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Prispévek na bydlent je jednim z nastrojd bytové a socidlni politiky statu, konkrétné je jednou z da-
vek statni socidlni podpory. Pfispévek je zacilen na socidlné znevyhodnéné domacnosti a financné
posiluje jedince a rodiny s nizkymi pfijmy (Sirovatka a kol., 2003). Napomaha, ackoliv omezené,
ke zlepseni Zivotni drovné a ke zvySeni koupéschopnosti obyvatel, ktefi maji ndrok jej pobirat (Su-
nega, 2003). Rozhodujicim kritériem pro pfiznani pfispévku je zdkonem stanovené Zivotni minimum
(pfipadné jeho ndsobky), a proto lze prostfednictvim Gzemniho rozmisténi domacnosti pobirajicich
prispévek na bydleni sledovat nejen oblasti s koncentraci socioekonomicky slabého obyvatelstva,
ale mizeme rovnéz usuzovat na prostorovou diferenciaci v pfijmech domdcnosti. Ackoliv prispévek
na bydleni spolu s nékterymi dalsimi druhy socidlnich p¥ispévkl mize slouzit jako nastroj v boji se
socidlnim vyloucenim, zdvislost na davkach socidlni podpory v sobé skryva nebezpeci rlstu pasivity
obyvatel neochotnych fesit svou neuspokojivou Zivotni situaci vlastnimi silami. V dlouhodobém ca-
sovém horizontu pak nékteré socialni skupiny trvale spoléhaji na pomoc statu a na solidaritu v ramci
prerozdélovani zdroji ve spolecnosti. Zavislost na socidlnich ddvkach urcitych socidlnich kategorif
obyvatel, potazmo urcitych lokalit a region(i, ma pak negativni diisledky pro vefejné rozpocty, ze
kterych jsou piispévky vyplaceny. Rocné bylo na piispévek na bydleni v letech 2004-2006 vydédno
2,5 miliard K& a praimérné jej v Ceské republice pobiralo 6% domacnosti. Presto viak predstavovala
tato forma podpory bydleni, vedle socidlnich davek rodindm s détmi, z financniho hlediska nejvy-
tj. prispévek na bydleni 7,6 %; MPSV, 2007).

Znacnd koncentrace obci s vysokym podilem domacnosti pobirajicich pfispévek na bydleni je
jasné patrnd v severozapadnich Cechdch a na severni a jihowjchodni Moravé. V téchto oblastech
se kumuluji problémy na trhu prace podminéné kromé strukturdlnich nedostatki ekonomiky i nizsi
Grovni vzdélanosti (viz kapitola 3.2 Uroveri vzdéldni [Ed) a nevhodnou kvalifikaci obyvatel. Nezane-
dbatelnou roli miize sehravat také koncentrace romského etnika (MPSV a GAC, 2006). Spatnd situace
na trhu prace znamend nizké pfijmy obyvatel a implikuje vedle zhorSujiciho se socidlniho prostredi
(rlst socidlné-patologickych jevil) nebezpeci vzniku tzv. kultury socidlnich davek. Tento nevar viak
miize hrozit také v jinych regionech Ceské republiky, které nelze podchytit analyzami na drovni krajii
Ci okres(. Jde napfiklad o Sedl¢ansko, Kutnohorsko, Hlinecko, Kaplicko, Frydlantsko & Broumov-
sko. Relativné nenapadné shluky nékolika malo obci soustfedujicich vysoké podily socidlné slabsiho
obyvatelstva mohou byt zarodky tzv. kapes chudoby a pozdéjsich pronikavych socio-ekonomickych
problémd.

Zhruba 40% obci Usteckého a Moravskoslezského kraje trpi vysokym (vice nez 9%) podilem
domdcnosti pobirajicich prispévek, ve kterych Ziji tfi ¢tvrtiny obyvatel uvedenych krajd (viz obra-
zek 4.2). To svédéi o vyssi koncentraci domdcnosti ndrokujicich tuto davku ve vétsich obcich. Po-
lovina z 50-100tisicovych mést a 40% obci s 20-50 tisici obyvateli je zasaZena vysokym podilem
pFijmové slabsich domdcnosti, které jsou zarovert domovem 40% obyvatel Ceské republiky (viz ob-
rdzek 4.3). Nejmensi obce (do 500 obyvatel) se viak na celkovém poctu obci s nejvyssim podilem
socidlné slabsich domdcnosti podileji vice nez polovinou (56 %), a proto feSeni vznikajicich pro-
blém socidlné vyloucenych osob mize byt vzhledem k rozsahlému Gzemi ndkladnéjsi nez ve velkych
méstech, ackoliv se problémy budou tykat menstho poctu lidf (6 % obyvatel Ceska). Z prostorového
hlediska lze za problematické regiony povazovat také Znojemsko a Trebicsko (68 %, resp. 42 % obci
dosahuje vice nez 9% podilu domacnosti pobirajicich ptispévek). Na druhé strané prazsky metro-
politni aredl, Mladoboleslavsko, Plzefisko a Ceskobud&jovicko vykazuji minimalni podily domacnosti
zavislych na ptispévku na bydleni (viz obrazek 4.2). Potvrzuje se tak i prostfednictvim tohoto uka-
zatele v rdmci republiky relativni Gspésnost téchto oblasti. Zajimavé je rovnéz posouzeni objemu
financnich prostfedkd, ktery je do Gzemf s vysokou koncentraci socidlné slabsich obyvatel prostred-
nictvim piispévku na bydleni distribuovén (viz tabulka 4.3). Ackoliv z pohledu absolutnich ¢astek
ziskaly vyznamné prostfedky i obce ve zmifiovanych neproblémovych oblastech, v pfepoctu na oby-
vatele obdrZzely nejvice financi regiony socioekonomicky slabsi (viz tabulka 4.3) a lze tak z regional-
niho hlediska potvrdit stabilizaéni funkci této socialni davky.
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Housing allowance is one of the instruments of the housing and the social governmental policy,
or more precisely, it is one of the social benefits of State Social Support. It is targeted at socially
disadvantaged households and it financially strengthens individuals and families with low incomes
(Sirovétka et al., 2003). Housing allowance, though limited, contributes to the improvement of the
standard of living and to the enhancement of the purchasing ability of the inhabitants entitled to
receive the housing allowance (Sunega, 2003). A criterion of the minimum cost of living (or its mul-
tiples) set by the law is decisive for the awarding of the housing allowance. Therefore, spatial diffe-
rentiation of households receiving this social benefit can indicate not only areas with concentration
of socioeconomically weaker inhabitants but also territorial disparities in the households” income.
Although social benefits including housing allowance can serve as a tool combating social exclu-
sion, dependence on social support causes the danger of the growth of people’s passivity to solve
their unsatisfactory life situations on their own. Consequently, from the long-term point of view,
some social groups of inhabitants permanently rely on state aid and on the solidarity of sources
redistribution within the society. Dependence on social benefits of particular social categories of
the population, more precisely in certain localities and regions, brings about negative impacts for
the public budgets funding the social subsidies. In 2004-2006 the housing allowance amounted
to CZK 2.5 billion per year and on the average 6% of households were receiving it. Nevertheless,
besides social benefits channelled to families with children, from the financial perspective housing
the allowance has represented the most important benefit of the State Social Support (annually
reaching CZK 33 billion, i.e. housing allowance counted 7.6%; MPSV, 2007).

Map 4.2 illustrates the substantial concentration of municipalities with a high percent of house-
holds receiving housing allowance in north-western Bohemia and northern and south-eastern Mo-
ravia. These areas are harmed by cumulative struggles in the labour market conditioned by the struc-
tural imperfections of the regional economy, lower levels of education (see chapter 3.2 Educational
Level ) and improper qualifications of the inhabitants. Furthermore, an indispensable factor mi-
ght be the concentration of particular ethnic groups (MPSV, GAC, 2006). Generally, adverse condi-
tions in the labour market imply low income of the inhabitants, deterioration of the social environ-
ment (increase of the socially pathological phenomena) and the imminence of the emergence of the
so called “social benefits culture”. This abuse, however, might also threaten other localities (e.g. the
surroundings of Sedl¢any, Kutna Hora, Hlinsko, Kaplice, Frydlant and Broumov), which cannot be
detected either by regional or district analysis. Inconspicuous clusters of a few municipalities with
high shares of socially deprived people might become the nucleus of pockets of poverty and subse-
quent profound socioeconomic problems.

In the Ustecky and Moravskoslezsky regions, ca. 40% of the municipalities suffer from a high
percent (more than 9%) of households receiving housing allowance, in which three quarters of
the population of the regions in question live (see Figure 4.2). This shows a higher concentra-
tion of households claiming housing support in more populated municipalities. Half of the cities
with 50-100,000 people and 40% cities with 20-50,000 population are affected by a robust share
of lower income households. Altogether, these cities accommodate 40% of the population of the
Czech Republic (see Figure 4.3). However, the smallest municipalities (less than 500 inhabitants)
represent 56% of the municipalities harmed by the highest percent of socially weaker households.
Consequently, possible emerging social problems in these dispersed municipalities might impose
higher costs for social policy than in larger cities, even though a smaller number of people would be
affected (6% of the Czech population). From the spatial point of view, the areas of Znojmo and Trebi¢
should be highlighted as problematic regions, too (68% and 42% of municipalities reach more than
9% share of households receiving housing allowance, respectively). On the other hand, the Prague
metropolitan area, the surroundings of Mlada Boleslav, Plzeri and Ceské Budé&jovice achieve the mi-
nimum values (see Figure 4.2). Interestingly, as regards to the absolute financialamount of the hou-
sing allowance, municipalities in the mentioned “non-problematic” areas also benefited markedly.
However, considering the per capita financial volume, economically weak regions obtained the most
(see Table 4.3). This spatial pattern indicates the stabilization function of the housing allowance
social benefit.
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Kraj Piispévek na bydleni (v milionech K¢)  Kraj Pfispévek na bydleni (na tisic obyvatelv Kc)
Region Housing allowance (in CZK million) Region Housing allowance (per thousand inhabitants in CZK)
Moravskoslezsky 36,0 Ustecky 24000

Ustecky 26,9 Moravskoslezsky 22 100

Jihomoravsky 20,7 Karlovarsky 20900

Stfedocesky 12,3 Olomoucky 17 800

Olomoucky 12,3 Jihomoravsky 17 300

Praha 8,9 Pardubicky 15200

Zlinsky 8,8 Liberecky 14 200

Jihocesky 8,8 Vysoc¢ina 13900

Pardubicky 8,5 Zlinsky 13500

Kralovéhradecky 8,0 Kralovéhradecky 12 800

Vysocina 8,0 Jihocesky 12 100

Liberecky 7,0 Plzensky 9800

Karlovarsky 6,8 Stredocesky 9300

Plzensky 6,4 Praha 7600
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Obrazek 4.2: Obce s nejvyssim podilem domacnosti
pobirajicich ptispévek na bydleni podle krajti v letech
2004-2006

Figure 4.2: Municipalities with the highest share of
households receiving housing allowance by regions in
2004-2006

Zdroj dat / Data source: MPSV CR, 2004-2006, CSU, 2005.

Poznamka: Pouze obce s podilem vy35im nez 9 %. Vice viz
Metodika kapitoly 4.

Note: Municipalities with more than 9% share only. For more
see Methodology of chapter 4.
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Obrazek 4.3: Obyvatelstvo a obce s vysokym podilem
domdcnosti pobirajicich pFispévek na bydleni podle
velikostnich kategorii obci v letech 2004-2006

Figure 4.3: Population and municipalities with the highest
share of households receiving housing allowance by the size
categories of municipalities in 2004-2006

Zdroj dat / Data source: MPSV (R, 2004-2006, CSU, 2005.

Poznamka: Viz obrdzek 4.2.
Note: See the note below Figure 4.2.

B Podil obcivelikostni kategorie obci / Share of municipalities
within a population size category of municipalities
Podil obyvatel velikostni kategorie obci / Population share
within a population size category of municipalities

= Podil obci velikostni kategorie na CR / Share of a population
size categoriy of municipalities in the Czech Republic

= Podil obyvatel velikostnf kategorie obci na CR / Population
share of a population size category of municipalities in the Czech
Republic

Tabulka 4.3: Kraje podle financnich prostredkd z pFispévku
na bydleni a podle ¢astky z pFispévku na bydleni na tisic
obyvatel za mésic, rocni prlimér v letech 2004-2006

Table 4.3: Regions according to financial amount of housing
allowance and according to financial amount of housing
allowance per thousand inhabitants per month, annual
average in 2004-2006

Zdroj dat / Data source: MPSV (R, 2004-2006, CSU, 2005.

Poznamka: Financni prostfedky odpovidaji primérné ¢astce
vyplacené vzdy za mésic listopad v letech 2004-2006. Vice
viz Metodika kapitoly 4.

Note: Finance corresponds to the annual average amounts
disbursed always in November in 2004-2006. For more see
Methodology of chapter 4.



