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DEMOGRAPHIC VULNERABILITY OF
RURAL SETELMENTS IN THE SOME § PLATEAU !

VICTOR SOROCOVSCH], CSABA HORVATH?, STEFAN BILASCO"

ABSTRACT - The different geographical characteristics allowbé differentiation of multiple
subunits in the SomgdPlateau. From the 219 identified rural settlemeb®86 are commune centers and
the remaining 84% are related villagés.the assessment of the demographic vulnerahilityural
settlements, there are several criteria of whiéhrthmber of inhabitants is one of the most impadrtan
Certainly, determining the appropriate intervaleaich vulnerability degree has a subjective characte
depending on the characteristics of the settlemémtthe Somg Plateau, four degrees of demographic
vulnerability were differenced according to the rnem of inhabitants: low (over 1000 inhabitants),
medium (501-1000 inhabitants), high (between 10d &60 inhabitants) and extreme (below 100
inhabitants). A common feature in all geographiodivisions is that the share of settlements witfhhi
vulnerability is the largest.
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1. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Part of the Transylvanian Basin, the SerRtateau represents the most complex north-western
section of the Transylvanian Plateau. An imporfaature of the SomePlateau is the dominant
agricultural character, manifested also in the mataf the human settlements. The different
geographical characteristics allowed the diffeegi@n of multiple subunits with distinct features
(Figure 1).

Thus, 219 rural settlements were identified, which distributed erratically within the six
geographical subdivisions. The average densityi@ settlements varies between 5.7 settlements per
100 knf (Salatruc Hills) and 23.7 per 100 KngSome Corridor).

In the Dej and th&imisna - Garbou Hills, the average density values efrtlral settlements
are similar (7.4 per 100 K but in the Putriret — Boiu Mare Plateau, they are higher than in thg C
Hills (12.6 settlements per 100 kiand only 6.6 per 100 Kin

When studying the distribution of rural settlemeimsthe main subdivisions of the Sogne
Plateau, it is noted that the share hold by thg Hills is the highest (24.2%), followed by the
Simisna-Garbou and the Dej Hills, which have similamueal (Figure 2). The Som€orridor (14.2%)
and the Purteti-Boiu Mare Plateau have identical weights, the Igma percent belonging to the
Salatruc Hills (7.8%), which also the smallest area.
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Figure 1. Geographic subdivisions of the Sgridateau
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From the 219 identified rural settlements, 16% @mamune centers and the remaining 84%
are related villages. Most commune centers ardddda the SomeCorridor (25.8%) and the fewest
in the Slatruc Hills (12.9%), in the other subdivisions thalues varying between 14.3% and 18.2%
(Figure 3).

7.8% @ Clyj Hills
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Fiaure 2. The share ofrural settlements in thaeoaraphic subdivisiorof theSome Plateau

2. DEMOGRAPHIC VULNERABILITY OF RURAL SETTLEMENTS

In the assessment of the demographic vulnerabilityural settlements, there are several
criteria, from which the number of inhabitants iemf the most important. Certainly, determining th
appropriate interval of each vulnerability classs ha subjective character depending on the
characteristics of the settlements in the studeggon. Therefore, in the SomPlateau, four degrees
of demographic vulnerability were differenced acliog to number of inhabitants: small (over 1.000
inhabitants), medium (501-1.000 inhabitants), higatween 101 and 500 inhabitants) and extreme
(below 100 inhabitants).
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Figure 3. Weight of commune centers and villages from thieeemumber of
rural settlements in the geographic subdivisionthefSomgPlateau

2.1. Vulnerability of rural settlements in the Some Plateau and its geographic
subdivisions

In the Someg Plateau, more than half of all rural settlemeratt Within those with high
vulnerability (57.1%). This phenomenon is charastier for all the geographic subdivisions of the
Transylvanian Plateau. These are followed by thesgents with medium vulnerability, holding a
fifth of the total (21.5%) and those with extreménerability (Figure 4).
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Villages with low demographic vulnerability are fetwolding a very small percentage (6.8%

of all rural settlements).

This means few rural settlements with a populatiogher than 1.000 inhabitants. This
category of rural settlements has a higher soadllifies potential.

6.8%

21.5%

57.1%

BExtreme OHigh OMedium Blow

The assessment of the vulnerability of the
settlements in the geographic subdivisions of the
Soma Plateau can be done taking into consideration
two aspects. The first aspect refers to the shatteeo
different degrees of vulnerability of all the rural
settlements of the plateau and the second refengto
weight regarding the entire geographic subdivision.

Settlements with high vulnerability are more
common in the Puiketi-Boiu Mare Plateau,
accounting for 21.9% of all settlements included in
this category in the Som®Ilateau. Identical weights,
of 8.7%, appear in th§imisna-Garbou and d&truc
Hills (Figure 4.). A few settlements included irte
high vulnerability class appear also in the Sgpme
Corridor (9.4% of total) and the Cluj Hills (12.5%)

Rural settlements with high vulnerability can

Figure 4. Weight of rural settlements with b€ found mainly in the Cluj Hills (24.0%$imisna-

different degrees of vulnerability

Géarbou Hills (22.4%) and Dej Hills (20.0%). The
percentage of rural settlements from this category

very low in the $latruc Hills (5.6% of total) and in the Sog€orridor (13.6%).

The rural settlements with medium vulnerability dted in the Cluj Hills and Dej Hills
represent one quarter of all villages includedhis tategory in the Somdlateau (Figure 5). Lower
percentages appear in the rural settlements ofithgna-Garbou Hills (17%), the Sosm€orridor
(14.9%) and the Puireti- Boiu Mare Plateau (12.8%), and the lowest inSalétruc Hills (4.3%).
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Figure 5. Weigh of rural settlements with different degrefgulnerability on the main
subdivisions of the SomPlateau

Rural areas with low vulnerability are more frequenthe Cluj Hills, accounting for almost
half (46.7%) of rural settlements included in tb@egory (15 villages). In the Sogn€orridor, there
are four villages included in the category of rgettlements with low demographic vulnerabilityptw
in the Silatruc Hills and one in th8imisna -Garbou Hills and Dej Hills, each representirdy/6 of the

total.
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Figure 6. Percent shared by different vulnerability degreéall settlements in each
subdivision of the Som®lateau

Following the weight that different vulnerabilityiegories hold of all rural settlements, some

evident territorial nuances can be observed in emdyraphical subdivision of the Sgyelateau,
induced by the settlements appearance and devetbmmeditions. An important role is played by the
morphological and morphometric features of the $a@age, as well as by the position and the access

roads to the polarizing centers, mineral resouretes,
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Figure 7. Vulnerability degrees of the rural settlementshie Cluj Hills
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A common feature for all subdivisions is the higleight of settlements with high
vulnerability. In the Dej an@imisna-Garbou Hills, the lowest percentage belongh¢osettlements
with low vulnerability, while in the Cluj Hills anthe Someg Corridor, the settlements included into

the extreme vulnerability category are less fretj(Eigure 6).

In the Cluj Hills, only four settlements (Bwar Gitun, Silistea Veche, Dorna and Campstie
are included into the category of rural settlemevite extreme vulnerability, representing 7.5% loé t

total. In contrast, there are seven settlements leitv vulnerability and they are located along the
main valleys. Settlements with medium demographitnerability are situated especially in the

southern part of the Cluj Hills (Figure 7).
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Figure 8. Vulnerability degrees of the rural settlementshia Dej Hills

In the Dej Hills, there are more rural settlemenith extreme vulnerability (13.6%) and they
are located along the high interfluves in the namid west and rarely in the valleys (May. In the

eastern part of the Dej Hills, characterized bydopwltitudes, the settlements have mainly medium
vulnerability (Figure 8). Settlements with mediumgdee of vulnerability are also located along the

few smaller valleys: Lonea (Recea Cristur, Panti@ilbaca, Luna de Jos), CubléCublegu Soms)
and Marului (Alunis).

In the Simisna-Garbou Hills, rural settlements with extremenewability can be found in the
south-central part, characterized by high altituffegure 9). Only one village is included in the
category of settlements with low vulnerabiliSirgisna).

In the Some corridor, the seven villages with medium vulneligbrepresent 22.6% of rural

settlements (Figure 9). Along with these, therefawe other villages with low vulnerability @eiu,
C&cau, lleanda, and Surduc).
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Figure 9. Vulnerability degrees of the rural settlementshiaSimisna-Garbou Hills

and the SomeCorridor
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Figure 10. Vulnerability degrees of the rural settlementshia Purcire-Boiu Mare Plateau

and the &latruc Hills
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In the Puréreti-Boiu Mare Plateau, settlements with extreme wahbdity represent 22.2% of
the total, most of them being located in the easpart of the subdivision. The only exception is
Valisoara, which lies in the west (Figure 10).

The Silatruc Hills have similar features, the villages wéktreme vulnerability occupying a
high share (35.3%) of all rural settlements. Onlye ovillage was included in the category of
settlements with low vulnerability (Chiuits).

2.2. Vulnerability degrees on different categoriesf rural settlements

The analysis of the demographic vulnerability afafsettlements should be differentiated on
settlement categories as well (communes and relalieges) because, in most cases, the contrasts
between the two groups are obvious from the vegjriméng.

In the extreme vulnerability class, only villaga® éncluded, namely 17.4% of all villages.
The high vulnerability category includes 63% ofagles, while commune centers represent only one
guarter of all rural settlements in this categd§.7%). As regards the analysis of medium and low
vulnerability, the number of commune
centers return  higher  percentages %
compared to villages (Figure 11). 50

The analysis on geographical s -
subdivisions reveals the above-mentioned 4
regularities, but there are some regional ¥
peculiarities in the weight of different ]
vulnerability categories (Figure 12). 20 dov -
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Figure 11.Vulnerability degrees on  Figyre 12 Vulnerability degrees of commune centers (A)
different rural settlement categories  an( villages (B) in the subdivisions of the SpRlateau

3. AREAS WITH DIFFERENT VULNERABILITY DEGREES

Throughout the SomgePlateau, several areas of different sizes werguisgd, corresponding
to four previously established degrees of vulnditsitior the rural settlements (Figure 13).

As a general feature, it can be noted that mogttpararea under analysis is included in the
class of high rural demographic vulnerability. Amext feature is that areas with extreme vulnergbilit
are scattered and small. A higher concentratidaugrd in the eastern part of the Pirgti-Boiu Mare
Plateau, on the central interfluves of th#aBuc Hills, and the eastern and central part of Drep
Hills.
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Figure 13. Areas with different vulnerability degrees in theme Plateau
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Rural settlements with medium vulnerability occupyger areas in the southern and eastern
part of the analyzed region, in the Cluj Hills, D#jls, and Slatruc Hills.

Areas with low vulnerability occupy large areadhe southern and eastern part of the region,
some areas at the extremities of the So@erridor and isolated parts in the larger vallé)sadis,
Borsa, Simisna, and &latruc).
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