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Abstract Rezumat. Rol ul grani Sel or

During the period of communisminternational CEMEYET el P

borders were closed in HungaBorderland regions wer: Cn perioada comunistt,

in adisadvantageous situatiamdthey strove withserious inchise in UngariaRe gi uni | e de g+:
outmigration The border regions ohe countieNUTS- si t uaSi e dezavantajoast

3 level) face a similar situation. This paper tries ir i di cat & . Regiawadd el djeu dye
describe the population change trends of the Hunge 3 NUT S) se confruntt cu
settlements connecting wittme situationof borderlands | ucr ar e “ncearct st des:¢
The settlementshave been divided into three groupt popul aSi ei din localitts
according to theitocation/function(innerbordef county zonel or de grani St. Ake&z2]|
border, international border) antdwas inferredthat the conf or m | ocal i z&r i i / f u
population change trends of the two border regions j ude S, grani Sta i ajtemnala
similar. tendinSele demografice a
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situation, outmigration, peripheries Cuvinte-cheie:Ungari a, schi mbtr
s i t u a Sgraaite, @meigrdreaperiferie.

borders of the counties werelatively stablesince
INTRODUCTION 1950. It is the strongest leveh ithe Hungarian
The present paper deatith the importance of admini_strative system, so _thenunty borders are
borders from demographic, migratioand overall r€ally important and relatively closed. The next
population change trengmint of viewin Hungary. level is LAU-1, the 174 smaliegions Kistérseg,
Two types of bordersvere examinedthe country which are also new and also just statlstlcal_.er he
borders and the county borders.The population 2average populatiors about60,000. A snall-region
change trendsvere consideredetween 1870 and usually consists of a town and its hinterland. The
2009, but first of althe 19492009 period the era smallest levelthe LAU-2, is the level of settlements

of socialism and the democratic yedwilowing (teleptléy. There are about ,B50 individual
1990 was taken into account settlementsin Hungary all of them have local

Since the administrative systenof Hungary governmentsThe settlementsould be dividednto

compared toother countriesis different, take a 320 towns and 830 villages. The average
short look atit. The highestlevel of hierarchy ~ Population of the settlements is abct800 the

NUTS2 (which is just statistical and not Ia_rg_est is_Budapest With_ the population of 1.7
administraive) is the level of regions (gi). There m_|II|on, while the smgllest is Iborfia in Zala county
are sevenregions in Hungary with the average W|th_a population of j.USt 12 people _Our research
populationof 1,450000 in each It is a relatively ~Studieswere accomplisheon the basis of thplenty
new levelasthe regionsverec r e at e d i n Of YRaly dptg @ ghg Jungarian statistics related to
The second and most traditional level tie @ll these levelsin this paperthe counties and
Hungarian administrative system is the countySettlementsre being discussed

(megye). At this NUTS-3 level which is both

statistical and administrativievel, there are 19+1 URBANIZATION IN HUNGARY

counties with the average population of 400 As urbanization and suburbanization are the
500000. Although the bords the number and the main migration processes in Hungary after 1945,
seatsverechangé a lot during the centurie the first these processdsaveto be briefly presented
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The trends ofurbanization and innenigrationin e mphasi zed the popubmti ono

the last decades are wkhown. Before 1990,he  mediumsized towns, while the suburbamgions
massurbanization process was the main migrationstagnating small towns anthe rural areaswere
process in lHngary The population of the towns characterized by an increase Hungary. After
gradually increased, while the number of village2004 some of these trendsere aboutto change.
inhabitants registered a decreadényedi, 1988 The populationbegan to increase agaimthe large
Beluszky, 1999)This population growing process towns, in the suburban zone of Budapest the
was first observed ihmarge townsand hterin the  previous suburbanization trends continued, iout
mediumsized and smalbnes as well. The size was other towns the suburbanizatideceleratedOn the
also importantin case ofthe villages the smaller contrary, nowadays, a dramatic @nigrationcould
the village was, the larger migration loss be experienced in the country regarding theal
characterized itThe geographic location was also areas

relevant but not asmuch as the size. Only some

villages with special functionsad migration gain DATA AND METHODS

(villages with  sgnificant tourism, industrial The present research dealith the population
villages, ~mining villages, some important change trends ofhe settlementsin Hungary by
agricultural centres). Because of the-ougration  jecadesbetween the period of 19492001 and
the demographic situation of the villages alsopetyeen 200:nd D09. The different elements of
changed, their population became older and the}ﬂopulation changes (migration balance, - in
showednatural decreadsa the 1970snd thel980s. migration, ouimigration, natural increase/
After 1990 most of the towns alsaced up 10 gecrease, births, deathsgre examinedeparately.
natural decreasand the previous migration trends The Hungarian Statistical Office(HSO) has
changed dramatically. The urbanization, which Wayrovidedthe dataand 3135 settlementsvere taken
much slower in the 1980s than before, stopped nto accountfor the whole period Those new
that time. The population of the large and medium yjjjjages, that have bemme independerafter 2001,
sized towns became smaller and smaded e  cquid notbe investigatedseparately because tife
most important reasoffior this decline was the |ack of data. There were some problems because of
suburbanization. F&t, in the vicinity of Budapest, the methodologicablifferences ofthe data of the
then m_the hlnterlfand ofother. large townsthe  ensus and the other yealkamely, the population
population of thevillages was increagd and the  of some special institutions (schoolsjspns)was
reason was the migration from towns. Bogentific  countedin the census, but theata ofother yearslid
literature of suburbanization is quite rich in not includethat kind of surplusdata For example
Hungaryandmost of the reasorere knowras well  the population of Marianosztra (Pest county) was
(Bajmocy, 20002002, 2006 Bajmécy andDudas  ggg in 1990, 510 in 2001 and 969 in 2008. In
2009 Dovenyi and Kovacs, 199; Hardi, 2002 2001 (the year of the censutf)e populatn of the
Timar, 1999). Normally during suburbanization |gqg prisonwas also added, bt the years 1990
population declinecould be observeih the rural 544 2008t was not In some casethe data of the
areas. fl reachedHungary in the 1990s, but the year 2001 ould be significantly different from the
degree of this decline was not larger than the pthersandit causedsomeproblemin the analysis of
decline of the total population. The populationihe trends.Therefore, consideringhe year 2001,

change tendencies of the rural areas had beefyo sets of data were examined, onetf census
caused by several reasomsiring the first half of  5,q0ne forthe overcountédone.

rural ~ areas because of living problems, onyiation change trendsvere dividedinto two
unemploymenandeconomic crisi©ccurring inthe large and within the larger groups eight smakr
towns. Firstly, these people migratetq the poorest  groups.The wo large groups arthe groups ofhe
regions of Hungary (Szabok&zatmaiBereg and towns and the villageshs for the towns the data
BorsodAbaljzemplén countiesand he dynamic  presentthe functional onespot the administrative
migrational zones near the towns sometimesgnes (more than 300 in Hungargjncein Hungary

overlappedwith the bordersof suburban zones. geyerandministrative townsould be foundvithout
Some typical rural areas also becampopular

among the populationusually the ones thahave
touristic attractionstoo (Balatorhi g h| a n d,
and some people moved thefBhus during the
1990s and the first-8 years of the 2000¢he data

! 'Tr?e unted population means thit the

f X
populat?on g?ga’census added the number of births,
deaths, migration year by yearSource of data:
Hungarian Statistic Office.
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any urban fuaotion. The typology of Pal Beluszky are in the same position, even not nb&r country
(Beluszky, 1999 was applied forthe towns, with border but nearthe countyborder. The rest of the
some simplificationsthus thefour groupsare (1) settlementsvere labde d as O6i nner 6.
Budapest(2) the large towns (regional and county group there are 642 settlemenis265 settlements
centres, 19settlements (3) mediumsized towns i n t h e-bodedgroup ang 1,238 settlements
(40 settlements ard (4) the small towns (small i n t he o6 ({Figureelr 6 gr oup
towns and partly urbarones 109 settlements

Totally, in contrastto Be | u s z k setiiesnents 9 HHISTORY OF THE BORDERS IN

this simplified typology yielded 169 settlements, HUNGARY

because some towns dfe urban agglomerations  cqnty horders are relativelgnewd borders in
and some touristadly attractve settlements formed Hungary, all of them formed aftéhe FirstWorld

othercategories _ _ War. Before 1920 all the present borderland
The second large groupthe group ofillages  teqions were in the tarnal part of Hungary, and

which wasalsodivided intofour subgroups three —nen yngary lost two third ofsitformer territory,
dynamicgroups and onemore group, in which the  ihe newhorders were olined. Certainsectionsof
villages lagged behindTwo suburban groups of e horders were designatedby taking  into
villages (and smaltowns) could be distinguished consideratiorethnicrespectgborders in the central
one in the vicinity of Budapest andne in the part of Slovakia,the whole HungariarCroatian
vicinity of other large towns. The suburban zone Olhorder, the southern part ofthe Hungaria-

Budapest is much larger than the official pomanian borderand the whole Hungarian
agglomeratlonflnally there are 166 settlements in p,qtrian border). However in some territories
this group, most of them in Pe_@bunty._TotalIy, populousHungarian minoritiehave remainegust
there are 291 suburban settlementthe hinterland out of the bordertbe Western and Eastern part of
of other large townsmost of themcould be found o HinoariarSlovakian borderalong the whale
near Gy Rr  (36), P®cs (27 ungari%q@ afhiEr%6rlie’ therdrthefn drt) of
Szombathely (26), Kaposvar (25) and Miskolc (23).qne HyngarianRomanian borderthe central and
The third special group of rural setlementSgagiern “part ofthe HungarianSerbian border).
mdlcatesthe_: touristially attractive ones, in which  ~iher sections of thieorders are naturatiésignated
the population change trends atsier from others. 1, yhe panubeand theDrava rivers). Between the
There are 16 such settlements, most of themyyq \worid Warsthe connectiorbetween Hungary
around Lake Balaton (88), but there are sSomenj the neighbouring countries waltered for the
around Lake Velence, Lake Tisamdthe Danube —qrqe put the border were relatively opened. It

Bﬁndl andt is worth t? ”?ﬁ”“?”so:_“e szpas as W‘Ie”' was true especially in the case of moving from the
The largest group of villagesnplies 2,393 rural 15465 toovertheborderagricultural lands

settlements  (mainly  villages, and ~some After 1949 all of these countries bame
administrative towns without any urban funCt'Ons)'socialist (excepfor Austria), sotheoreticallythey

In this paperthe population change trends of these, o1 friendly, but the borders became extremely
groupswere examinedaccording to categories for cjnseq |t was very hard to cross the borders, so
the period 0f19492009 Three large group/ere oo \were almost no crobsrder relations. The

considered (1) urban (which consist of thefour  .hnaction with Austria (capitalist country) and i
urban subgroups (2) developing rural(the three o oar1y 1950s with Yugoslavias the Iron Curtain
dynamlc groupof the villages)and (3) rural (the emergedwas extremelyunsatisfactory, thenoving
villageslagged behind) to borderland regions was limited anthe

_There are plenty of papers dealing with they,qerjang villagen the West thenin the Southin
disadvantageous situation tfe borderland regions ; o 1950 s closedce mariumad s ti e 6 .

in Hungary, especially afteiné First World War In these deades borderland regionsvere in a

and also during the socialism. Most of these papers, |y disadvantgeous situation; investmentsvere
deal withthe situation of theountrybordes, andin 5+ “realized andthe infrastructure was in bad

some aspectsthe inner borders (countyorders) condtion. Owing to the unemploymentmany

have the samecharacteristics To see the real o456 movedaway from these regions. Near the
situation the settlementsvere dvided into three Austrian border the situatiowas more complex
groupson the basis of theiborderlad situation. )o.5useof the presence o large German ethnic
Those settlementthat are within 10 km from the minority. The Germandad beerexpelled in 1946

borderwere labdedas6 bor der 6. Th ; : .
dthe&efritory Wak 8ctuBied A
was labeled as6 c o tbrotryd er 6  ;stleey t ?ne me n”torsy s Hetubied tyungariansas a
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consequenceof the infrastructural disadvantages Austrian customersnd tourists, who required the

the inappropriateliving circumstances andlso the
lack of local roots the outmigration of the
Hungariansvasreally massive The traffic situation
was alsounsatisfactorythe transit routesavoided
this area andhetraditional centresf these villages
were missing(sometimes the remainedon the
other side of the bordgror just the traditional
hinterland of the townseemainedutside. Especially
in the 1970s and 1980sumerouspapersdiscussed
theunfavourablesituation ofthe borderland villages
in Hungary (Beluszky 1977 Sili-Zakar, 1992,
Csatarj 1978.

After 1990the situationwent under a change;

cheap and higluality services avdlable in
Hungary (health tourism, dentaburism,
hairdressers, cosmeticgnetc.)(Michalké, 2001)
Along the other borders crogmrder shopping and
new cultural connectionsere establishedin the
last yearsin the vicinity of Bratislava (Slovakia),
Oradea and Arad (Romania), moreogsyssborder
suburbanizatiomas emergé due tothe remarkably
cheap houses in theearthe-border villages of
Hungary (Hardi, 2010) A rather strong
differentiation ofthe borderland regiongould be
observable irHungary nowadays. In some regions
the population is old, the infrastructure is

the borders became opened and a lot of newnconvenient there is unemploymentthe cross
border connectionare limitedand outmigrationis
the present tendencyln other places rapid
developmenthas started these borderland regions
are weltprosperous.

possibilities raised inthe vicinity of the borders.
The circumstances were thdest nearby the
Austrian borderdue to theinvestmentsrom West,
the crossborder ceoperations and crossborder
shopping,the working places in Austriaand the
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Fig. 1. Border and norrborder regions in Hungary

The situation of countporders (inneborders)
sometimes was similar to and sometimes was
differentfrom the borders of the countr@f course,
there were no ethnic differences won curtains
between the two sides of these bordéfer the
administrative reformin 195Q the borders of the
counties were relatively stable, amaving to the

Borderland regions

[ Border (642)
[ County-border (1265)
[ Inner (1238)

centralization ofthe functions during the socialism
these borders were closed. There were limited traffic
connectionsfew roads, very few bus linegjaoss
the county borderd?eoplehad to go to the nearest
city to get any service, bubh accordance withhe
centralization always within his/her own county.
Cross border bubnes were almost ceasedo the
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borderland regions of the counties were reallyalsoperipheral before the First ld Warand they
peripheral lands during the socialism. The centrabre peripheral nowadays as well.
citiesreceivedmost of the money central investments The inner (countyporder regions are
and the borderland regions remained underdevelopetbmparablewith the national ones. From the 15
and in hese last regions theutmigration rate was time period in 10 occasionthe datareferring to the
high. In contrastwith the international bordgr countyborder regionshowinadequate trendsn 7
considerably limited number of researcheand time-periods (including the 1960s andthe 1980s)
paperswere carried out othese inneborder regions the population change trends tife innerborder
or theseinnerperipheries After 1990 the situation regionsareeven worse than nationabrder regions.
has changé and the cross countporder relations Sa the population change trends in all border
havebemme more important. regions (both national arebuntyborder3 are more
unfavourablghanin theinner regions, and between
the national anccountyborder regiongould not be
noticed large differencesThe myth ofthe total
removal of population from thborderland regions

IN HUNGARY ! _
The common view is that borderland regions had®> hot _true, the populatlon change trgnds
haracterizing the national boder regions in

very bad population change trends especially duringi|ungary are not worse tharthose characterizing

the socialismas a result othe closed international ther perioheries of the country aatherwiseit is
borders and the disadvantageous position of these peripheries ot y
not a new situatignit was the casdefore 1920,

regions. However the numbers emphasize a when there were no bordess that area
different situation it is true that the borderland ) X L
As it has beemoticed before, urbanization was

regions had worse population change tendsnmethe main reason for the migration in Hungary

than the inner parts (Table).1From the 15 . . 9

investigated timgoeriods in case of 12 the b(r:ztween 11‘9'[;119 and 1I9?Ohsc;]dgrmgzrthned|n\{[ﬁstlg_at|onf

population change trends oktlborder regiong/ere process o the popuiation change trends, the size o
settlement is a really important aspect. Therefore, it

tsr'gt]n;'ﬁgr]g?gvev;rscﬁﬁfg(aennéﬁf&eﬁfibﬁlﬁ? ;QIJ;’ is worth to divide the settlements (all the bordadla
) types) into urban and rural groups. The above

the 1950s and 196@mtween the population change written urban groups were used and three large
of the borderland regions and the averagsues groups w 9
cluster (urban, developing rural and rural) were

when the borders were theosi uncrossablelt is created to see the population change trends in the

worth mentioimg that between 187@&nd 1920the .
population change trends tife borderland regions dlffe_r ent bordettype cI_usters. Th‘? results (Table 2.)
Qare $milar tothe ones in the previous table

were alsoworse than the average, when there wer
no borders there at allhus these regions were

POPULATION CHANGE TRENDS IN
BORDER AND NON-BORDER-REGIONS

Table 1. Population change by decades and borderlargipes in Hungary between 187@nd 2009.

Inner County-border Country border Total

1870-1880 9.1 4.8 3.2 6.4
1880-1890 154 10.2 11.8 12.8
1890-1900 19.9 8.2 11.7 14.1
1900-1910 15.0 7.4 7.6 11.1
1910-1920 6.7 3.1 3.5 4.9
1920-1930 11.1 6.3 7.0 8.8
1930-1941 9.4 3.2 4.5 6.6
1941-1949 -2.9 0.6 -0.1 -1.3
1949-1960

1960-1970

1970-1980

1980-1990

1990-2001 -2.8 0.5 -0.9 -1.5
2001-2005 -2.9 -1.6 -3.3 -2.6
2005-2009 0.1 -4.4 -4.4 -1.9

Sourcee Aut hor 6 s ¢ a Hungatiaa $tatistial Officedata g
Data that are significantly larger than the average aréd@id and those that arensaller are in italics
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Table 2. Population change by decades, urban and borderlafgipesin Hungary between 1870and 2009

Urban Developing rural Rural
Total
Inner County-border Border Inner | County-border Border Inner | County-border | Border

(L870-1880 16.6 7.5 7.0 5.6 4.2 5.0 2.6 34 0.6 6.4
1880-1890 | 21.8 114 13.7 11.3 8.6 12.3 |95 10.0 105 |[12.8
1890-1900 | 32.4 10.8 17.7 114 9.0 109 |71 6.4 7.9 14.1
1900-1910 20.9 9.6 10.3 14.1 9.9 8.0 6.1 5.3 5.6 11.1
1910-1920 8.8 4.2 5.7 7.9 4.9 3.9 2.5 1.8 1.7 4.9
1920-1930 | 13.5 5.7 6.3 12.2 8.4 6.7 6.0 5.9 7.7 8.8
1930-1941 | 13.1 3.7 6.3 8.0 6.1 1.1 2.6 2.0 3.6 6.6
1941-1949 | -6.2 -2.7 -4.1 1.2 2.1 -05 [29 24 3.1 -1.3
1949-1960 | 14.1 12.3 11.6 11.7 6.8 3.7 0.6 0.0 -0.2 7.6
1960-1970 14.1 7.7 13.0 11.8 7.8 -1.7 -10.5 -11.4 -10.8 &5
[L970-1980 9.4 11.2 12.8 8.3 5.4 0.3 -8.3 -8.5 -9.7 3.8
1980-1990 | -0.5 -1.1 0.1 -0.6 -0.8 -0.6 |-9.3 -9.8 -10.6 | -3.1
1990-2001 | -6.4 -1.6 -1.3 13.1 9.7 6.2 -1.0 -2.1 -2.0 -1.5
R001-2005 -7.2 -5.3 -3.8 16.2 11.0 7.7 -4.1 -5.4 -5.3 -2.6
R005-2009 -1.0 -5.5 -0.1 14.8 6.7 3.3 -9.6 -10.7 -12.7 -1.9

Source: Aut hor 6 sngarianIStatisticad @fficodata usi ng Hu
Data that are significantly larger than the average aréoid and those that are smaller are in italics

Better population change trends could be seerthe baderland regions had population loss in both
referring to the settlements of urban type and worsgeriods. It is the situation along the SoWestern
ones in case of rural settlements. However, takingnd Southern border (with Slovenia, Croatia and
into account the population change trends of urbarserbig, along the Soutitastern border with
settlements between 1949 and 1990 (mas®omania, the Norttastern border with
urbanization, communis, closed borders) the Slovakia, Ukraine and Romé#&. Both periods
same trends are noticeable considering the townwere dynamic along the NorWestern border
of inner, countyborder and international border with Slovakia nearby the Danube (industrial axis)
regions. As for the rural settlements, the tendencyand also around the town of Szeged in the vicinity
is also similar. Thus rural settlements had theof the Serbian border. In the communist era the
same population loss, even they dre inner, population change trends of Northern Hungary
countyborder or national border position. Not the were positive, because of the industrial power of
less prosperous villages or towns are the mairthis region. Nowadays, the industry had been
reasons for the unfavourable population changelosed, so the migration trends have turned back.
trends in the borderland regions, but the smallThe small and medium sized towns of the
number of towns and developing rural areas angeripheries and their hinterland have suffered
the majority of rural settlements. So the reasonsome decline as well, ¢hpopulation growth was
for the such worse position of the borderlandcharacteristic in the communist era and in the
regions is rather structural; owing to the present (Békéscsaffayula, Letenye, Barcs,
differences of the structures of the settlementsZzahony).
and not because of the unsatisfactory economic It is also relevant that the developing (suburban)
and infrastructural positioof it. zones of some other towns (Debrecen,

Comparing the population change trends of theSzombathely) reached the borders and caused
individual settlements near the national borders oflynamic migration around the Austrian border.
Hungary during the period of communism (1949 These regions also suffered from migration loss
1990) and nowadays (20@®09), a very similar during the communism.
picture appears (Figure 2. and Figure 3.). Most of
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Fig. 2 Population change trends othe Hungarian settlements between 1948nd 1990
Source of data: Hungarian StatisaicOffice

Fig. 3. Population change trends ofthe Hungarian settlements between 200&nd 2009
Source of dta: Hungarian Statistial Office.
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