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sledkd vlastni védecké prace. Soucasné dékuji vSem spoluautortim publikaci, které

tvori soucast této prace.



Abstrakt

Cilem této prace je shrnout vysledky, které autor publikoval na téma chudoby do-
macnosti a souvisejici témata. Vychazi ze sedmi publikaci ve védeckych ¢asopisech,
které jsou prilohou této prace, pricemz tri byly zverejnény v ¢asopisech zahrnu-
tych do databaze Web of Science, tfi v asopisech indexovanych v databazi Scopus
a jedna ve védeckém recenzovaném casopise. Zkoumani chudoby je velmi Siroké
téma, proto se autor zaméruje pouze na vybrané aspekty chudoby venkovskych
domacnosti v Cesku. Prace je tedy zaméiena na tii okruhy, které jsou vzajemné
propojené, a sice na piijmy, chudobu a prijmovou mobilitu venkovskych domac-
nosti.

Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to summarize the results that the author has published on
the topic of household poverty and related topics. It is based on the seven publica-
tions in scientific journals that are annexed to this work, three of which have been
published in journals included in the Web of Science database, three in journals
indexed in the Scopus database, and one in a peer-reviewed journal. The study of
poverty is an extensive topic, so the author focuses only on selected aspects of
poverty in rural households in the Czech Republic. The thesis is focused on three
interconnected areas, namely income, poverty and income mobility of rural house-
holds.
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1. Uvod

Vroce 2010 prijaly Clenské staty Evropské unie strategii Evropa 2020 - Strategie
pro inteligentn{ a udrzitelny riist podporujici zac¢lenénil. Jeden z péti hlavnich cilt
této strategie se tykal chudoby a socidlniho vylouceni. Cilem EU bylo mit do roku
2020 nejméné o 20 miliont méné lidi ohrozenych chudobou nebo socidlnim vylou-
Cenim ve srovnani surovni vroce 2008, coZz odpovida sniZeni miry chudoby
z priblizné 23 % na 19 % (socialni vylouceni je Sirsi, obsahlejsi a vagnéjsi koncept
nez chudoba (Decancq, 2013)). V ndvaznosti na hlavni cile si ¢lenské staty stanovi-
ly své vnitrostatni cile, které zohlednily prisluSnou vychozi pozici i specifické pod-
minky daného statu. Narodnim cilem CR bylo sniZeni po¢tu osob ohroZenych chu-
dobou, materialni deprivaci nebo Zijicich v domacnostech s velmi nizkou pracovni
intenzitou o 100 000 osob oproti roku 20082, Podle zpravy Analytické vyhodnoce-
ni plnéni narodnich cili strategie Evropa 20203 doslo ke sniZeni poctu téchto osob
z 1 566 tis. vroce 2008 na 1 306 tis. v roce 2019. Na urovni EU stanoveny cil nebyl
splnén, vroce 2017 Zilo v EU o 4,2 milionu lidi méné ohroZenych chudobou nebo
socidlnim vyloucenim ve srovnani s rokem 2008 (celkem 113 milionti, European
Commission (2019)).

Ceska republika dlouhodobé vykazuje nizkou miru chudoby, v roce 2018 hranice
rizika penézni chudoby nedosahovaly podle udajt Eurostatu* piijmy u 9,6 % popu-
lace, pticemz v EU-28 to bylo 17,1 %. V ramci EU-25/27/28 je mira penéZni chu-
doby v CR dlouhodobé nejniz$i, podobné hodnoty dosahuji v EU Finsko (12 %),
Slovensko a Mad'arsko (12,2 %); v ramci Evropy Island (8,8 %) ¢i Norsko (12,3 %,
2017). VétsSina evropskych zemi se potyka s nariistem podilu osob pod hranici rizi-
ka chudoby.

Zkoumani chudoby je velmi Siroké téma, proto se autor zaméruje pouze na vybra-
né aspekty chudoby venkovskych domacnosti v Cesku. Chudoba na venkové je cha-
rakteristicka zejména kvili rozdilim v dostupnosti zakladnich sluzeb. Cilem této
prace je shrnout vysledky, které autor spolecné se spoluautory publikoval na téma
chudoby domacnosti a souvisejici témata. Prace tedy vychazi z nasledujicich publi-
kaci, které jsou prilohou této prace:

1 https://www.vlada.cz/cz/evropske-zalezitosti/evropske-politiky/strategie-evropa-2020/strate
gie-evropa-2020-78695/

Z  https://www.vlada.cz/cz/evropske-zalezitosti/evropske-politiky/strategie-evropa-2020/cr/eu-
2020-a-cr-78696/

3 https://www.vlada.cz/assets/evropske-zalezitosti/aktualne /Analyticke-vyhodnoceni-plneni-na
rodnich-cilu-SE-2020.pdf

4 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/main/data/database
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— Zdenék, R, & Lososova, J. (2019). Objective and Subjective Poverty of House-
holds in Czech Regions. Demografie, 61(3), 175-185.

— Zdenék, R, & Lososova, ]. (2014). Uroveii a mobilita pfjmi ¢ceskych
domacnosti. Ekonomicky casopis, 62(10),997-1016.

— Zdenék, R, & Strelecek, F. (2012). Income Gap Between Rural and Non-Rural
Households-Case of the Czech Republic. Society and Economy, 34(3), 469-488.

— Zdenék, R, & Strelecek, F. (2012). Hodnoceni vyvoje zaméstnanosti, primérné
mzdy a produktivity prace pomoci shift-share analyzy. E a M: Ekonomie a Man-
agement, 15(3), 4-15.

— Strelecek, F., Zdenék, R. (2011). Incomes of Rural and Non-Rural Households in
the Czech Republic. Acta Universitatis Agriculturae et Silviculturae Mendelianae
Brunensis, L1X(4), 319-326.

— Strelecek, F. Zdenék, R., & Lososova, ]. (2010). Vyvoj zaméstnanosti
v znevyhodnénych oblastech vletech 2002-2006. Politickd ekonomie, 58(6),
761-773.

— Strelecek, F., Zdenék, R., Lososova, J., & Jilek, M. (2004). Social and Economic
Points of the Rural Development. Agric. Econ. - Czech, 50(10), 431-443.

0Odkazy na tyto publikace jsou zvyraznény podtrzenim. Publikace vznikaly béhem
patnactiletého intervalu, z cehoz vyplyva vyuziti dat z rliznych obdobi. Tato prace
se tedy zaméruje na sjednoceni vysledkii do ¢asového intervalu analyzovaného
v publikaci Zdenék & Lososova (2019), tedy na roky 2005 az 2015. Kromé sjedno-
ceni ¢asového vymezeni budou vysledky sjednoceny a doplnény i metodicky.

Prace obsahuje tfi hlavni okruhy. Prvni se vénuje prijmim venkovskych domac-
nosti v€etné modelu rozkladu rozdilu v prijmech venkovskych a méstskych do-
macnosti. Druhy okruh se zabyva chudobou - charakteristikou rtiznych konceptii a
meérenim objektivni chudoby zaloZené na pfijmu domacnosti i subjektivné vnima-
né chudoby zaloZené na minimalnim pfijmu ¢i na schopnosti domacnosti vychazet
s piijmy. Treti okruh je vénovan piijmové mobilité - intrageneracni piijmova mo-
bilita domacnosti je vyhodnocena ve trech c¢tyrletych vinach a je doplnéna charak-
teristikou trvale chudych domacnosti a modelem pro identifikaci faktort piisobi-
cich na mobilitu prijmi domacnosti. Pfed témito hlavnimi okruhy jsou zarazeny
kapitoly, které se stru¢né zabyvaji charakteristikou venkova a dat.



2. Venkov

Hubatkova (2019) uvadi, ze v Ceské republice nejsou venkovské oblasti komplexné
systematicky definovany. I kdyZ existuje chapani venkova jako prirodni krajiny a
venkovskych sidel, nema CR jejich oficidlni definici. P¥esto jsou venkovské obce
obvykle definovany pomoci velikosti populace jako obce do 2 000 (pripadné
3 000) obyvatel. K vymezeni venkovského prostoru lze pouZzit i dalsi kritéria jako
hustota zalidnéni, dostupnost, odlehlost (a jejich kombinace), které se tykaji urci-
tého tizemniho celku - zde zavisi na volbé jednotky, za kterou se vybrana veli¢ina
sleduje (Stielecek et al., 2004). Kolektiv autori (2008) uvadi Kritéria, kterymi se
obvykle definuje pojem venkov (urbanisticky a architektonicky raz ovlivnény ze-

médélstvim, nizka hustota obyvatel, typ vlastnictvi domi a pozemkd, preference
bydleni, izké spojeni sidel s prirodou a krajinou, zvlastni sociadlni vztahy a jejich
intenzita, hodnotova orientace a jeji struktura). Perlin et al. (2010) pro vymezeni
venkovskych obci aplikoval kritérium poctu obyvatel s hranici 3 000 obyvatel, kte-
ré vychazi ze zdkona o obcich, a tyto dale je ¢leni do osmi kategorii. Klufova (2016)
pro ucely Klasifikace venkovskych obci z hlediska jejich rozvojového potencidlu
zahrnuje mezi venkovské obce do 3 000 obyvatel, které se nachazeji mimo zény
dojizdéni mést s vice nez 10 000 obyvateli. Cesky statisticky urad za venkovsky
prostor bere vSechny obce s velikosti do 2 000 obyvatel, a dale obce s velikosti do
3 000 obyvatel, které maji hustotu zalidnéni do 150 obyvatel/kmZ2.5 Takto mezi
venkovské obce mohou byt zarazeny i obce svice nez 2 000 obyvatel, které se
skladaji z vys$siho poctu mistnich ¢asti, které jsou samostatnymi sidelnimi utvary a
nemaji méstsky charakter. Metodika Eurostat (2021) rozdéluje tzemi mfiizkou
1 km?2 a na zdkladé hustoty zalidnéni, poctu obyvatel a souvislosti bunék rozlisuje
méstska centra, méstské oblasti a zbytek oznacuje jako venkov. U jednotlivych ve-
likostnich kategorii venkovskych sidel jsou patrné rozdily ve struktuie vzdélanosti;
prislusnosti ekonomicky aktivniho obyvatelstva k zemédélstvi a k nevyrobnim od-
vétvim (souvisi s dojizdénim do zaméstnani), podilu osob pracujicich v primysluy,
pomeéru pohlavi, sloZeni obyvatelstva podle vékovych skupin a ve velikosti domac-
nosti (Kolektiv autort, 2008).

Lidé zaZivaji chudobu, nerovnost a socialni vylouceni jak ve venkovskych, tak
méstskych oblastech. Jsou tyto jevy (a do jaké miry) spojeny s mistem bydlisté jako
takovym, nebo jsou spise diisledkem rozdil{ v atributech osob a domacnosti? Zivot
na venkové je Casto vniman jako venkovska idyla s romantickymi predstavami o
bezproblémovém zplisobu Zivota, v némz pojmy jako chudoba a deprivace hraji jen

5 https://www.czso.cz/csu/czso/postaveni_venkova_v_Krajich_cr
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okrajovou roli (MacKrell & Pemberton, 2018). ,Neviditelnost“ chudoby na venkové
(ktera vychazi z romantizovanych predstav i z nizsi hustoty obyvatel) by mohla
vysvétlovat, proc se souvislostem pri prekonavani chudoby na venkové ve vyzku-

mu chudoby vénuje, alespoii v Evropé, relativné mala pozornost (Meij et al., 2020).

Mezi jednotlivymi evropskymi zemémi existuji rozdily v urovni i profilech chudo-
by, deprivace a kvality Zivota mezi mésty a venkovem. Shucksmith et al. (2009)
uvadéji, Ze nejbohatsi zemé Evropské unie vykazuji pouze malé rozdily v prijmech
a v materialni deprivaci mezi mésty a venkovem, zatimco v zemich jizni a vychodni
(navzdory tomu se subjektivni pohoda nijak vyrazné nelisi). Rozdily 1ze nalézt ne-
jen v urovni chudoby, ale podle Vera-Toscano et al. (2020) se ve Velké Britanii lisi i

s

dynamika chudoby mezi venkovem a mésty, kdy osoby Zijici na venkové maji po
prekroceni hranice chudoby vyssi pravdépodobnost navratu zpét pod tuto hranici.
Z hlediska kvality Zivota na venkové, Boncinelli et al. (2015) zdlrazinuji, Ze kvalita
zivota ve venkovskych oblastech do znacné miry odrazi dostupnost zakladnich
sluZeb, pricemz klicovou roli hraje zdravotni péce a vzdélavani. PriCiny chudoby
venkovskych oblasti ve vyspélych zemich je mozné charakterizovat vlivem ptiso-
beni specifickych znevyhodnéni, které souvisejici s trhem prace, demografii, vzdé-
lanim a odlehlosti, které spolupisobi v ,kumulativnim zacarovaném kruhu“. Od-
lehlost je spojena s horsi dostupnosti zakladnich sluZeb, jako je zdravotni péce a
socialni sluzby, a se zvySenymi naklady pro obyvatele z diivodu dojiZzdéni (Bertoli-
ni, 2019). Podil osob dojizdéjicich do zaméstnani je na venkové vyssi nez ve més-
tech, podle S¢itani lidu, domi a bytd z roku 2001 17 % obyvatel pracovalo v ramci
své venkovské obce a 44 % obyvatel venkovskych obci dojizdélo za praci v ramci
okresu (Strelecek et al., 2004).

Mnoha problémiim jsou vystaveny i venkovské oblasti v Cesku. Tyto problémy vy-
plyvaji predevsim ze specifik jejich socio-demografické struktury, moznosti za-
méstnani riznych socidlnich skupin, zajisténi spravné turovné verejnych sluzeb,
dopravni dostupnosti (Majerova, 2015). Rozdily mezi Ceskym venkovem a mésty
soucasné s diferenciaci uvnit venkova analyzoval Bernard (2018). Jeho vysledky
poukazuji na problém deprivace prilezitosti ve venkovskych oblastech, ale ten neni
doprovazen poklesem spokojenosti s lokalitou. Pro ukazatele spokojenost, chudo-
ba a obtiZe pri hledani zaméstnani jsou rozdily v ramci venkovskych oblasti vétsi
nez rozdily mezi méstskymi a venkovskymi oblastmi. Piwowar & Dziku¢ (2020)
porovnavali riziko chudoby ve venkovskych oblastech zemi Visegradské skupiny
s vysledkem, Ze riziko chudoby bylo vletech 2009-2017 pro Ceskou republiku
zhruba polovi¢ni oproti praméru EU.



3. Data

Méreni chudoby vyZaduje cas, energii a penize, protoZe ho lze fadné provést pouze
shromazd'ovanim udajii pfimo od jednotlivci a/nebo domdacnosti. Celostatni re-
prezentativni priizkumy domdacnosti za Gcelem shromazdovani informaci o spo-
tirebé a/nebo prijmech provadéji vSechny rozvinuté zemé a asi dvé tietiny rozvo-
jovych zemi, priCemZz ve vétSiné pripadi se tyto prizkumy v case opakuji
(Haughton & Khandker, 2009). Pfed vstupem Ceské republiky do EU byla pi{jmova
a socialni situace obyvatelstva zjisStovana vybérovym statistickym Setfenim Mikro-
cenzus, po vstupu do EU Cesky statisticky tiad zajistuje v souladu s evropskou
legislativou od roku 2005 statistické $etieni nazyvané Zivotni podminky, které je
narodni modifikaci celoevropského Setreni EU-SILC (Statistics on Income and Li-
ving Conditions). Provadéni tohoto Seti‘eni se stalo pro Ceskou republiku zavazné
po jejim vstupu do Evropské unie. V souladu s narizenim Evropského parlamentu a
Rady Evropské unie ho zabezpecuji i ostatni Clenské staty EU (Regulation, 2003;
Regulation, 2005) a dale Island, Norsko, Svycarsko, Makedonie, Srbsko a Turecko.
Uéelem Setieni je ziskavat reprezentativni tdaje o pffjmovém rozdéleni jednotli-
vych typl domacnosti, miry ohroZeni chudobou riznych skupin osob, idaje o zpi-
sobu, kvalité a finan¢ni naroc¢nosti bydleni, vybaveni domacnosti predméty dlou-
hodobého uZivani a o pracovnich, hmotnych a zdravotnich podminkach dospélych
osob Zijicich v doméacnosti. Vybérovou jednotkou pro zjistovani je byt. Jejich vybér
se provadi ndhodnym vybérem ve dvou stupnich. Jednotkami zjiStovani jsou tzv.
hospodarici domacnosti tvorené osobami spolecné uhrazujicimi naklady na své
potieby, které ve vybraném byté obvykle bydli (CSU, 2019). Dotaznik se sklada
z nékolika Casti, otazky jsou kladeny jak na urovni jednotlivct, tak i celych domac-
nosti. Setfeni se sklada ze ti stalych ¢asti (dotaznik za byt, za domacnost a za oso-
by starsi 16 let) a kazdoro¢né se méniciho modulu. Ze zptsobu Setieni vyplyva
zkresleni, které je spojené s podhodnocenim ¢i nadhodnocenim kvantitativnich
udaji, zejména piijma, pripadné tdaje zcela chybi. Nékteré ptipady jsou osSetieny
korektivnimi statistickymi metodami (CSU, 2019).

Metodika sbéru dat poskytuje narodnim statistickym tiradiim v nékterych parame-
trech urcitou volnost, napr. prijmové referencni obdobi je v ¢eském Setfeni kalen-
darni rok, dochazi tedy k asovému odstupu od doby Setfeni, kdy vétSina nepfi-
jmovych proménnych se vztahuje k datu Setieni (Mysikova, 2011). Setfeni je
koncipovano jako rotacni panel - vybrané domacnosti jsou opakované navstévo-
vany po dobu ctyr let (CSU, 2019), coZ umoZnuje posoudit napf. prijmovou mobili-
tu nebo trvalou chudobu. Metodika, obsah a kédovani jednotlivych proménnych
v Setfeni se pribézné vyviji a upravuje, zasadni metodické zmény se odehraly
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vletech 2008 a 2009 (Mysikova, 2011). Statisticka Setfeni jsou provadéna jen
v bytovych domacnostech - jsou tedy k dispozici tidaje o bytovych domacnostech a
Setfeni neobsahuje domdacnosti a jednotlivce Zijici v jinych formach bydleni, jako
jsou domovy dlichodct, ubytovny, azylové domy, utulky, nejsou zahrnuty ani oso-
by bez domova (Svihlikova, 2015). Autorka dale uvadi, Ze zahrnutim téchto osob
by doslo k navys$eni po¢tu chudych v CR o nejméné sto tisic, tedy o cca 1 p. b.

Vymezeni venkovskych domacnosti

Setfeni SILC poskytuje ¢lenéni domacnosti podle poctu obyvatel obce, ve které
domacnosti Zije, a sice do deviti kategorii. Pro ucely této prace bude za venkovskou
domdacnost povazovana ta, ktera Zije v obci s poctem obyvatel do 2 000, ostatni
domacnosti budou oznacovany jako méstské domacnosti. Setieni SILC dale katego-
rizuje jednotlivé domdacnosti podle typu obce, ve které domacnost Zije. RozliSuje
kategorie Hlavni mésto Praha, krajska mésta, méstské obce a venkovské obce, pfi-
cemz rozdéleni na méstské a venkovské obce vychazi z aredniho statutu dané ob-
ce. Pro ucely detailnéjSiho pohledu na méstské domacnosti bude v nékterych cas-
tech tohoto souhrnu pouZito jejich clenéni na Hlavni mésto Praha, krajska mésta a
méstské obce.

Udaje o po¢tu domacnosti zahrnutych v Setieni SILC v letech 2005 aZ 2015 a o roz-
déleni domacnosti do skupin podle typu obce uvadi tabulka (Tabulka 1). Pfi vypo-
Ctu zastoupeni domacnosti v jednotlivych typech obci do vypoctu vstupuje kalib-
ra¢ni vdha domdacnosti. V priméru se 24,1 % domdacnosti nachazi ve venkovskych
obcich, 47 % v méstskych obcich, 15,6 % v krajskych méstech a 13,4 % v hlavnim
mésté.

Tabulka 1 Poc¢et domacnosti v Setfeni a jejich struktura podle typu obce (v %)

2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
PocCet domacnosti | 4351 | 7483 | 9675| 11294 | 9911| 9098| 8866 | 8773 | 8275| 8053 | 7914
Typ obce

1 13,1 13,2 13,2 13,3| 13,4| 13,3| 13,4| 13,4| 13,4| 13,4| 135
2 16,2| 15,5| 15,7 15,7| 155| 154| 154| 155| 152| 16,0/ 159
3 46,6 47,01 469| 469| 468| 47,0| 473| 473| 475| 468| 46,5
4 24,1 24,3| 24,2 24,2 243 243| 23,8| 23,8| 239| 238] 241

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - HI. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
meéstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce
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4. Zakladni charakteristiky domacnosti

V této kapitole jsou popsany rozdily mezi venkovskymi a méstskymi domacnostmi
ve vybranych charakteristikach, které jsou v dalSich kapitolach pouZity napf.
v modelu rozkladti diference v pfijmech nebo pro odhad minimalniho poZzadova-
ného piijmu.

Mezi domacnosti v jednotlivych typech obci existuji rozdily z hlediska poc¢tu osob
v nich Zijicich, s klesajici velikosti obce se priimérny pocet osob v domacnosti zvy-
Suje (hlavni mésto 2,17 osob, krajska mésta 2,32 osob, méstské obce 2,48 osob a
venkovské obce 2,71 osob, ANOVA p-level < 0,001). Ve vSech typech obci se veli-
kost domacnosti v obdobi 2005 aZ 2015 sniZovala. Nejpomalejsi je pokles poctu
¢lenti ve venkovskych obcich (-0,003 osob roc¢né), nejrychlejsi v méstskych obcich
(-0,021 osob roc¢né). Tabulka (Tabulka 2) dopliiuje priimérné pocty ekonomicky
aktivnich osob, déti nepracujicich diichodcli a nezaméstnanych. Z relativnich hod-
not je patrny vyssi podil ekonomicky aktivnich osob a nizsi podil ostatnich osob
v hlavnim mésté.

Tabulka 2 Pocet a struktura osob v domacnostech

Pocet Podil k poctu osob (%)
Typ
obce osob ekon. déti neprac. | ezam. ekon. déti neprac. | ezam.
aktiv. dtch. aktiv. dich.

1 2,17 1,09 0,44 0,47 0,06 50,2 20,1 21,7 2,7
2 2,32 1,03 0,52 0,57 0,11 44,4 22,4 24,7 4,6
3 2,48 1,09 0,57 0,58 0,15 43,8 23,1 23,3 6,1
1,2,3 2,40 1,08 0,54 0,56 0,13 45,0 22,5 23,3 5,2
4 2,71 1,22 0,62 0,63 0,13 44,9 23,1 23,3 5,0

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
meéstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce.

Setieni SILC rozli$uje tii irovné vzdélani domacnosti jako celku - nizkou trove,
kdy oba partneri maji zakladni vzdélani nebo jsou bez vzdélani, stfedni droven,
kdy alespon jeden z partnerti ma stfedoskolské vzdélani a vysokou droven, kdy
alespon jeden z partnerti ma vysokoskolské vzdélani. Z tabulky (Tabulka 3) jsou
patrné rozdily v arovni vzdélani domacnosti podle typu obce. Venkovské obce vy-
kazuji nejvyssi zastoupeni domacnosti s nizkou urovni vzdélani a nejnizsi podil
s vysokou urovni vzdélani. Zaroven je z tabulky patrny trend, kdy ve vSech typech
obci klesa zastoupeni domdacnosti s nizkou drovni vzdélani a roste podil domacnos-

7

ti s vysokou urovni vzdélani.
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Tabulka 3 Rozdéleni domacnosti podle trovné vzdélani domacnosti (v %)

Typ obce |Uroveti vzdélani 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 | Priimér
1 nizka 3,4 3,1 4,6 34 2,8 2,2 3,2
stiredni 64,5 67,9 62,4 56,4 59,8 54,6 61,3
vysoka 32,1 29,0 32,9 40,2 37,4 43,2 35,5
2 nizka 6,9 7,6 7,5 3,7 5,2 6,2 6,1
stiredni 70,9 69,1 69,0 68,6 67,7 64,2 68,6
vysoké 22,2 23,3 23,5 27,7 27,1 29,5 25,3
3 nizké 11,0 9,9 9,6 9,0 9,4 9,1 9,7
stiredni 77,1 76,5 76,5 76,3 76,0 74,9 76,1
vysoké 11,9 13,5 13,9 14,7 14,6 16,0 14,2
4 nizka 12,0 11,4 12,3 10,9 9,9 7,8 10,7
stiredni 81,1 82,3 79,3 78,0 76,7 78,2 79,4
vysoka 6,8 6,2 8,4 11,1 13,4 14,1 9,9

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
méstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

Druh zaméstnani osoby v ¢ele domdacnosti je stanoveny podle klasifikace CZ-ISCO®,
ktera rozliSuje jednotlivé kategorie na zakladé druhu vykonavané prace a drovné
dovednosti. Cetnosti jednotlivych druhfi se mezi kategoriemi obci vyrazné lisi
(z vypoctu cetnosti jsou vylouceny domacnosti s ekonomicky neaktivni osobou
v Cele). Ve venkovskych obcich jsou nejvyssi mérou zastoupeny domacnosti feme-
sIniki a kvalifikovanych pracovnikl (v priiméru 33,6 %), dale délnikl (19,8 %) a
odbornych pracovnikli (13,4 %), v ostatnich obcich je nejvyssi zastoupeni rovnéz
domacnosti femeslnikl a kvalifikovanych pracovniki (24,1 %), nasleduji domac-
nosti odbornych pracovniki (21,2 %) a specialistli (14,2 %). Po bliZ$im pohledu na
ostatni obce je v hlavnim mésté vyznamny podil domacnosti specialistl (28,8 %) a

v krajskych méstech odbornych pracovniki (26,2 %).

Pro dalsi ucely je vék osoby v ¢ele domacnosti kategorizovany do skupin (18-29,
30-44, 45-59 a 60 a vice rokii). Ve vSech typech obci jsou nejvyssi mirou zastoupe-
ny doméacnosti prednostii nad 60 roki. Cetnost domacnosti s pfednostou do tficeti
let s typem obce klesa (v priméru Hl. mésto 11,1 %, krajska mésta 8,8 %, méstské
obce 6,4 % a venkovské obce 5,2 %). Zastoupeni kategorie nejmladsich osob se ve
vzorku v ¢ase sniZuje (ve venkovskych obcich z29,2% na 2,9 %, v ostatnich
z 10,7 % na 6,7 %), zastoupeni kategorie seniori se zvysuje (ve venkovskych ob-
cich z 28,7 % na 37,2 %, v ostatnich z 31,5 % na 38,4 %). Populace starne v celé
Evropé, mezi roky 2000 a 2016 se podil osob nad 65 let zvysil ve vSech statech.
Starnuti se samoziejmé netyka jen venkovskych oblasti, ale je v nich akcelerovano
stéhovanim mladé populace do mést a naopak starsi generace do venkovskych ob-
lasti (Majerova et al., 2017). Z hlediska pohlavi osoby v ¢ele domacnosti prevazuji
domacnosti muzi (81,8 % venkovskych domdacnosti, resp. 74,6 % méstskych), coz

6 https://www.czso.cz/csu/czso/Klasifikace_zamestnani_-cz_isco-
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vyplyva ze zpiisobu urcovani osoby v ¢ele domacnosti, kdy v uplnych rodinach je ji
vZzdy muz’.

Venkovské oblasti tizce souviseji se zemédélskym sektorem, a i kdyZ se charakter
venkova stale vyviji, zemédélstvi predstavuje jeden z jeho zakladnich atributl (Ma-
jerova et al., 2010). V Ceské republice bylo v zemé&délstvi zaméstnano v roce 2005
3,8 % pracovniki, vroce 2015 2,9 %8. Publikace Stielecek et al. (2004) uvadi (na
zakladé Scitani lidu, dom a bytd zroku 2001) 4,7% osob pracujicich

v zemédélstvi, priCemzZ ve venkovskych obcich byl tento podil 11,1 % (v 22,9 %
venkovskych obci presahovala zaméstnanost v zemédélstvi 20 % - Slo zejména o
okresy Jindrichiv Hradec, Havlickliv Brod a Pelhfimov). Vyvoj zaméstnanosti
v zemédeélstvi a dalsich odvétvich z hlediska znevyhodnénych oblasti (Eliasson et
al. 2010) je hodnocen pomoci shift-share analyzy v Strelecek et al (2010). Vyhod-

noceni vyvoje zaméstnanosti z hlediska odvétvi a regionti (krajt) po vstupu CR do
EU je soucasti publikace Zdenék & Stirelecek (2012a), kde je patrny pokles zamést-

nanosti v odvétvi zemédélstvi a toto odvétvi identifikuje jako vyznamné pouze
v kraji Vysocina.

Tabulka 4 Podil zemédélskych domacnosti podle typu obce (v %)

Typ obce 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 Primér

1 0,5 04 0,4 0,9 0,2 0,3 0,5
2 0,0 0,1 0,7 0,9 0,4 0,3 0,4
3 3,6 39 4,0 2,8 2,1 2,7 3,1
1,2,3 2,2 2,5 2,6 2,1 1,4 1,7 2,1
4 13,6 13,3 11,7 11,3 11,2 10,3 11,8
CR 51 51 4,8 4,3 3,8 39 4,4

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
méstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

V tabulce (Tabulka 4) je uveden podil zemédélskych domacnosti, ktery se ve ven-
kovskych i ostatnich obcich snizuje (na 10,3 %, resp. 1,7% - jde o podil
z ekonomicky aktivnich domacnosti). Zde je tedy za zemédélskou domacnost pova-
Zovana ta domdacnost, jejizZ osoba v Cele deklarovala zaméstnani v zemédélstvi nebo
v pribuznych odvétvich lesnictvi nebo rybolovu. Davis et al. (1997) zdlraziuji, Ze
je obtiZzné stanovit spole¢nou definici zemédélskych domacnosti na tUrovni EU.
Podle Hilla (1996) miize byt definice zemédélské domacnosti zaloZena na slozeni
prijmi domacnosti; hlavnim zdroji piijma referencni osoby domacnosti (coz je
obvykle hlava domacnosti nebo nejvétsi prispévovatel do rodinného rozpoctu);
deklarovaném zaméstnani referencni osoby; nebo na zakladé farmarskych domac-
nosti (domacnosti, které provozuji zemédélskou vyrobu).

7 https://www.czso.cz/csu/czso/prijmy-a-zivotni-podminky-domacnosti-2019
8 https://www.czso.cz/csu/czso/204r-k-odvetvi-cinnosti-zamestnanych-v-nh-xv0xw3bf9r
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5. Prijmy domacnosti

Jako proménna zobrazujici prijem domdacnosti je vybran ekvivalizovany Cisty ro¢ni
piijem domacnosti. (Cisté penéZni piijmy zahrnuji pracovni pijmy ze zavislé ¢in-
nosti i z podnikani, socialni prijmy a dalSi druhy pravidelnych i jednorazovych pri-
jmi priznanych pro domacnosti i jejich jednotlivé ¢leny po odecteni ¢astek na
zdravotni a socialni pojisténi a dan z prijmu. Do celkového ¢istého piijmu domac-
nosti jsou zapocteny naturalni prijmy, které tvori spotieba produkce z vlastniho
hospodarstvi nebo podniku a naturalni poZitky zaméstnanci®.) Cisty roéni ptijem
domacnosti je prepocten na velikost domacnosti, ktera je vyjadiena poctem spo-
trebnich jednotek, ktery predstavuje velikost domacnosti (osoba v ¢ele domacnosti
ma vahu 1, déti do 13 let 0,3 a ostatni ¢lenové 0,5 - OECD-modified scalel0).

Zaklad celkového prijmu domacnosti predstavuji mzdy, v priméru tvoii Cisté mzdy
53,8 % Cistého prijmu domacnosti. Hodnoceni vyvoje primérné mzdy podle jed-
notlivych odvétvi a kraji v obdobi 2004 az 2008 je obsazeno v Zdenék & Strelecek
(2012a). Proporce, které platily mezi kraji a odvétvimi, jsou do zna¢né miry platné
ivroce 201911,

Hodnoty mediant ekvivalizovaného Cistého ro¢niho ptrijmu domdacnosti (vaZenych
kalibra¢ni vahou domacnosti) jsou uvedeny v tabulce (Tabulka 5). Ve vSech letech
je median prijml venkovskych domacnosti nizsi nez celkovy median, tempo jejich
ristu je ale vy$si nez u méstskych domacnosti (4,4 % oproti 4,1 %). V letech 2006

-------

vV

vroce 2010 (94,5 %), do roku 2015 se zvysil na 99,1 %. V hlavnim mésté tento
podil ptresahuje 120 %.

Z vysledkl Kruskalova-Wallisova testu vicendsobného porovnani vyplyva vy-
znamny rozdil v drovni prijmi venkovskych a méstskych doméacnosti ve vétsiné
sledovanych let (v Zdenék & Strelecek (2012b) je hodnocen rozdil pouze v letech

2005 a 2008); a vyznamny rozdil mezi prijmy domacnosti Zijicich v hlavnim mésté
a v ostatnich obcich.

9 https://www.czso.cz/csu/xa/metodika_prijmy_vydaje_a_zivotni_podminky_domacnosti
10 http://www.oecd.org/els/soc/OECD-Note-EquivalenceScales.pdf
11 https://www.czso.cz/csu/czso/pmz_cr
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Tabulka 5 Mediany Cistého ekvivalizovaného prijmu domacnosti podle typu obce

* Typ obce

Rok CR 1 2 3 1,23 4

2005 131309 168 129 128988 127 405 132533 127 693
2006 138420 168 000 138317 135 336 139 867 132952
2007 149 383 189 997 150 745 145 062 151 659 144 000
2008 162 317 203 856 161 585 159911 164 800 155 603
2009 176 510 216 040 179 333 172 363 179378 167 557
2010 182 292 227987 190 200 176 719 185 688 172 293
2011 184 811 227 057 188 853 179 994 187 599 176 931
2012 187 790 220897 194 401 181 368 190 400 180 130
2013 190 402 231896 195 095 183 605 192 187 184 217
2014 193716 235 665 197 586 185 467 195 484 189 317
2015 197 905 238571 196 880 190 389 198 465 196 195

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
méstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

Setfen{ SILC ¢leni pifjmy podle jejich zdroje na p¥ijmy z pracovni ¢innosti, socialni
a ostatni piijmy. Podil pracovnich a socialnich ptijmi na celkovych pirijmech podle
typu obce v jednotlivych letech zobrazuje tabulka (Tabulka 6). Do vypoctu opét
vstoupila kalibraéni vdha doméacnosti. Na trovni CR se podil pracovnich pifjmi
pohybuje v rozmezi 73 aZ 75 %. Podle vysledkli Kruskal-Wallisova testu existuji
vyznamné rozdily v podilu pracovnich pfijml mezi typy obci. Z vicenasobného po-
rovnani vyplyva vyznamny rozdil mezi hlavnim méstem a ostatnimi typy obci
témér ve vSech letech (kromé 2010 - 2013). Mezi venkovskymi a méstskymi do-
macnostmi existuje vyznamny rozdil vletech 2007 az 2010, kdy domacnosti ve
venkovskych obcich vykazuji nizsi podil pracovnich ptijma. V poslednich dvou sle-
dovanych letech se podil pracovnich prijmi venkovskych domacnosti zvysil (sta-
tisticky je rozdil ovSem nevyznamny).

Tabulka 6 Podil pracovnich a socidlnich ptijmi (v %)

Rok Podil pracovnich prijmi Podil socialnich prijmi
© CR 1 2 3 1123] 4 CR 1 2 3 1123] 4

2005 748| 82,4 73,0| 726| 748| 748| 229| 150| 243| 248| 22,6] 235

2006 74,7| 82,8 729| 734| 753| 72,7 22,8 153| 239| 242| 222| 246

2007 748| 82,6| 741| 733| 755| 725| 22,6] 153| 22,5| 239| 218| 254

2008 744| 803| 738| 741| 753| 716| 22,6] 153| 228| 236| 21,7| 257

2009 749| 825| 74,0| 738| 757| 722| 22,2 149| 225| 235| 214| 249

2010 73,71 79,7 738| 73,0| 746| 705| 233| 163| 22,5| 246| 223| 267

2011 73,4| 788| 725| 723| 737| 721| 23,6] 169| 23,2| 252| 23,0| 255

2012 73,00 790 729| 71,4| 733| 72,0| 242| 17,5| 240| 260| 238| 254

2013 73,0 77,8 722| 71,6 73,0| 731| 241| 17,6| 249| 259| 240| 244

2014 73,1 783| 71,7 709| 72,7| 746| 238| 165| 256| 263| 240 231

2015 739| 782 715| 72,1| 733| 756| 233| 16,7| 255| 256| 23,6] 225

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - HI. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
meéstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

15



Rozklad rozdilu v prijmech venkovskych a méstskych domacnosti

Vyvoj piijml venkovskych a méstskych domacnosti mezi roky 2005 a 2008 je
v publikaci StfeleCek & Zdenék (2011) vyhodnocen pomoci shift-share analyzy.

Domacnosti byly roztridény podle odvétvi Cinnosti osoby v ¢ele domacnosti a pro
jednotliva odvétvi je porovnana odvétvova a regionalni komponenta. V tomto sou-
hrnu bude v jednotlivych letech rozdil rozloZen pomoci Blinder-Oaxaca rozkladu.
Rozklad Blinder-Oaxaca je Casto vyuZivanou metodou pfti analyzach trhu prace
podle riiznych skupin (napt. pohlavi, rasa; Brzezinski, 2018; Laborda et al. 2019),
kterd umoziuje rozlozit primérné rozdily v napt. piijmech na zakladé linearniho
regresniho modelu (Ben, 2008). Rozklad Blinder-Oaxaca (Blinder, 1973; Oaxaca,
1973) rozdéluje rozdil v piijmech mezi dvéma skupinami na ¢ast, ktera je vysvét-
lena rozdily ve vysvétlujicich proménnych mezi skupinami (jako je vék, vzdélani,
zkuSenosti, produktivita atd.) a zbytek, ktery vysvétlit pomoci téchto rozdilii nelze.
Tato nevysvétlena c¢ast se obvykle interpretuje jako méritko diskriminace (ale také
zahrnuje efekty skupinovych rozdilG v nepozorovanych prediktorech). Tato nevy-
svétlena slozka muze byt pozitivni nebo negativni, coZ znamena, Ze diskriminace
miZe byt pozitivni nebo negativni (Tarrega et al. 2010).

ZaKkladni princip tohoto rozkladu je zaloZen na nasledujicich vztazich. Predpokla-
dejme dvé skupiny (A4 a B), zavisla proménna (y) je jejich ptijem (resp. logaritmus
prijmu) a jako prediktory (x) se obvykle uZivaji ukazatele lidského kapitalu. Otaz-
kou pak je, jak velka ¢ast rozdilu v primérech zavislé proménné (R) je zplisobena
skupinovymi rozdily v prediktorech,

R:E(-yA)_E(—yB)' (1)
Vychazi se z linearniho modelu
Y, =XB,+¢,, E(eg):O, cov(xg,eg):o, ge{AB}, (2)

rozdil v primérech zavislé proménné lze vyjadrit jako rozdil v odhadu na zakladé
skupinovych primért regresort,

R=E(y,)-E(y;)=E(x,) B,~E(x;) B;. 3)

Tuto rovnici lze upravit na rozklad do tri ¢astil? tak, aby se vyjadril vliv skupino-
vych rozdili v prediktorech na rozdil v prlimérech zavislé proménné. Prvni slozka
(E) je cast rozdilu, ktera je zplisobena skupinovymi rozdily v hodnotach predikto-
ri; druhd slozka (C) méti vliv rozdili v koeficientech; treti slozka (I) je interak¢ni

12 Alternativou je rozklad na dvé ¢asti, ktery rozklada rozdil na vliv rozdilu v prediktorech a nevy-
svétlenou ¢ast.
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Clen, ktery zohlednuje skutecnost, Ze rozdily v prediktorech a koeficientech ptlisobi
soucasné,

R=[E(x,)-E(x,)] B, +E(x,) (B,~By)+[E(x,)~E(x,)] (B,~B;)- (4)

E c I

Analyza muze obsahovat nejen rozloZeni rozdilu v primeérech mezi skupinami na
vysvétlenou a nevysvétlenou Cast, ale také efekt jednotlivych prediktort nebo je-
jich skupin (Ben, 2008).

Volba vysvétlujicich proménnych je dana ekonomickou teorii a empirickym kon-
textem a vychazi z modelu lidského kapitalu. Nékteré vychazeji z charakteristik
osoby v ¢ele domacnosti, nékteré popisuji domacnost jako celek. Nezavislymi pro-
ménnymi pouzitymi k modelovani irovné piijmu domacnosti jsou uroven vzdélani
(na drovni doméacnosti - nizka, stiedni, vysoka); druh zaméstnani osoby v cele do-
macnosti podle klasifikace CZ-ISCO (zde agregovano do skupin: neaktivni, vojaci,
vyssi profesionalové, nizsi profesionalové, administrativni pracovnici, kvalifikova-
ni pracovnici, pomocni a nekvalifikovani pracovnici); pohlavi osoby v ¢ele domac-
nosti; vék osoby v ¢ele domacnosti vyjadrujici pracovni zkuSenosti (kategorizova-
no do skupin 18-29, 30-44, 45-59, 60+ roki); velikost domacnosti (pocet
ekonomicky aktivnich osob, déti, nepracujicich diichodcti a nezaméstnanych). Roz-
klad rozdila v ptijmech se provadi mezi skupinou venkovskych domacnosti a sku-
pinou méstskych domacnosti samostatné pro kazdy rok v obdobi 2005 az 2015.

Vybrané vysledky rozkladu rozdilu v primérném ekvivalizovaném cistém ro¢nim
prijmu mezi venkovskymi a méstskymi domacnostmi uvadi tabulka (Tabulka 7).
Dosazeny p-level F-testu je ve vSech modelech blizky nule, dil¢i ¢t-testy jednotlivych
proménnych ukazuji na jejich vysokou vyznamnost kromé proménné vék osoby
v Cele domdcnosti, proto byla z findlniho modelu vypusténa. Hodnoty upraveného
indexu determinace se ve vSech modelech pohybuji okolo 0,50.

Prvni c¢ast rozkladu (efekt hodnot prediktorti, E) odrazi priimérné zvysSeni logarit-
mu Ccistého ekvivalizovaného prijmu venkovskych domacnosti, pokud by mély
stejné vlastnosti (tedy hodnoty vybranych vysvétlujicich proménnych - troven
vzdélani, druh zaméstnani, sloZzeni domacnosti atd.) jako méstské domacnosti. Re-
lativni velikost tohoto efektu se v nékterych letech blizi 50 %, v priméru za vSech-
ny roky je 36,4 %. Druha cast rozkladu (efekt koeficientd, C) kvantifikuje zménu
(zvySeni) cistého ekvivalizovaného prijmu venkovskych domacnosti, pokud by-
chom na né aplikovali odhadnuté koeficienty z modelu méstskych domacnosti. Re-
lativni velikost tohoto efektu se pohybuje mezi 50 az 75 %, v priiméru ¢ini 61,1 %.
Posledni cast (efekt I) soucasny vliv rozdili v hodnotach prediktorti a koeficientf,
jeho velikost je zanedbatelna (2,5 %). Z vysledk tedy plyne, Ze zhruba tretinu roz-
dilu v prijmech venkovskych a méstskych domacnosti lze vysvétlit rozdily ve
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vlastnostech domacnosti zarazenych do modelu a témér dvé tretiny tvori modelem
nevysvétlena ¢ast.

Tabulka 7 Rozklad rozdilu priam. piijmu venkovskych a méstskych domacnosti

2005

2006

2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
y mésta. 11,82| 11,86| 11,94| 12,02 12,10| 12,14 | 12,15| 12,18| 12,19| 12,28| 12,23
y venkov 11,76| 11,81| 11,88| 11,97 12,05| 12,08| 12,09| 12,13| 12,16| 12,17| 12,20
rozdil 0,060| 0,048| 0,058| 0,051| 0,050| 0,061| 0,059| 0,047| 0,035| 0,033| 0,025
efekt £ 0,017| 0,020| 0,020| 0,021| 0,023| 0,027 0,022| 0,011| 0,013| 0,007| 0,012
efekt C 0,036/ 0,025| 0,035| 0,030| 0,029| 0,037| 0,034| 0,036| 0,021| 0,025| 0,013
efekt | 0,007| 0,003| 0,003| 0,001| -0,002|-0,003| 0,004|-0,001| 0,001| 0,002|-0,001
efekt E(%)| 279| 424| 338| 412 454 441| 368| 233| 373 19,8] 48,6
efektC(%)| 59,7| 52,1| 605 57,6 576| 613]| 573 784| 604 73,7 539
efekt I (%) 12,4 55 5,7 1,2 -30] -54 59| -17 2,3 6,5| -2,5

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setfeni SILC; y = logaritmus primeérného ekvivalizovaného cistého
ro¢niho prijmu domacnosti
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6. Chudoba domacnosti a jeji méreni

Pojem chudoba je znacné komplexni a sloZity, je to mnohoznacny termin a neexis-
tuje jednoznacna definice chudoby, a proto je jeji méreni spojeno s fadou problé-
mu (Mare$ & Rabusic, 1996), ptricemz diskuse o definici chudoby a jejim méreni
stale probihaji (Decancq et al., 2013). Stale vyvstavaji otazky, co presné se rozumi
pod pojmem chudoba? Jedna se o jednorozmérny nebo mnohorozmeérny jev? Méla
by se pozornost zamérit na rozsah ¢i zavaznost chudoby nebo na miru, v jaké se
projevuje v riznych oblastech Zivota? Méla by byt v celé EU uplatiiovana jednotna
hranice chudoby, nebo by mély byt aplikovany hranice specifické pro jednotlivé
zemé (nebo regiony)?

Haughton & Khandker (2009) uvadéji, Ze prvni védeckou empirickou studii chu-
doby byla kniha Poverty: A Study of Town Life B. Seebohma Rowntreeho, ktera na-
sledné inspirovala radu dal$ich studii. A v dlisledku Rowntreeho praci pak byl ve
Velké Britanii zaveden zakon o starobnich diichodech a zakon o narodnim pojisté-
ni. Vroce 1899 provedl B. Seebohm Rowntree v Yorku na severu Anglie studii chu-
doby. Jeden vyzkumny pracovnik s pomoci nékolika dobrovolnikt vedli rozhovory
v 11 560 domacnostech, ve kterych Zilo 46 754 osob (coZ tvorilo cca 2/3 poctu
obyvatel mésta). Seti‘eni trvalo zhruba sedm mésicii a byly béhem né&j shromazdé-
ny informace o sloZeni rodin, zaméstnani, podminkach bydleni. Autor uvadi, Ze
obyvatelé byli aZ na malé vyjimky ochotni poskytovat poZadované informace
(Rowntree, 1908).

s

Pti zjiStovani podilu rodin Zijicich v chudobé S. Rowntree rozliSoval chudobu pri-
marni a sekundarni. Primarni vychazi z prijmi, které primo nedostacuji zajistit
fyzickou existenci. V pripadé sekundarni chudoby by vyse pfijmi byla dostacujici
pro pokryti fyzické existence, ale prijmy jsou absorbovany dal$imi vydaji, jak uzi-
teCnymi, tak i zbyteCnymi. Stanovené hranice primarni chudoby vychazely
z energetické potreby a ceny zakladnich Zivin a byla dale upravena o naklady na
bydleni, obleCeni a otop. Z vyzkumu vyplynulo, Ze 15,5 % pracujicich nemélo do-
stateCné prijmy ani na pokryti zakladnich potieb.

[ po 120 letech od vydani Rowntreeho knihy je chudoba povaZovana za jeden
jové zemé, ale tyka se i evropské spolecnosti. Otdzkam chudoby a deprivace se vé-
nuje rada vyzkumnych praci a reSeni téchto otazek patii také k hlavnim bodim
socialni politiky, jejiZ soucasti je snaha o redukci chudoby a predchazeni jejimu
vzniku (omezeni chudoby se obvykle povazuje za jeji minimalni cil).
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Organizace spojenych narodt (UN, 1996) definuje absolutni chudobu, kdy se jedna
o ,stav charakterizovany vaznym nedostatkem zakladnich lidskych potreb, véetné
potravin, nezavadné pitné vody, hygienickych zarizeni, zdravi, pristiesi, vzdélavani
a informaci. ZaleZi nejen na prijmu, ale také na piistupu k socidlnim sluzbam®.
Termin absolutni chudoba se také oznacuje jako extrémni chudoba. Zprava Evrop-
ské komise (EC, 2004) uvadi, ze ,Lidé Ziji v chudobé, pokud jsou jejich prijmy a
zdroje natolik neadekvatni, Ze jim to brani mit Zivotni Groven povazovanou za pfi-

yws

jatelnou ve spolecnosti, ve které Ziji.“.

Z Ceskych a slovenskych autord, napt. Sykorova (2016) chape chudobu jako mno-
honasobnou deprivaci, jako nezadouci socialni status, ktery se vyznacuje zejména
hmotnym nedostatkem, ktery vyplyva z omezeného pristupu osob ke statklim a
sluzbam slouZicim k uspokojeni individualnich potreb. Haluskova & BozZik (2015)
uvadéji, Ze odborna spolecnost definuje chudobu jako socialni jev a socialni a indi-
vidualni problém, pro ktery neexistuje obecné platna definice ¢i hranice, pomoci
které by bylo mozné vymezit ty, ktefi jsou povazovani za chudé. Méreni chudoby je
tedy zavislé na zptlisobu jejiho vymezeni a kazda spolec¢nost si vytvari vlastni defi-
nice chudoby. Neexistuje tedy jediny obecné spravny zpisob méieni chudoby, ne-
méri se chudoba jako takova, ale méri se pouze podle jednotlivych konceptt (Mi-
chalek, 2000). Méreni chudoby se tedy obvykle chape jako identifikace chudych
podle urcitého konceptu a ur€eni irovné chudoby v dané spolecnosti podle jejich
situace. Stejné jako u jinych jevi je i zkoumani chudoby zaloZeno na schopnosti ji
definovat a mérit, z cehoZ vychazi rada teoretickych konceptli chudoby (Mares &
Rabusic, 1996).

Objektivni koncepty chudoby jsou ty, kde je chudoba vymezena faktory nezavisly-
mi na minéni téch, kdo jsou pak za chudé povazovani. Chudoba zkoumana z tohoto
aspektu je tedy sledovana ,zvenci“ urcitou autoritou (zpravidla statem) bez kon-
troly ze strany osob, kterych se tyka. Objektivni koncepty pak umoziuji vladam
stanovit hranici v prijmovém rozdéleni, a tim oddélit chudé od nechudych (Krebs,
2015). Subjektivni koncepty chudoby tedy vychazeji z hodnoceni vlastnich zkuSe-
nosti jednotlivymi osobami nebo domacnostmi. U kazdé osoby je z hlediska tohoto
konceptu chudoba zavisla na okolnostech, zejména ¢eho chce dana osoba dosah-
nout; co si mysli, Ze si zaslouzi a Ze potrebuje; a co maji druzi. Pro zhodnoceni
urovné chudoby v dané spolecnosti se subjektivni koncept nepovazuje za dosta-
teCné presny (Krebs, 2015). Presto je dilezity, protoze vypovida o tom, jak domac-
nosti vnimaji svoji situaci z pohledu chudoby (Zelinsky, 2014). Mare$ & Rabusic
(1996) uvadéji, Ze v priimyslové vyspélych evropskych zemich je subjektivni chu-
doba rozsahlejsi nez chudoba vyjadiena pomoci objektivnich indikatort.
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Na absolutnim konceptu byla zaloZena zmifiovana studie Rowntreeho z roku 1899.
Hranice absolutni chudoby jsou dany objemem prostiedki, které umoznuji pokryt
potireby holého preZiti ve spolecnosti, tzv. subsisten¢nim minimem (Krebs, 2015).
Vyznamnym zastancem absolutniho konceptu chudoby je prof. Amartya Sen. Abso-
lutni koncepty povazuji za chudou tu cast obyvatelstva, ktera nema dostatecné
uspokojované potieby ve vztahu k samotnému preziti a v jejich ramci lze identifi-
kovat nékolik pristupti (ptistup k chudobé z hlediska zakladnich potieb; piistup
k chudobé z hlediska zakladniho spotirebniho koSe; pristup k chudobé z hlediska
potravinového poméru; Michalek, 2000). Svétova banka z divodu ménicich se Zi-
votnich nakladl na zakladni potraviny, obleceni a obydli v pravidelnych interva-
lech aktualizuje mezinarodni hranici chudoby. V aktualizaci z roku 2008 byla hra-
nice chudoby stanovena na 1,25 USD na den (z ptivodniho 1 USD na den), v roce
2015 byl prah posunut na 1,90 USD13,

Relativni koncept chudoby se vyuziva v bohaté spoletnosti, kde zakladni potieby
jsou uspokojené, a neexistuje extrémni bida spojena s hladem. Relativni miry chu-
doby vychazeji obvykle z hodnoceni prijmi k urcité ¢asti stredni hodnoty prijmu
nebo urcitou pozici v prijmovém rozdéleni. Vyjadruji tak podil populace, ktera je
vyloucend z Gcasti na ,bézném“ standartu spole¢nosti (Haluskova & Bozik, 2015).
V publikacich CSU a Eurostatu je hranici chudoby 60 % medianu ekvivalizovaného
disponibilniho prijmu, ale existuje cela fada moZnosti, jak hranici stanovit (Zdenék
& Lososova, 2014) - napft. v publikaci Zdenék & Stirelecek (2012b) je to 60 % pri-
mérného prijmu).

Piimé koncepty jsou zaloZzeny na spotiebé statkd a kvalité Zivota, resp. na jeho de-
privaci. Pfimé miry jsou tedy zaloZeny na méreni chudoby aZ po transformaci pfi-
jmi (prip. bohatstvi) do spotteby. Patfi sem miry vychazejici z konceptu chudoby
1996; Michalek, 2000). Neprimé koncepty jsou zaloZeny na hodnoceni piijmu,
resp. disponibilniho pfijmu. I tento koncept je spojen s metodickymi obtiZemi, kte-
ré jsou spojeny piredevsim se zjiStovanim prijma. Hranice chudoby se na zakladé
tohoto pristupu obvykle stanovuje jako urcity podil stifedniho piijmu (Mare§ &
Rabusic, 1996; Haluskova & Bozik, 2015).

Normativni koncepty vychazeji z expertnich odhadii spotifebnich kosi, které re-
prezentuji urcitou hranici Zivotni arovné. Konsensualni koncepty jsou zaloZeny na
konsensu spolecnosti nebo odbornikd o tom, koho Ize povazovat za chudého (Ma-
re$ & Rabusic, 1996; Michalek, 2000).

V soucasnosti je chudoba casto charakterizovana jako vicerozmérna deprivace,
ktera zahrnuje objektivni i subjektivni koncept chudoby a je vysvétlovana omeze-

13 worldbank.org
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nim moznosti dosahovat na Zivotni standard nebo primérnou Zivotni Groven vét-
Siny obyvatel dané spolecnosti. Spolecnym znakem konceptli chudoby a deprivace
je ohrozeni socidlnim vyloucenim, které je chapano jako Sirsi koncept ve vztahu
k chudobé (Gojova et al., 2014). Socialni vylouceni je chapano jako stav, pii kterém
jsou nékteré skupiny lidi vylouceny z nékterych béznych a potrebnych aktivit, aniz
by si to praly, aniZ by to mohly ovlivnit a anizZ by to bylo spolecensky Zadouci (Ku-
bes & Kraft, 2011). Na vicerozmérném pristupu k deprivaci je zaloZena i mira
ohrozZeni prijmovou chudobou nebo socidlnim vylou¢enim4. Zahrnuje osoby, které
jsou vystaveny alesponl jednomu ze tii typi rizik - ohroZeni prijmovou chudobou,
materialni deprivaci nebo Ziji v domacnosti s nizkou pracovni intenzitou.

Objektivni chudoba

Zakladnim ukazatelem pro méreni chudoby je podil chudych nebo téz riziko mone-
tarni chudoby (poverty rate, Wolff, 2008; Bartosova, 2013; Sirovatka et al., 2008;
Zelinsky, 2014), ktery vztahuje pocet domacnosti (osob) s pifjmy pod hranici pe-
nézni chudoby k celkové populaci. Tento index je neutralni k intenzité chudoby, je
citlivy jen na jeji rozsah. Ukazatel podil chudych méri rozsah chudoby, ovSem ne-
vypovida nic o jeji intenzité. Ukazatel mezera chudoby (poverty gap ratio, Wolff,
2009) vyjadruje pramérnou relativni vzdalenost domacnosti s ptijmy pod hranici
chudoby k této hranici. Mezera chudoby nabyva hodnot od 0 (v pripadé, kdy chudé
domacnosti maji prijmy na hranici chudoby) do 1 (vSechny domacnosti v této sku-
piné maji nulové piijmy). Uvedené ukazatele méri bud’ rozsah, nebo intenzitu chu-
doby; patfi do skupiny Foster-Greer-Thorbeckeovych (FGT) mér chudoby (Foster
et al,, 1984). U téchto mér je mozZné volit tzv. miru averze k chudobé (). V pripadé,
ze a = 0, pak FGT vztah odpovidad podilu chudych, v ptipadé, Ze a = 1, pak FGT
vztah odpovida soucinu podilu chudych and mezery chudoby, tzv. hloubka chudo-
by, resp. index propasti chudoby (Barto$ova, 2013; Zelinsky, 2014). Ukazatel P;
nebere v ivahu rozdéleni prijmi ve skupiné domacnosti pod hranici chudoby. To
je mozné zachytit nastavenim vySsi hodnoty parametru a (Wolff, 2009). Pfi a = 2
bere ukazatel zavaznosti chudoby do uvahy stupen nerovnosti mezi chudymi.

Hranice pro vypocet mér objektivni penéZni chudoby domacnosti je stanovena ja-
ko 60 % medianu ekvivalizovaného cistého piijmu domacnosti. Hranice roste spo-
lu s medianem monotdénné ze 78 786 K¢ v roce 2005 az na 118 743 K¢ vroce 2015
(Zdenék & Lososova, 2019: tabulka 2).

Vypocet mér chudoby vtomto shrnuti je proveden podle vztahG uvedenych
v Zden&k & Lososova (2019: vztahy 4 aZ 7). Na trovni CR se v roce 2005 nachazelo

14 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:At_risk_of_poverty_
or_social_exclusion_(AROPE)
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9,1 % domacnosti pod hranici chudoby. Podil chudych domacnosti je v ¢ase po-
mérné stabilni, s 8,6 % v roce 2015; a s prlimérem 8,3% (Tabulka 8). Ve venkov-
skych domacnostech dosdhla maxima vroce 2011 (9,9 %). Hodnoty jsou v Case
stabilni a k vychylkdm nedochazi ani v letech hospodarského poklesu (2009, 2012,
2013). Podle studie Brzezinski (2018) se béhem velké recese v CR nezménila ani
nerovnost pi{jmi (na rozdil od jinych stati stiedni a vychodni Evropy). Ani Grabka
(2015) na pripadu Némecka neprokazal dopady velké recese na uroven prijmi
domacnosti a na jejich distribuci a ani mira ohroZeni chudobou se vyrazné nezmé-
nila. Statisticky vyznamny trend lze najit pouze v krajskych obcich (ro¢ni pokles

vV
vV

vV

sky (2012) zminuje pravé v Praze vysSi deprivaci vbydleni, ktera vychazi
z kriminality, znecisténi a hluku. Nadpriimérné hodnoty podilu chudych vykazuji
méstské obce. P¥i krajském ¢lenéni maximalni hodnoty vykazovaly kraje Ustecky a
Moravskoslezsky (nad 12 %, Zdenék & Lososova, 2019). Ze srovnani venkovskych
a meéstskych domacnosti nevyplyva vyznamny rozdil, v priméru se podil domac-
nosti pod hranici chudoby 1isi 0 0,36 p. b. Na zakladé vysledki testu podili pro dva

vybéry vychazi vyznamny rozdil pouze v roce 2008 (p-level = 0,04), ktery dosaho-
val vySe 2 p. b.

Tabulka 8 Podil domdacnosti pod hranici chudoby (v %)

Typ obce | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Prim.
1 4,1 4,3 34| 48 4,0 2,8 4,4 6,0 4,1 51 4,4 4,3
2 10,9 9,3| 10,0 9,7 8,4 6,9 7,6 59 7,6 7,5 8,8 8,4
3 10,5 9,8 9,7 9,2 8,9 9,1 9,1 9,3 8,7| 10,2| 10,3 9,5
1,2,3 9,4 8,7 8,7 8,5 7,9 7,5 8,0 8,0 7,7 8,7 9,0 8,4
4 8,1 7,7 6,9 6,5 8,2 8,5 9,9 8,4 8,3 8,0 7,7 8,0
CR 9,1 8,5 8,3 8,0 8,0 7,8 8,4 8,1 7,8 8,5 8,6 8,3

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
meéstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

Pomoci mezery chudoby lze vyjadrit relativni vzdalenost domacnosti pod hranici
chudoby k této hranici. Na tirovni CR se jeji hodnota sniZila z 23,3 % v roce 2005 na
20,9 % v roce 2015 s primérem 22 % (Tabulka 9). Mezi jednotlivymi typy obci
nejsou vyrazné rozdily a u mezery chudoby neni patrny trend v Zddném z typi ob-

ci. Vyraznéjsi rozdily lze pozorovat mezi jednotlivymi kraji (Zdenék & Lososova,
2019).
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Tabulka 9 Mezera chudoby domacnosti (v %)

Typ obce | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Priim.
1 27,2| 13,8| 185| 155| 22,8| 14,1| 22,6| 299| 23,7| 20,2| 22,5| 21,5
2 219| 22,3| 243| 232| 20,0 23,1| 23,4| 17,7| 22,6| 179| 18,7| 21,5
3 24,4| 21,2| 22,0| 23,6 23,5| 245| 23,1| 23,0] 22,7| 198| 22,1| 227
1,2,3 24,01 20,8| 22,3| 22,7| 22,7| 23,5| 23,1| 23,1| 22,8] 19,5| 21,5| 22,3
4 20,5| 19,0| 20,4| 19,7| 194| 22,0| 22,2 23,0] 209| 21,8] 18,7| 208
CR 23,3| 204 21,9 22,1| 219| 23,1 229| 23,1| 22,3| 20,0] 209| 22,0

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - HL. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
meéstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

Soucasnym pusobenim podilu chudych domacnosti a mezery chudoby vznika uka-
zatel hloubky chudoby. Nizky podil domacnosti pod hranici chudoby v hlavnim
mésté se projevuje v nizké hodnoté hloubky chudoby, opa¢nym smérem piisobi
v meéstskych obcich. Vzhledem knizkym rozdilim piedchozich ukazateli mezi
venkovskymi a méstskymi domacnostmi je vysledkem i maly rozdil v hloubce chu-
doby (v priiméru 0,2 p. b.). P¥i krajském ¢lenéni nejvy$si hodnotu vykazuji Ustecky
(3,4 %) a Moravskoslezsky (3,0 %) kraj, kde je vysoky podil chudych domacnosti
akcelerovan $irsi mezerou chudoby (Zdenék & Lososova, 2019). V pripadé ukaza-
tele zavaZnosti chudoby opét nejniZsi hodnotu vykazuje hlavni mésto (0,37 %),
mezi venkovskymi a méstskymi domacnostmi je nevyznamny rozdil (0,61 % vs.

0,72 %). Statisticky vyznamny trend (pokles) lze opét zaznamenat u krajskych ob-
ci.

Tabulka 10 Hloubka chudoby domacnosti (v %)

Typ obce | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Prim.
1 1,1 0,6 0,6 0,7 0,9 0,4 1,0 1,8 1,0 1,0 1,0 0,93
2 2,4 2,1 2,4 2,2 1,7 1,6 1,8 1,0 1,7 1,3 1,6 1,80
3 2,6 2,1 2,1 2,2 2,1 2,2 2,1 2,1 2,0 2,0 2,3 2,16
1,2,3 2,3 1,8 1,9 1,9 1,8 1,8 1,8 1,9 1,8 1,7 1,9 1,87
4 1,7 1,5 1,4 1,3 1,6 1,9 2,2 1,9 1,7 1,7 1,4 1,67
CR 2,1 1,7 1,8 1,8 1,7 1,8 1,9 1,9 1,8 1,7 1,8 1,82

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
méstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

Subjektivni chudoba

Predchozi objektivni miry chudoby je vhodné konfrontovat s mirami subjektivni-
mi, které jsou zaloZené na posouzeni situace samotnymi domacnostmi. Subjektivni
chudobu je mozné vyjadiovat riiznymi zptsoby. Jednim ze zpiisobi, jak stanovit
hranici subjektivni chudoby, je urcit minimalni mnoZstvi penéz potrebné pro
uspokojeni zakladnich potfeb domacnosti (Mare$S & Rabusic, 1996). Goedhart et al.
(1977) provedli v roce 1975 Setifeni na ndhodném vzorku 2 885 nizozemskych ro-
din, pii ném?z zjistovali odpovéd na otazku (Minimum Income Question, MIQ) “We

would like to know which net family income would, in your circumstances, be the
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absolute minimum for you. That is to say, that you would not be able to make both
ends meet if you earned less.”. Odpovéd na MIQ zavisi na radé charakteristik do-
macnosti a neurcuje subjektivni hranici chudoby. ProtoZe odpovéd’ na tuto otazku
je zavisla mimo jiné na skute¢ném piijmu domacnosti, subjektivni hranici chudoby
je zapotrebi urcit tak, aby nebyla timto vztahem ovlivnéna (Decancq et al., 2013).
Parametry pro vypocet hranice chudoby se odhaduji pomoci linearni regrese a
hleda se prisecik vyrovnaného minimalniho piijmu se skute¢nym piijmem. Mys-
lenkou tohoto postupu je, Ze pouze domacnosti, jejichz skutecné prijmy se rovnaji
jejich minimalné nezbytnym ptijmtm, maji realistické predstavy o této minimalni
vysi piijmu (De Vos & Garner, 1991).

De Vos & Garner (1991) do modelu pridali nékolik proménnych, které piedstavo-
valy podrobnéjsi slozeni domacnosti misto poctu ¢lenti, dale vék, vzdélani, rasu,
pohlavi osoby v Cele domacnosti. Do modelu zahrnuli dummy proménné regioni a
oblasti rliznych stupni urbanizace, protoze mezi nimi ocekavali rozdily v Zivotnich
nakladech. Subjektivni hranice chudoby se stanovi pro riizné typy domadacnosti,
v nich se pak kazdé vypocita hodnota individualni subjektivni hranice chudoby a
dale se stanovi subjektivni hranice chudoby daného typu domacnosti.

Jiny zplsob stanoveni subjektivni hranice chudoby pracuje s odpovédi na otazku
»,S5€e svym souasnym piijmem vychazite: 1. s velkymi obtiZemi; 2. s obtiZemi; 3.
s menSimi obtiZemi; 4. docela snadno; 5. snadno; 6. velmi snadno” (dale oznacova-
na jako proménna Vychazela). Tento ukazatel je vhodny pro mezinarodni kompa-
raci, protoZe bere v ivahu konkrétni podminky domacnosti v riiznych zemich (Ve-
cernik & Mysikova, 2017). Kritéria je moZné a vhodné kombinovat, napt. Mares a
Rabusic (1996) uvadéji kombinované kritérium subjektivni chudoby, pri kterém
jsou za subjektivné chudé povazovani ti, ktery spliiuji sou¢asné dvé podminky:
skutecny ptijem rodiny musi byt niZsi nez subjektivni hranice chudoby a respon-
dent odpovédél, Ze v jejich domacnosti vychazeji s prijmy obtiZné.

Zelinsky (2014) pti odhadu miry rizika subjektivni chudoby vyuziva dva pohledy.
V prvnim je za subjektivné chudého povazovany kazdy, kdo Zije v domacnosti, jejiz
skutecny celkovy disponibilni mési¢ni prijem je niZ$i neZ domacnosti subjektivné
schopna vystacit s penézi s velkymi tézkostmi (s tézkostmi, s uritymi tézkostmi).
V druhém je za subjektivné chudého povazZovan kazdy, komu prislusi hodnota
ekvivalentniho prijmu niZ8i neZ penéZni hranice subjektivni chudoby. Penézni hra-
nici subjektivni chudoby nasledné urcuje pomoci logistické regrese a pomoci ma-
ximalizace spravné klasifikovanych osob. Mysikova et al. (2019) modeluji nedosta-
tecny prijem a tézkosti pri vychazeni spenézi na zakladé charakteristik
domacnosti a makroekonomickych veli¢in pomoci logistické regrese.
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Postup stanoveni hranice penézni chudoby v tomto shrnuti se liSi od postupu zvo-
leného v Zdenék & Lososova (2019), kde byl aplikovan linearni panelovy model,

ktery obsahoval i proménné pro vyjadreni rozdilli mezi kraji. Postup zde vychazi
z De Vos & Garner (1991), nejprve jsou odhadnuty parametry regresniho modelu -
predpoklada se, Ze minimalni prijem je funkci skutecného piijmu a poctu ¢lent
domacnosti. Do modelu dale vstupuje dummy proménna pro venkovské domac-
nosti - lze predpokladat, Ze poZadavky mezi venkovskymi a méstskymi domacnosti
se budou lisit. Prijmy do modelu vstupuji v zlogaritmované podobé a kromé celko-

vého poctu osob Zijicich vdomacnosti je model rozsifen o pocet déti a nepracuji-
cich dlichodci.

In(ymin) = bo + b1In(y) + b0+ bzd +ban+bsv +¢, (5)

kde ymin je prijem, ktery domacnost uvadi jako minimalni pro uspokojeni zaklad-
nich potieb; y je skutecny Cisty prijem domacnosti; o je velikost domacnosti mére-
na poctem clend; d je pocet déti Zijicich v domacnosti; n je pocet nepracujicich di-
chodctli; proménna v nabyva pro venkovské domacnosti hodnotu 1, pro ostatni 0; €
je nahodny ¢len s nulovou stfedni hodnotou a bo aZ bs jsou odhadované parametry.
Hranice subjektivni chudoby zavisla na celkovém poctu osob, déti, nepracujicich
dlichodcli a umisténi domdacnosti ve venkovské nebo ostatni obci (a nezavisla na
vysi skute¢ného prijmu) se urci jako
y*=exp((bo+bz20+bzd+bsn+bsv)/(1-b1)). (6)

Podobné jako na Slovensku (Zelinsky, 2014),iv Cesku Cetnost domacnosti, které
vychazeji se svymi prijmy s velkymi obtiZemi, priblizné odpovida podilu domac-
nosti pod objektivné stanovenou hranici chudoby (60 % medianu) - samoziejmé
se nemusi jednat o shodné domacnosti (mira shody je uvedena niZe). A stejné jako
na Slovensku je nejcetnéjsi kategorie 3, tedy domacnost vychazela se svymi piijmy
s menSimi obtiZemi (Tabulka 11). Pokud bychom za subjektivné chudé domacnosti
povazovali takové, které hospodafi s velkymi obtiZemi nebo s obtiZemi, jejich za-
stoupeni se pohybuje okolo 29 % shodné ve venkovskych i méstskych domacnos-
tech. Vletech 2012 a 2013 podil téchto domacnosti presahl 32 % v obou typech
obci. Zastoupeni domdacnosti, které hospodaii s mensimi obtiZemi, je ve vSech le-
tech na venkové vyssi nez v ostatnich obcich, v poslednim roce o 4,7 p. b. Po rozsi-
reni hranice i o kategorii s menSimi obtiZzemi podil domacnosti v téchto trech kate-
goriich Cini v priméru 68,2 % na venkové a 65,7 % v ostatnich obcich.
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Tabulka 11 Rozdéleni domacnosti podle proménné Vychazela (v %)

Kate- Venkovské domacnosti Méstské domacnosti

gorie | 2005 | 2007 | 2009 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015 | 2005 | 2007 | 2009 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015
1 10,3 6,9 7,3 8,0 8,4 6,7| 10,1 7,6 8,0 8,8 9,5 8,5
2 18,2| 20,3| 22,4| 204| 23,0| 185| 19,7 19,0 19,4| 19,1| 23,0 19,4
1+2 28,5| 27,2| 29,7| 284| 31,4| 252| 298| 266| 27,4| 278| 32,5| 27,8
3 39,1 38,7| 37,5| 396| 398| 408| 37,3| 358| 36,1| 37,4| 36,1| 36,1
4 23,8| 25,2| 23,6| 24,8| 223| 262| 21,7| 256| 249| 248| 222| 26,0
5 7,6 8,1 8,5 6,4 5.8 6,8 9,7| 10,4| 10,5 8,8 8,0 8,2
6 1,0 0,8 0,7 0,9 0,7 1,0 1,6 1,6 1,2 1,2 1,2 1,9

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Domacnost vychdazela se svymi pfijmy - kategorie: 1
- svelkymi obtiZzemi; 2 - s obtiZzemi; 3 - s mensimi obtiZemi; 4 - docela snadno; 5 - snadno; 6 -
velmi snadno

Vztah minimalniho a skute¢ného pfijmu je mozné posoudit jejich podilem a dale
zkoumat jeho rozdéleni (Tabulka 12). Domacnosti s podilem pod 1 dosahuji
vys$sich ptijmi oproti subjektivnimu minimu, jejich prostor pro spotiebu je kladny,
domacnosti s podilem nad 1 maji prostor pro spoti‘ebu zaporny. Lze si povSimnout,
zZe jak u venkovskych, tak méstskych domacnosti jejich Cetnost s podilem do 1 (te-
dy domacnosti, u kterych skute¢ny prijem prevySuje minimalni prijem) v Case ros-
te. Zaroven v poslednich trech letech je tato ¢etnost o zhruba 5 p. b. vyS$si u ven-
kovskych domadacnosti. Tvar rozdéleni podilu minimalniho a skute¢ného prijmu
vletech 2007 az 2010 je zobrazen v Zdenék & Lososova (2014), kde je rovnéz
v Case patrny posun rozdéleni doleva.

Tabulka 12 Cetnosti domacnosti podle podilu minimalniho a skute¢ného ¢istého
piijmu (v %)

Venkovské domacnosti Meéstské domacnosti

Podil 2005 | 2007 | 2009 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015 | 2005 | 2007 | 2009 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015

do 0,5 11,2] 10,1| 123| 11,7 13,5| 150| 10,3| 109| 12,0| 125| 124| 12,7

05-1| 529| 534| 554| 586| 62,7| 628 498| 526| 563| 586| 588| 592

do1l 64,1| 634| 67,7 703| 762| 778 600| 635| 683 71,2 71,2] 719

1-15]| 262| 28,0] 232| 226| 184| 183| 278| 264| 238| 21,3] 21,6| 21,7

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setreni SILC.

Do jakych kategorii se tedy Kklasifikuji domacnosti, které uvadéji vyssi minimalni
prijem nez je jejich skutecny prijem? Vysledek je patrny z tabulky (Tabulka 13),
priCemzZ v rozdéleni nejsou vyrazné rozdily mezi venkovskymi a méstskymi do-
macnostmi. Jedna Sestina domacnosti uvadi, Ze s prijmy vychazi s velkymi obtize-
mi, 29 % s obtiZemi a 38 % s mensSimi obtiZemi. Zbytek vychazi se svymi prijmy
docela azZ velmi snadno, i kdyz uvadi, Ze k pokryti svych zakladnich potreb potre-
buji castku vyssi nez je jejich aktualni ¢isty prijem.
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Tabulka 13 Cetnosti doméacnosti s minimalnim p¥ijmem vy$3im neZ skuteénym
podle kategorii proménné Vychazela (v %)

. Venkovské domacnosti Meéstské domacnosti
Kategorie = - T2007 [ 2000 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015 | 2005 | 2007 | 2000 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015
1 18,6] 12,1| 10,8| 146| 181| 149| 17.3| 141| 145| 169| 17.5| 168
2 268| 27.4] 306| 286| 34| 27.2] 262| 275 275 279] 31.8| 314
3 39.7] 403| 37,3 384| 357| 389| 402| 385| 379| 385| 357| 351
4 11,7] 17.4| 157 140| 116] 162| 11,9 149] 141] 124] 109] 127
5 32| 26| 49| 41| 32| 26| 41| 45| 54| 39| 38| 36
6 00/ o01] 06| 03] 01| 02 03] 05 05| 03] 02| 04

Pramen: vypocCty na zakladé Setfeni SILC. Domacnost vychazela se svymi prijmy - kategorie: 1 -
s velkymi obtiZemi; 2 - s obtiZemi; 3 - s mensimi obtiZemi; 4 - docela snadno; 5 - snadno; 6 - velmi
snadno

Vztah téchto dvou veli¢in popisuje i dalsi tabulka (Tabulka 14). V tabulce jsou uve-
deny primérné podily minimalniho a skute¢ného piijmu v jednotlivych kategori-
ich proménné Vychazela. V poslednich letech by domacnost, ktera vychazi se svymi
piijmy s velkymi obtiZemi, potiebovala navysit sviij prijem o vice nez 20 %, aby
znéj pokryla své zakladni potreby. Venkovskym domdacnostem hospodaricim
s obtiZemi prijem zhruba pokryva zakladni potieby (presnéji 4 % zbyva), obdobné
méstské domacnosti 4 % prijmu chybi (v roce 2015).

Tabulka 14 Podil minimalniho a skute¢ného prijmu podle proménné Vychazela

Kategorie Venkovské domacnosti Méstské domacnosti

2005 | 2007 | 2009 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015 | 2005 | 2007 | 2009 | 2011 | 2013 | 2015
1 1,28 1,19| 1,16| 1,19| 1,21| 1,24| 1,48| 1,36| 1,25| 1,22| 1,20| 1,21
2 1,10 1,09| 1,05| 1,03| 094| 096| 1,16| 1,14| 1,05| 1,06| 1,03| 1,04
3 096| 096| 093| 090| 082| 082 1,02 098| 093] 092| 1,07| 0,88
4 0,77 085| 0,79| 0,76 0,73| 0,71 085| 083| 0,79| 0,76 0,76| 0,74
5 0,79/ 0,72 0,77| 0,76 0,70| 0,68| 0,77 0,77| 0,75| 0,68 1,07| 0,70
6 0,57| 0,73| 0,63| 076/ 0,60| 065| 065| 060| 067 054| 053] 0,59

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setreni SILC. Pozn. Domdacnost vychazela se svymi ptijmy: 1 - s velkymi
obtiZemi; 2 - s obtiZemi; 3 - s mensimi obtiZemi; 4 — docela snadno; 5 - snadno; 6 - velmi snadno

Odhadnuté parametry regresniho modelu (5) uvadi tabulka (Tabulka 15). Penézni
hranice subjektivni chudoby je na zakladé odhadnutych regresnich koeficientt
dopocitana pro kazdou domacnost podle vztahu (6). Zapornd znaménka u pro-
meénnych pocet déti a nepracujicich diichodct snizuji jejich prispévek k vysi sub-
jektivni hranice chudoby oproti ostatnim ¢lentim domacnosti. Obdobné umisténi
domacnosti ve venkovské obci se projevi nizs§i hodnotou vysledné hranice - vySe
rozdilu je patrna z nasledujicich prikladli. Napriklad v roce 2015 pro ctyi¢lennou
domacnost se dvéma détmi je subjektivni hranice 292 040 K¢ v méstské, resp.
272 322 K¢ ve venkovské obci; pro dvouclennou domdacnost sjednim ditétem
211 633 K¢ (197 322 K¢ ve venkovské obci); nebo pro domdacnost diichodce
170 257 K¢ (159 633 K¢ ve venkovské obci).
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Tabulka 15 Odhadnuté parametry regresniho modelu minimalniho prijmu

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015
Abs. ¢len 8,003* 7,858* 7,665* 7,851* 8,252* 7,642*
In Cisty pfijem -0,060*|  -0,040*| -0,023*| -0,022*] -0,068*] -0,045*
Pocet osob 0,144* 0,133* 0,114* 0,128* 0,135* 0,109*
Pocet dét -0,018*|  -0,022*| -0,004*| -0,036*] -0,037*] -0,011*
Pocet neprac. dich. -0,051*| -0,040*| -0,031*| -0,049*| -0,058*| -0,040*
Venkov 0,314* 0,332* 0,354* 0,340* 0,310* 0,360*
Upr. R? 0,44 0,47 0,48 0,47 0,46 0,51

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. * = p-level dil¢iho ¢t-testu < 0,01

Hranice subjektivni chudoby je tedy pro venkovskou domacnost vzdy niZsi nez pro
méstskou stejného slozeni. V tabulce (Tabulka 16) je patrny disledek, kdy podil
domacnosti pod takto stanovenou hranici chudoby je ve venkovskych obcich vzdy
nizsi. Je nizsi, i kdyZ venkovské domacnosti vykazuji nizsi prijmy (Tabulka 5) a za-
roven vyssi pocet ¢lenii domacnosti (celkovy, déti i nepracujicich diichodct; Ta-
bulka 2). Ve vSech typech obci podil domacnosti pod subjektivni hranici chudoby
v Case klesd, patrna je i ploSna vychylka smérem dolli v roce 2010, coZ miiZe byt
reakce na hospodarsky pokles roku 2009 a z néj plynouci prehodnoceni ¢astky na
pokryti zakladnich potreb. Santarelli (2013) uvadi obdobné tvrzeni pro pripad Ita-
lie, kde rovnéz lidé prehodnotili po hospodaiské krizi své potieby, a minimalni
poZadovany piijem se po roce 2008 snizil. V publikaci Zdenék & Lososova (2019)
byla subjektivni hranice chudoby odhadnuta linedrnim modelem, ktery neabstra-

hoval od vyse skutecného prijmu, nicméné ve vysledcich na zdkladé obou modelt
je patrny trend sniZeni podilu subjektivné chudych.

Tabulka 16 Podil doméacnosti pod subjektivni hranici chudoby (v %)

Igfe 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 |Prim.
1 258| 260| 242| 259| 21,9| 169| 187| 21,9| 202| 186| 175| 215
2 41,2| 354| 32,5| 33,0 27,0| 222| 244| 27,4| 27,6| 269| 262 294
3 36,1| 339| 325| 323| 253| 238| 251| 29,6| 285| 279| 253| 291
1,23 354| 328 31,1| 313| 251| 223| 238| 27,8| 269| 260| 241| 278
4 29,4| 293| 26,2 250| 23,0| 192| 234| 23,0| 21,4| 198] 171| 233
CR 34,0 32,0 299| 298| 246| 21,5 237| 26,7 256| 246| 224| 267

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
meéstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce.

Priimérna hodnota relativni vzdalenosti od subjektivni hranice chudoby je 24,7 %
a vykazuje mirny pokles ve vSech typech obci (Tabulka 17). Kromé roku 2012 je
mezera chudoby u venkovskych domacnosti vzdy uzsi - v priméru o 2,2 p. b. Vy-
kyv uvedeny u podilu chudych v roce 2010 je patrny i u mezery chudoby.
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Tabulka 17 Mezera chudoby od subjektivni hranice (v %)

ZI}JIEe 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Prim.
1 264| 239| 22,0 238| 21,3| 174| 21,2| 24,0] 195| 21,2| 21,5| 223
2 28,2| 279]| 284| 282| 257| 236| 251| 215| 241| 21,3| 22,2| 254
3 28,7| 27,6] 27| 269| 260| 238| 248| 243| 240| 233]| 253| 258
1,2,3 28,3| 27,1| 26,7| 268| 252| 229| 243| 23,7| 234| 22,6 241| 2572
4 23,7| 23,6| 23,0] 229| 244| 22,6| 241| 241| 21,55| 22,5| 19,7| 23,0
CR 27,3| 26,3| 259| 26,0| 250| 229| 243| 238| 231| 226| 233| 247

Pramen: vypocty na zdkladé Setifeni SILC. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajskd mésta, 3 -
meéstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce.

Shoda objektivniho a subjektivniho pristupu k chudobé

Vyhodnoceni shody objektivniho a subjektivniho pristupu lze chapat jako moznost
multidimenzionalniho pristupu k méreni chudoby. Nejprve bude uveden podil ob-
jektivné chudych domacnosti, které jsou jako chudé Kklasifikovany i dle subjektiv-
niho meéfitka (uvedeny jsou pouze primérné hodnoty). Zde nejvyssi shodu
(99,6 %) vykazuje hranice subjektivni chudoby odvozena dle vztahu (6). Pokud
bychom pracovali pfimo s reportovanym minimdalnim piijmem, je shoda 77,8 %.
Budeme-li za méritko subjektivni chudoby povazovat kategorii 1 - s velkymi obti-
Zemi proménné Vychazela, pak mira shody ¢ini 36,2 %. RozSifenim o kategorii 2 -
s obtiZemi se mira shody zvysi na 67,9 % a pridanim i kategorie 3 - s mensimi ob-
tiZemi na 90,8 %.

Z pohledu opacného, tedy podil subjektivné chudych domacnosti, které jsou zaro-
ven pod hranici 60 % medidnu ekvivalizovaného cistého ptijmu jsou vysledky na-
sledujici. V pripadé hranice subjektivni chudoby odvozené regresnim modelem ¢in{
shoda 30,9 %; pokud bude subjektivni chudoba vyplyvat pouze ze srovnani mini-
malniho a skute¢ného prijmu, pak je shoda 20,5 %. V piripadé proménné Vychazela
je shoda 34,7 % (kategorie 1), 19,4 % (kategorie 1 a 2) a 11,3 % (kategorie 1, 2 a
3). Pri tomto pohledu jsou patrné rozdily mezi hlavnim méstem a ostatnimi obcemi
- ve vSech pripadech jsou vysledky v hlavnim mésté oproti uvedenym primérim
zhruba polovi¢ni.

Jako posledni bude uvedena celkova shoda konceptli (tzn. domacnost je shodné
klasifikovana podle objektivniho i subjektivniho kritéria). V pripadé subjektivni
hranice na zdkladé modelu ¢ini shoda 81,5 %, pti porovnani minimalniho a skutec-
ného prijmu 73,1 %. Pro proménnou Vychazela je shoda 89,1 % (pouze kategorie
1), 73,9 % (kategorie 1 a 2) a 40,5 % (kategorie 1, 2 a 3).
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7. Mobilita prijmu

Mobilita je diileZitym pojmem v rliznych oborech spolecenskych véd. Ekonomicka
mobilita (zde konkrétné mobilita piijmi) je zvlaStnim pripadem socidlni mobility.
Wollf (2009) zminuje dva typy mobility. Prvni, Zivotni (intrageneracni) mobilita se
tyka miry, vjaké se relativni postaveni jednotlivce nebo domacnosti v rozdéleni
prijma v priibéhu ¢asu méni. Druhym je mezigeneracni mobilita, kterd vyjadiuje
zavislost relativni pozice jednotlivce v rozdéleni piijmi na pozici pfijmu jeho rodi-
¢l. Prijmova mobilita se zabyva mérenim rozsahu zmén ekonomického postaveni
jednotlivel (domdacnosti) zjednoho ¢asového obdobi do druhého (Fields & Ok,
1996b) a hraje klicovou roli pii utvareni distribu¢nich vzorci a uzce souvisi
s kapacitou socio-ekonomického systému pro zajiSténi rovnosti prileZitosti a od-
strafiovani socialnich prekazek (Aristei & Perugini, 2015).

V souvislosti s piijmovou mobilitou zminuji Jarvis & Jenkins (1997) problematiku
trvalé chudoby a fluktuace ve skupiné osob s nizkymi prijmy. Ackoli existuje mala
skupina lidi, ktefi jsou trvale chudji, je zde relativné velky pocet osob, které do niz-
kopiijmové skupiny vstupuji a vystupuji. Informace o historii prijmia jednotlivci
(domacnosti) jsou proto velice uzitecné pri vytvareni zavérl o pretrvavani chudo-
by nebo o rozsahu ekonomickych prileZitosti (Cowell & Flachaire, 2018).

Fields (1996b) uvadi, Ze shrnout koncept mobility ptijmt do jediného indexu je
obtiZné, a vSechny miry mobility odrazeji rlizné metodické pristupy. Miry mobility
mohou byt zaloZeny na zavislosti mezi prijmy v pocatecnim obdobi a prijmy
v nasledujicim obdobi (Wolff, 2009). Jiné miry mobility pfijmG mohou byt zaloZeny
na prechodové matici prijmi (matice mobility), jako je Shorrockstv index mobility
(Shorrocks, 1978) nebo Bartholomewtv index (Bartholomew, 1985). Fieldsovy-
Okovy indexy patii k méritkiim absolutni mobility (Fields & Ok, 1996a; Fields &
0k, 1999). Tyto indexy mobility lze dale rozloZit na mobilitu v diisledku ristu ¢i
poklesu prijml a mobility v dlisledku transferu prijmi (Fields & Ok, 1996a). Van
Kerm (2004) navrhl rozklad F-O indext na tfi slozky - efekt riistu, disperze a za-

mény.

Problematika mobility prijmi je ve srovnani s nerovnosti v prijmech dosud mno-
hem méné rozvinuta. Presto Ize najit studie popisujici, analyzujici a srovnavajici
jevy prjmové mobility napii¢ ¢lenskymi staty EU-15, USA, Cinou, Australii atd.
Empirické studie se zaméruji na ptrijmovou mobilitu v zemich zapadni Evropy, ¢as-
to ve srovnani s USA nebo Kanadou (Zaidi et al., 2005; Bayaz-Ozturk et al,, 2014;
Bachmann et al,, 2016; Tansel et al., 2019). Analyzy pi{jmové mobility v Ceské re-
publice i v dalsich novych ¢lenskych statech EU jsou pomérné vzacné. Velmi kratké
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informace o prfjmové mobilité v Ceské republice lze nalézt ve srovnavacich studi-
ich, napf. studie Eurostatu o nerovnosti prijmu (Di Falco, 2014), ve zpravé GHK
(2010) analyzujici obdobi 2005 aZ 2007 nebo ve studii Aristei & Perugini (2015) -
také z obdobi 2005 az 2007. Van Kerm & Pi Alperin (2013) analyzoval rilist piijmt
a miry vstupu do a vystupu z chudoby v evropskych zemich v letech 2003 - 2007,
ale v novych clenskych statech pouze za obdobi 2005 - 2007. Eurostat poskytuje
nékteré ukazatele mobility pfijm{ (na narodni Urovni), jako jsou prechody prijmi
za jeden (dva, tri) roky mezi decily prijmového rozdéleni (Santourian & Ntakou,
2014). Fields et al. (2003), Ayala & Sastre (2008) a Aristei & Perugini (2015) uva-
déji, Ze absence analyz tykajicich se mobility prijmi vyplyva z nedostatku zdroji
dlouhodobych dat. V soucasné dobé je databaze EU-SILC (jeji longitudinalni slozka)
vhodnym zdrojem pro analyzu kratkodobé intragenera¢ni mobility prijmi.

Tato ¢ast bude mapovat prijmovou mobilitu pomoci relativnich méritek mobility.
Vzhledem k tomu, Ze Settreni SILC je koncipovano jako rota¢ni panel a vybrané do-
macnosti jsou opakované navstévovany v ro¢nim intervalu po dobu az ctyr let, je
délka sledovaného intervalu (vlny) Ctyfi roky. Prvni vina tedy vychazi z Setreni
2005 az 2008, druha 2009 az 2012 a tireti 2012 aZ 2015. Druha vlna je tedy zasa-
zena do obdobi ekonomické recese. Vychozim krokem je konstrukce matic mobili-
ty. Rozdéleni domacnosti do skupin vychazi z podilu medianu c¢istého ekvivalizo-
vaného piijmu domacnosti, kde hranici je 60 %, 80 %, 100 %, 120 % a 140 %.
Hranice 60 % medidnu navazuje na linii chudoby a umoziuje dale pracovat se sku-
pinou trvale chudych domacnosti. Vypocet relativnich Cetnosti bere v ivahu kalib-
racni vahu domacnosti, konkrétné jeji aritmeticky primeér v prvnim a ¢tvrtém roce.
Na zakladé matic prijmové mobility bude vypocitan Shorrocksiiv index mobility

(M).

Zmény relativni pozice v rozdéleni piijmi domacnosti jsou zachyceny v maticich
mobility (Tabulka 18). V jednotlivych vinach ¢ini podil domacnosti pod hranici pe-
nézni chudoby 8 %, 8,2 % a 9,3 % (z longitudinalni sloZky souboru). Vysledky zavi-
seji na délce zkoumaného obdobi, pri kratSim jsou prilezitosti k posunu
v piijmovém rozdeéleni nizsi nez pri delSim (patrné i z vysledki Zdenék & Lososova
(2014), kdy pro dvoulety interval byl M = 0,488; pro trilety M = 0,689 a Ctytlety M
= 0,827). Hodnoty na hlavni diagondle predstavuji ¢etnosti doméacnosti, které zi-

staly v poCate¢nim i kone¢ném roce ve stejné skupiné (pripadné zmény v druhém a
tietim roce nejsou zohlednény). Je patrné, Ze tyto hodnoty jsou ve druhé viné nizsi,
a tedy prijmova mobilita byla vyssi. To zndzornuji i Shorrocksovy indexy mobility,
kdy v druhé viné je M = 83,7 %, zatimco v prvni a treti viné M = 67,4 %, resp. M =
60,3 %. ZvySeni prijmové mobility je patrné ve druhé viné i v jednotlivych typech
obci kromé Hlavniho mésta Prahy, kde index zlstava témér nezménén (Tabulka
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19). V Hlavnim mésté je vysoky i podil domacnosti, které setrvavaji ve stejné sku-
piné, a sice nad 50 % ve vSech vlnach.

Tabulka 18 Matice mobility (v %)

2005 \ 2008 Cetnost | (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
(1) do 60 % 8,0 41,1 32,7 13,8 6,2 45 1,8
(2) 60 -80 % 16,7 11,5 52,8 21,3 7,0 41 33
(3)80-100% j 25,1 3,5 21,8 46,6 15,5 7.8 4,8
(4)100-120 % 17,2 1,0 8,4 28,2 33,0 16,2 13,2
(5)120 - 140 % 10,5 1,0 4,0 15,5 26,6 26,2 26,8
(6) nad 140 % j 22,5 0,8 3,2 7,3 10,6 14,9 63,2
2009\ 2012

(1) do 60 % 8,2 22,8 23,7 21,0 14,1 8,1 10,2
(2) 60-80 % 18,8 7.7 30,9 27,1 13,4 8,6 12,4
(3)80-100% j 23,8 5,6 19,6 37,2 16,5 9,3 11,7
(4)100-120 % 17,2 5,5 13,3 23,1 28,7 14,9 14,5
(5)120 - 140 % 11,5 4,6 16,7 19,7 18,9 19,6 20,4
(6) nad 140 % j 20,5 43 10,9 14,7 14,7 13,1 42,3
2012\ 2015

(1) do 60 % 9,3 46,3 29,0 15,5 5,1 2,6 1,5
(2)60-80% 19,9 8,4 54,9 25,1 8,1 1,3 2,0
(3)80-100 % j 23,8 4,2 12,3 54,7 17,6 73 3,9
(4)100 - 120 % 14,6 2,2 6,0 22,9 47,1 13,8 8,0
(5)120 - 140 % 11,6 2,5 4,6 9,5 26,2 30,4 26,9
(6) nad 140 % j 20,9 0,5 2,7 6,9 12,3 12,7 64,9

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setreni SILC. Pozn. y - medidn ekvivalizovaného €istého piijmu

Tabulka 19 Shorrockslivindex mobility a Cetnosti posunii domacnosti (v %)

CR Typ obce
1 | 2 | 3 | 1&2&3 | 4

2005 - 2008

M 67,4 65,7 64,1 68,0 66,4 71,0
vzestup 25,4 19,5 24,2 26,7 25,0 26,7
setrvani 46,5 55,4 48,7 45,1 47,5 43,6
pokles 28,0 25,2 27,1 28,2 27,5 29,7
2009 - 2012

M 83,7 68,8 88,7 84,5 83,9 83,5
vzestup 34,7 22,5 36,8 34,2 33,8 37,2
setrvani 32,4 51,1 29,7 31,7 32,8 31,2
pokles 32,9 26,4 33,5 34,1 33,4 31,6
2012 - 2015

M 60,3 64,6 56,6 59,5 59,7 61,9
vzestup 25,4 25,8 18,9 25,6 24,3 27,8
setrvani 52,1 51,5 55,6 52,1 52,7 50,7
pokles 22,5 22,7 25,6 22,3 23,0 21,5

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Seti‘eni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - HL. mésto Praha, 2 - krajska mésta, 3 -
méstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce
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Pricinou nizsi prijmové mobility v Praze mlze byt nastaveni hranic pro rozdéleni
domacnosti do skupin, kdy v hlavnim mésté je nejvyssi zastoupeni domacnosti ve
skupiné nad 140 % medianu (v prvni viné 39,2 % vs. 21,9 % v krajskych méstech,
20,3 % v méstskych i ve venkovskych obcich). Proto je vhodné relativni miry mobi-
lity doplnit absolutnimi Fieldsovymi-Okovymi indexy mobility (Tabulka 20). Opro-

ti vzorclim pouZitym v Zdenék & Lososova (2014: vzorce 9 - 13) je zde brana

v potaz kalibra¢ni vdha domdacnosti (resp. jeji primér z pocatecniho a kone¢ného
obdobi). V pripadé Fieldsova-Okova indexu mobility na osobu vykazuji nejvyssi
hodnoty doméacnosti v hlavnim mésté, coz vyplyva z vyssi arovné piijma (i pres
nizsi relativni mobilitu). Z hlediska Fieldsova-Okova indexu procentni mobility
nejsou mezi venkovskymi a ostatnimi obcemi vyrazné rozdily (do 2 procentnich
bodi). Vyrazné rozdily lze zaznamenat mezi jednotlivymi vlnami, kdy ve druhé
viné oba indexy rostou a ve tteti viné dochazi k vyraznému poklesu obou typt in-
dexu ve vSech typech obci. V prvni viné lze efektu ristu pricist ve venkovskych
obcich 51,8 % mobility, resp. 64,6 % v ostatnich obcich (zbytek do 100 % tvofi
efekt transferti). Pro srovnani, Aristei & Perugini (2015) uvadéji v obdobi 2004 az
2006 efekt riistu 67 %. Ve druhé viné se struktura mobility pfijmi vyrazné zméni-
la. Efekt rlistu tvoii ve venkovskych obcich 17 %, v ostatnich obcich 15,2 %, pfri-
cemZ v Praze je zaporny.

Tabulka 20 Fieldsovy-Okovy indexy mobility

F-0 index mobility na oso- | F-O index procentni mobi- Lo
"cl;gge bu (v K&) lity (v %) Vliv ristu (v %)

05-08 09-12 12-15 05-08 09-12 12-15 05-08 09-12 12-15
1 63508|100384| 56517 32,4 32,7 22,2 55,7 -1,1 24,3
2 51435| 80557| 52691 354 40,9 22,4 65,4 26,2 -1,9
3 49 604 | 71449| 44045 33,7 37,0 21,7 67,2 14,0 29,7
1,2,3 52240 75697| 48099 33,8 37,3 22,0 64,6 15,2 22,2
4 48544| 68087 | 41641 32,5 36,1 21,5 51,8 17,0 36,8
CR 51329| 73697| 46208 33,4 37,0 21,8 61,6 15,6 26,0

Pramen: vypocty na zakladé Setieni SILC. Pozn. Typ obce: 1 - Hl. mésto Praha, 2 - krajskd mésta, 3 -
méstské obce, 4 - venkovské obce

Charakteristika trvale chudych domacnosti

Doba trvani chudoby je klicova. Jeji prodlouzeni muize vyustit v socialni vylouceni,
dlouhodoba nedostatec¢nost prijmi miize byt hybatelem dalSich deprivaci (Ma-
hadevan & Hoang, 2016). Publikace Zdenék & Lososova (2014) charakterizuje do-
macnosti, které zlstavaji pod hranici chudoby v obdobi 2007 az 2010, Zdenék &
Stirelecek (2012b) obdobi 2005 aZ 2008 (ovSem bez vylouceni tzv. re-entries). Po-
dil trvale chudych domacnosti (po vylouceni re-entries) v longitudinalni sloZce

souboru ¢ini ve tiech vinach 1,82 %, 0,33 % a 1,76 %. Zadna z domacnosti neméa
sidlo ve venkovské obci, 66,8% (resp. 73,3% a 79,4 %) jsou domacnosti
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v méstskych obcich. Vyssi podil zaujimaji domacnosti se stredni urovni vzdélani
(asponi jeden z partnert se stredoskolskym vzdélanim), a sice 59,5 %, 54,5 % a
70,1 %, podil domacnosti se zakladni tirovni vzdélani (tzn. oba se zdkladnim vzdé-
lanim nebo bez vzdélani) je 36,4 %, 45,5 % a 26,2 %. V prvni viné prevladaji do-
macnosti nezaméstnanych (68,5 %) dale domacnosti diichodcti (17,5 %) a pracuji-
cich (12,3 %). V dalsich vinach prevladaji domacnosti diichodct (74,6 % a 62,2%),
dale domacnosti nezaméstnanych (25,4 % a 19,1 %), podil pracujicich domacnosti
je ve druhé viné nulovy, ve treti viné 16,1 %. S tim souvisi dominantni podil social-
nich prijmi (81,4 %, 91,7 % a 83,5 %, v tom starobni a vdovské dlichody 32,7 %,
70,1 %, 58,4 %) a nizky podil pracovnich pi{jmi (15,7 %, 6,2 % a 14,9 %). Median
Cistého ekvivalizovaného prijmu trvale chudé domacnosti Cini ve trech vinach
49,2 %, 50,9 % a 51,1 % medianu cistého ekvivalizovaného prijmu domacnosti
(mezera chudoby je pro tyto domacnosti 24,4 %, 23,6 % a 17,7 %).

Faktory ptisobici na mobilitu piijmi domacnosti

Kromé analyzy prechodové matice se dale zkoumaji faktory plisobici na pohyb
v prijmovém rozdéleni pomoci regresni metody. Kategorialni zavisla proménna (Y)
v tomto modelu vykazuje tfi mozné hodnoty (j) - sestupna ¢i vzestupnd mobilita
posledniho obdobi vii¢i zakladnimu obdobi ¢i setrvani ve stejné skupiné. Setrvani
ve stejné skupiné je povazovano za referencni hodnotu a pravdépodobnost pri-
slusnosti kjiné kategorii je porovnavana s pravdépodobnosti prisluSnosti
k referenc¢ni kategorii,

P(Y,=j|x)

Budou odhadnuty parametry multinomického logitového modelu, ktery jako vy-
svétlujici proménné zahrnuje charakteristiky domacnosti. Jako proménné, které
vysvétluji mobilitu prijmt, jsou vyuzity jak proménné, které se vztahuji
k prednostovi domacnosti, tak proménné, které se vztahuji k domacnosti jako cel-
ku. Vyuzity jsou jak hodnoty proménnych ve vychozim roce, tak jejich zména bé-
hem ctytletého Casového intervalu. Proménnymi pouzitymi k modelovani trovné
prijmu domacnosti jsou informace o sidle domacnosti (hlavni mésto, krajska més-
ta, méstské obce, venkovské obce); vzdélani (na urovni domacnosti - droven za-
kladni, stredni, vysoka); pohlavi prednosty domacnosti, vék prednosty domacnosti
vyjadiujici pracovni zkuSenosti (kategorizovano do skupin 18-29, 30-44, 45-59,
60+ rokii), druh zaméstnani osoby v ¢ele domacnosti podle klasifikace CZ-ISCO
(agregovano do skupin: neaktivni, vojaci, vyssi profesionalové, nizsi profesionalo-
vé, administrativni pracovnici, kvalifikovani pracovnici, pomocni a nekvalifikovani
pracovnici), ddaje o poc¢tu osob v domacnosti (pocet ekonomicky aktivnich osob,
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déti, nepracujicich diichodcti a nezaméstnanych) vcetné jejich zmény, podil pra-
covnich prijml domdacnosti na celkovych prijmech a jeho diference.

Vv

Odhadnuté hodnoty regresniho koeficientu typu obce v prvni viné naznacuji vyssi
Sanci poklesu prijmi v krajskych méstech a méstskych i venkovskych obcich,
v druhé viné je u téchto obci vyssi Sance poklesu i naristu prijmi (coz odpovida
nizsi hodnoté M v hlavnim mésté ve druhé viné, Tabulka 19). Koeficient tirovné
vzdélani domacnosti l1ze povaZovat za nulovy (narozdil od Aristei & Perugini,
2015) kromé druhé viny, kdy vysokoskolské vzdélani sniZovalo Sanci poklesu pri-
jmi. V druhé viné maji domacnosti Zen vyznamné vyssi Sanci na pokles piijmi
(podobné jako Tansel et al.,, 2019). Vékova skupina osoby v Cele je aZ na vyjimky
nevyznamna od nuly - v prvni viné je patrna nizsi Sance starsSich osob na sestup
vrozdéleni prijml a ve tieti viné u skupiny nad 60 let ma nizsi Sanci posun do
vyssi i nizs8i skupiny. Z hlediska druhu zaméstnani jsou negativni hodnoty (a vy-
znamné od nuly) koeficientu u skupiny vyssich profesional(i pro posun do nizsich
piijmovych skupin. Ve tieti viné jsou vyznamné pozitivni hodnoty Sanci pro vze-
stup u kvalifikovanych i nekvalifikovanych pracovniki. Vyssi podil pracovnich pti-
jmi na celkovych piijmech domacnosti ve vychozim obdobi zvysSuje Sanci na zmé-
nu prijmové skupiny v obou smeérech (zvySuje mobilitu). Kladnd zména podilu
pracovnich prijmu ve vSech vinach zvysuje Sanci na sestup do nizsi piijmové sku-
piny a sniZuje Sanci na posun do vyssi prijmové skupiny. DalS$i proménné méri po-
Cet Clenli domacnosti. Koeficient poctu ekonomicky aktivnich osob ma ve vSech
vlnach u obou kategorif zdporné znaménko, tedy sniZuje Sanci na sestup ¢i vzestup
(ptsobi na stabilitu prijmi). Pocet déti zvySuje Sanci na sestup i vzestup, u dalsich
ekonomicky neaktivnich osob jsou vysledky v jednotlivych vinach nekonzistentni.
Tito ¢lenové mohou do prijmi domacnosti prispivat socidlnimi ptijmy, zaroven
plisobi svoji vdhou ve jmenovateli ekvivalizovaného prijmu. Statisticky vyznamné
jsou koeficienty u zmén poctu déti a nepracujicich diichodct. Zvyseni poctu nepra-
cujicich dlichodcii v doméacnosti zvysuje Sanci na posun do nizsich prijmovych sku-
pin a sniZuje Sanci na vzestup. Zména poctu déti plisobi pifesné opacné, coz mlze
byt disledek vah spotiebnich jednotek, kdy zménou z kategorie dité s vahou 0,3
na kategorii ostatni ¢len s vahou 0,5 dojde ke sniZeni ekvivalizovaného prijmu.
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8. Zaver

Cilem této prace bylo shrnout vysledky, které autor publikoval na téma chudoby
venkovskych domacnosti a souvisejici témata. Ac¢koliv ma prace formu sjednocuji-
ctho komentare kjiZ publikovanym pracim, vzhledem k sjednoceni ¢asového ob-
dobi a doplnéni metodiky prinasi i nové vysledky. Jak bylo zminéno v ivodni ¢asti,
zkoumdani chudoby je rozsahlé téma, pricemz tato prace se nesnaZi o komplexni
pokryti, ale vénuje se tfem okruhiim - piijmiim domacnosti, chudobé domacnosti
mérené na zakladé objektivniho i subjektivniho konceptu a prijmové mobilité do-
macnosti.

Ze srovnani piijmi domdacnosti vyplynul vyznamny rozdil mezi piijmy venkov-
skych a méstskych domacnosti, ktery ale vyplyva zejména z rozdilu mezi hlavnim
méstem a ostatnimi obcemi. Rozdilnymi charakteristikami venkovskych a mést-
skych domacnosti se podarilo vysvétlit v jednotlivych letech pétinu aZ polovinu
rozdilu v jejich prijmech. Z pohledu podilu chudych domacnosti (pod objektivné
stanovenou hranici) neni mezi venkovskymi a méstskymi domacnostmi rozdil (pri
podrobnéjsim pohledu se odlisuji domacnosti v hlavnim mésté).

Koncept subjektivni chudoby je diilezity, protoZe vypovida o vlastnim vnimani
chudoby, i kdyZ jedna se o koncept slozity, protoZe neexistuje shoda v jeho defino-
vani a méteni (Zelinsky, 2014). Subjektivné chapana chudoba je méfena nékolika
zplUsoby, které vychazeji zhodnoceni vlastnich zkuSenosti domadcnosti
s hospodarenim a jsou v nich zahrnuty i aspirace domacnosti. V praci se podarilo
identifikovat dil¢i rozdily v subjektivnim vnimani chudoby mezi venkovskymi a
méstskymi domacnostmi. Méstské domacnosti mohou vnimat své prijmy jako ne-
dostatec¢né, i kdyZ jsou vyssi neZ u venkovskych, protoze subjektivni vnimani je
ovlivnéno nejen cenovou urovni nakupovanych statkii a sluzeb, ale i porovnanim
vlastni Zivotni Urovné s okolim. Subjektivni vnimani chudoby venkovského obyva-
telstva mohou ovliviiovat nizsi naklady na zakladni potreby jako je bydleni, castec-
né samozasobeni, vétSi vzajemna nefinan¢ni vypomoc mezi domacnostmi, na dru-
hou stranu ale Casto horsi dostupnost zaméstnani, sluzeb, zdravotni péce, ktera
vychazi z odlehlosti, a s tim souvisejici naklady na dopravu.

Majerova et al. (2017) zminuje tzv. ,zacarovany kruh verejné dopravy na venkoveé®,
kdy pomérné hustd dopravni sit dostatecné nepokryva potieby venkovskych ob-
lasti, a obyvatelé prechazeji z verejné dopravy k osobnim automobiliim. Ve ven-
kovskych oblastech je vlastnictvi osobniho automobilu nejen indikatorem Zivotni
urovné, ale zejména kvality Zivota, protoZe bez néj jsou nékteré (i zakladni) Zivotni
potireby obtiZné dostupné nebo ekonomicky neatraktivni. V delsim ¢asovém hori-
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zontu bude rozhodné zajimavé sledovat, jak se napf. s cili Zelené dohody pro Evro-
pu v oblasti dekarbonizace dopravy a zemédélstvi venkovské domacnosti vyrovna-
ji. Po zpristupnéni Setieni SILC 2021 a 2022 bude mozné v ramci dalsiho vyzkumu
posoudit dopady ,koronakrize“ do prijmi, chudoby a prijmové mobility a dalsich
charakteristik domacnosti. Zda se bude se opakovat vzor druhé viny, ktera zahrno-
vala obdobi hospodarského poklesu, a doslo béhem ni k vyraznému ristu prijmové
mobility, ktery se projevil ve sniZeni podilu trvale chudych domacnosti.
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OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE
POVERTY OF HOUSEHOLDS
IN CZECH REGIONS

Radek Zdenék" - Jana Lososova?

Abstract
This article is focused on the actual and required incomes of Czech households and their differences among

regions (NUTS 3). The source data is taken from the SILC survey from 2005 to 2015. Equalised net annual
income is selected as the income indicator. For the characteristics of poverty, the poverty rate, the poverty
gap ratio and the depth of poverty are used. The required minimum subjective household income is modelled
as a function of actual income, household size and region by a regression model with random effects. In addition,
the objective and subjective conceptions of poverty and the degree of their compliance in regions are confronted.

Keywords: objective poverty, subjective poverty, regions, random effects

Demografie, 2019, 61: 175-185

INTRODUCTION

The research of poverty is based on the ability to define
it and to measure it. As with other social phenomena,
definitions and measurements of poverty are linked
to a number of problems. It is therefore always about
certain concepts of poverty. The method of defining
poverty then determines who is poor and the extent
of poverty in society (Mare$ and Rabusic, 1996; Mares,
2000; Zdenék and Lososovd, 2014). These concepts
are further classified according to several criteria,
absolute and relative; direct and indirect; prescriptive
and consensual; objective and subjective. Objective
poverty measures are those where poverty is defined
by factors independent of those who are considered
to be poor. The subjective poverty measures are
based on the evaluation of their own experience by
individual households. The subjective perception of
the household often does not correspond to the official
measurements of poverty through objective indicators,
since “being poor” is not the same as “feeling poor”
(Garcia-Carro and Sdnchez-Sellor, 2019). Mares

and Rabusic (1996) stated that subjective poverty
is wider than poverty expressed by objective rates
in developed European countries. Furthermore, Mare$
(2002) stated that investigation of the subjective
poverty line is particularly important for comparing
different social categories and environments, and
the basic objective of detecting subjective poverty is,
among other things, to identify the mismatch between
approaches to measuring poverty (i.e. the proportion
of households classified as poor by objective criteria
but not feeling poor, and households, which according
to objective criteria are not poor, but feeling poor).
One way to determine the subjective poverty line is to
answer the question about income, which allows the
household to meet its basic needs. It can be assumed
that the answer to this question is affected, inter alia,
by the level of housing costs in the region. Therefore,
it is necessary to investigate subjective poverty and its
consistency with objective poverty at the regional level.

The aim of this paper is to compare the basic
measures of objective and subjective poverty

1) Jihoceska univerzita v Ceskych Budgjovicich, Ekonomicka fakulta, Studentské 13, Ceské Budgjovice.

2) Jiho&eska univerzita v Ceskych Budéjovicich, Ekonomicka fakulta, Studentska 13, Ceské Budéjovice.

175



2019

Demografie ‘ ‘

61(3)

(according to the real and required minimum
household income) and to identify the basic
disproportions between the objectively and subjectively
perceived poverty among Czech regions (NUTS3
level). The paper is organized as follows. The Data and
Methods chapter specifies dataset (SILC database),
variables, objective and subjective poverty lines, and
poverty measures. The next section presents the main
results of measuring the objective and relative poverty
rates and their consensus in the regions. The final
section contains conclusions.

DATA AND METHODS

Data

After joining the EU, the Czech Statistical Office,
in accordance with European legislation, has
been providing a statistical survey called Statistics
on Income and Living Conditions since 2005,
a national modification of the EU-SILC survey. The
implementation of this survey has become binding
after accession to the European Union. In accordance
with the Regulation of the European Parliament
and the Council of the European Union, it is also

ensured by other EU Member States (Regulation,
2003; Regulation, 2005). The purpose of the survey
is to obtain representative data on the income
distribution of particular types of households,
the risk of poverty by different groups of people, the
data on the type, the quality and the financial cost of
housing, the household equipment and the working,
material and health conditions of adults living in the
household. The questionnaire consists of three parts,
a questionnaire for an apartment, a household and
a person over the age of 16, and a module, which
extends one of the areas targeted by EU-SILC (e. g.
intergenerational transmission of poverty, housing
conditions, health and well-being). The survey
is conceived as a rotational panel (Fig. 1) - selected
households are repeatedly interviewed for four
consecutive years, with approximately one-fourth
replacements each year (Vybérové Setrent, 2018).
The survey is carried out in all regions.
The selection plan is based on a random two-stage
selection for each region independently so that the
total number of selected dwellings is proportional
to the size of each region (CSU, 2017). Table 1 shows
the number of surveyed households in individual

Fig. 1: Four-year rotation panel
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regions (NUTS3; due to the size of the table only in
odd years and the average number). With a more
detailed division into districts (LAU1, 76 districts +
capital city), the frequencies in individual districts
are low, frequencies are often unitary for low-income
households, so we had to choose regional division by
NUTS3. A significant rate of non-response distorts the

composition of the sample of households for which
data are available. Therefore, the Czech Statistical Office
calculates the conversion coefficients (the household
calibration weights) to the total population (CSU, 2017).
Details on the survey, the structure of the Czech SILC
and descriptive statistics of household income are
provided e. g. by Stejskal - Stdvkovd (2010).

Tab. 1: Number of sampled households according to regions

Region (kraj) 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 Average
HI. m. Praha 469 864 854 871 898 986 842
Stfedocesky 459 1,006 1,118 1,003 944 901 943
Jihocesky 249 612 688 630 598 554 580
Plzersky 275 562 522 476 500 481 485
Karlovarsky 118 328 326 214 183 160 234
Ustecky 362 787 821 720 661 604 689
Liberecky 174 391 417 348 331 332 345
Kréalovéhradecky 229 513 500 460 421 428 443
Pardubicky 207 513 509 419 391 387 424
Vysocina 233 510 532 486 437 403 454
Jihomoravsky 425 948 984 955 857 847 873
Olomoucky 308 666 610 536 535 484 548
Zlinsky 241 576 624 536 488 446 510
Moravskoslezsky 602 1,399 1,406 1,212 1,031 901 1,149
Total 4,351 9,675 9,911 8,866 8,275 7,914 8,518
Source: SILC.

The SILC 2005 survey contains data current
at the time of the investigation, i.e. in May 2005,
the income is for the whole year of 2004, the SILC
2006 survey contains data current at the time of the
investigation, i.e. in May 2006; the income is for the
whole year 2005, etc. In this article, the labels represent
the years of the SILC statistical survey. We used
the following variables from the SILC survey:

« Household’s net monetary income in CZK per
year (SILC code CP_PRI]J). It includes gross
income from the work (employment and
business) of all household members, social
incomes and other income less health and social
insurance and income tax. Czech Statistical
Office uses disposable household income

as internationally comparable household income
indicator, which is modified by the inclusion
or exclusion of certain components of income
- regular cash transfers between households,
income in kind and property tax (CSU,
2017). Valuation of income in kind is done by
an estimate or fixed tariff’, which (and because
the Minimum Income Question also focuses on
net income) is why we work with net monetary
income. As a result, our results may differ
from those published (at the national level) by
the Czech Statistical Office.

o Minimum subjective household income
(reported) in CZK per month (SILC code
MIN_PRIJ). The value is determined by the

3) https://www.czso.cz/documents/10180/91839453/16002119mc.pdf
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answer to the question: “What is the lowest
net monthly income your household would
have to have in order to make ends meet?”.
Its value is, therefore, a subjective estimate
of the household’s minimum monthly income
due to the composition and conditions
of the household that allows households to meet
their basic needs.

o The number of consumer units (SILC code EJ)
which represents the household size (the head of
the household has the weight of 1, children under
13 have the weight of 0.3 and other members 0.5
- the OECD-modified scale?).

o The coefficient (calibration weight) for
recalculation of results from the sample to the
whole population (SILC code PKOEF).

Objective poverty line

Measuring poverty means primarily identifying the
poor and determining their share or absolute number
in the population. This is occurring for analytical
purposes but is mainly for administrative reasons. It
is necessary to identify those who have the right to
receive social benefits and to determine the costs that
redistribution of income through these benefits will
require (Mares, 2002). In the case of measurement of
the relative poverty, various limits are used as low-
income thresholds, for example, the first quintile,
the third decile, or particular percentage of the
average or of the median. In the Czech Statistical
Office and Eurostat publications (Fusco et al., 2010)
the poverty line is defined as 60% of the median
equalized disposable income.

Bartosovd (2013:54) states that besides identifying
the poverty rate of each individual (based on
household equalized income, as officially calculated
by Eurostat), it is possible to detect the poverty rate of
the household as a whole (represented by its equalized
income) or to use only part of the SILC database - e.
g. only longitudinal data, data for selected groups,
regions, etc.). Bhorat (1999) emphasizes that poverty
measures at both individual and household level are
important, and hence one approach should not be
neglected in trying to understand the low income

in society. Meulders and O’Dorchai (2011) and
Vijaya et al., (2014) apply a different approach to
low-income analysis. They compare the differences
between the usual method (based on the assumption
that household members share their income) and
the method when each individual is analysed
independently, regardless of the household he/she
belongs to; i. e. they take into account directly the
income of the individual.

As can be seen from the above, the basis
for calculating the relative poverty line can be
determined in a wide variety of ways. As the title
of the paper suggests, the authors focused on the
comparison of objective and subjective poverty of
household as a whole, i. e. they chose the household
as the statistical unit. This is reflected both in the
calculation of the median income and subsequently
in the calculations of the poverty measures. Therefore,
due to the different methodology, partial results may
differ from those published by the Czech Statistical
Office and Eurostat.

An international comparison of relative poverty
rates can be based on the international poverty line or
on the various national poverty lines, and similarly, the
regional poverty line can be derived from the median
income at the national or regional level (Dvorndkovd,
2012). The use of the median income at the level of the
higher-level unit also includes the impact of income
differences among sub-units (Kangas and Ritakallio,
2007). The proportion of the poor is then shifted
downward in higher income areas, and upward in areas
with a lower income by the use of regional poverty
lines (Mogstad et al., 2007). In this paper, authors
work only with the national poverty line. Estimation
of the median income (¥) is given by the relationship
(Zelinsky, 2014: 49):

1 J e
E(yj"'yjn) if z w,= Ez v,
~ i=1 i=1
y= j 1 n j+l (1)
Via iwai<EZWi<ZWi
i=1 i=1 i=1
where y, is the equalized net income (calculated
as CP_PRIJ | EJ]) of the i-th household sorted

into ascending row y, <y, < ... <y <y, w,

4) http://www.oecd.org/els/soc/ OECD-Note-EquivalenceScales.pdf
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is the household’s weight (variable marked as PKOEF
in the SILC), and # is the total number of households.
The objective poverty line (z) is defined as:

z=06y (2)

Subjective poverty line

The subjective poverty can be expressed in different
ways. One way to set the subjective poverty line is to
determine the minimum amount of money needed
to meet the basic needs according to the subjective
assessment of the household (Mares and Rabusic,
1996). Goedhart et al. (1977) conducted a survey on
a sample of 2885 Dutch families in 1975 to find out
the answer to the question: “We would like to know
which net family income would, in your circumstances,
be the absolute minimum for you. That is to say, that
you would not be able to make both ends meet if you
earned less.”. The answer to this question depends
on a number of household characteristics and does
not determine the subjective poverty line. Since the
answer to this question correlates, inter alia, with
actual income, methods for deriving an estimate of
the subjective poverty line, which is unbiased by
this correlation, have been derived (Decancq et al.,
2013). Parameters for its calculation must be obtained
through linear regression (Mares and Rabusic, 1996).
It is assumed that the reported minimum required
income is a function of the actual household income
(Wollf (2009) states that estimates of household needs
directly depend on its usual consumer habits with
a given level of income) and the number of household
members (that the minimum required income will
increase with the household size). De Vos and Garner
(1991) added several explanatory dummy variables
that represent the composition of the household
instead of logarithm of family size. Differences in cost
of living can be expected between different geographic
regions or between areas that differ in the degree of
urbanization, hence De Vos and Garner (1991) adds
regional dummy variables. Mares and Rabusic (1996)
allow and use the possibility of calculating parameters
from non-logarithmized values. The reason is for
a more straightforward interpretation and a high
similarity of results. The individual subjective poverty
line is calculated for each unit (household); and on

its basis, the subjective poverty line of the given type
of households can be determined.

Due to the structure of the dataset which
is conceived as a rotary panel (Fig. 1), and because the
survey is performed over several consecutive years
in individual households, a panel regression model
with random effects is proposed (Cipra, 2008:202).
A regression model of the minimum subjective annual
household income (y,”) is defined as

J-1
v, =a+bhs +by, +bt+ zl: ¢ dreg, (3)
i

+ wit; wit = sit + r]i

where hs, is the size of the household i in the period
t, y, is the net annual income of the household
i in period ¢, t is time variable, dregji[ is the dummy
variable of the j-th region according to the residence
of the household i in period ¢, J is number of regions,
a, b, b,, b, and ¢, are estimated parameters, 7, is
a random effect representing individual cross-sectional
units (households) with distribution N(0, ¢?) and ¢,
is a random error with distribution N(0, ¢?).

Measures of poverty
The basic indicator of poverty is the poverty rate
(Wolff, 2008:99; Bartosovd, 2013:56; Zelinsk)?, 2014:20),
which refers to the number of households with
incomes below the poverty line of the total population.
This index is neutral to the intensity of the poverty;
it is only sensitive to its extent. In the case of the use
of calibration weights, the poverty rate (P, ) is given
by the relationship (Zelinsky, 2014:50):
¥ @

POW - n >
2w
i=1 i

where y, is the equalized net income of the i-th
household, w, is the calibration weight of the
household and z is the poverty line.

The poverty rate measures the extent of poverty,
but it does not indicate anything about its intensity.
The poverty gap ratio (Wolff, 2009:100) expresses
the average relative distance between households
with incomes below the poverty line to that line.
The poverty gap ratio is valued from 0 (when
poor households have income at the poverty line)
to 1 (all households in this group have zero incomes).
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The poverty gap ratio (R ) with the calibration weights
is calculated as:

R, = : Zw <z i W, )
zv:‘ ly<z w; z
where y, is the equalized net income of the i-th
household, w, is the calibration weight of the
household and z is the poverty line (the summation
is only for households below the poverty line).
These indicators measure either the extent or
intensity of poverty; and belong to the Foster-Greer-
Thorbecke (FGT) group of poverty measures (Foster
et al., 1984), defined by the relationship:

1 Zvily,q ( S )a' w,. ©)

Pwa = Zn
i=1 Wi z

where parameter o expresses a measure of aversion to

poverty. If & = 0, then the FGT relation corresponds to
the poverty rate (share of the poor households), if & = 1,
then the FGT relation corresponds to the product of the
poverty rate and the poverty gap ratio, and is called the
depth of poverty (Bartosovd, 2013:56; Zelinsky, 2014:20),

P =P,R (7)

The P, indicator also expresses the proportion
of income that would have to be transferred to
households in the group below the poverty line

in order to close the poverty gap; however, it does
not take into account the distribution of income in
this group. This can be captured by setting a higher
value of & (Wolff, 2009:101). When « = 2, the indicator
of poverty severity takes into account the degree of
inequality among the poor.

Consonance of objective and relative poverty
Consonance (dissonance respectively) of the objective
and subjective conception of poverty can be assessed
by the consonance matrix. In the rows, households
are broken down by objective classification of poverty,
in the columns by subjective classification. The
results arranged in this matrix can be subsequently
evaluated using the measures usual for evaluation of
classification tasks (e. g. Hebdk, 2004).

RESULTS

Measures of objective poverty

As a low-income threshold (z), we chose 60%
of the median of equalized annual net income of
household (eq. 1 and 2) and this threshold was
CZK 78,786 in 2005 (i.e. from the 2004 income)
and grew continuously to CZK 118,743 in 2015
(i.e. the income of 2014; Table 2). At the national
level, 9.1% of households were situated below the
poverty line in 2005. The poverty rate of households
is fairly stable over time, with 8.6% in 2015; and with
an average of 8.3%.

Tab. 2: National poverty line, 60% of the median of equalized annual net income of household, in CZK

Year 60% median
2005 78,786
2006 83,052
2007 89,630
2008 97,390
2009 105,906
2010 109,375
201 110,886
2012 112,674
2013 114,241
2014 116,229
2015 118,743

Source: SILC, own calculation.
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From a regional perspective, there is some variability
in the poverty rate. The lowest value in all years is
traditionally in the capital city of Prague, on average
4.3%. Other regions with a low household poverty rate
include Vysocina (5.7%) and Plzensky (6.0%). On the
other hand, there are regions with a value above 12%,
namely Ustecky (13.0%), Moravskoslezsky (12.7%) and
Olomoucky (12.2%). Fig. 2a shows the average values
of the poverty rate in 2005-2015.

Using the poverty gap ratio, the relative distance
of households below the low-income threshold to this
threshold can be expressed. At the national level, its
value decreased from 23.3% in 2005 to 20.9% in 2015,
with an average of 22.0%. Only Plzensky kraj (18.2%),
Jihocesky (18.8%), Jihomoravsky (19.0%) and Vysocina
(19.7%) show a poverty gap ratio under 20% (based
on the average of 2005-2015, Fig. 2b). In the Ustecky
kraj, the poverty gap ratio of 25.9% is greater due to

the high share of the poor, which is reflected in a depth
of poverty of 3.4% (Fig. 2c).

Measures of subjective poverty

The subjective poverty line for each household is
fitted using a linear model with random effects,
where the household’s actual income, household
size (number of consumer units), year and region are
taken as regressors (eq. 3). The final estimate of the
parameters is given in Table 3, where the effects show
a high degree of significance. The estimated values of
the regression coeflicients result that the estimated
subjective minimum income for the (average)
household of an individual with zero income
living in Kralovehradecky kraj was CZK 113,471
(i.e. 14,061 + 99,410 for one consumer unit) in 2005 and
grew by CZK 4,637 per year and CZK 135 for every
1,000 CZK of net income.

Tab. 3: Linear random-effects model fit

Regressor Estimated value Std. Error p-value
Intercept 14,060.5 2,368.5 0.000
Household size (hs) 99,410.0 783.7 0.000
Actual income (y) 0.135 0.002 0.000
Year () 4,637.2 119.3 0.000
Krélovéhradecky kraj (dreg) reference

Jihocesky kraj -4,174.8 2,624.6 0.111
Jihomoravsky kraj 4,502.3 2,416.5 0.062
Karlovarsky kraj -6,856.4 34239 0.045
Liberecky kraj 6,864.8 2,970.6 0.020
Moravskoslezsky kraj -13,119.7 2,333.7 0.000
Olomoucky kraj 981.0 2,662.5 0.712
Pardubicky kraj -2,059.8 2,835.5 0.467
Plzensky kraj 23,4525 2,727.9 0.000
HI. m. Praha 53,784.0 2,381.8 0.000
Stredocesky kraj 25,446.4 2,389.9 0.000
Ustecky kraj -11,272.8 2,527.3 0.000
Vysocina -11,7147 2,784.3 0.000
Zlinsky kraj -5,908.2 2,715.7 0.029

Source: SILC, own calculation.

The poverty rate based on the estimated subjective
poverty line is significantly reduced over time,
from 45.1% in 2005 to 30.1% in 2015. The highest
proportion of the households below subjective

poverty line (on average for the whole period)
is shown in the Plzensky kraj (38. 9%) and Prague
(38.7%). The lowest share of households below
the subjectively defined poverty line is recorded
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by the Vysoc¢ina (25.5%), Jihocesky (29.5%)
and Zlinsky kraj (29.7%, Fig. 2).

The average value of the relative distance of actual
income from the subjective poverty line is 21.7%,
decreasing from 24% (2005) to 20.1% (2015). The
highest poverty gap ratio is recorded by the Ustecky
kraj (24.1%) and Prague (23.9%). In the Vysocina, the
relative distance is only 18.2%. Low values are recorded
also by the Kralovehradecky (19.5%) and Jihocesky kraj

(19.6%). The low values of both measures of subjective
poverty result in a lower depth of poverty, in the
Vysocina on average 4.6%, in Jihocesky kraj (5.8%) and
in Kréalovehradecky kraj (5.9%). Household requirements
are the most distinctly distant from real income in the
capital city. The high proportion of households that are
below the estimated subjective poverty line, with a large
distance to this limit, is associated with a high combined
level of subjective poverty.

Fig. 2: Poverty rate, poverty gap ratio and depth of poverty

Source: SILC, own calculation

Note: based on 2005-2015 averages; all values in %; 2a) the poverty rate with the objective poverty line; 2b) the poverty gap ratio with the objective
poverty line; 2¢) the depth of poverty with the objective poverty line; 2d) the poverty rate with the subjective poverty line; 2d) the poverty gap ratio with
the subjective poverty line; 2f) the depth of poverty with the subjective poverty line.
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The consonance of objective and subjective
poverty

Confronting the subjective and objective approach to
poverty measurement is provided by the consonance
matrix. The share of households, whose subjective view
on poverty is in consensus with the objective criterion,
is 73.6% on average. The proportion of households
whose income is below 60% of the median income and
is sufficient to satisfy basic needs has reached 6.3% on
average (from the number of households below the
objective poverty line). The reasons why households
objectively classified as poor do not feel poor are
discussed in detail by Mares (2002). It can be a group of
households with a certain way of life, where low incomes
are sufficient for them, of households are voluntarily
modest or less ambitious. From the regional point of
view (Table 4), it is highest in Jihocesky kraj (10.1%)
and Moravskoslezsky kraj (8.5%). On the opposite

side is Praha, where only 0.3% of households have low
incomes sufficient to meet basic needs.

The share of households whose income exceeds the
threshold of objective poverty and still does not reach
the level that households consider necessary to satisfy
basic needs (to the number of households above the
boundary of objective poverty) was on average 28.2%. In
terms of regions, the lowest level of dissonance between
objective and subjective criterion is shown by Vysocina
(21.4%) and Ustecky and Moravskoslezsky kraj (23.0%);
the highest degree of dissonance is shown by the capital
city (35.9%) and the Plzenisky kraj (35.1%). The demands
of households in these groups may seem immodest, as
Rihdk (2015) says, “the fact that I want something is not
enough in itself to be considered deprived, poor or socially
excluded”. However, a closer look shows that most of
these households are located between the line of objective
poverty and average income.

Tab. 4: Consonance of objective and subjective criteria (proportions in %)

Households below objective PL Households above objective PL

Region and below subjective PL | and above subjective PL | and below subjective PL | and above subjective PL
of households below objective PL of households above objective PL

HI. m. Praha 99.7 0.3 359 64.1
Stredocesky 97.9 2.1 321 67.9
Jihocesky 89.9 10.1 24.8 75.2
Plzensky 98.0 20 351 64.9
Karlovarsky 91.8 82 24.9 75.1
Ustecky 92.0 8.0 23.0 77.0
Liberecky 95.3 47 29.9 70.1
Kralovéhradecky 923 77 259 741
Pardubicky 92.0 8.0 26.9 73.1
Vysocina 933 6.7 214 78.6
Jihomoravsky 96.1 39 28.0 72.0
Olomoucky 91.7 83 29.6 704
Zlinsky 933 6.7 238 76.2
Moravskoslezsky 91.5 8.5 23.0 77.0
Czech Republic 93.7 6.3 28.2 71.8

Source: SILC, own calculation.
Note: PL stands for Poverty Line.

CONCLUSION

The aim of this paper was to compare the basic
measures of objective and subjective poverty of

households and to identify the disproportions
among Czech regions at NUTS3 level. The share of
households, whose subjective view is in consensus
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with the objective criterion, averaged 73.6%. The
proportion of households whose income is below
60% of the median income and is sufficient to meet
basic needs, i.e. is above the subjective poverty line,
is 6.3% on average and shows considerable variability
from a regional point of view (with minimum 0.3%
in Praha and maximum 10.1% in Jihocesky kraj).
On the other hand, the second type of dissonance,
i.e. the proportion of household whose income
exceeds the objective poverty line and still does not
reach the level that households consider necessary
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to satisfy basic needs, was on average 28.2% (with
minimum 21.4% in Vyso¢ina and maximum 35.9% in
Praha). High rates of subjective perception of poverty
are reflected in richer regions where low-income
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Abstract

The paper deals with income of Czech householdgteir mutual differen-
ces in income among municipality types. The dathénappropriate classifica-
tion were taken from the SILC sample of 2007 OL@ Net annual monetary
household income in CZK equalized by the numbeow$umer units as defined
by the EUROSTAT was selected as the income med&egarding the income
level, a significant difference was found betwdendapital city and other mu-
nicipalities each year. Head count ratio oscilla@®und 6% and poverty gap
ratio around 20%. The probability of escaping frone group with the lowest
incomes grows from 42% in two year period to 80%our year period. Perma-
nent poor households consist mainly of unemployet ratired. These house-
holds are characterized by lower education and ¢hgeiarters of their income
depended on social income. Possibilities of inceealsincome were limited es-
pecially for households of retired people.
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Uvod

Chudoba je povaZovana za jeden z nejza&yaih problénd sowasného
swta. Problematika chudoby neni omezena pouze najmzy zend, ale tyka se
i evropské spolmosti. Otazkdm chudoby a deprivace gauje fada vyzkum-
nych praci aesSeni &chto otdzek pét také k hlavnim boim socialni politiky,
jejiz sokasti je snaha o redukci chudobytagchézeni jejimu vzniku (omezeni
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chudoby se obvykle povaZzuje za jeji minimalni dipjemchudobaje zn&n¢
komplexni a slozity, je to mnohoztrey termin a neexistuje jednozimé defini-
ce chudoby. Mreni chudoby se obvykle chape jako identifikace gobdpodle
urcitého konceptu a deni Grové chudoby v dané spaleosti podle jejich situa-
ce. Napiklad Sw¥tova banka vyuzivala jako hranici 1 USD na dempZzahou na
vyzkumu v rozvojovych zemich v 80. letech. Ravalli€hen a Sangraula (2009)
navrhli jeji zvySeni na 1,25 USD v pa&rkupni sily Purchasing Power Parity
PPP) roku 2005.

Ceska republika dlouhod®bvykazuje nizkou miru chudoby, vroce 2011
hranice pe&ni chudoby nedosahovaly podle Gd&urostatu fijmy u 9,8 %
populace, ficemz v EU-27 to bylo 16,9 %. V ramci EU-27 je miexnfZni chu-
Norsko (10,5 %gi Nizozemi (11 %).

V Ceské republice dochazi #stu diferenciaceifjma doméacnosti fedevsim
v obdobi od pe&atku transformace. Hospadéy nist vytv&i nové rozdleni
ptijmt a ma dopad jak na nerovnosijmu, tak i na pe#&ni chudobu. Vyznam-
nym dophkem (i diskusi o nerovnosti spalaosti zaloZzené na roZiéni pijmu
je ekonomick& mobilita, ktera sénuje neteni nerovnosti a dlouhodobych &m
ekonomického statusu osob.

Cilem gispvku je vzajemns porovnat zékladni parametry skirgch a po-
Zadovanych fiimu ¢eskych domécnosti a identifikovat zakladni dispropo
v urovni a mobili¢ ptijma podle charakteru obce.

2. Teoreticko-metodicka vychodiska

2.1. Nizké pFijmy a chudoba

Zkoumani chudoby je zaloZeno na schopnosti chudtdfinovat a rdfit.
Stejre jako u jinych socialnich fenoméisou i definice a kreni chudoby spojeny
stadou problém. Jde tedy vzdy o dité koncepty chudoby. Zigob definice
chudoby pak uwje, kdo je chudy, i jeji rozsah ve spaiesti (Mare$ a Rabusic,
1996). Tyto koncepty séitli podle kkolika kritérii, a to na absolutni a relativni;
piimé a nefimé; preskriptivni a konsensualni; objektivni ajsktivni. Town-
send (1979, s. 31) definuje chudobu podle relativriionceptu takto: ,Jednot-
livci, rodiny a skupiny trpi chudobou, pokud nenugstatek zdrdj pro zajiséni
potravin, Zivotnich podminek a vybaveni, které jsmvyklé pro skupinu, do
které patti. Jejich zdroje jsou vyznamimizsi nez pro @mérnou domacnost
¢i jednotlivce, jsou tak vylateni z EZného Zivotniho standardu, zwyla akti-
vit.“ Pacione (1995) uvadi, Ze chudoba je hlavnivkem mnohorozirného
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problému deprivace. Jednotlivé obtiZze (jako je yigKjem, ztrdta domova, so-
cialni vyloweni, nelplna rodina, nezéstnanost, nizka droieskolstvi, sluzelgi
bydleni, zl&innost, vandalismus a dal€@sto misobi sodasrgé. Koncept social-
niho vyloweni zahrnuje nejen chudobu, ale také jevy chudelwalané — jeho
charakter je tedy komplexni a dynamicky (Mare$,(200

Pisobeni nizkych ifiimt na Zivotni arové zavisi na délce obdobi s nizkymi
piijmy a na dostupnosti jinych zdfojLayte et al., 1999). Urovepiijmi v3ak
nemusi byt vhodnym ukazatelem chudoby (Perry, 2&2gen, 1988). Nap
klad ukazatele relativni deprivace (Halleréd et aD06) nejsou zaloZzeny na
sledovani fijma, ale na sp@ek® zboZi a sluZzeb, ffpadré zakladnich pdeb
(Foster, 1998). i pouZziti ukazatel o spoteke je nutnétesSit problémy spojené
s odhadem optebeni statik dlouhodobé spéeby a naklad na bydleni (Gradin,
Cant6 a Del Rio, 2008). Zelinsky (2010) provadi amih Grové chudoby na
Slovensku pomoci indexu blahobytu, ktery zachyewjeolik aspekii chudoby
domacnosti. Labudové, Vojtkovéa a Linda (2010) poéwaji miru rizika chudo-
by vCeské republice a ve Slovenské republice a dalenoftivych regionech.
Pomoci metody hlavnich komponent identifikuji faktokteré jsou pro regiony
s vy§8im vyskytem nizképmovych doméacnosti typické.

Pt relativnim vymezeni jsou za nizkéjmové doméacnosti (nebo osoby)
povazovany obvykle ty, jejichZtpmy jsou nizsi nez prvni kvintil (Jarvis a Jen-
kins, 1997), iteti decil (Sloane a Theodossiou, 1996), 40 &pru (Layte et al.,
1999), 50 % piméru (Stewart a Swaffield, 1999; Layte et al., 19%®) % media-
nu (Stewart a Swaffield, 1999), 60 %aperu (Layte et al., 1999), 60 % medianu
(Gradin, Cant6 a Del Rio, 2008; Sirovatka, Horaddrdti, 2008; Tutinkova
a Stavkova, 2011; BartoSova a Zelinsky, 2013; AntasBiriakova a Stavkova,
2013), 2/3 medianu (Stewart a Swaffield, 1999; R$tien, Shucksmith a Vera-
-Toscano, 2000). V publikaciaiSU a Eurostatu je hranici chudoby 60 % me-
didnu ekvalizovanéhaorfpmu, kterou budeme pouZzivat i v této préci.

2.2. Méreni chudoby

Zakladnim ukazatelem jaziko monetéarni chudoby, (BartoSova, 2013),
téZmira rizika chudoby(Sirovatka, Hora a Kofig 2008)¢i podil chudych
(Zelinsky, 2014, s. 20), ktera vztahuje¢pb domacnosti (osob) &ijny pod
hranici peszni chudoby k celkové populaci

Po=q/n (1)

kde
g — paset doméacnosti stffmy pod hranici chudoby,
n — celkovy pget domacnosti.
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Tento ukazatel &fi rozsah chudoby, ovS8em nevypovida nic o jeji intén
Ukazatelmezera chudobR vyjadiuje podle Wolffa (2009) @meérnou relativni
vzdalenost domacnosti #jmy pod hranici chudoby k této hranici

Rzllqg[( z-y)! 7 (2)

kde
z — hranice chudoby,
Y, — pijem domécnosti.

Mezera chudoby nabyva hodnot od O {ippd, kdy chudé doméacnosti maji
ptijmy na hranici chudoby) do 1 (vS8echny domacnostite skupig maji nulovée
ptijmy).

Uvedené ukazateledti bud’ rozsah, nebo intenzitu chudoby; ipato skupi-
ny Fosterovych-Greerovych-Thorbeckeovych (FGE) ohudoby (Foster, Greer
a Thorbecke, 1984), definovanych obecnym vztahem

P, =1/nzq:[( z-y)! 4 3)

kde parametn vyjadtuje miru averze k chudebV pripac, Zzea = 0, pak FGT
vztah odpovida relativni ifd chudoby; v fipad, Zea = 1, pak FGT vztah od-
povida sotinu rizika monetarni chudoby a mezery chudobypjézv. hloubka
chudoby (Barto3ova, 2013, s. 56), nebdtidex propasti chudobyZelinsky,
2014, s. 20),

P1:P0' R (4)

UkazatelP, vyjadiuje zarové podil gijmi, které by musely bytipsunuty do
domécnosti ve skupinpod hranici chudoby, aby byla mezera chudoby adulo
na; nebere viak v Uvahu r@ehi pijma v této skupid. To je mozné zachytit
nastavenim vyssi hodnoty parametr(Wolff, 2009, s. 101). # « = 2 bere uka-
zatel zavaznosti chudoby (BartoSova, 2013, s. Bingky, 2014, s. 21) do Gva-
hy stup& nerovnosti mezi chudymi.

Fosterovy-Greerovy-Thorbeckeovy miry chudobytipatezi miry aditivni;
pomoci nich Ize vyjéit viiv dil ¢i populace na miru chudoby populace celkové.
Pokud je celkova populace ratena dom skupin { = 1, 2,..m) S pa&tem n,
domécnosti ve skupirj, pak gispsvek skupinyj k mite chudoby celkové popu-
lace odpovida vztahu

P, ©)
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a FGT mira chudoby celkové popula¢®)(je vdZzenym pimérem dikich mer
chudoby @j) v mdil¢ich skupinach (Foster, Greer a Thorbecke, 1984):

R =) p ©)

—Ta
=2 N

n

2.3. Mobilita p Fijmu

Ekonomicka mobilita (zde konkrétmmobilita @ijma) je specialnim fipa-
dem socialni mobility. Na zakladnobility prijmua Ize vyvozovat zary o trva-
losti chudobyei o rozsahu ekonomickychripezitosti (Cowell a Schluter, 1998).
Mobilita piijmi se na rozdil odifmové nerovnosti fijmu tykd znén ekono-
mického postaveni §ase (Fields a Ok, 1996b).

Wollf (2009) uvadi dva typy mobility. Prvnim typeja Zivotni mobilita,
ktera vyjaduje zneénu relativni pozice jednotlivce (domacnosti) v réedi pxij-
mi v prabéhu ¢asu. Druhym typem je mezigen&né mobilita, ktera vyjatlje
zavislost relativni pozice jednotlivce v r@kehi grijma na pozici rodit. Extrém-
nim stavem je pak dle Shorrockse (1978b) dokomatbilita ijma, tedy jev,
pii kterém se relativnifiimy jednotlivce (doméacnosti) v fioéhu ¢asu nerani.

ZlepSeni ekonomické mobility (jejiz ststi je mobilita fijma) se projevuje
zlepSenim &nnosti vyuZzivani zdrdj. Spol€nost se stava mobij$i v disledku
odstrarni socialnich fekazek, které brani jednotlim plné vyuZzivat své f-
rozené schopnosti, a odstéan socialnich vysad, které jintipazuji role, které
by mohly byt provagny efektivrgji nékym jinym. Mezi gekdzky pat rasova
a sexualni diskriminace, nerovna dostupnosthad, socialni zazemi pro ziska-
ni urité pozice atd. Bsledkem zrény rekterého faktoru bude zIna matice
mobility, kterd dava do souvislosti Uraveiijmia mezi generacemi, a tedy &m
na rozdleni gijma v dalSich generacich (Markandya, 1984).

Pro n&éfeni mezigenerai mobility se vyuZiva regresni analyza. Regresni
koeficientp vyjadtuje stupé mezigeneréni pruznosti

y-v=8(y,-,)+¢ (7)

kde

y — ekonomicky status jednotlivce,
Y, — ekonomicky status jeho rédj y je pimérna hodnota,

& — nesystematicka chyba.
Ekonomicky status je obvykle vyjéeh logaritmem fjmu ¢i majetku. Stu-

pei mezigeneréni pruznostif vyjadiuje procentni zgnu v gijmech potomi
pii jednoprocentni ze&m¢ prijma rodict (Bowles a Gintis, 2002).
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Ukazatele mobility mohou byt zaloZeny na zavislostzi gijmy v z&klad-
nim obdobi afijmy ve srovnavaném obdobi, fapPearsofiv korelani koefi-
cient mezi pijmy dvou obdobi, nebo Spearnt@nporadovy koeficient mezi
poradim @ijmt dvou obdobi (Wolff, 2009). Hodnotéchto koeficient blizka
jedné vypovida o nizké arovni mobility. Mobilitéijma roste s klesajici hodno-
tou korel&niho koeficientu.

Posun domécnosti ¥ipmovém rozdleni lze vyjadit pomoci matice mobili-
ty. V matici mobility @ijmt fadky gredstavuji skupinuiima v zakladnim ob-
dobi, sloupce skupinuiiima ve srovnhavaném obdobi. Viikach jsou uvedeny
radkové relativnéetnosti doméacnosti; na hlavni diagonéale tedy relatietnosti
domacnosti, u nichz séipnova skupina nezsmila.

Prava&podobnost fesunu mezi skupinamitipmi zobrazuji mimodiagonalni
prvky matice mobility. B konstrukci matice mobility je nutné domacnostdfso
arovrg prijma roztidit do skupin. Obvyklé je stanoveni skupin hgpdle deci-
ld (Bigsten a Shimeles, 2008)kvintil i nebo podilem zeigdni hodnoty (Jarvis
a Jenkins, 1998). Jarvis a Jenkins (1998) na z&Kaiish Household Panel
Survey (1991 — 1994) sleduji praymbdobnosti posunu domacnosti mezi decily
¢i intervaly s hranicemi 0,5; 0,75; 1; 1,25 a 1,5mp¥rného cistého ijmu.
V souvislosti s mobilitou fijmia Jarvis a Jenkins (1997) zfji problém trvalé
chudoby. Akoli v jejich Seteni byla skupina osob s nizkynfiijmy (v Britanii)
porrerné mald, ténsi tietina z nich Bhemétyiletého obdobi hospotia s niz-
kymi prijmy nekolik rokid. Podobné z&ry uvadji i Bane a Ellwood (1986) —
vétSing domacnosti, které se ocitly pod hranici chudobypaedailo z této sku-
piny uniknout.

Tiidéni domacnosti do skupin v této praci bude navazoweatstanovenou
hranici chudoby podle podilu k medidnu ekvalizoven@ijmu, a to do 60 %,
od 60 % do 80 % atd., po 20 procentnich bodech byti®ieno Sest skupin.
M index mobility je vyjadlen jako (Shorrocks, 1978a)

M=Mm-tT)/(m-1) (8)

kde
T — matice mobility,
trT  — stopa matic#,
m - paet skupin, do kterych je soubaiijmu ¢i vydaji rozclen.

Index nabyva nulové hodnoty vipack dokonalé imobility, kdy je matice
mobility matici jednotkovouT = I, tedy tT = m), horni hranice je omezena
hodnotoum/ (m - 1).

Predchozi pistupy seradi k tzv. relativni mobilit, kdy se sleduje pohyb jed-
notlivce z hlediska rozteni piijma, nasledujici Fieldsovy-Okovy (F-O) indexy
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pati k ukazatelm absolutni mobility, @i tedy znénu Urovré piijmt bez ohledu
na znénu pozice jednotlivce v roZteni grijma v ¢ase. Fieldsovy-Okovy indexy
neberou v Gvahu smzneny prijmu.

Fieldgiv-Okav index mobility na osobu je definovan (Fields a, Q®96a)
jako

m(yO’yl):]/nzi|yl_ YO| (9)
a F-O index procentni mobility (Fields a Ok, 199D

p(yO’yl) :[Zi|yi1 - yo” /Zi Yo (10)

kde
Yio — ¥ijmy i-té osoby v zakladnim obdobi,
Vi1 — pijmy stejné osoby ve srovnavaném obdobi.

Ve své préaci Fields a Ok (1999) u¥fidsztah mobility na osobu po logarit-
mické transformacijodnich gijma:

m* (Yanl) :1/nzi||n ¥ —In YO| (11)

Tyto indexy zahrnuji jak mobilitu vlivem transteptijmt mezi doméacnostmi
¢i jednotlivci, tak mobilitu vliivem #istu ¢i poklesu pémérnych @ijma. Dale je
mozné provést rozklad indéxcelkové mobility na sloZzky odpovidajici vlivu
zmeny Grovre prijma a vlivu transfeit. MnozZinaL(y,, Y1) zahrnuje domacnosti,
jejichz gijmy se v gipadt rostouciho pimérného @ijmu ve sledovaném obdobi
snizily (oser9:

L(Yoy:)={iD{L.2... n} Iy = ¥:> @ (12)

VySe uvedeny vztah pro mobilitu na osobu po ldgacké transformaci
(11) je pak soktem mobility na osobu vlivemistu a mobility na osobu viivem
transfeti:

m* (yO'yl) :1/nDZi(|n 3{1_|n YO)+2/ ”iim_(ln yo_ln yl) (13)

(a) (b)

Prvniclen (@) vyjadtuje vliv ekonomickéhotrstu na zminu giijma v pribéhu
¢asu. Druhylen (b) m¢ti dopad na mobilitu, ktera vychazi z transfefijnpi od
domacnosti, jejichzifimy se sniZily, zaigdpokladu, Ze celkovytfjem zistava
beze zmny. Obdobnym zfisobem Ize rozlozit index mobility na osobu i pro-
centni mobilitu (Fields a Ok, 1996a).

Van Kerm (2004) navrhuje rozklad F-O indexa ti slozky, které odpovidaji
vlivu zameny, ristu a disperse. Vliv z&ny predstavuje izolovanédgobeni
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zaneny paadi osob bez jakékoliv ziny rozcleni jejich gijmu, vliv rastu
vyjadiuje izolovany proporcionalni n#st nebo pokles ifimia a vliv disperse
predstavuje izolovany efekt redistribuc#jmt osob bez z#n v jejich pdadi.
Jednotlivé komponenty Ize vyjéd vztahem (v tvaru podle Dinga a Wanga,
2008):

m(Yo.Y1) = MY oY) +( MY oY ) = Moy ) +( My oy )= fyoy ) (14)

(@ (b) (©)

kde m() predstavuje F-O index (9, 10, 11§) (vyjadtuje efekt zareny, (b) efekt
rastu, €) efekt dispersey, ay; jsou vektory pijmi v zakladnim a ve srovnava-
ném obdobiys;, ays, predstavuji fiktivni vektory Hjma.

V pripads, Zze vektory; je s¢azen vzestupn fiktivni vektory;; vznikne vze-
stupnym usptadanim vektorw,, i = Yo, kdey, je pdadkova statistikay,
a vektorys, vznikne nasobenim fiktivniho vektoryt; indexem pimérnych
prijma, yr. = yi - ¥, /'Y, (Ding a Wang, 2008).

3. Data — statistika Zivotni podminky

Pred vstupenCeské republiky do Evropské unie (EU) bylgjmpova a so-
cialni situace obyvatelstva zigvana vykrovym statistickym Séenim Mikro-
cenzus (naposledy v roce 2002). Po vstupu d& Etky statisticky fad zaji¥u-
je v souladu s evropskou legislativou od roku 28@&istické Séeni nazyvané
Zivotni podminkykteré je narodni modifikaci celoevropskéhaesst EU-SILC
(Statistics on Income and Living ConditipnBrovadni tohoto Sdeni se stalo
pro Ceskou republiku zavazné po jejim vstupu do Evropshi&. V souladu
s nd&izenim Evropského parlamentu a Rady Evropské usiiezabezpéuji
i ostatniclenské staty EU (Regulation, 2003; Regulation, 2008elem Seteni
je ziskavat reprezentativni Udaje fijimmovém rozdleni jednotlivych tyfi do-
macnosti, miry ohroZeni chudobaizmych skupin osob, Gdaje otgwbu, kvali-
t¢ a finartni nar@nosti bydleni, vybaveni doméacnostednety dlouhodobého
uzivani a o pracovnich, hmotnych a zdravotnich pokach dosglych osob
Zijicich v domécnosti. Vyrovou jednotkou pro zji®vani je byt. Jejich vyily
se provadi nahodnym vgtem ve dvou stupnich. Jednotkami @jigani jsou
tzv. hospod#ci domacnosti tviené osobami spale¢ uhrazujicimi naklady na
své poteby, které ve vybraném kyobvykle bydli. Dotaznik sestavéa &kolika
céasti, otazky jsou kladeny jak na arovni jednotlivéak i celych domécnosti.
Seteni je koncipovano jako ratai panel — vybrané domécnosti jsou opakévan
navsévovany v r@énim intervalu po dobu 4 let figemz kazdoréné se jich
zhruba jednétvrtina obngni (Vybérové Seteni, 2014).
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Podrobnosti o gibéhu Seteni, struktie ceského SILC a popisné statistiky
prijmt domacnosti finasi Stejskal, Pustinova a Stavkova (2010) a I&tkjs
a Stavkova (2010).

Seteni SILC 2007 obsahuje Gdaje aktudlni vdeteni, tedy v kétnu
2007, gijmy jsou za cely rok 2006; $eni SILC 2008 obsahuje Udaje aktuélni
v dobk Seteni, tedy v kétnu 2008, pijmy jsou za cely rok 2007 atd. \Fippev-
ku uvagné ozndeni obdobi fedstavuje roky statistického Eati SILC.

Udaje o distribuci doméacnosti do skupin podle tpbee a o péu v tchto
domacnostech Zijicich osob uvadi tabulka 1. ZarasevSechdchto souborech
je obsazeno 4 488 domacnosti (longitudinalni slpzk&terych Zilo od 10 593
(2009) do 10 721 (2007) osob. V poslednim sloupbulky 1 jsou rozéleny
domacnosti zahrnuté v longitudinélni sloZce soulpadle typu obce dle feni

SILC 2010.

Tabulka 1l

Rozdéleni domécnosti podle typu obce
Typ obce SILC 2007| SILC 2008 SILC 2009 SILC 2010  Lmgitud. slozka
(1) Hlavni mésto Praha 864 951 854 834 190
(2) Krajska ndsta 1423 1628 1369 1282 600
(3) Méstské obce 3952 4610 4036 3552 1896
(4) Venkovské obce 3436 4105 3652 3430 1802
Patet domécnosti celkem 9675 11 294 9911 9 098 4 488
Paset osob 23 059 26 933 23302 21379

Pramen SILC; vlastni vypéty.

4. Analytickd ¢ast
4.1. Cisty p Fijem doméacnosti

Cisty perzni pijem domacnosti v K za rok CP) zahrnuje hrubé ifimy
z pracovnicinnosti (zandstnani i podnikani) vSectlent domacnosti, socialni
ptijmy a ostatni fijmy snizené o zdravotni a sociélni p@jita da z prijma.
Velikost doméacnosti je vyj&dna pdtem spatebnich jednotekHJ), ktery je
vazenym pétem¢élena domacnosti, kde osobatele domacnosti méa dle definice
Eurostatu vahu 1;&ti do 13 let vahu 0,3 a ostatni osoby 0,5 (tzv. OB@odi-
fied equivalence scgleNagiklad Jarvis a Jenkins (1998) pouzivaji podobnou
stupnici, kdycisté gijmy vSech¢leni domécnosti jsou upraveny pomoci po-
drobrgjsi McClementovy ekvivalemi stupnice.Cisty pergZzni prijem doméc-
nosti na spaebni jednotku (ekvalizovany) viza rok se Wi pomoci vztahu

ECP=CP/EJ (15)
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Pergzni velkiny jsou v gispivku v kazdém roce uvédy v bsznych cenéch.
Pro gipadné pepcity na stélé ceny pmérna rani mira inflace byla 2,8 %
v roce 2007; 6,3 % v roce 2008 a 1,0 % v roce 2@@%hova hladina se tedy ve
sledovaném obdobi zvySila 0 10,37 %aympérny rocni relativni girastek cenové
hladiny¢inil 3,34 %.

Velikost piimérné ¢eské domacnosti se ve sledovanych letech vyzéamn
neneni, v letech 2007 a 2008 se skladala z 1,63fspotch jednotek dle defini-
ce EU, v letech 2009 a 2010 z 1,61 jednotek. Nefinealikost domacnosti vy-
kazuje hlavni résto, kde jsou domacnosti v jednotlivych letech tippoameéru
0 0,09 az 0,11 spe@bni jednotky mensi, na druhé stramejwtsi domacnosti
vykazuji venkovské obce, které jsou o 0,06 az 8gdbtebni jednotky ¥tSi.

Zakladni charakteristikgistého réniho ekvalizovanéhoifjmu domacnosti
uvadi tabulka 2.

Tabulka 2
Cisty ekvalizovany ptjem domacnosti — zakladni charakteristiky
Rok Typ | Pramérny | Variaéni | Minimum Dolni Median Horni Maximum
SILC | obce prijem koeficient (K¢) kvartil (K¢) kvartil (K¢)
(Ke) (%) (K¢) (Ke)
2007 1 209 844 56.3 41 498 130 400 179087 257|06D431 972
2 167 922 55.2 24 720 114 663 14511 195239 0197
3 162 152 56.1 11 688 114 00D 142 163 188 565 20631
4 156 962 55.3 29 000 114 908 139941 179899 2084
CR 165 310 56.6 11 688 115 94p 14346 191012 2631
2008 1 225 479 58.3 28 909 139 720 189 334 272|956285 972
2 179 707 55.1 13 600 124 634 157 3y8 211 847 2602
3 175 025 51.1 8 400 124 21p 156 480 203 200 02008
4 169 933 52.5 5000 124 289 1513P1 195834 42/6%
CR 178 098 54.0 5 000 125 591 156 267 205 933 42763
2009 1 250 890 76.3 22 000 152290 206969 293|617586 663
2 192 824 50.2 10 000 135 33 171642 225895 15230
3 189 699 60.9 10 000 13479 167 997 219 44 31064
4 185 559 56.0 15 000 133 558 164659 210634 D301
CR 193 878 61.4 10 000 135796 169 120 222 467 31064
2010 1 259 311 69.6 61 200 160494 215152 296|663369 982
2 208 633 53.2 5515 144 444 1828p2 2423871 91468
3 194 263 52.3 21 800 139 934 173327 225595 D682
4 192 150 57.3 19 010 139 556 170 167 216 Y47 P206
CR 201 454 58.1 5515 141 66D 176 23 231 537 6320

Poznamkal — hlavni misto; 2 — krajska #sta; 3 — mistské obce; 4 — venkovské obce.
Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.

Vyrazre nadpimérnych ijma dosahuji pouze domacnosti v hlavninisi
(128,7 % piméru CR v Seteni SILC 2010). Domé&cnosti Zijici v krajskyctésn
tech vykazuji kroré roku Seteni 2009 gjmy mirné nadpfimérné (az 103,6 %
praméru CR v SILC 2010). Hjmy domacnosti ve venkovskych obcich jsou

s
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v béZnych cenéch rostl v pméru o 6,81 % rong. K nejvyrazrjSimu fiistu do-
Slo v krajskych msstech (7,5 % r@n¢), v hlavnim ndst (7,31 % r@ng) a ve
venkovskych obcich 6,97 % amé. Podpfimérny rast pijma vykazuji obce
mestské, 6,21 % kmeé. Nejvyssi variabilitu fijma, métenou varignim koefi-
cientem, Ize identifikovat ve v3ech letech v hlawmiésts. K stejnému zasru je
mozné dos§t na zaklad hodnoceni kvartilového rop.

Tabulku dopiuje graf 1, ve kterém jsou zobrazeny intervaly spllosti
odhadu ekvalizovanéhéistého gijmu domacnosti. Graf je konstruovan takto:
bod vyjaduje piimér, box je 95% intervalem spolehlivosti individu&lnipozo-
rovani okolo piméru a vousy jsou 99% intervalem spolehlivosti. Zfgrge
patrné, Ze gimeérny ekvalizovany fjem v hlavnim nist vyznamré prevySuje
praméry ostatnich skupin. Pomoci Kruskalova-Wallisovatievicenasobného
porovnani jsou v letech 2007 a 2009 za nevyzname(,05) povaZzovany roz-
dily v rozcgleni ekvalizovanych iflimt mezi obcemi krajskymi (2) a dstskymi
(3) a nestskymi (3) a venkovskymi (4), v roce 2008 mezijgkami a nestsky-
mi a v roce 2010 pouze mezéstskymi a venkovskymi.

Grafl
Intervaly spolehlivosti odhadu primérného ekvalizovaného Bijmu
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Poznamkal — hlavni nisto; 2 — krajska ®sta; 3 — mistské obce; 4 — venkovské obce.
Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.

Hrubé pijmy domacnosti jsou v §eni SILC strukturovany naftimy
Z pracovni¢innosti, socialni a ostatnkipmy. Struktura pijmu je véase stabilni,
piicemz hruby pijem pifimérné ¢eské domacnosti je tien pracovnimi gjmy
ze 70 %, socialnimifgmy z 27 % a ostatnimifpmy z 3 %. Struktura ijjma
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podle jejich zdraj v krajskych nistech i léstskych obcich odpovidéa republiko-
vému paiméru. V hlavnim ngst¢ je podil pracovnichifimu vySsi (véase kolisa
mezi 75 — 78 %) a podil socialnickjpi nizsi (19 — 21 %). V obcich venkov-
skych je naopak nizsi poditipna z pracovnicinnosti (68 %) a vyssi podil so-
cialnich gijmu (29 %).

4.2. Subjektivni pojeti chudoby

Souasti dotaznikZivotni podminky — Hospodai domacnostje i otazka:
s nim vysla?*“ Vellina MPM je tedy subjektivnim odhadem minimalnihegaki-
niho @ijmu doméacnosti vzhledem ke sloZeni a podminkamadmwsti, ktery
dovoli doméacnosti uspokoijit jeji zakladni pedty. Subjektivni minimalni &mi
piijem na spdebni jednotku je roven

EMP= 12 -MPM/EJ (16)

a subjektivni roni prebytek (téZ prostor spety — MareS a Rabusic, 1996) do-
macnosti na sptgbni jednotku Ize ziskat pomoci vztahu

ESP=(CP- 12 -MPM)/EJ=ECP-EMP (17)

Na otdzku o subjektivnim minimalnimiijnu, ktery domécnosti umozni
uspokojit zakladni poeby, uvadji domacnosticastky od 1350 K az po
100 000 K mesicné. NejvysSi poZzadavky na Uravepiijmia maji domacnosti
v hlavnim ngst (ténei 175 tis. K na spatebni jednotku réné v roce 2007
a necelych 200 tis. Kv roce 2010), hodnoty v ostatnich skupinach uteiolilka
3. Pro srovnani Mare$ a Rabusic (1996) djath zaklad vlastniho Séeni, Ze
standardizovanétyi¢lenna doméacnost (2,7 OECD sfsiinich jednotek; 2,1 EU
spotebnich jednotek) v roce 1995 poZadovalgem v pfiméru 11 207 K mg-
siéné, cozcini 64 040 K na spatebni jednotku réné a 112 261 K na spatebni
jednotku r@né v cenach roku 2009. Modus subjektivniho minimadngijmu je
na urovni 20 000 Kmesiéné (na domacnost, nikoliv spetbni jednotku), a to ve
vSech sledovanych letech bez ohledu na regiorelikost domécnosti. Tento
piijem povazZuje za dostajici po celé sledované obdobi zhruba 16 % domacnos
ti. Cisty pifjem 20 000 K mésiéné na doméacnost je deské spolénosti dlouho-
doh® povazovan za hranici zdkladniho Zivotniho standard

Za predpokladu, Ze respondenti spréyochopili otazku a opravdu uvgd
¢astku k pokryti zakladnich geb doméacnosti, pak subjektivnigpytek posky-
tuje prostor pro nakup zbytnych statk sluzeb i Gspory. Zatimco skéne Cisty
pitijem na spdebni jednotku ve sledovaném obdobi vzrostl o 21, pézado-
vany gijem vzrostl pouze o 12,3 %, coz se projevilousem subjektivniho
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prebytku z 25,4 tis. Kna 44,1 tis. K tj. o 74 %. Rozdily v potmu poZadova-
ného a skuteého @ijmu jsou mezi jednotlivymi typy obci nevyznamn&ase
doslo k jeho sniZzovani z 84,6 % (2007) na 78,1 04.Q2.

Tabulka 3

Subjektivni minimalni p¥ijem a subjektivni prebytek — primérné hodnoty
Skupina | SILC 2007 | SILC2008 | SILC2009| SILC 2010
1 174 873 190 038 197 707 199 697,
Subjektivni minimalni roni 2 141 553 153 553 153 380 157971
pifjem na spdebni jednotku 3 136 667 148 171 152 312 153 816
(Kg) 4 134 503 143 849 152 679 150 387,
CR 140 029 150 901 156 506 157 315
1 35551 35 441 53 184 59 614
o S 2 26 370 26 154 39 445 50 662
ﬁ:?egé‘:a”r: , .;‘Zg;tge(%tek 3 25 485 26 854 37387 40 447
P J 4 22 459 26 083 32881 41763
CR 25 440 27 196 37372 44 140

Poznamkal — hlavni misto; 2 — krajska #sta; 3 — nistské obce; 4 — venkovské obce.

Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypoty.

Rozdleni podilu poZzadovaného a skirtého gijmu v letech 2007 az 2010
zachycuje graf 2, vloZzeny graf pak rékzhi v roce 2010 podle typu obce.

Graf 2

Rozdéleni podilu subjektivniho minimalniho a skut&ného piijmu
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Poznamkal — hlavni misto; 2 — krajska #sta; 3 — nistské obce; 4 — venkovské obce.

Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.



1010

Domacnosti vlevo oddlici ¢cary dosahuji vySSichifima oproti subjektivni-
mu minimu, jejich prostor pro spebu je kladny, u domécnosti vpravo atid
¢ary je prostor pro spimbu zaporny. Zatimco v roce 2087il podil domacnosti
se zapornym prostorem pro sfaditu 36,5 %, pak tento podil monotéridesa na
28 % v roce 2010.

4.3. Objektivni pojeti chudoby

Jako hranice pro &eni objektivni chudoby doméacnosti je zde povaZzovano
60 % medianu ekvalizovanéhdijmu domécnosti (hodnoty medianu uvedeny
v tab. 2). Podil doméacnosti hosptidech s pijmy pod touto hranici se ve sledo-
vanych letech pohybuje okolo 6 % a mezera chuddmoc20 % (tab. 4). Po-
drobrgjSi pohled na vyvojéchto charakteristik podle typu obce nabizi tabdlka

e

v s

(2,2 %), tak i jeji intenzita (14,9 %), coz se prajje v nizSich hodnotach hloub-
ky chudoby. Ukazatel hloubky chudoby se mezieséimi v letech 2007 a 2010
shizuje pouze v krajskychgstech. Pokles je #igoben poklesem hodnoty rizika
monetarni chudoby, ktery je viast&né vykompenzovanistem hodnoty me-
zery chudoby. V hlavnim &t byl nafist rizika monetarni chudoby vyrovnan
poklesem mezery chudoby, wsledku¢ehoz se pak hloubka chudoby mezi&et
nimi v letech 2007 a 2010 ne&nila. V ostatnich typech obcdigpbi nepizniveé
oba faktory, coZ se projevuje idtem hodnot hloubky chudolf.

Tabulka 4

Ukazatele objektivni chudoby
Ukazatel SILC 2007 SILC 2008 SILC 2009 SILC 2010
Riziko monetarni chudobyP(, %) 5.9 4.8 5.9 6.1
Mezera chudobyR, %) 19.6 22.2 18.5 21.1
Hloubka chudobyR;, %) 1.15 1.06 1.08 1.29

Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.

Tabulka 5

Ukazatele objektivni chudoby podle typu obce
Ukazatel \ Typ obce 1 3 4
Rok Seteni SILC ‘07 10 ‘07 10 ‘07 ‘10 ‘07 10
Riziko monetarni chudobyP(, %) 1.6 2.2 7.0 5.5 6.7 7.3 56 16
Mezera chudobyR, %) 195 14.9 21.8 23.3 19.0 21.7 19.8 20|3
Hloubka chudobyR,, %) 0.32 0.32 1.53 1.29 1.27 157 051 1.23

Poznamkal — hlavni nisto; 2 — krajska ®sta; 3 — mistské obce; 4 — venkovské obce.

Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.

Konfrontaci subjektivniho a objektivnihdigtupu k néieni chudoby posky-
tuje konfusni matice (tab. 6). Podil domé&cnosiiché subjektivni pohled je
v konsensu s objektivnim kritériem, se zvySovalf 8% v roce 2007 na 75 %
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v roce 2010. Podil domacnosti, jejichiimpy se nalézaji pod hranici 60 % media-
nu, a zarovi jsou pro & tyto prijmy dosta&ujici k uspokojeni zakladnich pgeb,
se [Ehem sledovaného obdobi plynule zvySuje (z 18,7S4.¢ 2007 na 26,1 %
Z paitu domécnosti pod hranici objektivni chudoby v SR@0). MiZe se jed-
nat o skupinu domacnosti itym zpisobem Zivota, kdy nizkéigmy jsou pro
n¢ dosta&ujici, domacnosti dobrovadrskromn&i s niz§imi ambicemi.

Podil domacnosti, jejichZifmy presahuji hranici objektivni chudoby, gep-
to nedosahuji Urowy kterou domacnosti povaZzuji za nutnou pro uspakoje
zakladnich pdeb (k p@tu doméacnosti nad hranici objektivni chudoby), e m
notonré snizuje z 33,7 % v roce 2007 na 25 % v roce 2@Zadavky dchto
domacnosti se mohou zdat neskromné, niém@#nblizSim pohledu se 85 %
z nich naléza v intervalu mezi hranici objektivhudoby a pimérnym pijmem.

Tabulka 6

Relativni ¢etnosti domacnosti podle kritéria subjektivni a obgktivni chudoby
(SILC 2007, SILC 2010 v zavorce)

Objektivni hranice

Relativni ¢etnosti domacnosti Celkem
pod nad
Subiektivni hranice pod 4.8 % (4.5 %) 31.8% (23.5 % 36.5 % (28 %
! nad 1.1 % (1.6 %) 62.4 % (70.4 % 63.5 % (72 %
Celkem 5.9 % (6.1 %) 94.1 % (93.9 % 100 %

Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.
4.4, Mobilita p Fijma

Fieldsovy-Okovy indexy neéii mobilitu ve smyslu zgny relativni pozice
v rozdleni gijma, ale tzv. absolutni mobilitu fma (jak v absolutnim, tak
i v procentnim vyjateni). Jejich hodnoty podle typu obce uvadi tabulka
Fieldsovy-Okovy indexy mobility na osobdgustavuji ptmérnou znénu arov-
né prijmu v danéméasovém intervalu bez ohledu naé&smmeny. Fieldsovy-
-Okovy indexy procentni mobility vykazuji nejnizBodnoty v hlavnim rste
vlivem vySSi Grova prijmu v pacatenim obdobi. Z rozkladu F-O indéxa vliv
rastu a transfer vyplyva vyssi vliv fistu @ijma a nizsi vyznam transfier(sne-
rem od domacnosti, jejichZipmy se sniZily) ve venkovskych obcich ve srovna-
ni s ostatnimi typy obci.

Zmeny relativni pozice v rozdeni @ijmu domacnosti Ize zachytit pomoci
matice mobility zkonstruované na longitudinalnizsle® souboru. Vysledky &p
zaviseji na délce zkoumaného obdoliikpatkém jsou obvykle iffleZitosti k po-
sunu v pijmovém rozdleni niZsi, coz se projevuje i v hodnotach Shorsoek
vych M indexi mobility — jejich hodnoty s délkou obdobi rostddi;,0s = 0,488;
M07/09: 0,689 a\/|07/10: 0,827
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Tabulka 7
Fieldsovy-Okovy indexy mobility
Typ F-O index mobility na F-O index procentni mobility, Vliv ristu na F-O indexy
obce osobu,m (K¢) p
Interval 2 roky 3 roky 4 roky 2 roky 3 roky| 4 roky 2roky | 3roky | 4 roky
1 31 596 46 395 63 51§ 0.153 0.224 0.307 38.5% 5%r] 60.1%
2 28 710 52 283 79 15] 0.172 0.318 0.474 36.8% 1 %6) 52.3%
3 30125| 51812 68558 0.183 0.315 0.417 38.8% 7 %b5| 40.4 %
4 25 149 46 905 58 171 0.161 0.300 0.372 459 % 6 %B6| 61.5%
CR 28305| 50010 66472 0.173 0.305 0.406 40.6 % 5%9| 495%
Poznamkal — hlavni nisto; 2 — krajska ®sta; 3 — mistské obce; 4 — venkovské obce.
Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypoty.
Podil doméacnosti, kteréigtavaji v prvni skupih po dva roky, je \Ceské

republice 58 %; 38 % domacnosti se v této skupachazelo jak v prvnim, tak
ve tretim roce a 20 % domacnosti v roce prvnittvitém (tab. 8).

Tabulka 8
Matice mobility pFijmi

SILC 2007 \ 2008 | do 60 %X | 60— 80 %X |80 — 100 %x 100 — 120 %x [120 — 140 %x | nad 140 %X
do 60 %X 0.578 0.277 0.078 0.039 0.020 0.008
60 — 80 %X 0.073 0.700 0.147 0.054 0.017 0.009
80 — 100 %X 0.013 0.159 0.624 0.144 0.039 0.021
100 — 120 %X 0.009 0.030 0.258 0.502 0.114 0.087
120 — 140 %X 0.002 0.022 0.058 0.292 0.406 0.220
nad 140 %X 0.003 0.009 0.030 0.072 0.139 0.748
SILC 2007 \ 2009 | do 60 %X | 60— 80 %X |80 — 100 %x |100 — 120 %x [120 — 140 %x | nad 140 %X
do 60 %X 0.383 0.258 0.164 0.086 0.051 0.059
60 — 80 %X 0.080 0.519 0.205 0.084 0.055 0.057
80 — 100 %X 0.031 0.186 0.474 0.156 0.077 0.076
100 — 120 %X 0.026 0.082 0.299 0.338 0.124 0.130
120 — 140 %X 0.020 0.076 0.126 0.278 0.268 0.232
nad 140 %X 0.018 0.047 0.074 0.106 0.179 0.575
SILC 2007 \ 2010 | do 60 %X | 60— 80 %X |80 — 100 %x 100 — 120 %x [120 — 140 %x | nad 140 %X
do 60 %X 0.199 0.289 0.191 0.125 0.063 0.133
60 — 80 %X 0.085 0.348 0.248 0.132 0.073 0.113
80 — 100 %X 0.060 0.164 0.386 0.184 0.080 0.127
100 — 120 %X 0.042 0.133 0.296 0.279 0.127 0.123
120 — 140 %x 0.040 0.116 0.194 0.234 0.208 0.208
nad 140 %X 0.031 0.083 0.145 0.142 0.153 0.447

Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.

To ukazuje na po#nné¢ vysokou mobilitu ze skupiny nejnizSichrijmu
(s ohledem na délku obdobi i stanoveni skupin)retoptavu ve statech, jako je
Britanie & Sparélsko (Jarvis a Jenkins, 1998; Phimister, Upward \dach-Tos-
cana, 2000; Gradin, Cant6 a Del Rio, 2008). Nig§iilpgrvale chudych souvisi
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s vysokou Siatosti mzdového rozteni a s nizsi fimovou nerovnosti Ceské
republice (Zde&k a Steletek, 2012). Nizké jsou i hodnoty v dalSi¢hdcich
v prvnim sloupci, nap z druhé skupiny se do prvnédem prvniho roku if@su-
nulo 7,3 % domacnosti, #eti 1,3 % domacnosti atd.

Paodil trvale chudych domacnosti (jsou tedy vyemy i doméacnosti, které se
v druhémgi tietim roce posunuly do vy3Sich skupin a v résetém se opt
propadly do prvni skupiny tzve-entrieg v longitudinalni sloZce soubowrtini
0,87 %. Tyto domacnosti Zijirevazrg v mestskych a venkovskych obcich a jsou
men3i neZ domécnostitpnérné, a to v piméru o 0,2 spdebni jednotkyCisty
piijem na spdtbni jednotku véchto doméacnostech vzrostl z 67 298 Kroce
2007 na 78 588 Kv roce 2010. Rimeérné ra:ni tempo éstu (1,053) zaostava za
praméremCR (1,068), navic mezitmi tempaiistu klesaji (1,11; 1,035 a 1,016).
Dusledkem je pak pokles ze 40,6 YaupErného @ijmu ostatnich domacnosti
v roce 2007 na 39 % vroce 2010. &z poloviny se jedna o domacnosti
dichodd a zétvrtiny o doméacnosti nezafstnanych. Z hlediska vtni jsou
rovnon®rné zastoupeny domacnosti s nizkou Urovni&lédi a doméacnosti se
stredni urovni vz8ani. Z vysokého podilu domécnostictiodd: a nezarsstna-
nych vyplyva i struktura ifimia domacnosti, kdy sociélniipmy tvorily 80 %
hrubych pijma doméacnosti (v roce 2007, resp. 73 % v roce 20fpHcovni
prijmy tvorily 17 % (v roce 2007, resp. 21 % v roce 2010). tEkyini ostatni

prijmy.

Tabulka 9

Shorrocksovy M indexy mobility zjednodusenych matic mobility
Interval \ Typ obce 1 2 3 4 CR
SILC 2007 — 2008 0.211 0.258 0.303 0.295 0.286
SILC 2007 — 2009 0.316 0.481 0.562 0.503 0.510
SILC 2007 — 2010 0.400 0.745 0.778 0.673 0.712

Poznamkal — hlavni nisto; 2 — krajska ®sta; 3 — mistské obce; 4 — venkovské obce.
Pramen:SILC; vlastni vypéty.

Pokud matici mobility zjednoduSime a domacnosttkbime pouze do dvou
skupin (pod nebo nad medianem), je mozné tyto m&nstruovat i pro jednot-
livé typy obci (divodem jsou nizkéetnosti v longitudinalni sloZzce souborti p
¢leréni do 36 skupin). ShorrocksoWw indexy mobility €chto matic jsou uve-
deny v tabulce 9. Patrna je nizk& mobilitgmpia v hlavnim ngst, pro étyileté
obdobi jeM index oproti ostatnim typn obce tér& polovicni. Fi vyjadieni
pomoci pravdpodobnosti setrvani ve stejné skupjsou tyto pravépodobnosti
v hlavnim ngst¢ 0,895; 0,842 a 0,8 (interval 2, 3 a 4ploproti 0,857; 0,745
a 0,644 \CR.
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Shrnuti

Cilem gispivku bylo vzajemné srovnagiéskych domacnosti z hlediska Grov-
né a mobility @ijma. Urover piijmi domécnosti v hlavnim st se ve v3ech
letech vyznamé odliSuje od Urové prijma v ostatnich typech obci (128,7 %ipr
méru CR v SILC 2010). Hruby fljem ptimérné ¢eské domacnosti je tien pra-
covnimi g@jmy ze 70 %, socialnimi igmy z 27 % a ostatnimi igmy z 3 %.
Struktura pijma podle jejich zdraj se mezi typy obce vyragnnelisi, jen
v hlavnim ngst je podil pracovnichifjma vys3i a podil socidlnichipma nizsi.

Modus subjektivniho minimalnihofipmu (poZadovaného k uspokojeni zé&-
kladnich pateb) je na urovni 20 000 Kn¢sicné. Tento pijem domAcnosti
dlouhodols povaZzuji za dostaijici bez ohledu na svoji velikost region. Roz-
dily v pon®ru poZzadovaného a skdmeho gijmu jsou mezi jednotlivymi typy
obci nevyznamné, doslo k jeho sniZzovani na 78 9dil Rlmmacnosti se zapor-
nym prostorem pro sp@bu ¢inil 36,5 % v roce 2007 a v dalSich letech mono-
tonrg klesal az na 28 %.

Podil domacnosti hospdiizich s gijmy pod hranici chudoby (60 % medianu
ekvalizovaného fiimu) se ve vSech sledovanych letech pohybuje okoY¥
a mezera chudoby okolo 20 %. V hlavnindst# je ve srovnani s ostatnimi re-
SILC 2010). Bhem sledovaného obdobi se zvySuje podil domacnkistié
dokazi realisticky ohodnotit Uroftesvych gijmu. Podil domacnosti, jejichZ sub-
jektivni pohled odpovida objektivni klasifikaci, swySoval z 67,1 % v SILC
2007 na 75 % v SILC 2010. Relatévmysoky je podil doméacnosti, jejichZijp
my presahuji hranici objektivni chudobyigsto nedosahuji uroenkterou do-
macnosti povazuji za nutnou pro uspokojeni zakbddmdoteb. Jejich podil
k pastu domécnosti nad hranici objektivni chudoby se at@mg sniZuje
Z 33,7 % v roce 2007 na 25 % v roce 201&kadliv se narokydchto domacnosti
mohou zdat neskromné, 85 % z nich se nachazi waltemezi hranici objek-
tivni chudoby a prmérnym gijmem. Podil doméacnosti, jejichZijny jsou nizsi
nez 60 % medianu po dva roky, j€eské republice 58 %; 38 % domacnosti se
v této skupiny nachazelo jak v prvnim, tak ¥etim roce a 20 % domacnosti roce
prvnim i étvrtém. To ukazuje na paimé vysokou mobilitu ze skupiny nejniz-
Sich @ijmu v porovnani se zahramimi studiemi. Pokud by matice mobility
byla vyjadena pouzetyipolni tabulkou (fijmy pod nebo nad medidnem), pak
pravdpodobnost, Zeifjmy domacnosti budou ve stejné skupife pongrné
vysoka (po dvou letech je 0,857; piech letech 0,745 a pyiech letech 0,644).
Pri tomto pristupu je patrna niz8i mobilit&gipna v hlavnim ngst.

Mezi trvale chudé pé#tv Seteni SILC 0,87 % domacnosti z longitudinalni
sloZzky souboru, jejichzigmy byly v kazdém roce pod hranici chudoby. Bém
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z poloviny se jedna o domacnostictiodd a z¢tvrtiny o domacnosti nezafst-
nanych, coz se projevuje i ve struiduejich gijmt — socialni pijmy v roce
2010 tvaily 73 % hrubych pijma domacnosti a pracovniipny 17 %. Krong
arovrg piijmt zaostava i jejich tempdistu. Zejména v domacnostecictiodd
jsou moznosti zvySenitfimia omezeneé.
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The paper compares incomes of Czech rural and non-rural households and identifies households
persisting below the poverty line. The data were taken from the statistical research entitled “Statis-
tics on Income and Living Conditions for 2005 and 2008”. Households were classified according to
the municipality size (up to 2,000 inhabitants is rural). Household incomes were assessed according
to net annual income per consumer unit. Positive skewness and high kurtosis is a typical feature of
household incomes; a similarity with log-normal distribution can be presumed. The difference be-
tween rural and non-rural household incomes was significant. In 2005, the share of households with
incomes below the poverty line did not significantly differ in rural and non-rural areas. The proba-
bility of escape from the group with the lowest incomes seems to be higher in the Czech Republic
compared to foreign countries.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The problem of poverty is not limited to developing countries only; it is related to
European society as well. The year 2010 was designated as the European Year for
Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion. In 2000, authorities of member states
committed themselves to eradicating poverty in the European Union (EU) by
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2010. Questions of poverty and deprivation are among the major objectives of so-
cial policy tackled in a number of important studies. An effort to eliminate poverty
and prevention strategies are a part of social policy; while reducing poverty can be
taken as the minimal aim. The poverty rate of the Czech Republic is constantly
low; 9.1% of the population was below the threshold of monetary poverty in 2007
as reported by the Czech Statistical Office (compared to 16% in the EU).

The Public Opinion Research Centre performed the survey “Citizens on the
Economic Situation of Their Households” in 2008 (CVVM 2008). The respon-
dents evaluated whether it is difficult or not to make ends meet with their earnings.
For 57% of Czech citizens and their households it is difficult to manage with their
current incomes (for 7% it is very difficult). From the point of view of the subjec-
tive feeling of poverty, the majority of Czech citizens pertain to the middle cate-
gory (they consider themselves neither rich nor poor).

The research is usually aimed at social groups that are classified according to
age, family type, sector of employment, economic activity, education, gender,
handicaps, minorities etc. This paper classifies households into two groups ac-
cording to the size of the municipality where they live — rural and non-rural. Al-
though this classification is important and relevant, the published analyses of
household incomes focus on the groups mentioned above. The aim of the paper is
to compare basic parameters of Czech rural households and to identify basic dis-
proportions between rural and non-rural households by comparing their incomes
in time and space (assessing mean values, variability, skewness and kurtosis,
shape of distribution and its correspondence with theoretical models, mobility and
inequality). Research of income mobility is novel both for rural regions and whole
country. Marginal attention is paid to living minimum income and subjective min-
imum income.

2. METHODOLOGY, DATA SOURCES AND LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Rural regions

A number of papers address differences (and their causes) in incomes, living stan-
dards, risk of poverty etc. between households living in rural and non-rural areas.
Gilbert (2004) investigated employment and the average wage in remote rural, ac-
cessible rural and non-rural regions in Scotland. There are great differences in in-
comes between urban and rural households (approximately three times higher in
urban areas) as well as differences among regions, for example in China
(Gustafsson — Shi 2002; Sicular et al. 2007).
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Rural areas are closely related to the agricultural sector. In the Czech Republic,
4.7% of workers are employed in agriculture; 11.1% in rural areas (according to
the 2001 Population and Housing Census). Divila and Doucha (2005) compared
the level and structure of incomes in agricultural and other households in the
Czech Republic according to the Microcensus and Family Budget Statistics.
Household incomes are 27% lower than average incomes in the case of house-
holds of private farmers and 12% lower in households headed by employees of
agricultural enterprises. A similar topic was dealt with by Stejskal and Stavkova
(2010). Davis et al. (1997) compare the incomes of agricultural households in de-
tailed classifications and possibilities of income diversification in Greece, Ireland
and Northern Ireland. Pospéch et al. (2009), Vanék et al. (2008), Vavrejnova and
Liipsik (2007), Buchta and Stulrajter (2007) compared the quality of life in rural
and non-rural regions. The authors have identified the gap between the subjective
and objective quality of life in rural areas. The development is characterised by
deep differences between rural and non-rural regions in the demographic structure
of their population, employment, unemployment, level of wages and private en-
terprise activities. In addition they pointed out the lack of statistical information
for rural/non-rural classifications, which is the limiting factor of their analyses
and comparisons.

A number of criteria such as number of inhabitants, density, accessibility, re-
moteness etc related to some kind of territorial unit can be used to divide the sam-
ple into rural and non-rural groups (OECD 1994; Ricketts et al. 1998; Phimister et
al. 2000; Scottish 2004; Defra 2005). This paper used size of the municipality —
2000 inhabitants to be specific — that corresponded also to the Programme of Ru-
ral Development of The Czech Republic in the period of 2007-2013. Previous
analyses revealed that this criterion is significant (Stfelecek et al. 2004; Perlin et
al. 2010).

2.2. Poverty

Analysing poverty is based on the ability a) to define it and b) to measure it. Simi-
lar to other social phenomena, defining and measuring poverty is connected to a
number of difficulties. There are different concepts of poverty. The definition
therefore determines who is poor and the extent of poverty in the society (Mare§ —
Rabusic 1996). Conceptions are further classified according to different criteria —
absolute or relative; direct or indirect; prescriptive or consensual and objective or
subjective.
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Townsend (1979: 31) defines poverty according to the concept of relative de-
privation thus:

Individuals, families and groups in the population can be said to be in poverty when they lack
the resources to obtain the types of diet, participate in the activities and have the living condi-
tions and amenities which are customary, or are at least widely encouraged or approved, in
the societies to which they belong. Their resources are so seriously below those commanded
by the average individual or family that they are, in effect, excluded from ordinary living pat-
terns, customs and activities.

Pacione (1995) indicates that poverty is a central element in the multidimen-
sional problem of multiple deprivations. Individual difficulties (such as low pay,
dereliction, homelessness, poor schooling, vandalism, stigmatisation, powerless-
ness, delinquency, segregation, unemployment, poor services, crime, one-parent
families, poor housing) reinforce one another to produce compound disadvan-
tages for those affected. Many of the components of multiple deprivations vary in
both urban and rural environments. The impact of low income on living standards
depends on the length of time low income persists, and the availability of other re-
sources to supplement current income (Layte et al. 1999).

Labudova et al. (2010) compare the risk of poverty in the Czech Republic and
in Slovakia and among different regions. They identify factors typical for regions
with low-income households using principal component analysis. According to
Perry (2002) and Ringen (1988), low incomes are unreliable as an indicator of
poverty. Measures of relative deprivation in the study of Hallerdd et al. (2006) are
not based on incomes but on the observation of consumption of goods and ser-
vices. The definition of household consumption shows that using consumption
has important problems related to the estimation of the use-value of consumer
durables and the value of housing (Gradin et al. 2004). Zelinsky (2010) estimates
the level of poverty on the basis of welfare indicators.

The criterion of low incomes is defined differently in literature. The relative
definition determines low-income households (or individuals) as those with in-
comes lower than the first quintile; second or third decile; 40, 50, 60 or 70% of the
mean income (average, median).

2.3. Income mobility

Related to income mobility, Jarvis and Jenkins (1997) documented the size of the
“persistent poverty” problem and amount of low income turnover. Although there
is a small group of people who are persistently poor in Britain, it is the relatively
large number of low income escapers and low income entrants. Almost one-third
of the sample experienced low income at least once during the four-year period.
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Sloane and Theodossiou (1996) also see the significance of finding the answer if
low pay is transitory or a permanent feature of a worker’s life cycle. Bane and
Ellwood (1986) found that although many people have very short spells of pov-
erty, the few with very long spells of poverty represent the majority of the poor.
Income mobility in contrast to income inequality concerns the changes in eco-
nomic status from one time period to another (Fields — Ok 1996b).

Jarvis and Jenkins (1998) discussed income dynamics and mobility in Great
Britain. Based on the British Panel Household Survey (1991-1994), they investi-
gated the probability of household shifting between deciles or intervals with lim-
its 0 0.5; 0.75; 1; 1.25 and 1.5 of an average net income. Phimister et al. (2000a)
found that low pay persistence in the rural areas was significantly higher than in
non-rural in Britain. The differences can be assigned to differences in the charac-
teristics of rural and non-rural samples (structure of employment, education level,
etc.).

Mobility measures can be based on the dependency between income in the ini-
tial period and income in the subsequent period — the correlation coefficient be-
tween the incomes of the two years and Spearman rank correlation coefficient be-
tween the income ranks of the two years (Wolff 2009). A value of the mentioned
coefficients close to one shows a low degree of mobility. The degree of income
mobility increases with the decreasing value of the correlation coefficient. Hart’s
index is based on the correlation of incomes each year. Hart’s index is formally
defined as:

Mo = 1 - r(log y1; log yo), (D

where 7(.) is the correlation coefficient. Hart’s index has the value of 0 for com-
plete immobility and the value of 2 for perfect mobility. Shorrocks’ M index of
mobility can be expressed as (Shorrocks 1978a):

M=mn-tuT)/(n-1), (2)
where T is the transition matrix and # is the number of income or expenditure
groups in which the distribution is divided. The index has a lower-limit of zero
when there is complete immobility (tr'T = n) and has no fixed upper-limit.

The Fields-Ok index (Fields — Ok 1996a) defines a per capita mobility measure
as

m (Yo ¥) =N 30 [0 =yl 3)
and a percentage mobility measure as

Society and Economy 34 (2012)



474 RADEK ZDENEK — FRANTISEK STRELECEK

p(YoaY1):Z],il|y1‘1 _yi0|/zjl'v:1yi0' 4)

Fields and Ok (1999) define the relation of the per capita mobility measure af-
ter the logarithmic transformation of initial incomes as

m(y,,y,)=1/NY." |logy, —logy,|. (5)

Shorrocks (1978b) defines complete immobility as a phenomenon when the
relative incomes of all individuals remain constant through time.

2.4. Income inequality

Income inequality is a natural part of society as individuals (households) differ in
their abilities and needs. It results from social inequality determined by inequality
among people regarding wealth, education, power and possibilities. Income in-
equality has been measured by a number of relations such as the Gini coefficient;
the Atkinson Index; the Theil Entropy Index; the Hoover Index, decile ratios, etc.

The review of the Gini coefficient and its calculation is presented in Xu (2004)
and Anand (1983) in Appendix B. The calculation can be based on a number of
equivalent relations. This paper uses the following relation:

G =2cov(y, i)/ (nu), (6)

where cov(y, i) is the covariance between incomes and their ranks, # is sample size
and u is mean income.

Townsend (1979) found Czechoslovakia, Hungary, New Zealand and Austra-
lia as countries, where employment incomes were distributed most equally. Those
countries where incomes were most unequally distributed were Brazil, Chile, In-
dia, Ceylon and Mexico. Although Townsend’s book is more than 30 years old,
these findings are still relevant. Rodriguez-Pose and Tselios (2009) calculated the
Gini Index of regions in Western Europe between 1995 and 2000. They found sig-
nificant differences between the South and the North of Europe. Scandinavian
states had a Gini Index up to 0.34, while Southern European states (Greece,
Southern Italy, Spain, Portugal) had a Gini Index of more than 0.55. The Gini mo-
bility index offers a connection of income inequality and mobility concepts
(Wodon — Yitzhaki 2002; Yitzhaki — Wodon 2002). This method is intended for
analyzing the relationship among growth, inequality and mobility.
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2.5. Data sources — Statistics on income and living conditions

Before the Czech Republic entered the EU, the income and social situation of the
population had been investigated by a Microcensus statistical survey (in 2002 for
the last time). After the EU accession, the Czech Statistical Office has been pro-
viding a statistical survey entitled Living Conditions, which is a national module
of the European EU-SILC survey (European Union — Statistics on Income and
Living Conditions) performed since 2005 in compliance with European legisla-
tion. This survey became obligatory after EU accession. It is provided by all mem-
ber states according to regulations of the European Parliament and the Council of
the European Union (Regulation 2003; Regulation 2005). The aim of the survey is
to obtain representative data of the income distribution of households, the risk of
poverty of different groups of people, data related to the way, quality and financial
intensity of life, the equipment of households with items of long-term usage and
working, material and health situations of adult people living in a household. The
unit of observation was the household, randomly selected in two stages. The ques-
tionnaire has several parts; questions refer both to individuals and households.
The survey is framed as a rotation panel — households are included in the survey
for four years (Living Conditions 2010). Detailed information on the survey pro-
cess and the structure of the Czech SILC in 2005 and descriptive statistics of
household incomes are described in Stejskal et al. (2010).

The SILC survey of 2005 included data that was up-to-date at the time of the
survey, i.e. in May of 2005, with incomes for the whole year of 2004. The 2008
SILC survey included data that was up-to-date in May of 2008 with incomes for
the whole year of 2007. The 2005 SILC dataset included data of 4,351 households
and 10,333 individuals living in these households; the 2008 SILC dataset in-
cluded data of 11,294 households and 26,933 individuals. Both sets included the
same 3,348 households with 7,980 individuals in 2005 and 7,882 individuals in
2008.

In the SILC statistical survey, municipalities according to the number of inhab-
itants are classified into 9 groups (SIZE); municipalities with less than 999 inhab-
itants match groups 1, 2 and 3; group 4 includes municipalities with 1,000—1,999
inhabitants and non-rural municipalities are classified as groups 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9.

2.6. Definition of variables
The net monetary income of a household in Czech koruna (CZK) per year

(CP_PRI1J) includes gross incomes from employment (employment and self-em-
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ployment) of all household members, social income and other benefits reduced by
social and health insurance and income taxes. The number of consumer units (£.J)
is a weighted sum of household members; the household head is assigned a value
of 1.0; a value of 0.3 to children less than 13 years of age; and a value of 0.5 to
other members (the OECD-modified equivalence scale); according to the defini-
tion of the Statistical Office of the European Union (EUROSTAT). A similar
value is used by Jarvis and Jenkins (1998) with net incomes of all household
members modified according to the McClements equivalence scale. A question is
whether it is better to use gross or net incomes for income analyses. The analysis
of households with low incomes can be possibly adjusted by eliminating housing
costs (Phimister et al. 2000b). Net monetary income of households per consumer
unit in CZK per year is calculated as

CP_PRIJ/ EJ. (7)

The living minimum income is the lowest socially recognized level of income
to ensure nutrition and other basic personal needs. The living minimum income of
a household in CZK per month (ZIVMIN) is the sum of all amounts for each indi-
vidual according to their status in the household defined according to the Act no.
110/2006 Coll., on Living and Subsistence Minimums. Previously, the living
minimum income was calculated according to the Actno. 463/1991 Coll., on Liv-
ing Minimums as the sum of the amounts for each individual and the amount ac-
cording to the size of a household. This calculation was used during the SILC
2005 survey.

In 2004, the living minimum income was regulated by the Government Regu-
lation no. 333/2001 Coll., increasing the amount of the living minimum income.
There were five levels of the amount (in CZK per month) necessary to ensure nu-
trition and other basic personal needs related to age (and to dependency for people
between 15 and 26 years of age): children under 6 years (1,690 CZK); children
from 6 to 10 years (1,890 CZK); from 10 to 15 years (2,230 CZK); dependent chil-
dren from 15 to 26 years (2,450 CZK) and other people (2,320 CZK). The amount
necessary to ensure basic needs comprised four levels according to the number of
persons in the household (in CZK per month): a single person (1,780 CZK); two
people living in the household (2,320 CZK); three or four people (2,880 CZK) and
five or more people (3,230 CZK). The amount of the living minimum income ac-
cording to Act no. 110/2006 Coll., on Living and Subsistence Minimums reaches
3,126 CZK per month for a single person; 2,880 CZK per month for the first per-
son in a household and 2,600 CZK per month for the second and other persons
who are not a dependant child; 1,600 CZK per month for a dependant child under
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6 years of age; 1,960 CZK per month for children aged from 6 to 15 and 2,250 for
children aged 15 to 26. The living minimum per consumer unit is calculated as

ZIVMIN | EJ. (8)

The question “What is the lowest net monthly income your household would
have to have in order to make ends meet?” is a part of the Living Conditions ques-
tionnaire. The MIN PRIJ variable is therefore a subjective estimate of the lowest
income possible due to the composition and conditions of the household that will
enable it to ensure its basic needs. The lowest annual income per consumer unit is
calculated as

12 * MIN PRIJ/EJ. 9)
The subjective annual surplus per consumer unit is calculated as
(CP_PRIJ— 12 * MIN_PRLJ)/ EJ. (10)

Monetary values are in current prices. The year 2005 had an annual inflation
rate of 1.9%. In 2006, it reached 2.5% and 2.8% in 2007. The price level increased
by 7.37% with an average annual growth rate of 2.399% in the period of investiga-
tion. Dividing the SILC values for 2008 (i.e. incomes of 2007) by the 1.0737 coef-
ficient will express these values in prices for 2004. The average exchange rates
between CZK and EUR (31.90 CZK/EUR in 2004 and 27.5 CZK/EUR in 2007)
are provided for the possibility of comparison.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The SILC 2005 sample included data from 4,351 households; 1,111 of which
were in municipalities with less than 2,000 inhabitants (rural municipalities) and
3,240 of which were in municipalities with a population above 2,000 inhabitants
(non-rural municipalities). The SILC 2008 included data for 11,294 households;
3,052 of which were rural and 8,242 non-rural.

In 2005, an average Czech household was composed of 1.62 consumer units
according to the EU definition; 1.63 in 2008. Rural households were composed of
1.7 consumer units (both 2005 and 2008) and non-rural households had 1.59 con-

2 25.7 CZK/USD in 2004 and 20.31 CZK/USD in 2007.
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sumer units in 2005 and 1.61 consumer units in 2008. Rural households are
greater by approximately 0.1 consumer units.
3.1. Net incomes per consumer unit

Figure 1 presents histograms of annual net incomes per consumer unit of rural
and non-rural households in 2005 and 2008. It revealed positive skewness (with
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Figure 1. Histograms of net incomes per consumer unit

Source: SILC, Own calculation.
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the median lower than the average in all cases). Histograms are smoothed with the
curve of a log-normal distribution. The Pearson’s goodness of fit test (y” test) re-
jected the hypothesis of correspondence of the empirical and log-normal distribu-
tions in both years and both groups (p-level < 0.001). Histograms and the calcula-
tion of the test criteria also revealed the greatest difference of the empirical and
theoretical distribution in intervals near the peak as well as on the upper tail. High
frequencies of values near the average are connected to high kurtosis.

Results of goodness of fit tests of the CP_PRIJ/EJ distribution among size
groups are presented in 7Table 1. Values above the main diagonal are for 2005; un-
der the main diagonal for 2008. A significant difference of distribution shapes of
municipalities with a population of less than 1,000 inhabitants and municipalities
with 1,000-2,000 inhabitants was proved in both years. The income distribution
of households in non-rural areas (SIZE 5-9) significantly differs from the income
distribution in the other groups in both years.

Table 1

Values of y° test criterion and significance levels

2008 2005 SIZE = 1-3 SIZE = 4 SIZE = 1-4 SIZE =5-9
SIZE = 1-3 Q7% 20.1%
SIZE = 4 5% 20.7%
SIZE = 1-4 34 4w
SIZE = 5-9 64.8%%* 50.1#%* 106.5%+*

* p-level <0.05; ** p-level <0.01; *** p-level <0.001
Source: SILC, Own calculation.

Table 2 presents basic features of households’ annual net income per consumer
unit. The income gap between rural and non-rural households increased from
8,055 CZK in 2005 to 11,937 CZK in 2008; incomes of non-rural households
were higher by 5.7% in 2005 and by 7% in 2008. The difference of the
CP_PRIJ/EJ mean of rural and non-rural households is significant at the level of
»<0.051n 2005 and p <0.001 in 2008. The share of households with incomes be-
low the poverty line (60% of the average net incomes of households per consumer
unit; 88,957 CZK in 2005 and 106,859 CZK in 2008) was not significantly differ-
ent in rural and non-rural areas in 2005 (14%). In 2008, the share decreased to
10.8% in rural areas and to 11.9% in non-rural areas.

Dividing the sample into smaller groups according to the SILC survey will en-
able us to explain this significant difference by comparing mean values of house-
hold income per consumption unit. The SIZE =9 group (more than 100,000 inhab-
itants) included 5 towns in both the 2005 and 2008 SILC surveys (the capital city

Society and Economy 34 (2012)



480 RADEK ZDENEK — FRANTISEK STRELECEK

Table 2

Net income of households per consumer unit — basic features (in CZK)

Year Household Average Median Share of households
below the poverty line (%)
2005 Rural 142,263 124,325 14.1
Non-rural 150,318 128,647 13.9
Total 148,261 127,500 14.0
2008 Rural 169,386 150,625 10.8
Non-rural 181,323 159,202 11.9
Total 178,098 156,267 11.6

Source: SILC, Own calculation.

of Prague; Brno, Ostrava, Plzeni and Olomouc); in the box plot (Figure 2) this
group is split into Prague and other towns. Boxes are designed as the mean being
the central point and the box represents a 95% confidence interval for individual
observations around the mean and whiskers are the 99% confidence interval. The
plot revealed differences in incomes in municipalities with different size as well
as development over time. The difference in incomes between rural and non-rural
households is caused above all, by incomes in the capital city where the income of

households per consumer unit amounted to 190,725 CZK in 2005 and to 225,479
CZK in 2008.
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Figure 2. Net household income per consumer unit, in CZK

Source: SILC, Own calculation.
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The results can be influenced by commuting from rural municipalities to dis-
trict or regional centres. The high share of commuters is characteristic for the
whole of the Czech Republic as well as for rural municipalities. From the total of
the economically active population in the Czech Republic, 81.6% commute (in-
cluding commuters within a municipality, district, region or to a different region).
It is characteristic for the inhabitants of rural municipalities that almost a half of
them (44.2%) commute within the district (Stfelecek et al. 2004).

Against official statistics the respondents in the SILC questionnaire can indi-
cate officially unregistered incomes as well (as other incomes) resulting from e.g.
the grey economy. These data however are most likely unreliable, so we do not
use them. Schneider and Klinglmair (2004) estimate the share of the shadow (both
grey and black) economy in the Czech Republic to be 19.1% of GDP in 2000.
Economists usually estimate this share in developed countries to be 10-15% of
GDP. Empirical evaluation of differences in the shares of shadow economies be-
tween rural and non-rural municipalities is out of the possibilities of this article,
but these differences cannot be excluded.

A living minimum income is regulated by law; it depends on the size and com-
position of a household. An average annual living minimum income per consumer
unit amounted to 56,246 CZK in 2005 and 44,186 CZK in 2008. The decrease was
caused by the above mentioned change of the Act on Living Minimum and the
methodology of calculation. The number of households with incomes below the
level of the living minimum income decreased from 86 in 2005 (i.e. 1.98% of the
whole) to 40 in 2008 (0.35% of the whole). This apparent improvement was
caused mainly by the change of the Act.

The question about the subjective minimum income that will enable a house-
hold to satisfy basic needs is answered by an impossible amount of zeros to
100,000 CZK per month. The average requested annual income amounted to
205,825 CZK in 2005 and 244,210 CZK in 2008. No significant differences were
found between rural and non-rural households at the significance level of 0.05.
Differences occur after calculating an average annual net income per consumer
unit — 119,590 CZK in rural areas and 131,033 in non-rural areas for 2005 and
144,198 CZK in rural areas and 153,384 CZK in non-rural areas for 2008.

The modus is an interesting feature of the minimum income; it amounted to
20,000 CZK per month in rural and non-rural areas as well in both years regard-
less of the size of the household. This income is sufficient for about 16% of house-
holds. The net income of 20,000 CZK per month is regarded as a threshold of the
minimum living standard in the Czech society.

Supposing that the respondents understood the question correctly and they
quoted a real amount necessary to cover their basic needs, a subjective surplus of-
fers a possibility to purchase avoidable goods and services and for savings. The
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subjective surplus per consumer unit distribution has a high kurtosis and a posi-
tive skewness with 20,150 CZK as the average in 2005 (22,673 in rural areas and
19,285 CZK in non-rural areas) and 27,196 CZK in 2008 (25,188 CZK in rural ar-
eas and 27,940 in non-rural areas). The interval classification of the subjective
surplus per consumption unit (with a step of 5,000 CZK) revealed a modal interval
of <0-5,000 CZK in both rural and non-rural areas in both years.

3.2. Income mobility and inequality

In the income groups’ transition matrix, rows represent an income group for an
initial time period, and columns an income group for the subsequent period. Cells
represent the proportion that move from one income group to another between
consecutive periods. The probabilities of movement between classes are given by
the off-diagonal elements of the transition matrix.

The initial time period is represented by the SILC data of 2005 compared to the
subsequent period of the SILC 2008 data. 3,348 households that are included in
both surveys were chosen. Income groups are based on an average income — less
than 50% of the average in the first group; 50-75% of the average in the second
group, etc.

The share of households remaining in the first group amounted to approxi-
mately 37% in rural and non-rural areas (Table 3, Table 4). This indicates a rather
high degree of mobility out of the group with the lowest income — compared to
Great Britain or Spain (Jarvis — Jenkins 1998; Phimister et al. 2000b; Gradin et al
2004). Consideration should be given to the interval of time between observa-
tions. There is less opportunity for movement within a short interval than in a long
interval. In the paper, an interval of three years is used; other studies use intervals
of 1 to 5 years.

Table 3

Income group transition matrix for rural households

Interval <0.5 0.5-0.75 0.75-1 1-1.25 1.25-1.5 >1.5
<0.5 0.368 0.447 0.158 0.026 0.000 0.000
0.5-0.75 0.050 0.630 0.244 0.042 0.031 0.004
0.75-1 0.007 0.229 0.512 0.195 0.044 0.013
1-1.25 0.007 0.043 0.355 0.369 0.184 0.043
1.25-1.5 0.000 0.014 0.122 0.270 0.270 0.324
>1.5 0.000 0.014 0.164 0.164 0.233 0.425

Source: SILC, Own calculation.
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Table 4

Income group transition matrix for non-rural households

Interval <0.5 0.5-0.75 0.75-1 1-1.25 1.25-1.5 >1.5
<0.5 0.379 0.379 0.161 0.056 0.016 0.008
0.5-0.75 0.046 0.616 0.237 0.073 0.015 0.012
0.75-1 0.012 0.195 0.559 0.154 0.050 0.030
1-1.25 0.003 0.060 0.305 0.358 0.174 0.101
1.25-1.5 0.009 0.057 0.172 0.242 0.269 0.251
>1.5 0.007 0.033 0.091 0.109 0.193 0.567

Source: SILC, Own calculation.

Phimister et al. (2000b) quoted transition matrices for rural and non-rural
households; with a five-year interval between waves. Diagonal cells of this matrix
(0.71; 0.574; 0.494; 0.472; 0.382; 0.76) apply for rural households and (0.733;
0.546; 0.515; 0.452; 0.376; 0.768) apply for non-rural households. Comparing
cell[1, 1] of the transition matrices (households with low incomes in both periods)
—1.e. 0.368 for Czech and 0.71 for British rural regions, suggests a rather great
number moving from this group that is also supported by the length of the period.
A low percentage of persistent poor is connected to the shape of income distribu-
tion (high kurtosis) and lower income inequality in the Czech Republic. There are
low values in the other rows of the first column — for example 5% of rural house-
holds move from the second to the first group; 4.6% of non-rural households, re-
spectively. There are rather low differences between matching transition matrix
cells of rural and non-rural areas with absolute values to 0.07. The cell [6, 6]
(group of the persistently richest) is an exception; the probability of staying in this
group is higher by 14 points for non-rural households. For further comparison,
Jarvis and Jenkins (1998) measured household income mobility between the aver-
age of waves 1 and 2 and between the average of waves 3 and 4. The main diago-
nal of the transition matrix included the following entries (50%; 55%; 46%; 45%;
32%; 71%).

Shorrocks’ M index of mobility is calculated according to the transition matrix.
It scored 0.69 in rural households and 0.65 in non-rural households. Higher in-
come mobility in rural areas is demonstrated by the correlation coefficient as well
(= 0.50 in rural regions and 0.68 in non-rural regions). Hart’s M index based on
the logarithms of incomes did not differ between rural and non-rural areas (My,,, =
0.31 both).

Fields-Ok’s indices do not measure the mobility in terms of the change of rela-
tive incomes. They measure the change of income in absolute or percentage ex-
pressions. Fields-Ok per capita mobility measure amounted to 44,616 CZK in ru-
ral regions and 47,715 CZK in non-rural regions. The percentage mobility mea-
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sure amounted to 0.263 for both rural and non-rural areas. The percentage change
was the same in both areas; the higher per capita mobility measure in non-rural ar-
eas is caused by greater incomes in the initial period.

The Gini coefficient measuring the inequality of net annual household incomes
per consumption unit confirmed a lower inequality of incomes in the Czech Re-
public. Comparing the net income inequality using the equivalence scale further
decreases the inequality. The Gini coefficient reached 0.23 for rural households in
2005 and 0.20 in 2008; and 0.24 for non-rural households in 2005 and 0.23 in
2008 — the income inequality of net annual household incomes per consumption
unit has decreased. The decrease of inequality is contrary to a common statement
that income inequality increases in post-communist economies (see for example
Stejskal — Stavkova 2010). These coefficients were calculated according to the
SILC sample and the dissonance can be caused by a larger sample in 2008. The in-
crease of inequality would also result from the abolition of the progressive taxa-
tion of incomes in 2008 and from the implementation of upper limits in payments
of social and health insurance.

3.3. Persistently poor households

Let us closely discuss households with the lowest incomes both in the initial and
in the consequent periods. There were 61 households, 14 of which were in rural
areas and 47 in non-rural areas; they were smaller than an average household by
0.1 consumer unit. Their structure according to social groups (of the head of
household) is presented in Table 5.

Significantly often, these households were of retired people in rural areas and
of unemployed people in non-rural areas. Basic and lower upper education (with-
out a leaving examination) prevailed in both areas; 2% of non-rural households
had a person with a university education as a head. The great share of retired and
unemployed people reflected also the structure of incomes, with a 78% share of
gross incomes from social benefits (69% in 2008) and 18% of incomes from em-
ployment in 2005 (24% in 2008). The rest refers to other sources of income.

Within the questionnaire survey, respondents answered the question of
whether or not their housing costs are a burden for their households. Answers
were rather consistent in both years and areas: housing costs are a great burden for
approximately 70% of households and a certain burden for 30% of households.
Similar consistency was revealed within the question of income sufficiency: it
was extremely difficult to live on their incomes for 50% of households; 35% had
some difficulties and the rest of them reported minor difficulties.
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Table 5

Structure of low income households according to social groups (%)

Social group according Rural Non-rural
to the head of household 2005 2008 2005 2008
Lower employee 14.3 14.3 10.6 12.8
Self-employed person 0.0 0.0 43 0.0
Higher employee 7.1 7.1 0.0 2.1
Retired person with no

economically active members 50.0 571 255 34.0
Unemployed 14.3 21.4 46.8 46.8
Other 14.3 0.0 12.8 43
Total 100 100 100 100

Source: SILC, Own calculation

4. CONCLUSION

The aim of this paper was to compare incomes of Czech rural and non-rural
households. Positive skewness and high kurtosis is a typical feature of household
incomes. A similarity to the log-normal distribution can be presumed from histo-
grams; however fit tests of theoretical and empirical distribution denied it —
mainly due to high kurtosis. The difference of incomes of rural and non-rural
households was significant (p < 0.05 in 2005; p <0.001 in 2008). A detailed clas-
sification of households according to the size of the municipality revealed that the
difference was caused by the level of incomes in the capital city of Prague; there
was no significant difference in incomes of households according to municipality
size. However, the number of jobs is limited in small municipalities so that com-
muting to bigger towns often occurs.

The share of households with incomes of less than 60% of an average net in-
come per consumer unit decreased from 14% in 2005 to 11.6% in 2008. The com-
parison of the transition matrix with studies of other countries revealed a higher
probability of moving from the group with the lowest income (approximately 0.63
both in rural and non-rural areas). A low percentage of persistently poor is con-
nected to a high kurtosis of income distribution and low income inequality in the
Czech Republic. Income mobility was greater in rural households compared to
non-rural.

Households staying in the group with lowest incomes consisted mainly of re-
tired people (in rural areas) and of unemployed (in non-rural areas) in both years.
The head of those households had lower education and their incomes depended
mainly on social benefit incomes (pensions, welfare benefits).
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Ekonomie

HOI?NQCENi VYVOJE ZAMESTNANOSTI,
PRUMERNE MZDY A PRODUKTIVITY PRACE
POMOCI SHIFT-SHARE ANALYZY

Radek Zdenék, Frantisek Strelecek

Uvod

Rozsifenim EU v roce 2004 se zna¢né prohlou-
bily rozdily v produkci nejen na narodni, ale
mnohem vice na regiondlni Urovni. V novych
¢lenskych statech Zije 90 % populace v regio-
nech s hrubym doméacim produktem na obyva-
tele niz§im nez 75 % pruméru EU, zatimco

v EU15 je to pouze 13 % populace (Broersma
a Van Dijk [7]). Tomu odpovidaji i hodnoty uve-
dené v tab. 1 (hruby domaci produkt na obyva-
tele v parité kupni sily k praméru EU27 podle
NUTS 3), kdy 75% hranici ptekraéuje v Ceské
republice pouze Praha (vice napf. Kraftova
a Kraft [17]).

Hruby domaci produkt na obyvatele v parité kupni sily v % k priiméru EU27

NUTS 3 2004 | 2005 | 2006 2007 | 2008
Hlavni mésto Praha 153,9 | 158,2 | 161,6 1712 | 1721
Stfedocesky kraj 71,0 69,8 72,6 74,8 | 741
JihoCesky kraj 66,8 68,4 68,8 68,4 | 67,7
Plzensky kraj 72,4 71,6 72,6 73,2 | 68,5
Karlovarsky kraj 58,1 57,3 55,3 56,8 | 554
Ustecky kraj 61,8 61,8 62,4 63,2 | 64,5
Liberecky kraj 60,4 63,6 62,4 61,6 58,6
Kralovéhradecky kraj 67,3 66,2 65,4 68,0 67,3
Pardubicky kraj 63,1 62,2 64,6 66,8 | 66,9
Vysocdina 64,1 64,4 65,0 67,2 | 62,9
Jihomoravsky kraj 68,7 68,9 70,5 73,2 78,1
Olomoucky kraj 59,0 57,3 57,0 59,2 | 60,6
Zlinsky kraj 59,9 61,3 62,4 65,2 | 68,1
Moravskoslezsky kraj 61,3 64,0 64,1 67,2 69,3
Ceska republika 75,1 76,0 76,8 79,6 | 80,5

Bielik a Raj¢aniova [3] povazuji vyvoj na trhu
prace a jeho dopady na zmény v zaméstna-
nosti, produktivité prace a mzdach za vyznam-
né ekonomické problémy soucasnosti. Cilem
pfispévku je pomoci shift-share analyzy posou-
dit dynamiku produktivity prace, zaméstnanosti

Zdroj: EUROSTAT

a pramérné mzdy v krajich a odvétvich narod-
niho hospodarstvi z hlediska jednotlivych kom-
ponent. Sledovanym obdobim jsou roky 2004
az 2008, kdy byla ocekavana (podobné jako
u nékterych do EU dfive pfistoupivSich zemi)
akcelerace hospodarského rastu. Vybranym
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veliginam se v CR z rGznych Ghli pohledu
vénuje fada autord, napf. Marek [19] (vyvoj
zakladnich charakteristik mezd a koeficientl
nerovnosti v letech 1995-2008); Bilkova [5],
Bilkova [4], BartoSova [1] (statistické modely
mzdovych rozdéleni); Hajek [14] (analyza fakto-
r rdstu produktu pomoci metody ristového
UcCetnictvi a srovnani se staty EU); Spévacek
a Vintrova [23] (vyvoj HDP a produktivita vyrob-
nich faktor(l); Havlickova [15] (predikce zamést-
nanosti pro roky 2005-2010 podle odvétvi).

Prispévek byl zpracovan s pouzitim pro-
sttedkdl MSMT v ramci Fe$eni vyzkumného za-
méru MSM 6007665806 , Trvale udrzitelné zpU-
soby zemédeélského hospodareni v podhorskych
a horskych oblastech zaméfené na vytvareni
souladu mezi jejich produkénim a mimopro-
dukénim uplatnénim®,

1. Material a metodika
Shift-share analyza byla poprvé uzita v praci
Dunn [10] a byla uréena zejména pro analyzu
dynamiky zaméstnanosti. Rozkladanou velici-
nou mlze byt zaméstnanost (Bielik a Rajéanio-
vé [3]; Riguelle et al. [22]; Blien a Wolf [6]; Dinc
a Haynes [8]; Strelecek et al. [25]), pfidana
hodnota (Esteban [11]), produktivita prace
(Maudos et al. [20]) i jina veli¢ina (Stfelecek et
al. [24]). Analyza vybrané veli€iny touto meto-
dou je zaméfena na jeden z nasledujicich
aspektl:
= na posouzeni dynamiky a strukturdlnich
zmén vybrané veliiny z hlediska jednotli-
vych odvétvi;
= na statické hodnoceni strukturalnich zmén
z hlediska jednotlivych odvétvi a regiond.
Maudos et al. [20] vyjadfuji zmény v pro-
duktivité prace pomoci statického odvétvového
efektu, ktery spociva v realokaci zdroji do pro-
duktivnéjSich sektor(i. Dynamicky odvétvovy
efekt spociva v analyze tempa rustu odvétvi
s vyS$S§i produktivitou. Rozdil v produktivité pra-
ce dvou obdobi se pak vysvétluje vnitinim od-
vétvovym efektem (intra sectoral effect), static-
kym odvétvovym efektem (static sectoral effect)
a dynamickym odvétvovym efektem (dynamic
sectoral effect). Posledni dva tvofi tzv. efekt
strukturalnich zmén (structural change effect).
Uvedena metoda je zaloZzena na rozkladu
zmén produktivity prace metodou se zbytkem
a je uplatnéna na 47 odvétvich EU 15 a USA.
Esteban [11] prezentuje statickou shift-share
analyzu, pomoci niz hodnoti multisektorovou
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strukturu produktivity prace s regionalnimi roz-

dily. Uvedenou metodu pouzil pro analyzu pro-

duktivity prace statd Evropské unie. Knudsen

[16] rozSifuje shift-share analyzu o proporcio-

nalni komponentu a zaroven se zabyva vztahy

mezi tradiéni shift-share analyzou a uplatnénim

analyzy rozptylu u této metody. Ezcurra et al.

[12] popisuji regionalni rozdily v produktivité ve

statech EU pomoci Giniho a Theilovych indexd.

Hodnoti podily strukturalni, regionalni a alokac-

ni slozky produktivity. Garibaldi et al. [13] shift-

share analyzu uzivaji pro kvantifikaci vlivd

pocate¢ni struktury odvétvi na celkovy rust

zameéstnanosti. Dixon, McDonald [9] rozkladaji

zménu produktivitu prace do komponent spoje-

nych se:

a) zmenou objemu prace na pracovnika;

b) zménou v alokaci prace a kapitdlu mezi
odvétvimi;

c) zménou technologii;

d) nahodnymi faktory (pocasi);

e) kolisanim intenzity vyuzivani vyrobnich fak-
torl vlivem hospodarského cyklu;

f) zménou intenzity kapitalu;

g) zménou statistickych konvenci, zejména
s ohledem na méfeni vystupu odvétvi jako
je verejna sprava.

Berzeg [2] a Knudsen [16] vychazeji z roz-
kladu pomoci relativnich zmén. Touto metodou
Ize rozkladat trojrozmérné kontingencni tabulky
(dimenze odvétvi, regionll a ¢asu). Jednotlivé
relativni zmeény jsou definovany:

_ 2 r,iXtri" - Zr,inri

n

g S X : (1)
;X XL, XX
g'= S X : @
g = XX, =2 X! (3)
> X! ’
i Xrin_Xn
g =#, @)

t

kde gn je relativni zména sledované veli¢iny
celkem, gi je relativni zména v odvétvi i, gr je
relativni zména v regionu r a g7 je relativni
zména v odvétvi i v regionu r. X7 je sledovana
veli¢ina v odvétvi /i a regionu r v zdkladnim
obdobi, X7,, v obdobi sledovaném. Uvedené
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vztahy Ize aplikovat na veli€iny agregovatelné
souctem, v pfipadé primérmych mezd ¢i pro-
duktivity prace je nutno uzit vazeny aritmeticky
pramér. Celkova zména (c}) je dana souctem
jednotlivych komponent,

ci=n} +s} +ri+d], kde (5)
= n7 je narodni komponenta,

=X, ()
= s} je odvétvova komponenta,

s =X/ (g-9") @)
= /] je regiondini komponenta,

=X(@-9") (8)
= d! je diferencidlni komponenta,

=X (9-9") (@-9") 9

Rozklad zmény mezi dvéma obdobimi do
uvedenych komponent Ize doplnit o rozklad
variability celkové zmény:

o*(c) =’ (n)) + &(s]) + O(r ) + o*(d] ) + 2 cou(n] , 8] ) +

i

+2cov(n/,r’)+2cov(n,d )+2cov(s/,r )+

(10)

2cov(s/,d )+ 2cov(r,d).

K posouzeni vyznamnosti variability jednot-
livych komponent Ize porovnat podil variability
jednotlivych komponent (rozptyl komponenty
a pfislusnych kovarianci) na celkové variabilité.
Napf. podil variability regionalni komponenty na
celkové variabilité je tedy

cov(r’,n/ )+ cov (r,’ S/ )+ o’ (r,f )+ cov(r,’ ,d,.’)

o*(c)

Hajek [14] rozklada tempo rlstu hrubé pfi-
dané hodnoty v jednotlivych odvétvich dle teo-
rie ristového Ucetnictvi na vliv zaméstnanosti,
kapitalu a souhrnné produktivity faktord. Zrych-
leni ekonomického ristu v CR bylo v daném
obdobi vysledkem predevsim zrychleni souhrnné
produktivity faktord, méné pak zaméstnanosti.
Na zrychleni ristu makroekonomické souhrnné
produktivity faktorll se podilel pfedevsim zpra-
covatelsky pramysl.

(11)

Statickd shift-share analyza produktivity
prace (Esteban [11]) vychazi z rozkladu rozdilu
produktivity prace v regionu r (x,) a produktivity
prace celého narodniho hospodarstvi (x), mezi
néz Ize vlozit tyto tfi komponenty:

1. komponenta odvétvového mixu

K, =2 (pr = )X (12)
2. komponenta rozdilné produktivity

T, = X, pi(x; — X)) (13)
3. alokacni komponenta

o, =3 (py = PIXI (% — i) (14)

kde:

p;  je podil zaméstnanosti v odvétvi
ivregionur, ¥, p, =1,

pi  je podil zaméstnanosti v odvétvi i na

narodni drovni, ¥, pi = 1,

je produktivita prace na pracovnika

v odvétvi ja v regionu r,

xi  je produktivita prace na pracovnika
v odvétvi i na narodni Urovni,

X, je produktivita prace na pracovnika
vregionu r, X, = ¥, p} X!

X je produktivita prace na pracovnika
v narodnim hospodafstvi,
x =33 py % = Lpixi

Tyto komponenty jsou ve vztahu

X, =X =U, + T, + 0. (15)

i
X

Komponenta odvétvového mixu (u,) vyjad-
fuje vliv rozdilu podilu zaméstnanosti v regionu
a néarodnim hospodafstvi v odvétvi i p, ma
nulovou hodnotu, je-li relativni struktura odvétvi
v regionu stejnd jako na narodni Urovni. Klad-
nou hodnotu ma v pfipadég, Ze relativni struktura
odvétvi v regionu upfednostiiuje odvétvi s vyssi
produktivitou ve vztahu ke struktufe odvétvi na
narodni Urovni. Region je tedy vice zaméfen na
produktivnéjsi odvétvi ve srovnani se zamére-
nim v celé republice. Moomaw a Lederbur [18]
uvadéji, ze komponenta odvétvového mixu
hraje vyznamnou roli pfi vysvétleni rozdill
v produktivité mezi regiony. Komponenta rozdilné
produktivity (r) vyjadfuje vliv rozdill v produk-
tivitt x, — xi pfi vahach jednotlivych odvétvi
narodniho hospodafstvi. Komponenta rozdilné
produktivity je kladna, pokud xir > xi, tedy pokud
produktivita prace v regionu v jednotlivych
odvétvich pfevysuje produktivitu prace v jedno-
tlivych odvétvich na narodni Urovni. Na alokac-
ni komponentu plsobi rozdilna struktura pra-
covni sily, ktera je navic akcelerovana rozdilem
produktivity prace. Alokacni komponenta o,
dosahuje kladnych hodnot, je-li region speciali-
zovan na odvétvi s vySSi produktivitou ve srov-
nani s produktivitou v narodnim hospodarstvi.
Alokaéni komponenta je indikatorem vykonnos-
ti regionu a navic méfi kovariance mezi sekto-
rovou specializaci a vyhodou vySSi produktivity.

s EM



Vyznamnost variability jednotlivych kompo-
nent Ize porovnat obdobné jako u predchozi
metody, vztahy (10) a (11) modifikované pro tfi
komponenty.

Z metod shift-share analyzy je zfejmé, Ze
regionalni Urovent mize byt zvolena libovolnég,
je mozné vychazet z politického déleni (napf.
dle NUTS zvolené urovné). V pfispévku jsme
zvolili uroven regionalniho ¢lenéni NUTS Il —
kraje, pro které jsou hodnoty vybranych veli¢in
dostupné v krajskych statistickych ro¢enkach.
Volbou této agregaéni Urovné jsou zachovany
regionalni disproporce, které mohou byt pfi
volbé vyssi urovné (napf. oblasti NUTS ) jiz
potlaceny.

Jako material pro hodnoceni vyvoje za-
meéstnanosti, primérné mzdy a produktivity pra-
ce byly pouzity Gdaje z Krajskych roéenek Ces-
kého statistického Ufadu. Vychozim obdobim
jsou Udaje za rok 2004, srovnavanym obdobim
rok 2008. Udaje o primé&mé mzdé obsahuji
tabulky ,Prdmérné hrubé mésiéni mzdy
zaméstnanct podle odvétvi OKEC*, o hrubé
pfidané hodnoté tabulky ,Struktura hrubé pfi-
dané hodnoty podle odvétvi OKEC* a o poétech
zaméstnanych tabulky ,Zaméstnani v NH podle
odvétvi OKEC*. Produktivita prace v jednotli-
vych odvétvich v krajich je dopoc¢tena vydéle-
nim hrubé pfidané hodnoty poétem zaméstna-
nych. K 1. 1. 2009 byla zavedena nova klasifi-
kace odvétvi, CZ-NACE Rev. 2. Udaje o pri-
meérné mzdé v roce 2008 v regionech v odvét-
vovém c¢lenéni byly publikovany v krajskych
ro¢enkach 2010, tedy podle nové klasifikace,
a byly pfevedeny na klasifikaci OKEC. Metodi-
ku pro ptevod z NACE Rev. 2 na OKEC obsa-
huje metodické pfiruska CSU [21].

Na veli€iny produktivita prace, primeérna
mzda a pocCet zaméstnanych je aplikovana
shift-share analyza podle vztaht (1) — (11).
Vyznamnost relativnich pfirlstkd podle krajd
a odvétvi je posouzena pomoci dvoufaktorové
analyzy rozptylu. U produktivity prace je navic
provedena staticka shift-share analyza podle
vztah( (12) — (15).

2. Vysledky

2.1 Zaméstnanost

V obdobi 2004 az 2008 doslo v Ceské republi-
ce k nartstu zaméstnanosti 0 6,3 %, tj. 0 296
tis. osob. Nejvyssi relativni prirstek vykazala
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odvétvi energetika (48,1 %), nemovitosti a pro-
najem (29 %), finanéni zprostfedkovani (23,8 %)
a doprava (22,4 %). Naopak k poklesu zamést-
nanosti doslo v odvétvi zemédélstvi (o0 21,3 %),
ostatni verejné sluzby (7,4 %) a tézba nerost-
nych surovin (6,1 %). Z hlediska krajl dos$lo
k nejvy8Simu narlstu zaméstnanosti ve Stfedo-
ceském kraji (9,5 %), Moravskoslezském kraji
(8,8 %) a Praze (7,4 %). Pokles zaméstnanosti
byl zaznamenan pouze v Libereckém kraji (2,2 %).
Z hlediska struktury odvétvi podle podilu
zaméstnancu Ize v zékladnim obdobi (2004) za
nejvyznamnejsi odvétvi oznacit: zpracovatelsky
primysl (27,1 %), obchod (13,4 %), stavebnic-
tvi (9,3 %), doprava (7,7 %), vefejna sprava
a zdravotnictvi (obé 6,9 %).

U jednotlivych kraja lze néktera odvétvi
oznadit za vyznamna. Tato odvétvi jsou vytipo-
vana jako ta, ve kterych je po sestupném uspo-
fadani zaméstnana v daném kraji vice nez
polovina pracujicich. Ve vsech krajich mezi
vyznamna odveétvi patfi zpracovatelsky pramysl
a obchod a kromé Prahy, Vysociny a Liberec-
kého kraje i stavebnictvi. Tato odvétvi dale
dopliuje doprava v Praze, StfedoCeském,
Usteckém a Moravskoslezském kraji; zemédél-
stvi na Vysociné; nemovitosti a pronajem v Pra-
ze a zdravotnictvi v Karlovarském a Morav-
skoslezském kraji.

Rozklad zmény zaméstnanosti
v obdobi 2004-2008
Narodni komponenta vychazi z relativniho pfi-
ristku zaméstnanosti gn = 6,3 %. Hodnoty
narodni komponenty jsou proporcionalni poctu
zaméstnanych v odvétvich a krajich v zakladnim
obdobi, nejvysSich hodnot tedy dosahuje zpra-
covatelsky priimysl (80,1 tis. osob) a obchod
(39,6 tis. osob), z hlediska kraju je to Praha
(37,8 tis. osob), StfedocCesky kraj (34,4 tis. osob)
a Moravskoslezsky kraj (32,9 tis. osob).
V zemédélstvi by se vlivem narodni komponen-
ty zvysil pocet pracovnikd o 12 685.

Viivem odvétvové komponenty by doSlo
k nartstu poctu pracovnikd v odvétvi nemovi-
tosti a pronajem o 64,1 tis. osob, na ¢emz se
vyrazné podili hlavni mésto (19,7 tis. osob).
Vysokych pozitivnich hodnot komponenta
dosahuje dale v doprave (58,5 tis. osob) a vyro-
bé elektfiny (31,8 tis. osob). V zemédélstvi
dochazi k nejhlubSimu propadu, a to o 55,7 tis.
pracovnikd, z toho o vice nez pét tisic v téchto
krajich: StfedoCesky, Jihocesky, Vysocina,
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Jihomoravsky a Olomoucky. Vyrazny pokles
vlivem odvétvové komponenty zaznamenava
i obchod (51,3 tis. osob).

Regionalni komponenta zobrazuje vliv roz-
dilné dynamiky v kraji a v celé CR. Jejim vlivem
by doslo k narlstu poctu pracovnikd ve Stfedo-
Ceském kraji o 17,8 tis, v Moravskoslezském
kraji 0 13,1 tis. a v Praze o 6,6 tis. osob. Vyraz-
ny pokles Ize zaznamenat v kraji Libereckém
(17,4 tis. osob), Usteckém (8,6 tis. osob) &i
na Vysociné (5,1 tis. osob). Diferencialni kom-
ponenta zachycuje ostatni vlivy — ndhodné Soky,
které nejsou vyjadieny v komponenté narodni,
odvétvové ani regionalni, tedy specifika jednot-
livych odvétvi v regionech.

Nutno zminit, ze k 1. 1. 2005 doslo k pfesu-
nu obci mezi kraji, a to 27 obci z Uzemi kraje
Vysoéina do Uzemi Jihomoravského kraje
a 3 obci z tzemi Moravskoslezského kraje do
Uzemi Olomouckého kraje. Celkova variabilita
zmén mezi roky 2004 a 2008 v jednotlivych krajich
a odveétvich je z 42,8 % vysvétlovana diferenci-
alni komponentou a z 39,8 % odvétvovou kom-
ponentou, narodni komponenta plsobi 13 %
celkové variability a regionalni komponenta 4,4 %.

Pomoci dvoufaktorové analyzy rozptylu se
podafilo prokézat vyznamné rozdily v relativnich
zménach zaméstnanosti mezi jednotlivymi od-
vétvimi (Tab. 2), rozdily mezi kraji jsou na zvole-
né hladiné vyznamnosti (o. = 0,05) nevyznamné.

Dvoufaktorova analyza rozptylu relativni zmény zaméstnanosti

Zdroj variability Soucet Stupné Primérny Testové Hladina
étvercu volnosti ctverec kritérium | vyznamnosti

Kraje 0,590 13 0,045 0,942 0,511

Odvétvi 7,249 13 0,558 11,560 1,3E-17

Rezidua 8,152 169 0,048

Celkem 15,991 195

2.2 Primérna mzda

Prdmérnéd hruba mésiéni mzda ¢inila v roce
2004 18 041 K¢, v roce 2008 21 403 K¢, vzrost-
la tedy v tomto obdobi 0 18,6 %, coz znamena
prdmérné rocni tempo ristu 4,4 %. Primérna
mzda vzrostla ve vSech krajich a ve vSech odvét-
vich kromé ubytovani a stravovani (-11,6 %).

Z hlediska jednotlivych kraju a zejména jed-
notlivych odvétvi se mzdova uroven lisi. Pri-
mérna mzda v Praze prevySuje republikovy
pramér v roce 2004 0 27 %, resp. 0 35 % v roce
2008. V ostatnich krajich jsou mzdy mirné pod-
pramérné, pohybuji se od 14 912 (Karlovarsky)
do 16 619 K¢ (StfedoCesky) v roce 2004 a od
18 621 (Karlovarsky) do 21 510 K¢ (Stfedoces-
ky) v roce 2008. Pokud sestavime sestupné
pofadi kraju, pofadi na prvnich ¢tyfech mistech
se nemeéni (Praha, kraj Stfedoesky, Plzerisky
a Moravskoslezsky).

Variabilita primérnych mezd vyjadrena vari-
acnim koeficientem je mezi odvétvimi (V = 0,29
v obou letech) vy$Si nez mezi kraji (V = 0,1,
resp. 0,11 v roce 2008), pficemz tato variabilita

Zdroj: CSU, vlastni vypodty

je dana predevsim drovni mezd v Praze. Mzda
v odvétvi finanéni zprostfedkovani &ini 197 %
(177 % v roce 2008) pramérné republikové
mzdy. Nadprdmérné mzdy jsou dale v odvét-
vich energetika (125 % republikového praméru
v z&kladnim obdobi), téZba nerostnych surovin
(118 %) ¢&i verfejna sprava (114 %). Nejnizsi
primérné mzdy vykazuje ubytovani a stravova-
ni (72 %) a zemédélstvi (75 %).

Rozklad zmény zprﬁmérné mzdy
v obdobi 2004-2008

Vlivem narodni komponenty by mélo dojit k nej-
vy$8imu rdstu v krajich a odvétvich s vySsi pra-
mérnou mzdou v zakladnim obdobi, tedy
v Praze (4 270 K¢&), v odvétvi finanéni zpro-
stfedkovani (6 625 K¢) a energetika (4 212 K¢).
Odvétvova komponenta na zménu primérné
mzdy vyrazné zaporné pusobi ve finanénim
zprostiedkovani (-4 245 K¢), ubytovani a stra-
vovani (-3 935 K¢) a obchod (-2 157 K¢); nej-
vys$Si narlist plsobi tato komponenta v odvétvi
tézba nerostnych surovin (4 081 K¢&) a doprava
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(2 688 K¢&). Hodnoty regionalni komponenty ve
vSech krajich nabyvaji kladnych hodnot, jejich
variabilita je pomérné nizka — pohybuji se mezi
930 K¢ (Karlovarsky kraj) a 1 995 K¢ (Vysocina).
Nizka je tedy variabilita nejen mezd mezi kraji,
ale také relativnich pfirastkll mezd mezi kraji.
Pozitivni hodnota narodni komponenty je ve
v8ech krajich akcelerovana komponentou regi-
onalni. S pomérné nizkou mirou nepfesnosti Ize
tvrdit, Ze prllmérna mzda v jednotlivych odvét-
vich a krajich sleduje s drobnymi odchylkami
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celorepublikovy trend. Z rozkladu variability
relativnich zmén vyplyvd, ze narodni kompo-
nenta vysvétluje 17 % celkové variability,
odvétvova komponenta 22 %, regionalni kom-
ponenta 8 % a diferencialni komponenta 53 %.
Dvoufaktorova analyza rozptylu dava v pfi-
padé relativnich zmén primérné mzdy obdob-
né vysledky jako v pfipadé relativnich zmén
zaméstnanosti, tedy byly prokazany rozdily
pouze mezi jednotlivymi odvétvimi (Tab. 3).

Dvoufaktorova analyza rozptylu relativni zmény primérné mzdy

Zdroj variability Soucet Stupné Primérny Testové Hladina
étverct volnosti ctverec kritérium | vyznamnosti

Kraje 0,075 13 0,006 0,601 0,851

Odveétvi 0,955 13 0,073 7,695 7,1E-12

Rezidua 1,614 169 0,010

Celkem 2,644 195

2.3 Produktivita prace

Ukazatel produktivity prace je tvofen podilem
hrubé pfidané hodnoty v béznych cenach
a pottem zaméstnanych osob. V roce 2004
ginila produktivita prace v Ceské republice
530,3 tis K&, v roce 2008 663,9 tis. KE. Produk-
tivitu prace v CR vyznamné ovliviiuje produkti-
vita prace v hlavnim mésté, a to jak svoji Urov-
ni, tak i poétem zaméstnanych pracovnikd. To
je také jedna z pfi€in, pro¢ ostatni kraje maji
podpramérnou produktivitu prace. Produktivita
prace v hlavnim mésté prevySuje primér
0 87 % (96,2 % v roce 2008). Z pohledu odvét-
vi dosahuje nejvyssi produktivity prace energe-
tika, nemovitosti a pronajem a finanéni zpro-
stfedkovani.

Porovname-li produktivitu v jednotlivych
odvétvich kraji s prameérnou produktivitou
v jednotlivych odvétvich, pak Ize jednotlivé
kraje rozdélit do tfi skupin (Tab. 4). Prvni skupi-
nu predstavuiji kraje s nadprimérnou produkti-
vitou. Ta zahrnuje kraje, které maji vy3si pro-
duktivitu v odvétvi nez je primérna produktivita
v odvétvi v CR plus polovina smérodatné
odchylky. Druhou skupinou jsou kraje s pri-
mérnou produktivitou, kde produktivita v odvét-
vi lezi v intervalu primérmé produktivity v CR

Zdroj: CSU, vlastni vypoéty

plus minus polovina smérodatné odchylky. Treti
skupinu tvofi kraje s podprimérnou produktivi-
tou, které jsou vymezeny nizsi nez produktivita
prace stejného odvétvi v .CR minus polovina
smérodatné odchylky. Tato odvétvi jsou rozho-
dujici z hlediska rozvoje produktivity prace
v kraji a rozvoji produktivity prace v téchto
odvétvich je tfeba vénovat pozornost.

Rozklad zmény produktivity prace
v obdobi 2004—&08

Relativni pfirtistek produktivity prace v feSeném
obdobi je gn = 25,2 %. Vlivem narodni kompo-
nenty by mélo dojit k nejvy$simu narastu pro-
duktivity prace v odvétvich a krajich s vysokou
produktivitou prace v zakladnim obdobi (ener-
getika 318 tis. K& nemovitosti a pronajem
292 tis K&, finanéni zprostfedkovani 236 tis. K&;
Hlavni mésto Praha 250 tis. K¢).

Vlivem rozdilné dynamiky produktivity
prace v jednotlivych odvétvich a narodnim hos-
podarstvi (odvétvova komponenta) by doSlo
k nejvys$Simu narlstu v odvétvi tézba nerost-
nych surovin (165 tis. K&, obchod (90 tis. K¢&)
a ostatni vefejné sluzby (40 tis. K&). Tato kom-
ponenta pusobi silné negativné v odvétvi ener-
getika (—155 tis. K&) a nemovitosti a pronajem
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Rozdéleni kraji podle produktivity prace v roce 2008

Odvétvi Produktivita prace
nadprimérna  podprimérna
Zemédaélstvi, lesnictvi, rybarstvi PR, KV, KH, JM Us, LI, VY
Tézba nerostnych surovin KV, JM SC, LI, KH, PA,
VY, OL, ZL
Zpracovatelsky pramysl PR, SC UC, LI, KH, PA, OL
Vyroba a rozvod elekttiny, plynu a vody PR, JC, VY SC, LI, JM, OL, ZL
Stavebnictvi PR SC, JC, KV, ZL
Obchod; opravy motorovych vozidel a vyrobkd pro osobni PR JC, KV, US, LI,
potfebu a pfevazné pro domacnost KH, VY, OL, ZL
Ubytovani a stravovani PR, KH SC, KV, US, PA,
VY, OL, ZL
Doprava, skladovani a spoje PR KV, US, ZL, MS
Finanéni zprostfedkovani PR SC, JC, PL, KV,
US, KH, VY, ZL,
MS
Cinnosti v oblasti nemovitosti a pronajmu; PR SC, JC, KV, US,
podnikatelské ¢innosti KH, VY, OL, MS
Verejna sprava, obrana; povinné socidlni zabezpecéeni PR SC, KV, LI, VY
Vzdélavani PR, US, LI SC, PL, KV,
KH, VY
Zdravotnictvi a socialni pécée; veterinarni éinnosti PR, US, M SC, PA, OL,
ZL, MS
Ostatni verejné, socidlni a osobni sluzby PR SC, US, KH,
VY, MS
Narodni hospodarstvi PR KV, LI, OL, ZL

(=154 tis. K¢), kde relativni pfirGstek produktivi-
ty préce v odvétvi je pouze 12 %, v odvétvi
doprava (—147 tis. K&) a finanéni zprostfedko-
vani (—117 tis. K¢&). V ostatnich odvétvich kom-
ponenta odvétvového mixu vyrazné nepusobi.
Regionalni komponenta zobrazuje vliv rozdiliné
dynamiky produktivity prace v kraji a CR. Abso-
lutni hodnoty této komponenty jsou nizké,
pouze v hlavnim mésté je jeji hodnota vySsi
(61 tis. K&). V ostatnich krajich jsou hodnoty
regionalni komponenty zaporné ¢i velmi nizké
kladné, coz znamena, Ze rozdil v produktivité
prace mezi hlavnim méstem a ostatnimi kraji se
prohloubil.

V pfipadé rozkladu variability relativnich
zmeén produktivity prace vysvétluje diferencialni
komponenta 90 % celkové variability, narodni

Zdroj: CSU, vlastni vypodty

komponenta 4 %, regionalni komponenta 4 %
a odvétvova komponenta 2 %.

VySe uvedené potvrzuje i dvoufaktorova
analyza rozptylu relativni zmény produktivity
prace, kdy rozdily v jejich Grovni mezi odvétvimi
se podafilo na hladiné vyznamnosti oo = 0,05
prokazat, mezi kraji nikoliv (Tab. 5).

Staticky rozklad produktivity prace

Statické zhodnoceni strukturalnich rozdild mezi
kraji je provedeno pouze pro rok 2008. Na vyssi
vykonnost regionu a vy$Si produktivitu prace
pusobi zejména fakt, zda je v regionu nadprl-
meérna zameéstnanost u téch odvétvi, u kterych
je produktivita prace jednotlivych odvétvi nej-
vys3i. Napfiklad odvétvova komponenta u hlav-
niho mésta umoznuje pfirastek produktivity
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Zdroj variability Soucet Stupné Pramérny Testové Hladina
ctverct volnosti ctverec kritérium | vyznamnosti

Kraje 13,810 13 1,062 1,223 0,267

Odvétvi 30,604 13 2,354 2,709 0,002

Rezidua146,848 169 0,869

Celkem 191,263 195

prace o 78 tis K& Na tomto pfirtstku produkti-
vity prace se v kladném smyslu podileji pfede-
vSim odvétvi nemovitosti a pronajem (117 tis. K¢),
doprava (39 tis. K&) a finanéni zprostfedkovani
(32 tis. K&). Zhorsujicimi odvétvi jsou zejména
zpracovatelsky pramysl (—113 tis. K&) a zemé-
délstvi (—16 tis. KE). V ostatnich krajich bez
vyjimky plsobi odvétvi nemovitosti a pronajem
negativné. Naopak zpracovatelsky pramysl
pusobi ve vétSiné krajl pozitivné (kromé jiz
uvedeného hlavniho mésta, Karlovarského
a Usteckého kraje). Vyznamngjsi pozitivni vliv
(nad 10 tis. K& na pracovnika) Ize zaznamenat
jesté v zemédélstvi v Jihoceském kraji (13 tis. K&)
a na Vysoc¢iné (32 tis. K&), v odvétvi tézba
nerostnych surovin v krajich Karlovarském
(18 tis. K&), Usteckém (20 tis. K&) a Morav-
skoslezském (30 tis. K&), energetika v Ustec-
kém kraji (24 tis. KE&), ubytovani a stravovani
v Karlovarském kraji (14 tis. K&) a v odvétvi
doprava ve StfedoCeském kraji (15 tis. K&).
Kromé hlavniho mésta je celkova komponenta
odvétvového mixu pozitivni i v StfedoCeském
kraji (pfedevsim vlivem odvétvi doprava)
a Usteckém kraji (vlivem odvétvi energetika).

Komponenta rozdilné produktivity dosahuje
kladné hodnoty pouze v hlavnim mésté (625 tis. K&).
K této hodnoté pfispivaji kladné vSechna odvét-
vi kromé tézby nerostnych surovin. Na hodnoté
komponenty se vyznamné podili zpracovatel-
sky pramysl (188 tis. K&) a obchod (97 tis. K&).
Ve vSech ostatnich krajich je komponenta roz-
dilné produktivity zaporna, pficemz negativné
na ni plsobi vétsina odvétvi. Vyjimkou jsou tato
odvétvi (uvedena s vlivem vétsim nez 10 tis. KE):
zpracovatelsky primysl ve StfedoCeském
(36 tis. K&) a Moravskoslezském (19 tis. K¢)
kraji, energetika v Jihoceském kraji (31 tis. KE&)
a na Vysoc€iné (17 tis. K&) a obchod v Jihomo-
ravském kraji (12 tis. K¢&).

Zdroj: CSU, vlastni vypodty

Na zvySovani hodnoty alokaéni komponen-
ty pUsobi jak rozvoj odvétvi s vysokou produkti-
vitou prace, tak Utlum odvétvi s nizkou produk-
tivitou. Alokaéni komponenty ve vétSiné kraju
nabyvaji nizkych kladnych hodnot, pouze v kra-
jich Vyso€ina (26,6 tis. K&) a Karlovarském
(24,7 tis. K& — pfedevsim vlivem odvétvi tézba
nerostnych surovin s vysokou produktivitou
prace i zaméstnanosti) jsou jeji hodnoty vyssi.
Alokaéni komponenta je zapornd pouze
v Praze (—65,1 tis. K&) a je ovlivnéna pfedevsim
hodnotou —130 tis. K& ve zpracovatelském pra-
myslu (pfi¢inou je kombinace vysoké produkti-
vity a nizké zaméstnanosti v tomto odvétvi).
V krajich nejsou realizovana odvétvi s vyssi
produktivitou prace, ktera by pfi vysSi zamést-
nanosti v téchto odvétvich vytvarela regiondlni
vyhodu.

Interakce komponenty odvétvového mixu
a komponenty rozdilné produktivity nazorné
zobrazuje obr. 1. Vzhledem k rozloZeni kraja je
zobrazen pouze 3. a 4. kvadrant. Hlavni mésto
Praha neni zobrazeno, kladna hodnota kompo-
nenty odvétvového mixu (78 tis. KE) je u négj
akcelerovana kladnou hodnotou komponenty
rozdilné produktivity (625 tis. K&). Ostatni kraje
lezi v 3. a 4. kvadrantu, pro né je tedy kompo-
nenta rozdilné produktivity zaporna. U Stfedo-
geského a Usteckého kraje je zaporné plisobe-
ni komponenty rozdilné produktivity ¢astec¢né
kompenzovéano kladnou hodnotou komponenty
odvétvového mixu (4. kvadrant). V Jihomorav-
ském kraji je odvétvova komponenta blizka
nule, coz s pomérné pfiznivou hodnotou kom-
ponenty rozdilné produktivity umistuje tento
kraj na druhé misto po Praze. U Moravskoslez-
ského kraje jiz komponenta rozdilné produktivi-
ty pusobi vyraznéji. Vyraznéjsi shluk tvofi Par-
dubicky, Kralovehradecky, Plzerisky a JihoCes-
ky kraj — v téchto krajich ma produktivita prace
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podobnou strukturu i vysi (zhruba 560 tis. K&
na pracovnika). Struktura produktivity je podobna
i ve Zlinském kraji a na Vysociné a v tomto ohle-
du jsou si blizké i kraje Liberecky a Olomoucky,

kde je produktivita prace cca 520 tis. K&. Vymy-
ka se Karlovarsky kraj, kde spoluplsobi zapor-
né komponenty odvétvového mixu a rozdilné
produktivity.

m Komponenta odvétvového mixu a rozdilné produktivity

0
-20 4
40 oM
oy
4
g 60 1
>
£ g «PL J +S_
i~ L3
= 4q J MS
8 100 PATK ¥ i
Q o VY
£ 120 " » s
s - |
g wu O
« -140 i
S
Q
5 -160
g - |
5
X 180 s KV 1
-200
-40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20
Komponenta odvétvového mixu [tis. K¢&]

Vyznamnost vlivu jednotlivych komponent
na odchylky kraji od pramérné produktivity
prace v narodnim hospodarstvi Ize vyjadfit roz-
kladem variability. Z hlediska variability je roz-
hodujici komponenta rozdilné produktivity. Vari-
abilita rozdilu mezi produktivitou prace v CR
a v jednotlivych krajich je v roce 2008 z 97 %
vysvétlovana variabilitou komponenty rozdiliné
produktivity (i v plvodni praci Esteban [11] je
rozhodujici podil této komponenty). Vliv variabi-
lity odvétvového mixu na celkovou variabilitu
(X, — x) je méné vyznamny a pfedstavuje 13 %.
Vliv variability aloka¢ni komponenty na celko-
vou variabilitu (x, — x) je =10 %, vzajemné plso-
beni aloka¢ni komponenty s komponentou
odvétvového mixu a komponentou rozdilné
produktivity plsobi na snizeni celkové variabili-
ty produktivity prace.

Zdroj: CSU, vlastni vypoéty

Zaver

V pfispévku byly zhodnoceny Udaje o vyvoji
produktivity prace, primérné mzdy a zamést-
nanosti uvadéné v krajskych roéenkach Ceské-
ho statistického ufadu. Dynamicka varianta
shift-share analyzy spocivala v rozkladu relativ-
nich pfirastkl téchto veli¢in v obdobi 2004 az
2008; pomoci statické shift-share analyzy byly
posouzeny rozdily v produktivité prace v 2008.
Dvoufaktorova analyza rozptylu u téchto veli€in
prokazala statisticky vyznamné rozdily v tempech
rlstu mezi odvétvimi, rozdily v tempech rdstu
mezi kraji se prokazat nepodafilo. Konec fese-
ného obdobi byl ve znameni svétového hospo-
darského poklesu, zpozdéni krajskych statistic-
kych ro¢enek vSak dosud neumoznuje vyhod-
notit dopady na krajskou a odvétvovou struktu-
ru a Uroven sledovanych veli¢in.
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Ve vSech krajich patfi mezi vyznamna
odvétvi (tj. odvétvi, ve kterych je zaméstnana
v roce 2008 vice jak polovina pracujicich) zpra-
covatelsky primysl a obchod a kromé Prahy,
Vysociny a Libereckého kraje i stavebnictvi.
Tato odvétvi dale doplfuje doprava v Praze,
Stfedo¢eském, Usteckém a Moravskoslez-
ském kraji; zemédélstvi na Vyso€ingé; nemovi-
tosti a pronajem v Praze a zdravotnictvi v Kar-
lovarském a Moravskoslezském kraji. Produkti-
vita prace v téchto odvétvich pak zasadné for-
muje produktivitu prace v celém kraji. V obdobi
2004 az 2008 doslo v Ceské republice k nartistu
zameéstnanosti 0 6,3 %, tj. 0 296 tis. osob. Vli-
vem odvétvové komponenty by doslo k vyraz-
néjSimu narlstu poctu pracovnikl v odvétvi
nemovitosti a pronajem, na ¢emz se vyrazné
podili hlavni mésto. Vysokych pozitivnich hod-
not komponenta dosahuje dale v dopravé a vy-
robé elektfiny, naopak v zemédélstvi dochazi
k nejhlubSimu propadu. Vyrazny pokles viivem
odvétvové komponenty zaznamenava i odvétvi
obchod. Vlivem regionalni komponenty by
doslo k vyznamnéjSimu narlstu poctu pracov-
nikd ve StfedoCeském a Moravskoslezském
kraji a v Praze, naopak k poklesu v krajich Libe-
reckém, Usteckém &i na Vysoginé.

V absolutnim vyjadfeni existuje vyznamny
rozdil mezi Urovni primérné mzdy v Praze
a v ostatnich krajich, avSak tempo rastu pri-
mérné mzdy je mezi kraji pomérné vyrovnané,
a to se odrazi ve vyrovnanych hodnotach regi-
onalni komponenty. Odvétvova komponenta
pusobi na zménu prlimérné mzdy vyrazné
zaporné ve finanénim zprostfedkovani, ubyto-
vani a stravovani a obchodé; na druhou stranu
nejvyssi narlGst pusobi komponenta v odvétvi
téZzba nerostnych surovin a doprava.

Produktivita prace v hlavnim mésté byla v ro-
ce 2004 0 87 % a v roce 2008 0 96 % vyssi nez
pramér Ceské republiky. Vysoce vyznamny roz-
dil v produktivité prace hlavniho mésta a ostat-
nich krajl je dan vyznamnym rozdilem v pro-
duktivité hlavnich odvétvi, ktery je akcelerovan
vysokym podilem odvétvi, ktera jsou vyznamna
pfedev§im pro hlavni mésto, jako je finanéni
zprostfedkovani, ¢innosti v oblasti nemovitosti
a pronajmu &i vefejna sprava. Vlivem rozdilné
dynamiky produktivity prace v jednotlivych
odvétvich a narodnim hospodarstvi by doslo
k nejvy$Simu narustu v odvétvi tézba nerost-
nych surovin, obchod a ostatni vefejné sluzby.
Tato komponenta pusobi silné negativné

Ekonomie

v odvétvich energetika, nemovitosti a pronajem
a doprava. Absolutni hodnoty regionalni kom-
ponenty produktivity prace jsou nizké, pouze
v hlavnim mésté je jeji hodnota vy$si. V ostat-
nich krajich jsou hodnoty regionalni komponen-
ty nizké, coz dokumentuje prohlubuijici se rozdil
v produktivité prace mezi hlavnim méstem
a ostatnimi kraji.

Staticky rozklad produktivity prace znovu
znazornuje zaostavani kraji za hlavnim més-
tem, a to z hlediska komponenty odvétvového
mixu, rozdilné produktivity a alokaéni. Kompo-
nenta rozdilné produktivity snizuje Uroven pro-
duktivity prace ve vSech krajich kromé Prahy za
soucasného plsobeni komponenty odvétvové-
ho mixu, kterd je zaporna ve vSech krajich
kromé& Stfedodeského, Usteckého a Prahy.
Na nepfiznivé hodnoty obou komponent pusobi
vétSina odvétvi, vyznamnéjsi vyjimky jsou uve-
deny ve vysledkové ¢&éasti. Hodnota alokaéni
komponenty zlstava u vétSiny kraju blizka
nule, pouze v Karlovarském kraji a na Vysociné
je vyssi. V krajich nejsou dostate¢né zastoupe-
na odvétvi s vysSi produktivitou prace, ktera by
pfi vyssi zaméstnanosti v téchto odvétvich
vytvarela regionalni vyhodu. Alokaéni kompo-
nenta je zaporna pouze v Praze a je ovlivnéna
pfedevSim nizkou zaméstnanosti ve zpracova-
telském pramyslu. Na zvySovani hodnoty alo-
kac¢ni komponenty pusobi jak rozvoj odvétvi
s vysokou produktivitou prace, tak utlum odvét-
vi s nizkou produktivitou.

Literatura

[1] BARTOSOVA, J. Pravdépodobnostni model
rozdéleni ptijm( v Ceské republice. Acta Oecono-
mica Pragensia. 2007, ro¢. 15, €. 1, s. 7-12. ISSN
1804-2112.

[2] BERZEG, K. The empirical content of shift-
share analysis. Journal of Regional Science.
1978, Vol. 18, Iss. 3, s. 463-469. ISSN 0022-4146.
[3] BIELIK, P., RAJCANIOVA, M. Shift-share ana-
lysis of employment growth — the case of the V4
countries. Agricultural Economics—Zemedelska
ekonomika. 2008, Vol. 54, Iss. 8, s. 347-351. ISSN
0139-570X.

[4] BILKOVA, D. Modelovéani mzdovych rozdéleni
v CR v letech 2004 a 2005 s vyuzitim logaritmicko-
normalnich kfivek a kfivek Pearsonova a Johnso-
nova systému. Statistika. 2008, ro¢. 45, ¢. 2,
s. 149-166. ISSN 0322-788X.

[5] BILKOVA, D. Paretovo rozdéleni a vyvoj mzdovych
rozdéleni v Ceské republice v letech 2001-2006.

EM|:



Ekonomie

Statistika. 2009, ro€. 46, €. 1, s. 32-52. ISSN 0322-788X.
[6] BLIEN, U., WOLF, K. Regional development of
employment in eastern Germany: an analysis with
an econometric analogue to shift-share techniqu-
es. Papers in Regional Science. 2002, Vol. 81, Iss.
3, pp. 391-414. ISSN 1435-5957.

[7]1 BROERSMA, L., VAN DIJK, J. Regional Diffe-
rences in Productivity Growth in The Netherlands:
An Industry-level Growth Accounting. Maastricht,
2007. Seminar of the Research Centre for Educa-
tion and the Labour Market. Maastricht University,
September 25.

[8] DINC, M., HAYNES, K. E. Sources of regional
inefficiency. An integrated shift-share, data enve-
lopment analysis and input-output approach. The
Annals of Regional Science. 1999, Vol. 33, Iss. 4,
s. 469-489. ISSN 1432-0592.

[9] DIXON, P. B., MCDONALD, D. A decompositi-
on of changes in labour productivity in Australia:
1970-71 to 1989-90. Economic Record. 1992, Vol. 68,
Iss. 2, s. 105-117. ISSN 0013-0249.

[10] DUNN, E. S. A statistical and analytical tech-
nique for regional analysis. Papers and Procee-
dings of the Regional Science Association. 1960,
Vol. 6, s. 97-112.

[11] ESTEBAN, J. Regional convergence in Euro-
pe and the industry mix: a shift-share analysis.
Regional Science and Urban Economics. 2000,
Vol. 30, Iss. 3, s. 353-364. ISSN 0166-0462.

[12] EZCURRA, R., PASCUAL, P., RAPUN, M.
Spatial inequality in productivity in the European
union: sectoral and regional factors. International
Regional Science Review. 2007, Vol. 30, Iss. 4,
s. 384-407. ISSN 0160-0176.

[13] GARIBALDI, P., MAURO, P., KONRAD, K. A.,
REICHLIN, L. Anatomy of employment growth.
Economic Policy. 2002, Vol. 17, Iss. 34. s. 67-114.
ISSN 0266-4658.

[14] HAJEK, M. Ekonomicky riist v Ceské republi-
ce a novych clenskych zemich Evropské unie
v obdobi 1995-2006. Politicka ekonomie. 2008,
ro¢. 56, €. 4, s. 435-448. ISSN 0032-3233.

[15] HAVLICKOVA, V. Projekce zaméstnanosti
v odvétvich do r. 2010 pro Ceskou republiku. Statisti-
ka. 2007, ro€. 44, ¢. 5, s. 384-403. ISSN 0322-788X.
[16] KNUDSEN, D. C. Shift-share analysis: further
examination of models for the description of econo-
mic change. Socio-Economic Planning Sciences.
2000, Vol. 34, Iss. 3, s. 177-198. ISSN 0038-0121.
[17] KRAFTOVA, |, KRAFT, J. Povzbudivy rist
ekonomiky regiond: cilend regulace versus trzni
autoregulace. Politicka ekonomie. 2009, ro¢. 57,
€. 6, s. 769-791. ISSN 0032-3233.

[18] LEDEBUR, L. C., MOOMAW, R. L. A shift-
share analysis of regional labor productivity in
manufacturing. Growth and chase. 1983, Vol. 14,
Iss 1, s. 2-9. ISSN 0017-4815.

[19] MAREK, L. Analyza vyvoje mezd v CR
v letech 1995-2008. Politicka ekonomie. 2010, ro€. 58,
¢. 2, s. 186-206. ISSN 0032-3233.

[20] MAUDOS, J., PASTOR, J. M., SERRANO, L.
Explaining the US-EU productivity growth gap:
Structural change vs. intra-sectoral effect. Econo-
mics Letters. 2008, Vol. 100, Iss. 2, s. 311-313.
ISSN 0165-1765.

[21] NACE Rev. 2. Metodicka prirucka [online].
Praha: Cesky statisticky dfad [cit. 2011-01-10]. 35
s. (PDF). Dostupné z: <http://www.czso.cz/csu/
klasifik.nsf/i/metodicka_prirucka_k_nace_
rev_2_%?28cz_nace%29/$File/metodicka_priruc-
ka_cz_nace_rev_2.pdf>.

[22] RIGUELLE, F., THOMAS, I., VERHETSEL, A.
Measuring urban polycentrism: a European case
study and its implications. Journal of Economic
Geography. 2007, Vol. 7, Iss. 2, s. 193-215. ISSN
1468-2702.

[23] SPEVACEK, V., VINTROVA, R. Rist, stabilita
a konvergence ceské ekonomiky v letech 2001-2008.
Politicka ekonomie. 2010, ro¢. 58, ¢. 1, s. 20-50.
ISSN 0032-3233.

[24] STRELECEK, F., ZDENEK, R., LOSOSOVA,
J. Comparison of agricultural subsidies in the
Czech Republic and in the selected states of the
European Union. Agricultural Economics—Zeme-
delska ekonomika. 2009, Vol. 55, Iss. 11, s. 519-533.
ISSN 0139-570X.

[25] STRELECEK, F., ZDENEK, R., LOSOSOVA,
J. Vyvoj zaméstnanosti ve znevyhodnénych oblas-
tech v letech 2002-2006. Politicka ekonomie.
2010, ro¢. 58, €. 6, s. 761-773. ISSN 0032-3233.

Ing. Radek Zdenék

Jihogeska univerzita v Ceskych Budé&jovicich
Ekonomicka fakulta

zdenek@ef.jcu.cz

prof. Ing. FrantiSek Strelecek, CSc., dr.h.c.
Jiho&eska univerzita v Ceskych Budé&jovicich
Ekonomicka fakulta

strelec@ef.jcu.cz

Doruceno redakci: 22. 3. 2010
Recenzovano: 15. 4. 2010, 22. 5. 2010
Schvaleno k publikovani: 25. 6. 2012

«|EM



Ekonomie

EVALUATION OF DEVELOPMENT OF EMPLOYMENT, AVERAGE WAGE AND
LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY USING SHIFT-SHARE ANALYSIS

Radek Zdenék, FrantiSek Strelecek

The enlargement of the EU in 2004 considerably increased differences in national production;
however differences in regional level were even more significant. 90 % of population in new
member states live in regions with gross domestic product per capita lower than 75 % of the EU
average; compared to 13 % of such regions in the EU15. The shift-share analysis decomposed the
dynamics of employment, average wage and labour productivity in 2004-2008. The change is
distributed into national, proportional, regional and differential component. Regional differences in
labour productivity are further assessed by static shift-share analysis. There are many specific
features in regions and sector that have to be paid attention to. To begin with, there is a significant
difference in the labour productivity of the City of Prague and in other regions. This difference is
caused by a significant variation in labour productivity of the most important sectors accelerated by
high share of some sectors that are important in the capital city. In absolute terms, there is
a difference in the level of an average wage in Prague and in other regions, however, the growth
rate of an average wage in regions copy the national trends. This is reflected in balanced values
of the regional components. The labour productivity in the capital city is higher by 96 % compared
to the average of the Czech Republic; labour productivity in other regions is below the average.
A two-way analysis of variance of each variable revealed significant differences (o = 0.05) in the
growth rates among sectors; differences among regions were not proved. A static shift-share
analysis proved a significant influence of the productivity differential component that explained 97%
of total variability.

Key Words: shift-share analysis, employment, wage, labour productivity.

JEL Classification: R11.
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INCOMES OF RURAL AND NON-RURAL
HOUSEHOLDS IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC

F. Strelecek, R. Zdenék

Abstract

STRELECEK, F., ZDENEK, R.: Incomes of rural and non-rural households in the Czech Republic. Acta univ.
agric. et silvic. Mendel. Brun., 2011, LTX, No. 4, pp. 319-326

The paper compares incomes of Czech rural and non-rural households and identifies households
persisting below the poverty threshold. The data were taken from the statistic research Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions (SILC) of 2005 and 2008. Households were classified according to
the municipality size (2000 inhabitants). Household incomes were assessed according to net annual
income per consumption unit, living minimum and subjective minimum income. Positive skewness
and high kurtosis is a typical feature of household incomes; a similarity with log-normal distribution
can be presumed. The difference between rural and non-rural household incomes was significant (p
<0.05in 2005; p < 0.001 in 2008). The development of incomes in both areas is assessed with the shift-
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share analysis regarding the national, industry mix and regional component.

household incomes, rural population, SILC, shift-share analysis

Problem of poverty is not limited to developing
countries only; it is related to the European society
as well. The year 2010 was designated as the
European Year for Combating Poverty and Social
Exclusion. In 2000, authorities of member states
committed themselves to eradicating poverty in the
EU by 2010. Questions of poverty and deprivation
are among the major objectives of social policy
tackled in a number of important studies. An effort
to reduce poverty and prevention strategies is a part
of social policy; while reducing poverty can be taken
as the minimal aim. The poverty rate of the Czech
Republic is constantly low; 9.1% of population were
below the threshold of monetary poverty in 2007 as
reported by the Czech Statistical Office (compared
to 16% in the EU).

The research is usually aimed at social groups that
are classified according to age, family type, economic
activity, education, gender, handicaps, minorities
etc. This paper classifies household according to
the size of a municipality into two groups. The
aim of the paper is to compare basic parameters
of Czech rural households and to identify basic
disproportions between rural and non-rural
household by comparing their incomes in time and
space. Marginal attention is paid to living minimum
and minimal income.

MATERIAL, METHODOLOGY AND
LITERARY REVIEW

Statistics on Income and Living Conditions

Before the Czech Republic entered the EU, the
income and social situation of population had
been investigated by the Mikrocensus statistical
survey (in 2002 for the last time). After the EU
Accession, Czech Statistical Office has been
providing statistical survey Living Conditions,
which is a national module of the Eureopean
EU-SILC survey (European Union - Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions) performed since
2005 in compliance with the European legislation.
This survey has become obligatory after the EU
accession. The unit of observation was the flat
randomly selected in two stages. The questionnaire
has several parts; questions refer both to individuals
and households. The survey is framed as a rotation
panel - households are included in the survey
for four years (Living Conditions, 2010). Detailed
information on the survey process and the structure
of the Czech SILC in 2005 and descriptive statistics
of household incomes are described in Stejskal et al.
(2010).
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The SILC survey of 2005 included data that was
up-to-date in the time of the survey, i.e. in May
of 2005 with incomes of the whole year of 2004.
The 2008 SILC survey included data that was up-
to-date in May of 2008 with incomes of the whole
year of 2007. The 2005 SILC set included data of
4351 households and 10333 individuals living in
these households; the 2008 SILC set included data
of 11294 households and 26933 individuals. Both
sets included the same 3 348 households with 7980
individuals in 2005 and 7 882 individuals in 2008.

A number of criteria such as a number of
inhabitants, density, accessibility, remoteness etc
related to some kind of territorial unit can be used to
divide the sample into rural and non-rural groups.
This paper used the size of a municipality — 2000
inhabitants to be specific - that corresponded also to
The Programme of Rural Development of The Czech
Republic in the period of 2007-2013. Previous
analyses revealed that regarding this criterion is
significant (St¥eleek et al., 2004; Perlin et al,. 2010). In
the SILC statistical survey, municipalities according
to the number of inhabitants are classified into 9
groups (VEL); municipalities with less than 999
inhabitants match groups 1,2 and 3, group 4 includes
municipalities with 1000-1999 inhabitants and
non-rural municipalities are classified as groups 5,
6,7,8and9.

Definition of variables

Net monetary income of household in CZK
per year (CP_PRI]) includes gross incomes from
employment (employment and self-employment)
of all household members, social income and other
benefits reduced by social and health insurance
and income taxes. The number of consumer units
(E]) is a weighted sum of household members; the
household head is assigned a value of 1.0 value of 0.3
to children less than 13 years of age and value of 0.5
to other members (the OECD-modified equivalence
scale) according to the definition of the Statistical
Office of the European Union (EUROSTAT). Similar
value is used in Jarvis and Jenkins (1998) with
net incomes of all household members modified
according to the McClements equivalence scale.
The question is whether it is better to use gross
or net incomes for income analyses. The analysis
of households with low incomes can be possibly
adjusted by eliminating housing costs (Phimister et
al., 2000). Net monetary income of houscholds per
consumer unit in CZK per year is calculated as

CP_PRIJ/EJ.

Living minimum is the lowest socially recognized
level of income to ensure nutrition and other basic
personal needs. Living minimum of a household
in CZK per month (ZIVMIN) is the sum of all
amounts for each individual according to their
status in the household defined according to the
Act No. 110/2006 Coll., on Living and Subsistence
Minimum. Previously, the living minimum was
calculated according to the Act No. 463/1991 Coll.,

on Living Minimum as the sum of amounts for
each individual and amount according to the size
of a household. This calculation was used during
the SILC 2005 survey. In 2004, living minimum
was regulated by the Government Regulation No.
33/2001 Coll., increasing the amount of living
minimum. Living minimum per consumer unit is
calculated as

ZIVMIN / EJ.

The questions “What is the lowest net monthly
income your houschold would have to have in
order to make ends meet?” is a part of the Living
Conditions questionnaire. The MIN_PRIJ value is
therefore a subjective estimate of the lowest income
possible due to the composition and conditions of
the houschold that will enable to ensure the basic
needs. The lowest annual income per consumer
unit is calculated as

12.MIN_PRIJ/EJ

and a subjective annual surplus per consumer
unit is calculated as

(CP_PRIJ- 12 . MIN_PRIJ)/ EJ.

Monetary values are in current prices. The year
2005 had the annual inflation rate of 1.9%. In 2006,
it reached to 2.5% and 2.8% in 2007. The price level
was increased by 7.37% with an average annual
growth rate of 2.399% in the period of investigation.
Dividing the SILC values for 2008 (i.e. incomes of
2007) by the 1.0737 coefficient will express these
values in prices of 2004.

Low income and poverty

Analysing poverty is based on the ability a) to
define it and b) to measure it. Similar to other social
phenomena, defining and measuring poverty is
connected to a number of difficulties. There are
different conceptions of poverty. The definition
therefore determines who is poor and the extent of
poverty in the society (Mared and Rabus3ic, 1996).
Conceptions are further classified according to
different criteria — absolute or relative; direct or
indirect; prescriptive or consensual and objective or
subjective.

Townsend (1979, p. 31) defines the poverty
according to the concept of relative deprivation
thus: “Individuals, families and groups in the
population can be said to be in poverty when
they lack the resources to obtain the types of diet,
participate in the activities and have the living
conditions and amenities which are customary, or
are at least widely encouraged or approved, in the
societies to which they belong. Their resources
are so seriously below those commanded by the
average individual or family that they are, in effect,
excluded from ordinary living patterns, customs and
activities”. Pacione (1995) indicates that poverty is
a central element in the multidimensional problem
of multiple deprivations. Individual difficulties (as
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low pay, dereliction, homelessness, poor schooling,
vandalism, stigmatisation, powerlessness, delin-
quency, segregation, unemployment, poor services,
crime, one-parent families, poor housing) reinforce
one another to produce compound disadvantage for
those affected. Many of the components of multiple
deprivations are varying in both urban and rural
environments.

Labudova et al. (2010) compare the risk of poverty
in the Czech Republic and in Slovakia and in
regions. They identify factors typical for regions
with low-income households using the principal
component analysis. The impact of low income
on living standards depends on the length of time
low income persists, and the availability of other
resources to supplement current income (Layte
et al., 1999). According to Perry (2002) and Ringen
(1988) the low incomes are unreliable as an indicator
of poverty. Measures of relative deprivation in
the study of Halleréd et al. (2006) are not based
on incomes but on observation of consumption
of goods and services. Definition of household
consumption shows that using consumption has
important problems related to the estimation of use-
value of consumer durables and value of housing
(Gradin et al., 2004). Zelinsky (2010) estimates the
level of poverty on the basis of welfare indicators.

The criterion of low incomes is defined differently
in literature. The relative definition determines low-
income households (or individuals) as those with
incomes lower than the first quintile; second or
third decile; 40, 50, 60 or 70% of the mean income
(average, median).

Rural regions

A number of papers has discussed differences
(and their causes) between rural and non-rural
areas. Gilbert (2004) investigated employment and
an average wage in remote rural, accessible rural
and non-rural regions in Scotland. There are great
differences between urban and rural households
(approximately three times higher in urban areas)
as well as differences among regions for example in
China (Sicular et al., 2007; Gustafsson and Shi, 2002).

Rural areas are closely related to agricultural
sector. In the Czech Republic, 47% of workers
are employed in agriculture; 11.1% in rural areas
(according to 2001 Population and Housing Census).
Divila and Doucha (2005) compared the level and
structure of incomes in agricultural and other
households in the Czech Republic according to the
Microcensus and Family Budget Statistics. Similar
topic was dealt in Stejskal and Stavkové (2010); Davis
etal.(1997) for Greece, Ireland and Northern Ireland,;
Chaplin (2004) for the Czech Republic, Hungary
and Poland. Hill (1999) reviewed the situation of
agricultural households. Pospéch et al. (2009), Van&k
et al. (2008), Vavrejnova and Liipsik (2007), Buchta
and Stulrajter (2007) compared the quality of life in
rural and non-rural regions.

Shift-share analysis

The shift-share analysis is used as a tool to assess
the dynamics. This analysis was proposed by Dunn
(1960) and designed for understanding the regional
development of a national economy. Employment
(Riguelle et al., 2007; Blien and Wolf, 2002; Dinc and
Haynes, 1999; St¥elecek et al., 2010); value added
(Esteban, 2000); labour productivity (Maudos et al.,
2008) or other (Stfeleéek et al., 2009) can be used
as the decomposed variable. The analysis by this
method is always aimed at assessing dynamics and
changes regarding each sector or to static assessment
of structural changes regarding sectors and regions.

In the paper, the shift-share analysis assesses
the dynamics of net income of households per
consumer unit (CP_PRIJ/E]) in sectors of national
economy in rural and non-rural areas. Using the
shift-share analysis, the change of incomes can
be decomposed into national, industry mix and
regional component.

t+n t_—
e —el =+ T+ o

The national component () reflects the change of
incomes in each sector (for each region) supposing
the same index of incomes in sectors and regions
and in the national economy as a whole. The income
index greater than one will bring the positive value
of the national component in all sectors and regions.

Et+n
B=€ (T —1)-

Industry mix component (i) expresses the change
of incomes due to different income dynamics in
sectors and in the national economy as a whole.

- zet ( Eiﬂn ~ EHnj
TAUE TR

Regional component (o) expresses how much
the development in sectors in a region differs from
requirements given by a change of incomes in
sectors of national economy.

t+n t+n
a:y(q _Eij
i i t t )
€ E!

where

t......stands for the basic period

t+n...stands for the compared period

i.....stands for sectors

E.....stands for the observed value of the national
level and

e.....stands for the observed value of the regional
level.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The SILC 2005 sample included data of 4351
households; 1111 of which in municipalities with
less than 2000 inhabitants (rural municipalities) and
3 240 in municipalities with population above 2 000
inhabitants (non-rural municipalities). The SILC
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2008 included data of 11294 households; 3052 of
which were rural and 8 242 non-rural.

In 2005, an average Czech household composed
of 1.62 consumer units in 2005 according to the
EU definition; 1.63 in 2008. Rural households
composed of 1.7 consumer units (both 2005 and
2008) and non-rural household had 1.59 consumer
units in 2005 and 1.61 consumer units in 2008.
Rural households are greater approximately by 0.1
consumer units.

Histograms of annual netincomes per consumer
unit of rural and non-rural households revealed
positive skewness (with the median lower than
average in all cases). The Pearson’s goodness of fit test
(x? test) rejected the hypothesis of correspondence
of the empiric and log-normal distribution in both
years and both groups (p-level < 0.001). Histograms
and the calculation of the test criteria also revealed
the greatest difference of the empiric and theoretical
distribution in intervals near the peak as well as on
the upper tail. High frequencies of values near the
average are connected to high kurtosis.

Results of fit tests of the CP_PRIJ/E] distribution
among size groups proved the significant difference

I: Net household income per consumer unit - basic features (in CZK)

of distribution shapes of municipalities with
population of less than 1000 inhabitants and
municipalities with 1000-2000 inhabitants in
both years (p-level < 0,01). Income distribution
of households in non-rural areas (VEL 5-9)
significantly differs from income distribution in the
other groups in both years.

Table I presents basic features of households’
annual net income per consumer unit. The income
gap between rural and non-rural households
increased from 8055 CZK in 2005 to 11937 CZK
in 2008; incomes of non-rural households were
higher by 5.7% in 2005 and by 7% in 2008. The
difference of CP_PRIJ/E] mean of rural and non-
rural households is significant at the level of p < 0.05
in 2005 and p < 0,001 in 2008. Share of households
with incomes below the poverty line (60% of an
average net incomes of households per consumer
unit; 88957 CZK in 2005 and 106 859 CZK in 2008)
was not significantly different in rural and non-rural
areas in 2005 (14%). In 2008, the share increased to
10.8% in rural areas and to 11.9% in non-rural areas.

Dividing the sample to smaller groups according
to the SILC survey will enable us to explain this

Year Household Average Median Share of households below the poverty line
Rural 142263 124325 14.1%
2005 Non-rural 150318 128647 13.9%
Total 148261 127500 14.0%
Rural 169386 150625 10.8%
2008 Non-rural 181323 159202 11.9%
Total 178098 156267 11.6%
Source: SILC, Own calculation
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significant difference by comparing mean values
of household income per consumption unit. The
VEL = 9 group (more than 100000 inhabitants)
included 5 towns in both 2005 and 2008 SILC
surveys (The capital city of Prague; Brno, Ostrava,
Plzeii and Olomouc); in the box plot (1:) is this
group split into Prague and other towns. Boxes are
designed as the central point is mean, box is 95%
confidence interval for individual observations
around the mean and whiskers are 99% confidence
interval. The plot revealed differences in incomes
in municipalities with different size as well as the
development in time.

The difference in incomes between rural and non-
rural households is caused above all by incomes
in the capital city with income of households per
consumer unit amounted to 190725 CZK in 2005
and to 225 479 CZK in 2008.

Living minimum is regulated by law; it depends
on the size and composition of a household. An
average annual living minimum per consumer unit
amounted to 56246 CZK in 2005 and 44186 CZK
in 2008. The decrease was caused by the above
mentioned change of the Act on Living Minimum
and the methodology of the calculation. A number
of households with incomes below the level of living
minimum decreased from 86 in 2005 (i.e. 1.98% of
the whole) to 40 in 2008 (0.35% of the whole). This
apparent improvement was caused mainly by the
change of the Act.

The question about the minimum income that
will enable a household to satisfy basic needs is
answered by impossible amount of zero to 100000
CZK per month. An average requested annual
income amounted to 205825 CZK in 2005 and
244210 CZK in 2008. No significant differences were
found between rural and non-rural households
at the significance level of 0.05. Differences occur
after calculating an average annual net income per
consumer unit - 119590 CZK in rural areas and
131033 innon-rural areas for 2005 and 144 198 CZK
inrural areas and 153 384 CZK in non-rural areas for
2008.

The modus is an interesting feature of the
minimum income; it amounted to 20000 CZK per
month in rural and non-rural areas as well in both
years regardless the size of the household. This
income is sufficient for about 16% of households.

II: Structure of households according to social groups

The net income of 20000 CZK per month is
regarded as a threshold of minimum living standard
in the Czech society.

Supposing that respondents had understood the
question correctly and they quoted a real amount
necessary to cover the basic needs subjective surplus
offers a possibility to purchase avoidable goods and
services and for savings. Subjective surplus per
consumer unit distribution has high kurtosis and
positive skewness with 20150 CZK as the average
in 2005 (22673 in rural areas and 19285 CZK in
non-rural areas) and 27196 CZK in 2008 (25188
CZK in rural areas and 27940 in non-rural areas).
The interval classification of the subjective surplus
per consumption unit (with the step of 5000 CZK)
revealed the modal interval of (0-5 000 CZK) in both
rural and non-rural areas in both years.

Persistent poor household

Let’s discuss closely households with the lowest
incomes both in the initial and in the consequent
period. The low income threshold is 50% of average
net income per consumer unit, i.e. 74086 CZK
in 2005 and 88907 CZK in 2008. There were 61
houscholds, 14 of which in rural areas and 47 in
non-rural areas; they were smaller than an average
by 0.1 consumer unit. Their structure according to
social groups (of the head of household) is presented
in table IT.

Significantly often, these households were of
retired people in rural areas and of unemployed
people in non-rural areas. Basic and lower upper
education (without aleaving examination) prevailed
in both areas; 2% of non-rural household had
a person with university education as a head.

Great share of retired and unemployed people
reflected also the structure of incomes with 78%
share of gross incomes from social benefits (69% in
2008) and 18% of incomes from employment (24%
in 2008) in 2005. The rest refers to others source of
income.

Within the questionnaire survey, respondents
answered the question if their housing costs are
a burden for their households. Answers were rather
consistent in both years and areas: housing costs are
a great burden for approximately 70% of household
and a certain burden for 30% of households. Similar
consistency was revealed within the question of

Social group according to the head of household Rural Non-rural

2005 2008 2005 2008
Lower employee 14.3% 14.3% 10.6% 12.8%
Self-employed person 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0%
Higher employee 7.1% 7.1% 0.0% 2.1%
Retired person with no economically active members 50.0% 57.1% 25.5% 34.0%
Unemployed 14.3% 21.4% 46.8% 46.8%
Other 14.3% 0.0% 12.8% 4.3%

Source: SILC, Own calculation
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income sufficiency: it was extremely difficult to
live on their incomes for 50% of household, 35%
had some difficulties and the rest of them reported
minor difficulties.

Shift-share analysis

To perform the shift-share analysis, households
were divided according to activities of the head of
the houschold. The activities in the classification
provided by the SILC in the classification were
arranged into the following groups for shift-

share analysis purpose: agriculture (AGR);
mining and quarrying (MIN); manufacturing
(MAN); energy industry (EN); construction

(CON); trade; transportation (TRAN); financial
activities (FIN); public administration, education,
health service (PUB); and other service activities
(OTH). Houscholds with economically inactive or
unemployed head were classified by the 0 code as
well as if the activity could not be assigned explicitly.

An average net income per consumer unit
increased by 20.1% (by 19% in rural areas and by
20.6% in non-rural areas; table I) in the Czech
Republic in 2004-2007. Regarding activities, the
greatest increase was noticed in households with
their heads working in energy industries (33.3%)
and mining and quarrying (24.3%). Trade noticed

the lowest increase (7.2%) with a decrease by 5.5% in
rural areas.

The above mentioned growth rate revealed the
positive value of national component with its level
proportional to the level of incomes in the basic
period. Tt amounted to 48000 CZK for financial
activities in non-rural areas and 44 000 CZK in rural
areas.

2: presents the relation of industry mix and
regional components. The different dynamics of
incomes in sectors and in national economy (i.e.
industry mix component) influenced the energy
industry in significantly positive manner (23
thousand CZK in non-rural areas and 20 thousand
CZK in rural areas). On the other hand, trade
was influence in a significantly negative way (-23
thousand CZK in non-rural areas and -27 thousand
CZK inrural areas).

In rural areas, the regional component had
a positive value in financial activities (+26 thousand
CZK) and other services (+21 thousand CZK). Due to
lower growth rate in rural areas, the energy industry
decreased (-32 thousand CZK) as well as trade (-27
thousand CZK). In non-rural areas, this component
registered a significant decrease in agriculture
(-17 thousand CZK). Other sectors reported low
influence of this component.
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The graph revealed that a number of sectors (both
in rural and non-rural areas) are concentrated in
a cluster with low absolute value of the regional
component, positive industry mix components
situated at the top-right over the line with the slope
of -1. Within these sectors, the positive national
component is supported by the growth in the
sector or region (or both in the 1" quadrant). In rural

areas, total change of incomes is formed above all
by the regional component (r = 0.9; with significant
differences in dynamics of sectors in rural areas
and in the Czech Republic as a whole). In non-rural
areas, the industry mix component is significant
(r=0.74; with significant differences in the dynamics
of sectors and national economy).

CONCLUSION

The aim of the paper was to compare incomes of Czech rural and non-rural households. Positive
skewness and high kurtosis is a typical feature of household incomes. A similarity with log-normal
distribution can be presumed from histograms; however fit tests of theoretical and empirical
distribution denied it - mainly due to high kurtosis. The difference of incomes of rural and non-rural
households was significant (p < 0.05 in 2005; p < 0.001 in 2008). Detailed classification of households
accordingto the size of the municipality revealed that the difference was caused by the level of incomes
in the capital city of Prague; there was no significant difference in incomes of households according
to the municipality size. The share of households with incomes of less than 60% of an average net
income per consumer unit decreased from 14% in 2005 to 11.6% in 2008.

Households staying in the group with lowest incomes consisted mainly of retired people (in rural
areas) and of unemployed (in non-rural areas) in both years. The head of those households had lower
education and their incomes were depended mainly on social benefit incomes (pensions, welfare
benefits).

The results of the shift-share analysis revealed that the change of incomes of rural areas is under the
greatest influence of the regional component; households in non-rural areas are mostly influenced
by the industry mix component.
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VYVOJ ZAMESTNANOSTI V ZNEVYHODNENYCH OBLASTECH
V LETECH 2002-2006

FrantiSek Strelecek, Radek Zdenék, Jana Lososova, Jihoceska Univerzita
v Ceskych Budgjovicich*

1. Uvod

Znevyhodnéné oblasti (Less Favoured Areas — LFA) jsou vymezeny Rozhodnutim
EU (¢lanek 50.3(a) EC ¢.1698/2005) a predstavuji oblasti postizené vyznamnymi
prirodnimi nevyhodami, zejména nizkou urodnosti ptidy nebo Spatnymi klimatickymi
podminkami, a z hlediska hospodareni s ptidou je dilezité zachovat v nich extenzivni
zemé&délskou ¢innost. Cile LFA jsou definovany v Natizeni Rady (ES) 1257/1999,!
m. j. zajistit nepretrzité vyuzivani zemedeélské pudy a ptispét tak k zachovdni Zivota-
schopného spolecenstvi na venkové (Hlava 11, Kapitola V, Clanek 13). Opatieni Rady
tykajici se LFA se explicitné nevénuji problému zaméstnanosti obyvatelstva, zivotni
urovni obyvatelstva a odlivu lidi z téchto oblasti, ale soustied’uji se zejména na zacho-
vani zeméd¢€lské pidy a zivotniho prostiedi. V roce 2005 v EU 25 bylo celkem 91
milionti ha v LFA, z ¢ehoz 60 miliontd v tzv. ostatnich LFA.

Tabulka 1
Podil LFA na celkové vyuzivané zemédélské ptidé v roce 2005
Podil LFA Stat
100 % Finsko, Malta, Lucembursko
75-100 % Irsko, Spanélsko, Rakousko, Portugalsko, Slovensko
50-75% Némecko, Recko, Kypr, Italie, LotySsko, Litva, Polsko, SR, Svédsko, Velka Britanie
25-50% CR, Estonsko, Francie
do 25% Belgie, Dansko, Madarsko, Holandsko

Vyméra zemédélské ptidy v LFA v Ceské republice v roce 2007 byla 1 751 900 ha.
V non LFA ve stejném roce byla 1 761 300 ha. Z porovnani obou ¢isel vyplyva, ze LFA
predstavuji témét 50 % celkové vymeéry zemédélské pudy (tabulka 1), z toho 29,3 %
jsou horské oblasti. V znevyhodnénych oblastech Zije 3 152 tisic obyvatel, tj. vice nez
30 % obyvatel v CR. Vymezeni LFA v Ceské republice v roce 2007 uvadi obrazek 1.

Zemédé€lci hospodatici v horskych oblastech nebo v oblastech se snizenou
urodnosti plidy se nachazeji v urcité konkurenéni nevyhodé€ oproti zemédélelim hospo-

*  Piispévek byl zpracovéan s pouzitim prosttedkit MSMT v ramci fedeni vyzkumného zaméru MSM
6007665806.

1 Ceské znéni na http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=DD:03:25:31999R 1257:
CS:PDF.

POLITICKA EKONOMIE, 6,2010 ® 761



daficich v produkénich oblastech. Bez podpory méné piiznivych oblasti by docha-
zelo k postupné redukci hospodateni na ptidé€ a tim k znehodnocovani téchto oblasti
z ekologického a turistického hlediska. Vyraznou podporou zeméd¢€lct hospodaticich
v méné€ piiznivych oblastech jsou dlouhodobé opatieni Spolecné zemédélské politiky.
Byla zavedena v roce 1975 a ptedstavuji rozsahly mechanismus podpor urcenych pro
zachovani krajiny v té€chto oblastech.

Obrazek 1
Vymezeni LFA v roce 2007

LFA —horské
LFA — ostatni
LFA — specifické
non LFA

Ceska republika je jedinou zemi EU, ktera omezila plochu opravnénou pro posky-
tovani plateb LFA jen na travni porosty (Nafizeni vlady, 2004). V ostatnich zemich
tvoti opravnénou plochu travni porosty vcetné ploch vénovanych vyrobé objem-
nych krmiv, ptipadné i dal$ich jmenovitych plodin, v nékterych zemich je to veskera
zemédélska pida farmy (Stolbova, 2007). Pfimétenosti vyse podpor pro LFA a jejich
vlivu na hospodareni v méné ptiznivych oblastech v EU se zabyvaji napt. Dax (2005),
Dax, Hovorka (2007), Crabtree (2003), StreleCek et al. (2008), Szabo, Grznar (2008)
¢i Stolbové, Hlavsa (2008).

Mimoprodukéni funkce travnich porosti zajist'uji Cistou, sladkou vodu, ochranu
proti erozi, udrzuji pidni Grodnost, pomahaji udrzet ohroZené druhy, podporuji turis-
tiku a udrzuji rdz krajiny a jsou bezesporu pro celou spolecnost ndrodohospodarsky
vyznamné.

Trvale udrzitelny rozvoj méné pfiznivych oblasti a oblasti s enviromentalnimi
omezenimi zavisi nejen na rozvoji zemé&dé&lstvi, ale i na rozvoji ostatnich odvétvi
narodniho hospodafstvi, ktera jsou zdrojem zameéstnanosti a piijmi obyvatelstva.
Z toho vyplyva i pozadavek zkoumat, jak se tyto oblasti rozvijeji, jaké jsou moznosti
dalsiho zameéstnani, Groven odmeéinovani a dalSich faktort utvéfejicich celkovou
zivotni uroven obyvatel téchto oblasti. Uvedeny piispévek se zabyva analyzou vyvoje
zameéstnanosti obyvatelstva v téchto oblastech.
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Material a metodika

V ptispévku jsou pouzity vypocty na zakladé dat Mikrocensu v roce 2002 a databaze
SILC (Statistics on Income and Living Conditions) roku 2006. Udaje o zaméstnanosti
byly roztiizeny podle jejich piislusnosti k LFA (sleduji se obce s podilem vyméry
v LFA nad 50 %) a ostatni obce mimo LFA (non LFA). Rozsah souboru ¢ini v roce
2002 8 532 osob (z toho 2 668 v LFA a 5 864 v non LFA) a 7 420 osob v roce 2006
(z toho 2 683 v LFA a 4 737 v non LFA).

Jako analyticky nastroj je pouZita metoda shift-share analyzy, které je v zahra-
ni¢i vénovana znac¢na pozornost. Shift-share analyza byla poprvé uzita v praci Dunn
(1960) a byla urcena zejména pro analyzu dynamiky zaméstnanosti. Rozkladanou
veli¢inou mize byt zaméstnanost (Bielik, Raj¢aniova, 2008; Riguelle et al., 2007,
Blien, Wolf, 2002; Dinc, Haynes, 1999), ptidana hodnota (Esteban, 2000), produkti-
vita prace (Maudos et al., 2008) i jina veli¢ina (Stfelecek et al., 2009). Analyza vybrané
veliiny touto metodou je vzdy zaméfena na jeden z nasledujicich aspekti:

e na posouzeni dynamiky a strukturalnich zmén vybrané veli¢iny z hlediska jednot-
livych odvétvi;

e na statické hodnoceni strukturadlnich zmén z hlediska jednotlivych odvétvi
a regiond.

Shift-share analyza se v tomto pfispévku zaméiuje na posouzeni dynamiky zamest-
nanosti v oblastech LFA a non LFA v jednotlivych odvétvich narodniho hospodarstvi.

Pomoci shift-share analyzy 1ze zménu v zaméstnanosti v odvétvi v zkoumaném
regionu rozlozit na ndrodni komponentu, odvétvovou komponentu a regionalni
komponentu

e —e = T oy (D
Niarodni komponenta () zachycuje zmé&nu zaméstnanosti v jednotlivych odvétvich
(pro kazdou oblast) za predpokladu, ze index zaméstnanosti bude v jednotlivych
odvétvich a oblastech stejny jako index zaméstnanosti v celém narodnim hospodarstvi.
Pokud je index zaméstnanosti vétsi nez jedna, je narodni komponenta pro vsechna
odvétvi a oblasti kladna.

= e:[Em —1j @

Odvétvova komponenta (1) vyjadiuje zménu zaméstnanosti, ktera vyplyva z rozdilné
dynamiky zaméstnanosti v jednotlivych odvétvich a za celé narodni hospodarstvi.

t+n t+n 3
[EE EE—J ¥

Regionalni komponenta (o) vyjadfuje miru, s jakou se vyvoj v jednotlivych odvét-
vich daného regionu vzdaluje od pozadavka danych zménou zaméstnanosti v jednotli-
vych odvétvich narodniho hospodatstvi.
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't+n EF+n
o =e:[e'—t— ‘ J )

e E;
kde t zakladni obdobi
t+n  srovnavané obdobi
odveétvi
E sledovana veli¢ina na narodni Grovni
e sledovana veli¢ina na regiondlni tirovni

Maudos et al. (2008) vysvétluji rozdil v produktivité prace dvou obdobi vnitinim
odvétvovym efektem, statickym odvétvovym efektem (realokace zdroji do produk-
tivn€jsich sektord) a dynamickym odvétvovym efektem (analyza tempa ristu odvétvi
s vys8i produktivitou). Posledni dva tvoii tzv. efekt strukturalnich zmén. Analyza je
uplatnéna na 47 odvétvich EU 15 a USA. Uvedena metoda silné pfipomina rozklad
zmén produktivity prace se zbytkem. Esteban (2000) prezentuje statickou shift-share
analyzu, pomoci niz hodnoti sektorovou strukturu produktivity prace s regionalnimi
rozdily. Metoda je pouzita na analyzu produktivity prace stati EU. Knudsen (2000)
roz§ifuje poznani shift-share analyzy o proporcionalni komponentu a zaroven se
zabyva vztahy mezi tradi¢ni shift-share analyzou a uplatnénim analyzy rozptylu u této
metody. Ezcurra et al. (2007) popisuji regionalni rozdily v produktivité ve statech
Evropské unie pomoci Giniho koeficientu a Theilovych mér entropie a hodnoti podily
strukturalni, regionalni a aloka¢ni slozky produktivity. Bielik, Raj¢aniova (2008)
pomoci shift-share analyzy popisuji zmény na trhu prace od poloviny devadesatych let
ve statech Visegradské ¢tyrky. Corvers, Merikiill (2007) analyzuji strukturu zamést-
nanosti v 25 evropskych statech. Mezinarodni rozdily rozkladaji na vnitro- a meziod-
vétvové efekty a efekt interakce a dale podle urovné kvalifikace. Gaigné et al. (2003)
analyzuji zmény v odvétvové struktufe zaméstnanosti mezi venkovskymi a nevenkov-
skymi oblastmi Francie. Pozitivni efekt struktury v urbanizovanych oblastech je snizo-
van zapornym geografickym efektem (pokles zaméstnanosti v primyslu ve méstech).

Podle matematické statistiky rozptyl souctu vice proménnych je roven soucétu
rozptyli téchto proménnych plus dvojnasobku kovariance mezi jednotlivymi promén-
nymi. Podle této definice lze variabilitu rozdilu mezi zaméstnanosti v regionu zaklad-
niho a srovnavaného obdobi rozlozit na slozky odpovidajici variabilité jednotlivych
komponent a jejich kovarianci.

Gz(ei‘”‘ - e‘.‘) =o’(p,)+0’(m)+ 0’ (o, )+ 2cov(p,,m, ) + 2cov(p;,a; ) + 2cov(m; o, ) (5)
K posouzeni vyznamnosti variability jednotlivych komponent je moZzné porovnat
nasledujici vztahy, které vyjadiuji podil variability pfislusné komponenty na celkové
variabilité v regionu.

o (p;)+cov(p,,m ) +cov(w;,a;) (6)
o2 (eiHn _ elt)

764 @® POLITICKA EKONOMIE, 6, 2010



o’(m,)+cov(m,.p, ) +cov(m,,a)

7

c’ (ei”“ —ei‘) ™

o’ (o) +cov(o,p; ) +cov(o,m,) ®)
Gz(ei”“ - e:)

I pres nekteré vyhrady je shift-share analyza Siroce pouzivana v regionalnich studiich.
Svym postupem umoziuje posoudit, o kolik se zvysi zamestnanost vlivem narodni,
odvétvové a regionalni komponenty. Dovede posoudit, ktera odvétvi lze z hlediska
zamgéstnanosti povazovat za rozvojova a ktera nikoliv a jak zména ve struktufe zameést-
nanosti podle odvétvi ovlivni vyvoj zaméstnanosti. Vyuziti téchto vztahil v regionalni
politice pak formuluje regionalni efekt, ktery je rozhodujici pro posouzeni vlivu regio-
nalni politiky na vyvoj zaméstnanosti v regionu. V tomto kontextu je i provedena
nasledujici analyza.

Vysledky a diskuse

v§im sniZzenim ekonomické aktivity u nejmladsich vékovych kategorii. V poslednich
Sesti letech klesla participace osob ve véku 15-19 let z 15 na 8,4 %.

Tabulka 2
Zaméstnanost v CR podle odvétvi a let (pocet pracovniki v tis, podil v % v zavorce)

Odvétvi (symbol) 2002 2006 e s
Zemédalstvi (ZEM) 227,9 (4,8) 181,7 (3.,8) 0,798
Pramysl (PRU) 1 463,1 (30,7) 1493,0 (30,9) 1,021
Stavebnictvi (STA) 4252 (8,9) 436,3 (9,0) 1,026
Obchod (OBCH) 619,8 | (13,0) 613,6 (12,7) 0,990
Doprava (DOP) 367,6 7.7) 361,0 (7.5) 0,982
Ostatni (OST) 1657,6 (34,8) 1741,4 (36,1) 1,049
Zaméstnani celkem 4764,9 (100) 4 828,1 (100) 1,013
Pramen: CSU

Vyvoj zaméstnanosti v CR podle jednotlivych odvétvi

Vyvoj podilu jednotlivych odvétvi na celkové dynamice zaméstnanosti v CR uvadi
tabulka 2. Mira zamé&stnanosti v letech 20022006 nevykazovala Zadné jednoznacné
tendence s vyjimkou poslednich let, kdy se tato mira zvySovala. Tempo ristu zaméstna-
nosti v CR ve sledovaném obdobi 2002-2006 bylo 101,33 %. Ve vyb&rovém souboru
LFA a non LFA bylo tempo ristu zaméstnanosti nizsi a ¢inilo 100,02 %. Pro vSechny
vypocty bylo zvoleno tempo rlistu zaméstnanosti v narodnim hospodafstvi, které 1épe
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odrazi realitu rGstu zaméestnanosti. Nejveétsi narist zaméstnanosti zaznamenala ostatni
odvétvi, nasleduje stavebnictvi a primysl. K vyraznému poklesu zaméstnanosti doslo
v odvétvi zemeédélstvi (o 20,3 %).

Tabulka 3
Zaméstnanost podle oblasti, odvétvi a let (pocet pracovnikil v tis., podil v % v zavorce)

Odvétvi 2002 2006
LFA non LFA LFA non LFA
ZEM 91,8 (6,3) 99,7 (3,3) 89,9 (6) 112 (3,8)
PRU 4943 (34,1) 781,9 (25,7) 528,3 (35) 756,2 (25,4)
STA 126,5 (8,7) | 2607 (8,6) 137,8 9,1) | 271,3 (9,1)
OBCH 211 (146) | 5411 | (17.8) | 2233 | (14,8) 481 (16,1)
DOP 111 7.7) 324 | (10,7) 117 (7.7) | 2799 (9,4)
OSsT 414,8 (28,6) 1033,1 (34) 414,2 (27,4) 1079,9 (36,2)
Celkem 1449,4 (100) | 3040,5 (100) | 1510,6 (100) | 2980,3 (100)
Pramen: CSU

V LFA pracovalo v roce 2006 31,3 % z celkového poétu zaméstnanych v CR.
Z hlediska jednotlivych odvétvi byl podil zaméstnanosti v LFA na celkové zaméstna-
nosti v CR v zemé&délstvi 1,9 %, v primyslu 10,9 %, ve stavebnictvi 2,9 %, v obchodu
4,6 %, v dopravé 2,4 % a v ostatnich odvétvich 8,6 %. Podil zaméstnanosti v zemédél-
stvi je ve srovnani s ostatnimi odveétvimi LFA nejniZsi, a proto se zemédélstvi nemiize
stat hlavnim aktérem rozvoje dané oblasti. K vysokému podilu zaméstnanosti
v prumyslu pfispivaji jak obce s vét§im poctem obyvatel nez 2 000 (méstské obce), tak
i obce venkovské. Také u venkovskych obci je nejvétsi zaméstnanost v prumyslu. To
je dano tim, ze 44,2 % pracujicich z venkovskych obci dojizdi za praci v ramci okresu
zpravidla do vétsich mést.

V LFA se v roce 2006 v porovnani s rokem 2002 zvysil pocet pracovniki o 61 229.
Nadpolovi¢ni podil na této dynamice melo odvétvi pramysl (34 045 pracovniki).
Nizké tempo rustu zaméstnanosti v zemédélstvi (98 %) vyvolalo pokles poctu pracov-
niki o 1 859 osob (tabulka 3). To bylo zpisobeno pfechodem zemédélskych podnik
na pracovné méné naro¢né technologie, pfedevsim na pastevni odchov skotu. Udrzeni
dosavadniho trendu zaméstnanosti v LFA ve venkovskych obcich vyzaduje urcité
zmény v regionalni politice, pfedevsim v dopravni obsluznosti venkovskych obci
a v koordinaci plani regionalniho rozvoje mést a obci.

V non LFA je patrny opaény vyvoj. Ve sledovaném obdobi poklesl pocet pracovnikti
0 60 151 osob. Zvyseni poc¢tu pracovnikli nastalo u ostatnich odvétvi (+46 809 pracov-
nikd). To ovlivnil ptedevs§im vyrazny riist odvétvi finanéniho zprostfedkovani prede-
v§im ve vétsSich méstech. Mensi pfirtstky zaméstnanosti jsou v zemédélstvi (+12 315
pracovnikll) a ve stavebnictvi (+10 623 pracovnikil). Primysl, obchod a doprava zazna-
menaly pokles pracovnikii. V non LFA pracovalo v roce 2006 v prumyslu 254 %,
16,1 % v obchodu, 9,4 % v dopravé, 9,1 % ve stavebnictvi a 3,8 % v zeméd¢lstvi. Pouze
v odvétvi doprava, obchod a ostatni byla v non LFA vétsi zaméstnanost nez v LFA.

Dalsi analyza sméfuje k posouzeni, jak LFA a non LFA oblasti kopiruji dynamiku
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rozvoje zaméstnanosti jednotlivych odvétvi narodniho hospodatstvi. Odvétvi s vysSim
tempem rastu v jednotlivych oblastech, nez uvadi narodni komponenta, znamenaji
konkuren¢ni vyhodu v zaméstnanosti jednotlivych odvétvi dané oblasti.

Narodni komponenta umoziuje stanovit pocet pracovniku v roce 2006 pii stejném
tempu rlstu zaméstnanosti v jednotlivych odvétvich a oblastech jako v celém néarod-
nim hospodafstvi (tabulka 4).

Laét:'ilﬁi‘,lodvétvové a regionalni komponenta v LFA a non LFA (pocet pracovnikti)

Odvétvi Narodni komponenta Odvétvova komponenta Regionalni komponenta

LFA non LFA LFA non LFA LFA non LFA
ZEM 1216 1322 -19 807 -21521 16 732 32513
PRU 6 551 10 362 3576 5656 23917 -41 679
STA 1676 3454 1636 3371 8 064 3797
OBCH 2797 7172 -4 910 -12 590 14 330 -54 702
DOP 1471 4294 -3 480 -10 161 8073 -38 249
OSsT 5 497 13 691 14 740 36 709 -20 849 -3 592

Pramen: CSU, vlastni vypodty

Primérné tempo ristu zaméstnanosti v narodnim hospodafstvi je rozhoduji-
cim faktorem ovliviyjicim celkovy pfirdstek pracovnikii ve sledovanych letech.
Uplatnénim pouze narodni komponenty by pfirGistek pracovniki byl vice jak 59 tis.,
coz je 94 % celkového ptirGstku pracovniki v narodnim hospodafstvi.

V LFA je skute¢ny ptirGstek v jednotlivych odvétvich ve srovnani s prirtistkem
vlivem narodni komponenty vétsi (42 021) pracovniki. Pozadovany pfirtistek narodni
komponentou byl 19 208 pracovnikii. Nejvétsi piirdstek ve srovnani s narodni kompo-
nentou dosahoval primysl (27 494) pracovnikii, nejnizsi prirdstek byl v doprave (4 590
pracovnikil). Naproti tomu zemédélstvi a ostatni odvétvi nedosahovaly pfirtstku
pozadovaného narodni komponentou.

V non LFA byl celkovy pfirGstek zaméstnanosti vlivem narodni komponenty
40 296 pracovniku. Tento prirtistek pracovnikid se nedafi naplnit, ve skutecnosti doslo
ve sledovaném obdobi k poklesu o 60 151 pracovnikii. Tempo riistu zaméstnanosti
v non LFA bylo pouze 98 %.

Odvétvova komponenta je zalozena na rozdilu indexti tempa rlstu zaméstnanosti
v jednotlivych odvétvich a tempa riistu zaméstnanosti v celém narodnim hospodaistvi.
PrestozZe se jedna o vzitou metodiku, nemaji jednotliva tempa rustu stejny zaklad, a tim
i jejich rozdil vyjadiuje spiSe rozklad vécny nez rozklad statisticky. PouZzijeme-1i misto
rozdilu jednotlivych temp rozdil v poétu pracovnikli vyvolany témito zménami, potom
je aditivni vlastnost zachovana.

Struktura pracovnikti v zakladnim obdobi vzhledem k tempu ristu jednotlivych
odvétvi urcuje, jak bude plisobit odvétvova komponenta. Ma-li region vétsi stav
pracovnikti v zékladnim obdobi u odvétvi s vys§imi hodnotami odvétvové kompo-
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nenty, pak je vliv odvétvové komponenty pozitivni a naopak. Odvétvova komponenta
ma v tomto smyslu kriteridlni charakter.

Vliv odvétvové komponenty na zaméstnanost v celém narodnim hospodaistvi
ma malo vyraznou negativni tendenci, projevujici se v poklesu pracovnikli o 6 781.
Prestoze pramysl, stavebnictvi a ostatni odvétvi vykazovaly vyssi tempo rastu zameést-
nanosti ve srovnani s tempem ristu zaméstnanosti v nadrodnim hospodafstvi, nesta-
Cila tato odvétvi pokryt pokles zaméstnanosti pracovnikdl v zemédélstvi, obchodu
a dopravé. Vyznamné zéporné tempo ristu v zemedé€lstvi ve sledovaném obdobi je
nepfijatelné pro LFA vzhledem k pomérné vysokému podilu pracovnikd v zemédél-
stvi. Jen zeméd¢lstvi a obchod znamenaly pokles zaméstnanosti o t¢éméi 59 tis. pracov-
nikil. Ani pozitivni politice v této oblasti se nepodatilo vyrovnat snizeni pracovnikl
vlivem odvétvové komponenty.

Regionalni komponenta vyjadiuje, do jaké miry se vyvoj v daném regionu a odvétvi
vzdaluje od pozadavki danych ristem zaméstnanosti v jednotlivych odvétvich narod-
niho hospodaistvi. V piipadé, ze zména odvétvi v regionu je stejna jako v celé CR,
pak hodnota regiondlni komponenty bude nulova. V pfipad€, ze tempo riistu odvétvi
v regionu je vétsi nezli tempo ristu odvétvi v CR, pak je piispévek regionu v zamést-
nanosti kladny a dané odvétvi se z hlediska zaméstnanosti v regionu uspé$né rozviji.

Regionalni komponenta v LFA vlivem vyssiho tempa riistu v regionu nez v CR
zvysila celkovy pocet pracovnikii v LFA o 42 020 osob. Nejvétsi podil na tomto
pfirGstku mél primysl (+23 917), zemédélstvi (+16 732) a obchod (+14 330 pracov-
niki). V non LFA doslo ke sniZeni poctu pracovnikll vlivem regionalni komponenty
0 100 447. Na tomto snizeni mél ptedevsim podil obchod, primysl a doprava. V LFA
lze zaznamenat pifiznivy vyvoj zaméstnanosti ve vSech odvétvich s vyjimkou ostat-
nich odvétvi, kterd jsou umisténa predev§im ve vétSich méstech. Prestoze dotace
do zemédélstvi v LFA jsou v€tsi nez v non LFA, byl pocet nové vytvofenych mist
v zem&délstvi v LFA mensi neZ v non LFA. V non LFA zpusobila propad zaméstna-
nosti pfedevsim odvétvi obchod, primysl a doprava.
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Obrazek 2
Regionalni vs. odvétvova komponenta
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Posouzeni vztahu regionalni a odvétvové komponenty

Obrazek 2 porovnava vztah mezi hlavnimi komponentami shift-share analyzy, tj. mezi
regionalni a odvétvovou komponentou. V daném grafu Ize vydélil tfi shluky odvétvi,
které jsou charakterizovany podobnymi tendencemi.

Shluk zemédélstvi v obou oblastech je charakterizovan negativnim vlivem odvét-
vové komponenty. Regiondlni komponenta v LFA téméf vyrovnava tento negativni
vliv a v non LFA vyznamné pievazuje. Spolecné piisobeni obou komponent znamena
v LFA sniZeni po¢tu pracovnikli o 3 077 osob a v non LFA zvySeni po¢tu pracovnikli
010 992. Vys§si dynamika zamé&stnanosti v zemédélstvi v non LFA je rozhodné dobrym
vysledkem manazerské Cinnosti v této oblasti.

V druhém shluku odvétvova komponenta osciluje kolem nuly. Vyvoj zamést-
nanosti v jednotlivych odvétvich odpovida témer vyvoji zaméstnanosti v narodnim
hospodéfstvi. Pfevazujicim plsobenim regionalni komponenty se v porovnavanych
letech zvysila v této oblasti zaméstnanost o 42 020 pracovnikd. Tento posun zpliso-
bilo zvyseni podilu pracovnikli u odvétvi s vySSim tempem riistu zaméstnanosti. VySe
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uvedend odvétvi vyrazng piispivaji ke stabilizaci obyvatelstva v této oblasti a potazmo
i udrzeni pozadovaného rozméru zemé&délstvi.

Opakem je komponenta primyslu, dopravy a obchodu v non LFA. Odvétvova
komponenta primyslu se pomérné malo odliSuje od nuly (odchylka je méné nez 6 tisic
pracovnikll). Vyznamny rozdil této komponenty od nuly je pouze u dopravy a obchodu
(pokles pracovnikli o 10 161, resp. 12 590). Tento pokles je umochovan regiondlni
komponentou, u niZ je pokles podstatné vyssi (—38 249, resp. —54 702 pracovniki).
Hlavnim faktorem zaporné odvétvové komponenty v obchodu a dopravé je relativni
ubytek spojeny s pomérné vysokou zaméstnanosti v t€chto odvétvi. Plisobeni obou
komponent znamenalo pokles pracovnikii v uvedenych odvétvich v non LFA o vice
neZ 100 000 pracovnikii. ReSeni zaméstnanosti v non LFA je tieba piedeviim soustie-
dit na tato odvétvi.

Ostatni odvéetvi v non LFA maji vysokou odvétvovou komponentu. Jeji vyse je
pfedevsim ovlivnéna vyvojem v hlavnim mésté. V LFA dochézi k ptibliznému vyrov-
nani vlivu obou téchto komponent.

Posouzeni variability komponent

V LFA je variabilita zmény zaméstnanosti podle jednotlivych odvétvi v porovnani
s non LFA tfikrat mensi (smérodatna odchylka pro LFA je 11 926 pracovnikd, pro non
LFA 36 678). V LFA se jednotlivé komponenty podileji na celkové variabilité timto
podilem: regionalni komponenta 70,2 %, odvétvova komponenta 20,1 % a narodni
komponenta 9,8 %. V non LFA je potradi vlivu jednotlivych komponent shodné. Vliv
regionalni komponenty je 65,6 %, vliv odvétvové komponenty je 31,8 % a vliv ndrodni
komponenty je 2,6 %. Rozhodujici vliv na celkovou variabilitu v obou oblastech méla
regionalni komponenta. Tento vliv lze pficist dobré aktivité oblasti v rozvoji pracov-
nich mist.

Velikost narodni komponenty je zavisld na mife shody struktury zaméstnanosti
v jednotlivych odvétvich v zakladnim obdobi v daném regionu a narodnim hospo-
datstvi. VySe regionalni komponenty je vyjadieni konkurenc¢ni schopnosti daného
regionu z hlediska tvorby pracovnich mist. Zavisi na vytvafteni ptiznivych podminek
pro rozvoj stavajicich odvétvi v regionu a navic na vyuzivani regionalnich zvlastnosti
pti tvorbé pracovnich mist. Pozitivni regionalni komponenta v LFA potvrzuje nejen
ptiznivé vysledky spolecné zemédelské politiky vénované témto oblastem, ale navic
1 péci regionalnich organl o usp&$ny rozvoj zamestnanosti.

Zaveér

V roce 2006 mély znevyhodnéné oblasti (LFA) a ostatni oblasti (non LFA) v jednot-
livych odvétvich piiblizné stejnou strukturu zaméstnanosti. Vyjimkou byl primysl,
kde podil pracovnikti v tomto odvétvi k celkovému poctu pracovnikti v LFA byl 0 9,6
procentniho bodu vyssi nez v non LFA. V ostatnich odvétvich je vyssi podil zaméstna-
nosti vnon LFA, ato o 8,8 p.b. Ptiblizné dvouprocentni rozdily byly v odvétvi zemédél-
stvi, obchodu a dopraveé. Zaméstnanost v jednotlivych odvétvich pfilis neodpovida
podminkam sledovanych oblasti a nepfirozen¢ vys$si zaméstnanost v prumyslu LFA je
vysledkem dojizdéni zpravidla do okresnich mést.
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Tempo rdstu zaméstnanosti v letech 2006/2002 v narodnim hospodatstvi bylo
101,3 %. PoZadavek na zmé&nu poctu pracovnikd v roce 2006 pfi zachovani stejného
tempa rustu v oblastech jako v celém narodnim hospodafstvi fesi ndrodni komponenta.
Ve znevyhodnénych oblastech by to vyzadovalo zvysit pocet pracovnikii o 19 208.
Na tomto zvySeni by se mél podilet pfedevsim primysl, ostatni odvétvi a obchod. Tato
odvétvi by pokryla pfirtistek zaméstnanosti v LFA ze 77 %. V non LFA narodni kompo-
nenta pozaduje zvySeni pocCtu pracovnikii o 40 296 a rozhodujicimi jsou primysl,
obchod a ostatni odvétvi. Tato odvétvi by pokryla celkovy nartlist, pozadovany narodni
komponentou, ze 78 %.

Odvétvovd komponenta charakterizuje pozadavek na zménu poctu pracovnikl
v jednotlivych odvétvich v oblasti vzhledem ke zmén€ poctu pracovnikli v narod-
nim hospodafstvi. V primyslu, stavebnictvi a ostatnich odvétvi pozaduje odvét-
vova komponenta navySeni pracovnikll. V ostatnich odvétvich znamen4 ve srovnani
s ndrodni komponentou jejich sniZeni.

Podle regiondlni komponenty rlst zaméstnanosti v jednotlivych odvétvich
s vyjimkou ostatnich odvétvi byl v LFA vétsi nez v jednotlivych odvétvich narod-
niho hospodafstvi. V LFA se zvysil po¢et zaméstnancli vlivem regionalni komponenty
0 42 020. Ne tak jednozna¢né situace byla v non LFA, kde regionalni komponenta
znamenala pokles pracovnikli o 100 447. To bylo zpiisobeno pfedevsim nedostacuji-
cim vyvojem zaméstnanosti v odvétvi primysl (pokles o 41 679 pracovnikit), obchod
(pokles o 54 702 pracovnikil), doprava (pokles o 38 249 pracovnikil) a ostatni odvétvi
(pokles o 3 592 pracovnikil).

Celkova zména zaméstnanosti v LFA je ovlivnéna predevSim pozitivnim
vyvojem regionilni komponenty prevazZujicich odvétvi. V non LFA oblasti je
pokles poctu pracovniki vlivem odvétvové komponenty (pfedev$im doprava
a obchod) umocnén nepriznivymi hodnotami regiondlni komponenty. Zaporna
hodnota regiondlni komponenty je i v primyslu. V non LFA oblasti regionalni kompo-
nenta neguje narodni a odvétvovou komponentu a navic znamena pokles zaméstna-
nosti 0 60 151 pracovnikii. Klicovym bodem je tedy feSeni zaméstnanosti v primyslu,
obchodu a dopravé. Tato odvétvi se ve sledovaném obdobi nedostatecné vyrovnala
s vyvojem zaméstnanosti a nepiiznivé jej ovlivnila.
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DEVELOPMENT OF EMPLOYMENT IN LESS FAVOURED AREAS IN
2002-2006
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Abstract

More than 30% of the population lives in less favoured areas in the Czech Republic. These areas
are characterized by a number of limitations such as shorter growing season, lower average annual
temperature, the worse traffic conditions, higher environmental protection and others. Sustainable
development of these areas depends not only on development of agriculture in these areas that
is well supported, but also on the development of other sectors of the economy. An important
element of development of these areas is a sufficient number of job opportunities. An analysis of
employment in the years 2002—2006 was performed to investigate this. The method shift-share
analysis was used. The analysis revealed that the total change of employment in the LFA was
influenced mainly by a positive development of the regional component in the most important
sectors. In the non LFA, the decrease of a number of workers due to the industry-mix component
(mainly transport and trade) was intensified by unfavourable values of the regional component.
Dealing with the situation of the employment in industry, trade and transport is the key matter.
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employment, less favoured areas, shift-share analysis
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Social and economic points of the rural development
Spolecenské a hospodarské otazky rozvoje venkova

F. STRELECEK, R. ZDENEK, J. LOSOSOVA, M. JILEK

University of South Bohemia, Ceské Budéjovice, Czech Republic

Abstract: The article deals with characteristics of local communities and rural regions. Local communities are defined both
according to the standards of population density and the number of inhabitants. In the article, there are treated especially the
indicators of population development (balance of migration), economic activities of the inhabitants, unemployment rates, struc-
tures of the population according to the sector of national economy and the indicators of education. These indicators have been
calculated on the basis of data of the Census 2001, municipal and regional statistics and the Department of Employment data
concerning the unemployment rate.

Key words: the country, rural region, local community, unemployment, population development, education

Abstrakt: Clanek se zabyva charakteristikou venkovskych obci a venkovskych regiontl. Venkovské obce jsou definovany
jak podle kritéria hustoty zalidnéni, tak podle poétu obyvatel. V ¢lanku jsou zkoumany zejména ukazatele populacniho
vyvoje (saldo migrace), ekonomické aktivity obyvatelstva, miry nezaméstnanosti, struktury obyvatelstva podle odvétvi
narodniho hospodafstvi a ukazatelé vzdelanosti. Tyto ukazatele jsou vypoclteny na zakladé udaji ze Scitani lidu, domt

a bytd 2001, Mé&stské a obecni statistiky a tidaji Ministerstva prace a socialnich véci o mife nezamé&stnanosti.

Klicova slova: venkov, venkovsky region, venkovska obec, nezaméstnanost, popula¢ni vyvoj, vzdélanost

INTRODUCTION

The development of the rural will be the principal point
of political reforms in the next period in the countries of
the European Union, following the radical reform of
Common Agricultural Policy in 2003—2004. The devel-
opment of the rural is part of the EU — Pillar II priorities,
where the European Union shifts on the basis of a mod-
ulation, resources of direct payments. The Czech Re-
public will have in the future the possibility to draw
these resources and therefore it is necessary to know
the needs of local communities and the ways to their
solution. The goal of this article is to contribute to the
analysis of local communities following the data of the
Census 2001.

The definition of the rural regions is the first condition
to their analysis. The European Union has not yet arrived
at a unified definition concerning the delimitation of the
rural area (European Commission 1997).

For the purposes of international comparison of rural
conditions, the OECD has set a definition of rural regions.
The definition is set on two hierarchical levels, on the
local and territorial level. On the local level, rural region
is defined for NUTS 5 (Nomenclature des Unites Teritori-
ales Statistiques) — local communities where the popula-
tion density is less than 150 inhabitants per 1 km?.
Regional level is issued from NUTS 3 for which the OECD
sorts larger functional or administrative units according
to the rural degree. This all is expressed by the percent-
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age of inhabitants living in local communities to total
number of inhabitants in the region.

According to the number of inhabitants in local com-
munities, three types of regions have been set:
1. Prevailing rural regions. In this type of regions, more

than 50% of inhabitants live in local communities.
2. Significantly rural regions. In the local communities,

there live 15-50% inhabitants.
3. Prevailing urban regions. In these regions less than

15% of inhabitants live in the local communities.

The Eurostat defines the rural area according to the de-
gree of urbanization. The European area is following the
Eurostat procedure divided into three groups:

1. Densely populated zones. A densely populated zone is
formed by a group of geographically connected com-
munities where the population density is more than
500 inhabitants per 1 km? and where more than 50 000
inhabitants live.

2. Middle zones. These are formed by groups of communi-
ties where the population density is more than 100 in-
habitants per 1 km? in each community and they do not
belong to the densely populated zones. In middle zone,
the total number of population must be less than 50 000.

3. Remote rural areas. The population density in these
areas is low, the population is growing old and is very
dependant on employment in agriculture. The incomes
of the inhabitants are often low. Sufficient services are
not provided in this area. Mountain ranges or the dis-
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Table 1. Number of communities, inhabitants and the surface of rural regions.
Criterium: the population density < 100 inhabitants per 1 km?

-§ 2 Percentage

Region s 5E 55 55 g 2% E ERE-
TE EE £k £ 5 5 sE & T3 &

28 28 23 2= Z 25 55 2: Z8

CR 6254 4954 10206436 2309137 7886508 5917399 79.2 22.6 75.0
Praha 1 0 1160 118 0 49 589 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jihomoravsky 647 438 1 124 493 211764 706 566 423 140 67.7 18.8 59.9
Blansko 130 100 107 612 30 586 94251 58 876 76.9 28.4 62.5
Brno-mésto 1 0 373 272 0 23018 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brno-venkov 137 62 160 017 29218 110 807 51023 453 18.3 46.0
Brteclav 69 48 123 825 49956 117292 75249 69.6 40.3 64.2
Hodonin 81 37 159 296 20829 108 649 36 469 45.7 13.1 33.6
Vyskov 81 56 86 448 24716 88 866 60 678 69.1 28.6 68.3
Znojmo 148 135 114 023 56459 163682 140 845 91.2 49.5 86.0
Vysocina 729 682 518 315 217353 692540 569 791 93.6 419 82.3
Havli¢kav Brod 120 113 94919 40079 126497 101365 94.2 422 80.1
Jihlava 121 110 108 261 33044 118 007 92771 90.9 30.5 78.6
Pelhfimov 120 116 72 684 35871 128 987 107 573 96.7 49.4 83.4
Tiebic 173 165 117 310 56514 151867 134795 95.4 48.2 88.8
Zd’4r nad Sézavou 195 178 125 141 51845 167 182 133 288 91.3 414 79.7
JihoCesky 623 578 624 568 264 167 1005652 906 012 92.8 423 90.1
Ceské Budgjovice 107 89 178 140 54436 162 547 145 599 83.2 30.6 89.6
Cesky Krumlov 46 42 59 500 30178 161 496 151 103 913 50.7 93.6
Jindfichtv Hradec 106 102 92754 56157 194 371 178 015 96.2 60.5 91.6
Pisek 76 72 70436 29849 113812 101 930 94.7 424 89.6
Prachatice 65 62 51380 29962 137497 124570 95.4 58.3 90.6
Strakonice 112 107 69 644 28284 103 207 88727 95.5 40.6 86.0
Téabor 111 104 102 714 35301 132723 116 067 93.7 344 87.5
Plzensky 503 447 549 600 191303 756 101 657 081 88.9 34.8 86.9
Domazlice 86 78 58776 32790 114011 101 984 90.7 55.8 89.5
Klatovy 95 90 87991 41992 193950 173 301 94.7 47.7 89.4
Plzen-jih 100 87 68 257 33703 107 983 89 802 87.0 49.4 83.2
Plzen-mésto 1 0 164 336 0 12475 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Plzen-sever 102 82 73 241 31593 132311 113 471 80.4 43.1 85.8
Rokycany 68 61 45758 20326 57510 50220 89.7 44.4 87.3
Tachov 51 49 51241 30899 137862 128303 96.1 60.3 93.1
Moravskoslezsky 302 163 1265912 130 649 555438 318 640 54.0 10.3 574
Bruntal 71 65 104 810 45883 165 845 147 750 91.5 43.8 89.1
Frydek-Mistek 77 28 226 612 22380 127 271 63 068 36.4 9.9 49.6
Karvina 16 1 278 197 1042 34727 1 061 6.3 0.4 3.1
Novy Ji¢in 57 31 159 683 32 469 91784 46 604 54.4 20.3 50.8
Opava 80 38 181 168 28875 114 387 60 157 47.5 15.9 52.6
Ostrava-mésto 1 0 315 442 0 21423 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kralovehradecky 448 371 549 329 153239 475824 357 881 84.2 27.9 75.2
Hradec Kralové 101 85 159 958 33537 87 549 62 832 84.2 21.0 71.8
Jic¢in 111 100 77524 32164 88 661 73 564 90.1 41.5 83.0
Nachod 78 63 112 480 27227 85155 60 651 80.8 24.2 71.2
Rychnov nad Knéznou 83 69 78 881 28257 99 785 75127 83.1 35.8 75.3
Trutnov 75 60 120 486 32054 114674 85708 80.0 26.6 74.7
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5 2 Percentage
=e e EE 0 OEZ 5 BE %E EE i
z8 Zz3 Z Z E < <8 S 8 e 3
Liberecky 216 163 427 396 102 163 316 291 238 714 75.5 23.9 75.5
Ceska Lipa 60 49 105 885 35209 113 708 96 983 81.7 333 85.3
Jablonec nad Nisou 34 15 87934 7259 40230 20721 44.1 8.3 51.5
Liberec 57 45 158 351 25670 92 465 62678 78.9 16.2 67.8
Semily 65 54 75226 34025 69 888 58332 83.1 45.2 83.5
Pardubicky 453 386 507 176 173 515 451 852 357 739 85.2 342 79.2
Chrudim 113 92 105 134 40263 102 967 80021 81.4 38.3 77.7
Pardubice 115 91 160 770 31272 88 895 60 869 79.1 19.5 68.5
Svitavy 113 105 102 380 46444 133 472 113 841 92.9 45.4 85.3
Usti nad Orlici 112 98 138 892 55536 126 518 103 009 87.5 40.0 81.4
Karlovarsky 132 100 303 714 72831 331434 263 936 75.8 24.0 79.6
Cheb 39 32 88770 18 450 93277 67282 82.1 20.8 72.1
Karlovy Vary 55 45 121 847 33517 162 800 142 234 81.8 27.5 87.4
Sokolov 38 23 93 097 20 864 75358 54 420 60.5 224 72.2
Usteck}'/ 354 271 819 450 133765 533 428 376 171 76.6 16.3 70.5
DécCin 52 37 133 703 19398 90908 50922 71.2 14.5 56.0
Chomutov 44 39 124 826 16 704 93529 75964 88.6 13.4 81.2
Litoméfice 105 85 114 422 40433 103 210 83 667 81.0 353 81.1
Louny 70 63 85 844 31875 111 706 92922 90.0 37.1 83.2
Most 26 18 117 000 8 089 46718 28943 69.2 6.9 62.0
Teplice 34 14 126 130 6 648 46912 17 878 41.2 53 38.1
Usti nad Labem 23 15 117 525 10618 40 445 25875 65.2 9.0 64.0
Stiedocesky 148 892 1123931 352241 1101 447 854 128 77.7 31.3 77.5
Benesov 115 105 93 082 46286 152 347 133 084 91.3 49.7 87.4
Beroun 86 60 75 855 25007 66 186 48 998 69.8 33.0 74.0
Kladno 100 63 149 988 19672 69 147 40 036 63.0 13.1 57.9
Kolin 100 72 95576 27401 84 622 58 180 72.0 28.7 68.8
Kutna Hora 88 79 73374 28 678 91 684 77677 89.8 39.1 84.7
Meélnik 70 54 94722 25102 71239 53 080 77.1 26.5 74.5
Mladé Boleslav 123 110 114 127 40324 105778 87479 89.4 353 82.7
Nymburk 90 74 84323 32295 87 604 68 191 82.2 38.3 77.8
Praha-vychod 91 53 96 752 19225 58399 30014 58.2 19.9 51.4
Praha-zapad 80 34 84572 13419 58614 25 806 42.5 15.9 44.0
Ptibram 120 107 107 474 43819 162 797 142 989 89.2 40.8 87.8
Rakovnik 85 81 54 086 31013 93031 88593 953 57.3 95.2
Olomoucky 394 266 638 374 166 999 513 953 360 136 67.5 26.2 70.1
Jesenik 24 20 42399 24 783 71881 64 339 83.3 58.5 89.5
Olomouc 92 57 224 535 42173 145152 91 637 62.0 18.8 63.1
Prostéjov 96 63 109 773 28261 76 967 48 513 65.6 25.7 63.0
Prerov 104 72 135 375 31576 88396 53740 69.2 233 60.8
gumperk 78 54 126 292 40206 131 557 101 907 69.2 31.8 77.5
Zlinsky 304 191 594 060 139 148 396 393 234 030 62.8 23.4 59.0
Krométiz 80 58 108 039 30241 79928 53120 72.5 28.0 66.5
Uherské Hradisté 78 39 144 314 28 749 99 143 48 504 50.0 19.9 48.9
Vsetin 59 41 146 687 49104 114 307 81 666 69.5 33.5 71.4
Zlin 87 53 195 020 31054 103 015 50 740 60.9 15.9 493
Source: Census 2001, Municipal and regional statistics 2002
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tance often causes the remoteness of these areas from
transportation network.

To achieve unity in OECD and Eurostat criteria, the lim-
its of population density for assessment of local commu-
nities have been adjusted to 100 inhabitants per 1 km? in
the OECD procedure as well.

The last definition is issued from the number of inhab-
itants in the community and local communities are con-
sidered those with less than 2 000 inhabitants.

According to the degree of integration of the rural area
in the national economy, the local communities can be
discerned between:

1. Integrated rural areas with an increasing development
of population. The population is employed in second-
ary and terciary branch.

2. Direct rural areas, relatively distant from urban centers.
The primary and secondary branch is interchangeable.
In many countries, agriculture is the base of employ-
ment in these areas.

3. Remote rural areas. The population density in these
areas is low, the population is aging and very depen-
dant on employment in agriculture, the incomes of the
inhabitants are often low. Sufficient services are not
provided in this area. Mountain ranges or the distance
often causes the remoteness of these areas from trans-
portation network (Council Regulation No. 199).

THE DEFINITION OF RURAL AREAS
IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC

To define the inhabitants of rural areas, two criteria
have been used:

— the density of population lower than 100 inhabitants
per 1 km?;

— the number of inhabitants to 2 000. The base of obser-
vation has been separate community in the Czech Re-
public.

Table 1 indicates basic characteristics of the areas. The
criterium for assessment of the local communities was the
population density lower than 100 inhabitants per 1 km?.

The average population density in the Czech Republic
is 129.4 inhabitants per 1 km?. In comparison with 1999, it
has dropped by 1.2 inhabitants that is by 0.9 %. Table 2
represents the basic definition of local communities.

In the Czech Republic, there are 4 954 communities
where the population density is less than 100 inhabitants
per km? and 5 628 communities where the number of in-
habitants is less than 2 000. The number of local commu-
nities represents 79-90% from the total number of
communities in the Czech Republic. From the total area
of the Czech Republic, the local communities occupy
73.72-75%. It is evident that the principal charge of work-
ing the tilth depends on the local communities. On the
total number of inhabitants the local communities partic-
ipate by 26% maximum. The delimitation and occupancy
of the local communities is quite stable which a small
range in comparison with 1998 presents. Compared with
this year, the total number of communities has increased
by 12, while the number of local communities has de-
creased by 42.

Table 3 represents the division of rural regions accord-
ing to the population density in local communities and
Table 4 represents the division of rural regions accord-
ing to the size of local communities.

Table 2. The definition of local communities following the population density and the number of inhabitants.

Number of communities

Number of inhabitants

Area in ha

Criterium Avera.ge

absolutely % absolutely % absolutely % density
Density < 100 4954 79.2 2309137 226 5917399  75.0 39.0
Number of inhabitants < 2 000 5628 89.9 2667436  26.1 5814220 737 45.9
Totally in the Czech Republic 6254 10 206 436 7 886 508 129.4
Source: Census 2001
Table 3. Division of rural regions
Criterium: population density < 100 inhabitants per km?

Number Area Number Average
Type of region of communities of communities of inhabitants population
totally % in km? % totally o,  density per km’

Prevailing rural 463 7.4 9101 11.5 410 136 4.0 45.1
Significant rural 5300 84.7 61713 78.3 6261 921 61.4 101.5
Total number of rural regions 5763 92.1 70 815 89.8 6 672 057 65.4 94.2
Prevailing urban 491 7.9 8050 10.2 3534379 34.6 439.0
Total number in the Czech Republic 6 254 78 865 10 206 436 129.4

Source: Municipal and regional statistics 2002
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Table 4. Division of rural regions
Criterium: number of inhabitants of local communities <2 000

Number Area Number Average
Type of region of communities of communities of inhabitants population
totally % in km? % totally %  density per km’
Prevailing rural 882 14.1 8796 11.2 681 270 6.7 77.4
Significant rural 5225 83.5 66380 84.2 6 748 320 66.1 101.7
Total number of rural regions 6107 97.6 75177 95.3 7 429 590 72.8 98.8
Prevailing urban 147 2.4 3688 4.7 2 776 846 27.2 752.9
Total number in the Czech Republic 6 254 78 865 10 206 436 129.4

Source: Municipal and regional statistics 2002

Table 5. Division of districts following the share of rural inhab-
itants

The share of rural

inhabitants in a district Number of districts
20-30% 18
30-40% 13
40-50% 25
50-60% 8*

Source: Census 2001

*Znojmo, Zd&ar nad Sazavou, Domazlice, Plzeii-sever, Beroun,
Kolin, Praha-zapad, Rakovnik)

Figure 1. The share of rural inhabitants
Criterium — density of inhabitants < 100 inhabitants per km?

Source: Census 2001
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For the regional strategy from the point of view of the
districts, the percentage of rural inhabitants in separate
districts is relevant (Figure 1). Following the share of rural
inhabitants, the districts can be divided into groups as
shown in Table 5.

It is evident that the high share of rural inhabitants
should be taken in account in regional functional pro-
grames of separate regions. It is, however, necessary to
state that the areas with a high share of rural inhabitants
are not treated with sufficient care.

The population development of rural population

If we compare the development of particular indicators,
then these dissimilarities in the development in the Czech

Percentage of rural
inhabitants

[ over50% (7)
[ 40 t050% (18)
[]30t040% (15)
[]20t030% (14)
[] 0t020% (19)
Oo% )
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Republic and the rural areas can be found. The natural
decrease of population is higher in local communities
than the average decrease in the Czech Republic (0.15%
— the Czech Republic, 0.22% rural areas). Probably it is
given by the higher rate of aged persons in the local com-
munities. On the contrary, the balance of migration is
positive in the rural regions (Czech Republic 0.12%, rural
regions 0.66%). In average, there will be an increase of
one inhabitant per 200 inhabitants of local communities.
The number of person moved into the state of rural pop-
ulation is by 0.65 point higher than 2.37% of the removed.
This positive development of migration is caused espe-
cially by the positive balance of migration of local com-

Table 6. Extreme rates of migration balance

District Number of l'ocal Balar}ce of
communities migration (%)
Klatovy 89 -0.16
Bruntal 63 —-0.16
Zd4r nad Sazavou 190 -0.12
Chrudim 104 —0.04
Strakonice 108 -0.04
Trebi¢ 167 —-0.04
Sokolov 28 1.52
Ceska Lipa 51 1.57
Karlovy Vary 47 1.80
Liberec 48 1.80
Ceské Budgjovice 96 2.05
Usti nad Labem 18 2.44
Praha-vychod 84 2.88
Praha-zéapad 67 2.96

Source: Municipal and regional statistics 2002

0.85

munities near towns. A higher balance of migration of the
rural population over 1% is in the districts Brno-country,
Ceska Lipa, Ceské Budgjovice, Karlovy Vary, Liberec,
Litométice, Pardubice, Plzen-jih, Praha-vychod, Praha-
zépad, Sokolov, Teplice, Usti nad Labem. Totally they are
14 districts. 289 communities have the balance of migra-
tion over 5%. A negative balance of migration is in local
communities in five districts. Extreme rates of balance of
migration are presented in Table 6. The cause is a frequent
problem with transportation and the loss of employment.
From this point of view, it is probably not difficult to keep
a favorable development of population in the suburban
communities with sufficient employment possibilities in
the conurbation. The problem of migration, emigration
respectively, concerns especially the remote communi-
ties.

The index of vitality represents the relation of inhabit-
ants in the age of 59-64 years to the age group 15-19
years of age. This vital index expresses how the young
generation is capable to substitute the retiring genera-
tion. The average vital index in the Czech Republic is
0.698, in local communities 0.682. In this context, it is
useful to bring in the average age of the population. In
the Czech Republic, the average age is 37.98, in the local
communities 37.84. Regarding the fact that the share of
rural population in the total population in the Czech Re-
public is 26%, then it is evident that the rural population
in relation to the urban one does not grow old. This by
the way is confirmed by the index of vitality.

There is a problem with the age and the index of vital-
ity in the lay-out of these indexes across the individual
local communities. The index of vitality higher than one
isin 1 034 communities, that means 18.4% of all local com-
munities. More than 30 % of communities manifest this
unfavourable index of vitality in the districts: Havlickav
Brod, Jihlava, Pelhiimov a Plzeni-jih. A relatively impor-
tant correlation exits between the unfavourable rate of

0.70

Vital index

0.60

0.55

35 36 37 38

39 40 41

Average age

Figure 2. Dependence between the average age and the vital index
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vital index and the average age in the communities repre-
sented in Figure 2.

Economic activity of the rural population

The economic activity of the population is one of the
important factors to ensure the pensionary stabilization
of the regions. The quotient of economically active pop-
ulation in the Czech Republic reaches the value 51.4%.
In the rural areas, this share is lower by 2.1 points. It is
necessary to state, with a certain rate of inaccuracy, how-
ever, that the rate of economic activity in the Czech Re-
public and in the rural regions does not differ
considerably. A low economic activity from 20% to 40%

is manifested in 280 communities, that is 5% of the total
number of local communities. Some of these are especial-
ly 13 communities in the district Blansko, 13 communi-
ties in the district Havlickav Brod, 10 communities in the
district Jihlava, 16 communities in the district Pelhfimov,
11 communities in the district Strakonice, 17 communities
in the district Tfebi¢ and 36 communities in the district
Zd’ar nad Sazavou.

The rate of unemployment
The rate of unemployment in the local communities

follows the same tendency as in the whole Czech Repub-
lic (Figure 3). The average rate of unemployment in the

10.5%
_ 10.0% ="
: /
g
9 95%
o
g /
(o]
g 0 D
< 9.0% —
2 .’
< E
M 8.5%
8.0%

2001 2002

- = = =Czech Republic

2003 2004

Local communities

Figure 3. The development of the rate of unemployment in 2001-2004

2004 — data of the months January to July

The rate of unemployment
in the local communities

.O\SI'ZO% (3
L] 15020% (8
[]10015% (25
[] 5010% (34

)
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)
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[] oos% (3

Figure 4. The rate of unemployment in the local communities in January—July 2004

Source: Census 2001
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Table 7. Extreme rates of unemployment

Rate of unemployment

. .. Districts
in the local communities

15-20% Dé¢in, Hodonin, Chomutov,
Karvina, Louny, Znojmo,
Sokolov, Teplice

Over 20% Bruntal, Jesenik, Most

Source Department of employment

local communities in separate districts for the period Jan-
uary—July 2004 represents Figure 4.

The high rate of unemployment in the rural regions of
separate districts is alarming. Table 7 represents districts,
where the rate of unemployment in the local communities
reaches over 15%.

These high rates of unemployment result from high
rates of unemployment in conurbations in the given dis-
tricts (Figure 5) and they are even accelerated in the rural
areas. To solve the unemployment of the rural popula-
tion in these districts means to solve the unemployment
of the district as a whole, especially of its conurbation.

The commuters

The high number of workers commuting to work is char-
acteristic of the whole Czech Republic as well as for the
local communities. From the total number of economical-
ly active population in the Czech Republic, 81.6% com-
mute, in the local communities 81.5%.

Table 8. Areas with an important number of persons commut-
ing to work

First area Néachod, Rychnov nad Knéznou,
Pardubice, Svitavy, Zdar nad Sazavou,
Brno-venkov

Second area Uherské Hradisté, Zlin, Vsetin

Third area Jindfichiv Hradec, Tabor, Pelhfimov,

Benesov, Ceské Budgjovice

Source: Census 2001

Table 9. Target areas of the commuting population (%)

Commuters Czech. Local. .
Republic communities

within the community 38.8 16.6

within the district 20.3 442

within the region 13.1 9.1

to a different region 6.1 8.1

Source: Census 2001

More than 80% of commuters live in 3 496 local com-
munities, that is 62.1% of the total number of local com-
munities. From 60% to 80% of commuter live by 2 074
local communities, that is 36.8%. In summary, in 98.9% of
communities more than 60% of economically active in-
habitants commute to work.

The most significant commutation, more than 80 % of
inhabitants, involves the areas shown in Table 8.

Besides these areas, the districts Domazlice, Plzen-jih,
Beroun, Mlada Boleslav belong here. The division of

30%
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8
g o KK=0.9402
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Figure 5. Dependence of unemployment in the local communities and the unemployment in the towns in 2004

438

AGRIC. ECON. — CZECH, 50, 2004 (10): 431-443



commuters following their target destination in Table 9 is
interesting.

It is characteristic for the inhabitants of local commu-
nities that almost a half of them commute within the dis-
trict. For the sake of rising the employment, it is necessary
to form new employment not only within separate com-
munities but also within districts. There is a danger, how-
ever, that the second generation will prefer to live within
the reach of their employment and so the emigration from
local communities will rise up. This danger ought to be
faced by a better transportation service.

Commuting to a different region concerns specially the
local communities of Center Bohemia, oriented to Prague.
This problem is unimportant, because migration around
big towns has a long-time tradition in our country and it
is conform with the tendency of living in the country in
the neighborhood of big towns. The same tendency con-
cerns the agglomerations of Brno and Plzei.

Structure of rural population following
the different sectors of national economy

The structure of rural population following the employ-
ment of economically active population can be measured
in relation to the most important sectors of national econ-
omy, industry, civil engineering, agriculture and transpor-
tation.

Industry is the most important one among the moni-
tored sectors of the national economy, both on the level
of the Czech Republic as on the level of local communi-
ties. To point out the importance of this sector it is useful
to use two classificatory levels-the number of industry

employees to the number of economically active popula-
tion. In the Czech Republic, 29% of economically active
population are employed in industry. In local communi-
ties, it is by 3.7 of percentage point more. Table 10 and
Figure 6 represent the importance of this sector in local
communities.

More than 20% of population is employed in industry,
that is more than one fifth of rural population.

More than 40% of economically active population is
employed in industry in districts Sokolov, Ceské Lipa,
Jablonec nad Nisou, Blansko, gumperk, Uherské Hradis-
té a Karvina. Less than 20% of population is employed in
industry in the district Praha-zapad.

10% of economically active population is employed in
civil engineering. In the Czech Republic, the number of
civil engineering employees is 8.7%. Up to 5% of rural
population is employed in civil engineering in 636 com-
munities, over 15% of economically active population is
employed in civil engineering in 616 communities. Fig-

Table 10. Division of local communities following the number
of persons employed in industry

Share of persons employed The number Share of local
in industry to economically of local communities
active population communities (%)
0-20% 597 10.6
20-40% 3936 69.6
40-60% 1077 19.1
Over 60% 24 0.4

Source: Census 2001

Share of persons employed
in industry

[ 0,406 00479 (6)
[ 0.334 © 0406 (26)
[] 0,262 0334 (33)
[Jo19 00262 (8)

Figure 6. The share of persons in local communities employed in industry to economically active population

Source: Census 2001
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Figure 7. Share of persons in local communities employed in civil engineering to EAP

Source: Census 2001

ure 7 represents the share of rural population employed
in civil engineering to economically active population fol-
lowing the districts.

Second most important sector in local communities
from the point of view of employment is agriculture, for-
estry and fishery. In the Czech Republic, 4.7% persons

Share of persons employ ed
in civil engineering

[l 0121t0 0,148 (8)
[[] 0095t0 0,121 (32)
[[] 0069to0 0095 (29)
[[] 0043to 0069 (4)

work in agriculture, in local communities itis 11.1%. The
division of employment in agriculture following separate
regions is summarized in Table 11.

The districts where the share of agriculture is low in
local communities (up to 5%) are: Praha-vychod, Praha-
zéapad, Sokolov, Usti nad Labem, Jablonec nad Nisou,

Share of persons employed
in agriculture

[ 0.166 100,214 (9)
[]0.118 100,166 (22)
[]097 100,118 (26)
[]0022t00,07 (16)

Figure 8. Share of persons in local communities employed in agriculture to EAP

Source: Census 2001
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Table 11. The division of local communities following the
share of persons employed in agriculture

Share of persons employed The number Share of local
in agriculture to economically of local communities
active population communities (%)
0-10% 2214 39.3
10-15% 1206 214
15-20% 923 16.4
Over 20% 1291 22.9

Source: Census 2001

Table 12. Division of local communities following the share of
persons employed in business

Share of persons Number Share
employed in business oflocal of local

to EAP communities communities (%)
0-5% 983 17.4
5-10% 2989 53.1
10-15% 1356 24.1

Over 15% 306 5.4

Source: Census 2001

Karvina. On the contrary, a high proportion of agricul-
ture in local communities (over 20) is in districts
Jindfichuv Hradec, Havli¢kiv Brod, Pelhfimov.

It results from this comparison that industry and agri-
culture, forestry and fishery are the most frequent employ-
ments of rural population; industry, nevertheless, is the
most important sector. Further activities are less important
and their part on employment of EAP is lower than 10%.

In the sectors business and reparation of motor vehi-
cles, rural population is less involved. (Czech Republic
10.6 %, rural population 8.9 %).

Over 15% employed in business in local communities
is only in the district Mlada Boleslav. In other districts,
the share of employed in business in local communities
is relatively uniform. The division of local communities
following the quotient of persons employed in business
and reparation of motor vehicles to EAP is represented
in Table 12.

The share of persons working in transportation, post,
and telecommunications is 6.7% in the Czech Republic,
6.4% in local communities.

Share of persons working in public service, defence
and social security is 6.1% in the Czech Republic, 5.1%
in local communities. Share of persons working in edu-
cational system, health and community service is 10.9%
in the Czech Republic, 7.9% in local communities.

Education of rural population

The structure of employment opportunities marks the
education of rural population. Almost one half of rural
population from 15 year of age is skilled workers (43.7%).
The average in the Czech Republic is 38%. There is 20%
of skilled workers in 0.1% of local communities, more than

Share of skilled workers
in local communities

[0.4452100,461  (19)
[]0,4294 00,4452 (33)
[[]0,4136 00,4294 (15)
[]0.3978 00,4136 (6)

Figure 9. Share of skilled workers in population over 15 years of age

Source: Census 2001
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Figure 10. Share of graduates in population over 15 years of age

Source: Census 2001

40% of skilled workers is in 81.1% of communities. It re-
sults from the given outline that skilled workers are the
prevailing form of qualification in local communities. Fig-
ure 9 presents the share of skilled workers among popu-
lation over 15 years of age.

The share of graduates among population over 15 years
of age is, compared with the Czech Republic, almost the
half (Czech Republic 8.9%, local communities 4.2%). A
higher level of education (over 5%) is in local communi-
ties in districts Praha-vychod, Praha-zapad, Blansko,
Brno-venkov, Olomouc and Frydek-Mistek. A very low
share of graduates is in local communities in districts
Décin, Most and Teplice. In Figure10 the share of gradu-
ates to population of local communities over 15 years of
age is presented.

The share of persons over 15 years of age with high
school graduates is significantly below the average in the
country (Czech Republic 24.9%, rural regions 19.9%). A
share of persons with high school graduates lower than
15% is only in local communities in districts Sokolov and
Most.

CONCLUSION

1. In the course of the past years, local communities have
proved their vitality as an environment, which is, from
the point of view of living conditions, acceptable for a
number of inhabitants. This is proved by a relatively
congruent development of a series of demographic in-
dicators: above-average balance of migration (0.66%)
and almost congruent development of indicators of
vital index, average age of the population, rate of un-
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Share of gruaduates
in local com munities

[ 0.0772 00,0055 (1)
[[]0,0588 00,0772 (4)
[]0.0404 00,0588 (24)
[]0.022 10,0404 (44)

employment and some others. It has been proved, how-
ever, that the important differences in regional struc-
ture of rural population are decisive.

2. High correlation in separate districts between unem-
ployment of urban and rural population proves, that
the unemployment of rural population is not an isolat-
ed phenomenon, but that it depends on the total em-
ployment in the district, its urban part respectively. The
dependence of the employment of the rural population
on the employment in urban areas is supported by the
fact that an important part of rural population com-
mutes to work within the district. The solution of em-
ployment of rural population is therefore dependant
on the employment policy of the whole district or re-
gion.

3. It is necessary to count with the fact that a great num-
ber of rural populations will be commuting to work.
The commutation is caused by the professional struc-
ture of workers, which cannot be ensured in local com-
munities. An important improvement of transportation
service and an organization of a good rural infrastruc-
ture could keep the able to work population in the coun-
try.

4. Industry, civil engineering and agriculture are key ar-
eas of employment of rural population. However, a dif-
ferent strategy to these sectors must be realized.

5. The high employment in industry is connected with a
high number of commuting rural population. To sup-
port employment in this sector, the maintenance and
development of industrial enterprises in urban areas is
decisive. It should be supplied by small-scale enter-
prises in local communities. These activities ought to
be supplied by a suitable and effective transportation
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infrastructure. A similar recommendation fits for trans-
port and civil engineering.

6. Agriculture is a characteristic sector of the country. It
has been stagnating in the last years and the volume
of production has been decreasing. Low incomes of
the rural population and low productivity of work in
comparison with advanced countries affects the insuf-
ficient profitability of agricultural enterprises. The pro-
portion of agriculture is for the future connected with
the demand of care of the landscape and of sustainable
development of the country. To maintain this sector in
the extent necessary to work the landscape, to ensure
the pensions for not commuting part of the rural popu-
lation, requires not only a direct subsidy within the
range of the country development, but it requires a
diversification of the production objective capable to
maintain the necessary extent with a good pension-
nary level.

7. The summit in Goteborg stated, that the unemployment
has become a global problem but also that the global
methods of directing the unemployment have been un-
successful and it stressed the solution of this problem
on lower levels and an intensive support of coopera-
tion of municipal, business and intellectual spheres.
The support of this activity must be an important in-
crease of the number of secondary school graduates.

8. Strategic decisions concerning the development of the
country should become an integral part of develop-
ment programmes of the individual regions.
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