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Abstract. The cohesion policy of the EU plays a key role in overcoming territorial disparities. The 
emergence of the policy was accompanied by a debate on a place-neutral or place-based approach. 
In the case of Hungary, the first fully implemented programming period of 2007−2013 and the still 
ongoing 2014−2020 period provide a good tool for comparison. Overall, the aim of the research 
was to provide an in-depth look into the change of territorial patterns of EU-funding distribution, on 
the example of the Baranya county, being part of one of the 20 least developed regions of the EU; 
how territorial patterns of EU funding changed between the two periods and how the county-level 
territorial objectives were reflected in the funding patters.
The introduction of the paper provides a review of relevant literature on EU cohesion policy, then 
the selection of the Baranya county as a case study is justified. The following part shortly presents 
the framework of regional development in Hungary, highlighting the relevant documents for the 
case study county. The presentation of the empirical study is divided into two parts. First, as quali-
tative research perceptions of the stakeholders of the key levels of regional policy decision-making 
are analysed. Second, a quantitative analysis of the territorial funding patterns of the two periods is 
presented, in light of established territorial objectives.
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1. INTRODUCTION: THE ROLE OF COHESION POLICY IN THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF LAGGING REGIONS

Decreasing regional disparities as an objective dates back to the Rome Treaty, 
as a precondition for an effective common market. The establishment of the Eu-
ropean Regional Development Fund in 1975 was a major step in the European 
integration process. The European regional policy has become a synonym for the 
European social model: for the sake of the common market lagging regions should 
be helped to catch up, and promote their competitiveness (Streitenberger, 2013), 
which also contributed to creating legitimacy for the integration process (Manzel-
la and Mendez, 2009). Although the policy is referred to as “regional,” the alloca-
tion of funding is made, in fact, at the national level, during negotiations with the 
European Commission, in coherence with EU level objectives.

Individual periods of the policy show a particular evolution process: while the 
policy moves towards complexity, tendencies of simplification and standardisation 
are also apparent. EU regional policy has been assessed from several aspects: numer-
ous scholars examine its efficiency, providing mixed results. Although convergence 
is detected at the EU level among countries, it often follows a divergence between 
regions within a country (Bachtler and Gorzelak, 2007; Butkus and Matuzevičiūtė, 
2016; EC, 2022). During its evolution, regional policy has become the second larg-
est policy area in terms of funding provided, the majority of financial sources of 
which go to Objective 1 regions, those being below the 75% threshold in terms of 
GDP per capita compared to the EU average. Concerning the objective of reducing 
territorial disparities, some scholars claim that the policy in its current form is more 
an income support or redistribution mechanism than a tool of long-term sustainable 
development; it is not sufficient to offset market forces, rather prevent or slow down 
divergence tendencies (Rodríguez-Pose and Fratesi, 2004). As they represent a large 
share of projects that receive funding, large transport infrastructure projects – de-
spite a positive impact on accessibility – generate an unfavourable macro-regional 
situation (Ecorys, 2006), while direct SME support schemes may negatively impact 
competitiveness, in the form of conservation of existing technologies (Varga, 2016) 
and generation of inflation (Varga and in’t Veld, 2010).

Reforms of the cohesion policy have attempted to target both cohesion and com-
petitiveness, with changing focus. The strengthening of the sub-national level and 
the primacy of regional focus was challenged by several reforms and debates. The 
Lisbon Strategy (2006) put faster growth, innovation and employment into focus 
(Bachtler and Gorzelak, 2007), requesting Member States to earmark funding for the 
achievement of Lisbon goals (Mendez, 2011). This was in line with the approach of 
the World Development Report (2009) of the World Bank that promoted the focus 
on major centres, expecting cohesion to be achieved by a spill-over effect (Barca et 
al., 2012). The Barca Report in 2009, as an alternative, advocated the place-based 
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approach, deriving from the European spatial structure (Barca et al., 2012). The doc-
ument, along with the necessity of territorial strategies and territorially owned public 
goods, highlights the importance of appropriate institutions, and multi-level govern-
ance, which is a composition of endogen and exogen resources (Barca, 2009). The 
EU 2020 strategy once again put a stronger accent on the EU-level coordination of 
reaching key targets (smart, sustainable and inclusive growth – EC, 2010), defined 
also at the national and regional levels, which was the key guiding principle of the 
regulation for the 2014−2020 programming period of the cohesion policy.

In research on territorial cohesion, macro-level issues prevail. Studies focusing 
on institutions often highlight the quality of governance and its role in absorp-
tion (Mendez and Bachtler, 2022), including some analyses at the regional level 
(Fazekas and Czibik, 2021), and the connection between absorption and political 
changes (Hagemann, 2019). These analyses were made with nationally availa-
ble indicators and absorption figures, however, regional analyses need local-level 
absorption data and qualitative research, i.e., interviews with stakeholders posi-
tioned outside the programme management bodies, which are done only sporadi-
cally, usually as case studies. 

Hungary has been a member of the EU since 2004 and, therefore, one com-
pleted and one nearly finished programming periods are available for analysis. The 
2007−2013 programming period was the first to be implemented completely after 
the accession. Those seven years were influenced by turbulent institutional chang-
es: a centralised programme management system was established and accompanied 
by a structure of sectoral and regional (seven NUTS 2) operational programmes. 
Subsequent public administration and local government reforms led to some re-de-
sign of the programmes, resulting in the dominance of centrally made decisions and 
a decreased role of regional institutions. The 2014−2020 period, unlike the previ-
ous one, was prepared and implemented with a relatively stable political and insti-
tutional background, however, it was much more heavily influenced by the more 
uniform, EU2020-oriented regulation background. As programmes of the period 
must be closed by the end of 2023, some projects are still under implementation, 
final conclusions cannot be drawn. However, a comparison of the two periods from 
place-based policy point of view is possible, highlighting coherence and conflicts 
between programme-level objectives and implementation practices.

After the introduction and justification of the selection of the Baranya county 
as the case study, major stages of regional development policy in Hungary are 
presented, with special attention applied to the case study region. Research ques-
tions and the applied methodology is described in brief, which is followed by 
details of the qualitative analysis. The section about the quantitative analysis 
is introduced with a detailed methodological description, which is followed by 
a presentation of the results. The paper is closed with a conclusion that high-
lights the relevance of the results and outcome of some parallel research on the 
investigated topic.
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2. CASE STUDY: WHY BARANYA, HUNGARY?

Baranya has been in a particular position within Hungary since the political and 
economic change of the 1990s. Although it is located in the more developed 
“west” of Hungary, it has been one of the 20 least developed NUTS 2 regions of 
the EU (South Transdanubia or Dél-Dunántúl), being currently at 32% of the EU 
average in terms of GDP per capita.

Unlike the north-eastern counties of Hungary where the transitional crisis of the 
1990s hit particularly strongly, Baranya showed an average level of development 
within Hungary in the 90s, without signs of severe economic or social crises. Despite 
its significant mining industry, the overall picture of the county’s economy showed 
a solid share of agriculture, a relatively low level of industry and an above-average 
service sector, which was only typical for the capital region of Hungary. While un-
employment had been the main indicator of economic downturn in Hungary’s econ-
omy in the 1990s, Baranya was not critically affected by this phenomenon (Schwert-
ner, 1994). Despite certain crisis tendencies of the 1990s, Pécs and Baranya seemed 
to be ready to open their economies (Faragó and Horváth, 1995), however, the war 
in the former Yugoslavia negatively affected them and made the county isolated. 
Baranya, in the end, failed to renew its industry through FDI (Nagy, 1995).

Baranya’s lagging in terms of GDP per capita started as early as in the 1990s. 
The economic upturn in the early 2000s showed signs of cohesion in Baranya as 
well. The economic crisis of 2007 hit the region somewhat less than Hungary in 
general, however, while at the national level one could observe a slow recovery 
process, in the case of Baranya it was rather a period of stagnation (Fig.1). Baranya 
currently is among the least developed counties in the western part of Hungary, 
and the country in general (Fig. 2).

3. REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN HUNGARY AND BARANYA SINCE 
THE EU ACCESSION

The framework of regional development in Hungary was defined by the Act 
1996: XXI on Regional Development and Spatial Planning, which used to be 
referred as a positive example of a newly established regional development in-
stitutional system since the end of the 1990s (Pálné Kovács, 2021). Although 
its main objective (reducing territorial disparities) was an integrated element 
throughout, it underwent several modifications, swings in terms of centralisa-
tion and decentralisation (Pálné Kovács and Mezei, 2016). Relevant develop-
ment documents since 2000, regulated by this act, as well as by EU cohesion 
policy, are shown in Table 1.
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Fig. 1. GDP per capita on current prices, as % of EU average
Source: Eurostat, own work.

Fig. 2. GDP per capita in percentage of national average, 2019 (%)
Source: own work based on Central Statistical Office of Hungary.
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Table 1. Regional development documents in Baranya since Hungary’s EU accession

Title of document Type of document Regulation
Regional Development Programme 
of Baranya County 2003

county programme Act on Regional Development 
and Spatial Planning

South Transdanubian Operational 
Programme (STOP) 2007−2013

regional operational 
programme

EU cohesion policy – National 
Strategic Reference Framework 
2007−2013

Baranya County Regional 
Development Concept 2014−2020

county concept Act on Regional Development 
and Spatial Planning

Baranya County Regional 
Development Programme 
2014−2020

county programme Act on Regional Development 
and Spatial Planning

Integrated Territorial Programme of 
Baranya County 2015−2020

county integrated 
territorial programme

EU cohesion policy – 
Partnership Agreement  

Source: own work.

The 2003 county development programme, designed in parallel with regional 
documents, rather focused on internal disparities, highlighting some institutional 
shortcomings as well (Pámer, 2021). The bottom-up approach of the document 
was considered as adequate to the role of the county at that time, which focused on 
small-scale local development interventions, mostly small settlements (Márton, 
2009).

The 2007−2013 period, the first full programming period after Hungary’s EU 
accession, brought the emergence of the NUTS 2 regions. As part of the National 
Strategic Reference Framework for 2007−2013 each seven region got their own 
regional operational programme, including South Transdanubia (STOP). This 
resulted a  significant shift from county to region in the institutional system as 
well. This meant in that period that no county level document was adopted in 
Baranya. The preparation of the STOP had been a long-running and thorough job, 
including the preparation of several sectoral strategic development plans and the 
creation of a wide regional stakeholder network (Márton, 2004). The document, 
again, focused on internal disparities, the main objective of the STOP was to halt 
further decline. The programme was designed with sectoral priorities, howev-
er, each priority applied certain place-based elements. The programme promot-
ed the strengthening of small towns as the backbone of the settlement network, 
for the sake of concentrating services. Regionalisation of regional development 
brought the strengthening of the role of regional development councils and re-
gional development agencies went through significant organisational develop-
ment (Józsa, 2018). Regional development councils had the role of expressing 
their support for projects, however, the final decision was made at the national level. 
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The agencies were involved in programming, the preparation of action plans, the 
evaluation of applications, preparation for decision-making, which resulted in an 
institution dominated by skilled professionals and unavoidable in case of regional 
development related initiatives in the region.

The 2011 amendment of the Act on Regional Development and Spatial Plan-
ning seized the regional development councils, the coordination of regional devel-
opment was delegated to the counties, which seemed to be a rational step towards 
simplification and democratisation: decision-making on funding schemes was 
delegated from state-dominated regional development councils to locally elected 
counties. While the counties, which prior to the reform had been responsible for 
education, health and social care institutions, got regional development coordina-
tion as their only responsibility. Despite rhetorical decentralisation, the reform, in 
the end, led to a significant weakening of the county’s competences and human 
resources (Pámer, 2021).

The Baranya development concept and programme for the 2014−2020 period 
was prepared by the county administration. The applied methodology was cen-
trally defined, laying down the process of involvement and partnership in the de-
signing phase. Unlike the two previous documents, the 2014−2020 concept aimed 
to position the county within Hungary as well. The document defined three terri-
torial objectives: lagging areas, transitional areas, and rural and economy devel-
opment areas (Fig. 3). This division reflected the long-lasting internal division of 
the county: the county’s core area (Pécs) and its north-eastern periphery (Komló) 
still suffered from the consequences of the unsuccessful economic recovery and 
incomplete re-industrialisation. The eastern and south-eastern peripheries of the 
county – with Mohács being the largest town – were more successful in the eco-
nomic transition, due to relatively active SMEs. This area has also a better physi-
cal position, close to the main transport axis. As an opposite, the western periph-
ery (around Szigetvár) lacks any particular perspective, not being close enough to 
the county’s core area or transport routes.  

The Integrated Territorial Programme (ITP) of the Baranya County provid-
ed the link between the county-level development objectives and the nationally 
implemented ERDF-funded Territorial and Settlement Development Operation-
al Programme (TSDOP) for the 2014−2020 period. The ITP, as a tool, is not to 
be confused with the Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) defined by Common 
Provisions Regulation (CPR) of EU cohesion policy. While the ITI focuses on 
urban areas and finances interventions from multiple programmes with a strong 
territorial focus, the Hungary ITPs are established at the county level, dividing the 
county-ranked cities and the rural areas. Thus, besides the Baranya ITP, a particu-
lar ITP has been developed for the county-ranked city of Pécs as well. The Baranya 
ITP, unlike the urban-focused STOP, emphasised the importance of developing 
the lagging and peripheral areas. 
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Fig. 3. Territorial development objectives in Baranya county, according to the Baranya County 
Concept 2014–2020

Source: Baranya (2014, 21), own work.

In terms of decision-making, the place-based approach was applied through 
the co-decision system in terms of project selection. The “territorial project se-
lection system” means the definition of county-specific evaluation criteria (coher-
ence with the county concept and programme) for each centrally designed call, as 
well as joint decision-making on project selection between the state-led manage-
ment of the TSDOP and the county concerned. In this regard, although the TSDOP  
is a  more centralised programme in its design, in terms of decision-making it 
happened to be more decentralised than the regionally designed and centrally im-
plemented STOP.
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4. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The overall aim of the research was to provide an in-depth insight into the change 
of territorial patterns of EU-funding distribution, on the example of the lagging 
region of the Baranya county. The presented research was divided into two parts. 
The qualitative research, on the one hand, aims at measuring the perception of the 
stakeholders at the relevant level of decision-making in regional development and 
its changing tendencies. The quantitative analyses, on the other, attempts to an-
swer the following two questions:

 – How territorial patterns of EU funding changed within Baranya between the 
two periods (2007–2013 and 2014–2020) and how they are in coherence with 
the territorial approach of the two funding programmes; and

 – How the established county-level territorial objectives (Fig. 3) defined in the 
2014–2020 concept were reflected in the funding patters of the two programmes.

5. METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS OF THE QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
AT RELEVANT LEVELS OF DECISION-MAKING

In order to measure how the delegation of decision-making on regional devel-
opment to the county level was perceived among stakeholders, on the sample of 
the Baranya county a questionnaire survey was conducted. The survey covered 
a total of 233 people from 66 local units. The involved people were not essen-
tially key decision-makers; they included various segments of the local elite 
(former mayors, key persons of administration, entrepreneurs, education staff, 
etc.). Although not territorially representative, the survey covered all ten district 
centre towns, all four further towns, 22 municipalities with a population above 
1,000 and 31 small municipalities up to 1,000 inhabitants. Pécs, as the county’s 
seat, was not included in the survey, as administratively the county does not in-
clude its seat. The questionnaire survey was followed by a serial of semi-struc-
tured in-depth interviews.

As for the key level of decision-making, a majority of the respondents con-
sidered the local level as the most important one, followed by the national level, 
which was particularly visible in the case of municipalities above 1,000 inhabit-
ants. Despite re-introducing the county as regional development policy-maker, its 
importance has been proven as surprisingly low, particularly in towns. The district 
was also re-introduced in 2012, only for state administration purposes, without 
any regional development relevance, therefore, its low level of importance is not 
a surprise (Table 2).
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Table 2. Most important level of decision making from local development point of view

Type of settlement
Most important level of decision making

(share of responses)
local district county national EU total

district centres 0.328 0.156 0.078 0.188 0.250 1.000
other towns 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 1.000
municipalities above 1,000 0.311 0.095 0.122 0.338 0.135 1.000
other municipalities 0.351 0.052 0.195 0.260 0.143 1.000
total 0.339 0.093 0.128 0.264 0.176 1.000

Source: questionnaire survey, own work.

A different question assessed the tendency of the change in the importance in 
the case of different territorial levels. Answers were provided in the interval of 
[-2; 2] as: significantly decreased, slightly decreased, did not change, slightly in-
creased, and significantly increased. The most significant increase was measured 
at the local level, followed by the influence of the national level. The two interme-
diary levels were not perceived with growing importance (Table 3).

Table 3. Perceptions about the change of significance of the single decision making levels, by 
types of settlements

Type of settlement
Change in the importance of decision making  
(weighted perception in the interval [-2; 2])

local district county national
district centres 0.966 0.250 0.291 0.875
other towns 1.333 0.000 0.917 1.583
municipalities above 1,000 1.110 0.200 0.444 0.718
other municipalities 0.900 0.379 0.418 0.657
total 1.014 0.264 0.422 0.791

Source: questionnaire survey, own work.

Although the survey showed a clear preference towards the local level, the in-depth 
interviews revealed that a majority of the respondents had a clear experience about the 
increasing role of the state, even in the case of the smallest municipalities. The county 
level was perceived dominantly in the small villages. Members of parliament were 
perceived as players with significant growth of importance nearly by all respondents, 
however, judgement on their role varied. Some opinion leaders said they were the 
key players in decision-making, their involvement in each development initiative was 
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a must. Others said their activities were limited to raising awareness about government 
policies, collecting and distributing information, and conducting political campaigns. 
Respondents oriented towards the nationally ruling Fidesz party were more eager to 
treat members of the parliament as being more important than local actors who identi-
fy themselves as opposition or independent (Pámer, 2022).

6. METHODOLOGY OF THE QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS ON 
TERRITORIAL PATTERNS OF EU FUNDING

The analysis of the distribution of EU cohesion policy funding was done on the basis 
of a database provided by the Prime Minister’s Office of Hungary, responsible for 
the coordination of EU cohesion policy at the state level. The database was compiled 
at the municipality (LAU 2) level, thereof the data of the municipalities of Baranya 
were used. The data shows EU cohesion policy spending in Hungarian forints, with-
out the beneficiaries’ own contribution, which may be used for comparison. 

Data analysis took place in two dimensions and at three levels: 
 – District (LAU 1) and settlement (LAU 2): the district structure introduced 

in 2012 was considered (ten districts in Baranya). Settlements were grouped into 
four categories: district centres, other towns, municipalities above 1,000, and oth-
er municipalities.

 – Territorial objectives: according to the 2014 county concept and programme the 
districts were grouped into three categories: lagging areas with undeveloped econo-
my; areas of industrial transition and economic change; areas of rural and economy 
development based on local capabilities and comparative advantages (see Fig. 3).

Intensity of funding (F) in the case of the analysed level (district, settlement, 
group of districts) was measured as the deviation from the average per capita 
funding in Baranya. In terms of the population, the data provided by the Central 
Statistical Office of Hungary as of 1 January 2019 was taken into consideration. 

F =
funding per capita of the assessed territory – funding per capita on county level

funding per capita on county level

For measuring the concentration of funding in centres, a weighted core-periphery 
indicator was calculated from the settlement-level data: distribution rates by type 
of settlement were weighted then summed, as follows: 

 – district centres: 1;
 – other towns: 0.5;
 – municipalities above 1,000: –0.5;
 – other municipalities: –1.
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The weighted core-periphery indicator is in the range of [–1; +1], i.e., 1 if the fund-
ing was entirely spent by beneficiaries from district centres, while –1 if the funding 
was completely absorbed by municipalities not having more inhabitants than 1,000.

This simple method was developed for this analysis. The applied settlement type 
categories were defined with a functional approach. District centre towns obvious-
ly stand out in terms of function within their districts. Further (non-district-centre) 
towns have a considerably weaker role, however, they are usually towns with spe-
cial characteristics (tourism, commuting settlements around Pécs) that may be either 
a strength or a weakness in terms of the accumulation of funding. Grouping munici-
palities from the functional point of view was complicated. The existing category of 
“large municipalities” includes only three municipalities in Baranya, which, in the 
case of a county of very small municipalities, does not represent all low-level area 
centres. Therefore, the population limit of 1,000 people was used, as – in the rural 
Baranya which is dominated by very small municipalities – all those above 1,000 
play some kind of central roles in their area. There are some 26 of such municipali-
ties in the county, while the number of ‘other municipalities’ is 261.

7. FUNDING PATTERNS IN THE CASE OF THE TWO PERIODS

Funding absorbed in 2007−2013 and its distribution between Pécs and the countryside 
is listed in Table 4. In the case of the regional development focused STOP majority 
of the funding was provided outside Pécs, while in case of the economy development 
oriented EDOP – which primarily focused on SMEs – more than 50% of the financial 
resources landed in the county centre. Considering the weighted core-periphery indi-
cator, STOP showed very low concentration, while EDOP showed a very high one, 
meaning that successful SME projects concentrated in the central settlements.

Table 4. Payments executed in Baranya county under programmes of the National Strategic 
Reference Framework 2007−2013

Operational programme
Total payment 

made in Baranya 
(million HUF)

Spent 
in Pécs 

(%)

Spent 
outside 

Pécs (%)

Weighted 
core-periphery 

indicator 
South Transdanubia (STOP) 117,124 43.65 56.35 0.032
Economy development (EDOP) 35,003 56.21 43.79 0.521
Total mainstream EU funding 305,658 58.41 41.59 0.171

Source: Prime Minister’s Office, own work.

In the case of the 2014−2020 period the regional development focused TSDOP 
was, on the one hand, significantly smaller than STOP in the previous period, 
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showing that territorial cohesion was somewhat less emphasised in the second 
period. On the other, spending from the SME-oriented EDIOP was doubled in 
Baranya, compared to EDOP in the previous period. Distribution of the funding 
of these two programmes between the county seat and the rest of Baranya was 
similar: TSDOP preferred more the countryside, while EDIOP rather concentrated 
in Pécs. The weighted core-periphery indicator shows a  significant change: re-
gional development funding was more concentrated in centres than before, while 
SME development support became less concentrated than in 2007−2013 (Table 5).

Table 5. Payments executed in Baranya county under programmes of the Partnership Agreement 
(2014−2020)

Operational programme
Total payment 

made in Baranya 
(million HUF)

Spent 
in Pécs 

(%)

Spent 
outside Pécs 

(%)

Weighted 
core-periphery 

indicator 
Territorial and Settlement 
Development (TSDOP) 74,454 44.25 55.58 0.379

Economy Development and 
Innovation (EDIOP) 77,869 57.36 42.64 0.187

Total mainstream EU funding 257,612 46.41 53.39 0.205

Source: Prime Minister’s Office, own work.

For the sake of a more in-depth comparison of the two territorial cohesion pro-
grammes, a scatterplot of the intensity of funding and the weighted core-periphery 
indicator was performed for the ten districts. As Fig. 4 shows in the 2007−2013 
period, districts with relatively low per capita funding showed higher concentra-
tions. The Szigetvár district, as an exception, was relatively poorly funded, also, 
most of the funding landed in its rural area. The town of Szigetvár proved to be 
a weak centre from the regional development point of view. In the case of districts 
with relatively high per capita funding, the weighted core-periphery indicator was 
lower, as the trendline shows.

The general approach of the STOP, i.e., territorial cohesion should be promot-
ed through the area centres, was more or less fulfilled, as in the districts with lower 
funding the centres were more preferred, while in better absorbing districts also 
the rural areas could benefit. 

The 2014−2020 period provides a completely different picture, showcasing the 
growth of absorption gaps between individual districts. Most of the districts were 
funded below average. Although Szigetvár is now funded around the average, it, 
again, showed a rather low concentration, maintaining its weak position as a dis-
trict centre. Besides the gap between the poorly and the average-funded districts, 
an even larger gap is visible between the extreme standout of Mohács and all the 
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rest (Fig. 5). Although the TSDOP advocated for a preference of peripheral areas, 
a concentration of funding has grown in the centres.

Fig. 4. Position of districts of Baranya county in terms of absorption of STOP funding per capita and 
the weighted core-periphery coefficient

Source: Prime Minister’s Office, own work.

Fig. 5. Position of districts of Baranya county in terms of absorption of TSDOP funding per capita 
and the weighted core-periphery coefficient
Source: Prime Minister’s Office, own work.
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The comparison of funding patterns in areas according to the territorial objec-
tives defined in the county development concept for the 2014−2020 period shows 
that lagging areas with undeveloped economies (1) were relatively low funded 
in both periods, their position even worsened in 2014−2020: less funding with 
higher concentration. In the case of the areas of industrial transition and economic 
change (2) more funding was provided in the second period, also with growing 
concentration. These figures resulted from the generous funding of the industrial 
town of Komló. In both periods most funding was accumulated in the areas of 
rural and economy development (3), however, concentration was also growing in 
this area (Fig. 6).

Fig. 6. Position of the different area categories in terms of intensity of funding and the weighted 
core-periphery indicator, in case of STOP (2007–2013) and TSDOP (2014–2020)

Source: Prime Minister’s Office, own work.

8. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the presented regional analysis, several conclusions can be drawn. 
In spite of the institutional change, the county is barely recognised as deci-
sion-making body. Instead, a growing importance of the state, through the emerg-
ing role of the members of parliament, is experienced.
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Concerning funding patterns, regional development represented a significantly 
higher share in the first period than in the second one, meaning the county was 
left with much less funding to decide on since 2014 than the region did before. 
Funding from other programmes could not compensate for this decrease, re-
sulting in a generally worsening position for Baranya. Although STOP in the 
first period promoted area centres as agents of territorial cohesion, funding 
was relatively balanced between the centres and the periphery. In the second 
period, when the TSDOP targeted the lagging and rural areas more, fund-
ing rather concentrated in the relatively developed districts and in the area  
centres. Thus, the rural shift of TSDOP did not occur, the biggest beneficiaries 
were the largest urban settlements (Komló and Mohács, in particular). It means 
the 2007−2013 programme better served the territorial objectives defined  
for the 2014−2020 period than the programme for which it had been devel-
oped.

A  parallel related study revealed that in the 2014−2020 period at the na-
tional level more EU funding was spent in the less developed districts than in 
2007−2013, while funding to more developed districts slightly decreased (Finta, 
2022). It is important to note that the largest number of settlements – mostly 
those below 1,000 inhabitants – that did not receive funding from any of the two 
programmes, were in the Baranya county (Finta, 2022). These results highlight 
the importance of regional and subregional research, in order to test whether 
a  more territorially balanced or a  more concentrated approach may be more 
beneficial.

In general, the growing concentration of EU cohesion policy benefits in some 
selected urban areas that lead to a  greater urban-rural divide. The decrease in 
access and visibility of EU funding (and a less visible EU in general) in the rural 
areas will need stronger governmental intervention, in the form of tailored and 
place-based regional schemes that, at the current stage, do not exist in Hungary. 
This would not only require a more intensive involvement of the state, but strong 
regional institutions as well.
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