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SUMMARY FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

This secondary research on rural sub-regional tousm investigates the indi-
vidual quantitative factors influencing it and the connections between them. The
analysis concentrates on the economic and touristipotential of rural sub-
regions as well as on the performance of tourism.&ed on the method of com-
parison against the average, rural sub-regions werelassified according to their
possible strategies of tourism development. The toigm of rural sub-regions is
fundamentally independent from the performance of heir economies. Among
multivariate analysis methods it is principal compment analysis that demon-
strates the most influential criteria and their interconnections. Based on this de-
termination of the “tourism-factor”, it is possible to classify sub-regions into four
categories: “tourist paradise”, “catching-up”, “wasteful” (i.e. failing to seize
their opportunities), and “insignificant”. The development of sub-regions belong-
ing to the same category can be based on identicgttategies. This classification
can be a useful starting point for concepts of rurbdevelopment and the devel-
opment of tourism.

INTRODUCTION guantitative relations between the matur-
ity and the development of economy and
Diverse conditions and differentiatedtourism. The study summarises the
development in terms of resources an@nethods and results of a situational
achievement, result in concentrated cenevaluation and development investiga-
tres and disadvantaged peripheries. Thgon, as a part of the research focusing on
problems of peripheral rural areas canhe relationship structures of tourism and
only be solved if the right strategy of ruralrural developmentThe goal of the re-
development if used. This strategy shouldearch is to determine the connections
be based on local businesses and shoulktween the touristic and economic po-
consider internal resources. The developtential and the touristic performance of
ment of tourism can also be an importantural sub-regions.
part of this strategyHehér, 1999 It can be presumed that visitors prefer
Analysing the economic characteris-to visit richer areas (even if these are rural
tics of rural sub-regions, the secondarynes) and spend more time there, espe-
research is directed towards tourism as gially if the area’s infrastructure exceeds
breakthrough opportunity in the futurethe average. At the same time the positive
life of rural sub-regions. It focuses on theeconomic influences of tourism can also
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be experienced in those areas, which argears Faluvégi, 2004 then by using dy-
more frequently visited by tourists. This namic assessment, those where the rate of
also appears in the development of thelevelopment exceeded the average.
economic and tourism potential, although - Tourism potential is indicated by
these changes cannot be attributed solelyommercial accommodation per 1000 resi-
to the influence of tourism. dents Puczko — Réatz, 1998he method of
examination was the same as used previ-
MATERIAL AND METHODS ously; statically, rural sub-regions with
above average provision were selected,
The studied mass is the set of Hunwhile those exceeding average develop-
garian rural sub-regions. The study isment were assessed dynamically.
based on the data publIShed in the re- _ The performance of tourism can
gional statistics of the Central Office of pe measured by the number of guest-
Statistics (KSH) and the reports of thenpjghts per 1000 resident&gzma, 1998
Hungarian Academy of Sciences fromThe principle of dynamic and static ex-
2003 to 2004. The rural sub-regions havgmination is the same as in the previous
been chosen bearing in mind the ratio O&ase, however the Category of rural sub-
urbanity and I’ura|ity. Between 1998 andr‘egions deve'oping at a rate above the
2002 the sub-regions were examined Usaverage was expanded to include the
ing a similar method. However data fromcategory of those below the average rate
the two periods cannot be compared beof development that nevertheless realised
cause of the significant sub-regional regrowth in commercial accommodation.
arrangement of settlements. Provinciality _ Those sub-regions, demonstrating
is determined by the ratio of urbanity/ gitferent directional changes in their
rurality, a sub-region is defined as suchyconomy, ability to receive or number of
if more thgn half the population lives in guest-nights, were separated from the
an area with less than 120 persons p&frevious groups. The author assumed
km". Based on this ratio, 102 of thel68inat there exists a well-defined relation-
sub-regions in Hungary, are rural subsphip petween these changes that could

regions Csatari, 1999. explain the various directional changes
For the purpose of this study the speys tourism.

cific figures for economic and tourism  _ pgadides all of this. we need to de-

potential were determined as well @S ONggrmine which of the quantifiable charac-
referring to the performance of touriSm.gigtics of the economy are interdepend-
Static assessment of the factors c0n3|steéim, and the factors they produce that
of comparison with the rural average o ide opportunities for classification in
and the selection and interpretation ok o interests of modelling development
sections of the categories created, in aGxethods. Among the methods of multi-
cordance with several characteristics, g iate analyses, the principal compo-
(Dudas — Korqdl, 200)4_ ) nent analysis is a suitable method for
— Economic potential is shown by ¢ondensing the information given by the
personal income tax per permanent resiariaples zelényi, 2002 With the help
dent (EUROSTATBehrens, 200Quoting  of this method the tourism factor can be
Nemes Nagy, 20@SIn both sub-regional caiculated and we can classify rural sub-

categories those sub-regions were Sepgagions on the basis of their touristic po-
rated where the economy’s developmengition.

exceeded the rural average in the given
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When evaluating the results of theasdynamicsub-regions. In terms of fal-
study we have to count on some distortting behind it is necessary to assess the
ing factors: the economic processes ar67 rural sub-regions that are less rich, of
slow, and a 2 year-interval is short fromwhich 30 developed at a higher than av-
the point of view of positional changes.erage rate and are termedtching-up
In practise, the statistical rural sub-The rate of development is significant in
regions do not equate to the informalthe sub-regions of Pécsvéarad, Fonydd,
spontaneously formed settlements’ assoSellye, Bélapatfalva, Celldomélk. The
ciations that collaborate based on theid4 sub-regions that are more developed
own interests. Small accommodationghan the average, but with a rate of de-
and non-commercial accommodations daelopment that is slower than average,
not appear in the KSH's (Central Statis-may be defined as thostanding still
tical Office) local statistics. Neither do The ratio of rural sub-regions that we
the guest-nights spent in these acconean callfalling behindis significant; the
modations. economies of 37 showed a below aver-

age level of development coupled with a
ECONOMIC POTENTIAL, TOURISTIC below average rate of development. Of

POTENTIAL AND TOURISTIC the 51 sub-regions that are less devel-
PERFORMANCE IN THE RURAL oped than the average, there are nine
SUB-REGIONS

more developed and 15 less developed

that are growing, but the rate of this
rowth is below average. Classification
significant for them.

Hosting capacity can be characterised
in rural sub-regions by the number of
bed-places available in commercial ac-
‘commodation. Statically speaking 30 ru-
ral sub-regions have a greater than aver-
gge (32 bed-places per 1000 residents)

osting capacity during the two time pe-
: ; flods. There were no significant changes
same time four rural sub-regjons gNagy'affecting the ratio of these categories
kata, Fehérgyarmat, Csongrad, and- during this time.
szentpéter) became poorer and were put The dynamic study showed that there
in the category of those below average. 5o 59 ryral sub-regions where accommo-

Tourism can be connected with de-ya4ion capacity exceeding the annual av-

veIoE)megtt,h rqut“”ng (i_yna"}'(t:h asS€SSgrage is available and that capacity was
ment and the determination of those rura s, qeveloped at a higher than average

sub-regions, which are able to keep URate. These sub-regions are either located

with the average rate of developmentin resort regions or consider tourism to be

There are 51 rural sub-regions that deé1 break-out opportunity and so make sig-

veloped at a rate above average (50%)1ificant efforts in this respect. These in-

Among the 35 more developed rural SUb'cIude, for example, the rural sub-regions

Of 102 rural sub-regions, personal in-
come tax was above the rural averag
(62,814 HUF per person) in 35 (34.3%).
This ratio only relates to economic per-
formance and not to the ability to per-
form, because potentiality and opportu
nity were certainly not fully exploited.

rural sub-region (Pécsvarad) becam
richer and rose above the average. At th

Usysngyos, Fonyéd, Lenti, Heves, Ta-

ral sub-regions can initiate further devel- lca, Csepreg, and Sikiés. It should be
opment and so these can be categorisé)é) ' ' '



66

noted that the each opening of a guest- The rural sub-regions with below aver-
house or hotel provides a one-off impetusage accommodation capacity, but with an
to accommodation development. How-accommodation development rate exceed-
ever, if the development of accommodaing the average, hopefully consider tourism
tion is not continuous the rural sub-regionas an opportunity for the diversification of
may fall back into the category of belowrural economic activity. 27 rural sub-
average development rates, the followingegions belong to this category. Accom-
year. Therefore static results are morenodation capacity does not reach the aver-
suitable for drawing conclusions. age in 65% of rural sub-regions (Figure 1).

Figure 1

The maturity and development of rural sub-regions’hosting capacity
(2003-2004)

IMRural sub-region with above average facilities and above average development
W Rural sub-region with above average facilities and below average development
= Rural sub-region with below average facilities and above average development

[JRural sub-region with below average facilities and below average development

Source:Own calculations based on the sub-regional dakSéf (Central Office of Statistics)

Comparing the development of theand Kunszentmarton - achieved above
number of bed-places with the figuresaverage guest-nights despite below aver-
from previous years it can be stated thaage capacity. In eight sub-regions capac-
the average rural hosting capacity in-dty exceeding the average did not pro-
creased, as did the variance of individuatiuce an above average number of nights:
rural sub-regions. The closing down ofthese are the rural sub-regions of Len-
accommodation is accounted for, whichgyeltéti, Kistelek, Szarvas, Bal-
reduces the average, although new agwnazljvaros, Vasarosnamény, Tiszavas-
commodation increases it. This is why thevari, Csenger and Heves.
ratio of sub-regions not reaching the aver- Between the two periods the number
age level of development is also higher. of rural guest-nights has decreased by

Development of actual tourist traffic, 3.1%. For this reason, besides compari-
the performance of tourism is indicatedson to the average, it is important to
by guest-nights per 1000 residents. 2%highlight the sub-regions that offer a
rural sub-regions, offering above averageyrowing touristic performance. The first
accommodation in the two years, carlO in this order of ranking are the sub-
statically be selected. Three of these sulregions of: Baktal6randhaza, Dabas, Kis-
regions - Mosonmagyarévar, Celldémolktelek, Csurgé, Encs, Ibrany-Nagyhalaszi,
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Fehérgyarmat, Torékszentmiklés, Pis- As the cartogram shows (Figure 2)

pdkladany, and Sarbogard. only 30.2% of the sub-regions experi-
enced an above average economy and an
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN increase in offered and occupied accom-

MATURITY AND DEVELOPMENT modation capacity. These 20 sub-regions
An assessment of the 43 rural sub™Meet absolutely the basic hypothesis. The

regions showing a development rate abov@umlljlelr Of guest-mgr;]ts_ sphent mcrease(_j n
average in terms of guest-nights spent w. arallel with a growth in the economy in
the next step. The question was wheth 6.3% of the sub-regions, and in parallel

these sub-regions demonstrate econom ith an increase in capacity in 46.5@i

development and an increase in accommg_€S€ wo factprs the avallaplll_ty of ser-
dation capacity, above the average. vices is more important for visitors than
On the bas:is of all this four catego-hOW rich the surrounding settlement and

ries can be created: population is The sub-regions reaIising
— Development of tourism, econ- an above average numper of occupied
omy and accommodation capacity iSbed—pIaC(_es des_plte their development
above average - 13 rural sub-regions rates falling b_ehlnd ,the average ,Of 7',0%
_ Development of tourism, but only are the following: Séasd, Baktalorarjdhaza,
; . ' and Nagykata. They managed to increase
economic develppment is above averagy pelow average number of guest-nights
- 3 rural sub-regions . at an above average rate, which is much
- Develo_pment of tourism, but only easier to do in absolute terms when con-
accommodation capacity s above aVer'sidering percentage figures; although at
age - 20 rural sub-regions the same time it is much harder to intro-
— Development of tourism is above q,ce 4 rural sub-region to the market and
average, but the economy and accompave ts attractions acknowledged, in
modation capacity is below average — 35 mnarison to an already known and ac-
rural sub-regions. knowledged one.
Figure 2

The relationship between the economic and touristidevelopment of rural sub-regions

Rural sul-region, the evelopmen

of tourism, economy and accommodation
capacity is above average

Rural sul-region, the development of ir-
ism is above average, economy or accorf-
modation capacity is developing

Rural sulregion, the development of ir-
ism is above average, but the rate of ecp-
nomic development and accommodation
capacity is below average

Rural sulregion, the rate of economice-
velopment and accommodation capacity i
below average

Non-rural sul-regior

Source:Own calculations based on the sub-regional dakéSef (Central Statistical Office)
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In 38 sub-regions the economy or 6. Touristic performance— guest-
hosting capacity, or both simultaneouslynights per 1000 residents
has developed in vain at a rate above av- Since there is a complex relationship
erage, as guests’ willingness to visit andetween the factors only thd' @ompo-

stay fell short of the average. nent exceeds a cumulative variance share
of 80%. In the case of the first factor the
THE TOURISM FACTOR indicators related to tourism are present,

however in contrast to the hypothesis,

The factors defining tourism in the personal income tax as an indicator of
studied rural sub-regions are numerougconomic potential is not, and neither are
and interconnected to different degreesinfrastructural or demographic factors.
The principal component analysis shows From this point onwards, the exami-
which factors are significant in terms of nation was limited to just the six most in-
assessing the phenomenon, what systefgrconnected factors: the number of
connects important components to eachusinesses and retail shops per 1000
other, and whether there is any correlaresidents, the number of commercial ac-
tion between characteristics and locatiomommodations and catering units per
of the sub-regions. It can be determined000 residents, the proportion of em-
which sub-regions have adequate reployees working in the service industry,
sources for receiving tourism and whichand the personal income tax of one per-
sub-regions achieved outstanding permanent resident.
formance without undue weight afforded  The principal factors create a system
to any component, in other words, whatoetween the mutual interconnections, of
tourism potential the sub-regions have invhich two significant factors can be
accordance with their studied characteridentified as characterising the tourism
istics. For principal component analysissystem of the sub-regions. The first fac-
the following quantitative factors influ- tor includes criteria closely connected to
encing tourism were selected for the twaourism, demonstrating connections in
years under examination: opposing direction with about the same

1.Demography- population density, weight. The intent to receive guests ap-
ratio of permanent population older thanpears as part of the willingness to engage
60 years in business and accommodation rental,

2.Employment ratio of employees as consumption by local residents and
working in the service industry as a pertourists in the number of catering units
centage of actively employed peoplemaintained by them, and in guest-nights

businesses per1000 residents spent. This factor indicates the position
3.Economic potentiat annual per- of tourism, as well as incorporating the
sonal income tax perl resident given capacities, opportunities and per-

4.Infrastructure level- flats con- formance.
nected to the public water network as a The proportion of the second factor is
% of total flats, households consumingsignificantly smaller in the system of con-
pipeline gas as a % of total flats, thenections. Concentrated in this and tied to
number of retail shops/1000 residents  the serving of the local population, is the

5.Accommodation capacity num- uni-directional relationship indicated by
ber of bed-places in commercial accomthe interconnection of personal income
modation establishments per 1000 resitax and catering businesses. The relation-
dents, catering units per 1000 residents ship of this factor with tourism can be ex-
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plained as follows: where permanent resichanging component weights prove the
dents of a settlement visit catering venueactual existence of the coefficients.
frequently — indicating their quality — it Changes in the principal component
provides an opportunity for further touris- weights of the tourism factor are shown
tic development. in Figure 3. The interdependence of the

The same factors were also detereriteria forming the tourism factor in the
mined the previous year (2003) and priopperiod under examination is unequivo-
to this going back to 1998, that is, thatcal, which is why further analysis only
the criteria relationship system has notpplies to 2004 (Figure 4).
fundamentally changed. The hardly

Figure 3
Change of the composition of tourism factors in 2082004

value of personal income tax

proportion of employees in the
service industry

number of bed-places

= = 2003/1.factor
m—2004/1 factor

number of catering units number of businesses

number of retail units

Source:Own calculations based on the sub-regional dakéSet (Central Statistical Office)

Figure 4
Composition of the tourism factor (2004)
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The performance of tourism is closelyside the “point cloud” shown by Figure 5.
connected with the number of guestdn the first, second and fourth quadrates of
nights. In the analysis of the factor thatthe secondary coordinate system we can
concentrates touristic position and of aclocate the sub-regions showing diverse
tual guest-nights spent, the next step wasonnections with tourism.
to examine those sub-regions falling out-

Figure 5
Position of rural sub-regions on the basis of theourism factor
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3 . Oriszentpéter
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number of guest-nights per 1000 residents

Thus, in the first quadrate we find Karcag. In the second quadrate are sub-
those rural sub-regions that achieved aegions that areifisignificant in terms
good performance despite disadvantaef their touristic conditions and perform-
geous touristic conditions. These are thance. In the third quadrate we have those
ones categorised agdtching-ug: the “wasteful rural sub-regions that possess
rural sub-regions of Sasd, AbaUlj-above average touristic conditions, but
Hegykdz, Kunszentmarton, Zirc, have difficulties exploiting their poten-
Oriszentpéter,  Kiskunmajsa,  Szob,tial: Dabas, Baja and Barcs. In the forth
Sarvar, Kiskunmajsa, Zalaszentgrot, Péguadrate we find the rural sub-regions
tervasara, Bélapatfalva, Sarospatak andhose touristic factor is of considerable
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weight and whose tourism performanceMezokdvesd and Tiszaflred. From this
of is also far above average. These arelassification, we can see that a strong
the ‘tourist paradise€s the rural sub- touristic performance is justified by a ru-
regions of Csepreg, Hajdluszoboszlo, Baral sub-region’s attractiveness and facili-
latonféldvar, Fony6d, Mosonmagyarévar,ties, and not by its financial economy.
Tapolca, Tokaj, Siklds, Gydngyos, Lenti,
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