX CMEPHHUIIA 33 pypaHU
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pa3Boj (Community strategic guidelines for rural development (programming
period 2007 to 2013) (2006/144/EC)). EBporicka komucHja je ocTaBhUIa OTBO-
pEHUM TUTake aITepHATHBHE AepuHUIIjE, KOja 00Jbe pedIeKTyje TUBEP3UTET
M CaBpPEMEHHU 3HA4a] PypaJIHOT W IepuypOaHor mpocropa. Meromoyioruja ce
3aCHHBA HA T'YCTUHH HACEJLCHOCTH U CIIPOBOIM CE KPO3 JBOCTENECHH MOCTYMaK
(OECD, 1994). IIpro, noxanne teputopujande jenuanie (LAU, Local Admi-
nistrative Unit), y oBom cnyuajy ommtuae (LAU 2), uneHTHPUKY]Y ce Kao
PypaliHe, aKo je HHXOBa IyCTHHA HACEIhEHOCTH Hcrof 150 cr./kM’. 3aTuM ce
peruony, y oBoM cirydajy NUTS 3 (Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Stati-
stics), Kiracu(puKyjy y jeTHy OXI TpH KaTeTOpHje:

- Pypannu (Predominantly rural, PR); ako Bume on 50% ctaHoBHUII-

TBa PETHOHA )KMBU y PYPAJHUM JIOKAIHUM 33jeHHLIAMA Ca MAmbe Of

150 c1/km?)

- Memosutn (Significant rural, SR); ako 15%-50% craHoBHHUIITBA
pEruoHa XUBH y PYpaTHUM JIOKaJTHAM 33jeIHUIIaMa

- VYp6anu (Predominantly urban, PU); ako mame ox 15% cranoBHHUIIITBa
pEeruoHa XUBH y PYPaTHUM JIOKATHUM 3ajeTHUIaMa.

JlonmyHCKH KpHUTEpHjyM, HA OCHOBY KOjer C€ PErHOHHM, jEAHOM KIIacH-
(UKOBaHU y TPYIy PypalHUX, MOTY CBPCTAaTH y MELIOBHUTE, jeCTE YCIIOB 1a
nMajy ypbanu menrap ca sumie ox 200.000 craHOBHUKA UHMja MOITyJIaldja Mopa
YMHUTH BHLIEe 0F 25% peruoHanHe momyjiauuje. Pernonu xoju cy kpo3 mpBa
IiBa KOpaka Kjacu(UKOBaHM KAao MEIIOBHUTH, MOTry npehu y kareropujy ypoa-
HUX peTrHoHa, ako uMajy 1eHTap ca HajMame 500.000 cTaHOBHUKA, & YIECTBY]Y
Y YKYITHO] PETHOHAITHOj PaCIIo/IeNH TIonyJanyje ca HajMambe 25%.

Toxom 2010. ToguHe, OPUrHHATHA METONOJIOIHja je MOAM(HUKOBaHA’.
OcHOBHa pa3nuKa je y Be3u ca JIOKAIHUM aIMHHUCTPAaTHBHUM jeAWHHLIAMA
(LAU), koje cy 3aMemeHe IMOIMYyJNAlMOHUM TPUIOM (MpPEXKOM) BEIUYHHE
1*1km. ¥V [anckoj, llIBeackoj, ®unckoj, AycTpuju u XonaHauju, NOMyJanu-
OHa Mpeka ToJTHroHa BenuunHe 1km’, 3acHOBAaHA je HA PEATHHM TOMHCHHM
pesyaratuMa’. YV apyrum 3emibama EY ce KOpPHCTH KOMOMHALHjA MOMHCHE
ctaructuke u agmuauctpatuBHe nogene (LAU1 i 2) ca CORINE metonomnoru-
jom (Koopaumuammja wHbopMmalujaMa y >KMBOTHOj CpEeIWHH), TOCEOHO ca
CORINE land cover (Gallego, 2001, 2007).

Mertononoruja OECD je ynanpehena 3axBaspyjyhu 3ajeqHAYKOM TpY-
Iy YeTHPH pajiHe rpyne y okBupy EBporcke komucuje: Jupextopar 3a mosso-
npuBpeny u pypannu passoj (DG Agriculture and Rural Development), Eypoc-
tat, UHpOopMaTuky nctpakuadku meHTap (the Joint Research Centre (JRC) 1
Hupexropat 3a perunonannu pa3soj (DG Regional Policy). HoBu meton ce 3ac-

* Bugern: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Urban-

rural_typology
3a nerasbe Bugeru: European Forum for GeoStatistics (EFGS), http:/www.efgs.info
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HUBa Ha Kpewpamy kiactepa ypbanux “hemuja”, ca MUHUMaTHOM T'yCTHHOM
HacesbeHocTd 01 300 cTaHOBHHUKA HA 1km? u MuruManao 5000 CTaHOBHUKA.
Cse “henmje” n3BaH ypOaHHX KJIacTepa ce CMaTpajy pypaiHuM. 3a AchuHHUCA-
e ypOaHUX KilacTepa ce KOPHCTH MPUHIIUI IpyNucama rpaHuuHIX henuja 1mo
ZIMjaroHaiy, Tj. aKo je MeHTpaliHa hemnuja ca TyCTHHOM HaceJbeHOoCcTH Behom o
300 craHoBHMKA 1m0 | KM’, OHZA Ce M OcaM CyCemHHMX hemmja mpuapyxyje
ucToM knactepy. Iloctynak ce gajbe HacTaBsba M0 CIMYHOM MPUHIUIY Kao H Y
opuruHanHoj Metojonoruju, Tj. LAU 2 ce knacudukyjy kao pypaiHe, 3aBUCHO
O]l TIPOIICHTA TIOITyIAIHje KOja KHBH y pypanHuM “‘henmjama”.

Y oBOM pany je mpuMeHeHa OpUTHHATHA METOOJIOTH]ja U3 JIBA Pa3jio-
ra: [IpBo, reomHdopmarnika OCHOBa 3aCHOBaHa Ha IOMYJIALHOHOM TPUAY
BennunHe 1*1km He mocrtoju, anu je moryhe, kao u y 3emsbama EY, ynorpeOu-
T pesynrare CORINE land cover u monucHe craructuke. J[pyru pasior je 1aj,
IITO je OPUTMHAIHA METOJO0JIOTHja U JaJbe peJIeBaHTHA, Tj. yHarpeheHa MeTo-
J0JIOTHja HUje IOHEeNa paJuKalHe W3MeHe W, Ha mpumep, y EBponu je, mpema
OpWTHHAIHO] METOJOJIOTHjH, ¥ PYpPAITHUM pernoHmMa kmBeno 28% yKymHe
noryJiaiuje, y 0oIHocy Ha 32% mnpeMa pe3ysitaTiMa HOBe Meroaosioruje. Mma-
jyhu y Buny na je HoBa MeTO0JIOTHja, TeHepanHo, moBehana cremneH pypanHo-
CTH €BpOICKHX 3eMasba U jaa je CpOuja m3pasuTo pypaliHa, Kako y TOTIemy
TEpUTOpHje, TAKO M Y CMUCITY pypadHO-ypOaHe pacrofelie MomyJialuje, MoxKe
ce OYEeKHBAaTH Ja OM NMpHMEHa HOBE METOJOJOTHje Jajia pe3ysTare CIHYHe
OHHMA KOj€ J1aje ¥ OpUTHHAJHA.

Pesyararu

Juctpulbynyje CTaHOBHMIUTBA NpeMa THUIy PYpPaJHUX PETHOHA, 3a
Cpbujy u 3emsbe EV, mocebHO 3a cyceaHe 3emibe, matu cy y tabemu 1. U3
Tabese ce 3amaxka HeyjeJHaueHa ypOaHO-pypajiHa pacrnojeia YKyInHe HomyJia-
muje mmely 3emaspa EY. Ilpema OECD meTonomnoruju, HajBHUIlIE CTAHOBHHIII-
TBa XUBH y ypbarum pernoranma (PU), Bume ox 50% y EV15 wmum oxo 42% Ha
HuBoy EY27. V pypanuum pernonnma (PR), y 3emsbama EY, xuBu Tek cBaka
nera ocoba. HajBuiie pypanHOr CTaHOBHUINTBA MMAjy 3€MJbE Ca BHUCOKHUM
ydenrheM MPpoCcTpaHuX NEpUPEPHUX PErroHa, kao mro cy byrapcka, CioBeHn-
ja mm CpOuja, oK je yuemhe ypOaHUX PErHOHA, Y PACHOACIH YKYITHOT CTaHO-
BHUILTBA, HajBehe y TYCTO HACEJLEHUM LEHTPATHUM E€BPOICKHM 3eMJbaMa, Kao
mro cy benruja, Hemauka nnmu Bennka bpuranuja (Terluin, 2001).

Kao n y 3emspama EY, y CpOuju cy ypOaHu peTHOHU KOHIICHTPHUCAHH Y
T'YCTO HAaceJbCHUM, LICHTPATHOM JIeIOBHMA ApKaBHE Teputopuje. Tako, ypoaHu
peruony, npema meronoioruju OECD, 3axBatajy csera 3,6% tepuropuje u
oko 22,3% ykynHOT cTaHOBHHUINTBA (Tabena 2). Ca apyre cTpaHe, y pypaTHHM
peruonuma Cpbuje, Koju 3axBarajy npeko 80% yKyIHe TepUTOpHje, )KUBU TEK
HEIITO BHILIE OJ IOJIOBMHE CTAaHOBHHILITBA, OKO 55%. MeImoBUTH pernoHU
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(SR) 3axBatajy oxo 15% Tepuropuje U y mHMa KHUBH jeJHa YETBPTHHA CTAHO-
BHUILITBA. [IpocTopHH pa3MerTaj pypalHiX, MEIIOBUTUX U YpOaHUX PETHOHA Y
CpOwuju, mprkaszaH je Ha CITUIH 2a.

Tabena 1. — Juecmpubyyuja cmanosnuwmea npema muny pypainux peeuora (OECD
memoodonoeuja), 2006

CranoBHUTITBO (%)

Ypbanu (PU) Memosutu (SR) Pypanau (PR)
Byrapcka 15,4 15,0 69,7
I'puxa 35,6 27,2 37,2
Pymynuja 8,9 44,0 47,1
Mahapcka 16,9 36,0 47,1
CrnoBeHnja - 38,3 61,7
Cp6uja’ 22,3 23,5 54,3
EU 27 20,5 37,8 41,6
EU 15 48,6 35,9 15,5

U3zBop: Ob6pauyn ayropa. Rural Development in the European Union — Statistical and
Economic Information — Report 2010 and Employment in rural areas: closing the jobs
gap, 2006.

[Ipomene y ypbano-pypannoj auctpubynuju cy y CpOuju umase TpeH
pasmmuuT of 3emasba EY. [locmarpaHo TOKOM mocienme NBe IACHEHHje, Y
EVY15 je pacrao ykyman Opoj CTaHOBHHKA, aJM je ydermhe CTaHOBHHUIITBA
PYpaTHUX ¥ MEUIOBUTHX PErHOHMMA OMJIO PelIaTUBHO KOHCTAHTHO M M3HOCHIIO
oko 55% (EC, 2010). dame, npema uzBemtajy EBporncke Komucuje u I'ene-
paNHOT IMpeKTopaTa 3a MOJHOIPUBPENy U pypaiHu pa3Boj v 2010. ronuHu, y
MPOTEKIINX ABaeceT ronuHa, y EY je omakeH TpeH[ pacTa MEIIOBHTHX PErHo-
Ha, 3a oko 0,5%, Te cMmamema Opoja u yuemha pypamHux peruona 3a 0,6%
(EC, Statistical and Economic Information — Report, 2010).

TaGena 2. — [Ipomene ypbano-pypanne ducmpubyyuje cmanosnuwmsa, 2003-2010.

Tun peruona | bpoj pernona | % nmospmmue | Bpoj cranoBHMKa % CTaHOBHUILTBA
2003 | 2010 | 2003 | 2010 | 2003 2010 2003 2010
PR 17 19 71,9 | 81,7 | 3723360 | 3972041 | 49,4 54,3
SR 7 5 244 | 14,7 | 2217276 | 1718154 | 29,4 23,5
PU 1 1 3,6 3,6 1594977 | 1630582 | 21,2 22,3

U3zBop: O6pauyn ayropa; Ommrruae y Cpouju 2003; Onmture y Cpouju 2010.

3a paznuky on 3emasba EY, y CpOuju je Tpenn ypbaHo-pypaiiHe mpe-
pacmozene cTaHOBHUIITBA Ouo npyrauuju. Y Cpouju je y nepuomxy 2003-2010.
roiMHa, HajBHIIE OMao Opoj M yIeo MEUIOBUTHX peruoHa, ca oimzy 30% Ha

43a Cpbujy cy momaru natu 3a 2010.
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23% ykynHe momynanuje. 3Haya] MEIMIOBHTUX pPErHoHa je cinabuo Ha padyH
ropacra yJiore pypajJHUX PErHOHa, KOjU Cy y UCTOM IepHOAy cBoje ydeuthe y
YKyNHO] momyjganuju mnosehann 3a oko 4 mpoueHTHa noeHa, ca 49,4% Ha
54,3%. Ilpema OECD wMetomosioruju, yneo ypOaHHX PErHoHa y PacIoaeiu
CTaHOBHMUITBA, HUj€ cE 3HaYajHHUje MEeHao (Tabena 2).

2003.

Hungary

Croatia

Romania

1 Belgrade
6 Juzno-Backi region
10 Podunavski region
12 Sumadijski region
13 Pomoravski region
Bulgaria 19 Rasinski region

20 Nisavski region

23 Jablanicki region

PU (predominantly urban)

I sr (significantly rural)

B rr (predominantly rural)

Bosnia
and
Heryegovina

Montenegro

Albania

The Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

Cnuka 2a. — Juempubyyuja 25 NUTS3 y Cpouju, npema OECD memooonoeuju, 2003.

On ykymuor 0poja NUTS3 y CpOuju, mux 25, camo je jeaHa o0mact
KiIacupuKoBaHa kKao ypOaHa (ciumka 2a). PypaqHu M MEHIOBUTH DPETrHOHHU
3axBarajy Hajehn neo Tepuropuje CpOuje, a Ha BUXOB Pa3MEIITa] CYy yTHIlA-
na 1Ba hakTopa: LHeHTpalIuTeT U nepudeprHoct. Kao mro ce Buam Ha cinuuu 2,
pypanuu pernonn (PR+SR)’ cy mucrmep3HO pa3MellTeHH M 3aXBaTajy cesep
BojBogune, uctouny, 3amagHy u jyxHy CpOujy. Hacympor mepudepHuM
PYpPaJIHUM PETMOHHMMA, ypOaHH PErHoH, KOjH je JOUUPaH Y CPEAUIIBEM JIETy
TEepUTOpHje, Ha MpaBly MehyHapogHor kopuropa X, obsact je I'pama beo-
rpama. MemoButn peruoHn cy JyxnoOauka, Hwumascka, IlomyHaBcka,
ymanujcka 1 MopaBuuka 00JIacT, KOjU €y Ae0 GYHKIUOHATHUX ypOaHUX

° V aHanm3aMa CTeleHa pypaTHOCTH 3eMaJba WiaHMna EY, pypaiHHM peruoHmMa ce
cMaTpajy u memosuty. [Ipobiem HacTaje Kaga ce y aHaimu3ama ypOaHoT MmMpocTopa, Te
ucre Ttepuropuje yBpcre y ypbane. Bugern: OECD Regional Typology,
GOV/TDPC/TI(2007)8, 2007, Paris, OECD.

8



Ilpomene y oucmpubyyuju pypannoe cmanosnuwmea Cpouje

noapy4ja beorpana, Huma u Hoor Cana. Tokom 2003- 2010., nBa MemoBu-
Ta peruoHa Cy Ipeluia y KaTeropujy pypaiHux. JeqaH je pernoH Ha jyry, Ka
rpaHuny ca MakenoHnujom — Jabmannuka oOrnact, a apyru je Mopasmuaka
obnact y 3anaanoj Cpouju. Kao mro ce Buau ca ciauke 26, 2010. rogumne,
pacnopen ypOaHUX M MEMIOBHTHX (KOjU c€ Y HEKHM aHalIu3ama MmocMmarpajy
Kao J1e0 ypOaHOT MpocTopa) peruoHa, OUIHKyje Behu CTemeH HeHTpaauTeTa
uHero 2003. roguHe.

Hungary 2010.

Croatia

Romania

1 Belgrade
6 JuZno-Backi region
10 Podunavski region
Bulgaria 12 Sumadijski region
19 Rasinski region
Montenegro 20 Nigavski region
PU (predominantly urban)
[ sR (significantly rural)
Abbenta B rr (predominantly rural)

The Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

Cruka 26 — Juempubyyuja 25 NUTS3 y Cpouju, npema OECD memoodonoeuju, 2010.

I'eorpadcku pasmernTaj peruoHa, mpema CTeleHy pypaaHOCTH, 3aBUCH
M OJ1 BEIMYMHE TEPUTOPUjATHUX jeAnHHIa. Tako je ydenrhe pypallHUX perHoHa
y pacrofieny yKyIHe ToIrynaiyje Behe, YKOIMKO je TepUTOpHjaTHa jeIHAIA
nocmarpama Beha.

Tabena 3. - Vpbano-pyparna oucmpubyyuja nonynayuje u mepumopuje y 12 pecuona
Cpbuje, 2003-2010

Tun pernona | bpoj pernona | % moBpuinHe Bbpoj ctaHoBHMKA %CTaHOBHUILITBA
2003 | 2010 | 2003 | 2010 | 2003 2010 2003 2010

PR 11 11 96,35 | 96,35 | 5921877 | 5770246 | 78,98 78,17

DR - - - - - - - -

PU 1 1 3,65 3,65 | 1576124 | 1611333 | 21,02 21,83

U3zBop: O6pauyn ayropa. Onurrude y Cpouju 2003, 2010.
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VYpbano-pypanna nuctpuOyndja CTAHOBHMIITBA aHAIM3UpPaHa je U Ha
HUBOY 12 pernoHajHMX LeJuHa (CuKa 3), MPOCTOPHO U TMOIYJIALIHOHO CKOPO
nBoctpyko Behux on aktyennux NUTS3, a koje cy u3BecHO BpeMe (urypupa-
ne y npemyory craructuuke noaeine Cpouje. To cy bauka, banat, Cpewm, I'pan
Beorpan, Konybapcku n MauBancku peruoH, llogyHaBcku u bpanmueBckw,
Bopcku n 3ajeqapcku, Mopasuuku, [llymaaujcku u [TomopaBcku pernos, 3ma-
THOOpcku peruoH, Pamkum m Pacuacku peruon, Humascku, Tommuuku u
[Mupotcku pervon u Jabnannuku u [T4nHBCKU perruoH.

Hungary

Croatia

Romania

Heryegovina )
Bulgaria

1 Belgrade
PU (predominantly urban)
I SR (significantly rural)
I PR (predominantly rural)

Montenegro

Albania

The Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

Cnuka 3. — Knacugurayuja 12 pecuona y Cpouju, npema OECD memooonozuju, 2010.

Kao mro ce ca cnuke 3 3anaxka, o1 12 perroHa Koju Cy aHaTU3UpPaHH,
camo je I'pag Beorpan knacudukoBaH y rpymny ypOaHUX perHoHa, a CBUX IPeo-
cranux 11 permoHa Cy IpHITaTN KaTeTOpHju pypaitHux. MehyomHoc pernona
HUje ce Memao TokoM 2003-2010. rogune (Tabena 3).

Juckycuja u 3ak/byqyak

OBaj pax je pokycupan Ha AeuHUCAE pypalHuX peruoHa y Cpouju.
[Tomena mpocropa Ha ypOaHU M pypajlHH jeé OTBOPEHO IHUTAkE jep, Kao MITO
Hema MehyHapoaHo npuxBahene neuHUIMje TEPMUHA PYypaIHU, TAKO HEMa HU
ommrenpuxsahene aepuHHULMje pypadHHX perHoHa. Melhytum, umajyhu Ha
yMy 3Hayaj pypaJHUX PErHOHA, Y CMHCITY yderrha y pacroleny YKyIHe TOIy-

10
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Janyje ¥ TepUTOpHje, HaMeTHyJa ce moTpeda yBohema pypaHOr peruoHa, Kao
tancke peruje. Hajpehu Opoj pamoBa, koju cy pokycrpaHu Ha pa3rpaHHUYEHE
ypOaHOT W pypaqHOT TPOCTOpa, TMPEICTaBJbajy pE3ysITare pama IMOCCOHHMX
KOMHCHja ¥ paJiHuX rpyna y anmuHucTpanuju Eporcke Komwucuje, Opranu-
3alyje 3a eKOHOMCKH capaliby U pa3Boj u Yjeaumenux Hamuja. Jenan on Bax-
HUJHUX 3a/JaTaKa OBUX PaJHUX TPyIa je YPaBHOTEKEH pa3BOj U MOJPIIKa MPo0-
nemckuM nozpydjuma (OECD, 2006). Pypanne o0iactu cy mpemno3HaTe Kao
npobiemMcke, a MoJpIIKa pa3Bojy je 3aXTeBajla METOJOJIOTH]y 3a AeuHuCame
PYPaJIHUX pETHOHA U CKYIl HHOMKATOpa 3a mpaheme BhUXOBOT pa3Boja.

Kao miTo je muckyToBaHO y TIPBOM OJEJBbKY, 3a 3eMJbe EVY je m3paheHno
BUIIE CTyAWja (OKyCHpaHUX Ha pypaiHe oOnacth. HbMXOB OCHOBHM IMJb je
pacT 3amociIeHoCT! U Kpeupame mTo Beher Opoja HOBUX, HENOJEONIPUBPEIHUX
TIOCJIOBa IMMUPOM eBpoIicke nepudepuje. [la 6u ce Taj MHIb TOCTUTA0, Y OKBUPY
EBporicke Komucuje, moce6Ho y okBupy ['eHepanHor mupekropara 3a MmoJborl-
pHUBpeay U pypalHH pa3Boj, ycBojeHa je [lomutuka pypanHor passoja 2007-
2013. (Rural Developement policy 2007 -2013).

Pamn xapMmoHHM3anuje pemema, 3eMibe wianuie EY cy y obaBe3u na
nonecy Haunonamne Crpareruje y ciany ca Crparemkum cmepHulniama EY
(EU Strategic Guidelines). Jenna on npBux cMepHuua je yBoheme melhyHapo-
nHO TpuxBaheHe MeTomosorhje 3a AchUHHUCAE PYyPaTHUX PETHOHA, KOjy je
uspaauna pagna rpyna OECD. Opurunansa OECD metonosoruja u yHampe-
hena Bep3umja w3z 2010. roxuHe, gate cy y OpyroMm oAesbKy. Meromoioruja
“Ma CBOj€ TPEIHOCTH M HemocTaTke. OCHOBHA MPEIHOCT je MmTo oMoryhara
YHOPENUBOCT, 3axXBajbyjyhH jeJMHCTBEHO] HOMEHKJIATYpHU TEPUTOPH]jaITHO-
cratuctrnukux jenuauna (NUTS), koja je koMnaTUOMIIHA ca MMOMUCHOM CTa-
TUCTHUKOM BehrHe 3emMaba, a HeIOCTaTaK je CyBHILE [10jeIHOCTaBJbEH OCHOB-
HU KPUTEPHUjyM I'yCTHHE HaceJbeHOCTH. ['ycTHHA HacesbeHocTH o 150 craHo-
BHUKa Ha KM~ je JOHa rpaHuua, koja oxpehyje na mu je LAU 2 ypbana unun
pypanHa 3ajennunia. OBaj KpUTEPUjyM je TUCKyTaOWIIaH, jep He yBakaBa €Ko-
HOMCKE U COITHjajiHe TlapaMeTpe ypOaHOCTH/PYyPaTHOCTH.

Crnuka 1, y mpBOM 0JIeJbKY, J1aje HajIIMPH KOHTEKCT 3a aHAJIU3y pypaj-
Hor nipoctopa y Cpouju. byayhu na Ha m0j HenocTajy moxaiu 3a CpOujy, 6mo
je wmHTepecaHTHO momyHWTH TpasHuHe. [Ipumena OECD wmertomonoruje 3a
ypOaHO-pypaiHO pa3rpaHuuee peruona y CpOuju, nana je, rmopej oueKuBa-
HUX pe3yJTaTa, U HeKe HeouyekuBane. [IpBo, mMajyhu y Buny na je omaname
YKYITHOT CTaHOBHUINTBA H3Pa3UTHje Y CCOCKUM, PypajHUM HaceJbuMa, HHUje
OmII0 TOTUYHO Aa ce ydemhe pypadHUX pernoHa y ypOaHO-pypaiiHOj pacmo/ie-
T yKyIHe momynanuje noBehasa. Pact yuemha pypannux peruona y Cpouju
nocieauna je mpepacrojeiie TEpUTOpHje U TMOIyJanuje usMely pypairHux u
MEIIOBUTUX PETUOHA, I Cy ONIUTHHE MEIIOBUTUX PErHOHA OCTale MCIOJ
nome rpanuie o1 150 cTaHoBHEKA MO KM°. CMameme I'yCTHHE HACE/HEHOCTH
LAU 2 nocnenuua je QyroTpajHOr HOMYJIalMOHOT ClIa0ibema, Koje je Hajupe

11
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3aXBaTUIIO TeprdepHe MEIIOBUTE 001acTH, U TO JabiaHWUKy 00nacT Ha jyry u
Pacuncky Ha jyrosanamy CpoOuje. Moxe ce ouekuBaTu 1a he ce, ca omagamem
CTaHOBHUINTBA, CMambHUBATH 'yCTUHA HACEJbEHOCTH U Y APYTMM MEIIOBUTUM
peruonuma CpOuje, Hajrpe y nepudepHIM, a TOTOM U y IEHTPAIHUM, U TO Y
KOPUCT PyPaIHUX PETHOHA.

ITopact ydemntha ypOaHor pernoHa y pacroeNn YKYITHE TOITyJIalnje j&
OYCKHBAaH, allil C€ MOIJIO TMpeTnocTaBuTh Aa he m JyxHoOauka m Humascka
obJyiacT OUTH YKJbYyUeHE Y KaTeropujy ypOanux peruona. Mehytum, noma rpa-
HHUIIa JOIMYHCKOI KpUTEpHjyMa 3a TPaH3ULMjy Ka ypOaHUM perMoHUMa je 3a
ycioBe CpOuWje M3pa3suTO BHUCOKA, W M3HOCH TOTOBO HemocTrkHux 500.000
craHoBHUKa. MimMajyhu y Buay fa je mopacT y oBa JBa rpaja, Apyra 1o BeJudu-
Hu y CpOuju, 3Ha4ajHO YCHOPEH, MOXKE C€ MPETIIOCTABUTH Ja Ce, Y MEePCIEeKTH-
BH, OHH TEIIKO MOTY Hahm y Tpynu ypOaHUX perHoHa.

[Mopen onmagama cTaHOBHUIITBA, KOje c€ CMaTpa MPBUM Y3POKOM pac-
Ta CTENeHa PypalHOCTH, HA PacT 3Hauaja pypajHUX PEerruoHa BEJIWKU yTUIAj
“Ma TIOBpIIMHA TEPHUTOPHjE jeIWHHIA Koje ce mocMmarpajy. To Baxu u 3a
OCHOBHY KJacH(UKAIM]y PErrHoHa, alk M 3a PEeKIacH(PHUKAIHU]y, jep j& Y4ecTo
TEIIKO 33J0BOJHHUTHU YCIIOB Jia CTAHOBHHUIITBO ypOaHe ommTHHE QUTypHUpa, ca
notpeObHuM yuemheMm, y yKyIIHO] MONyJallMju BEIUKUX peruoHa. [la cremnex
PYPATHOCTH pacTe ca TeHEPAIH3aIlHjOM, Tj. YKPYIHhaBamheM TEPUTOPH]E, yKa-
3yjy pesynrtaTu ypOaHO-pypajiHe TUCTpUOYLHje CTaHOBHHUIITBA Ha HUBOY 12
Behux peruona.

IIpumenom OECD metomonoruje Ha nmpumepy Behux permona, HoBu
Can u Humr ce, Takole, HUCY HallUT y KaTeropuju ypObaHux peruoHa. Y ogHO-
cy Ha 25 obmnactu uiau NUTS3, konuko ux je cama y CpOuju, nogena Ha 12
Behux permoHa je ycioBwia uzpasuty nonapusanujy Cpouje. Ha jennoj crpanu
je Beorpan, ypbanu 1ieHTap, a Ha Ipyroj mpeocTana XOMOTeHa, pypaiHa TepH-
TopHja. Pesynratu cy mOTBpAWIN XUIIOTE3Y /a Ca OMagameM yKYITHOT CTaHOB-
HumTBa y CpOuju, pacte 3Ha4aj pypalHUX PETHOHA y PACHOACIH CTAaHOBHUIII-
TBa U TeputopHje. Takohe je ycTaHOBIbEHO Ja CTEICH TeHepaIn3allije TePUTO-
pHje yTude Ha XOMOTCHH3alHjy MPOCTOpa, TAKO Aa je CBaKW TEPHTOPHjalIHO
Bum HuBO o NUTS 3, Hemoronman 3a aHain3y KOHIEHTpauuje U ypOaHo-
pypaiHe peaucTpuOyIfje CTAHOBHUINITBA.

12
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CHANGES IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF RURAL POPULATION
IN SERBIA
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Abstract: The aim of this paper is to contribute to the discussion of urban-rural distri-
bution of population in Serbia. In the context of European regional policy, the work
focuses specifically on the definition of rural regions and changes in the participation
of rural regions in the distribution of total population. The rural regions are defined in
this paper according to the original methodology of the Organization for economic co-
operation and development (OECD), recently modified — in 2010. Based on the degree
of rurality, we divide the regions in three categories. The basic hypothesis is the in-
crease of rurality, alongside with the decrease of total population. Results made from
2003 to 2010 confirmed this hypothesis.

Key words: rural region, urban-rural division, sopulation density, Serbia.
Introduction

The term of rural development in Serbia is recent, and it synchronizes
with the Government’s attentions to develop our public policy and adjust it to
the common standards of the European Union (EU). Rural regions are planned
according to the criterion of density (OECD, 1994), and de facto they are units
used for implementation of rural development policy. This policy is based on
integral and territorial approach of spatial planning of nonmetropolitan areas.
In the past, rural regions were studied according to sectoral agricultural policy,
the renewal of villages and social support for agricultural population. The rural
development policy has joined all sectoral policies in one. Rural areas are hard
to define, so it’s easier to just say what rural regions are not. Rural areas are
those that we don’t consider urban, while having in mind all the population and
all economy sectors.

In Serbia, the matter of national politics of rural development is extreme-
ly important. The strategy of rural development in Serbia doesn’t exist, there’s
only a proposition, made in 2009 by a working group of Ministry of agriculture
and forestry. The proposition gives us only basic goals and visions, and suggests

! Correspondence to: vera@gef.bg.ac.rs
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the creation of regional development project (Agricultural ministry, 2009). This
proposition selectively used OECD’s methodology to define rural regions, which
is why we can’t compare the results to countries of EU. The division of rural
regions in three groups (predominantly rural, significantly rural, predominantly
urban) was researched by several authors (Bogdanov, 2007, Vasilevska, 2009,
Gligorijevi¢,2010, Njegovan, 2008, Zaki¢ 2010). Most of the authors modified
the original methodology according to their own specific goals, which made the
results incomparable. Today, there is one more important reason for introduction
of this methodology in Serbia. This reason lies in the ability to access the subca-
tegory of the IPA fund (Instrument for pre-accession assistance), if Serbia gets
the status of a candidate for entering the EU.

The paper was organised this way. The first part describes the image of
rural Europe. The second part characterizes the original OECD methodology,
used in this paper to define rural regions in Serbia and the proposition of a new,
improved methodology which is already in use in several countries of EU. The
third part of the paper contains the main results of the population distribution
analysis (according to types of rural regions). The viability of rural typology
and the compatibility of trends in Serbia and EU are discussed in the end.

The image of rural Europe

In 27 European Union countries, rural regions (predominantly rural and
significantly rural) cover some 90% of the territory and 54% of the total popu-
lation. Of these, predominantly rural regions constitute 53% of the territory
with about 17% of the total population of EU member states. The greatest sig-
nificance of rural regions arises from the size of territory they cover, and it va-
ries across EU countries, from urban countries where its importance is small
(such as Belgium, Netherlands and Malta) to rural countries (Ireland, Finland,
Slovenia) where the importance of rural regions is very high. In most countries
such as Cyprus, Luxembourg, Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovakia, Bulgaria,
Great Britain and Lithuania, significantly rural (mixed) regions have the most
important role (Figure 1). Although the economic activities are mainly concen-
trated in urban regions, rural regions in the EU generate 42% of gross value
added and 53% of jobs (DG AGRI, 2008).

Rural space in Europe is mostly sparsely populated, with population
density varying from 36 inhabitants/km’® in the predominantly rural areas, to
548 inhabitants/km’ in urban areas. These differences are even greater at the
national or regional levels: at the level of NUTS3 population density varies
from 2 inhabitants/km® in Finland to 20,501 inhabitants’/km® in Paris (DG
AGRI, 2008). Age structure of population in the EU is generally uni-
form. Regional differences are tangible only in share of population in working
age, which is significantly higher in the predominantly urban regions while the
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predominantly rural regions of Europe are populated with older popula-
tion. This means that the age composition of the region is under the influence
of demographic differences between EU Member States.

Figure No. | - Rural regions in the EU (see on page 4)
Source: Employment in rural areas: closing the jobs gap, 2006.

Rural areas in the "old" member states (EU15) generally have a slightly
higher proportion of older population while rural areas in "new" member states
have more of young population. From 2000-2005 the share of young popula-
tion was decreasing in most EU countries and in all types of regions, so it was
the case in rural regions of countries which joined the EU later. Income per
capita in rural areas is about 30% lower than in urban areas and generally in-
creases in all countries with the increase of urban characteristics. The gap
measured as the difference in income between rural and urban regions is higher
in “new” EU member countries even though the income in rural and mixed
areas of these countries increases (from 32% to 35% of EU average in rural
areas and from 43% to 48% average in the mixed regions. (Commission of the
European Communities, 2006).

The primary sector employs 28% of the population and the structure of
gross value added of rural regions the EU participates with 5%. In new member
states that share is 28% and 9%. The trend of increase in the service sector in
rural areas is very pronounced. In Bulgaria, Poland and Romania, the primary
sector has declined since 2000-2006 and in the structure of employees in rural
areas this sector does not exceed 16% (1.6% in the EU15) and participated with
1.2% only in the generation of gross value added. (Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities, 2006).

Based on the literature review we can hypothesize. The base hypothesis
is the increase of the rurality degree in Serbia along with the decrease of total
population. The rurality degree is measured by the share of predominantly and
significantly rural regions in the total number of regions, or the transition of
significantly rural regions into the predominantly rural category. The other hy-
pothesis proposes that the decrease of the total population number and the pop-
ulation redistribution between central and peripheral regions are followed by
the increase of the rurality degree. And we can also hypothesize that the rurali-
ty degree depends on the size of territorial units.

The methodology
In this paper, we used original OECD methodology is based on population

density and is implemented through a two-step procedure (OECD,1994). First, the
local territorial units (municipalities, or Local Administrative Units, LAU 2) are
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identified as rural if their population density under 150 inhabitants/km’. Then, re-
gions ( NUTS 3) are classified into one of three categories:
e Predominantly rural (PR), if more than 50% of the population of the
region live in rural communities (with less than 150 inhabitants /km?)
e A significant rural (SR), if 15% -50% of the population of the region
live in rural communities
e Predominantly urban (PU), if less than 15% of the population of the
region live in rural communities

In a third step, the size of the urban centres in the region is considered.
A region classified as predominantly rural by steps 1 and 2 becomes interme-
diate if it contains an urban centre of more than 200 000 inhabitants
representing at least 25 % of the regional population. A region classified as in-
termediate by steps 1 and 2 becomes predominantly urban if it contains an ur-
ban centre of more than 500 000 inhabitants representing at least 25 % of the
regional population.

There is the new European Union (EU) typology” of 'predominantly
rural', 'intermediate' or 'predominantly urban' regions, and based on a variation
of the OECD methodology that was previously used. This new typology uses a
population grid of one square kilometre resolution which for Denmark, Swe-
den, Finland, Austria and The Netherlands is based on real census data’. For
the remaining Member States, it uses the disaggregation grid created by the
Joint Research Centre (JRC), based on LAU2 population and CORINE land
cover (DG Agriculture and Rural Development , 2010).

This typology has been developed over the past two years, jointly by
the following four different European Commission Directorates-General: DG
Agriculture and Rural Development, Eurostat, the Joint Research Centre
(JRC) and DG Regional Policy. The method builds on a simple approach to
create clusters of urban grid cells with a minimum population density of 300
inhabitants per km? and a minimum population of 5 000. All the cells outside
these urban clusters are considered as rural. To determine the urban clusters,
the grid cells are grouped based on contiguity (including the diagonals). If the
central cell is above the density threshold, it will be grouped with each of the
other surrounding eight cells that exceed the density threshold.

The population living in rural areas is the population living outside the
urban areas identified through the method described above. Local administra-
tive units level 2 (LAU2) are classified based on the share of population in ru-
ral cells following the majority principle (a LAU2 is rural if at least 50% of the

? For details see: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Urban-

rural_typology
3 See: European Forum for GeoStatistics (EFGS), http://www.efgs.info
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residents lives in rural areas), resulting in 28% of the EU-27 population living

in rural LAU2s.

This new typology applied to the NUTS 3 level successfully addresses
two main constraints of the OECD methodology in the EU: the variation in sur-
face area of both LAU2 and NUTS 3 regions. It does this in a consistent man-
ner throughout the Union in two main steps:

» It groups NUTS 3 regions of less than 500 km? with one or more of its
neighbours solely for classification purposes, i.e. all the NUTS 3 regions in
a group are classified in the same way.

» It classifies NUTS 3 regions based on the share of population in rural grid
cells. More than 50% of the total population in rural grid cells = predomi-
nantly rural, between 20% and 50% in rural grid cells = intermediate and
less than 20% = predominantly urban.

The approach based on the 1 km2 population grid classifies 68 % of
the EU population as living in urban areas and 32 % as living in rural areas.
This share is 5 percentage points higher than the original OECD definition.
However, the share of population in rural LAU2s (defined as LAU2s with at
least 50 % of the residents living in rural areas) is 28 %, i.e. very similar to that
of the OECD. This approach has the benefit that it creates a more balanced dis-
tribution of population. For example, the Member States with a very low share
of population in rural areas see an increase of their population share in rural
areas, such as in Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium. The Member States
with very high shares of their population in rural areas and very large LAU2s
see a reduction of their population in rural areas, particularly in Sweden, Fin-
land and Denmark (DG Agriculture and Rural Development , 2010).

This paper uses the original methodology for two reasons. In Serbia the
geo-informational and statistical databases, based on grid 1 km2, are still in-
complete, and on the other hand, the original methodology is based on census
for LAU2, that are available for a longer time. That’s the first reason. The
second reason is the fact that it’s relevant, unlike the new methodology that
hasn’t introduced any radical changes into the structure of rural regions defined
by the original methodology (about 5 percentage points).

Results

The results of the comparative analysis of Serbia, countries of EU15
and EU27 and especially the countries neighboring Serbia are displayed in the
table 1, and summarize the distribution of population between the OECD Ur-
ban-Rural region types. As it can be seen in Table 1 the settlement pattern in
Europe also varies significantly with regard to the rurality and between differ-
ent countries. More than four persons out of ten live in urban areas — for EU27
the share is 41.6%. Only one out of five persons live in predominantly rural
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areas. According to the OECD definition some of the largest shares of rural
population are in countries with a high proportion of peripheral regions — Bul-
garia, Slovenia and Serbia. The most urban populations are found in the dense-
ly populated areas of central parts of Europe such as Belgium, Germany and
United Kingdom, but also in Serbia and Greece.

As in other European countries, In Serbia predominantly Urban (PU)
regions tend to be relatively tightly bounded and densely populated. That’s why
they account for 3,6% of total area, but almost 25% of Serbian population (ta-
ble 2). At the other end of the spectrum, Predominantly Rural (PR) regions ac-
count for more than 80% the Serbia area, but only a 54% of its population. The
Significantly Rural (SR) regions occupy almost 15% of the Sebrian area, and
contain 23,5% of its population. The geographical pattern of OECD urban-rural
types is shown in figure 2a and 2b.

Table 1- Urban-rural distribution population according OECD methodology, 2006

Population (%)

PU SR PR
Bulgaria 15,4 15,0 69,7
Greece 35,6 27,2 37,2
Romania 8,9 440 47,1
Hungary 16,9 36,0 47,1
Slovenia - 38,3 61,7
Serbia® 22,3 23,3 54,3
EU 27 20,5 37,8 41,6
EU 15 48,6 35,9 15,5

Source: Authors calculation. Rural Development in the European Union — Statistical
and Economic Information — Report 2010 and Employment in rural areas: closing the
jobs gap, 2006

In Serbia, changes in the urban-rural distribution had a trend different
from those in the EU. Whilst the total EU15 population has increased during
the two last decades, the proportion living in rural areas (PR+SR) appears to
have been relatively constant at a little under 55% (EC, 2010). However, ac-
cording to Statistical and Economic Information — Report (2010), within rural
Europe the direction of population change has varied according to the type and
SR regions have experienced significantly better population trends (increasing
their share of total EU population by 0.5%) than PR regions, reduction in share
of 0.6%, (Statistical and Economic Information — Report, 2010).

Unlike other countries of EU, there’s a different trend developed in
Serbia. In the period between 2003 and 2010, the share of SR regions in the
total population number has decreased from 29% t023%. At the same time, the

* Za Srbiju su podaci dati za 2010
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share of PR regions in the population distribution has increased by 4 percent
points (from 49,4% to 54, 26%). The share of predominantly urban regions in
the number of total population has increased by one percentage point.

Table 2 — Change uban-rural distribution population, territories and 25 NUTS 3 in
Serbia, 2003 -2010

Type | Number NUTS3 Share territory | Number of population Share population
2003 2010 2003 | 2010 | 2003 2010 2003 2010
PR 17 19 71,9 81,7 3723360 3972041 49,4 54,3
SR 7 5 24,4 14,7 2217276 1718154 294 23,5
PU 1 1 3,6 3,6 1594977 1630582 21,2 22,3

Source: Authors calculation. Municipalities in Serbia 2003 Municipalities in Serbia
2010.

Figure No.2 a — Urban-rural classification 25 NUTS 3 in Serbia, according OECD
methodology, 2003 (see on page 8)

Rural regions take place all over Serbia. The distribution was effected
by two major factors: centrality and peripherality. As it shows in picture 2a,
rural regions (PR+SR)’ are spread widely on the north of Vojvodina, as well as
on the east, west and south of the country. Oppositely from the peripheral rural
regions, the urban region is placed in the center of the territory, and it spreads
around the international corridor X, the first axis of economical development in
Serbia. The biggest urban center is the city area of Belgrade, the only predomi-
nantly urban region in Serbia that fills all the conditions of the methodology.

Figure No.2 b — Urban-rural classification 25 NUTS 3 in Serbia, according OECD
methodology, 2010 (see on page 9)

Significantly rural regions are South Backa, (Functional Urban Area of
Novi Sad), Podunavski, Sumadijski i Moravi¢ki, (Functional Urban Area of
Belgrade), and areas of Rasina, Jablanica and areas of Nisava, (Functional Ur-
ban Area of Ni§). During the period between 2003 and 2010, two significantly
rural regions transited into the predominantly rural category. One of them is
located in the south, on the border with FYRM (Jablanica), and the other on is
in the western part of the country (Moravica). As it shows in the figure 2b, in
2010 the distribution of PU and SR (sometimes observed as parts of urban
areas) is straight down the line Novi Sad-Beograd- Nis .

°In the analysis of the degree of rurality of EU member states, rural regions are also
mixed. The problem arises when the analysis of urban space, and the same are included
in the urban territory. See: OECD Regional Typology, GOV/TDPC/TI(2007)8, 2007,
Paris,OECD.

21



Collection of Papers — Faculty of Geography, University of Belgrade 59

Figure No. 3 — Urban-rural classification 12 NUTS 3 in Serbia, according OECD me-
thodology, 2010 (see on page 10)

Geographic distribution of regions according to rurality degree depends
on the size of territorial units. The share of rural regions in the total population
distribution is bigger, if the territorial observation unit is bigger. Urban-rural
population distribution was analyzes on higher territorial level, compared to the
NUTS3 (table 3). The territory of Serbia is divided on 12 regions that have
been suggested for purposes if the NUTS3 and these regions are two times big-
ger than the NUTS3. These areas are: Backa, Banat, Srem, Grad Beograd, Ko-
lubarski and the region of Mac¢va, Podunavski and Branicevski, Borski and
Zajetarski, Moravi¢ki,Sumadijski i Pomoravski region, Zlatiborski region,
Raski i Rasinski region, NiSavski, Toplicki and Pirotski region and Jablanicki
region P¢injski region.

Table 3 - Urban-rural population and territory distribution of Serbia (12 regions),
2003-2010

Region type | Number of regions | % territory Number of % population
inhabitants
2003 2010 2003 | 2010 | 2003 2010 2003 | 2010
PR 11 11 96351 9635 5921877 | 5770246 7898 | 78,17
DR - - - - - - - -
PU 3,65 3,65 | 1576124 | 1611333 | 21,02 | 21,83

1 1

Source: Authors calculation. Municipalities in Serbia 2003 Municipalities in Serbia
2010.

Only one out of 12 analysed regions was classified as urban — the City
of Belgrade (figure 3). The other 11 regions are, according to the OECD me-
thodology, in the category of rural. The ratio hasn’t changed in the period be-
tween 2003 and 2010 (table 3).

The discussion and the conclusion

This paper represents a contribution to defining rural regions in Serbia.
The spatial division into rural and urban is an open matter, because of the non-
existence of an internationally accepted definition of the term “rural”, or the
rural region. While having in mind the significance of rural regions in terms of
total population distribution, the introduction of a rural region seemed neces-
sary. The largest number of papers dedicated to the division of regions into
urban and rural was written by the European Commission , the Organization
for economic cooperation and development and the UN. One of the important
tasks of these work groups is balancing the development and supporting prob-
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lematic areas. Rural areas are recognized as problematic, and support to devel-
opment demanded a methodology for defining rural regions and a set of indica-
tors for tracking their progress.

As discussed in the first section, the countries of EU have developed
several studies focused on rural regions. Their basic goal is the increase of the
employment degree and creating a bigger number of nonagricultural jobs all
over peripheral Europe. To achieve this goal, the General directorate of agricul-
ture and rural development (European Commission) has adopted the Rural De-
velopment policy 2007-2013.

In order to adapt the solutions, countries of EU are obligated to create
the National Strategies according to EU Strategic Guidelines. One of the guide-
lines is introduction of a internationally accepted methodology in order to de-
fine rural regions, and the methodology was made by a working group OECD.
The original OECD methodology and the updated version from 2010 are de-
scribed in the second section. The methodology has its advantages and disad-
vantages. The base advantage is the fact that it’s comparable, thanks to com-
mon NUTS, that is compatible to a prescribed statistics in most of the coun-
tries, and the weakest link is density, because it disregards the economical and
social parameters of rurality/urbanity. The upgraded methodology could re-
move a part of this disadvantage, as it is based on the grid 1km2 division that
offers the option to intersect several parameters for each unit.

As well as in the countries of EU, in Serbia the urban regions are posi-
tioned in central parts of the country, parts with high density. According to the
OECD methodology, the share of urban regions in total territory is 3,6%, and in
the total population it’s 22,3%. On the other hand, rural regions ,that are 80%
of the territory, are populated by 55% of the total population. Significantly ru-
ral regions have a share of 15% in the total territory, and they are populated by
a quarter of total population. The spatial arrangement of predominantly rural,
significantly rural and urban regions in Serbia is shown in the picture 2.

The use of this methodology for marking rural and urban regions in
Serbia gave some expected results, as well as some unexpected. First of all,
while having in mind that the population decrease is more expressed in rural
areas, it was not logical for the share of rural regions in the rural-urban total
population distribution to increase. The increase of the rural region share in
Serbia is the consequence of population and territory distribution between sig-
nificantly and predominantly rural regions, and areas of significantly rural re-
gions are below the lower limit (150 inhabitants per 1 km2). The decrease of
density LAU 2 is caused by a long weakening population wise which effected
the peripheral significantly rural regions first, Jablanica in the south, and Rasi-
na in the southwestern part of the country. It’s likely to expect that the decrease
of population will cause the decrease of density, first in the peripheral regions,
and then in the central ones. The increase of the urban region share in the total
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population distribution is expected, as well as the inclusion of Southern Backa
and Nisava in the urban category. The lower limit of the criterion for entering
the urban category is extremely high in Serbia, almost unreachable 500 000
population. While having in mind that the population growth in Serbia is very
slow, we can assume that in the future the two biggest cities won’t be classified
as urban.

Apart from the population declining, which is considered the main
cause of the rurality degree increase, the growing of the rural region’s impor-
tance was also effected by the size of observed territory units. It’s also very
important for the re-classification of a region, if there’s already a urban center
inside it, but it’s still necessary to satisfy the requirement that municipal urban
population reaches 25% of regional population. It’s proven by the results of the
urban-rural distribution on the level of 12 bigger regions that the rurality degree
grows along with the generalization (territory enlargement). According to the
use of the OECD methodology, regions of Novi Sad and Nis were not classi-
fied as urban. Compared to the NUTS3 areas, the division into 12 bigger re-
gions conditioned the extreme polarization of Serbia. On one side we have
Belgrade, an urban center, and on the other side we have left a homogenous,
rural territory. The results confirmed the hypothesis that the decline in the total
population in Serbia is growing importance of rural regions in the distribution
of population and territory. It was also found to affect the degree of generaliza-
tion of the territory to the homogeneous space, so that each higher level of ter-
ritorial NUTS 3, not good for concentration and analysis of urban-rural popula-
tion redistribution.
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