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1. Introduction

Although Slovakia is asmall country, it is
known for its great regiona differences. There are
differences of various forms; the historical, cultural,
economic and demographic differences are the most
apparent. Eventually the summary of regiona dif-
ferences is being reflected in the way of living and
the living standard of inhabitants in particular re-
gions. Some regions reach almost the common liv-
ing standard of the EU countries; some regions re-
main behind it significantly. The backward regions
are distinguished by high unemployment, high eco-
nomic burden for population, unfavourable educa-
tion structure, high share of Roma/Gypsy popula-
tion and by high degree of segregation. On the other
hand, many of the backward regions are character-
ized by strong reproduction.

This paper is focused on the reproductive
behaviour of inhabitants in backward regions. We
will try to use our results for the complementing the
demographic characteristic of Roma/Gypsy popul a-
tion, because the Roma/Gypsy population is an im-
portant part of the inhabitants in these regions.
Many serious socia problems of Slovakia are cur-
rently connected with the Roma/Gypsy population.
On the other hand, to map the situation some direct
statistical information is missing’.

We shall characterize the backward re-
gions by selected groups of municipalities with low
living standard. To identify the municipalities with
low living standard we shall use three criteria —
technical facilities in amunicipality (public water
supply system, public sewerage, gas distribution
mains, dustless local communications), housing
standard (permanently occupied dwellings of the 4.
category) and the number of the Roma/Gypsy
population. It means that we shall research only the
municipalities (and their inhabitants) with no or few
technical facilities, the high share of permanently
occupied dwellings of the 4. category and
aRomalGypsy settlement must be there. We want
to use our results for the demographic characteristic
of the Roma/Gypsy population, for that reason we
shall take into account only the municipaities in
Banské Bystrica, PreSov and KoSice regions. There
are no direct relations between the low living stan-
dard and the high numbers of the Roma/Gypsy
population in the other regions.

The selected municipalities have been di-
vided into two groups according to their living

! Data by ethnicity have not being surveyed because
of the protection of human rights and data from the
national statistics are not sufficient for a detailed
analysisin the case of the Roma/Gypsy ethnic
group. It isactualy estimated that only approxi-
mately 25% of Roma/Gypsy population declare
Roma/Gypsy nationality; moreover it is not possi-
ble to specify this Roma/Gypsy group more pre-
cisaly.

standard. The first group contains municipalities
with low living standard and the second group con-
tains municipalities with very low living standard.
The inhabitants living in municipalities with some
technical infrastructure (at least one of the four
monitored criteriais missing) and with low housing
standard (the share of permanently occupied dwell-
ings of the 4. category is from 25 to 50%) shall be
considered as the inhabitants with low living stan-
dard. The inhabitants living in municipalities with
very weak technical infrastructure (at least two of
the four monitored criteria are missing) and with
very low housing standard (the share of perma-
nently occupied dwellings of the 4. category is over
50%) shall be included into the group with very low
living standard.

On the basis of our results we shall make
conclusions about the reproductive behaviour of
inhabitants in dependence on living standard. We
shall point out the demographic particularities of
the groups of inhabitants with low and very low
living standard. We shall be also interested in how
the reproductive behaviour of this population group
is developing in time. We shall concentrate on the
period of the last 10 years, i.e. from 1993. This is
the period when the reproductive behaviour of in-
habitants in Slovakia has been changed signifi-
cantly. It will be interesting to observe how the re-
productive behaviour of inhabitants was developing
in the backward regions in this period of transfor-
mation.



2. The Characteristic of Selected Municipalities

In accordance with statistical data and to
the intent of the definition above there are 454 mu-
nicipalities with low housing standard in Slovakia
(the share of permanently occupied dwellings of the
4, category is over 25% of al permanently occu-
pied dwellings). 125 municipalities from these 454
ones are situated in Banska Bystrica, PreSov or
Kosice regions; there are also Roma/Gypsy settle-
ments and these municipalities have few technical
facilities. Thus these 125 municipalities comply
with al our research criteria and that is why they
shall be our database for the next computations. On
the whole, they can be regarded as the municipali-
ties with low living standard and high share of the
Roma/Gypsy population.

36 municipalities of the database comply
with the requirement of inclusion in the group of
municipalities with very low living standard (Table
2.1). Most of municipalities from this group are
located in PreSov district (7 municipalities); fol-
lowed by KeZmarok, KoSice okolie and Spisska
Nové Ves districts (4 municipalities in each of
them); Sabinov district (3 municipalities); Gelnica,
Roznava, and Velky Krtis districts (2 municipali-
ties in each of them) and Bardegov, Brezno, Hu-
menné, Levoca, Michalovce, Stara Cubovia, Svid-
nik, and Vranov nad Topl'ou districts (1 municipal-
ity in each of them).

No municipality with very low standard
has got a public sewerage, 22 municipalities (61%)
have no public water supply systems and 19 mu-
nicipalities (39%) have no gas distribution mains;
and ¥, of municipalities have neither public water
supply systems nor gas distribution mains. There
are almost 87 km of dustless local communications
in al the municipalities together (2.4 km in one
municipality on average). Three municipalities
(Jurské, Rakusy, Olgnikov) have got no dustless
local communications. The length of dustless local
communications doesn't go over 1 km in ten mu-
nicipalities. Only 3 municipalities (Boliarov, Jarov-
nice, MarkuSovce) have got more than 5 km of
dustless local communications.

The dwellings of the 4. category are the
absolute majority of occupied housing stock in all
the municipalities with very low living standard.
The share of occupied dwellings of the 4. category
to the total occupied housing stock is more than
80% in five municipalities (Jurské, Kecerovce,
Viatkovce, Strane pod Tatrami, Lomnicka); and
this share is over 90% in municipality Jurské
(KeZmarok district). On the contrary, the share of
permanently occupied dwellings of the 4. category
moves from 50% to 60% in 20 municipalities
(55%).

To the end of the year 2002 almost 40
thousand inhabitants lived in the group of munici-
palities with very low living standard. There are al

the smaller municipalities with the numbers of in-
habitants below 5000 persons. The largest munici-
pality in the observed file is Jarovnice in Sabinov
district with the population of 4200. There are more
than 3000 inhabitants in municipality MarkuSovce
in Spidska Nova Ves district and more than 2000
inhabitants in municipalities Bystrany in Spisska
Novéa Ves district and Kecerovce in KoSice okolie
district. There are 13 municipalities (36%) in total
with more than 1000 inhabitants in this file. 10 mu-
nicipalities (27.7%) have less than 500 inhabitants
and no one of these municipalities has less than 100
inhabitants. The smallest municipalities in our file
are Rozlozna in Rozhava district (195 inhabitants)
and Prosac¢ov in Vranov nad Topl'ou district (184
inhabitants).

There are 89 municipalities in our research
in the group with low living standard (Table 2.2)
located in 20 districts in the south of central Slova-
kia and in the eastern Slovakia (4 districts or 9 mu-
nicipalities in Banska Bystrica region, 9 districts or
46 municipalities in PreSov region, 7 districts or 34
municipalities in KoSice region). Most of munici-
palities with low living standard are in Vranov nad
Toprou district (9 municipalities), 8 municipalities
in both Bardejov and KoSice okolie districts and 7
municipalities in Kezmarok, Rozhava, and Spisska
NovaVesdistricts.

In the group with low living standard,
there are 74 municipalities (88.3%) without public
sewerages, 27 municipalities (30.3%) without pub-
lic water supply systems and 19 municipalities
(21.3%) without gas distribution mains. There are
also 397 km of dustless local communications in
this group of municipaities (amost 4.5 km in 1
municipality on average). 7 municipalities have
more than 10 km of dustless local communications
(most of all Verkalda 16.7 km and Jasov 14.5 km).
On the contrary, 8 municipalities have below 1 km
of these communications (least of al Lascov 0.1
km and Uzovské Peklany 0.5 km).

Permanently occupied dwellings of the 4.
category are at least one fourth and no more than
one half of housing stock in municipalities with low
living standard. More than one half of municipali-
ties (54.6%) have ,only* amost one third of per-
manently occupied housing stock of the 4. category,
16 municipalities (18%) have over 40% of perma-
nently occupied housing stock of the 4. category
(most of all Zehiia 47.8%, Drahiiov 47.5%, Mnisek
nad Hnilcom 47.2%).

There were more than 101 thousand in-
habitants in municipalities with low living standard
to the end of the year 2002. 39 municipalities have
more than 1000 inhabitants. The greatest munici-
palities are Velkd Lomnica in Kezmarok district
(population of 3665), Rudinany in Spisska Nova
Ves district (population of 3324), Velka lda in



Kosice okolie district (population of 2901), Zborov
in Bardejov district (population of 2769), Jasov in
Kosice okolie district (population of 2753), Z&mu-
tov in Vranov nad Topl'ou district (population of
2726), and Nalepkovo in Gelnica district (popula
tion of 2672). Other municipalities have population

below 2500. 22 municipalities (24.7%) of this
group have less than 500 inhabitants. The smallest
municipalities are Opind in KoSice okolie district
(population of 177), Fricka in Bardgjov district
(population of 248), and Lesi¢ek in PreSov district
(population of 283).



3. The Reproductive Behaviour of Inhabitantsin Municipalitieswith Low and

Very Low Living Standard

We shall analyze two reproductive proc-
esses — fertility and mortality; these processes (to-
gether with migration) influence the development
of number and age structure of population directly.
We shall not engage in migration specially, because
the mobility of inhabitants is not big in the ob-
served municipalities. We shall observe the repro-
ductive behaviour of inhabitants in both groups of
municipalities separately and compare results to the
Slovak average. We shall be interested in changes
of reproductive behaviour in particular groups dur-
ing the observed period 1993-2002. We shall also
try to interpret differences within the both selected
groups of municipalities. Small numbers of inhabi-
tants and associated significant random influences
don't alow observing the demographic develop-
ment in particular municipalities every year. Data
on fertility and mortality of municipalities are proc-
essed as averages for 5 years (1993-1997 and 1998-

3.1 Fertility

The changes in development of fertility
count among the most significant characteristics of
recent demographic development in advanced
countries. The fertility has decrease by 39% over
the last 10 years in Slovakia. The mean age at first
birth is till growing; it has increased by about 2
years (9.3%) from the year 1993.The share of chil-
dren born out of wedlock has also changed signifi-
cantly. Approximately every fifth child is currently
born out of wedlock in Slovakia; it means the
growth of the share of children born out of wedlock
about twofold when compared with the year 1993.
Whereas Slovakia is currently by its fertility rate in
the absolute end of the European list, the average
age at the first birth and the share of children born
out of wedlock are Europe average.

It is obvious that there are some regions or
groups of municipalities in Slovakia in which the
reproductive behaviour of inhabitants is different
from the figures above to a large degree. The fertil-

3.1.1 Total Fertility Rate

2002). Data processed in this way eliminate random
deviations in particular years and simultaneously
allow us to interpret the development of reproduc-
tive behaviour in time.

It is apparent already at the first sight of
reproductive characteristics that we meet various
models of reproductive behaviour of inhabitants.
The reproductive behaviour of population in SR is
typical of advanced countries — low fertility, low
mortality and postponed births to higher age. The
reproductive behaviour of inhabitants living in mu-
nicipalities with low living standard is typica of
developing countries — high fertility, high mortality
and reproductive processes begin at very low age.
In general, the rate of population segregation is
growing with falling living standard and then dif-
ferences are also growing towards average numbers

in SR.

ity rate is more times higher in these regions and is
going down only slowly. The first births are shifted
to the absolute beginning of reproductive period
and the share of children born out of wedlock is
higher significantly. The causes of these consider-
able differences are living conditions and habits
together with the high degree of population segre-
gation in these municipalities. These differences
refer mostly to the group of municipalities with
very low living standard. The municipalities with
low living standard are isolated from other popula-
tion to smaller extent. It is presented partly by
higher living standard, partly by smaller differences
of reproductive behaviour in population. In general,
we can say that fertility characteristics in the group
of municipalities with low living standard are ap-
proximately in the middle between the Slovak aver-
age and the figures of municipalities with very low
living standard.

Tab. 3.1 The characteristics of natality and fertility in SR and in selected groups of municipalities

Territory Live births

1993-1997  1998-2002  1993-1997

Mean age at 1. childbirth  Births out of wedlock in %

1998-2002  1993-1997  1998-2002  1993-1997  1998-2002

SR 320287 270933 1,604
Very low standard 5042 5876 4,042
Low standard 9516 9839 2,744

1,275 22,7 239 12,6 18,2
4,529 19,6 19,6 42,2 43,7
2,593 21,1 21,1 30,2 37,0

At the first stage of analyzed period the
fertility in the group of municipalities with very low

living standard was more than twice the Slovak
figure. At the second stage the total fertility rate has



grown from 4.0 to 4.5, i.e. by 12.5% in this group.
In the same period the fertility has decreased by
21% in SR. It means that the fertility is currently
3.5 times higher than the country average in mu-
nicipalities with very low living standard. The fer-
tility in municipalities with low living standard is
below the fertility in municipalities with very low
living standard, but much more over the number of
the whole Slovakia (twofold in the second part of
the analyzed period). In the observed period the
fertility has fallen by 5.5% in municipalities with
low living standard.

The fertility growth of municipalities with
very low living standard is caused by 22 munici-
palities, of which fertility has increased from 1% to
46% (Table 3.2). The total fertility rate was over 5
children per 1 woman in the first half of the ob-
served period in 7 municipalities; there were a-
ready such 8 municipalities in the second half. The
highest fertility was in municipality Lomni¢ka dur-
ing al the observed period (over 7 children per 1
woman). The group of municipalities with the high-
est fertility consists also of municipalities Chmini-
anske Jakubovany (6.4), Mirkovce (6.0), Cigelka
(5.8), Strane pod Tatrami (5.4), and Olgjnikov
(5.0). In the same period the total fertility rate was
below 3 children per 1 woman only in 3 municipali-
ties — Zbudské DIhé (2.8), Rozlozna (2.9) and Roz-
toky (2.9). Five municipalities achieved the in-
crease in fertility over 20% - Varhanovce (21.8%),
Boliarov (30%), Cigel’ka (30.8%), Mirkovce
(43.6%), and Chminianske Jakubovany (42.2%).
The fertility has fallen in 14 municipalities, the de-
creases were moving from 5% to 37%. The highest
decreases were in  municipalities Vtatkovce
(21.3%), Roztoky (27.1%), Armutovce (33.0%),
and Cervenica (37.5%).

There are currently 12 municipalities with
the total fertility rate over 3 children per 1 woman
in the group of municipalities with low living stan-
dard (Table 3.3). The highest fertility is in munici-
palities Podhorany (5.2) and Lesi¢ek (4.7). These
two municipalities would count among the munici-
palities with the fertility above average also in the
group of municipalities with very low living stan-
dard. 33 municipalities of this group have currently

3.1.2 Ageat the First Birth

Age at the first birth is agood characteris-
tic of the reproductive behaviour of population. It
gives area picture of the beginning and potential
length of reproductive period. Populations with
different models of reproductive behaviour differ
mostly in just the mean age at the first birth except
for the total fertility rate.

The women living in municipalities with
very low living standard are at the age of amost 20
years on average at the time of their first births.
This fact has not changed over the last 10 years.
Also the mean age at the first birth has the similar
stable trend in municipalities with low living stan-

the fertility below the replacement level and the
municipality with the lowest fertility (K&'ava) is
the only one with the fertility below the country
average.

The fertility has grown in the group of
municipalities with low living standard in 19 mu-
nicipalities (21%) and only 4 municipalities have
the total fertility rate over 3 children per 1 woman
(Lenartov, Kamenna Poruba, Uzovské Pekl'any,
Lukov). During the observed period the highest
fertility growth was achieved in municipalities
Tichy Potok (54.9%), Bretka (49.5%), Mengusovce
(28.1%). These municipalities had the low fertility
(the total fertility rate below 1.5) in the first stage of
the observed period. The group of municipalities
with low living standard consists mostly of the mu-
nicipalities of which fertility has dropped during the
observed period. Their fertility has dropped up to
10% in 17 municipalities, from 10% to 20% in 22
municipalities, from 20% to 30% in 21 municipali-
ties, and over 30% in 10 municipalities. The highest
fertility decrease was achieved during the observed
period in municipalities Kendice (38.0%), Krélovce
(39.8%), Litava (39.9%), and K&l'ava (42.2%).

As aresult of the fertility decrease about
50 thousand children were born less in the second
stage of the observed period than in the first stage
in SR (decrease by 16%). On the contrary, the
numbers of live-born children have grown in the
municipalities with low and very low living stan-
dard (by 3.4% and 16.5%). The numbers of live
births are growing aso in many municipalities
where the fertility is going down. The reason is
avery young age structure of population when the
very numerous age groups are still at the age of
highest fertility.

The specific development of natality and
fertility of the two observed groups is
ademonstration of historical, cultural, and socio-
economic differences combined with considerable
degree of segregation. The after-effects are: differ-
ent way of living, living and education standards
and aso value orientation. The social system moti-
vating no responsibility had also contributed to the
high fertility of socially weak population in the
past.

dard, although the number is by 1.5 years higher
than in municipalities with very low living stan-
dard. Both these numbers are considerably below
the average in Slovakia. In the second half of the
observed period the mean age at the first birth was
23.9 years (difference of 4.3 and 2.8 years) in SR.
But a more important difference is the development
in time. Unlike the stagnation in both groups of
municipalities the mean age at the first birth is
growing in SR (growth by 1.2 years or 5.3%) be-
tween the first and the second half of the observed
period.



We don't observe an usua relation be-
tween the change in the total fertility rate and the
change in the age at the first birth in both the ob-
served groups of municipalities. Despite the
changes in tota fertility rate (it is growing in one
group and falling in the second one) the mean at the
first birth is till the same. The tradition of having
the first child at very young age seems to be very
strong for the inhabitants of these municipalities
and the total fertility rate is more influenced by
fertility development at higher age, or rather, higher
order.

A stable development of mean age at the
first birth is typical of women in most of the mu-
nicipalities in both the observed groups. The
changes are usualy below 1 year during the ob-
served period. In the group of municipalities with
very low living standard women have the lowest
ages at the first birth in municipalities Rozlozna
(17.7), Sator (18.4), KédoZa (18.5), Zehra (18.5).
No municipality of this group achieve the SR aver-

3.1.3 Births out of Wedlock

The other distinction of reproductive be-
haviour that we can watch in the both groups of
municipalities is high share of children born out of
wedlock exceeding the Slovak average at a great
rate. The share of births out of wedlock in SR was
stagnating at a relatively low level in the long term
(5-6%). From the beginning of the 1990s this figure
started to grow and is currently above 22%. Non-
marital fertility has been at a high level in the long
term in municipalities with low and very low living
standard, it means that it was high aso at the time
when the Slovak average was relatively low. There-
fore recent increases in the share of births out of
wedlock are relatively low in these municipalities.
Nowadays the share of births out of wedlock is
about 2.5 times higher than the SR average in the
municipalities with very low living standard, this
figure is approximately twofold in the municipali-
ties with low living standard. In the municipalities
with very low living standard the share of births out
of wedlock was above 40% during al the observed
period; in the municipalities with low living stan-
dard it is moving slowly from 30% towards 40%.
The reasons for such great differences are partly in
very young age at hirth, future parents may not to
marry® else, and partly in the tradition of the
Roma/Gypsy weddings that are no official legal
acts. More than one half of couples start to cohabit
without legalization of their relations by norms of
majority society; weddings usually come only after
severa years of cohabitations. It is obvious of these
reasons that non-marital fertility of the selected
groups of municipalities is of different origin in the

2 The minimal age for marriage is 18 yearsin SR.
Court may allow marriage from the age of 16.
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age figure and only 4 municipalities have the mean
age at the first birth above 21 years — Dolany
(21.5), Cigelka (21.7), Roztoky (21.9), and
Zévadka (22.9). In this group of municipalities the
highest increase in the mean age at the first birth
was achieved in municipality Cigelka (2.2 years or
11.3%). Also in municipalities Richnava, Zavadka,
and Dorlany the increases were above 1 year. The
highest decrease in the mean age at the first birth
was achieved in municipality Sitor (2 years or
9.9%). The decreases were over 1.5 years aso in
municipalities Tuhrina, Zehra, Cervenica, and Jur-
ské.

In the group of municipalities with low
living standard women have the mean age at the
first birth below 20 years in 8 municipalities and
this figure is below 19 years only in one of them
(Kobeliarovo). On the other hand, 3 municipalities
with the highest mean age at the first birth (Blazice,
Mengusovce, Haligovce) achieve the figure above
the SR average.

majority of cases than the non-marital fertility of
other population that is often based on cohabitance
without wedding like an aternative of marriage.
Different attitude to family and cohabitation comes
from the different cultural tradition and value orien-
tation. In both the researched groups of municipali-
ties it is shown not only in many children, low age
at the first birth or high share of births out of wed-
lock, which are documented in this paper. Family
has different status, composition and functions in
these municipalities than it is usually used to have
in Slovakia. We may characterize it in a large de-
gree as enlarged and multigenerational. Cohabita-
tions (marriages) have also their specific qualities,
they follow local customs rather than official
norms. For example aso the very low divorce rate
is reflective of specific cohabitations in both the
groups of municipalities. Whereas there were 35
divorces per 100 marriages during al the observed
period in SR, there were 13 divorces in the munici-
palities with low living standard and only 7 di-
vorces in the municipalities with very low living
standard, i.e. the figure lower 2.7 times or 5 times).
In the group of municipalities with very
low living standard the share of births out of wed-
lock was below the Slovak average only in one mu-
nicipality (Dorany) in the second half of the ob-
served period. On the contrary, more children are
born out of wedlock than in wedlock in 11 munici-
palities. In the second half of the observed period
the highest figures were in municipalities Valkoviia
(80%), Vrbnica (78.7%), Sutor (74.5%), and Zbud-
ské DIhé (72.7%). Despite the very high shares of
births out of wedlock in the long term the figures
have lowered during the observed period only in 11
municipalities and the decreases were moving from
2.6% to 455% (most of al in municipalities
Vyborna, Prosacov, and Olginikov). The growth of



the share of births out of wedlock was above 20 highest shares of births out of wedlock were in the

percentage points in five municipalities and the second half of the observed period in municipalities
share of births out of wedlock has grown by more Kamenna Poruba (64.9%), Botany (59.8%), Sid
than 30% in 10 municipalities. The increases by (59.8%), and Hrcel’ (58.4%). On the contrary, this
more than 50% were achieved in municipalities share was below 10% in 3 municipalities — Hali-
Roztoky, Cervenica, Bérka, Zbudské DIhé, and govce, Holumnica, and Kruzlova. In 11 municipali-
Sdtor. ties the share of births out of wedlock has increased

More children are born out of wedlock by more than 20 percentage points and the increase
than in wedlock in 15 municipalitiesin the group of was more than 100% in 10 municipalities. The
municipalities with low living standard and 15 mu- highest decreases in the share of births out of wed-
nicipalities are below the Slovak average. The lock were in municipalities Lenartov and Lesicek.
3.2 Mortality

The second basic factor of reproduction — with low and very low living standard. We will
mortality — cannot be analyzed as in detail as fertil- concentrate only on the anaysis of the whole
ity in the selected groups of municipalities. The groups of municipalities and during the whole ob-
number of deaths is very low despite the unfavour- served period, because the low numbers of deaths
able mortality situation. It is caused by very young alow no differential mortality analysis.

age structure of population in the municipalities

3.2.1 Total Mortality

Tab. 3.4 The characteristics of mortality in SR and in selected groups of municipalitiesin 1993-2002

Territory Life expectancy at birth Infant mortality rate
Males Females
SR 68,9 771 93
Very low standard 65,0 72,6 20,3
Low standard 66,2 74,8 17,4
Recently there is atrend of mild improve- expectancy at birth was 65.0 years for men and 72.6
ment in total mortality. These tendencies reflect years for women in the municipalities with very
aso socia and economic living conditions except low living standard. These figures are lower when
for health rate of population, which is closely re- compared to the whole SR in the same period. In
lated to living standard. The influence of living this group of municipalities men live by 3.8 years
standard is more immediate in the case of mortality and women 4.5 years shorter on average than an
than fertility. Total Slovak characteristics of mortal- average inhabitant of SR. The life expectancy at
ity are averages between characteristics of particu- birth is 66.2 years for men and 74.8 years for
lar regions, or rather, groups of municipalities with women in the group of municipalities with low liv-
various living standards. The municipalities with ing standard. It means a higher figuresby 1.2 or 2.2
very low living standard are the localities of mortal- years comparing to the municipalities with very low
ity significantly higher in this context. The munici- living standard, but alower figures by 2.7 or 2.3
palities with low living standard also contribute to years when compared to the total Slovak figure.
the mortality worsening in SR, but not at such There is arelatively great difference be-
agreat rate as the municipalities with very low liv- tween the life expectancy at birth for both genders
ing standard. in Slovakia. This difference was 8.2 years in the
The improving trend of total mortality observed period. The differences in the life expec-
recently in Slovakia can be explained the best by tancy at birth between men and women are similar
life expectancy at birth, which achieved 69.8 years in both the observed groups of municipalities (7.6
for men and 77.6 years for women in the year 2002. years in the municipalities with very low living
These figures mean the increase by 1.4 or 0.9 years standard and 8.6 years in the municipalities with
comparing to the year 1993. In 1993-2002 the life low living standard).
3.2.2 Mortality by age
The mortality of observed municipalitiesis nicipalities with very low living standard and
higher than the Slovak average in the whole age 17.4%o in the municipalities with low living stan-
interval with the exception of the oldest age groups dard. And the Slovak average was 9.3%o over the
of men (85 years and more). The greatest differ- observed period. It means that in the municipalities
ences are in child mortality. The infant mortality with very low living standard there are more than 2
was 20.3%o0 during the observed period in the mu- times dead infants per 1000 live-born children
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compared to the country average. This figure is
alittle bit below the double in the municipalities

3.2.3 Cause of Death

with low living standard.

Tab. 3.5 Deathsby causesin SR and in selected groups of municipalitiesin 1993-2002 (%)

Cause of death SR Very low standard Low standard
Males Females Males Females Males Females
Circulatory diseases 49 62 43 56 50 64
Neoplasm 24 19 21 14 23 15
Respiratory diseases 6 6 10 11 7 8
Digestive disease 6 4 4 5 3
External 9 3 10 7 3
Other 6 6 12 11 8 7

Recently 94% of men and women die of 5
the most frequent causes of death in Slovakia; all
other causes take only 6% of deaths®. 73% of men
and 81% of women die of circulatory system dis-
eases and neoplasm. The death structure by causes
doesn't practically differ from the total Slovak av-
erage in the municipalities with low living standard.
Some differences are in the group of municipalities
with very low living standard. The shares of dead of
two the most frequent causes of death are lower

% In Slovakia the most frequent causes of deaths are
circulatory system diseases, neoplasm, digestive
system diseases, respiratory system diseases and
external causes.
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than the total Slovak average (64% for men, 70%
for women). But respiratory system diseases, exter-
nal, and other causes cause the higher share of
deaths. Factualy, there are more frequent deaths
after such diseases as influenza, bronchitis, pneu-
monia, tuberculosis, intestinal diseases, hepatitis
and injuries. These diseases are closely related to
the environment, way of living, hygienic condi-
tions, or in other words, to the living standard.



4. Number and I ncrease of Population
Tab. 4.1 Number and Increase of population in SR and in selected groups of municipalities

Territory Population Increase
1.1.1993 31.12.2002 Abs. %
SR 5314 155 5379 161 65 006 12
Very low standard 29854 39015 9161 30,7
Low standard 89 865 101729 11 864 13,2

The specific demographic development of
observed municipalities (most of al high fertility)
added to the different development of number, in-
crease and age structure of inhabitants to alarge
degree when compared to other municipalities in
SR.

There was the population about 140 thou-
sand to the end of the year 2002 in the selected mu-
nicipalities with low and very low living standard
(2.6% of the total population in SR). 39 thousand
inhabitants were living in the group of municipali-
ties with very low living standard and above 101
thousand inhabitants in the municipalities with low
living standard. The numbers of inhabitants have
increased by 21 thousand persons in these munici-
palities when compared to the year 1993, which
mean the increase of 17.6%. Over the same period
the number of inhabitants has grown by 45 thou-
sand personsin SR, i.e. only by 1.2%. It means that
the increase in the population of 125 observed mu-
nicipalitiesis about one third of the total increasein
the population of SR. All the rest of more than 2700
municipalities take 67.7% of the total increase in
the population of SR. The increase in the number of
inhabitants was 30.7% in the municipalities with
very low living standard, about 13% in the munici-
palities with low living standard.

The number of inhabitants has decreased
in no municipality of the group of municipalities
with very low living standard during al the ob-
served period (Table 4.2). Increases in the numbers
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of inhabitants were moving from 8.7% in munici-
pality Valkovna till 56.1% in municipality Lom-
nicka. The annual average increases in the popula-
tion were below 1% only in two municipalities (ex-
cept for the mentioned municipality Vakovia, also
municipality Tuhring). On the contrary, 6 munici-
palities have achieved the annua average increases
above 4% (Richnava, Rakusy, Vté&tkovce, Strane
pod Tatrami, Dol'any, and Lomnicka).

The municipalities with increases in popu-
lation are considerably leading the municipalities
with decreases in population also in the group of
municipalities with low living standard (Table 4.3).
The total numbers of inhabitants have decreased
over the observed period in only five municipalities
(Sumiac, Telgart, Kurov, Bretka, and Uzovské Pek-
lany) and the annual average decrease in population
achieved 1% in municipality Sumiac only. The in-
crease in population was above 20% in 15 munici-
palities over the observed period. The highest in-
crease in population was achieved in municipality
Podhorany (59.3%), followed by municipalities
Vitkovce (34.9%), Zehna (29.8%), Cicava (28.7%),
and Betlanovce (26.0%). The annual average in-
creases in population were above 1% in 48 munici-
palities in total. The increase in population of mu-
nicipality Podhorany is even the highest one of all
125 observed municipalities. It means that it goes
over the increases in population aso in al the mu-
nicipalities with very low living standard.



5. Age Structure of Population

Tab. 5.1 The age structure of population in SR and in selected groups of municipalities

Territory 0-14 (%) 15-44 (%) 45-64 (%) 65+ (%)
1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002
SR 241 18,1 46,1 46,5 19,3 239 10,5 11,5
Very low standard 371 39,0 43,2 43,3 12,5 11,7 7,2 6,0
Low standard 28,5 28,1 43,0 44,6 17,8 17,4 10,7 99

The impact of demographic development
on age structure of population is similar to the case
of increases in population — the situation in the ob-
served groups of municipalities differs considerably
from the country average. The age structure of
population has changed over the last 10 years in
SR; population ageing has intensified. From the
year 1993 the age structure of population has not
changed practically in the group of municipalities
with low living standard; even there was achieved
rejuvenation of population in the municipalities
with very low living standard, which is currently
typical only of inhabitants in developing countries.

The greatest differences of the observed
groups of inhabitants are in the age group of O till
14 years old. As aresult of the falling natality the
share of children of the population in SR has de-
creased by 5 percentage points over the last 10
years and it is currently rather below the limit 20%.
On the contrary, the number and share of childrenis
not decreasing in the observed municipalities with
low and very low living standard because of the
high natality of this group of municipalities; it is
even increasing in the municipalities with very low
living standard. The share of children has increased
from 37.1% in the year 1993 to 39% in the year
2002 in the municipalities with very low living
standard, which is twice the present figure of SR.
The share of children is at astandstill of 28% in the
municipalities with low living standard (by 55%
more than the figure of SR).

The population at the reproductive age (15
till 44 years) show the most stable development.
The differences in proportiona representation be-

tween the particular observed groups of municipali-
ties are not significant and the development is prac-
tically constant over the last 10 years.

The population achieve the highest in-
creases in the population of SR at the active post-
reproductive age (45-64 years). At this age, there
are actualy the strong age groups born in 1950s.
But the share of population in this age group has
decreased dowly in the both observed groups of
municipalities. Above al it is a result of the unfa-
vourable development of mortality at the age over
50 years.

The high mortality and many children of
the municipalities with low and very low living
standard result in the low number and share of in-
habitants at a higher age. While the share of inhabi-
tants at the age over 65 is currently 11.5% in SR
and this figure is still growing, it is only 9.9% or
6% in the municipalities with low and very low
living standard and these figures have decreased by
7.5% or 15.5% over the last 10 years.

Different age structure of population is
being reflected in different mean ages of population
and ageing indexes of population. The mean age of
population has increased by 2.7 years (8.0%) over
the last 10 years in SR. It has not changed practi-
cally over the last 10 years in the municipalities
with low living standard and it was about 5 years
below the average of SR to the end of the year
2002. The mean age is about 11 years lower in the
municipalities with very low living standard than in
SR and it has decreased about 1 year (3.4%) over
thelast 10 years.

Tab. 5.2 The characteristics of age structure of population in SR and in selected groups of municipalities

Territory Ageing index Mean age
1993 2002 1993 2002
SR 4338 63,2 338 36,5
Very low standard 19,5 15,3 26,6 25,7
Low standard 37,7 354 32,1 31,9

In the period of 1993-2002 the mean age
of population has increased in only 8 municipalities
of the group of municipalities with very low living
standard. The highest increases (from 0.6 to 0.8
years) were achieved in municipalities Stréne pod
Tatrami, Tuhrina, Vyborna, and Cervenica. The
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mean age has decreased in other municipalities; 6
municipalities achieved considerable decreases
from 4 to 7 years (Bbrka, Roztoky, Prosacov, Valk-
oviia, Olginikov, Rankovce). The mean age was
over 30 years in only 5 municipalities. In the year
2002 the highest mean age of population was in



municipalities Zavadka (34.5 years), Vakovia
(33.3 years), and Roztoky (31.9 years). The lowest
mean age of population was over al the observed
period in municipality Lomnic¢ka that was the only
municipality with extremely low figure below 20
years. There were other 10 municipalities, except
for Lomnicka, with the mean age of population
below 25 years in the year 2002. The difference in
mean ages of the municipalities with the highest
and the lowest figures was 16 years in the group of
municipalities with very low living standard (Lom-
nicka 18.5, Zavadka 34.5).

There are living relatively young inhabi-
tants in the municipalities with low living standard,
but the differences are not so high as in the case of
municipalities with very low living standard when
compared to the country average. Over the ob-
served period the mean age of population has in-
creased in 33 municipalities, it has not changed in 4
municipalities, and it has decreased in the 52 re-
maining ones. The differences in the mean age were
not usualy high. They were above 5% in only 22
municipalities. The growths were moving from 0.1
years in municipalities Ihrany, Sid, and Sarisska
Poruba till 2.8 years in municipality Krélovce.
Other municipalities with more significant in-
creases in mean age of population were municipali-
ties Chrast nad Hornadom (1.8 years), Velka Lom-
nica (1.5 years), and Mengusovce (1.5 years). The
mean age of population has decreased in the major-
ity of municipalities, though the decreases were
dlight (to 2%) in 18 cases. The decreases in the
mean age of population were above 10% in 4 mu-
nicipalities (Nizny Slavkov, Drahnov, Rejdova, and
Fricka), but these decreases were aways below 5
years. 20 municipalities with low living standard
had the mean age of population below 30 years in
the year 2002. From adistance, the lowest mean
age of population was achieved in municipalities
Podhorany (21.4 years), followed by Zehina (26.1
years), Rokycany (26.9 years), Krizova Ves (27.7
years), and Vitkovce (27.8 years). 7 municipalities
of this group had the mean age of population above
the country average in the year 2002. Those are
municipaities Ubrez, Velké Trakany, Sumiac,
Tocnica, Dvorniky-V¢elére, Tichy Potok, and Malé
Trakany. The difference in the mean age of popula-
tion between the municipality with the highest fig-
ure and the municipality with the lowest figure was
18.1 years in the group of municipalities with low
living standard (Podhorany 21.4, Ubrez 39.5).

Ageing index has a similar development as
the mean age. From the year 1993 the ageing index
has increased by 44.3% in SR, it has decreased by
21.5% in the municipalities with very low living
standard and by 6.1% in the municipalities with low
living standard. While in the year 2002 there were
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63 inhabitants at the age over 65 years per every
100 inhabitants at the age up to 15 years on average
in Slovakia, there were only 15 inhabitants in the
municipalities with very low living standard and 35
inhabitants in the municipalities with low living
standard. It means that the ageing index is only al-
most one fourth of the SR figure in the municipali-
ties with very low living standard and alittle more
over the half figure in the municipalities with low
living standard.

Over the observed period the ageing index
has increased in the group of municipalities with
very low standard in only 3 municipalities (Cer-
venica 34.6%, MarkuSovce 12.0%, Rakusy 2.2%).
In other municipalities the ageing index has de-
creased from 2.3% (Tuhrina) up to 61.1% (Borka).
In the year 2002 the ageing index achieved more
than 50 in only two municipalities (Zavadka and
Vakovia). On the contrary, the ageing index is
below 10 in 7 municipalities; it means that there are
below 10 inhabitants at the age over 65 years per
every 100 children at the age up to 15 years. The
extremely low ageing indexes are especialy in mu-
nicipalities Lomnicka (2.6) and Strane pod Tatrami
(4.8).

The ageing index has increased over the
observed period in 38 municipalities with low liv-
ing standard. The increases were moving from
3.6% in municipality Coltovo up to 48.7% in mu-
nicipality Velké Trakany. The growth of more than
30% was achieved in 4 municipalities. Except for
the municipality Velké Trakany, in municipalities
Chrast nad Hornddom (37.9%), Velkd Lomnica
(36.3%), Kruzlova (30.6%). The decreases in age-
ing index were close to 50% in some municipali-
ties. The highest decreases in ageing index were
achieved in municipalities Rostér (49.5%), Drahiiov
(44.2%), Zehna (41.0%), BlaZice (40.5%), Nizny
Slavkov (40.3%). The decrease in ageing index was
above 25% in 15 municipalities in total. In the year
2002 the ageing index exceeded 100 in only 2 mu-
nicipalities; it means that the number of inhabitants
aged 65 and over was higher than the number of
inhabitants aged 0-14 years. It was in municipalities
Ubrez and Velké Trakany. There are more children
than elderly inhabitants in other municipalities.
Also in this group there is amunicipality with ex-
tremely low ageing index (Podhorany) where only
5 inhabitants at the age of 65 and over are per every
100 inhabitants at the age of 0-14. The ageing index
is below 20% in five municipalities. Those are mu-
nicipalities Vitkovce, Huncovce, Rokycany, and
Zehia, except for the municipality Podhorany. The
group of municipalities with very low ageing index
consists of 26 municipalities totally, in which the
share of inhabitants at the age over 65 years is be-
low 30% of child population.



6. The Reproductive Behaviour of Roma/Gypsy Population according to | nte-

gration Degree

There are several estimates of the number
of Roma/Gypsies and their reproductive behaviour
in Slovakia not always based on rea assumptions.
Moreover, there are data for the whole
Roma/Gypsy population in the majority of cases
(without reference to the integration degree), which
reduces the use of obtained results. So we will try
to specify the demographic estimates about the
Roma/Gypsy ethnic group and especialy by refer-
ence to socia integration degree as the most sig-
nificant differential factor.

According to real estimates, there are cur-
rently living about 400 thousand Roma/Gypsies in
Slovakia, which is approximately 7% of the total
number of population. The Slovak Republic is one
of the countries with the highest share of
Roma/Gypsy population in Europe. It is the third
most numerous ethnic group of population follow-
ing the Slovak and Hungarian populations in Slo-
vakia. But this population is developing the most
dynamicaly. Roma/Gypsies are spread out over the
whole territory of Slovakia. The highest density of
Roma/Gypsy population is in the south of central
Slovakia and in the eastern Slovakia. It is common
knowledge that the Roma/Gypsy population differs
from the other in the way of living, living and edu-
cation standards and reproductive behaviour, too.
On the other hand, Roma/Gypsies are far from a
homogeneously group. The integration or segrega-
tion degrees are becoming the more significant dif-
ferential factors.

It is possible to divide the Roma/Gypsies
living in Slovakiato three basic groups according to
their socia integration — integrated, partly inte-
grated, and non-integrated. The integrated part of
the Roma/Gypsy ethnic group has accepted the re-
productive behaviour of majority population to a
large degree and its reproductive characteristics
don't differ too much from the other population
living in the relevant region. The non-integrated
Roma/Gypsies are living apart from the other popu-

lation — either in separated parts of municipalities or
more often in segregated Roma/Gypsy settlements.
The surroundings influence upon this Roma/Gypsy
group is very limited. The reproductive behaviour
often follows own rules based on traditions and
local habits, which differ much from the norms of
majority society. We suppose that the reproductive
behaviour of non-integrated Roma/Gypsies can be
quite well characterized by the reproductive behav-
iour of population in municipalities with very low
living standard. Then the reproductive behaviour of
partly integrated Roma/Gypsies can be character-
ized by the reproductive behaviour of inhabitantsin
the group of municipalities with low living stan-
dard, with a mild shift towards the municipalities
with very low living standard. The Roma/Gypsy
population is living not so isolated in this group of
municipalities and the interaction between the
Roma/Gypsy population and the other one is more
intensive®.

As the integrated Roma/Gypsies don't
differ much from the other population in their way
of living and reproductive behaviour, just the in-
formation about partly integrated and non-
integrated Roma/Gypsies is important because sev-
era specifics and many problems are associated
with just these two groups.

To make the picture complete we will try
to derive also data for the whole Roma/Gypsy
population even though the Roma/Gypsy popula-
tion is heterogenous and it is necessary to deal with
particular groups differentialy. According to esti-
mates, about ahalf of Gypsies living in Slovakia
may be marked as partly integrated, 30% as non-
integrated and 20% as fully integrated to society. If
we consider the estimated numbers of particular
groups of the Roma/Gypsy population, average
numbers of the Roma/Gypsy population as awhole
are close to numbers of the partly integrated
Roma/Gypsies.

Tab. 6.1 The estimates of reproductive characteristics of Roma/Gypsy population in the year 2002

Roma population TFR M o ggierfﬁ L \?/gérsc‘l’(“&‘; '\/'I';:Xpeqancy atF::;‘S ' nfmtrr;grtallty
Totd 31 211 374 66,5 745 16,6
Integrated 13 24,0 19,0 69,0 775 9,0
Partly integrated 30 208 44,0 66,0 745 17,5
Non integrated 46 196 385 655 730 200
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Tab. 6.2 The estimates of number and age structur e of Roma/Gypsy population in the year 2002

Roma population Total Agegroup (%) Ageing index
0-14 15-44 45-64 65+
Total 390 000 30,5 44,5 16,4 8,6 28,2
Integrated 78 000 181 46,5 239 115 63,5
Partly integrated 195 000 30,3 444 16,2 9,1 30,0
Non integrated 117 000 39,0 433 11,7 6,0 154

It is awell-known fact that the reproduc-
tive behaviour of Roma/Gypsy population differs
from the other one. But it is worth paying attention
to the extent of this difference regarding the hetero-
geneity of Roma/Gypsy population. Missing more
reliable and detailed information of this sort gives
space for various constructions, which may compli-
cate the delicate problem of Roma/Gypsies coexis-
tence with others much more. Then we will concen-
trate on proving or disproving the generaly re-
spected theories, but supported with few evidences,
about the reproductive behaviour of Roma/Gypsy
population. We will not engage in explaining
causes but focus on the more precise quantification
of particular claims from the theories. We will the
most often deal with the following theories:

1. The fertility in Roma/Gypsy population is
higher more times than the fertility in other
population.

2. The mortality in Roma/Gypsy population
is significantly higher than in other popu-
lation. Roma/Gypsies live by 10 years less
on average.

3. The high increases in Roma/Gypsy popu-
lation cause significant increase in the
share of Roma/Gypsies from the total
number of SR population.

Ad. 1

Both professional and laic discussions give
alot of space to the Roma/Gypsy fertility. It is
shown the most just during the assessing fertility
that it is not distinguished between particular
groups of Roma/Gypsies and the Roma/Gypsy
population is often identified with the population of
Roma/Gypsy settlements. It is beyond doubt that
the Roma/Gypsy fertility is above the fertility of the
other population. If we take the Roma/Gypsy popu-
lation as awhole, is currently about 2,5 times the
country figure. There are currently about 1,2 chil-
dren per one woman at the reproductive age in Slo-
vakia, about 3 children in the Roma/Gypsy popula-
tion. The fertility is even higher in the Roma/Gypsy
settlements. There are, on average, 4.5 children per
one woman, which is aimost 4 times the country
average.

Also the development of mean age at the
first birth is different for the Roma/Gypsy popula-
tion and the other. Roma/Gypsies have low figures
in the long run; the mean age at the first birth is
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gradually increasing in SR. The difference is cur-
rentlty 3.5 years when we take the whole
Roma/Gypsy population into consideration. When
we regard only non-integrated Roma/Gypsies, the
differenceis about 5 years.

Researching the Roma/Gypsy fertility the
greatest differences are in the numbers of children
born out of wedlock. While the share of births out
of wedlock is increasing in SR and currently is
above 20%, it is high in the long run in the
Roma/Gypsy population and currently is close to
40%. Above 40% of children are born out of wed-
lock in the Roma/Gypsy settlements, which is about
2 times the country figure.

Ad. 2

According to our computations, the differ-
ence in life expectancy at birth is ,only* about 2.5
years against the Roma/Gypsies for both genders.
The difference is about one half of year higher for
the non-integrated part of the Roma/Gypsy popula-
tion, i.e. 3 years. It means that the difference be-
tween the Roma/Gypsy mortality and the other one
need not to be so significant asit is used to mention
(10 yearsfor life expectancy at birth).

The most unfavourable situation isin child
mortality where the difference between the
Roma/Gypsy mortality and the other is the most
significant. The differences have decreased also
here comparing to the past. According to our esti-
mates, the Roma/Gypsy infant mortality is about
1.8 times the SR figure or 2.2 times when we regard
only the non-integrated part of the Roma/Gypsy
ethnic group.

Ad. 3

As aresult of different demographic be-
haviour the increasesin the number of Roma/Gypsy
population are higher than the increases in the other
population. The Roma/Gypsy reproduction is de-
celerating, that is why the increases in population
will be decreasing and there should be no signifi-
cant differences in the development of the
Roma/Gypsy population and the other population in
30 years. It is supposed that Roma/Gypsies will be
about 10% of the SR population after the year 2025.
Even in the case of keeping recent differences in
reproduction the increases in the Roma/Gypsy
population would not be high enough to talk about
the Roma/Gypsy population explosion in Slovakia.



7. Conclusion

Comparing reproductive characteristics of
particular groups of the Roma/Gypsy population it
is apparent that the integration degree is an impor-
tant differential factor. The differences in reproduc-
tive behaviour between the particular Roma/Gypsy
groups are significant as well as the consequent
differences in age structure of population. There-
fore it is always appropriate to mention which
Roma/Gypsy population we are talking about.
Whether we mean 120 thousand segregated
Roma/Gypsies with 4.5-fold fertility and life expec-
tancy by 3 years lower or 80 thousand integrated
Roma/Gypsies with reproductive behaviour similar
to the other population, or we talk about the whole
Roma/Gypsy population of SR (about 400 thousand
persons) with 2.5-fold fertility and mean life expec-
tancy by 2.5 years lower than for an average inhabi-
tant of SR.

Observing differences between particular
groups of the Roma/Gypsy ethnic group is concern-
ing not only the reproduction. The Roma/Gypsy
population is so heterogenous in mgority of re-
spects that we shouldn’t regard it as one whole at
al solving common social problems. Such
aselective view is reasonable for example also con-
sidering remedies and help in favour of the
Roma/Gypsy ethnic group.

Future development of integration will
determine the next demographic development of the
Roma/Gypsy population. Also the European inte-
gration will be important. The balancing regiona
differences and progress of backward regions are
among the primary priorities of the European union.
This problem can be solved only regarding the
situation of the Roma/Gypsy population in Slova-
kia.
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The intensity of integration processes will
be the significant criterion for the next demographic
development of the Roma/Gypsy population. The
convergence between the reproductive behaviour of
Roma/Gypsies and the other population is expected
together with the continuing integration. In practice,
Roma/Gypsies will be more and more copying the
reproductive and family behaviours of majority
society.

The question is whether this way is desir-
able. Maybe the magjority society should be more
inspired by the Roma/Gypsy attitude to family and
children and reproductive characteristics of the
Roma/Gypsy population and the other could meet
somewhere in the middle. The Roma/Gypsy popu-
lation is lacking in more responsibility for repro-
ductive plans and the other population is short of
greater passion for family and children. Just the
connection of natural Roma/Gypsy relation to fami-
lies with many children and the other population
responsibility for family living standard might be
the appropriate reproductive model in the future.
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Appendix

Tab. 2.1 List of municipalitieswith very low living standard

Dwellings Public _ Gas distri- Dustless
Municipality Region Population gef\tteré%fy ;’vat'i/ se?/\L/"eDr“aZe ?#;II 22 nlﬁm?lc;??ns
(%) system (km)

Vakovia Brezno 325 539 yes no no 3,7
Kédo%a Velky Krtis 652 58,2 no no yes 3,0
Stor Velky Krtis 403 68,5 no no no 0,7
Cigelka Bardejov 455 67,7 yes no no 38
Zbudské DIhé Humenné 571 59,5 no no yes 0,8
Boliarov KoSice-okolie 597 55,5 no no no 5,0
Kecerovce KoSice-okolie 2415 87,3 no no no 2,6
Rankovce KoSice-okolie 572 69,9 no no no 12
Vt&kovce KoSice-okolie 769 85,0 no no no 0,7
Vrbnica Michalovce 776 55,7 yes no yes 4,6
Jurskeé Kezmarok 798 94,3 no no yes 0,0
Rakusy KeZmarok 1998 62,6 yes no yes 0,0
Stréne pod Tatrami Kezmarok 1208 81,3 yes no yes 41
Vyborna Kezmarok 875 59,4 no no yes 2,2
Cervenica Presov 697 58,1 no no no 25
Chminianske Jakubovany  PreSov 1498 73,3 no no no 13
Jarovnice Sabinov 4274 68,7 no no yes 6,6
Maly Slivnik PreSov 671 58,6 no no yes 1,0
Mirkovce PreSov 966 61,2 yes no yes 2,7
Olgjnikov Sabinov 354 56,8 no no no 0,0
Ostrovany Sabinov 1524 51,4 no no yes 2,2
Svinia PreSov 1359 53,3 no no yes 30
Tuhrina PreSov 415 50,1 yes no yes 35
Varhaiovce PreSov 1036 57,0 yes no yes 13
Bérka Rozhava 455 61,0 yes no no 11
Rozlozna Rozihava 195 51,8 yes no no 25
Arnutovce Spisska Nova Ves 569 56,6 no no yes 19
Bystrany Spisska Nova Ves 2600 67,4 no no yes 15
Dorany Levoca 402 59,7 yes no yes 4,0
Zévadka Gelnica 606 56,3 no no yes 3,0
Zehra Spisska Nova Ves 1597 70,8 yes yes yes 0,7
Lomnicka Stara Cuboviia 1639 80,7 yes no no 1,0
Roztoky Svidnik 295 55,4 no no no 1,0
Prosagov Vranov nad Topl'ou 184 55,7 no no yes 2,0
MarkuSovce SpisskaNova Ves 3318 52,4 yes no yes 7,0

Richnava Gelnica 1947 64,1 no no yes 4,6




Tab. 2.2 List of municipalitieswith low living standard

Dwellings - pypic  Casdisri-  Dusess
Municipality Region Population of the . water sup- Public bution IOC&.‘I com-
category sewerage ; munications
%) ply system mains (km)

Sumiac Brezno 1450 371 yes no no 13,0
Telgart Brezno 1529 334 yes no no 12,3
Cakanovce Lucenec 949 36,8 no no yes 38
Rapovce Lucenec 934 28,2 yes no yes 9,0
Sid Lucenec 1156 28,0 yes no yes 29
Toénica Lucenec 317 26,3 yes no yes 18
Bretka Roznava 355 40,7 yes no yes 32
Drzkovce Rimavskéa Sobota 518 29,0 yes no no 11
Litava Krupina 810 26,2 yes no no 39
Fricka Bardegjov 248 46,2 yes no no 1,2
Kurov Bardegjov 545 26,0 yes no no 25
Lascov Bardejov 525 26,4 no no yes 0,2
Lenartov Bardejov 951 41,0 yes no no 18
Lukov Bardejov 576 40,7 yes no no 2,0
Nizny Tvarozec Bardejov 461 31,1 yes no no 14
Snakov Bardejov 645 30,7 yes no no 19
Zborov Bardegjov 2769 26,1 yes no yes 84
Blazice KoSice okolie 484 27,2 no no yes 2,3
Jasov KoSice okolie 2753 36,2 yes no yes 145
Krélovce KoSice okolie 1041 30,5 yes no yes 25
Nizny Lanes KoSice okalie 416 35,3 no no yes 0,8
Novasany KoSice okolie 671 30,4 no no yes 30
Opina Kosice okolie 177 30,8 no no no 2,0
Velkalda KoSice okolie 2901 39,1 yes no yes 16,7
Laskovce Michalovce 516 31,3 yes no yes 2,7
Ubrez Sobrance 650 28,1 no no yes 34
Holumnica KeZmarok 779 28,7 yes yes yes 0,7
Hranovnica Poprad 2481 275 yes yes yes 75
Huncovce KeZmarok 2349 28,5 yes yes yes 6,1
Ihlany KeZmarok 1274 40,5 yes yes yes 2,7
Jyesvce Poprad 1144 344 yes yes yes 29
KrizovaVes KeZmarok 1651 335 yes yes yes 24
Mengusovce Poprad 580 30,7 yes yes yes 2,8
Podhorany KeZmarok 1489 434 no no yes 15
Spissky Stiavnik Poprad 2097 34,8 yes no yes 34
Toporec KeZzmarok 1652 32,9 yes no yes 41
VerkaLomnica Kezmarok 3665 33,0 yes yes yes 10,5
Vydrnik Poprad 944 46,0 no yes yes 18
Abranovce PreSov 540 29,4 no no yes 15
Hermanovce PreSov 1502 32,2 yes no yes 8,6
Kendice Presov 1629 26,2 yes yes yes 4,6
Lesicek PreSov 283 34,6 yes no yes 25
Nizny Slavkov Sabinov 804 26,5 yes no no 2,2
Rokycany Presov 751 46,0 no no no 31
Sarisska Poruba PreSov 405 338 yes no yes 1,0




Tab. 2.2 List of municipalitieswith very living standard (continuation)

Dwellings . . Dustless
Municipality Region Population gef\tteré%fy W;:E lsll(jp- ;Nugge Gﬁj?i_ltin r:wﬁcgt??ns
%) ply system mains (km)

Teria PreSov 1054 252 yes yes yes 38
Tichy Potok Sabinov 395 35,1 yes no no 14
Uzovské Peklany Sahinov 378 29,6 no no yes 0,5
Zehna PreSov 832 47,8 yes no yes 38
Coltovo Rozihava 474 354 no no yes 51
Hucin Rimavska Sobota 783 38,5 yes no yes 0,8
Kobeliarovo RoZihava 439 385 yes no no 25
Kréasnohorské Podhradie  RoZiiava 2437 36,1 yes no yes 6,2
Rejdova Rozhava 738 29,9 yes no yes 45
Rostér Rozhava 534 39,0 yes no no 35
Betlanovce Spisska NovaVes 635 35,6 no no yes 1,0
Dlhé Stréze Levota 506 26,1 yes no no 45
Haligovce StardCuboviia 687 38,2 no no no 4,0
Jakubany Stara Cuboviia 2420 31,7 yes no yes 7,4
Kyjov Stara Luboviia 768 304 no no yes 23
Sarigské Jastrabie Stara Cubovia 1141 346 yes no yes 6,0
Kruzlova Svidnik 549 25,8 yes no yes 3,7
Backov TrebiSov 621 359 yes no yes 29
Botany TrebiSov 1215 29,0 yes no yes 6,0
Drahnov Michalovce 1100 475 yes no yes 31
Hrcel TrebiSov 812 44,6 yes no yes 1,7
KapuSianske Kl'acany Michalovce 810 26,6 no no yes 50
Malé Trakany TrebiSov 1059 27,1 yes no yes 49
Pol'any TrebiSov 535 27,7 yes no yes 0,9
Kamenné Poruba Vranov nad Toplou 1102 454 yes no yes 3,0
Sacurov Vranov nad Topl'ou 1968 29,0 no yes yes 9,3
Skrabské Vranov nad Topl'ou 724 31,1 no no yes 4,2
Sol’ Vranov nad Toplou 2223 314 no no yes 11,0
Vechec Vranov nad Topl'ou 2237 357 no no yes 42
Zamutov Vranov nad Topl'ou 2726 324 no no yes 53
Chrast nad Hornddom Spisska Nova Ves 735 30,5 yes yes yes 7,0
Kalava Spisska Nova Ves 418 32,4 no no yes 2,0
Letanovce Spisska Nova Ves 1997 37,6 no no yes 5,8
Mnisek nad Hnilcom Gelnica 1702 47,2 yes no yes 3,0
Néalepkovo Gelnica 2672 45,8 yes yes no 11,5
Por& SpisskaNovaVes 1046 251 yes no yes 5,6
Rudiany SpisskaNovaVes 3324 442 yes yes yes 9,3
Vitkovce SpisskaNova Ves 518 36,0 yes no yes 91
Velké Trakany TrebiSov 1376 26,5 yes no yes 9,6
Banské Vranov nad Topl'ou 1489 32,0 no no yes 4.6
Cicava Vranov nad Toplou 928 27,0 no no yes 6,0
Hlinné Vranov nad Topl'ou 1566 36,8 yes no yes 6,6
Dvorniky - Véeléare Kosice okoalie 443 339 yes no yes 29
Brzotin Rozhava 1247 41,9 no no yes 29




Tab. 3.2 Characteristics of natality and fertility in the municipalitieswith a very low living standard

Municipality TFR Mean age at 1. childbirths Births out of wedlock %
1993-1997 1998-2002 1993-1997 1998-2002 1993-1997 1998-2002
Vakovia 3,119 3,236 20,6 19,9 61,5 80,0
Kélosa 2,691 3,000 19,6 18,5 46,3 65,7
Sdtor 3,671 3,261 20,4 18,4 48,9 74,5
Cigelka 4,439 5,805 19,5 21,7 31,3 254
Zbudské DIhé 3,338 2,786 19,8 19,5 47,1 72,7
Boliarov 3,697 4,805 19,3 19,5 50,0 54,7
Kecerovce 3,804 4,016 194 19,8 28,5 30,3
Rankovce 4,017 4,209 19,6 20,3 258 18,8
Vit&kovce 4,780 3,761 19,3 199 24,2 34,3
Vrbnica 4,564 4,121 19,4 20,2 54,7 78,7
Jurské 4,539 5,015 21,1 19,6 35,6 311
Rakasy 5,452 4,405 19,2 19,6 49,5 333
Stréne pod Tatrami 5,342 5,419 19,2 194 47,8 3.7
Vyborna 3,260 3,768 19,2 19,2 41,6 24,2
Cervenica 5,180 3,235 22,0 204 20,5 343
Chminianske Jakubovany 4,364 6,378 17,9 18,9 59,5 53,5
Jarovnice 4,852 5,149 18,5 18,7 39,9 459
Maly Slivnik 4,386 4,786 20,2 19,9 33,0 24,6
Mirkovce 4,158 5,971 19,8 19,6 54,1 64,6
Oleinikov 6,261 5,354 20,4 20,3 50,0 27,3
Ostrovany 3,814 4,011 19,9 19,5 42,0 47,9
Svinia 4,613 4,954 19,8 20,1 46,5 45,2
Tuhrina 4,009 3,675 20,4 18,7 41,1 49,1
Varhaiiovce 3,218 3,920 20,0 21,0 35,0 46,1
Borka 4,431 4,684 20,5 20,7 38,5 62,7
Rozlozna 2,831 2,859 18,9 17,7 36,8 38,9
Arnutovce 4,836 3,241 19,6 19,1 40,5 43,3
Bystrany 5121 4,264 19,4 193 485 53,2
Dorany 3,993 3,793 19,9 215 28,6 13,7
Zévadka 3,787 4,216 21,3 22,9 38,2 49,3
Zehra 5,689 4,845 20,1 185 58,9 54,8
Lomnicka 7,183 7,371 19,0 19,0 30,5 32,2
Roztoky 4,085 2,977 21,5 21,9 0,0 21,7
Prosacov 4,516 4,260 22,0 20,8 50,0 28,0
MarkuSovce 3,356 3,927 20,7 20,8 34,6 40,9

Richnava 4,413 4,648 18,4 20,2 56,2 49,1




Tab. 3.3 Characteristics of natality and fertility in the municipalitieswith a low living standard

Municipality TFR Mean age at 1. childbirths Births out of wedlock %
1993-1997 1998-2002 1993-1997 1998-2002 1993-1997 1998-2002
Sumiac 1,572 1,756 22,4 22,0 27,1 40,7
Telgart 1,703 1,410 21,0 22,4 339 48,2
Cakanovce 2,364 1,845 20,4 20,3 38,1 56,4
Rapovce 2,123 1,388 20,9 22,6 14,1 40,0
Sid 2,432 1,791 21,1 21,1 48,9 59,8
Tocénica 1,807 1,697 22,3 235 12,5 55,6
Bretka 1,161 1,735 21,5 22,5 29,4 444
Drzkovce 1,826 1,775 20,4 21,6 125 31,6
Litava 3,100 1,864 21,3 21,5 215 419
Fricka 3,331 2,792 19,9 19,9 26,1 48,3
Kurov 2,016 2,188 22,8 21,2 11,6 27,1
Lascov 3,230 2,426 21,2 22,2 11,7 12,7
Lenartov 2,769 3,096 18,7 20,4 52,1 18,6
Lukov 3,607 3,804 20,2 19,1 34,5 343
Nizny Tvarozec 3,183 3,059 22,0 20,2 34,6 36,4
Snakov 3,295 2,565 22,7 21,9 15,6 16,7
Zborov 2,964 2,497 21,4 21,1 30,9 32,6
Blazice 2,517 1,990 21,6 24,2 15,2 37,5
Jasov 3,013 2,896 20,9 21,1 41,3 54,9
Kréalovce 2,146 1,292 20,6 20,1 34,5 339
NiZny Lanes 2,525 1,807 20,7 19,7 20,0 51,6
Novasany 1,961 1,705 225 23,1 19,1 26,0
Opina 2,836 2,150 20,5 225 20,0 57,1
Verkalda 3,204 3,021 20,9 21,1 47,3 57,3
LaSkovce 3,207 2,317 20,2 21,1 39,7 49,0
Ubrez 1,720 1,715 23,1 22,3 219 15,0
Holumnica 2,684 1,839 21,5 21,4 9,2 8,6
Hranovnica 2,556 2,157 20,3 20,2 355 52,0
Huncovce 3,219 2,605 22,3 21,2 33,6 28,7
Ihlany 2,783 1,928 21,7 21,5 233 12,6
Janovce 3,150 2,818 21,5 21,7 19,5 34,6
KrizovaVes 3,257 2,684 19,2 20,2 384 259
Mengusovce 1,402 1,796 22,6 24,1 6,7 31,8
Podhorany 6,642 5,193 19,6 19,4 43,6 26,5
Spissky Stiavnik 2,750 2,493 20,8 215 29,4 38,0
Toporec 2,591 2,140 21,7 22,4 13,9 14,9
Verka Lomnica 2,982 2,337 21,5 20,8 31,4 35,0
Vydrnik 3,528 2,625 21,6 20,7 36,2 45,2
Abranovce 2,210 1,531 233 21,7 16,0 17,9
Hermanovce 2,738 2,804 21,2 22,3 30,9 447
Kendice 3,353 2,080 22,4 229 234 289
Lesicek 4,852 4,662 19,0 22,1 34,1 10,9
Nizny Slavkov 3,068 2,812 21,0 21,6 18,4 235
Rokycany 3,014 2,663 20,6 20,6 20,9 36,6

Sariské4 Poruba 3,706 2,733 229 20,0 34,0 56,1




Tab. 3.3 Characteristics of natality and fertility in the municipalitieswith a low living standard

(continuation)

Municipality TFR Mean age at 1. childbirths Births out of wedlock %
1993-1997 1998-2002 1993-1997 1998-2002 1993-1997 1998-2002
Terna 1,753 1,881 225 231 12,9 13,6
Tichy Potok 1,445 2,238 22,5 23,0 0,0 19,4
Uzovské Peklany 2,826 3,076 21,6 23,3 30,6 231
Zehna 3,873 3,244 20,2 194 31,3 38,9
Coltovo 2,369 1,815 20,7 20,1 25,9 36,8
Hucin 2,542 2,018 20,6 234 40,7 30,2
Kobeliarovo 2,334 2,669 232 18,1 32,4 40,9
Krasnohorské Podhradie 2,509 2,159 21,6 20,5 31,1 50,4
Rejdova 2,533 2,731 21,8 21,6 38,0 47,3
Rostér 2,387 2,839 19,7 19,7 38,6 41,3
Betlanovce 4,045 2,782 21,7 21,0 27,3 50,8
DlIhé Stréze 3,362 2,656 22,3 22,0 194 339
Haligovce 2,083 1,838 22,0 239 0,0 8,9
Jakubany 3,536 2,447 21,6 21,3 10,0 14,0
Kyjov 3,276 2,907 21,6 20,3 27,9 35,7
Sarisské Jastrabie 3,303 3,162 20,8 20,8 31,8 27,1
Kruzlova 2,493 2,141 21,6 21,3 9,8 0,0
Backov 1,938 2,093 21,6 21,7 25,6 35,3
Botany 2,331 1,885 20,3 21,1 39,5 59,8
Drahiiov 2,975 2,833 21,9 20,0 24,0 41,3
Hrcel 2,316 2,195 21,2 20,0 49,2 58,4
KapuSianske Kl'acany 2,276 2,306 21,0 21,3 38,9 37,7
Malé Trakany 2,533 2,148 20,9 21,7 16,7 34,8
Polany 2,248 1,712 23,3 231 355 235
Kamenné Poruba 2,792 3,074 19,2 20,9 64,8 64,9
Sacurov 2,580 2,190 20,5 21,6 35,2 46,8
Skrabské 2,267 2,320 21,4 21,8 24,1 38,6
Sor 2,124 2,136 21,2 21,1 25,5 26,3
Vechec 3,034 2,958 20,5 20,3 31,8 32,4
Zamutov 2,429 1,942 19,8 19,7 31,4 375
Chrast nad Hornddom 2,622 2,527 21,3 21,4 333 30,1
Kalava 1,971 1,140 20,6 22,3 91 16,0
Letanovce 3,415 2,730 21,3 20,1 329 39,7
Mnisek nad Hnilcom 2,288 1,684 22,2 22,7 18,3 32,8
Nalepkovo 3,117 2,724 20,3 20,2 37,0 46,5
Por& 2,596 2,110 22,4 22,2 27,8 34,9
Rudiany 3,298 3,090 20,8 19,8 11,1 53,3
Vitkovce 4,166 3,137 20,6 20,9 42,3 333
Velké Trakany 2,216 1,664 21,4 22,3 0,0 16,7
Banské 2,692 2,617 20,3 21,1 14,7 26,2
Cicava 3,251 2,688 20,4 20,3 32,7 44,7
Hlinné 2,693 2,096 20,2 20,5 14,1 32,2
Dvorniky - Veelare 1,455 1,315 21,8 21,2 25,0 16,7
Brzotin 1,432 1,584 19,7 20,3 47,8 48,9




Tab. 4.2 Number and increase of population in the municipalitieswith a very low living standard

L Population Increase
Municipality

1.1.1993 31.12.2002 Abs. %
Vakoviha 299 325 26 8,7
Kélosa 572 652 80 14,0
Sdtor 324 403 79 24,4
Cigelka 363 455 92 253
Zbudské DIhé 456 571 115 25,2
Boliarov 475 597 122 257
Kecerovce 1834 2415 581 31,7
Rankovce 462 572 110 238
Vt&kovce 530 769 239 451
Vrbnica 586 776 190 324
Jurské 574 798 224 39,0
Rakasy 1385 1998 613 443
Stréne pod Tatrami 813 1208 395 48,6
Vyborna 647 875 228 35,2
Cervenica 572 697 125 21,9
Chminianske Jakubovany 1122 1498 376 335
Jarovnice 3222 4274 1052 32,7
Maly Slivnik 513 671 158 30,8
Mirkovce 785 966 181 231
Olejnikov 290 354 64 22,1
Ostrovany 1199 1524 325 27,1
Svinia 1104 1359 255 231
Tuhrina 375 415 40 10,7
Varhanovce 854 1036 182 21,3
Bérka 343 455 112 32,7
Rozlozna 151 195 44 29,1
Arnutovce 421 569 148 352
Bystrany 2011 2 600 589 29,3
Dorany 269 402 133 49,4
Zéavadka 541 606 65 12,0
Zehra 1202 1597 395 32,9
Lomnicka 1050 1639 589 56,1
Roztoky 249 295 46 18,5
Prosacov 152 184 32 21,1
MarkuSovce 2740 3318 578 21,1
Richnava 1369 1947 578 42,2




Tab. 4.3 Number and increase of population in the municipalitieswith alow living standard

Municipality Population Increase

1.1.1993 31.12.2002 Abs. %
Sumiac 1636 1450 -186 -114
Telgart 1671 1529 -142 -8,5
Cakanovce 904 949 45 50
Rapovce 827 934 107 12,9
Sid 1104 1156 52 47
Tognica 309 317 8 2,6
Bretka 364 355 -9 -2,5
Drzkovce 469 518 49 10,4
Litava 796 810 14 18
Fricka 217 248 31 14,3
Kurov 562 545 -17 -3,0
Lascov 482 525 43 89
Lenartov 789 951 162 20,5
Lukov 460 576 116 25,2
Nizny Tvarozec 434 461 27 6,2
Snakov 592 645 53 9,0
Zborov 2380 2769 389 16,3
Blazice 408 484 76 18,6
Jasov 2 356 2753 397 16,9
Krélovce 889 1041 152 17,1
NiZny Lanes 382 416 34 89
Nov&any 606 671 65 10,7
Opina 169 177 8 47
Velkalda 2442 2901 459 18,8
Laskovce 415 516 101 24,3
Ubrez 582 650 68 11,7
Holumnica 694 779 85 12,2
Hranovnica 2148 2481 333 15,5
Huncovce 1890 2349 459 24,3
Ihlany 1104 1274 170 154
Janovce 947 1144 197 20,8
KrizovaVes 1416 1651 235 16,6
Mengusovce 555 580 25 45
Podhorany 935 1489 554 59,3
Spigsky Stiavnik 1799 2097 298 16,6
Toporec 1444 1652 208 14,4
Velka Lomnica 3101 3665 564 18,2
Vydrnik 792 944 152 19,2
Abranovce 518 540 22 4,2
Hermanovce 1355 1502 147 10,8
Kendice 1352 1629 277 20,5
Lesicek 243 283 40 16,5
Nizny Slavkov 784 804 20 2,6
Rokycany 617 751 134 21,7

Sariskéa Poruba 369 405 36 9,8




Tab. 4.3 Number and increase of population in the municipalitieswith alow living standard

(continuation)

Municipality Population Increase

1.1.1993 31.12.2002 Abs. %
Terna 968 1054 86 89
Tichy Potok 394 395 1 0,3
Uzovské Peklany 386 378 -8 -2,1
Zehna 641 832 191 29,8
Coltovo 435 474 39 9,0
Hucin 770 783 13 1,7
Kobeliarovo 416 439 23 55
Krasnohorské Podhradie 2002 2437 435 21,7
Rejdova 682 738 56 8,2
Rostér 493 534 41 8,3
Betlanovce 504 635 131 26,0
DIhé Stréze 430 506 76 17,7
Haligovce 652 687 35 54
Jakubany 2194 2420 226 10,3
Kyjov 716 768 52 7,3
Sarisské Jastrabie 968 1141 173 17,9
Kruzlova 526 549 23 44
Backov 586 621 35 6,0
Bot'any 1115 1215 100 9,0
Drahiiov 971 1100 129 13,3
Hrcel 758 812 54 71
Kapusianske Kl'acany 756 810 54 71
Malé Trakany 964 1059 95 9,9
Porany 461 535 74 16,1
Kamenné Poruba 914 1102 188 20,6
Sacurov 1838 1968 130 7,1
Skrabské 608 724 116 19,1
Sol’ 1962 2223 261 13,3
Vechec 1835 2237 402 21,9
Zamutov 2415 2726 311 12,9
Chrast nad Hornddom 682 735 53 78
Kalava 397 418 21 53
Letanovce 1686 1997 311 18,4
Mnisek nad Hnilcom 1559 1702 143 9,2
Néalepkovo 2376 2672 296 12,5
Poré&s 973 1046 73 75
Rudnany 2832 3324 492 17,4
Vitkovce 384 518 134 34,9
Velké Trakany 1295 1376 81 6,3
Banské 1287 1489 202 15,7
Cicava 721 928 207 28,7
Hlinné 1421 1566 145 10,2
Dvorniky - Véeléare 433 443 10 23
Brzotin 1151 1247 96 8,3




Tab. 5.3 Age structur e of the population in the municipalitieswith a very low living standard

Municipality 0-14 (%) 15-44 (%) 45-64 (%) 65+ (%) Ageing index Mean age

1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002
Valkovia 214 274 408 409 194 175 184 142 85,9 51,7 38,2 33,3
Kélosa 336 321 446 457 140 153 79 6,9 234 215 28,6 29,0
Stor 340 350 417 452 160 136 83 6,2 24,5 17,7 28,6 27,0
Cigelka 342 367 380 415 154 119 124 9,9 36,3 26,9 311 27,9
Zbudské DIhé 342 301 417 475 138 140 103 8,4 30,1 27,9 291 29,3
Boliarov 349 353 432 430 133 141 8,6 75 24,7 21,3 28,9 28,0
Kecerovce 37,7 385 455 455 111 116 57 4,3 15,2 11,3 254 25,0
Rankovce 318 371 400 40,7 152 142 130 8,0 40,8 21,7 31,6 275
Vt&kovce 37,7 403 466 459 106 104 51 34 135 84 24,8 235
Vrbnica 324 371 406 421 164 130 106 7,7 32,6 20,8 30,2 271
Jurské 415 401 430 450 8,9 9,4 6,6 55 16,0 138 24,9 24,4
Rakasy 434 418 423 441 102 10,0 41 41 9,5 9,7 231 235
Stréne pod Tatrami 450 461 451 429 73 88 2,6 2,2 57 4.8 20,9 215
Vyborna 408 379 444 469 96 10,6 53 4,6 129 12,0 24,0 24,7
Cervenica 334 297 442 472 140 131 84 100 251 338 29,3 30,1
Chminianske Jakubovany 395 431 372 399 145 112 8,8 5,8 22,3 135 27,4 24,0
Jarovnice 437 442 403 425 104 9,0 5,6 43 12,9 9,7 235 22,4
Maly Slivnik 366 410 458 420 107 134 6,8 3,6 18,6 87 259 24,5
Mirkovce 36,7 380 433 412 11,1 134 89 75 24,3 19,6 27,6 26,6
Oleinikov 252 356 448 398 159 147 141 9,9 56,2 27,8 337 29,2
Ostrovany 362 364 453 464 128 120 58 52 15,9 14,2 26,1 26,0
Svinia 356 369 412 422 149 128 8,2 8,0 23,2 21,7 28,3 271
Tuhrina 325 349 424 402 163 157 838 9,2 27,0 26,2 293 30,0
Varhaiiovce 356 363 451 446 111 133 82 58 23,0 16,0 27,0 26,8
Borka 248 385 405 380 175 134 172 101 69,4 26,3 35,3 28,3
Rozlozna 285 303 37,7 456 192 108 146 133 51,2 441 34,3 31,1
Arnutovce 354 376 456 448 128 116 6,2 6,0 17,4 15,9 27,1 26,1
Bystrany 395 403 448 426 109 12,5 4.8 4.6 121 11,4 24,5 24,4
Dolany 323 378 446 413 145 134 8,6 75 26,4 19,7 29,6 26,7
Zévadka 201 290 396 384 262 163 140 162 69,7 55,7 37,3 34,5
Zehra 382 403 488 480 8,2 7,7 438 4,0 12,6 9,9 235 235
Lomnicka 494 524 428 393 53 70 25 13 5,0 2,6 18,9 18,5
Roztoky 229 305 369 410 225 166 17,7 119 77,2 38,9 371 31,9
Prosacov 270 315 447 424 138 168 145 9,2 53,7 293 339 288
MarkuSovce 337 338 442 441 150 141 7,1 8,0 21,0 235 28,3 28,4
Richnava 326 380 456 432 13,7 122 81 6,6 24,9 17,3 28,0 26,4




Tab. 5.4 Age structur e of the population in the municipalitieswith alow living standard

Municipality 0-14 (%) 15-44 (%) 45-64 (%) 65+ (%) Ageing index Mean age

1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002
Sumiac 194 198 389 40,7 256 223 161 172 82,7 871 389 387
Telgart 273 250 405 428 186 181 136 141 500 564 337 347
Cakanovce 244 246 418 427 21,8 191 119 137 489 558 350 347
Rapovce 256 200 441 498 187 204 115 9,7 448 487 335 344
Sid 26,3 228 410 446 211 21,7 116 110 44,1 48,3 344 345
Tocénica 21,4 158 379 457 252 243 155 142 72,7 90,0 38,7 384
Bretka 231 203 401 468 190 203 179 12,7 774 625 369 353
Drzkovce 222 224 399 446 241 181 139 149 625 664 373 350
Litava 242 273 422 427 198 167 137 133 565 489 350 334
Fricka 309 286 346 452 171 137 175 125 56,7 437 356 307
Kurov 258 233 393 439 181 171 167 158 64,8 67,7 356 354
Lascov 255 267 481 450 162 202 10,2 8,2 398 307 320 320
Lenartov 290 320 407 431 160 136 143 114 493 355 32,7 305
Lukov 252 292 372 411 213 149 163 148 64,7 506 364 330
Nizny TvarozZec 249 284 406 406 196 191 150 119 60,2 420 349 336
Snakov 252 260 443 445 186 166 120 129 477 494 337 331
Zborov 274 274 453 451 168 193 105 83 382 302 321 312
Blazice 199 293 480 403 206 202 115 101 580 345 343 329
Jasov 292 305 424 438 184 175 100 81 343 267 321 302
Krélovce 304 239 472 456 138 229 85 76 281 31,7 29,7 325
Nizny Lanes 288 245 401 457 186 163 126 135 436 549 333 342
Nové&sany 262 216 446 504 186 179 106 101 403 46,9 330 335
Opina 231 237 391 458 20,7 158 172 147 744 619 378 348
Velkélda 267 286 401 435 202 180 129 9,9 484 347 343 317
Laskovce 260 267 448 438 188 196 104 9,9 398 370 321 323
Ubrez 203 182 385 429 208 175 204 214 1008 117,8 392 395
Holumnica 327 290 468 496 140 148 6,5 6,7 198 230 281 293
Hranovnica 30,3 268 433 471 182 177 81 84 26,9 31,2 30,7 315
Huncovce 335 321 456 466 140 150 6,9 6,3 20,5 19,6 283 285
Ihlany 305 300 465 46,7 148 155 82 78 270 262 295 29,6
Janovce 287 339 464 422 170 165 79 73 276 216 294 291
KrizovaVes 372 339 425 462 135 130 6,8 7,0 182 20,6 2711 217
Mengusovce 263 212 434 460 186 216 11,7 112 445 528 335 350
Podhorany 451 471 426 410 9,0 9,5 33 25 7,3 53 21,7 214
Spigsky Stiavnik 319 301 450 453 145 165 87 81 272 269 293 299
Toporec 314 291 449 476 166 150 71 84 22,7 29,0 290 302
Velkd Lomnica 333 30,7 456 451 156 17,3 55 7,0 16,7 22,7 279 295
Vydrnik 298 325 453 447 155 150 9,3 7,7 314 238 300 293
Abranovce 290 259 46,7 494 154 176 8,9 7,0 307 271 29,7 31,0
Hermanovce 282 300 433 428 167 166 11,8 106 419 353 31,9 315
Kendice 275 287 435 435 172 182 118 9,6 42,7 333 326 316
Lesicek 259 378 436 357 210 159 95 106 365 280 320 292
Nizny Slavkov 232 299 398 413 196 155 173 133 74,7 44,6 364 324
Rokycany 368 354 452 465 113 119 6,6 6,3 18,1 17,7 262 269
Sariskéa Poruba 331 306 415 452 146 148 108 94 328 306 302 303




Tab. 5.4 Age structur e of the population in the municipalitieswith a low living standard (continuation)

Municipality 0-14 (%) 15-44 (%) 45-64 (%) 65+ (%) Ageing index Mean age

1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002 1993 2002

Terna 26,1 255 433 457 19,4 17,4 11,2 11,4 42,7 44.6 333 33,3
Tichy Potok 218 253 360 403 185 154 236 190 1081 750 393 373
Uzovské Peklany 264 283 391 413 187 159 158 146 59,8 514 352 333
Zehia 354 381 434 429 123 133 8,9 56 251 148 276 261
Coltovo 228 198 439 473 193 203 140 127 61,6 638 361 350
Hucin 264 266 482 443 165 20,7 9,0 84 34,0 3,7 312 325
Kobeliarovo 257 287 399 394 214 180 130 139 50,5 484 348 339
Krésnohorské Podhradie 272 268 453 456 184 178 9,1 9,8 334 368 31,9 319
Rejdovéa 188 249 384 389 221 192 207 169 1102 679 410 359
Rostér 294 330 436 436 144 163 126 71 42,8 216 316 294
Betlanovce 286 296 413 457 198 145 103 102 36,1 346 327 311
DIhé Stréze 31,9 312 470 46,2 13,3 15,0 79 75 24,8 241 28,9 28,8
Haligovce 273 247 442 460 204 199 81 93 298 376 319 327
Jakubany 306 281 402 432 184 169 107 117 35,0 416 316 321
Kyjov 232 253 391 396 207 181 170 171 735 675 374 359
Sarisské Jastrabie 259 301 402 393 190 181 149 124 57,4 41,3 346 324
Kruzlova 270 250 470 452 165 184 95 115 35,2 460 316 330
Backov 203 227 408 404 193 224 196 145 96,6 638 385 362
Bot'any 238 212 432 467 203 208 12,7 11,3 53,6 531 352 342
Drahiiov 263 315 390 417 199 169 148 9,9 56,5 315 349 307
Hreel 269 280 418 438 187 179 125 103 46,6 370 334 322
KapuSianske Klr'acany 231 226 410 452 21,3 20,6 14,6 11,6 62,9 514 36,4 34,7
Malé Trakany 220 203 382 442 259 21,3 139 142 63,2 698 378 367
Porany 223 207 403 428 195 209 178 155 79,6 748 3717 364
Kamenna Poruba 323 322 437 453 149 151 9,2 74 28,5 231 289 284
Sacurov 298 256 427 459 169 180 106 105 35,6 409 3.7 322
Skrabské 285 257 405 456 196 166 115 122 40,5 473 330 329
Sor 303 267 460 463 159 192 78 78 259 291 300 310
Vechec 312 325 453 439 150 168 85 6,8 27,3 21,1 295 289
Zamutov 328 267 450 478 136 169 8,7 8,6 26,4 322 295 306
Chrast nad Hornadom 296 297 462 456 179 161 6,3 8,7 21,3 294 289 307
Kalava 234 251 458 447 212 191 96 11,0 40,9 438 340 339
Letanovce 305 310 429 433 170 164 9,5 9,4 31,3 302 306 301
Mnisek nad Hnilcom 257 246 424 445 200 200 119 109 46,5 445 341 336
Naepkovo 306 31,7 424 433 161 164 109 8,6 354 273 308 298
Poré&s 260 241 420 453 208 188 112 118 431 488 337 339
Rudnany 3,7 324 436 447 179 144 6,8 8,5 215 263 296 290
Vitkovce 28,6 353 47,7 421 16,9 17,2 6,8 54 23,6 15,3 294 27,8
Velké Trakany 203 161 388 448 263 218 147 174 722 1081 385 388
Banské 305 294 440 451 156 162 9,9 93 32,7 315 307 305
Cicava 31,8 316 424 469 154 139 104 7,7 32,8 242 301 289
Hlinné 327 280 450 480 138 158 8,6 8,2 26,3 292 288 30,2
Dvorniky - V&elare 203 163 423 449 219 228 155 160 76,1 986 375 381

Brzotin 253 207 436 451 201 225 110 117 43,6 566 343 352




