|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

Sustainable Rural Development in Environmentally Protected Areas
of Hungary and Austria: The Role of CAP payments

Katona-Kovics J. ! Dax T. 2

! University of Debrecen/Department of Rural Development and Agricultural Economics, Debrecen, Hungary
2 Federal Institute for Less-Favoured and Mountainous Areas, Vienna, Austria

Abstract— Although there are steps in the direction
that the application of Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) instruments in different regions has to take
account of the territorial dimension, these have to be
further improved. This aspect attains particular
relevance in ecologically sensitive areas. The aim of the
paper is to examine the role of CAP instruments in two
National Parks from the aspect of sustainable rural
development. The two selected National Parks are both
very famous protected areas in Hungary and Austria,
situated in very different landscapes and representing
different types of national parks. The territorial
distribution of the CAP Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 payments
are analysed against the specific local role and the
regional and national contexts. The comparison
addresses the different policy background of the two
countries with their different history and experience
within the CAP system. It particularly discusses the
regional expenditure structure with regard to the place-
specific role of agri-environmental payments.
CAP,
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the development of rural areas, as well as other
territories, there is a shift from a sectoral to a territorial
approach [1,2]. As a consequence, the issue of the
regional distribution of CAP expenditure and
decentralisation of rural policy (CAP Pillar 2) is
addressed in different papers [3,4,5,6]. Sustainability
is a horizontal aim of development also in the case
when the role of CAP instruments are analysed.

A. Protected areas in Hungary and the case study
Hortobdgy National Park

The first national park (NP) of Hungary, the
Hortobdgy NP (HNP), was created in 1972. The
process of declaring protected status gained a new

impetus in the early 1970s. During the six-year-long
cycle of the first National Environmental Program
(1997-2002) the proportion of the protected natural
areas grew considerably. 9.2 % of the country's area
was under protection by 2002. The area of the NPs has
grown the most. Ten NPs (485,806 hectares), 36
landscape protection areas (324,035 hectares), 147
nature conservation/reserve areas (29,191 hectares)
and one natural relict — all qualified as “Protected
natural areas of national significance” protected by
specific regulations — can currently be found in
Hungary [7]. It is also important that according to the
BIRD Directive and Flora-Fauna-Habitat Directive of
the European Union, Hungary nominated 20% of the
total national area (BIRD 14.6%, FFH 15.2%) as
NATURA 2000 area. Funds behind the Natura 2000
programme are available from 2008.

In the case of the examined HNP region, situated in
the North Great Plain Region (NUTS 2 region, code is
HU 32), eastern part of Hungary there were big
changes in the ownership and partly in the usage
relations. The Directorate of the HNP extended its
territories being in the ownership of Hungarian State
but handled by the Directorate. As the biggest part of
the HNP is situated in Hajdd-Bihar county (NUTS 3
region, code is HU321), the examination concentrates
to this region.

B. Protected areas in Austria and the case study Hohe
Tauern National Park

Valuable natural landscapes and clean environment
are one of the most important national assets of
Austria. Within the last few decades an increasing
environmental awareness can be observed in the
public which led to the implementation of nature
protection laws. The orientation towards protection
has developed further and nowadays the sustainable
use of these specifically designed areas gains more
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and more relevance [8]. We can realise these as a
widespread trend in many countries where the
concepts of nature protection has advanced to include
other activities.

In Austria, about 25 % of the total surface is
covered by one of the categories of area protection.
The categories: 379 nature reserves (331,507
hectares), 267 landscape protection areas (1,327,696
hectares) and nature monuments can be found in all
federal provinces whereas other categories are more
restricted to specific areas. Six national parks (230,334
hectares), 31 nature parks (228,598 hectares), 338
protected parts of landscape (23,717 hectares), in total,
14 different categories of protected sites can be
distinguished in Austria, with varying degrees of
protection [9]. Usually agriculture and forestry,
hunting and fishing are allowed to continue on a low
intensity level, i.e. the same scale as land management
used to be before assigning protection status, which
sometimes leads to conflicts of interests. These
conservation areas were also important in establishing
the NATURA 2000 areas. According to the BIRD
Directive and Flora-Fauna-Habitat Directive Austria
nominated more than 16% of the total national area as
NATURA 2000 area.

Our analysis here focused on the Salzburg area of
the National Park Hohe Tauern (Pinzgau-Pongau
NUTS 3 region, code AT 322) which accounts for half
of the NP area and the majority of the core zone. This
part has been officially declared as NP in 1984 and
includes a great share of public land ownership
(particularly land owned by state forests, about 35% of
total area). It stretches for about 100km from East to
West and is located in the mountain area of altitudes
between 1000m and the summits, reaching the highest
peak of Austria (3798m). Hohe Tauern (HT NP) has a
long history of protection and serves as the most
popular example, being the largest NP of Austria. It
should provide a telling example on the linkages
addressed by recent CAP measures. The low share of
agricultural area within the conservation area points to
the fact that like in many other mountain regions
agricultural land use occupies only a minor share of
total land. Production potential is rather limited and
therefore almost all crop area disappeared over the last
decades, and grassland with livestock production is the
unique farming method (Table 1) to be found here.

Table 1 The area of the two NPs according to utilisation

Area (ha) % in Area (ha) % in

HNP total HT NP total
HNP HT NP
Arable land 5,782 7.0 (50) 0.0
Grassland 48,352 58.8 10,692 6.0
Pasture area - - 74,382 41.5
Reed 1,760 2.2 - -
Fish-pond 4,199 5.1 1,956 1.1
Wood 2,440 3.0 41,616 23.2
Other 19,652 239 50,691 28.2
Total 82,185 100.0 179,387 100.0

Source: [10,11]

The Communication from the Commission to the
Council [12] states that “although growing number of
EU rural areas will be influenced by factors outside
agriculture, areas which are remote, depopulated or
heavily dependent on farming will face particular
challenges as regards economic and social
sustainability”.  This paper seeks to answer the
question of how CAP instruments serve sustainable
development in the examined rural areas, both
characterised as “Predominantly Rural” according to
the OECD definition [13], representing different types
of national parks - one in the flatlands, the other in
mountain areas.

When considering sustainable development, the
available resources of rural areas have to be examined
[14]. This paper concentrates on natural factors but
seeks to get information on the others — human, social,
financial, physical — as well. It attempts to follow the
ideas raised in the Study on Employment in Rural
Areas project [15] and examines the selected regions
following the debate from Copus et al. [16] about
“the ‘accumulation and depletion’ typology”.

II. METHODOLOGY AND DATA

The paper collected already published data for the
two examined areas. These data are related to rural
development [13], agriculture [15,17] and
environment protection [7,9].

In addition to the available database the authors
collected data for different CAP payments. In the case
of Hungary the Agricultural and Rural Development
Office granted access to the database of SAPS
payments and agri-environmental measures for 2005,
and the National Development Agency to the database
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of investments in agriculture, the work was supported
by the Janos Bolyai Fellowship. The contribution for
the Austrian part of the paper derives from the EU-
funded project ,Towards a Policy Model of
Multifunctional Agriculture and Rural Development”
(TOP-MARD, FP6 contract no. 501749) with
collaborating partners in 11 countries.

On the basis of the data the selected case study
areas were described and analysed. The application of
CAP measures and their structure are calculated and
presented. The examined CAP payments are related to
the total territory of the given regions as they are
examined from the aspect of regional development.

II1. RESULTS
A. General introduction of the examined regions

Copus et al [16] call the attention that “some labour
market themes/indicators already provide some
evidence of systematic differentiation between rural
regions of the EU”. Examining these indicators
(patterns of demographic change; economic activity,
employment and unemployment; sectoral/structural
patterns and disparities in human capital endowment),
the two examined areas can be distinguished. The AT
322 case study area belongs to “accumulation” group,
while HU321 case study area belongs to the
“depletion” group.

B. Main characteristics of agriculture in the examined
regions

The introduction of the characteristic of agriculture
in the case study area is based on the results of
Forgics [18] and Wagner et al. [19]. Prevailing
farming system is alpine grassland, mostly cattle
breeding and family farms, strongly part time farmers
dominate in AT 322. While heterogenous soils,
mainly arable farming (livestock production which is
labour intensive has been drastically reduced) and
dualistic farm structure (77.7% of all holdings are
smaller than 2 ha and cultivates 5.2 % of UAA,
whereas only 0.6 % of holdings cultivate 51.7% of
UAA) in HU 321. In AT 322 the farmers wife (Table
2) manages the farm and holidays chalet while the
farmer works off the farm. The availability of off farm

jobs and the differences between farm and non farm
incomes would have been selected as the major
drivers.

Table 2 Agricultural employment

AT HU

322 321
Share of employment % 5.3 9.2
Share in GVA % 2.3 7.2
Labour input in AWU/100 ha UAA 3.5 7.8
Share of family labour force in regular 92.0 785

labour force (AWU) %
% women in regular labour force (AWU) 40.8 36.4

Source: [15] p.192

The indicator of total number of bed places shows
the importance of tourism in the case of the AT322
region. The indicators from Eurostat [17] (Table 3)
underlines the importance of tourism also in the case
of agricultural holdings in AT.

Table 3 Other gainful activities of the agricultural holdings
of at least 1 ESU

EU-27 HU AT

Tourism 1.3 0.3 83
Handicrafts 0.1 0.1 0.2
Processing of farm products 6.8 8.0 11.1
Wood processing 0.3 0.1 0.8
Aquaculture 0.2 0.2 0.2
Renewable energy production 0.4 5.8 1.6
Contractual work 2.1 0.0 7.4
Others 53 0.7 0.0
Total 13.3 13.3 24.7

Source: [17] p35
C. CAP application at regional level

In 2006 Pillar 2 payments arose to 24% of CAP
support in Hungary and 61% in Austria.

The total amount of the selected CAP payments are
similar in the two examined regions (HU 321 and AT
322), but their structure differs (Table 4). While in the
case of HNP second pillar payments plays the same
role as in other parts of the country, in the case of HT
NP these payments have a higher importance.

There is no big difference in the percentage of
SAPS payments from total examined payments on HU
and Hortobdgy NP level, it is 55% and 51%
respectively. On the other hand there is a big
difference in the case of Austria, because it is 39% on
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AT level and 6% on AT 322 level. One reason for this
is that in the Austrian case study area production
potential is rather limited and therefore almost all crop
area disappeared, while on the other hand in Hungary,
as a result of SAPS payment system areas utilised as
grassland are also financed.

Table 4 Different CAP payments on regional level

2004/2005
H
Payment H U HU AT AT AT

(euro/hectare/year) U 3 321 32 322
SAPS payments/total area
of the region
(euro/hectare) 46 56 56 74 25 6
Direct payments in the
case of AT
Investment in agriculture/
total area of the region 17 20 20 10 7 6
(euro/hectare)

AEMs/total area of the
region (euro/hectare)

LFA/total area of the
region (euro/hectare)

Total 83 98 100 189 135 94

Source: own calculation

The specificity of the RDP is the horizontal
application of measures across all regions of Austria.
Analyzing the regional distribution of funds reveals
that the use of the AEMs is not in the first place region
specific, but more closely related to the variation of
farming methods and production possibilities. As a
result AEMs are, together with LFA payments, forest
activities, diversification of farm households and off-
farm work a major income contribution for mountain
farming households [20]. The compensation level for
the production difficulties could also be improved due
to these two measures.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

With regard to Pillar 1 payments (Table 4), as SAPS
payments are from the beginning ‘“decoupled
payments”, the territorial difference is much lower
than in AT. Although we notice a territorial equality in
Hungary, because of the dualistic farm structure, a
small percentage of farms receives a high percentage
of payments. It means that to increase the cohesion

impacts of the CAP in the future, the proposal of the
Commission in July 2002 [21], related to modulation,
should be followed and a ceiling of 300 000 euro
should be placed on payments for each farm.

In Austria AEMs measures were particularly
relevant for mountain farmers. In Hungary although
these measures are also very important for farmers in
restricted areas, the main part of these payments did
not address these farms. In the New Hungarian Rural
Development Plan (2007-2013) special attention has
been paid to the fact that the share of zonal schemes
with higher environmental performance should
increase and a major part of Hungarian agri-
environmental resources should be directed towards
solving area specific problems [22].

As mentioned in the introduction, the orientation
towards protection has developed further and
nowadays the sustainable use of these specifically
designed areas gains more and more relevance — also
solving the problem of conflicts of interests (nature
protection and farming) — and this is becoming a
widespread trend in many countries where the
concepts of nature protection has advanced to include
other activities (e.g. tourism in AT). This is the case in
the Austrian case study area, and probably this is one
of the reasons why, although this region falls under
predominantly rural area, it can be understood as an
“accumulating” one according to the SERA typology,
while in the case of the HNP other activities were
missing. Hopefully as first steps in this direction are
visible, there will be changes in the future in the
Hortobdgy NP too, but the solution for the problem of
“soft factors” such as social capital, institutional
thickness, good governance, networks (social and
transactional), or local ‘capacity’ [16] in the region is
very important.

Gathy and Kuti [23] call the attention that “ongoing
CAP reforms were prompted by market and financing
problems associated with external and internal
pressures. However, environmental and sustainability
issues were only complementary”. The results of this
study also underline their view that “the reformed
CAP determine EU agricultural priorities, but they
can only partially substitute an overall agrarian
strategy”.
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