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SUMMARY FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

As one of the three counties forming the West-Tramanubian Region and be-
ing the “western gate” of the country, Gyr-Moson-Sopron County plays a sig-
nificant role in Hungary’'s agrarian sector due to ts geographical location and
natural characteristics.

In accordance with the requirements of competitiveass and increasing effi-
ciency by the county’s farms, the developing procses of concentration and spe-
cialisation are differentiated within various agricultural groups. While the num-
ber of private farms decreased and the average sind farms increased in recent
years, the number of economic organisations incread slightly and their average
area decreased. (Despite this the county’s corpoiiahs and cooperatives are still
larger than the national average.)

On the basis of the database of the County Officef the Ministry of Agricul-
ture and Rural Development (MoARD) and the resultsof two individual ques-
tionnaire surveys it can be stated that the structte of land ownership and land
use is far from identical; the use of agriculturalland shows a more rational
structure than land ownership. On the basis of theaverage size of productive
private farms these medium-sized concerns have atber chance of succeeding in
the competitive market.

To sum up our investigations we believe that the ecrent farm
unit/operational forms are sustainable in the longerm; particularly the me-
dium-sized and larger corporations and private (fanily) farms.

INTRODUCTION a part of the West-Transdanubian Re-
gion; the county takes up 4.4% of the
country’s territory. The emphasised in-

On basis of the NUTS planning- vestigation of the situation in the county
statistical system of regions, seven reis explained by its considerable role not
gions (NUTS Il level) have been de- only in the region’s, but also in the coun-
fined in Hungary. Being the “westerntry’s agrarian sector, due to its geo-
gate” of Hungary, G§r-Moson-Sopron graphical location and natural character-
County represents the NUTS Il level asistics.

Due to the variable production poten-
1 NUTS (Nomenclature of territorial units for sta- tial @and circumstances of the county the

tistics): five-level statistical hierarchic class#- Characteristics of land use vary consid-
tion system of the European Union.
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erably facilitating a mid-level, in some micro-regions on the basis of the differ-
places even a high level, of productionent production circumstances and poten-
The average quality of agricultural landtial. In the case of economic organisa-
is high in the county, exceeding the nations besides arable land the share of
tional average, thus 84.6% of the land idorest areas is quite significant in land
utilised, which is also higher than the na-usage.
tional average. The number of agricultural units op-
erating in the county shows a slight de-
1. CHARACTERISTICS OF LAND USE crease on the whole from the end of the
AND FARM STRUCTURE ‘90s. This process is due to ‘natural se-
lection’ and concentration and is likely
Economic organisatiofiplay a more 1o be further strengthened as a result of
important role in land use in @% our accession to the EU. Based on the
Moson-Sopron  County than private data of theHungarian Central Statistical
farms. The average size of land used byoffice (HCSO) at the end of 2003 the
economic organisations exceeds the N&ounty could be placed mid-scale with
tional average Values, while land used b)‘espect to the number of agricu|tura|
private farms fall short of it. The reasonsho|dings.
for this situation can be found in the Eva|uating the data based on regiona|
original large sizes of economic organi-statistics it can be stated that the number
sations (going back several decades) angk cooperativesshow a slight decrease
the ratio of the different farming unit petween 2000 and 2003. One can assume
types. not only cessation, but also different op-
Based on data from thigricultural  erational forms; some of these coopera-
Census (2000and Farm Structure Sur- tives continue to operate as corporations
vey (2003)the average size of land used(p|Cs, limited companies). The number
by private farms increased during thispf cooperatives does not show a change
period to 4 hectares while land used byf direction that would indicate a shift
economic organisations decreased to 60fom the negative tendency to date or al-
hectares. Private farms used 32.7% %W us to assume the establishment of
the land in G;’a’lr-Moson-SOpron COUnty new-type Cooperativeﬁegyi' 2005
in 2003, which falls behind the national The number Oborporationsmirrors

average. Economic organisations useg slow increase, primarily the number of

67.3% of the land; their share exceed§imited liability companies increased

the national average. considerably. Most joint venture compa-
Table 1 shows the share of land usnjes operating in the county have chosen

age by private farms and economic Orthis form of operation.

ganisations. However the number gfrivate farms
Private farms use seven-tenths of thejecreased. Considering the size of land

land as arable land in @yMoson- iilised by private farmers one can sup-

Sopron County — similar to the nationalpgse a significant level of concentration.
values; this share might vary among the

2 .
Corporations (legal and non-legal person enter-

prises) and cooperatives together.

3 Households reaching the threshold of statistical

farming unit size, primary producers, private entre

preneurs and family farms together.
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Table 1

Share of land usage by private farms and economicganisations, 2003

Productive land . Productive land

. Total productive .
Regions area of private land area area of economic

farms organisations

ha. % ha. % ha. %
Gy-M-S 99 105 4.2 290 559 5.0 191 454 5.5
West-Transdanubia 232168 9.8 7197520 12.3 487 584 14.0
Country total 2 357 689 100.0] 5829 781 100.0] 3472094 100.0

Source:Own calculations based on HCSO database

2. THE COUNTY’'S FARM STRUCTURE
ON THE BASIS OF MOARD DATA

the case of both economic organisations
and private farmers the average size of
land effectively used by agricultural
Regarding farm structure and landynits registered by the County Office of
use the database of the COUnty Office OMOARD Considerab|y exceeds the re-
MoARD shows a more accurate and als@ated data of the Farm Structure Survey.
different picture than HCSO data. TheThe high relative values of the farming
number of agricultural units that attainedynits are derived from two factors: on
the actual farming unit size of over lthe one hand the 1 hectare size threshold
hectare of agricultural land, registered byhas a selective effect on the values, while
the office in 2002, is as follows. on the other hand the database of the
- Private farm:Primary producet MoARD includes registered and operat-
(3581 units),Private entrepreneu(192 jng farming units, thereby showing a
units), Family farm(517 units) more accurate picture. In regard to pri-
- Economic organisationCorpora-  vate farms, even the primary producers
tion (134 units) Cooperative(39 units)  cultivate twice as much land as the pri-
Only 4% of the farms are economicyate farmers of the HCSO; this rate is

organisations; the share of private entre4094 higher in the case of economic or-
preneurs and family farms is 16% alto-ganjsations.

gether. More than 80% of the agricul-
tural units operated as a primary pro-
ducer (Figure 1).

Evaluating the average farm size of
agricultural units it can be stated that the
more regulated the legal form is in which
the farm operates, the larger the averag
size is of the farm (Figure 2).

3. INVESTIGATION OF PRIVATE
FARMS IN GY OR-MOSON-SOPRON
COUNTY

This conclusion is also supported by a
uestionnaire survey that was conducted
y our institute in 2002. 160 private farm-

. i .ers with a cultivated area larger than one
Comparing data on the figure with ; .
; . hectare were personally interviewed. Dur-
data of the HCSO it can be stated that in . .
ing the research a lot of attention was paid
; to the sampling process, in order to ap-

So called, éstermelé”: a special administration proach the same ratio of certain operational

category, app. licensed traditional small-scalefgrms in the sample, as exist in the basic

(agricultural) producer. A non-entrepreneur private
farmer, who conducts activities listed in the database (database of MOARD).

relevant law on his/her own farm and holds a
registered licence for the activitif{M, 2009.
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Figure 1

Share of agricultural units in Gyér-Moson-Sopron County (%), 2002

Corporation
Family farm 3%

12%

Private
entrepreneur
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Cooperative
1%

Primary
producer
80%

Source:Own calculations based on the database of the C@ifige of MOARD

Figure 2

Average size of agricultural units by operational érm in the county (ha.),
2002
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Source:Own calculations based on the database of the C@iffite of MOARD

In analysing land use, it is helpful to both rented land and own property, while
place private farms in the focus of thethe latter are forced to primarily use
investigations, as the farm structure ofrented land for their operations. The
private farms significantly differs from findings of the survey can be summa-

the farm structure of the economic or-rised as follows.
ganisations. The former may include
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The average farm size calculated for(Table 2). Investigating the characteris-
the total number of private farms doegtics of utilised land, some additional dif-
not only significantly exceed the HCSOferences can be observed besides the av-
data for private farms, but also exceedgrage farm size, with respect to the dif-
the average farm size of farmers regisferent operational forms.
tered by the County Office of MOARD

Table 2

Average size, field part and distance (from the fan centre) of private farms
based on the questionnaire survey, 2002

Operational form Land Field part Land/Field | Distance
(ha.) (Unit) part (ha.) (km.)
Primary producer (n=113) 13.3 4.1 3.5 3.3
Private entrepreneur (n=13) 69.2 9.5 7.3 6.3
Family farm (n=34) 69.6 8.9 7.9 4.9
Total (n=160) 29.8 5.6 5.5 3.9

Source:Own research

The total area of the farming units - 22% of primary producersrent
can be found in 5.6 parts on average, at 82.9 hectares of land on average. It can
distance of 3.9 km from the unit centre.be concluded that primarily relatively
Investigating the differences in opera-large farming units cultivate rented land.
tional forms it can be concluded that the - More private entrepreneur§6%)
number of field parts is primarily de- rent land - 63.2 hectares on average; the
pendant on the farm size. The bigger theample included a farming unit of 202
farm, the higher the number of field partshectares, of which all the fields have
and the larger the relative distances fronieen rented.
the centre. However it is important to - The share of rented land is the
emphasise that these values are not diighest amon@amily farms 76% rent 38
rectly proportional to the sizes of farm- hectares on average.
ing units. It is especially true for family In our opinion in this respect the
farms; the relative size of the farming‘healthiest’ — sustainable in the long term
unit is five times greater than that of the— structure is represented by the family
primary producers, although the numbefarms. Many use rented land, but primar-
of field parts is barely more than two-ily it is the relatively larger farming units
fold. (Furthermore the average size otfhat utilise the institution of land rental.
land per field part unit is the highest inConsidering the average size of farming
this group.) The average distances ofinits the relative size of land rents equals
field parts from the unit centre are within55%, while for the other two operational
the tolerable 10-15 km distance in allforms the share of land rent approaches
three cases. the average farm size. Having these val-

On the basis of the investigation re-ues and assuming continuous farm con-
sults 35.5% of private farms rent land,centration, family farms seem to have
29.8 hectares on average. The individuahe best future perspective.
operational forms naturally do not bene- This statement also seems to be justi-
fit from the institution of land rental in fied by a repeat of our investigations two
equal measure: years later: the average size of land used
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by private farms in the county has in- The share of rented land has increased
creased considerably. The values of 2004onsiderably in all the three operational
are 2.25 times higher than the 29.8 heceategories. In the case of the total number
tare average in 2002 (Figure 3). As pri-of private farms — similarly to the increase
vate farms in the county — similar to thein average size of utilised land — the share
other parts of the region and the countryof rented land has increased by 2.25 to
— faced a significant decrease in number0.4%. This value is spread between the
land area concentration was a logicalalue of primary producers (68.8%) and

supplement to this process. family farms (90%).
Figure 3
Average size of land and rented land of the operathal forms (ha.), 2004
120
102.5
100 [T
80
67.1
60 —9—5_44 T MAv. land (ha.)
60 =
45.9 -] CIAv. rented land (ha.)
Primary Private Family farm Total (n=49)
producer entrepreneur (n=21)
(n=17) (n=11)

Source:Own research

The increase of land size applies to altrease both in terms of the number of
operational categories exceptivate en- private farms and of land concentration
trepreneurs This difference of negative was the smallest farming units.
direction could be due to the torsion of the It seems thaffamily farmsare the
relatively small sample number, althoughwinners of concentration processes: the
the share of full time agricultural units inrelative size of land has increased 1.5
the sample was very high in the previougimes in two years. However, it should
survey. The size of rented land has relabe mentioned that the average size of
tively decreased by more than a quarterented land has increased similarly, but
compared to the previous survey. the share of land-rent in the average land

The relative size oprimary produc- size remained unchanged. These facts
ers’ land has increased twofold, althoughlead to the conclusion that family farms
the average size of rented land has inare successful in responding to market
creased only slightly. It is most likely challenges and they have a good chance
that farm concentration resulted in a conof becoming competitive mid-sized
siderable fall in the numbers of this op-farming units in the future.
erational form, as the source of the de-
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Analysing the categories of land use2002 values, approaching the values
— considering the total number of farm-characteristic of private entrepreneurs. It
ing units and the total size of cultivatedis interesting that the share of land use
agricultural area — the share of land rentor “contribution in kind” is considerably
exceeds 55% (Figure 4). This value wagower than in the case of the other two
20% lower in 2002. operational forms.

The share of own land only reaches The dominance of plant production
50% for primary producersand together that is characteristic of Gy-Moson-
with the share of land used for “contribu-Sopron County was not justified. The
tion in kind” it represents a significantly mixed farming structure is characteristic
high rate. The share of rented land waamong primary producers and family
much lower (21.6%) in the survey of 2002.farms and even most private entrepre-

Private entrepreneursise rented land neurs are not specialised. However the
approximately 20% more than in 2002, andwo national statistical censuses indicate
also the share of land use for “contributiorthat while the size of land used by farm-
in kind” is the highest in this operationaling units with mixed farming structures
form. (Survey results indicated that theis decreasing, land used by plant produc-
share of land use for “contribution in kind” tion farms is increasing considerably. It
is the highest in Gjr-Moson-Sopron can be assumed that the share of farming
County compared to the other two countiesinits specialised in plant production will
of the region, but even this high share isncrease in the future, and this tendency
below the national average.) will continue in the region and also in

Family farmsalso increased the sharethe country.
of land rents with 16% compared to

Figure 4

Share of land by land use categories within the opational forms (%),
2004
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