
87

��������	
�
	�	���	��������	������	���������
������	
���������
	

��������
�
Pannon University of Agriculture, Faculty of Animal Science, Department of Agricultural Economics and Marketing

Kaposvár, H-7400 Guba S. u. 40.

��������

������������	�
�������������
��������������������
����������������
�������
�����

�����������	��������������������
���	�������
��
������	������������ ��	�����������	����
��������
��!�����������	������������������"�#$ ��	������������
����
����������%��������
����������������
����������
������	�����������������������������
������������������
����������
����������������
����������
��
	
��������������
�����������
��������!��
����	��&
������� ������
���� ��
�� �
����
��� ���� ��� �'���
��� ��� ���� �����
����� �
��� (�)� ��
�'������������	�����������*�����������	��������������������
����	��������+
����������
��
��������
�����
��������
������
�
,
���������������	������'
�������� �������'���
���
����	
�������
����������������������
����	� ���� 	���������������*� 
�� �������������*�����
�
����� ��� ���� ���������� ��
�
�� 
�� ���
�������� ��� ���� ���
��� �	� ���� ������
�� ��
���
����
����
���
���������������
�����%������������������������
��������
����������������
����� ��� ��� ���	���� ��� ���� �������� �	� ���� ��������� &�
��� ����� ������� ���
�
��
	
�������	�������������
���%������
���������	������
��������������������
����������
���������	�	��	
��
���
���������
�*����
��*�������
����������������	����
��������������	
���+�� ����
�� ��� ��� �������
����� ���� ����� 
��������� �	� ������ ���� ���� 	�����
��-
����
���
����	�����	�����������������������
�������	����
��������
��������
�
������*
���� ����������
������
����
	
���
����	� ���� ������
�� ����� �	� ���� ��������
�*� �����
������������	�����
����
�
�
��� 
�� ������������
�*���� 
����������� 
�� �������������
����
���������
������������
���
�
������
�
�����������
�����������������������
�
��*���
	
������ 
�������� �������
��� �	� ������� ��� �	� ���� ���
��������� %�� 
�� ����� ���������� ��
������� ����� 	
����
��� ����������� 	��� ������ ����������� ���� �������� .� ���+� ��� ��
�������
���� ��
��� ������ ���� ��� 
�
�
���� 
�� 
���������� 
�� ���� 	�������
��� �	
���
��������������	�������������������*��������
�������	�
������������
�����������
������ ����������� ����������� ����������� ��� ���� ���
�� �	� ������ ��������*� ��� ���
������
��������	������
�����
�	�����
�����������������+�
(Keywords: countryside, rural development, development’s priorities, financial condi-
tions, structural framework)

Acta Agraria Kaposváriensis (1998) Vol 2 No 1, 87-101
Pannon Agrártudományi Egyetem, Állattenyésztési Kar, Kaposvár
Pannon University of Agriculture, Faculty of Animal Science, Kaposvár



/���
-�������
,��������������	�����	�����������08

����	
�����

�����������
������������
�������	��������	�	�����	
Sarudi Cs.

Pannon Agrártudományi Egyetem, Állattenyésztési Kar, Agrárgazdaságtani és Marketing Tanszék, Kaposvár, 7400 Guba S. u.
40.

.��
1+	�!���,�1�������1��+2���3��������,4�����,���5��
� 1��+����+��6��� �� �1�����.,
���������
��,��
����,����,4�����6���1��+��� 7���
1+
�!����� *�
���1������+���4��#$ 7��
3������ ��!4����4���+� ��+
����� *� ����� �,� ���4�4��,��� �
1+	�!���,�1����� ���2��2��
�,������ �������� �
��� �,� �&� ���,4��+� �2���1�1����� �,� �� +2�6��1��� �,� 4��,��
�
�,�������������(�)�1���'�����1�,���1�1���*������
��� �+2�6�
��,
���������
�
,4�55
	�����+�,���4�
� ��4��4���� ������4,���5�� .,� ���4���,��4�� �1��1�	�!���,�
������
4�!4��+�+
���,�4�4�4���,����8���1��
,������,����8,55����4��4��4��1�����
1+

�1��1��+���,��4�
� 
���� �4������
�����,��1��+��������4����+�4���,����.� �����5��
�+1�
1����� +
����,���� �&7+��	���� ���6������
�
+�
� 1�� �4�� �2��1���+� 	��1��1+���1+� �� �
1+
!����� �1�1��� .���+� 1��+1���*� ����� �� �
1+� ���2�������� ��,��4�
*� �4������
*
2+��5�
�
�1��+�����4�
�� 	��+�
5!4�*� �2��� 	�����������4�4��������,6+�1����,�+�+2,6���
���	���������+*� �,� ���4���,��4�� 
���
,4�4��� 1�� �������+1����1�1��+� �2���1��*� �
�
1+� ��,��4�
� �4,
�4��+� �� �9�1��� 1�� 
���,
	
+4�4��*� �� �
1+
� 
�	������+�8��� 6�����
	�!���,�1��*� �� 	�����+�,���4�
� 1�� +������
� �
�,����+� �����
��� �,� 1���+2�6��1���+� 1�� �
�,�����
��,9�������!��9�4��*��1�6��������1�,���1����+2����,���	�+�,�����1������%��+���
������ �� �
1+	�!���,�1�� �1�!�
��+*� 	������
��+� 1�� ��,+2,�
��+� �2��1��
� �,��4���,4���
/,6+�1���� ������ �,� 
�*� ����� ��������� !���+� �� �
1+	�!���,�1�� �1�,6��
� ������
4
�
:������ ����
���5�� !������ �� �1��1�
� �
1+	�!���,�1�
� +������
5+� 1�� �,� 
�����4��� ���4�7� 1�
�
1+	�!���,�1�
���������+�+
����,4���1�������6���
�
�	���4�
5������,����1�����,4���

 !"#$%&�" $!

On approaching the end of the 20th century it is now clearly evident that a new
characteristic to emerge in the 21st century will be the upgrading of the significance of
the countryside and the smaller settlements. The signs of this are already perceptible in
the economically developed countries. The promotion of the cause of the countryside is
based on the realisation that the rural regions bear a valuable natural heritage such as is
not to be found in towns, and the preservation of which can only be undertaken by rural
populations. In Hungary it is only in the past few years that substantial endeavours have
begun in the interest of tackling the particular problems of the countryside. The
transformation which occurred subsequent to the change in the political system did,
although to differentiated degrees, on the whole exert a detrimental effect on the
economy and society of the rural villages. General economic depression,
impoverishment and vigorous income level restructuring of the local population are now
characteristic of the majority of these settlements.

Taking into account the fact that the farm economy in Hungary is very closely
related to the countryside, it is the intention of the author in this paper on the one hand to
analyse the situation in, and the connections between, agricultural society and the
agricultural sector, and on the other hand to endeavour to assemble the opportunities for
rural development open to farm economy, and the tasks to be accomplished. In the
course of this discussion reference will also be made to certain issues arising within the
integration of Hungary into the EU and which touch upon rural development.
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���� �������� �	� ���� ��������
�, interpreted beside the core and peripheral relations,
denotes the gravitational field of certain territorial, administrative and functional cores.
The actual clear determination of the rural settlements and regions constitutes a task to
be accomplished at national level, and is, at the same time, a requirement for effective
rural development.

In Hungary, interpreted in the wider sense, farms, villages and small towns of a
population below 10,000 (the majority of the latter being agriculture-based towns), and
the towns in the areas of rural development are considered countryside. Of the 3130
settlements in Hungary 2924 are classed as villages and 206 as towns. Of the towns 102
can be considered rural. Thus, the number of rural settlements is 3026 (;/�*
1996a).This broader interpretation on the one hand serves to promote exploration of the
connections of the countryside and the farm economy, while on the other hand enabling
the differentiated economic and social situation of rural settlements to be taken into
account in the allocation of financial resources for regional development. The
countryside does not, after all, comprise merely an ensemble of homogeneous
settlements, since both the villages and the small towns include those undergoing
dynamic development, those of an average level of development and those lagging
substantially behind the average. The latter are the ������ ����������� �����* which
pursuant to the Regional Development Act (3;, 1996a) and to the National Regional
Development Conception (3;, 1998b) as well as the regions backward from the
socioeconomic aspect, the regions suffering chronic unemployment , and the regions in
which the structure of industry is under transformation are eligible for regional
development support. The types of these areas were determined on the basis of the
statistically classified subregions (NUTS-4 level) and in a mode corresponding to EU
standards. The rural development areas constitute (in accordance with the classification
system updated in 1997 and anticipated to remain valid for a number of years) the
regions in which the urbanisation/ruralisation index (what percentage of the population
of the given subregion lives in settlements of population density above 120 per km2) is
below the national average, the proportion of active wage earners in agriculture above
the rural average, the average wage below 90% of the national average, and the
unemployment rate on 20th December 1996 was found to be above 1.33 times the
national average. In the majority of these areas the natural conditions for agricultural
production are also less favourable than the average conditions (�@�(A, 1997). The
countryside and the rural development areas are shown in :
�����?.

����	����
�����	�����������������can be classified into three groups
− The first includes the ������
�� B������
��C� 	����
���, which include agriculture,

forestry and fishery activities, the sustainable utilisation of renewable natural
resources, the exploitation of opportunities in village tourism, the holiday industry
and recreation, and the operation of production and service establishments located
in the rural regions.

− The second group consists of the ������
����	����
���. These are constituted by the
protection of the natural fundamental necessities for healthy life (land, water and
air), the preservation of the character and variegated complexion of the landscape,
and of biodiversity, and the protection of forest and other habitats, and ecological
systems in general.
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− Finally, the third group of functions of the countryside comprises the ���
��� ��
������������+� closely connected to the rural form of life. These are devoted to the
promotion of the keeping up of community and cultural traditions accumulated over
the centuries and the preservation and strengthening of the viability and identity of
village societies.

)����	.

"	����������	��	�	�������������	����������
	���
���	������
	�	���	�����	�����
������������	�.����������.//0

Source(1): The autor’s own compilation on the basis of ;/�, 1996a,c and 3;, 1998a.
(A�;/� 1996a,c és a 3; 1998a alapján saját összeállítás.)

?�� 4���-� .� �
1+� 1�� �� ��, ��,��4�
� �
1+	�!���,�1�
� �1��1��+� ���6���
� +1��� 3�����7
���,4����?DDE������,����?7� ��

:���4�B?C

@����� ���������� is an element of integrated economic development. It can be
regarded as a complex activity with the objective of ensuring that the rural regions
should have the sustainable capacity to fulfil their functions in serving the interests of
the entire society, including the creation of the conditions essential for rural populations
to be able to stay where they are, employment for rural populations, improvement in
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living conditions and earnings relations, the development of public utilities and services,
and also the shaping of agricultural production to conform to local characteristics and
resources (/���
����/,��5*�1997). Rural development policy is closely connected to
the various sector-related and subsector policies; it is only in cooperation with these
policies and under conditions of effective coordination that it can fulfil its multifaceted
tasks.(/���:
�����=)

)����	�1

 ��	��	���������������
	�	���	��������

Source (7): :��1� (1998)

=��4���-�.��
1+	�!���,�1�
����
�
+��+������������,���

.��4����
�
+�B?C*� 3 �,�+
� 	�!���,�1�
� ���
�
+�B?�?C*� ������1����
�
+�B?�=C*� )
�����
�
7
+�B?�FC*� :�����+�,���4����
�
+�B=C*� %���
� 1�� ���1�� ��,��4����
�
+�
� �,�������+BFC*
���6���	�!���,�1�
����
�
+�B#C*�/,��
4����
�
+�B�C*�<
1+	�!���,�1�
����
�
+�B$C*�:���4�BEC

It follows from the concept of the countryside that �����������	��		��������������������
����������*�taken in the wider sense, extends to the development of the farms, villages
and small towns; thus, 85% of the area of the country and 46% of its population is
affected. In the narrower sense rural development can be applied to refer only to the
rural development areas. In this case it governs a narrower of effect, wielding influence

,���	�
����� 2.�34

(��
������
����� 2.�14

"	���������

	�	���	��
����� 2.�.4

#���

	�	���	��
����� 254

���������������� 2.4

'�����	��
����� 214

 �
���������
����	�
	����������6�	���� 234

����������� 274

#	������
	�	���	��
����� 284

#	����� ������ �����	�	�� �����
2#	������� ������	�	�����������4
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over the situation of 1,3 million of the inhabitants of Hungary living on 26% of the total
land area of the county (/���������?)
"�6	�.

%�����	�����������	����������
	���
���	������
	�	���	�����	��9�.���:�������.//0�;

%	����������
2.4

��	�
��1

214

!��6	����
�	��	�	���

234

(��������
2�������
�4

284
"����274
Budapest (6)
Other cities and towns (7)

Of these, small townsxx (8)
Villages (9)
Countryside (10)
Rural development areas(11)

Of these, towns(12)
Countryside as a % age of the national
figure(13)
Rural development areas as a % age of the
national figure(14)

/3�<3<
525

22.186
8.462

70.319
78.781
24.029

5.021

84,7

25,8

3�.3<
1

205
102

2924
3026

849
47

96,7

27,1

.<�.08
1.886
4.539

886
3749
4635
1322

530

45,7

13,0

x According to the administrative status of 1 january 1997. (Az 1997. I. 1.-i
közigazgatási beosztás szerint.)
xx Including the towns of population over 10,000 classified as regions of agricultural
������ �����	
����� ��� ������� � ���� ������� ��
����� � ��� �� ��� ���������
vidékfejlesztési térségekbe sorolt városok.)

Source (15): The autor's own calculations on the basis of ;/� 1996a,c and ;/� 1998a.
(A ;/� 1996a,c és az ;/��1998a alapján saját számítás.)
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1+� 1�� ����, ��,��4�
� �
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� �1��1��+��1�4�������*� ?DDE�
!���4��?�71�

3������,1�B?C*� ���6���� +�=B=C*� �����6�1��+� �,4��BFC*� G�+5�1����1�� �,��� 	 B#C*� H��,�7
���B�C*� I������B$C*� �2��
� �4���BEC*� ��� �-� +
��4���B�C*� ;2,�1�BDC*� <
1+B?JC*
3�, ��,�7�4�
��
1+	�!���,�1�
��1��1��+B??C*���� �-��4���B?=C*�<
1+��,����,4�������� 7
4���B?FC*� 3�, ��,��4�
� �
1+	�!���,�1�
� �1��1��+� �,� ���,4���� ����  74���B?#C*
:���4�B?�C

"�'��$!!'�" $!�='">''!�"�'��$&!"#-� %'��!%�"�'�)�#,
'�$!$,-

"�	����������������	������	���������
���	����������
	
The significance with respect to the national economy of agriculture in Hungary has
decreased in the recent period, but still remains substantial, and greater than that
observed in the European Union.

In 1996 agriculture contributed 7% to the gross domestic product, and in conjunc-



.����.����;������<���=�>��? 3

tion with the food industry almost 12%. On average for the years 1991-1996 the national
food economy annually exported a value of 1.6 million dollars more than it imported,
thereby substantially moderating the foreign trade balance deficit of the country.
"�6	�1

"�	����������������������	��������������
������	�'����	���&����

%	�����������2.4
��������214

'&
.7234

.//< .//3 .//8 .//7 .//5 .//7
Contribution of the food economy
to GDP (4) 13.0 11.0 10.8 11.3 11.9 ..
Of this: agriculturex. (5)

food industry (6)
10.9xx.

3.4xx.
6.6
4.4

6.7
4.1

7.2
4.1

7.0
4.9

2.5
..

Number of active wage earners in
agriculture as a percentage of total
active wage earners(7) 18.0 10.1 8.9 8.9 8.0 5.7
Agricultural and food industry
product exports as a proportion of
exports in the national economy (at
current price levels) (8) 23.1 21.4 22.0 22.0 18.4 8.0
Proportion represented by agriculture
in investment in new fixed assets (9) 5.9 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.1 ..
x.Agriculture, game management, forestry and fishery activities collectively
���� ���������������������� �������	������������������� !�"
xx. Estimated proportion. (Becsült arány.)

Source (10): ;/� (1996b), ;/� (1997), �������� (1996)

=���4��4,��-�.���, ��,��4��������3��������,4����1���,����5��
�K�
5���

3������,1�B?C*� 3��������,4�B=C*� �&7?�BFC*� L����
�,��7��,��4�� ��,,4!4���4��� �
(�)7��,B#C*���� �-���, ��,��4�B�C*�L����
�,��
���B$C*�3�, ��,��4�
��+�9��+���� +
�,� 2��,��� �+�9�� +���� +� �,4,��1+4���BEC*� 3�, ��,��4�
� 1�� 1����
�,��7
���
� ����1+�+
+
�
���1��+���4���������,����,��4�� +
�
���1���� 	���5�4���B�C*�3�, ��,��4�� ��4���
�,�8!�4��5��,+2,2+������4,4�4���BDC*�:���4�B?JC

According to other calculations the real losers in the change in political and economic
system which began in the late 1980s were the villages, and within these, agriculture.
Evidence of this is provided by the following facts, among others.

.������������������
���
�����
��������
��?DD$�barely reached 70% of the output
achieved in the late 1980s.

The number of ���
����������������
�����
������� in 1996 decreased by 65.4% in
comparison with 1990, the ratio represented by agriculture in the number of active wage
earners nationally decreased from 18% to 8%, and the population sustaining role of
agriculture shrank to less than a half of its previous level. The numerical decrease in the
agricultural population occurred in a period when the labour force released could be
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absorbed neither by industry nor by the service industries. In consequence of this, in
1996 the village unemployment rate exceeded the national average by an average of 4
per cent. 44% of the total unemployed lived in the villages.
"�6	�3

'�����	���
�����6�����������	�	���������������	����������9�.//5�(%)

'���������������	����������
2.4

)�����	�?��	��������
214

$����	�	@������	�����	�
234

In employment (4)
Unemployed (5)
Total (6)
Unemployment rate (7)

88.2
11.8

100.0
13.4

84.4
15.6

100.0
18.5

Source (8): The autor’s own calculations on the basis of ;/� 1997. 18. (A ;/� 1997.
18. alapján saját számítás.)

F���4��4,��-�.���,��4�
�����+�9���1����1�������,�4��*�?DD$�

(�,��4�
���� �+�9�� �1����1�B?C*� .,� ���,4����� 2��,����B=C*� �,��� ���6�� �
+2,�1��+���BFC*� :�����+�,������B#C*� 3��+��1�+6�
B�C*� ���6��B$C*� 3��+��1�+6�
�1�

�4��BEC*�:���4�B�C

As the years progress ���
���������������������lag behind the national economic average
by increasingly large margins. While in 1990 this shortfall was ‘only’ 16.3%, in 1996 it
amounted to 25.1%.

"�6	�8

A�������	���	�	���������������	�	����	
�������������	

�������B�	�
B������214
�����C��	������	���������	������

��	���	234
-	���2.4

�������
284

���		����
274

��	���	
254

�������
284

���		����
274

��	���	
254

1990
1991
1992 x
1993 x
1994 x
1995 x
1996 xx

9709
11343
13328
16544
20988
25079
29679

17663
19930
22840
28751
37213
46673
54398

11250
13099
15317
19230
24641
29897
35073

89.1
79.9
77.3
79.3
82.3
83.7
84.1

99.2
81.3
74.7
78.1
82.1

88.5
87.3

83.7
73.0
67.7
70.8
72.6
75.0
74.9

#�$����	�����������������
�	 ����	����%��
�	
����%��� �������������&�����������
adatai.)
##�$����	�����������������
�	 ����	�������
�	
�������� �������������&�����������
adatai.)

Source (7): ;/� 1997. 16.
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#���4��4,��-�.,���+����,4�����4��5+������5�4����+������������, ��,��4����

L�B?C*�:�M	 M�5B=C*�.����,����,��4�
�4����� 74���BFC*�	
,
+�
B#C��,�����
B�C*����6��B$C*
:���4�BEC
In contrast to the previously experienced decreasing tendency, in the 1990s the ������
�	� 
����
������ �	� ���� =D=#� �
������� rose slightly, which can be attributed to the
phenomenon of people moving back to the villages. According to data for 1997 over 37
per cent of the population, 3.7 million people, then lived in the villages. This proportion
is similar to, or slightly higher than, that in Italy, the Czech Republic, Greece and
Croatia, and three times that in the Netherlands and Denmark, but lower than that in
Portugal and neighbouring Austria. (At the same time other calculations demonstrate a
continuing decreasing tendency in the populations of villages numbering fewer than 500
inhabitants.) The modest increase in the proportion of the rural population is also due to
the fact that many of those who had previously gone to settle in the towns - mainly those
who had lost their jobs in the towns or had retired - moved back to the villages in the
hope of finding the cost of living lower there. The moderate increase observed in rural
populations was, however, brought about principally by the higher than average natural
reproduction rates of the gypsy communities living in the rural areas.

"�6	�7

�����	��������������������	�9�./D<E.//0�;

$����	�	@
-	��
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"���
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=�
��	��
234

$��	������	�
��
���?��

284

 ����	����
��?��;;

274

 ����	
����	�

254

 ����	
���������
	

204

1980
1990
1997

10,709
10,375
10,174

2059
2017
1886

4617
4632
4539

911
897
886

4033
3726
3749

4944
4623
4635

1980-89
1990-97

-334
-201

-42
-131

15
-93

-14
-11

-307
23

-321
12

x According to the administrative status of 1 January 1997 (Az 1997 január 1-i
közigazgatási beosztás szerint.)
;; Including the towns of population over 10,000 classified as regions of agricultural
������ �����	
����� ���� ������� � ���� ��������� ��
����� � ��� �� ��� ���������
vidékfejlesztési térségekbe sorolt városok.)

Source (10): The autor's own calculations on the basis of ;/� 1997. 39. and 3; 1998a.
(A KSH 1997. 39. és a MK 1998a alapján saját számítás.)

����4��4,���.��1����1���,4�4��+����+��4��*�?D�J7?DDE

L�B?C*�H��,����B=C*�I������BFC*� �2��
� �4���B#C*��,��� ���6�� -�;
��4���B�C*�;2,�1�B$C*
<
1+BEC*� G�+5�1����1�� �,4��� ?JJJ� 	 B�C*� G�+5�1����1�� �,4�4��+� �4���,4��� ?JJJ
	 BDC*�:���4�B?JC

Population (thousands) (8)

Change in the inhabitant population (thousands) (9)
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In addition to the factors outlined above the deepening of the concerns affecting
agriculture and the countryside are also perceptible in public utilities, in the deterioration
in the demographic situation of the population, in the opportunities available for
education and cultural enrichment, and in a number of other indicators. The common
characteristic of the detrimental factors cited is that they constitute a danger to the
economic, social and ecological equilibrium of numerous rural regions.

"�	���	������	������	���������������
	�	���	��
Of all the sectors of the national economy ����	������������
��������������������������
������������
�, since the countryside constitutes the source of the location of operations
and the labour requirement of the farm economy, particularly that of agriculture and
forestry. Further to this, the farm economy exerts decisive influence on the possibilities
for income generation not only of those engaged in agriculture and forestry, but in
general of rural families and rural settlements, thus constituting a 
����� ����������7
����
��� 	����. In the process of production activity the farm economy is in very close
relation to the living environment and the renewable natural resources, and in
consequence �'��������
�	�����������������
�
����	����������������
��������(principally
the soil, surface water, and the flora and fauna). The farm economy can therefore be
considered a 	������ 
�� ���
��� ��� ������ ����������� 
������ �	� �� ����
	�����*
����

��
��
����� ������*� �
��� �� �
�� ������ �	� ��!���
���, and it will presumably
continue to fulfil this role in the long term.

����������
���� ���������
��
����	���������are, from the aspect of its�agriculture,
favourable. Its conditions enable the production of a wide range of agricultural products.
66% of the total land area of the country is fit for utilisation for agricultural production,
the proportion of utilisable arable land being 51%. (The corresponding proportions in
the EU are 45% and 23% respectively.) Thus, in Hungary the prospects for intensive
land utilisation are indeed good. These prospects, in comparison with those of the EU
countries, in themselves also ������� ���� ������	����
����������� 	�����������
�
�
��� 
�
�����������������

The ����� 
�� ���������� of the 	���� �������� (and, within this, agriculture and
forestry) is (despite the decline which occurred in the first half of the 1990s) almost
double in significance compared with that of the countries with developed agriculture,
and will in the longer term also remain more substantial than that observed in the
European Union (with the exceptions of Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain). It would
be expedient to treat this function of the sector as a particular characteristic and an
important element of rural development.

It follows from the configuration of the Hungarian economy that in the countryside
it is presumably to be anticipated that even in the long term the ���
����������������will
maintain a �����
������
���(�)������, and that within the rural economy it will continue
to hold sway over a sphere of action which is wider than average.

In Hungary biomass can be regarded as the most significant source of renewable
energy. The ������7����
���������
��������
����	����
�����������	������� is over three
times its own fossil energy requirement. Exploitation of this factor may also increase the
significance of the sector from the aspect of rural development, employment and
services.

Agriculture and forestry provide a specifically particular service to society, in that
they create the conditions necessary for �������������
����	����������������
����������
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	��� �������
��. Both these activities are linked to the ecological function of the
countryside, and in harmony with this other function enable the foundations for
sustainable development to be laid.

"��F�� !�#&#�*�%'+'*$(,'!"

The development of the countryside and that of the agricultural sector constitute two
issues inseparable from each other. Alleviation of the problems of the farms, villages
and agriculture-based towns can only be achieved by means of a complex approach. In
the examination of possible solutions it should be anticipated that Hungary will in the
future become integrated into the European Union. When compared on the international
scale there is, as yet, little legislation relating to regional development and the
development of the farm economy, but as the years pass increasingly large amounts are
being devoted to rural development purposes. (The ratio of subventions relative to GDP
is 0.2% in Hungary and between 1 and 3% in the EU). In addition to this, preparatory
negotiations in connection with the future EU membership of Hungary may lay the
foundations for the participation of the country in EU rural development programmes.
The financial resources thus obtainable could provide the opportunity for the
implementation of programmes for regional rural development and, within this, for
agricultural development. However, these amounts can be obtained only by means of
programmes based on well-formulated concepts for rural and agricultural development.

"�	��	�	����6�	����	����������
	�	���	��
���� ��
��
�
��� �	� ������ ����������� ����
������ ��� ������ ������ ���
��� 
�� ���� �������,
taking into account the experience gained by the EU member countries, and, in the wider
sense, in the economically developed countries, and the contents of the European
Charter for the Rural Regions, can be expressed as follows (/���
����/,��5*�1997):
− strengthening and consolidation of the economic base of the countryside, and

diversification of the sphere of economic activities undertaken;
− improvement of employment and earnings relations in the countryside;
− improvement of living circumstances and conditions in the countryside;
− preservation and protection of rural social communities, professional and civil

organisations and cultural values;
− improvement of the social and economic situation of less favoured agricultural

areas, by means of increased subventional support;
− renovation and ‘face-lifting’ of the villages and farms;
− the fostering of strengthened rural ties for young people and entrepreneurs;
− the development of public utilities networks;
− the raising of the intellectual standard of the countryside, and the creation of equal

opportunities in education for the rising generation;
− protection of the living and the constructed environment.

"�������������
	�	���	��������	������
	�	���	�����	�����
������	���6�	�����
?�����������6	��	�����	��������������������
������
Of the 150 subregions in Hungary there are F������������������������, in which a high
proportion of the population is employed in agriculture, population density and income
levels are low, the quality of the land and its population sustaining capacity are weak,
and depopulation and long-term unemployment are characteristic. These subregions are
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also entitled to increased support for regional development. Such support is given for the
purpose of the development of agriculture, protection of the environment and the
stimulation of employment, and also for the development of tourism, social objectives
and public utilities in these regions. Therefore, in these areas it is expedient to grant
prominence to tasks connected with structural change (e.g. afforestation, the
establishment of pasture, environmental protection, horticulture and livestock keeping)
and supplementary employment (village tourism, local industry, home industry, services,
etc.). In the interest of the sustaining of populations a substantial role should be granted
to employment outside of the agricultural sector and retraining to promote this.

%�� ���� ������
���� �������
��� ���������� 	���������� ��� ���
��������� ������
��,
which are not eligible for increased support for regional development, the main task is
the achievement of high-quality, competitive agricultural production, processing and
commercial activity. In connection with this it would be expedient to incorporate into a
programme the changes to be made in the structure of production, to conform to market
conditions (e.g. agricultural production not only for the food industry), complementary
activities (local specialities, activities in agricultural commerce and banking-related
issues, goods transferral and storage sites, machinery trade and repair, etc.).

"����������	������	��������������	������?���������
	�	���	��
It is common knowledge that in rural development agriculture is regarded as merely one
of the available sources of livelihood. In agriculture the major resource is the land, while
in rural policy further components are constituted by surface water, forest, the natural
environment, the keeping up of historical and cultural traditions, and the preservation of
the viability of rural communities. Agriculture forms the backbone of the countryside,
and in consequence the countryside would not be capable of fulfilling its functions in the
absence of viable agriculture. From this arises the conclusion that ���� ����������� �	
����
	����
��������
��������
����������
��. The sustainable utilisation of natural resources
cannot be viewed in isolation from agriculture, and the provision of the services
necessary for rural communities is also among the tasks facing the sector. ������ 
�
�����	���� ���� ���� 	��� �������� 
�� ���
�������� 
�� ���� ���
�
����� ������ �	� ���� ����� It
would be expedient to extend the regional development functions of the sector, presently
decisively restricted to its production (i.e., economic) role, to cover also the preservation
of the landscape and cultural functions related to the land. However, a very substantial
condition for this is that the accomplishment of these new types of task should also be
remunerated in a calculable manner.

Account being taken of the above relations, the �������������������
��
�
����	����
	������������can be defined as follows:
− preservation of the rôle in employment of the farm economy;
− development of the farm economy in accordance with the requirements for

sustainable development;
− the promotion of structural change: land utilisation and a structure of production

conforming more closely to the resources available, the provision of assistance in,
and encouragement for, the production of products of regional character, local
specifics and types of livestock and plants particular to the various regions, the
renewal of forest areas and plantations, the development of labour-intensive sectors,
the utilisation of agricultural land for purposes other than food production, etc.;

− support for education, research and specialist consultant advice connected to
structural change and to development;
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− protection of the living environment (the landscape, the soil, surface water and
protected natural heritage);

− village renovation and village development (with particular regard to small
settlements and farms); and finally

− the exploitation of village tourism and other alternative opportunities for the
creation of employment.

"�	� ���������� ����	?���9� ��������� ���
������� ��
� ������������ ����	�� ���� ����

	�	���	��
Rural development is a bottom-based activity involving a high number of participants
(local populations, non-governmental organisations, trade unions, chambers, Hungarian
and foreign enterprises, local authorities, county councils, regional authorities,
ministries, international organisations, etc.), and is fed by many types of financial
sources. Hence comes the extremely high significance of coordination not only at
government level, but also at regional level; within the boundaries of the regions,
between the counties and between the subregions; at local authority level, between the
non-governmental organisations. In the field of rural development (including among
other tasks the formulation of programmes, the exploration of possible channels of
funding and the harmonisation of developments) the role of the local authorities and of
local non-governmental organisations is the determinant one.

The structural framework for regional development is set by the legislature
governing regional development (the Council for National Regional Development, the
Council for Regional Development and the Council for County Regional Development).
It would not be expedient to establish other structures parallel to these for rural
development, but there is justification for the operation within this framework of new
institutional elements to deal specifically with rural development (e.g. working
committees for rural development), if only for the purpose of strengthening the interest-
enforcement capacity of the countryside.

%�������������
�������
����	������&, and also in the system of Structural Funds, 
��
�
���
�
����������	�������������=JJJ������������������will be administered within target
area 1, in which GDP per capita is below 75% of the community average. Rural
development and the development of the structure of agriculture ���������������
�����

������	�������+��	�
���������������������	������������� However, in the integrated
programmes there will be a clear distinction between developments in local public
utilities and tasks to be accomplished with respect to farm economy and the protection
of the agricultural environment (���1997.a,b.).

On consideration of the points outlined above it appears particularly important to
ensure that concepts in rural development and the development of the structure of
agriculture, and also action programmes, should be formulated as soon as possible for
every subregion, and that programme planning should also take root at the subregional
level. This is also, in accordance with the principle of programme financing, an essential
condition for taking advantage of structural subventions available from the EU.

/�������	������������������������������
�
����������	�������
�����B������
��C
�������� ��� 	���� �������� ��
�
���
��� 	�����&� ������
����National sources of finance
may be derived from the budget, the income of rural local authorities, capital investment
by entrepreneurs or the savings of local populations (the principle of co-financing). Of
the potential sources of finance, it is to be anticipated that budget-derived sources will
continue to represent a decisive proportion of the total sources of finance available. For
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this reason it is also important that financial resources for rural development should be
kept separate from other expenditure destinations in the budgets of the individual
government departments. At the same time it would also be expedient to endeavour to
ensure that government department resources should rather be decentralised to regions
or counties (����4��*�1997.)

���� ���������
��� �	� �� �
7
����
����� 
�	�����
��� ������� appears justified for the
purposes of laying the foundations for rural development; such a system would, on the
one hand, make available to the regions, counties, subregions and settlements every type
of information which might be of assistance in the more efficient operation of local
society (legal implements and possible sources of subvention, specialist consultant
advice for the preparation of programmes, etc.); on the other hand, the system would
also provide the government with a true outline of the situation of the countryside and of
the effects of rural development. In� information dissemination activity it is particularly
important to achieve general acquaintance with the EU Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) and regional rural development policy, and the implement systems of these
policies (structural and other fundamentals).

Finally, ���� ����������� �	� ���	���
����� ���+7��� 	��� ���
��������� ���������� ��
������ ����������, together with the establishment of a structure to deal with
preparation for decisions to be taken, planning and programme management, constitutes
a substantial task to be accomplished.

�$!�*&� $!�

In Hungary, due to the favourable ecological characteristics of the country, the
significance of the farm economy in the national economy and its rôle in employment is
considerably more substantial than that observed in the developed countries of the west,
including most of the member countries of the European Union. It is expedient to take
into account this role as a particular characteristic in rural development. The most
important requirements for the harmonisation of rural development and farm economy
development are constituted by an improvement in the competitiveness and profitability
positions of the sector, and the further development of the framework of subventions
and institutional structure for rural development. Taking into account the anticipated
reform in the agricultural and structural policy of the EU, preparations should be made
for programme financing; rural development can, after all, only gain access to
supplementary sources of finance by means of integrated economic development
programmes embracing both the modernisation of the structure of agriculture and the
protection of the environment. Such programmes should promote the strengthening of
the multifunctional character of the farm economy, and within this, that of agriculture
and forestry.
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