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ABSTRACT: Population growth in the border villages of Srem (Vojvodina, Serbia) has been analysed in
this paper, with the goal of explaining how and why it differed from other areas in the region. Special atten-
tion has been paid to the 1990s, because these villages became part of a border region and a high level of
migration on the territory of the former Yugoslavia occurred, much of it through this territory. The results
of the research are derived from literary resources and applying mathematical and statistical procedures
in the processing of data received from the Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia. They were checked
on the field via a questionnaire. This paper is significant because it enriches knowledge about villages of
Srem, the municipality of [id and population trends at the end of the 20th century.
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1 Introduction
With the collapse of Yugoslavia at the beginning of the 1990s, new borders were established, and consequently
border villages. Literary sources (Penev 1994; Kova~evi} 2006; Kova~evi} etal. 2009; Ivkov-D`igurski etal. 2010)
mention problems of the new border villages in Serbia. Among them in particular are demographic prob-
lems, such as depopulation, emigration, the ageing of the populace etc. (Vujadinovi} et al. 2010). These
problems also appear in other parts of Europe, according to other sources (Machold etal. 2002; Ni Laoire 2000;
Stockdale 2002, 2006).

This research on the population trends in the border villages of Srem had as its goal the determina-
tion of the parameters of the population movement and thereby illustrating to what extent drawing
the border had in demographic sense positive or negative influence on these villages. For that reason, par-
ticular attention has been paid to the period between the last two censuses. \ur|ev et al. (2004) stated
that according to the 2002 census refugees and displaced persons from the region of the former Yugoslavia
caused regional differences in the growth rate of the population of Vojvodina. The share of this catego-
ry of people in the total population in the municipality of [id, in 2002, had the highest value at 23.4%.
Given that the wartime operations in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina stopped in the mid 1990's, it
must be assumed that there were even more of people present at that time but many of them lost their
refugee status by obtaining citizenship.

Srem, one of three regional units of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina, has fourteen border set-
tlements (VGI 1982; 1982a; 1982b; 1983). From that number, two border villages (Ne{tin and Vizi}) are
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part of the municipality of Ba~ka Palanka (Bogdanovi} et al. 1997), one (Sremska Ra~a) is located in
the municipality of Sremska Mitrovica (]ur~i} et al. 2002) and eleven settlements (Figure 1) are part
the municipality of [id (]ur~i} 2001). Considering the fact that most of the settlements are located in
the municipality of [id, because of the factors of standardisation of local self-management performance,
this paper will be focused only on these villages. According to the categorisation of settlements by Statistical
Office of the Republic of Serbia, only one of eleven settlements in the municipality of [id has been deemed
to be a štown settlement’ (Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, 2004a). The multi-functionality of
this settlement, which is simultaneously the municipality centre, puts other villages into an unequal posi-
tion. The administrative and management functions of the settlement imply the presence of other functions,
e.g. educational, cultural, etc., and in that way positively modify the demographic situation. For that rea-
son, [id will be excluded from the analysis, and only village settlements will be compared.

2 Material and methods
This paper is the result of analyses of data received at the Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia. Data
were illustrated by drawing maps: relevant content was extracted from existing figures, in order to form
the desired maps.

The results of the research were verified on the field by conducting a questionnaire for one hundred
respondents, i.e. an interview was conducted with ten respondents in each village. Respondents were between
the ages of 19 and 65, and both sexes were equally represented. The aim of the interview was to explain
some occurrences observed in the analysis and processing of statistical data. For that reason, the ques-
tions were of an open character, and answers to them were not predictable.

3 Results and discussion
The analyses of the population trends should find and explain differences in the movements of people
in the border villages of the municipality of [id in the period from the census in 1991 to the census in 2002.
In addition to the explanation will be a discussion of the ethnic structure of the population, and the results
of the conducted interview.

3.1 Population figures

An international recommendation was accepted that the census be carried out every ten years, in the first
year of the decade; this has been the practice since 1961 (Stankovi} 2006). Because the census that should
have been carried out in 2001 was made in 2002, the comparability of census data was seriously dam-
aged; nevertheless, certain tendencies in population trends could be observed (\ur|ev et al. 2010).

According to the 1991 census, the population of the border villages in this area ranged from 299 inhab-
itants, registered in Biki} Do, to 2105 inhabitants in Morovi}. Differences in the population sizes of villages
were preserved in the most recent census: in 2002, they ranged from 298 inhabitants in Molovin to 2164 inhab-
itants in Morovi}. Analyses of the geographical position and relief characteristics show that border villages
with smaller populations are located in the northern half of the border, i.e. on the slopes of the Fru{ka
Gora mountain and in river valleys of its streams. Only Batrovci differs from this trend; it is located on
the Bosut River, somewhat north of the E-70 motorway. None of the villages has changed the category
of size to which they belonged, but within the categories certain changes occurred (Table 1).

Table 1: Classification of border villages of the municipality of [id according to the size and according to the 1991 and 2002 censuses.

Census ≤500 500–1000 1000–1500 1500–2000 2000≥

1991 3 3 2 1 1
2002 3 3 2 1 1

Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, 2004a
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In the period when the aforementioned border villages were not border villages, the population decreased
in all villages from the 1981 census to the 1991 census. That decrease was –9.2% in average and was three
times higher than the value calculated for the municipality [id (–3.1%). The decrease in the population
ranged from –0.7% in Biki} Do to –18.7% in Molovin (Figure 2). There was no decrease in the number
of inhabitants in the town of [id. Characteristic migrations, for the decade of 1981–1991, which were ini-
tiated in earlier decades by the processes of urbanisation, industrialisation and suburbanisation, continued
to occur (Luki} 2010, 2). The development of secondary and tertiary businesses in the municipal and region-
al centres, such as [id, increased the population from 1981 to 1991 by 5.8%.

However, in the period from 1991 to 2002, four of the ten observed villages showed increases in pop-
ulation (Figure 2). During the analysis of the geographic position of these border villages, the conclusion
was drawn that population number increased in villages that are located on the highway M 18.1 (Biki}
Do and Berkasovo), which connects [id and Ba~ka Palanka, and in villages that are located on crossroads
for other municipality villages (Va{ica, Morovi}). Border villages that did not have an increase in popu-
lation are not located on these transit lines. The population decreases in those villages ranged from –0.4%
in Sot to –12.7% in Jamena. Consequently, it was concluded that, although a decrease was noticed, its inten-
sity is smaller than in the decade that preceded (Table 2).

The increase in the number of inhabitants in the border villages (2.2%) is less than a fourth than that
on the municipal level (9.8%). Given that the number of inhabitants in the town of [id increased by 15.2%,
it can be concluded that the municipal centre was more attractive for settlement than other municipal
rural settlements that were not on the border.

3.2 Population trend
Changes of the values of population were explained in parameters of population trends, i.e. rates of nat-
ural population growth and migration balance were calculated.

3.2.1 Natural movement

According to the rate of natural population growth, among the border villages of the municipality of [id
there are three types of villages: villages that did not register positive natural population growth in the observed
period, from 1991 to 2001 (Va{ica, Ilinci, Jamena and Sot), villages that registered positive natural popu-
lation growth in one year (Batrovci, Berkasovo and Morovi}) and villages that had positive natural population
growth in four of ten years (Molovin, Ljuba and Biki} Do) (Table 3).
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Table 2: Population number of border villages in the municipality of [id.

Settlement Year Change in absolute number Change in relative number (in %)

1981 1991 2002 1991/1981 2002/1991 1991/1981 2002/1991

Batrovci 464 399 361 –65 –38 –16.3 –10.5
Berkasovo 1217 1103 1258 –114 155 –10.3 12.3
Biki} Do 301 299 336 –2 37 –0.7 11.0
Va{ica 1740 1636 1758 –104 122 –6.4 6.9
Ilinci 1011 883 843 –128 –40 –14.5 –4.7
Jamena 1577 1399 1241 –178 –158 –12.7 –12.7
Ljuba 639 585 563 –54 –22 –9.2 –3.9
Molovin 362 305 298 –57 –7 –18.7 –2.3
Morovi} 2196 2105 2272 –91 167 –4.3 7.4
Sot 900 819 816 –81 –3 –9.9 –0.4
Villages* 10407 9533 9746 –874 213 –9.2 2.2
Town ([id) 13450 14275 16834 825 2559 5.8 15.2
Municipality** 37459 36317 40255 –1142 3938 –3.1 9.8

Note: Villages* – 10 border villages of the municipality of [id; Municipality** – all (19) settlements of the municipality of [id; Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, 2004a; own calculations.

Figure 2: The change in the population (in %) in the border villages of the municipality of [id, according the 1981–2002 censuses. p p. 56
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Table 3: Changes of the rate of natural population growth (in ‰) in border villages of the municipality of [id in the period between 1991
and 2001.

Settlement 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Batrovci –4.4 –6.7 –13.5 –18.3 –18.6 –7.1 4.8 –12.2 –24.7 –20.1 –20.2
Berkasovo –5.0 –8.4 –5.1 –5.1 –3.5 –11.3 –17.6 5.3 –20.6 –13.6 –13.4
Biki} Do –19.9 –13.3 0.0 –10.0 –3.3 –3.3 –3.3 10.0 10.0 10.0 6.6
Va{ica –1.7 –6.4 –7.0 –4.7 –9.5 –7.8 –12.0 –9.7 –7.9 –14.1 –14.6
Ilinci –17.0 –12.2 –2.1 –11.5 –18.0 –18.2 –6.5 –8.8 –20.1 –6.8 –17.1
Jamena –7.1 –12.3 0.0 –10.6 –8.8 –11.6 –9.7 –11.2 –14.8 –5.7 –14.5
Ljuba 6.3 –11.1 –9.6 –9.7 –13.1 –16.5 0.0 1.7 –1.7 3.4 3.4
Molovin 2.8 –8.6 –8.7 0.0 –15.0 3.1 0.0 –12.7 –6.4 3.3 6.6
Morovi} –3.7 –7.8 –5.1 –6.0 0.0 3.7 –11.7 –5.7 –6.1 –6.2 0.0
Sot –13.5 –12.5 –14.9 –11.5 –2.3 –10.6 –14.2 –3.6 –13.3 –19.5 –22.0
Villages* –6.3 –9.9 –6.6 –8.7 –9.2 –8.0 –7.0 –4.7 –10.6 –6.9 –8.5
Town ([id) 2.1 0.2 2.4 –1.5 1.2 1.4 –1.1 –2.1 –1.4 –1.7 –1.0
Municipality** –2.0 –4.9 –3.0 –4.8 –4.1 –3.3 –5.1 –3.1 –6.1 –5.2 –5.4

Note: Villages* – 10 border villages of the municipality of [id; Municipality** – all (19) settlements of the municipality of [id; Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, 2004a; Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, 2010; own calculations

From the border villages of Srem that were singled out as those in which the population increased,
only Biki} Do distinguished itself also as one in which positive natural population growth was registered
and has occurred continuously during previous four years (Figure 3). In other border villages, the changes
of population were mainly influenced by mechanical population movement.

The town`s population growth rate in the first half of the observed decade, except for 1994, had a pos-
itive value, followed by a negative one. Positive population growth could not compensate for the volumes
of negative rates in municipal settlements, so the population growth rate at the municipal level, had per-
manent negative values in the observed period, showing a negative growth tendency. Thus, population
growth could be the result of a solely mechanical movement of population, i.e. immigration.
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Figure 3: Changes of the rate of natural population growth of Biki} Do in the period between 1991 and 2001 (Statistical Office of the Republic
of Serbia, 2010; own calculations).
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Table 4: Share of natives in total population, according the census 2002 in the border villages of the municipality of [id.

Settlement Sum Natives Immigrants

Number % Number %

Batrovci 320 193 60.3 127 39.7
Berkasovo 1228 475 38.7 753 61.3
Biki} Do 336 158 47.0 178 53.0
Va{ica 1717 842 49.0 875 51.0
Ilinci 827 478 57.8 349 42.2
Jamena 1130 586 51.9 544 48.1
Ljuba 559 356 63.7 203 36.3
Molovin 298 170 57.0 128 43.0
Morovi} 2164 794 36.7 1370 63.3
Sot 791 360 45.5 431 54.5
Villages* 9370 4412 47.1 4958 52.9
Town ([id) 16311 7004 42.9 9307 57.1
Municipality** 38973 17019 47.3 21954 56.3

Note: Villages* – 10 border villages of the municipality of [id; Municipality** – all (19) settlements of the municipality of [id; Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, 2004b; own calculations

3.2.2 Migrations

Migration into Europe has been on the rise in recent decades (Hooghe et al. 2008; Meuleman et al. 2009).
Regions of the former Yugoslavia, to which the border villages of the municipality of [id also belong, have
followed this trend in their own way. This is the best illustrated by analysing the proportions of immi-
grant populations. According to the 2002 census, the immigrant population constitutes the majority in
the municipality of [id (56.3%), as well as in the town (57.1%) and in the border villages (52.9%). Specifically,
the portion of the population that has lived in the border villages of the municipality of [id from their
birth, the so-called natives, differs greatly, ranging from 36.7% in Morovi} to 63.7% in Ljuba (Table 4).
Border villages in the municipality of [id in which less than 50% of the people are natives are those vil-
lages that have increased their populations. From other border villages, only Sot is part of this group.

In all the border villages of the municipality of [id, the majority of the immigrant population is com-
prised of people who have migrated from the territories of former Yugoslav republics, other than Serbia
(Luki} and Matijevi} 2006). Except the village Ljuba, their portion in the total immigrant population exceeds
50% (Table 5). The share of the immigrant population on the municipal level (63.3%) and on at the town
level (52.1%), is lower than the share in the border villages of the municipality of [id (69.7%). Refugees
are those people who do not plan to migrate, but they are suddenly forced to do so, and consequently they
make little preparation and generally do not know their destination (O'Docherty Madrayo 1988). In the inter-
views, it was concluded that for most of the immigrant population, and almost 100% of the female respondents,
the main reason for migration was the fear of potential violence, i.e. war trauma. This fact is concurrent
with the research results Lim et al (2007; 1542) and Vrecer (2010, 499).

In the questionnaire, one of the questions referred to the factors that crucially affected the immigrants'
choice to migrate to a certain village. The answers were different, but among them the most frequent were
the following: in some villages they already had relatives, rarely friends; in some villages, the prices of real
estate were more favourable; some villages, for example on the slopes of the Fru{ka Gora mountain, had
similar landscape characteristics to the area they came from, i.e. for those from hilly terrain, it is more
difficult to adjust to life on the plains and vice versa; personal reasons, for example forming the family,
etc. Some of these answers coincide with the results of Pilkington (1998) and Luki} and Nikitovi} (2004).

In some of the border villages, significant portions of migrants who did not come from the territories
of former Yugoslavia stand out. For example, 43.3% of migrants in Biki} Do and 35.3% in Berkasovo are
settled populations of intra-municipal migrations. In the interviews, it was stated that the reason many migrat-
ed from other municipal villages to Biki} Do or to Berkasovo was that these places are populated by Rusyn
minority, and some of the respondents think that Rusyns settle in these villages for the reason of marriage.

In Ljuba, it has been recorded that more than one third of the settled population (33.5%) are migrants
who settled from the territories of other municipalities in the Republic of Serbia. In interviews it was found



out that Ljuba is settled by the Slovak minority, and that these migrants have origins in the municipality
Kova~ica (Padina and Kova~ica settlements), Ba~ki Petrovac (Ba~ki Petrovac, Glo`an and Silba{ setllements),
Beo~in (the village of Lug), Stara Pazova (Stara Pazova settlement) and Ba~ (the village of Selen~a) and
others, i.e. from municipalities settled by Slovaks. Moreover, while talking with the local population, it
was determined that Slovaks cherish their relations with their mother-land and that part of the marriage
migrations happen between Ljuba and villages in Slovakia. This directly explains the fact that this village
has the highest percent of people from the territories of other countries compared to other border vil-
lages of the municipality [id (Table 5).

In the second place according to the level of migrant origin are those that have settled in the area as
a result of intra-municipal migration. Such people represent nearly one in three immigrants (30.3%) in
the town of [id and one in five in the municipality (21.0%). According to Luki} and To{i} (2011, 322),
the current economic reforms, the process of deindustrialisation and the privatisation of larger enterprises
have been significant for changes in the commuting flows (directions and structure). The increase in the num-
ber of commuters in Serbia is one of the ways in which the population is adapting and overcoming the problems
of unemployment and the lack of adequate jobs in the local milieu, while simultaneously maintaining of
commuting as the form of mobility that prevents further concentration of people in urban centres. The fea-
tures of a municipality attract residents, but they change their place of residence towards other municipal
settlements šin search of bread’. Based on the interviews, it was found that the jobs in the food-processing indus-
try (Molovin and Berkasovo Wineries, šAgropapuk’ in Kukujevci, šBig Bull’ in Ba~inci, etc.) appeared in rural
settlements and thus they became the gravitational point for the working age population of the municipality.

Table 5: Share of migrants according to their origin, in total migrants (in %), according to the 2002 census in the border villages
of the municipality of [id.

Settlement Sum Same Other Other Former YU Other Unknown
municipality municipality countries*** republics countries

Batrovci 127 13.4 7.9 5.5 72.4 0.0 0.8
Berkasovo 753 35.3 8.2 2.4 52.7 0.5 0.9
Biki} Do 178 43.3 5.6 0.0 50.6 0.0 0.5
Va{ica 875 18.3 4.0 2.1 75.1 0.3 0.2
Ilinci 349 19.5 7.2 2.9 69.9 0.0 0.5
Jamena 544 6.6 3.7 4.2 83.8 0.7 1.0
Ljuba 203 18.2 33.5 0.5 45.8 1.0 1.0
Molovin 128 21.1 11.7 4.7 61.7 0.8 0.0
Morovi} 1370 14.2 6.0 4.5 74.2 0.7 0.4
Sot 431 13.0 6.5 1.6 77.0 0.5 1.4
Villages* 4958 18.9 7.2 3.0 69.7 0.6 0.6
Town ([id) 9307 30.3 10.0 6.1 52.1 0.8 0.8
Municipality** 21954 21.0 9.6 4.5 63.3 0.8 0.8

Note: Villages* – 10 border villages of the municipality of [id; Municipality** – all (19) settlements of the municipality of [id; other republics*** –
Montenegro (During the 2002 census, Serbia and Montenegro constituted Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (1992–2003)); Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, 2004b, own calculations.

Shares of migrants in border villages of the municipality of [id show that the majority of this part of
the population of every village was settled during the 1990s, ranging from 27.8% in Jamena to 77.0% in
Sot (Table 6). The period between 1946 and 1960 relates to the time of colonisation, which was conducted
according to the Law on Agrarian Reform and Colonisation from 1945, by which population from hilly
terrain of the former Yugoslavia (Ga}e{a 1984, 113; ]upurdija 1998, 225), i.e. from the same territory as
from the observed decade (1990s), settled the territory of Vojvodina. The highest shares of population
settled in that period were found in the southern border villages Jamena (25.6%) and Batrovci (23.6%).

In the migrant population, two groups have de facto been singled out: migrants who settled the bor-
der villages of the municipality of [id for economical or political reasons, and migrants who came for
personal reasons, i.e. marriage. In interviews, the following information was received: most people have
no plans to return to the place from which they came; all of the interviewed people agreed that the border
is characterised by great permeability, but they remember when there was no border. Most of the respon-
dents, 73%, who found themselves in the border villages of the municipality of [id for economic or political
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reasons said that they had adapted themselves to the environment in which they live and that while going
back could be personally satisfying, it was not economically justifiable. They said if there were appropriate
economic conditions, they would support (about 84%) the immigration of their children in directions
further from the border. A small amount of respondents, about 12%, sees the border as a zone of connecting,
and not dividing of people. Most, 92%, admit that there are the benefits to life next to the border. Most
frequently they mention the prices of some products, which are lower on the other side of the border,
and the profit they can make from selling different products to people from the Republic of Croatia. Similar
phenomena have been determined in the other parts of the world (Fitzgerald et al. 1988; Timothy and
Butler 1995; Sullivan and Kang 1997; Bygvra 1998; Wang 2004; Roper 2007).

A positive migration balance for the period between 1991 and 2002 has been determined in half of
the border villages of the municipality of [id, i.e. in all villages in which there was an increase of popu-
lation and in the village of Sot (Table 7). The example of Sot confirms that settled population will not
have the crucial importance for the development of the population in the future; this is confirmed by data
received from research by Nikitovi} and Luki} (2010). The rate of migratory balance in border areas of
Srem (15.1‰) is quite similar to the value in the entire municipality (14.1‰). At present, the settled
population has only covered depopulation.

Table 7: Migration balance of border villages of the municipality of [id in the period between 1991 and 2002.

Settlement Population Average annual Migration Average annual Natural Average annual
growth growth rate balance rate of migration population population growth

(in ‰) balance (in ‰) growth rate (in ‰)

Batrovci –38 –9.1 –24 24.5 –14 –33.6
Berkasovo 155 12.0 165 19.6 –10 –7.6
Biki} Do 37 10.7 39 15.5 –2 –4.8
Va{ica 122 6.6 132 11.7 –10 –5.1
Ilinci –40 –4.2 –26 10.3 –14 –14.5
Jamena –158 –10.8 –147 –3.5 –11 –7.3
Ljuba –22 –3.5 –17 3.9 –5 –7.4
Molovin –7 –2.1 –3 8.7 –4 –10.8
Morovi} 167 7.0 172 9.0 –5 –2.0
Sot –3 –0.3 11 15.0 –14 –15.3
Villages* 2559 15.1 2561 15.1 –2 0.0
Town ([id) 213 2.0 293 2.8 –80 –0.8
Municipality** 3938 9.4 4115 14.1 –177 –4.7

Note: Villages* – 10 border villages of the municipality of [id; Municipality** – all (19) settlements of the municipality of [id; Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, 2004a; 2004b; 2010; own calculations

Table 6: Share of migrants according to the time of immigration, in total migrants (in %), according to the census 2002 in the border
villages of the municipality of [id.

Settlement Before 1940 1941–1945 1946–1960 1961–1970 1971–1980 1981–1990 1991–2002 Unknown

Batrovci 0.0 0.0 23.6 13.4 7.1 7.1 47.2 1.6
Berkasovo 0.9 1.1 7.4 11.8 9.3 11.2 54.8 3.5
Biki} Do 1.1 2.2 11.8 5.1 12.4 14.0 51.1 2.2
Va{ica 1.3 0.3 8.3 4.9 3.9 7.9 71.9 1.5
Ilinci 1.1 1.4 18.3 12.0 12.9 8.3 44.1 1.7
Jamena 1.5 0.6 25.6 20.6 11.0 8.1 27.8 5.0
Ljuba 3.0 2.0 16.3 7.4 10.8 13.3 45.3 2.0
Molovin 1.6 1.6 6.3 17.2 17.2 12.5 43.0 0.8
Morovi} 0.7 0.5 12.9 11.2 8.8 9.1 55.5 1.2
Sot 0.5 0.2 5.1 3.2 4.9 6.7 77.0 2.3
Villages* 1.0 0.8 12.6 10.4 8.6 9.2 55.2 2.2
Town ([id) 0.9 0.9 11.8 16.6 14.4 11.5 38.5 5.4
Municipality** 1.0 0.9 11.4 12.6 10.3 9.8 50.2 3.9

Note: Villages* – 10 border villages of the municipality of [id; Municipality** – all (19) settlements of the municipality of [id; Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, 2004b; own calculations.



Acta geographica Slovenica, 54-1, 2014

61

3.3 Ethnic structure

Ethnic minorities have been present in the municipality of [id for centuries. In Berkasovo, Ba~inci, a rural
village in the municipality of [id that is not a border village and in the town of [id itself, the arrival of
Rusyns was recorded in 1746 (\ur|ev 1998; Ivkov 2006, 45; Drlja~a 2006). At the end of the 18th centu-
ry, the Diocese of Kri`evci (Croatia) moved the Rusyns from the Ba~ka settlements of Ruski Krstur and
Kucura (Gavrilovi} 1956, 70; 1958; 1977, 153–215; \er~an et al. 2010, 66). However, according to
Beserminï (1937), Labo{ (1979, 299) and Rama~ (2009, 235), the Rusyns migrated from Krstur and Kucura,
first to other settlements in Ba~ka and from the beginning of the 19th century to Srem and Slavonia, due
to the troubles of the rural populace, which were caused by natural disasters, floods, drought and differ-
ent field pests as well as due to the lack of arable land.

According to Sirácky (2002), Slovaks resettled in Slavonia and Srem in 1770. Stupavský (2010) report-
ed the presence of Slovaks in [id since 1810 and its existence within the military boundary with particular
emphasis on the benefits of the town. According to Jankulov (1961), Slovaks inhabited the area in the mid-
dle of the 19th century. As he writes, the first families immigrated from Slovakia and Hungary, and in
the second half of the 19th century they immigrated from Ba~ka on a larger scale. At that time, the area was
also settled by Jews. The colonisation of the Hungarians is miniscule compared to other parts of Vojvodina.

A series of political developments, including changes in states' borders and the formation of new states,
rendered Vojvodina a territory of migrations throughout the 20th century. These migrations have exert-
ed a considerable impact upon Vojvodina's ethnic structure (Bjeljac and Luki}, 2008).

Figure 4: Dominant ethnicity in the border villages of the municipality of [id, according to the 1991 and 2002 censuses. p p. 62

Table 8: Ethnic structure of population in the border villages of the municipality of [id (in %), according to the 1991 and 2002 censuses.

Ethnic group Serbs Slovaks Rusyns Croats Others

Census 1991 2002 1991 2002 1991 2002 1991 2002 1991 2002

Batrovci 54.6 67.8 0.3 0.3 No data 1.3 38.3 28.4 6.8 2.2
Berkasovo 54.7 68.5 2.3 1.7 15.0 8.3 3.8 34.7 11.0
Biki} Do 14.4 32.7 1.3 2.1 47.6 13.0 11.6 71.2 6.0
Va{ica 63.9 86.2 2.4 1.4 0.8 25.7 7.2 7.9 4.4
Ilinci 93.3 96.3 0.2 0.4 0.0 2.3 1.0 4.2 2.4
Jamena 88.8 93.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 4.6 2.8 6.6 3.5
Ljuba 9.9 16.5 55.9 53.8 0.4 28.2 22.7 6.0 6.6
Molovin 84.3 87.6 0.0 0.3 0.3 8.5 4.7 7.2 7.0
Morovi} 61.9 87.3 0.5 0.4 0.3 28.4 8.0 9.3 4.1
Sot 4.4 43.0 4.2 3.5 0.9 57.6 40.1 33.8 12.5
Villages* 59.0 75.6 4.6 4.2 4.1 21.5 10.4 14.8 5.8
Town ([id) 63.5 76.2 6.9 5.5 4.2 8.8 4.4 20.8 9.7
Municipality** 59.7 77.6 7.8 6.5 3.4 16.7 5.4 15.8 7.2

Note: Villages* – 10 border villages of the municipality of [id; Municipality** – all (19) settlements of the municipality of [id; Source: Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, 2003; own calculations.

In calculating the shares of certain ethnic groups in the total number of inhabitants of border villages
of the municipality of [id, some of the information that was obtained by interviewing the population has
been confirmed. According to the census from 2002, Serbs were the majority in eight out of ten observed
villages. Rusyns were the majority in Biki} Do, but significant presence of them (15%) has also been deter-
mined in Berkasovo. Slovaks were the majority only in Ljuba (Figure 4). In order to determine whether
and to what extent population trends affected the ethnic structure, data from the last two censuses have
been compared, according to which the share of Serbs has been increased in all villages. This contingent
of refugees has directly increased the ethnic homogeneity of population (Matijevi} et al. 2005, 119). This
supports the assertion of Cordeiro (1996) and Samers (1998, 124) that immigrants do not have to also
be ethnic minorities.

Data on Rusyns from 1991 were not published. The share of the Croats has decreased in all villages,
in Morovi} and Va{ice by more than two thirds. According to their share in the entire population, in 1991
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the Croats were the majority in Sot (Table 8). In interviews, it was explained that in 1990s, during the wars
on the territory of Former Yugoslav Republics, Croats from villages in the municipality of [id agreed to
exchange their houses with Serbs from the territories of Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina. There is
some mention of this by Kova~evi} et al (2010, 72).

Moreover, it was reported that in some villages certain political parties acted repressively, thereby moti-
vating the Croatian population to migrate. The proximity of the border, i.e. Croatian territory, was a powerful
and attractive motive for the Croatian population to move to nearby villages on the other side of the bor-
der; some of them already owned and cultivated land there.

4 Conclusion
Different tendencies in population trends were observed in ten border villages of the municipality of [id
in the period from the census in 1991 to the census in 2002. In four villages, there has been a determined
increase in population. Analysing the local geography, it has been determined that those villages, unlike
the others, are located either on busy roads or at crossroads. The more favourable position attracted peo-
ple to settle those villages. Analysing natural population movement, it has appeared that from the four
villages, only Biki} Do has positive population growth during half of the observed period. Accordingly,
it has been concluded that the other villages had increased populations only as a result of a mechanical
flow of population, which is confirmed by the fact that during the observed decade mass immigrations
of people from the territories of former Yugoslavia to the region were taking place in the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia as a whole, and in the municipality of [id specifically. Interviewing the refugee population
for the purpose of obtaining information on their intentions about further movement, the most com-
mon answer received was that it depended on the economic situation. However, while visiting the field,
the presence of different ethnic minorities was observed, which initiated analyses of data on ethnicity and
the making of ethnic maps. The map confirmed that Biki} Do is the only village dominated by the Rusyn
minority, which could also be one of the reasons only this border village has positive natural population
growth. Drawing borders has positively affected the population numbers of border villages of the munic-
ipality of [id, but the migration balance shows that a one-time špopulation dosage’ cannot obtain population
growth in the conditions of negative trends observed at natural population movement.
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