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1 Introduction

In Hungary, part of the Habsburg Empire, the pmditiand legal conditions of the
birth of the bourgeois society were created bybihrgeois revolution of 1848; the
laws enacted by the Parliament in the April of §yesr abolished the noblemen’s
privileges — e.g. the exemption from taxes, thduskee right to participate in the
political life —; the election of the principal listative organ, the Parliament on the
basis of popular representation was declared,ingfe was abolished, as was so-
cage tenure. The lands cultivated by the villeiasame their own properties, the
principle that all public expenses were to be dbated to by all was declared, and
laws were enacted for the modernisation of the exgynof Hungary, a one-sided
agricultural country at that time (setting up adireénstitute, state support for the
development of transport etc.). Following the bewig revolution, Hungary was
involved in an armed fight against the ruler frdme Habsburg House and lost this
war of independence (in 1849), but the laws makheg basis of the bourgeois
transformation were still in force. After the sdled “Compromise” between the
Austrians and Hungarians (in 1867), Hungary regdiits (limited) national
sovereignty (the person of the ruler was the sameé,foreign and military affairs
were common issues). The periods between 1867 @hfl 5 called the era of
Dualism on the age of the Austro—Hungarian Dual Monardkg/.a consequence
of these events, in Hungary, with a territory oftj325,000 krh(whose territory
shrank to the present 92,000 %after the decisions made at the Paris peacedseati
concluding World War [), an extremely rapid econongrowth, a social and
economic modernisation took place; the populatibBuapest with a population
of just 170,000 increased to 880,000 by 1910, timmbrer of industrial earners
doubled between 1870 and 1910, the 178-kilometh@aw network that had been
completed by the year of the bourgeois revolutimwgto 22 thousand kilometres
by the beginning of World War | etc. In the peribdtween the “Compromise”
(1867) and World War 1, the single national mankess created, the integration of
the formerly rather autarchic regions progressetitha urban network of Hungary
was organised into a single network. Our study $esuon this latter process, the
development of the urban system into an integragtdork and the achievements
of its process of organisation into a hierarchisgtem, concentrating on the
conditions at the beginning of the"2entury.



2 Historical preliminaries of the birth of the modern urban
network in Hungary

2.1 Medieval towns in the Carpathian Basin

The Carpathian Basirwas first “touched” by urbanisation when some pait it
were conquered by the Roman Empire in the firstsya®.

In Pannonia, province of the Roman Empire — i.eliansdanubia and the ter-
ritory between the Drava and the Sava Rivers —atitbropogeneous landscape
started to develop, the engineers of the empirechigd built. However, the conti-
nuity of these settlements and the cities bormr #fte foundation of the Hungarian
state is now rejected, not only because of therutdins of the time of the great
migrations and the decay and flight of the urbaputation, but also because the
social roles and the economy of the antiqgue andribdieval city, and also their
positions in the geographical division of laboue aompletely different: the cities
of the Roman Empire (i.e. the antique cities) wadeinistrative, military and
cultural-cult centres of the empire; the legal afiton and societal status of their
citizens were mostly independent of their placerasidence, as the cities were
home to a large number of slaves, as well. In the&h Empire cities were not the
islands of freedom. They had a special situatiogdods exchange, too: this ex-
change between the towns and the villages toolepiat on the basis of “market”
rules but also within the frameworks of large hoffiemploying slaves. Maybe the
luxury goods of faraway countries were sold andghdun a “classical”’ trade. The
medieval cities, on the other hand, are first bhatonomousettlements.

Thus the roots of the urban network of the Carpatldasin go back to the time
of the foundation of the Hungarian state (1000 ADdhe best case. The semi-no-
madic Hungarian nation that settled down betweerestVands “East”, in the
power vacuum in the border zone of the Byzantira \Alest Roman Empire, took
up Latin Christianity and chose dynastic relationg century later by which, also
in the contemporary views, joined the WestHowever, the “Western” and the

1 The Carpathian Basin is a large region in Centrabfir with an area covering approximately
320,000 km, including the region between the Drava and theaJRivers and the slopes of the
mountain range surrounding the Basin. It is a markgibn, well separated from its environment,
offering “natural” conditions for the peoples sety down in it. The Hungarian nation settling
down here in 895-896 gradually filled up these famrks, and after the foundation of the
Hungarian state (in 1000), the state borders raralfmost a millennium along the ridges of the
Carpathian Mountains. A less definite borderline Veested in the south, only, although the Sava
and the Drava Rivers marked quite clearly the boofiéghe Hungarian territories in this direction
too, despite the fact that in the Middle Ages asath of these rivers there were satellite state
formations, dependant on the Hungarian ruler.



“Eastern” elements of the social organisation cstexi in Hungary in the 10-43
centuries: in spite of the presence of the westburch, legal system, ideology,
culture and state administration there was actuadyfeudal system in Hungary
until the late 12 century, and even in the time of “early feudalism’a period
thought by Hungarian historians to have lasted tinéi middle or the end of the
13" century — several “Eastern” elements could be se&oth the society and the
economy. These elements of course set a framework for éweldpment of the
settlement system as well:

— The segregation of the society into two basic eas$gmd not taken place yet.

— The patterns of property ownership had not stagalliget, either; the common
ownership of land was typical, the principle of “femd without a feudal
landlord” only gradually became exclusive. The fation of the system of
villein holdings may have started in the early' t&ntury;

— The almost exclusive social, political and economute was held by the
ruler. In the early 13 century the king owned approximately three-quarter
of the cultivated land. The first organisationdefdal character started in the
1200s.

— In these centuries in the Carpathian Basiatre-based econonwas typi-
cal, consequently the internal exchange of goods lindted, trading activi-
ties were not separate from production (exceptlukary goods trade of a

2 It is broadly accepted by historians that socid@telopment within Europe had different ways,
and different regional types emerged; the basiegygeing the West- and the East-European social
development model (and the so-called Mediterranearid that was another, distinct phenome-
non). The West European model was born by the mgetif the antique (Roman) and the Germanic
heritage. Its economic base was the indisputaliNaterownership of land, the legally settled right
of the villeins to the villein holding, the villesh ownership of certain pieces of land (clearings,
vineyards), the legally guaranteed and clear-cptusgion of the lands used by the villeins and
those being the private properties of the landldhds made individuals (the villein families) inter
ested in the increase of the volume and the efffigieof production, in the modernisation and ex-
tension of the tools of production (clearings ofefts, planting of vineyards, increase of the
draught power etc.) and in the application of tbki@/ements of technical development. The vil-
lage communities ceased to exist in Western Eugojite soon, the “operational units” of agricul-
tural production were villein holdings. To the camy, in Eastern Europe the overwhelming ma-
jority of the “working class” was servants of earhedieval character, who did not have any right
to the land that they cultivated. The landlords treright to sell or expel their villeins or topse
rate them from the lands that they cultivated E&stern Europe, the system of the land community
(village community) as a taxation unit survived iutite 20" century, together with the common
and mutual responsibility of the members of théagik communities. This limited the “interests of
the individuals” considerably.

In Western Europe, the villeins’ class with privdand property was part of the complex feudal
society. The legally regulated system of feudaligeated a number of autonomies — for towns,
guilds, universities, counties, churches etc.

Hungary lived in the border region of these twowalepment types, in a region where Central
Europe was born in the middle of the second miiilemn



few cities). The agricultural workers and the haraftsmen wer¢he same
personsand could not be concentrated in certain settlésnéfithout sepa-
rate trading and handicrafts activities and theupetpn pursuing these ac-
tivities — i.e. without an urban bourgeois classo-elaborate division of la-
bour could be born in Hungary, and the lack of atiomous exchange of
goods did not allow the birth of real towns in Hangin the 101 centu-
ries, either. Only two towns were different frometisituation described
above:Esztergom and (Székes)Fehénas the royal, church and sacral cen-
tres of Hungary. Until the beginning of the™&entury, only Esztergom had
the staple rights in Hungarfsztergomwas the home of well-to-do (Wal-
lonian) merchants, and the royal mint and moneyhamge worked here as
well. In the 18 century it was already the most important marlketplin
Hungary, the centre of international trade (of lyxgoods) and a handicrafts
centre.

In such conditions it is meaningless to talk ahobian hierarchyand arurban
systemThere was hardly any connection amongadbxexistingcentral places, and
these relationships were not induced blgierarchically and functionally organ-
ised long-term division of labour, anyway.

In the late 12 and early 18 century, the conditions of settlement development
changed; thehances for the birth of “real” towns and cities reethere The most
important factors of these changes are as follows:

— The spread ofjoods productionthe acquisition of the innovations of the
European agricultural revolution in the™23" centuries doubled the yields.
In addition to the luxury goods, mass goods produmepeasants — cereals,
wine, fruits, fish, honey, livestock — were markktim fact, exported.

— The social divisionof labour resulting in the separation of thosesping
agricultural and handicrafts activities progressed.

— After theTartar invasion defencebecame of primary importance; in order to
achieve this, the king donated royal estates tontit#emen building for-
tresses, and city rights to the towns with increggopulation.

— In order to use the formerly scarcely inhabiteduninhabited mountainous
fringes of the Carpathian Basin for economic puegoshe king invited for-
eign, mostly German speaking settlers to Hungappdd Northern Hungary
and Transylvania (Saxons of the Szepesség and #ayeaeas). The mining
towns involved in noble metal extraction also reedi miners from Ger-

3 The Mongol Empire moved more and more west inl®th century and had an intensive attack on
the Kingdom of Hungary in 1241. The Tartars (ile Mongols) managed to conquer almost the
total territory of Hungary. In 1242, however, thiejt Hungary, leaving a serious destruction be-
hind them. The Tartar invasion set back the pojarand economy of Hungary by about a cen-
tury.
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many; the bigger part of the urban population i @arpathian Basin spoke
German in the Middle Ages. These privileged settlets also spread the
principle of self-governance and a practice of dgyed urban architecture in
Hungary.

— Although the Tartar invasion set back the poputaticrease of Hungary, the
population reached 2 million again around the 138@t4—-4.5 million by the
end of the 18 century. The average density of population of itifebited
territories rose to 15-16 persons per square kil@me

The demand to increase the financial resources thaddéng promote trade and
urbanisation. The king could to this by the donatid different privileges (urban
rank, staple right etc.). Pest received alreadyreethe Tartar invasion the so-
called Fehérvar urban rightS'he excellent geographical endowments of Pest (the
harbour of Pest was the best one along a largeoseat the Danube River; the
waterway of the Danube; the large number of roadsing to the harbour etc.)
could immediately be utilised parallel to the sprehgoods production; already in
the early 18 century, Ishmaelite merchants lived and held fairthe proximity of
the harbour. In 1218-1225, the population of thentevas increased by German
speaking hostesses (“guests”) engaged in industiytrade. Also in the 13cen-
tury, the following towns were given urban priviteeg NagyszombatTfnava,
SK]°, SelmecbanyaBanska Stiavnica, JKKésmark Kezmarok, SK Zagrab Za-
greb, HR, Zbélyom [Zvolen, SK Sopron, Nyitra Nitra, SK, Pozsony Bratislava,
SK], Gyér and EperjesRreSov, SK The rulers could take special aspects into con-
sideration when donating urban privileges — e.g.stnengthening of the defence of
the country, development of the economy in the &fynless intensively utilised
regions etc. —, the reason for the rise of the foimrthe urban network was in al-
most all cases attributable to geographical factos The urbanisation process in
the Carpathian Basin in the"™3.4" centuries was primarily built on wine produc-
tion and trade, miniffig(noble metal mining, salt mining) and even mordany-
distance trade. In the T4entury, the importance of guild handicraft became
portant in the urban life.

The number of settlements with the full range dfaur privileges was small in
the 13-14" centuries (especially in the present territoryHoingary). In the late

4 The Fehérvar urban rights of included the freeichof vicar, judge and jury, and the right of
jurisdiction — the so-called “jus gladii”, i.e. ‘thlaw of the sword” —, exemption from duties, right
of holding fairs and the right of free movement.

> A véarosok névirdsanal megtartottuk a korabeli vatalos — magyar elnevezéseket. A jelenleg
hasznalatos varosneveket zardjelben koziljok. Ridgdk: A = Ausztria, SCG = Szerbia és Mon-
tenegro, SLO = Szlovénia, SK = Szlovakia, RO = RomddA = Ukrajna.

® The noble metal mining of Hungary was of interoaél significance in the 215" centuries. In
the 13" century, the Hungarian gold production was onegienyear, silver production ten tons
(four-fifth and one quarter of the total Europeaaduction, respectively).
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Middle Ages these few towns were not enough toyocaut the goods exchange and
to manufacture the necessary commercial goods.rge laumber of settlements
with more or less urban functions and with limisetonomy appeared. These were
owned by landlords and featured only a part ofdbretemporary urban character-
istics (e.g. larger size, wall, limited agricultbiegctivities etc.). Their most impor-
tant urban functions were the tasks in relatiothmlocal market centréweekly
fairs, fairs, craftsmen producing tools for everydese etc.) and they were often
the centres of the estates of private landowndrasé settlements remained villein
communities in the legal sense; although they chios own judges, they only
were competent in affairs of lesser importance. Gitigens of these settlements
had villein duties; they could redeem themselvesfiforced labour or could do
their duties in cash, in one annual lump sum. Thestiements were country
towns, the so-calledppidums Their numbereached 800-900 by the™8entury,
but the major part of them remained villein comntiesi without any real urban
functions. There were some, on the other hand, &kosnomic importance com-
peted with those of the “civitas” (cities).

At the end of the Middle Ages, in the™8.6" centuries, some signs of the in-
tegration of the Hungarian settlements into an mnhbetwork were already visible.
Buda (and Pest) was the political and administeatigntre of the Carpathian Ba-
sin; three-quarters of the imported goods were dgitbtio Hungary by the mer-
chants of Buda, and the attraction of the city hedcthe population of the whole of
Transdanubia and the southern parts of Upper NortHengary. Some big cities,
such as Pozsongfatislava, SK Sopron, KassaqoSice, SKand BrassoBrasov,
RO were home to specialised handicrafts activitied anerchants dealing with
imported goods, and these cities were able to ekgaeir “attraction” on smaller
civitas and country towns, so the spread of thesidin of labour could be experi-
enced within the urban network.

2.2 The development of the urban network in 1529-88

The catching up process to the West remained leds&hd not only because of
the occupation by the Ottoman Empire but abovedaé to theregional rear-
rangemenbf the economy of Europe; the focal point of indias production and
world trade gradually shifted from North Italy (atlte Mediterranean region in
general) to the “Atlantic Europe”, i.e. the Netlaeds, the Rhine region, the
northwest regions of France, and later to Englartds macro-region played a
dominant role from the I5century in the appearance of early capitalisnovéiig
the birth of the early forms of the capitalist isthy (meanwhile the disintegration
of the feudal agricultural system accelerated, villeins became tenants or free
peasants). The character of international tradegdd too: while it had mostly
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mediated luxury goods before, from the"156" century the Atlantic ports and
commercial cities were home to the exchange of gaeds. The region imported
foods and raw materials (cereals, livestock, wiieh), wood for constructions,
wool etc.) and gave commercial goods in excharglg (extile goods, metal tools
etc.). The centre of the trade of the imperial gosluifted to the Atlantic coast, too.
The rapidly increasing demand of Western Europédods and raw materials (and
the noble metal flowing into Europe in large amasufmom the newly discovered
America) amounted to a “price revolution”: as autesf the increase of produc-
tivity and the growing supply, the price of the aoercial goods either did not rise
or only increased to a small extent, whereas tleepof the foods and raw materi-
als rapidly multiplied in the T6century. The large-scale movements of goods and
the fundamental transformation of the price ratidscertain goods had an ex-
tremely strong dynamising effect on the Europeamemy; large areas were in-
volved in mass (agricultural) goods production amgort, creating at the same
time a market for the commercial goods producetlVistern Europe. The new,
regular, large-scale and one-sided exchange ofggpsldich meant the import of
commercial goods and the export of raw materialClentral and Eastern Europe)
replacedbelatednessvith asymmetry Central and Eastern Europe became more
and more thgeripheryof the West and joined the international divisafHabour
as agricultural productionand commercial goods purchasinggion. The imbal-
ance of the relations existed despite the fact tiatdirect effects of the “price
revolution” were favourable for the Central Europegonomy, too; they were able
to buy more commercial goods for the same amouigatultural products, and
the market for these goods expanded. The changiog ratios made the commer-
cial goods of Western Europe cheap, creating angttompetition for the local
industrythat was unable to shift to mass production, tbeem, capitalising forms
of industry organisation. The production of theustly of the Central European
towns was more and more restricted for the locaketaonly, industry protected
itself from the intensifying competition within tHevalls” of the guilds, isolated
from the competitors; industry thus did not sput &ctuallyblockedcapitalist de-
velopment. Of course it was also due to the faat tie bourgeois class of Central
Europe was smaller and not so well-off in the M&l8lges; also, thgeographical
conditions— e.g. the distance of the trans-Atlantic routesere unfavourable for
this region. The landlords of Central Europe mask af the agricultural boom by
increasingfeudal duties expanding the lands in their own management (ngano
and increasing forced labour for the cultivationttodse lands. All these phenom-
ena — the re-strengthening of the feudal dependenthie limited possibilities of
becoming a free peasant, the decline of the citiesstop of the industrial devel-
opment etc. — finally resulted in tliversionof the socio-economic development
of Central Europé&om the western “way.”
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The processes described above are clearly vigibiéungary, too. All over the
Middle Ages, including the 5century, the Hungarian economy exported agri-
cultural goods and noble metals, and importedgelamount of commercial goods
into Hungary. This prevented the increase in thmbwer of the handicraftsmen and
actually blocked urban development. The Hungarigiescwere maintained by
foreign trade and agricultural production, and thmpulation stagnated already
during the 18 century. These processes even strengthened i6theentury, ex-
acerbated by th@éurkish conquerThe Kingdom of Hungary and the Ottoman Em-
pire made heavy wars against each other alreathein®' century, in the Balkan
peninsula at that time. During these fights thek§igradually occupied the Balkan
region and reached the southern borders of Hunigarthe end of the century.
Then they already had regular robbery attacks erHimgarian territories. In 1521
they occupied the strongest southern fortress ofgdty, Nandorfehérvar (the pre-
sent Beograd). In 1526 the Turks had a devastafictory over the Hungarian
military forces. In the following decades they coatgd the middle third of Hun-
gary and occupied the capital city, Buda as weflle Tvestern edge of Hungary
remained in Hungarian hands, but the feudal clasleested a Habsburg ruler. The
eastern third of Hungary, Transylvania became iacjpality in feudal dependence
on the Turkish Empire. The Turks were expellechatend of the I7century. The
socio-economic arrangement of the Ottoman Empiogveld in an even more char-
acteristic and more extreme way the “eastern” featuhan the Eastern part of
Europe did. The lack of private ownership of landda the Turkish society an
“Asian type” society.

The Turkish conquer resulted in a vast destruatibtne factors of production,
the settlements, the cultural landscape and thelatign. Thenumber of popula-
tion hardly changed between the early" t®ntury and the 1715-1720 censuses, it
was approximately 4 million people (according te firesent, probably a bit too
optimistic estimations). This means that it waslybnatural increase that was lost
in Hungary. The destruction of tleettlementsn the conquered areas and in the
direct vicinity of them was 50-96%.

The above-mentioned East-Central European featuees valid in the time of
the Ottoman conquer, too. The export of 70,000-@D)estock in the mid—16
century grew to 120,000-150,000 by the end of ttwy, its share from the
Hungarian export may have reached 80-90%. The impas almost exclusively
manufactured goods (textiles, especially felt, inttals etc.). These data demon-
strate the extreme version of the tendency desttieore: the raw material sup-
plying and manufactured goods importing role thangary had on the “periph-
ery” of Europe. This makes the development of thmdérian towns understand-
able; they were restricted to the internal markied¢ were threatened by the com-
petition of the foreign goods in the 6entury.
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Theroyal Hungaryand Transylvaniabecame peripheries from several aspects:
the peripheries of not only Europe but also of tadsburg and the Ottoman Em-
pire. The most striking feature of this situatioasathe decline of the urban devel-
opment, the preservation of the medieval conditid®kie have already mentioned
that almost no manufactured goods were exported fiangary; the industry of
the Hungarian towns did not produce any goodswulesie marketable abroad. The
industry of the towns was limited to and mostly garoed for a poor market. The
number of handicraftsmen did not increase and theiperty was rather modest.
The character of the economy of the towns is wethdnstrated by the fact that the
most important item of the urban revenues was tbétgrom the wine sold in the
pubs; even in the relatively developed Sopronached 25-26%. The decreasing
economic resources of the towns, the lack of rg¢si@te) support, the strengthen-
ing of the strongholds of feudalism led to a sesidecline of urbanisation. This
was reflected by thestagnation of the number of urban populati¢Bartfa
[Bardejov, SKhad approximately one thousand, Kagsasice, SKand Eperjes
[PreSov, SKsome two and a half thousand inhabitants in #f& century — and
these were all towns with long urban traditiong)the efforts of the urban citizens
to acquire the noblemen statasd the resignation by the urban bourgeois to this
situation that was actually worse than the mediegalditions. The main effort of
the bourgeois and the guilds was to defend theindo privileges. The towns im-
poverishedthe urban (bourgeois) capital that could have baeoumulated by the
agricultural boom was losfThe development of the royal Hungary and Traresylv
nia thus fell back to medieval conditions; the urltwork consisted of munici-
palities with small population, living from consetwe guild industry and often
from agriculture; these municipalities more and enoftenonly hadlocal market
centre functions. The towns and the wholesale merchaatareclients of the
Western (in fact, Central) European partners. Tis@amu system of the Carpathian
Basin made a step backwards as regards urban kétgiotoo. Buda was not more
than a Turkish administrative and military centaeborder fortress, leaving the
Carpathian Basin without a clear urban centre donal importance; the larger
towns of the royal Hungary had some “regional” fims as the seats of civil and
military administration, maybe as fortresses (Poys{Bratislava, SK Gyor,
Kassa KoSice, SK In the Southern Regior the Szerémség, the Temeskoz, Bod-
rog and Bacs counties — urban life almost completelased to exist. Iiran-
sylvania urban functions were divided: Gyulafehérj&iba lulia, RQ was the
centre of the state life, Kolozsvatlj-Napoca, RQfunctioned as the economic

" The guilds e.g. prevented any industrial actigityany attempt of industry organisation outside the
frameworks of the guilds (this is why the initias/to establish manufactures were limited to the
royal domains or the landlords’ estates). The urbiimens made the national assembly legally
prohibit the settling down of Jews in the free ldpavns.
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and cultural centre of the Hungarian populationjlevBrass6 Brasov, RQ and
Nagyszebengibiu, RQ were the urban settlements of the Saxon “szgkeats).

The conditions of the Turkish conquer, the peripheharacter, the agricultural
production and above all the increasing importaoteattle farming led to the
birth of a very peculiar settlement system, witlque features, in th&reat Hun-
garian Plain It is reasonable to talk about a spetileat Plain way” in social-,
economic- and settlement development. The essdribésas that the Great Hun-
garian Plain had been a superficially feudalisagiore since the foundation of the
Hungarian state, soon getting rid of feudalism. Breat Hungarian Plain was
characterised by a peasant-bourgeois developnierdsealways within peripheral
conditions; this was the basis of a special duakatter of this large region, the
constant lagging of the economy behind social dgraknt. In the Central Euro-
pean conditions this path of development did nad e an autochtonuos bourgeois
development, nevertheless it contained some “mastern” elements of social
development until the middle or late™8entury compared to the other parts of
Hungary, characterised by the Central Europeanlolevent model (villeins with
the right of free movement, self-governments, pespthurch, looser feudal de-
pendency). The most characteristic products and thde implementers of the
“Great Plain way” were theountry towns in the Great Hungarian Plaifiheir
origin and legal status were similar to the soexhlbppidums in the other parts of
Hungary, but their “diversion” had already starteafore the Turkish occupation
(the dominance of agricultural character and comsetly large outer areas be-
longing to the towns). In the time of the Turkistcopation, several of these spe-
cial features strengthened. Tlegal statusof these towns was favourable: after the
landlords and the county administration fled, theieryday life was free from the
presence of the feudal power. On the other hamil, gnimary economic activity,
the extensive livestock farming was pursuedammunity framework commonly
used or leased pastures, common flocks or herdg gl of the pasture regulated
by the country town —, and the landlords could angnage their country towns as
communities This resulted in a much biggautonomyof the Great Plain towns
than their counterparts in Transdanubia or Upperthdéon Hungary enjoyed. In
order to keep their large numbers of livestockytheught or leased the territories
of the villages destroyed by the war damages, amndged large territories to use.
These large territories belonging to the countwn® (Debrecen e.g. had 170,000
“hold” of land, equal to approximately 240,000 Eshlacres), even on the basis of
agricultural production, creatddrge concentrations of population those times
(Debrecen had 15,000 inhabitants in th& &&ntury, while the number of popula-
tion in Kecskemét, Cegléd, Nagiys and (Hodme®Vasarhely was about 5,000
each), where urban functions (handicraftsmen, nagrtsh schools, pharmacies,
physicians and officers with legal education etetfled down.
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2.3 Urban development between the expelling of thieurks and the
bourgeois revolution (1684—-1848)

During the long decades of the Turkish occupatibaposition of Hungary com-
pared to the large European regions, i.e. the gétipal situation of the country
hardly changed. Hungary remained to bpeaipheryof Europe, where “belated-
ness” turned into beingifferent Central European featurebecame more and
more marked. This “relation” was mediated to Huggatore and more by the
Habsburg Empire, and this empire itself was a 8lpicCentral European state
formation. The structure of the Hungarian exporarged in the I8 century: it
was still mainly agricultural products that Hungaported, but the share of live-
stock decreased (to 30-33% by the end of the ggntuhereas the share of wool
export and from the turn of the 1819" century, the export of cereals increased.
The wine production of Hungary struggled with maneblems.

The 18 century was theentury of reconstructioriThe most striking element
of this was thae-populationof the territories depopulated or suffering a gapu
tion loss during the Turkish occupation. This rgplation was partly organised —
settlers arrived at Hungary from abroad, espectalyGerman speaking territory —
, partly a spontaneous migration started from tloeendensely populated fringes
and from beyond the state border, especially from Balkans, to the scarcely
populated regions. As a result of these procesisesumber of population doubled
by the end of the #Bcentury, the population density approached theréigf 30
persons per square kilometre, but the share oHtigarian speaking population
dropped to 42% by the beginning of thé"t@ntury.

Thereconstruction of the settlement netwankant the restoration of the condi-
tions before the Turkish occupation — more pregjdatfore the spatial rearrange-
ment of the European economy —, the quantitatieevtir took place within these
frameworks. As the economies and the settlememtanks of Western Europe and
even more so of the fortunate Central Europearonsghad basically transformed
and modernised over the centuries, the simple sdagrtion of the Hungarian
settlement network was actuallyeturn to the conditions of the 516" century.

Urban development was “between the devil and the sea”: the unfavourable
geopolitical location, on the one hand, and thengfthening of the strongholds of
feudalism, on the other. In the last third of tt8¥ tentury, in some places modern
— capitalist? — urban development factors couldséen, for a long time “indi-
rectly”, connected to tracfe.

8 sandor Gyimesi, a Hungarian urban historian wrtte:the consequences of the birth of capital-
ism reached the Central-Eastern European regiongabg for the first time, before the capitalist
transformation of the industry and in general thedpction of these areas made a significant pro-
gress. The urban network shaping effect of capitakhis way preceded the unfurling of capitalist
production to some extent...Gfyimesi,1975).

17



The “urban developing” trade still meant for Hung#ne purchase, transport,
collection and export of agricultural products, tivestock were more and more
replaced by the more transport-intensive cereatsvemol. The profit of cereals
production and trade first reached the towns oflLittéee Hungarian Plain, close to
the markets Tata, Magyarovar, Moson, Keszthely and Papdater the towns
along the Danubian waterwaltomarom[Komarno, SK Gyr, Vac, Szentendre
and EsztergoniParkany $tirovo, SK The demand for the cereals produced in the
Great Hungarian Plain increased in the lat® a3 early 18 centuries, induced by
the boom of the wars of Napoleon. This is the twmmenDunafoldvar, Paks, Baja,
Apatin[Apatin, SCG andUjvidék[Novi Sad, SClebecame cereals trading towns;
the Ferenc[Francig Canalconnecting the Danube with the Tisza River, opéned
1802, promoted the traffic oforokbecse[Novi Be‘ej, SCG, Szeged, Zombor
[Sombor, SCR Zenta[Senta, SCRand Arad [Arad, RQ. With the canalisation of
the Béga RiverTemesvafTimisoara, RQ gained a navigable waterway. Until the
construction of the railway system, the towns oa lilanks of the Danube River
and its navigable tributaries were favoured by @lsrerade.

From the late 18 century, administrative and cultural functionsrteta to play
an increasingly important role in urban developmdtie seats of the administra-
tive units of Hungary with considerable autononmg so-called noblemen’s coun-
ties’ gained more and more immobile institutions (coumayl home to the county
administration, county archives, savings bank,qgoristc.), and the number of sec-
ondary schools multiplied. At the same time, Hugdaad no single administrative
and cultural centre; some government offices ardrtlyal court operated in Vi-
enna; the Hungarian Parliament held its sessiof®#sony Bratislava, SK the
only university of Hungary operated in a countrgsigmall town, Nagyszombat
[Trnava, SK until 1776, while the clerical centre in anotlemnall town, Eszter-
gom. Only in the late #8century were the most important state administati
functions moved to Pest or Buda, the later uniadns that rose to a capital city
status. In the early ¥century, the three cities of Pest, Buda and Obuddmin-
istratively separate from each other — were tharckconomic, intellectual and
administrative centre of Hungary (the universityeatly worked here, as did the
supreme court, the council of the governor-gene@akying out a part of the gov-
ernmental tasks, later the national museum, theltrary, academy of sciences
etc. also operated here). The population of theethrities exceeded 100,000
around 1830. The studies on the urban network ofgdty in the early 1®century
talk about the differentiation of the urban systalnover the country. Only Pest-

® Hungary’s territory — including Transylvania ando@fia — was divided into 63 noblemen’s coun-

ties before 1848. In addition, several so-calledlilpged territories existed, together the so-ahlle
Frontier Guard Zone along the southern borderswfddry, with a territory equal to several coun-
ties, administered directly from Vienna. The fregal towns were exempt from the administration
of the counties, too.
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Buda had a real spatial organising influence, &edcatchment area of the bigger
fairs had a considerable “radius”, but these evenlg elevated the respective city
from their “everyday” insignificance for a few daysly. Nevertheless the trade of
crops built out stable spatial relations (procunentstricts, “client towns”, sales-
men, competitors etc.).

In the first third of the 19 century, the town with the biggest number of popu-
lation was Debrecen, although this town was comsiiey many — unjustly, actu-
ally — as a village that had grown big; Buda ha@30 and Pest 22,000 inhabitants
(Table 1).

Table 1
Hungarian towns with the biggest population in 1825
Name of town Number of population
1. Debrecen* 45,375
2. Pozsony [Bratislava, SK] 37,180
3. Szabadka* [Subotica, SCG] 34,924
4. Kecskemét* 34,080
5. Buda 30,001
6. H6dmesdvasarhely* 26,166
7. Miskolc 22,910
8. Pest 22,198
9. Ujvidék* [Novi Sad, SCG] 20,231
10. Székesfehérvar 20,069
11. Eger 17,782
12. Zombor* [Sombor, SCG] 17,534
13. Mako6* 17,148
14. Selmecbhanya [Banska Stiavnica, SK] 17,028
15. Nagyvarad [Oradea, RQO] 16,155
16. Jaszberény* 15,529

*Country towns in the Great Hungarian Plain.
Source:Magyarorszag torténete [History of Hungary] 179844
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3 Conditions of urban development in the age of cajalism
(until 1914)

3.1 Political, international and general economicanditions of urban
development in the age of the Dual Monarchy

The so-called April Laws of the bourgeois revolatio 1848 eliminated the legal
and economic frameworks of the feudal system ingdmyn The acts aiming at
bourgeois transformation remained in force aftee tfall of the war of
independence in 1849, in the consequent periotswlatism (1849-1867).

The fundamental transformation of the social andipal system created brand
new conditions for settlement development. The rimapbrtant direct and indirect
effects of the changing conditions included théofeing:

— Thelegal positions of the settlements inherited frown feudal era ceased to
exist the subordination to the landlord was gone, drel dhance for the
creation ofmunicipal autonomywvas there. (However, the establishment of
the civil public administration and of the adequatenicipal statuses only
took place in the 1870s, after the Compromise.)

— The elimination of the feudal restrictions of theosomy (e.g. the feudal
ownership systems, the lack of municipal autonoimgustrial development
limited by the guilds [the restriction of “indudtiliberty”], the lack of the
legal conditions of the capitalist economy etcéated the conditions of free
competition for the development of the economyluding the development
of its regional structure. As a consequence of, ttiiee competition” be-
came a dominant factor in settlement developmeniyedl.

— The capitalising economy created new settlementeldpment factors,
including manufacturing industry, the institutioofcivil public administra-
tion, railway junctions etc.

— The liberation of the villeins allowefteer migration

— Simultaneously with the changing conditions comifigm the social
transformation, the achievement of the industrial gechnological “revolu-
tion” had their effect, too, e.g. theodernisation of transportatiofrailway,
steamships, suburban and urban public transpaty, possibilities of tele-
communication (telegraph, in the second half of tperiod telephone),
manufacturing industry that could be concentratadsteam engines (and
later electricity) etc.

The “hereditary provinces” of the Austro—Hungari2ual Monarchy created by
the Compromisen 1867, and Hungary were legally only bound by frerson of
the king. The re-gaining of state sovereignty bidugbout new settlement
development factors, e.g. the need to createrdre for political life the urban
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developing effects of the institutional system afiadependent state (this effect
was palpable in Budapest predominantly, too), thence to create andependent
economic policyetc.

The imperial economic policgonsidered the interests of Vienna before 1867.
The customs regulation enacted in 1851 eliminatgstoms borders within the
Empire; the single customs area had some favourdbbets on the Hungarian
economy — e.g. secured the markets of the Mondmttyre Hungarian agricultural
export, instead of the overseas agricultural prtsdae but the Hungarian industry
(not protected by customs) had to face the hardigtdble competition of the
manufacturing industry of Austria and Bohemia (Whiwere more developed,
anyway)™

After the Compromise, Hungary had the possibilitfdrmulate arindependent
economic policyThe independent Hungarian state — in spite a§yng a liberal
politics all the time in the last third of the™8entury — took an active and com-
plex role in building out the capitalist economy. the beginning the state sup-
portedinfrastructure developmentwith large investment needs and slow turnover,
by interest rate guarantees and credits. The mgsbriant activities of the Hun-
garian state included

— support of the promotion of theapital cityto become a modern metropolis.
This also met the political objectives of the Huraga politics that wished to
developBudapests the co-centre of the Monarchy, increasing taight of
Hungary within the Empire;

— the support of theailway constructiondy providing interest rate guarantees,
buying out of railway companies gone bankrupt, #mel foundation and
development of a state-owned railway company. Tuppart of the railway
was part of the economic development policy andri@ementation of the
wider political and economic policy objectives (ieasing the weight of
Budapest again, acquisition of an “own” sea portigating a connection to
Fiume — the present Rijeka — and developing theqddfiume etc.);

— the provision of credit for flood protection works order to support one of
the largest Hungarian enterprises of the secorfdohahe 19" century, the
anti-flood and river regulation works

— contribution to the establishment of the Hungageedit system.

10 According to the Hungarian economic history, “..e thconomic unification implemented within
the absolutist conditions resulted in the fact ttet Trans-Lajta River arease( the Austrian,
Czech and Moravian provinces — remark by the au)has more developed capitalist partners
could not only support and make profit from theaduction of the capitalist production of the less
developed ‘Hungarian provinces’, but actually walso able to monopolise the capitalist devel-
opment of Hungary.”
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At the end of the 1870s — as an effect of the ‘gexmnomic depression”
starting in 1873 — in many European countries ecoadiberalism was heavily
criticised and protectionist actions by the statese urged, including direct sup-
port for the industry and protective tariffs. Nethedess the official Hungarian
economic policy remained liberal all the time, aligh it directly supported indus-
trial developments after 1881 by tax allowancesl after 1880 the agricultural
sector was entitled for support, too (e.g. cretbtsplanting vineyards after the
phyloxera epidemic, establishment of feature faamd experimental stations etc.).
At the turn of the century even the agriculturetted mountainous regions strug-
gling with agricultural crisis (Northeast Hungar§zékely Land etc.) was sup-
ported.

The social judgement of modern urbanisation waseratnambiguous in Hun-
gary in the age of the DualisthThe main target of the anti-urban journalism was
Budapest? Even more harmful than the “mere” antipathy fag thungarian urban
development was the fact that the anti-urban dtitbecame part of the official
ideology, and although it could not really prev&udapest from developing and
growing — to the “world outside” Budapest remairerkpresentative of the whole
country —, it led to the subordination of the iet&s of industrial development and
urban development to the interests of agriculture.

Theinternational conditiondor the modernisation and growth of the Hungar-
ian economy and for the birth of its capitalistnfiowere favourable after 1848.
Simultaneously to the establishment of the sodaidl lagal conditions for the shift
to the capitalist economy, a world-witdeomstarted around 1850. The growth of
production and the volume of trade, spurred byinkdestrial revolution, exceeded
the growth of the population. In the developed d¢oes of the world, significant
capital surpluses had been accumulated by the &#8dsentury, and the capital
export of these countries rapidly increased. Hungawhere the bottleneck of
economic development had been the lack of capitehdy in the feudal times —
received some 2 billion Hungarian Forints of thapital in 1867-1890. In the
years following the Compromise, some 60% of allestments, in the three dec-

1 The most significant Hungarian poet and publioisthe early 28 century, Endre Ady wrote: “In
this country towns have never been cherished. Neagithere been such malevolence, on the other
hand, against them...”

12 The following lines were published in a scientifi) work (in between the two world wars,
though): “Everything that was nice and expensive sf@ent on our favourite oniee| Budapest —
the author and our ambitions did not go beyond the outffie ornaments, as if we had been vain
parvenus. Nobody thought of what the role of thg, ¢he capital city was for the sake of the whole
nation... an autotelic urbanisation and city maniasessed the nation, and the Hungarians, as if
mesmerised, gave all their treasures to Budapessasrifice on the altar of the adored city... The
nation did not mind if Budapest was the natural $osing of the Hungarian nation or a foreign
Moloch.” (Martonffy, K.1938).
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ades after the Compromise approximately half ofrthafter the run of the century
a quarter of them came from capital import.

A part of the economic boom was theom of agricultureindustrial develop-
ment that peaked in England and unfurled in Wedkemope further increased the
need for food and agricultural raw materials. Tihisreased the competitiveness
and supported the modernisation of the regions gotid agricultural endowments
— above all the Little Hungarian Plain and the Grangarian Plain.

The years following the Compromise were the peathefboom of the world
economy, and in the favourable political climateeay intensiveinvestment fever
took place in Hungary. From 1867 to 1973, 4 thodsaiometres (!) of railway
lines were installed, more than five hundred nesditrinstitutes and 170 industrial
joint stock companies were founded; approximaté€l® ®nillion Forints were in-
vested in the Hungarian economy. In these yeaf%, d0the national income was
spent on investments (the biggest part on railw@ystuctions). This extremely
dynamic “Grinderzeit” was shorter than a decadeélimgary; in 1873 an eco-
nomic crisis, so serious as never experiencedanmbrld before, broke out and a
depression lasting for a decade and a half starteldingary too. The effects of this
depression were alleviated by the fact that theasehfor agricultural products
remained the same in the protected market of theavtiy. From the 1880s an-
other boom started; the last decade of tH& dentury was the best decade of the
economy in the Dualist era.

3.2 The economic structure of Hungary: the modernition
of agriculture, industry and transport

The development of the agricultural boom also hatbminant influence on the
development of the settlement network, at least 4800, the turn of the century.
The economic (and settlement) development in theliBtuera took place in an
agricultural countryall the time, themost important source of internal capital ac-
cumulation was still agriculture and the trade afrigultural products The focal
point of the economic development in Hungary in $keond half of the f9cen-
tury — despite the spectacular development of rgionindustry — was the capital-
ist transformation and the technical, agro-tecHnmeadernisation of agriculture:
the buyout, trade and transport of agriculturaldpiis (the main motivation of
railway construction was the agro-business), tipeacessing (mill-, spirits and
sugar industry etc.) and export, the constructiboredit and insurance institutes
serving agricultural production etc. These factaere also the most important
resources of urban development.
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The share of agricultural earnergxceeded 75% in 1870 and was still above
60% before World War (Table 2).As regards theegional disparitiesof the em-
ployment structure, the differences between urlvghraral settlements were typi-
cal, and disparities among the regions of Hungasg kignificant; only the above
80% agricultural employment in continuous area<inatia, Transylvania and
Northeast Hungarare worth mentioning, together with the birth dfistrict in the
centre ofUpper Northern HungaryZélyom, Liptdé, Gomér and Kishont, Borsod
counties, i.e. th&zepességvhere the so-called industrial population (engaige
mining, industry, trade and transportation) reach@$%—50% share in employment
in contiguous areas, induced by the good endown@ntining and heavy indus-
try and the small-scale and itinerant industryhia aireas with poor conditions for
agriculture. A smaller “industrial and trading” ttist appeared by the turn of the
century around Budapest, in ti®orog and Tatabanya mining regipthe area
betweenPozsonyBratislava, SK—Kdszeg—Soproand the state border and also in
the mining and metallurgy districts #frasso-Szorényand Hunyad countiegsee
Figure 1-J. The dominant part of Hungary was nevertheledisast undisturbed
agricultural regionat the turn of the century.

Table 2
Employment structure in Hungary, 1870-1910

Employment category 1870 1890 1910

number % number % number %

of earners of earners of earners

(thousand (thousand (thousand

persons)
Agriculture 5,002 75.9 4,499 67.4 4,656 60.1
Mining and industry 657 10.0 862 12.9 1,418 18.3
Trade and transport 126 1.9 242 3.6 467 6.0
Day labourers 177 2.7 289 4.3 203 2.6
Other earners 633 9.5 780 11.8 1,006 13.0
Total 6,595 100.0 6,672 100.0 7,751 100.0

Source:Magyarorszag torténete [History of Hungary] 18483;81890-1918.

The relationship of agriculture and the settlensgtstem was also influenced by
the fact that after the liberation of the villeisthe 1860s the peasants’ farms only
made 45-46% of the total of cultivated lands, drrhajority of the agricultural
earners had a little holding, were day labourergaon servants. The unfavourable
breakdown of the agricultural lands resulted in @eseumulation of “poverty” in
the villages— because manufacturing industry could not abdwsbe who did not
find employment in agriculture —, the limited puasing power of the “country
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Figure 1
Industrial regions and centres in 1910
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Figure 2
Industrial employees in settlements with more @M employees, 1910
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side”, thelimited use of urban goodshe slow bourgeois developmeat the
peasants in many regions of Hungary, the slow nmskgion of agricultural
production, and then the large-scalaigrationfrom the agricultural regions with
less favourable endowments.

On the other hand, thagricultural boomcreated a favourable situation not only
for the medium sized and large and estates butt@lpeasants’ farms in thettle
Hungarian Plain the Transdanubian areas on the fringes of the Littlengtarian
Plain, in the Mezféld, South Baranya, the Bacska, the Banat regiomseveral
meso-regions of th&reat Hungarian Plairand aroundBudapestNevertheless the
general situation of agriculture became worse aos&by the end of the century,
due to the competition of the overseas goods; adthahe markets of the Monar-
chy were kept in order to protect the common tami#a, the prices of the agricul-
tural products decreased.

In the urbanisation of the Dualist era in Hungangustry played a special, in-
termediate role. While formerly handicrafts hadwsbd a strong concentration of
production — apart from a few activities closellated to agriculture — and directly
joined trading activities (selling goods on the keas), thus fulfilled mostly urban
functions, by the end of the century mass prodactias more and more taken
over by manufacturing industry, whose system oéiti@hs did not consider the
frameworks of the market districts. Thus the cotinachetween industry and ur-
banisation, and even more so between industri@isatnd urban hierarchy, be-
came looser. On the other hand, manufacturing ingdusas able to creatgopula-
tion concentrationson the basis of which urbanisation and modermgeatiould
enter a new phase. The general conditions for #veldpment of manufacturing
industry were created by the 1880s (state suppoiintiustry, presence of capital
willing to invest in manufacturing industry etclhdustrialisation accelerated in
Hungary around the turn of the™nd 28' century: while the number of industrial
earners increased by 31.2% from 1870 to 1890, theith was already 64.5%
from 1890 to 1910. The different motivations anaditions for the choice of lo-
cation of the industry had different effects on seétlement (urban) development.

When industry located in already existing towns, ltical capital participated in
business foundation and the new plant could relyooal resources, too (trained
labour force, consumer market, good transport iocadtc.) —, industrialisation and
urbanisation could be closely related (populaticowgh, increase of capital, infra-
structure development etc). However, the locatibrindustry in this form was
significant only in a few towns of Hungary at ther of the century. Only the
manufacturing industry oBudapestwas significant at an international level (the
companies employing more than 20 people had a ofté8 and a half thousand
employees in 1900), the capital city was followedtlie rank of manufacturing
industry byPozsonyBratislava, SKwith its 5,800 employees, whereas the larger
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plants ofFiume [Rijeka, HR, TemesvafTimisoara, RQ, Pécs and AradArad,
RO employed some 3,000-4,000 workers each.

At the same time, as we have already mentioned,acwhiron ore mining and
the “concomitant” metallurgy and metal industryaleed a considerable concen-
tration in several regions of Hungary (the numbleeraployees in manufacturing
industry was 6,418 in Salgotarjan, 4,940 in Didsgy2,155 in Ozd, 4,000 in
Stajerlakanina4nina, RQ and 3,900 in ResicabanyRésira, RQ. The population
concentrations “deposited” around mining and industeached population
numbers comparable to those of the towns (in 192380746 people lived in Sal-
gotarjan, 17,834 in ResicabanyRefira, RQ, 17,202 in Didsgr, 12,193 is
Petrozsény Retrogseni, RQ, and over 10,000 in the territory of the later-Ta
tabanya). The traditional mining towns, on the ottend, gradually lost their im-
portance, due to the decline of noble metal extrach the first place.

The interrelation of railway and prosperity, railwand modernisation, railway
and urban development was evident in the time @xhalism.

Railway — including its construction, maintenanoe ghe services it offered —
was the glue of the economy in Hungary: the netvadrihe railway lines created
the single national market, it promoted investmectsinected vast areas into agri-
cultural goods production, allowed a cheaper andenpoofitable export; also, it
had huge demands for iron and steel productionnaechanical engineering. The
large state mining sites and metallurgy centre®g®pr, Krass6—Szoérény indus-
trial zone) mostly produced for the railway compniln the time of the Dualism,
tens of thousands worked at the railway constrostioailway spread a work cul-
ture, technical civilisation and was even a refeeeof exact time. It tore apart the
boundaries of the closed regions and integratetbtia societies into bigger units.

In Hungary the firstailway line was opened in 1846 (between Pest and VAc).
Until 1848, only 178 kilometres of railway was luih the current territory of
Hungary, but only half a century later the totaidth of the Hungarian railway
network almost reached 22,000 kilometres. In theetbetween the war of inde-
pendence and the breakout of World War |, the rdgsamically developing sec-
tor was infrastructure in Hungary, within then nigimail constructions. There
were times when thannual growth of the railway network exceeded five hunidre
kilometres. Railway constructions “absorbed” thggdaist part of the investments:
between the Compromise and 1900, railway constmstabsorbed eleven times
more investments than manufacturing industry (campanvestments and six
times more than the capital spent on the constmstin Budapest.

Until the Compromise Hungary could not have indejeen railway policy con-
cepts. The Austrian political and the Austrian—Harmign economic interests urged
the connection of/iennaandPestbudacreating this way a connection of the Great
Hungarian Plain and the Austrian markets. The ejlaonnection between Vienna
and Pest was constructed as soon as in 1850, ahd &850s the railway reached
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the most important towns of the Great HungariainPBzeged in 1854, Temesvar
[Timisoara, RQ and Debrecen in 1857, Argdrad, RQ and NagyvaradQradea,
RQ in 1858 and Miskolc (via Debrecen and Nyiregyh&rd859). In 1860 the
direct link between the Great Hungarian Plain dreddea was created by the con-
struction of theBuda—Székesfehérvar—-Nagykanizsa—Triéige Until the Com-
promise, the Miskolc line was extended to KadsaS[ce, SK and theWiener
Neustadt—Sopron—-Szombathely—Nagykanizslvay track was constructed too.
No railway connection was built fbransylvania and Croatia—Slavoniavas only
accessible via Austria. Also, the railway only @®ed the state borders to Austria.
No direct link was established Fiume[Rijeka, HR (Figure 3—4)

The independent Hungariamilway policy after the Compromise wanted to
make Budapestthe centre of the Hungarian railway network; igged the estab-
lishment of the line té-iume[Rijeka, HR, the Balkans and GaliciaBy 1890, the
majority of the principal railway lines were buithen the construction of the side-
lines was given a priority; railway became the miogtortant tool of thanobility
of the population.

It is absolutely clear that theonstructed railway network promoted urban de-
velopment in the Dualisnthe position reached in the railway network atfecthe
development chances of the respective towns aie$.cilowever, this relationship
is not automatic by far. The “railway” mostly reim€ed the already existing ten-
dencies of the development of the settlement nétwiot only “railway” built
towns (this was not frequent) but the towns alsitt bailway for themselves; usu-
ally a railway that met the criteria coming fronethfunctions. It is evident that the
urbanisation of e.gSzombathely, Nyiregyhdza, Kaposvar, Szolnok, BsMémc
Temesvar[Timisoara, RQ, Arad [Arad, RQ, Zsolna[Zilina, SK, Ersekujvar
[Nové Zzadmky, SKandZ6lyom[Zvolen, SKor among the smaller towns, Barcs,
Celldomdlk, Dombovar, Szerencs, PlUspokladany, Maliés, Hatvanand Ruttka
[Vratky, SK was effectively supported by the railway. On thieeothand, a factor
contributing to the stagnation and the declinehefgeneral and economic positions
of Veszprém, Esztergomgézeg, Kalocsa, Eger, Gyongyos, Szekseédin the
capitalist era was their disadvantageous trandpoation, the fact that they were
situated along side-lines with less traffic. Thelaria induced by the construction
of the railway lines was often replaced by compkiabout the mass influx of
goods produced in Budapest or abroad, creatingpagstompetition for the local
handicrafts or smaller manufacturing plants. To $uap, the effect of the railway
on the respective settlements can only be defihedei examine the economic
weights and character of the respective settlentegether with their social fabric,
interest representation capacities and other fomstifocusing on the interrelations
of all these factors.
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Figure 3
Railway network in Hungary, 1867

Keys:1 — Border of the country; 2 — Navigable river onala3 — Railway line.
Source:Kovacs, E. (chief ed.) 1987.

3.3 The role of public administration in urban devédopment
in the age of the Dual Monarchy

Following the establishment of the civil public adrmtration, in the 1870s the
settlement (urban) development rolepoblic administrationncreased. The Com-
promise eliminated the legal separatiomodnsylvania Croatia—Slavoniawith its
43,000 kn territory remained the country of the “Hungariaro@n” with some
limited autonomy, with Zagratzpgreb, HR as its seat. The civil public admini-
stration brought an end to the administrative caxip} of the feudal timegneso-
level public administrationvas carried out by theounties On the basis of single
principles, the division of the counties into dists became general; the district
seats became important centres of the operatistaté administration (public ad-
ministration, financial administration, jurisdicticetc.).Above the county level no
higher orderadministrative units, districts or regions wereganised despite the
fact that a large number of state administrativd amisdiction institutions and
many economic organisations operated within suaméworks (e.g. royal courts
of appeal, public prosecutors’ offices, gendarnsdridis, public education direc-
torates, post office directorates, public notargrabers etc.).
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Figure 4
Railway network in Hungary according to the owndi®]14
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At the time of the Compromise, 888 settlements foaech rank, of which 81
were free royal towns, 88 corporate towns and @@ér country towns; the major-
ity of them did not haveirrban functions Following the Compromise, two legal
categories of the towns were created: the autberitf thetowns with municipal
rights were similar to those of the counties (these toweee not parts of the sur-
rounding counties), and the autonomy of toeporate townsapproached that of
the municipal towns, too. The number of settlemevith town rank significantly
decreased, 131 towns kept their rank, of which @idybecame municipal towns.
Only one town, Miskolc achieved municipal rank uktiorld War I, but the num-
ber of corporate towns rapidly grew around the tofrthe century (R6zsahegy
[Ruzomberok, SK Szekszard, Zsoln§Zilina, SK, Fogaras Fdagaras, RQ and
Ujpest). This way the set skttlements with town rardnd thosevith urban func-
tions approached each other, nevertheless considerabimadies continued to
exist (e.g. Balassagyarmat, Békéscsaba, Keszthaiacs, Kalocsa etc., with a
large population at that time and with significamban functions — these settle-
ments remained villages in legal sense, whereas there several corporate towns
that had negligible urban functions).

The choice of the seats of civil public administatpromoted urban develop-
ment both in a direct and indirect way:

— The acquisition of the administrative seat ranlaiged the location of a num-
ber of institutions with “urban” functions— vice governors and district ad-
ministrators’ offices, tax offices, courts, landjisry offices, finance guards,
gendarmerie and police, state architects’ offisasjtary offices, public edu-
cation directorates and so forth —, which resultethe settling down and
emerging of a civil servant layer. This layer hatbasiderable effect on their
place of residence by their consumption, needsrast representation ca-
pacities and constructions.

— The settling down of the offices promoted the appeee of a large number
of other institutions with central functions (schodaily press, hospital,
lawyers etc.).

— The attraction of the public offices and the otimstitutions in their halo cre-
ated a hinterland for the commercial, financial @edvice functions of the
administrative seats.

The development of the administrative seats oforegiwvith “urban deficiency”
was especially striking (Kaposvar, Szombathely,rélyyhaza, Szolnok, Marama-
rossziget fighetu Marmaei, RQ, BeregszaszHerehove, UA Fogaras [fagaras,
RQ etc.). The seats of public administration creapecific centres in the regions
with no towns: towns at a high level of hierarcloynpared to their population and
economic weight (with hardly any “auxiliary” urbamarks), such as e.glsékubin
[Dolny Kubin, SK LiptoszentmiklogLiptovsky MikulaS, SK Turdcszentmarton
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[Martin, SK, AranyosmarofZlatné Moravce, SK Csikszered@Miercurea-Ciuc,
RQ, Ipolysag[Sahy, SKandNagys#lds [Vinohradiv, U. Especially in the lowest
terrain of urbanisation, administrative seat fumtsi were very important for the
development of the settlements. Without distriett sank it was extremely difficult
for the small local market centres to reach thegthold of the urban quality.

In addition to the institutions of public admingtion, in the modernisation of
the Dualist era a number of economic, cultural sevice institutions with urban
functions were born. These institutions supportedanisation, increased the
weight and variety of urban functions, promoted kierarchic breakdown, and
they also shaped the hinterlands of the townshésd towns — even in the less
important district seats —, banks, bank outletgings banks and insurance compa-
nies settled down — their headquarters built inkigger towns even affected city-
scape and made their presence unmistakeable. poitary markets were more
and more often replaced by constant shops, initlgebtowns very much special-
ised shops, also having a spectacular influencéhencityscape. Following the
birth of the national market, the outlets, retailand agents of the faraway facto-
ries and wholesale traders settled down in the $owWie trade of agricultural
products — which function was the basis of the eatin prosperity of a number of
towns from the late ¥8century — moved to Budapest from several towns, tdu
increased role of the stock exchange, the hugeoeucnwveight of the capital city
and the construction of the railway network. Soegional centres too were home
to the trade of agricultural products, the resthaf towns only had agents from
Budapest or the regional centres, or the local haerts of agricultural products
became clients of the big cities. The cultural addcational role of the towns ex-
panded too: in the case of the small towns, edutappeared as an “urban func-
tion” by the creation and spread of the systemighér elementary schoodfsin
bigger towns, daily press became important, togetlith the publishing of books.
Museums and libraries appeared also in the coud&ytowns; the hospitals
changed from “poorhouses” to health centres. Algfobandicrafts lost their im-
portance — making the lives of several towns diffie-, small-scale industry be-
came a service sector in the bigger towns, offemioglern “urban” services.

31n order to demonstrate the “urban hierarchy” lné medieval HungaryErik Fiigediused the
spread of the cloisters of the mendicant frigkedras Kubinyifound a more sensitive and well
quantifiable index in the statistics of the pladeesidence of Hungarian students enrolled in the
universities of Vienna and Cracow (for the 1440-1p&&8od). When exploring the urban hierarchy
of the 18-19" century,Sandor GyimesandVera Bacskai — Lajos Nagglied on statistical data
concerning the presence of the network of urbanitini®ns, the economic functions of the
settlements and the size of their hinterlands —+ketazones” —, in addition to the legal statushaf t
settlements.
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3.4 The demographic conditions of urbanisation

In Hungary the “demographic transition” (from thaditional demographic be-
haviour to the “modern” demographic behaviour) washort period, and the “gap”
between the number of births and deaths did noh ofeey wide; the“demo-
graphic boom” remained moderate in Hungahy Hungary in the narrower sense,
the population growth between 1850 and 1910 was, 58%6.7 million people
(the simple annual arithmetical average of the g¢nowas just 1%). In the four
decades of the Dualism (1870-1910), #wtual growthwas 4.6 million people,
making a 33.7% increase. A factor contributinghte volume of this growth was
emigrationat an increasing pace by the end of the centucgoAling to estima-
tions, a total of 1.8—-2 million people emigratednfrthe countries of the Hungarian
Crown overseas.

Nevertheless the number of population in the coemtrf the Hungarian Crown
was 21 million just before World War [; in Hungatye number of population ex-
ceeded 18 million(Table 3) The population density grew to just 60 persons pe
square kilometreBudapest and its surroundinggs the only “region” in Hungary
with a concentration of population.

The different demographic behaviour of the townd sillages resulted in a
considerable migration, which further increased benber and the share of the
urban population. The “village” easily producedsthiopulation surplus and al-
lowed urbanisation (“supply-driven” labour forcedapopulation market). The
population gain of the settlements with over 5 Sand inhabitants was 1.7 million
people in 1880-1910. The number of urban population settlements with urban
rank! — reached 3.7 million people and their prtiparexceeded 20%d able 4).

Table 3
Change of the number of population in Hungary, +8810

Territory Number of population (thousand people)

1850 1870 1880 1890 1900 1910
Countries of the Hungarian Crown - 15,509 15,642 6a&,4 19,255 20,886
Hungary* 11,554 13,664 13,834 15,262 16,838 18,265
In the present territory of Hungary - 5,011 5,329 6,009 6,854 7,612
Actual increase* - - 170 1,428 1,576 1,426
Natural increase — — 481 1,636 1,728 1,954

* Without Croatia and Slavonia.
** Civil population.
Source Hungarian Statistical Yearbook, 1937 — BudapE338.
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Table 4
Change of the number and share of urban populatidgdungary, 1857-1910*

Place of Population
residence

number share number share number share number share number share
1000 inper 1000 inper 1000 inper 1000 inper 1000 in per
people cent people cent people cent people cent people cent

1857 1870 1890 1900 1910

Budapest** 187 15 271 2.0 492 3.2 716 43 880 438

Towns 1,439 119 1,736 128 2,083 13.7 2,307 138 2,846 15.6
Villages 10,489 86.6 11,572 85.2 12,588 83.1 13,698 819 14,538 79.6
Total 12,124 100.0 13,579 100.0 15,163 100.0 16,721 100.0 18,264 100.0

* Without Croatia and Slavonia.
**Pest, Buda and Obuda together before 1873.
Source:Beluszky, P. 1990. p. 16.

In Hungary — where the share of the population ohd¢wrian mother tongue
was only 48.1% in 1910, including Croatia and Staae-, the development, com-
position and operation of the urban functions, rafié the position of the settle-
ments in the hierarchy was affected by the ethaingliage) composition of the ur-
ban population, and the linguistic “relation” ofethowns and their surroundings.
An evident aspect of these relations is the midtiilon of certain urban institu-
tions in the towns with mixed ethnic population,tbe basis of the mother tongue
(and the religious denominations usually closelgitesl to the ethnic composition).
In Brasso Brasov, RQ in 1910 e.g. 43.4% of the population declaredrtbelves
Hungarian, the share of German and Romanian spegdpulation was 28.7%
and 26.4%, respectively; 28.6% of the populatiologed to the Greek Catholic
25.5% to the Evangelic, 24.7 to the Roman Catherid 12.9% to the Protestant
denomination. The city was home to a total of t@rsécondary education institu-
tions, depending on religion, nationality and theduage used in education — a
separate grammar school was operated by the Rora#mlCs, the Evangelists
and the Greek Catholics (the latter used Romamiaguage), also, the state main-
tained a secondary school for modern sciences.oNlyt other educational and
cultural institutions — libraries, societies, prests. — were divided by mother
tongue and religion (which is natural, after ahijit a lot of other urban institutions,
too; the individual ethnic groups built out themwn” finance institutions in the
bigger towns, preferred the merchants, handicraftsriawyers and physicians etc.
speaking the same language. The linguistic relatiohthe towns were further
varied and complicated by the ethnic relation af tirban population and the
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“countryside”. In the Carpathian Basin, the townsre/'more Hungarian” than
the “country” as a whole in the beginning of thd'2@ntury; 73.7% of the popula-
tion in themunicipal townsand 70.6% of the population in tlverporate towns
(72.5% in the total of the towns) said they werengfarians by mother tongue, the
national averagef the narrower state territory was 54.5%, whilghia“country-
side” just over two-fifths of the population was Hungawi(42.4%). This way a
number of towns with Hungarian majority were surmded by a “non-Hungarian”
countryside. This fact evidently influenced theamiyural relations; the towns and
their rural surroundings were not only separateddsyjal barriers — a large part of
the urban goods and services were “unimportant’tfier contemporary peasant
layer —, but also linguistic and ethnic barriersrégions with mixed ethnic popu-
lation, the rural inhabitants selected the ingting that they used on ethnic and
language grounds, too; they used the shops andshapk of their “ethnic fel-
lows”, so the hinterlands were partly shaped bgdistic borders. This was how
e.g. TurécszentmartdMartin, SK expanded its hinterland based on its position in
the settlement network and became one of the aliléund economic centres of the
Slovaks living in Hungary, similarly to Liptészenitios [Liptovsky Mikulds, SK
or RézsahegyRuZomberok, JKBalazsfalva Blaj, RQ became the centre of the
Transylvanian Romanian culture, Nagyszeb®ibili, RQ was the administrative,
cultural and intellectual centre for the Transyhean Saxons, and the “Saxon”
towns of Transylvania became the economic and ralltentres of the Romanian
ethnic group, as well (Nagyszebefiljiu, RQ, Brass6 Brasov, RQ, Segesvar
[Sighsoara, RQ etc.).

3.5 Regional frameworks of urban development

It is evident that there is a strong correlatiotwaen urbanisation, the birth of the
“civil town” and the scale of modernisation takimdace in their surrounding
regions. At the end of the 1%nd the beginning of the ®@entury there were
significant differences in the development levell dime progress of modernisation
of the different regions and territories in Hungafhe index most frequently used
for the “level” of modernisation, the literacy ratgthin the population aged older
than 6 years, reached 66.7% in Hungary by 1@Hble 5) However, this figure
was only 25.4% in the Croatian Lika-Krbava cour,8% in Maramaros county,
whereas the figures for Moson county and Sopromtyoalong the Hungarian—
Austrian border were 88.9% and 88.7%, respecti{Edples 6— 7)
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Table 5

Literacy rate within the population aged older th@ years, 1880-1910

Region Literacy rate, in per cent
1880 1890 1900 1910
Hungarian Empire* 41.8 50.6 59.5 66.7
Hungary 43.5 53.2 61.8 68.7
Counties 39.2 48.6 56.8 64.9
Municipal towns 64.2 72.1 79.6 85.4
*Hungary and Croatia—Slavonia.
Table 6
Counties with high literacy rate, 1880-1910
County Literacy rate, in per cent
1880 1890 1900 1910
Moson 76.4 83.1 85.9 88.9
Sopron* 71.0 80.8 85.9 88.7
Gyor+* 64.9 75.5 81.1 85.4
Veszprém 63.5 725 79.5 83.9
Esztergom 58.2 71.2 77.4 83.9
Vas 61.4 72.2 77.2 83.6
* Together with Sopron municipal town.
**Together with Gyr municipal town.
Table 7
Counties with high illiteracy rate, 1880-1910
County Literacy rate, in per cent
1880 1890 1900 1910
Lika-Krbava 11.8 13.8 21.3 25.4
Mé&ramaros 12.3 17.6 21.8 26.8
Szolnok-Doboka 10.7 15.7 21.6 28.6
Hunyad 15.0 15.8 24.9 33.9
Torda-Aranyos 15.0 21.6 271 37.3
Modrus-Fiume 18.0 24.5 34.8 43.2

Source:Hungarian Statistical Yearbooks 1880, 1890, 19000.
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Similarly great territorial differences can be sdanthe distribution of the
“doctor-seen dead”. The temporary Hungarian siediktservice published the
proportion of those within all dead who had had edival treatment before their
death. Professional medical science as an elenma#x) of modernisation was
also in a phase of “boom”, and showed great tefaitadisparities: just half
(50.2%) of the dead had received medical treatrimeitungary as a whole, but
only 9.8% of them in Lika-Krbava, 14.9% in Szolnbkboka and 13.6% in Arva
county; on the other hand, Békés county in the Gieagarian Plain had a figure
of 92.2%, Csanad 88.3% and Hajdu 87.4%. thetentof the index of “doctor-
seen dead” iof a synthesising characteit reflects the value system and the
financial means of the population, the culturaleleef the everyday life, the
accessibility of medical treatment; the latter defexl on the characteristics of the
settlement network, the level of urbanisation, thstablished health care
institutions and the transport possibilities etc.

On the basis of the literacy rates and the shatieeofdoctor-seen dead”, and 10
further indices we created the modernisation mapwigary (based on the 1910
conditions)(Figure 5) (The zones were defined in accordance with thellef
relative modernisation in Hungary.)

The map reveals that Budapest played a specialimoleodernisation in the
Dualist era and in close correlation with thatoals urban development. In the
middle of the 18 century there was a rather wide gap between Hyrayat West-
ern Europe, as regards the economic and techres@lapment level, the level of
urbanisation and the bourgeois development of tleeety. When the possibilities
of “catching up” were created in Hungary, the gré&ftference of tension” be-
tween the two “poles” induced a very rapid modextiisn of the country. The
modernisation process of different sources haduactjon” in Budapest (the re-
gaining of national sovereignty made Budapest thetre of political life, the
“revolution” of transportation and the nationallway policy converted the capital
city into the transport centre of Hungary, thewaiy and the agricultural boom
made Budapest a centre for crop trade and mill strglu national sovereignty
spurred the rivalry with Vienna etc.). When modsation starts with a charge, in
its first phase it always occupies one single dy arfew centres, bridgeheads, and
when the positions are reinforced there, then camegattack” on the country or
region to be conquered.

The bridgehead of modernisatioim the Carpathian Basin was Budapest, and
the sub-centres of modernisation in Hungary weve ife number and “weak” in
character at the beginning of the"a@ntury. At the turn of the century, Budapest
showed figures exceeding its number of populatewesal times in the field of the
quantifiable indices of “development” (modernisadioand this resulted in “quali-
tative” differences, too; bourgeois society indsnplexity only appeared in Buda-
pest by the turn of the century. By the early’ 2@ntury Budapest was a bridge
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Figure 5
Zones of modernisation in the early™2@entury
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Source:Designed by Beluszky, P.

head of not only foreign capital, technical ciali®n and innovations, but also of
the new social ideas and artistic trends. Thess redcured a very special position
for Budapest in the Hungarian settlement networkwian hierarchy.

To some surprise, th@reat Hungarian Plairvas among the regions most ad-
vanced in matters of modernisation. This was aitable to the agricultural boom
and the favourable agricultural endowments of theaGPlain — especially com-
pared to the endowments of the contemporary teyrivd Hungary! — and tradi-
tions etc., but above all to the special urbancstine and the specific way of ur-
banisation in this region. In the early™€entury, in Csongrad 65.2% of the popu-
lation lived in towns at a high level of the urblierarchy, the same figure was
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58.7% for Pest-Pilis-Solt, 47.6% in Hajdu and 38.l9Békés. These counties of
the Great Hungarian Plain were among the ten ntbsinised administrative units
of Hungary. Looking at the number of populatioralhsettlements with town rank,
in five counties of the Great Hungarian Plain thare of the urban population
exceeded 50%, only in Bacs-Bodrog it remained atta80% (on the other hand,
69.3% of the population of this county lived integhents with more than 5 thou-
sand inhabitants). The modernisation of the Graatgdrian Plain was supported
just by the high share of the urban population (iveng in settlements of urban
size). The boundaries between villages and townd,adso among the different
“levels” of towns became blurred, as did the setdat hierarchy. However, we
cannot accept the statement that in the “backw@m@’at Hungarian Plain the gen-
eral level of development was an obstacle to udadiain, to the development of
the urban functions.

In West Hungary, characterised by an advanced modsiais— in Sopron,
Moson, Pozsony, Gy, Komarom and Esztergom counties, and in the pantpart
of Vas and Veszprém counties —, modernisation hadutban-rural relations de-
veloped harmonically, urbanisation used the ressuaf the rural areas but also
promoted the development of the whole region. Titam functions created a di-
vided hierarchical system. The individual “compatsérof the towns — economy,
including manufacturing industry; urban institutipninfrastructure etc. — were
balanced.

In the regions jussetting off on the path of the modernisation precesod-
ernisation appeared in the — bigger — towns. (Segions were the western and
central parts of Upper Northern Hungary — with theception of Trencsén and
Arva counties —, South Transdanubia, and the zeteden the Great Hungarian
Plain and Transylvania.) These were the regiongevtie typical model of hierar-
chical spread appeared: urbanisation showed upeahigher levels of hierarchy,
but it could be very spectacular there — e.g. emdhse of Kaposvar, Nyiregyhaza,
Zalaegerszeg, Nagykanizsa, Miskolc and even momdaggyvarad Qradea, RQ)
Arad [Arad, RQ, TemesvarTimisoara, RQ. The towns in these regions had a
“bridgehead” position, too.

The two greattraditional” socio-economic zones of the contemporary Hun-
garian territory wereEast Hungary(Northeast Upper Northern Hungary, some
regions of the Partium and Transylvania with KraSgérény county) an@roa-
tia—Slavonia In these regions modernisation had even lesgexrnthe develop-
ment of the urban hierarchy was mostly influencgdhe — “involuntarily” built
out — public administration. A large part of theradistrative centres were settle-
ments with a limited number of population, where finctions other than public
administration were modest and “auxiliary” urbagns could hardly be seen (Al-
sOkubin[Dolny Kubin, SK Fogaras [fagaras, RQ, CsikszeredaMiercurea-Ciuc,
R{], Dicsészentmarton Tarnaveni, RQ etc.). However, even in these regions
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there were some very important towns, such as Bagtagreb, HR, Kolozsvar
[Cluj-Napoca, RQ) MarosvasarhelyTargu Mure, RQ, Nagyszeben$ibiu, RQ),
Brasso Brasov, RQ etc., which proves the fact that the urban fuoni appear
even in regions with handicapped positions (theoSatowns of Transylvania
could rely upon their considerable urban traditjons

4  The hierarchy of the Hungarian towns in the early2d"
century

4.1 Method for the definition of the urban hierarchy

In our opinion the towns are the products of theggephical division of labour
emerging within the settlement system; in this gl of labour it is the settle-
ments with the central functions where the suffitiguantity and quality of the
basic urban functions is concentrated; these a&sdttlements where the activities
and institutions fulfilling the non-everyday neeadfthe population are concen-
trated. Coming from their role in the settlemensteyn and their “mission”, the
towns are the special places of exchange, conmscti@ncounters” in a world
structured by the territorial division of labourf course exchange in this case
means not only the exchange of goods but also ofvledge, information, “cul-
tures” and ideas. On the basis of the central fonstthe towns have a consider-
able spatial organising competency and are oftersidemaking and power cen-
tres.
In other words
— the urban character of the settlememtes not depend dheir legal status
(although the existence of the town rank itselhseéo be a fixed point at the
definition of the features, the urban charactearnf settlement); in Hungary,
the set of settlements with town rank often consildly differed from those
with urban functions. The number of official tow(139) in the Dualist era
was far from the actual number of towns (settlemevitich were towns in
the functional sense). A number of county seatandidreceive a town rank,
e.g. Balassagyarmat with its 8 thousand population,neither did Turdc-
szentmarton [Martin, SK, Magyarévéar, Liptdszentmiklos[Liptovsky
Mikulas, SK, Ipolysag[Sahy, Sk AranyosmaréfZlatné Moravce, SKetc.).
The archiepiscopal centre of Kalocsa did not hawevan rank, either, to-
gether with Békéscsaba, a settlement that had @atam of 42 thousand (!);
Szarvas with 26 thousand inhabitants and the impbfanubian port town
and commercial centre; or Mohacs with its 17 thadsaopulation. The rec-
ognition of the occasional incompatibility of thewn rank and the urban
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functions led to the fact that in their town defioms and at the survey of the
urban network, urban historians now need more tharexistence of the le-
gal status, they expand the criteria system wittiabaand economic ele-
ments; or at the examination of the urban netwbdy tapply criteria, “indi-
ces” other than legal stattfs;

— the urban status is independent of the numbereoptipulation, too, although
towns are evidentlpopulation concentrationas well;

— the so-calledeconomic concept of towtsoks at theshare of economic func-
tions offered by the settlements, andnsidersthe settlements of non-agri-
cultural character as towndVe do not have to spend much time at this defi-
nition of towns: nowadays the share of agricultp@bulation is insignificant
in most regions — and decreased to less than 613%mngary, too —, the “ur-
ban character” of industry is questionable, theeagrof daily commuting
does not allow the “measurement” of the functiohthe settlements by the
employment structure, “tertiarisation” has becomdespread; to sum it up,
the composition of the functions of the settlemeantsl their employment
structure are not suitable for the separation ef ghttlements with urban
functions, and even less so for the exploratiothefurban hierarchy and the
measurement of the level of urbanisation.

Of course the definition of towns as tégecial terrains of exchangand as the
members of the settlement network with centraltioms only reflects the naked
skeleton of the “genius” of the towns. This “skelgtis supplemented by a large
number ofauxiliary features and the consideration of them contributes toeie
richment of the image of the towns. The operatibthe varied functions of the
towns requires a significant labour force: the tewrave an attraction on the

1 This versatiliy, many-sided “difference” of thewns and the characteristics beyond the mere
settlement network functions made researcherseofdtvns come to newer and newer statements
and definitions, better approaching the “geniusthe&f towns. Among this we regularly come across
the notion that defines towns as fhlaces of libertyB. Oudin among others, sees the “mission” of
the towns as being the “scenes of liberty”. (“If vad to define the reason for the existence of the
urban concentrations in one single word, we coaldthat the towns are meant to be shenes of
liberty.”) This liberty can be interpreted as liberty tiglyuaranteed by the urban privileges, as the
exemption from the feudal obligations in the feusiatieties, the liberty of the urban municipali-
ties, guilds and citizens; but liberty can alsocbenprehended in a wider sense: the “facelessness
and anonymity guaranteed by the urban mass, l@os#l control — but above all the possibility of
choice “What justifies the word ‘liberty’, when the cosyat of towns is more often associated with
the bourgeois? Liberty remains theoretical inialds of life, if not accompanied by the freedom of
choice in practice. And to achieve the freedomtafice, the existence of a supply to choose from
is necessary. It is a serious mistake to see thealstacle of freedom in force and oppression...
Only the towns allow the individual tiind his or her own self, different from others, ameet
other human beings who are just as much diffenemh the others— this is how Oudin sums up
his opinion about the liberty offered by the towf@udin, B., no year indicated).
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population of their surroundings (centres of miigrg), their population increases
and so they emerge from their environment with rthreimber of population,
among other things. The operation of the urbaritinigins requires a higher level
of skills; the urban societies are not only morenatous than the village commu-
nities but also differ in their employment struetuskills and school education. As
a consequence of this and a lot of other factoesy—different built environment,
privileged situation, the social psychological effecoming from the “mass exis-
tence” etc. —, a typical urban lifestyle, valueteys and social psychological be-
haviour pattern emerge within the walls of the tewhhe built environment and
the infrastructure are different than in the vilagamong other things because of
the demand coming from the large concentratioropiation™

The position of a town in the settlement system a network (!) — ignost di-
rectly determined by th@osition in the (settlement) hierarchyhis position, on
the other hand, is defined by themposition of the urban functions in the nar-
rower sensgthe existence or lack ofertain roles and th@stitutionsresponsible
for these roles, thaupply of urban functions, i.e. hierarchically differeatgd
functions and institutions.

When defining the urban hierarchy of Hungary in 0,94e focused on the nar-
rower territory of the country — i.e. we excludée territory of Croatia—Slavonia —,
especially because of the different nature of @éta @nd the different ways of data
collection.

% The “meditations” of sociology and cultural anthotogy take us from the “concrete”, by statistical
data and topographical coordinates more or lessat#é “towns” to the towns “existing in the
world of ideas” and town definitions describingsthével. The approaches of cultural anthropology
were summarised biyéter Niedermiillerwho differentiated between two basic types: rirecro-
anthropologicalapproach “..., — which is very closely related tasslical urban sociology and
above all to the Chicago school — looks at townareactually existing, historically born settlement
type disposing of a given structure of the physgmdce.” The urban surveys using this approach
examine segregation, ethnic settlement structheedifferent types of urbanisation and the major
indices of the urban lifestyle, “... i.e. they deberiand demonstrate everything that can be seen
about urban life from the outside.” These survexsording to the author, are not really original,
their significance lies in the “... theoretical apach, the discussion and the holistic interpretation
of the town as a whole”. The essence of tfiero-anthropological‘talking style” is that “... it
does not talk about the towns in general, inste&atuses on the experiences of the urban inhabi-
tants about their own towns: it analyses the ‘imalat the people have of their own towns...".
Thus the attention of the micro-anthropologicalveys is focusing on “... how people living in the
towns move in the urban spaces, with what ruleshenvd they use this relatively complicated spa-
tial structure, and what cultural, social and syhabfunctions the respective aspects of the urban
space have. ... Space is not only a physical entityalso — and perhaps above all — an entity
bearing cultural meanings and symbolic functior{liedermdiller, P. 1994) Towns are also de-
fined by other authors as a “state of mind”, a beha pattern, a “general human life structure”
and so forth.
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Of the several methods available for the definitadnan urban hierarchy we
chose the so-called “inventory method”, i.e. wereatated each of the urban in-
stitutions and activities in the individual towtsTwo practices — and the theoreti-
cal considerations behind them — emerged as tohwhdhe “level of centralisa-
tion” (hierarchical position) can be determinedthgexistence, volumandsupply
of the functions and institutions of the townsbgrthe share of the urban services
“sold to the countryside’— i.e. the “extra value”. The latter concepttstéirom the
fact that the towns are the “suppliers of the rarahs” in the geographical division
of labour, thus their role in the settlement netvertheir rank in the hierarchy —
can be defined by the volume of the services offéoe the rural areas. This ap-
proach goes back to the classical examinatiowbghristaller

We took the existence or the lack of 88 urban tumstins into consideration in
each settlement (this number does not include #t®mal functions and institu-
tions). The selected indices were classified irttegories, on the basis of tfre-
quency of their occurrence

The levels are as follows:

National level

I  Regional level institutions that can be found in settlements @+2.g.
postal directorates, gendarmerie district centaetal stock of bank de-
posits in excess of 22 million crowns, more tharé@yers, 6 or more sec-
ondary schools and colleges etc.)

Il Institutions of developed county seats settlements 21-39 (e.g. lawyers’
chambers, offices of the Austro-Hungarian Bank,480lawyers, regimen-
tal headquarters etc.)

Il Institutions of county seat$n settlements 40-80 (e.g. county seats, courts,
number of lawyers between 17 and 29, stock of lkemosits in a value of
at least 8 million crowns etc.)

IV Middle towns institutionsin settlements 81-180 (e.g. gendarmerie squads,
bank deposits in a value of at least 4 million anewtreasury post office
etc.)

V District level (small town) institutionsn settlements 181-450 (e.g. civil
schools — 4 classes of elementary school followea B-class secondary
school —, public notaries, tax offices, districuds, a stock of bank depos-
its in a value of at least 2 million crowns etc.)

8 The “inventory method” has several versions, agiogy to how much the enumeration of urban
functions strives for complexity or it is happy vitepresentative level indicators, and how it sum-
marises the selected indices. Some surveys wishritemplate the weight and significance of the
considered institutions, arriving at issues verffidilt to compare, e.g. how many lawyers are
equal to one bank office or how many dentists ayglwone bookstore.
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On the basis of the threshold values defined ferrdspective groups of func-
tions and hierarchy levels, the respective setttemerere classified into the fol-
lowing hierarchy levels:

I (Capital city)

I Regional centres

Il County centres

IV Middle towns

V  Small towns

VI  Settlements (also) with district level functions

4.2 The urban hierarchy of Hungary in 1910
4.2.1 Settlements with town rank — settlements withan functions

The results achieved are demonstrate@iahle 8andFigure 6 The figures inTa-
ble 8show that in the early 20th century there werehmore towns in the func-
tional sense in Hungary than settlements recogmisgthdthe town rank by the state
administration. As opposed to the 139 settlemeritis town rank, a certain con-
centration of urban functions could be seen in s@®@-430 settlements. The
boundary between villages and towns cannot be g@lycidrawn even if we

Table 8
Hierarchic division of the towns in the functiors@nse

Hierarchy level Number Of which centres with Number

of centres  fy| deficient  partial of centres,

- including the
functions previous levels
I Capital city 1 1 - - 1
Il Regional centres 12* 6 4 2 13
Il County centres 50 17 12 21 63
VI Middle towns 65 29 31 5** 128
V  Small towns 204 88 52 64 332
VI i_ettl_ements (also) with 93 g 495
istrict level functions

Total: I-V 332 141 99 92 -
Altogether 425 - - - -

* At the regional level we included Zagrab [ZagretR] in this place, but the towns of Croatia—
Slavonia are excluded from the other levels.

** Actually small towns with county level functior(see below).

***\\ithin the hierarchy level we did not make arfaer division.

Source:calculated by the authors.
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Figure 6 Hierarchy of the Hungarian cities, 1910
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know the results of the hierarchy surveys, becayes besides the existence of
certain urban institutions, the urban character soime settlements were
guestionable, due to their small population anddbk of more limited presence of
“auxiliary urban signs” (lack or urban traditionsgijllage-like cityscape and
“society”, lack of an urban lifestyle, deficienciesthe infrastructure etc.). On the
basis of these considerations, we can omit thegoageof “settlements with district
level functions” at the definition of the urban ®m (see below), although some
settlements in this category could be qualifiedt@sns even if we are more
rigorous with their evaluation (Postyén [PieSt'ar8K], Modor [Modra, SK],
Moson, Ermihalyfalva [Valea lui Mihai, RO], PoprdBoprad, SK] etc.). Also,
some settlements on the verge between villagest@mds are included in the
category of small towns with partial functions. Bvafter such a correction,
approximately 300 settlements are supposed to hasreurban functions, and this
figure is more than twice the number of the offigiacknowledged towns.

The correlations between settlements witlwvn rank and those withurban
functions and betweeadministrative functiongndurban hierarchyshow several
important characteristics of the contemporary urnbetwork. The numerical com-
parison of the two “sets” clearly demonstratedrtirsiompatibility, despite the fact
that in the 1870s the complicated feudal legalusts of the settlements were
“simplified” at the creation of the civil public adnistration, approaching the legal
status to the actual functionBable 9allows a more detailed look at the correla-
tions.

Table 9
Legal status and administrative centre functiohthe settlements in the
respective hierarchy categories

Hierarchy level Number Legal status Administrative centr:
of functions
settlements municipal  corporate villages county  district
towns seats

I Regional centres 12* 11 1 - 11 11

Il County centres 50 14 34 2 39 46

Il Middle towns 65 2 40 23 13 54

IV Small towns with full 88 - 169 72 - 82

deficient or partial functions 116 107 110

Settlemenys with district 93 _ 8 85 _ 74

level functions

Total 424 27 108** 289 63 377

* With Zagrab [Zagreb, HR]. **Some corporate towdid not everreach the lowest hierarchy level.
Source:calculated by the authors.

48



As regardgegional centresthe coincidenceof the function and the “rank” is
almost complete. Only BrassBrpsov, RQ did not require a municipal right and
Szeged did not have administrative centre functiénsong the county centres, the
corporate towns made the majority, and two settigmavith village status ap-
peared here: Balassagyarmat — with county seattifunsc— and a Great Plain
country town, Békéscsaba with its population 0082, Although the majority of
the county centresre county seats, several towns managed to “adlipibto this
hierarchy level without administrative centre fuants (e.g. Fiume, a town in a
special position; Szabadk&ybotica, SC5— not even a district centre! — with
almost 100,000 population and a huge surroundieg;akecskemét in a similar
situation; the real urban centre of Zala countygWanizsa; P4pa, a town in a
similar situation in Veszprém county; the alreadgntioned Békéscsaba with vil-
lage status etc.). Thaiddle townhierarchy level was the transitory phase in the
field of legal status: two municipal towns were luded in this hierarchy level
“humiliating” for them (Selmecbany@panska Stiavnica, §Ka formerly rich but
for a long time declining mining town, and the hwgeintry town, Hédmewasar-
hely). Most of the towns in this category were aogie towns, and this set also
contains two dozens of villages that should hawnlggven corporate towns status
in the contemporary conditions; in addition, selvefahese villages were county
seats. For example, the lively commercial town veithopulation of 17,000, Mo-
hacs still had a village status, as did Kalocsaaerhiepiscopal centre with a
population of 12,000; TurdcszentmartqiMartin, SK and Liptdszentmiklos
[Liptovsky MikulaS, SKboth being less populated but busy county seatfpper
Northern Hungary; Magyarévar or Nagykis [Vinohradiv, UA, both being
county seats too; Oroshaza and Szarvas, two Glaatdduntry towns, each with
a population over 20,000 etc. The award — undertgki- of town rank becomes
especially disputable if we consider that settleimevith a population of 1,500—
4,000, without hardly any urban functions were udeld among the corporate
towns, such as KolozLpjocna, RQ, Leibic [L'ubica, SH, Szentgyorgy $vaty
Jur, SK, Ruszt Rust, A, Felibanya Baia Sprie, RQetc. The settlements with a
full range ofsmall townfunctions can rightly be classified to the urbaatwork,
but the majority of them only had a village stathkany of the settlements with
village status in this category could have justiflademand town rank, for exam-
ple the Great Plain country towns with a large nemdf population, such as Békés
(almost 27 thousand inhabitants), Csongrad (25 stwodi inhabitants), Obecse
[Beej, SCR (19 thousand inhabitants), or market centres Vaitly traditions and
relatively large population — Vagujheljpvé Mesto nad Vahom, BKluszt Hust,
UA], Tata, Tapolca, Csaktornyagkovec, HR Kérmend, Bonyhad, Szigetvar,
Apatin [Apatin, CRG, Sarvar, Dunaszerdahelpiinajska Streda, JKDunaftld-
vér, Paks etc. —, transport junctions and inddsteatres, such as Hatvan or Sal-
gotarjan. At the same time, in the lower regionshef urban hierarchy we see set-
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tlements with town rank, too. The “legal source”tbé town rank of the settle-
ments in the lower hierarchy levels is definitelsatlition”, the formerly possessed
free royal town status, or the mining town stafs.the other hand, the correlation
betweendistrict seat functionand the urban network is tight: 94% of the small
towns had district centre functions. Anyway, theydie numerical comparison of
the settlements with town rank and urban functidearly demonstrates that there
are great differences between the two “sets”, actitveys of the urban network in
Hungary in the Dualist er@annot be restricted to the settlements with toamkr
Justifiable statements — scale of urbanisationsihe of the urban network, “sup-
ply of towns”, density of towns — can only be mawdéh the consideration of the
set of functional towns

The comparison of the administrative functionsifiei by the towns and the
hierarchical order suggests that the urbanisatimtgss of the Dualist era was
largely attributable to “external factors” (i.e.tesnal factors from the aspect of the
urban network), the interventions of the state. Mimst important tool of this in-
tervention was the location of state and public iagstration functions after the
Compromise. (Similarly important were the railwagnstructions influenced by
the state, the state-financed industrial developsnenthe designation of the bases
of the military forces etc.). During the establighmhof the civil public administra-
tion — especially at the designation of the digtremnd their centres — some rational
criteria had to be met, i.e. the lower and the upipat of the number of public
administered population, the accessibility of tkatees — especially of the district
seats — (they should be “manageable” from thegekaof the districts within one
day even on foot), the possibilities of the estdishent of the most basic institu-
tional system etc. The consequences of this praressanifold.

— Because administrative centres were needed in weaklanised or urban
deficient regions as well, in these areas admatist centre functions — in
some cases even county seat role — were awardséoal settlements with
very weak urban traditions, small population arntiezi deficient or missing
other urban functions, i.e. to settlements wheréraal urban life” unfurled
within the respective municipality. The awarded adstrative centre status
then “brought” many institutions into the settlernen especially to the
county seats —, lifting these settlements to adridavel of the hierarchy,
while the formation of the “auxiliary” urban feaas and the location of
other, non-administrative institutions followed theard of the administra-
tive centre functions with a significant delay. $hvay a number of county
seats were less populated settlements, acttehytral places” with primar-
ily administrative functions but mostly lacking ethurban functions even at
the end of the Dualist era. Among the county seath a settlement was the
seat of Arva countyAlsokubin[Dolny Kubin, SK whose population was

50



only 1,800 in 1910 (with position 123 in the urldd@ararchy, but on the basis
of the population living from trade it was not inded in the first 300 settle-
ments of Hungary)AranyosmarofZlatné Moravce, SKwith a population of
approximately 3,000 (at the ¥place of the hierarchy, but only at position
273 when looking at the population employed in éjadtogether with
Ipolysag [Sahy, SK Dicssszentmarton[Tarniveni, RQ, Liptoszentmiklos
[Liptovsky MikuldS, SK TurdcszentmartorjMartin, SK or Csikszereda
[Miercurea-Ciuc, RQy but Magyarévar, Nagysdlss [Vinohradiv, UA,
Fogaras[Fagaras, RQ etc. also belonged to this category.

Despite the fact that 13 Hungarian county seate wet among the so-called
“county centres” and 94 of the Hungarian distrieats were excluded from
the settlements with urban functions, the urbaretigment role of public
administration in the Dualist era is still evideithe settlements that were
awarded the district seat status did not only gafaw district level institu-
tions; these attracted further “urban elementsd ihie settlement, as well —
the district courts attracted lawyers, the dissigeneral practitioner at-
tracted the location of a pharmacy, the distridice promoted the settling
down of a post office etc. —, the attraction of gdministrative offices en-
tailed the visits to other institutions that proeuwbthe settling down of mer-
chants, industrial entrepreneurs etc. In casesevaeespective district seat
had already fulfilled central functions beforehaather factors — e.g. favour-
able transport location — promoted the urban dgwednt; the district seat
could develop into a small town with versatile ftiogs.

Another component of the relations between the adtnative centre role
and the development of the urban hierarchy is witdttout administrative
functions — county seat function — very few Hungartowns managed to
gain a good position in the hierarchical orderha towns in Hungary, and at
the establishment of the civil public administratigery few “real towns”
were omitted, could be omitted from the list of @eministrative centres
(Table 9). The relation of Szeged and Csongrad county igxareptional
case when in a county it was not the strongest towhe economic sense —
in fact, also when it comes to administrative aotiucal institutions — that
was awarded the county seat role. This fact shaefficiency of the civil
public administration’s aiming at “rationality”. Ammg the few exceptions we
find Szatmar county where not Szatmarnémgtti Mare, RD— a town
with municipal rights — was the county seat; it ikegykaroly Carei, RQ,

in a peripheral location, with a smaller populat@md more limited urban
functions; in Nograd county the county nobility skothe “gentry-like”
Balassagyarmat as the county seat back in the Ifé¢ndes, instead of the
more bourgeois Losont.ficenec, SK Nagykanizsa, very rapidly developing
after the railway constructions, had a higher pasiin the hierarchy than
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Zalaegerszeg, a town supported by county institatiout with a bad trans-
port location and insignificant economic role. ®ikation was similar in the
case of Papa and Veszprém.

In addition to the above-mentioned towns, the GRdgih country towns with
extended outskirts and large population were cosests, even without cen-
tral roles at county level: Szabadk8upotica, SCG Ujvidék [Novi Sad,
SCQ, Kecskemét, Békéscsaba, Vers&tsSpc, SCE Pancsova Bancevo,
SC{d and Baja.

The “network” of administrative centres created ttwe needs of public
administration, and the circle of centres shapedhigyrequirements of the
settlement network appeared (driven by the demarsiipply the respective
regions with administrative functions and urbarvieess) even when com-
plex urban development could not keep up with thlemmands, even when
very much lopsided, functionally deficient centrgsre “available”. Urban
hierarchy thusad broader frameworktgan the “complex” urban functions
were able fill out even at the end of the Dualist & hese “relations” are the
consequence of the fact that at the time of thatine of civil public admini-
stration, a “medieval” urban network existed in igary, which was only
partially transformed by the bourgeois urban dgwalent; this process had
not finished by the beginning of the"26entury. This is why the acquisition
of the administrative functions could be importamthe promotion of urban
development. (A similar relationship existed betwéee establishment of the
railway network and urban development — at the thée construction of
the railway system there was no network in Hungamysisting of influential,
“unavoidable” towns —, although the urban developnadfect of the railway,
as we have already mentioned, is overrated in pinian by the Hungarian
urban historians.) The overweight of the admintatearoles, the dominance
of the civil servant layer and the negligible weigth the “real” bourgeois
class, together with the strong dependence onghiat state made the Hun-
garian towns with administrative centre functionbinakin to the Eastern
European type of towns.

Although the circle of towns in the functional sensent beyond the “legal
frameworks” — i.e. the circle of the settlementfwtown rank —, these towns
did not fulfil out these frameworks completely; sommf the Hungarian set-
tlements with town rank lost their significance amere void of urban func-
tions.

The circles of town in legal sense, based on teealgchy and those in the
socio-economic functional sense were rather differevhich is attributable
to the“immaturity” of the urban networlEigure 7)



Figure 7

Relationship between settlements with legal stategties, characterised
by urban functions and urbanised society, earl{} @ntury

Keys: 1 —Towns with municipal rights and corporate towns; 3ettlements with Urban Functions;
3 — Settlements with Urban Role and Urbanised Sgadlet District Centres with Legal Status
of villages.

Source:designed by: Beluszky, P.

4.2.2 The proportion of urban population — urbanigsan level — sizes of
the towns

The large difference between the settlements witintrank and those with urban
functions modifies the formerly published figureslicated for the number and the
proportion of the urban population (these figuresevbased on the population of
the settlements with town rank). Considering attlesments withurban functions
in Hungary, in 1910 the number of urban populatieas 5.362 million, making
29.2% of the country (if the last category thattalee into consideration down the
urban hierarchy is the small towns, the numberbé&n citizens was 4.965 million,
i.e. 27.0% of the Hungarian population). This figis approximately 1.610 million
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more than the number of inhabitants in settlemesitts town rank; theé‘urbanisa-
tion level” of Hungary is immediatelyimproved” by almost ten percenf we
consider the settlementdth urban functiongthe proportion of the inhabitants in
the settlements with town rank was 20.4% in 193@)t below one-twentieth
(4.8%) of the urban population lived in Budapestt the 11 regional centres fol-
lowing the capital city together were home to o#®% of the population. In one
regional centre thaveragenumber of population was 66,000, which is only4.5
of the population of the capital ciffable 10).These figures suggest that at the
end of the Dualist era the weight of the capité),cat least whemalculated with
the number of populatioft), was not outstanding, despite the populatioonb
taking place after the Compromise (the populatibBudapest was only 271,000
in 1870 — making 2.0% of the total population ofngary —, it was 492,000, i.e.
3.2% in 1890). At the same time, there wadeap gapetween Budapest and the
regional centres — the “rural cities” of that tim@mong other things in the number
of population;big city development was restricted almost exclusively tddpest,
the “rural cities” of 60,000—70,000 population wgust above the category of
small towns, at least by a European standard; sesethem had less than 50,000
inhabitants by the end of the ™ @entury (Brass6Hrasov, RQ — 41 thousand,
Kassa KoSice, SKand Gyr — 44 thousand, Pécs — almost 50 thousand inhabi-
tants); in the most populated Szeged — with 118j0B&@bitants —, two-fifths of the
dwellers lived in the scattered farms belongintheotown’ At the examination of
the urban character of the settlements, as we &la@ady mentioned in the intro-
ductory part, it is often the number of populatibat is taken into consideration.
From TablelOwe can draw conclusions concerning the correlabietween the
hierarchical order and the number of populationhef towns. This relationship is
contradictory. It is true that the average numbgrapulation in the different hier-
archy classes imionotonously decreasinghepaceof the decrease, however, from
one hierarchical category to the other is rathHemint; in the regional centres, on
the average only 7.5% of the population of the teqpity lived, and the population
of the county seats is only approximately one-tlofdhat in the regional centres,

1" The “scattered farms” are a special type of sporadttlements: they are “auxiliary” settlements,
originally not more than the economic backyardha agricultural population living in the Great
Plain country towns, in the faraway places of tlesitates. There were towns that had areas cover-
ing tens of thousands of hectares, some of themhaag been 10-20-25 kilometres away from
the centres, making it impossible to cultivate thgyndaily commuting. In the “scattered farm” —
which was a stable, stalls, a well and a tempodarglling in the beginning —, the working mem-
bers of the family lived in the peak seasons ofcafural works. After the intensification of the
agricultural production — e.g. the spread of stapl, the owners spent more and more time in their
scattered farms, finally they became constantlyliited places. Nevertheless the families usually
kept their homes in the towns, where the eldenyilfa members, the children in school age etc.
lived. Administratively the scattered farms stilbnged to the towns.
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while the middle towns follow the county centresthvea much smaller gap.

Table 10
Typical numbers of population in the towns belogdgmthe different hierarchy
levels, 1910
Hierarchy level NumbeNumber Averag In per Number of  Standarc Relative In per
of of e centof population deviationstandard cent
centres populatipopulati  the m , deviation of the
on on previou m m % , total
s level %  populatio
n
of
Hungary
. Budapest 1 880,37880,37 - - - - - 4.8
1
Il. Regional 11 729,36766,306 7.5 118,32 41,056 288.2 33.7 4.0
centres 8
Of which: 5 348,52669,705 44,211 209.7 23.6
a) full® 6 380,84163,474 92,729 41,056  288.2
b) deficient 118,32
8
11l. County 50 1,196,723,936 36.1 94,610 6,912 1,369.2 68.0 6.5
centres 86
Of which: 17 33,126 94,610 10,776 877.6 57.7
a) full 12 563,13525,763 66,834 10,884 616.5 61.2
b) deficient 21 309,15615,462 42,146 6,912 609.9 54.6
c) partial 324,695
Middle towns 65 956,74214,719 615 62,445 3,701 1,687.7 82.3 5.2
Of which:
a) full 29 466,75216,095 55,197 3,701 1,491.8 77.2
b) deficient 31 464,45811,983 62,445 4,223 1,478.7 81.9
C) partiaF) 5 25,532 5,106 8,423 1,821 462.8 60.0
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continuoing Table 10

Hierarchy level NumbeNumber Averag In per Number of  Standarc Relative In per

of of e centof population deviationstandard cent
centres populatipopulati  the ‘maximu minimu. , deviation of the
on on previou m m % , total
s level %  populatio

n

of
Hungary

Small towns 204 1,201,7 5,891 40.0 26,875 977 12,7508 729 6.5
Of which: 62

a) full 88 7,269 64.0
b) deficient 52 632,423 5,736 70.9
c) partial 64 304,009 4,146 76.1
265,319
V. Settlements 93 397,323 4,319 73.3 17,202 587 2,930.5 85.2 2.2
with district
centre
functions
I-V. total 331 4,965,0.5,000 - 118,32 977 12,111. 27.0
28 8 44
I-VI. total 424 5,362,312,647 - 118,32 587 20,15§. 29.2
51 8 1

AWithout Zagrab [Zagreb, HR];

PDeficient and partial centres together;

9 Actually small towns with county level functions;
DExcluding Budapest.

Source:Calculated by the authors.
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The “leaps” of different magnitude at the boundaioé the respective categories is
a sign of thammaturity of the urban hierarchgn the one hand; on the other hand
it is due to the fact that the role of the diffaremban development functions is
different at the various levels of hierarchy. Thisé” of the county seats in the
hierarchy was often supported by the administrathatitutions located to the
county seats, but the population concentratingcefié these institutions is rather
limited, especially when compared to manufactuiimdustry or the agricultural
activities in the country towns of the Great HungmPlain. This is why the county
seats had such a small population compared todagemral centresWithin the
individual hierarchy levelsthe standard deviation of the numbers of popurabif
the towns is rather big, usuallyncreasing as we are descending down the
hierarchy. Among the county seats the standard deviatioradjyreeached 68%;
this hierarchy level includes Szabad&ubpotica, SCBwith its 95,000 population,
Kecskemét with 68,000, Miskolc with 51,500 and Bsdeaba with 42,000
inhabitants. At the same time, in RimaszomMRitrfavska Sobota, $Kust over
7,000 people lived in 1910, the number of inhakigavas 7,500 in &cse Levara,
SK], just over 8,000 in Trencséiirercin, SH and somewhat more than 8,000 in
Balassagyarmat. Standard deviation is even biggtdrealower levels; among the
middle towns we find — at position 101 in the hietg! — Hodmeévasarhely that
had a population of 62,500, Ujpest — a town of Epeituation — that was home to
55,000 people, Kiskunfélegyhdza with 35,000 andkszeireda Miercurea-Ciuc,
RO with a mere 4,000 population, or Diszentmarton Tarnaveni, RQ and
TurdcszentmartofMartin, SK with a population of the same magnitude.

To sum it up: despite the fact that there are nthdkfferences in the numbers
of population across the hierarchy levels, plopulation number is still unsuitable
for drawing conclusions concerning the urban chaeawmf a settlemenand the
development level of the urban functions.

The assessment of tagerage size dbwnsat the individual hierarchy levels is
rather uncertain when we look at how much theseulatipn concentrations
supported the evolvement of a complex urban lifds la fact that most of the
Hungarian towns were small towns by European staisda the early 20century.
We also have to take into consideration the faat the average towns sizes are
significantly increased by the Great Plain coundnyns with their large population
numbers: if we omit the Great Plain country towrgs ehen examining the middle
towns with a full range of urban functions, the rage number of population de-
creases from 16,000 to less than 10,000. Suchlarsent size, however, excludes
— coming from the mere size — the appearance abre wlifferentiated urban soci-
ety and a larger layer of upper and middle bourgetsiss and also of a versatile
cultural life — permanent theatre, daily paperssatie “leisure activities” etc. (If
we — rather subjectively — presume that in additothe county centre functions, a
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population of at least 20,000, or besides middlntéunction, a minimum popula-
tion of 25,000 is necessary for an “urban milidn”the early 28 century not more
than 53-55 Hungarian towns offered conditions foomplex urban life.) We can-
not draw unequivocal conclusions for the valuehefurbanisation thresholih the
early 20" century from the average number of populatiorhef respective hierar-
chy levels, either, among other things becausethineshold varied across the dif-
ferent regions of the country; it was much higlmethie Great Hungarian Plain. The
average population numbers of the small towns ¢ughnd for the small towns
with partial and around 7 thousand for those wifialarange of functions) might
suggest that this threshold is around 5,000 pedfideever, one can say that the
population of many towns does not come near tigigréi — e.g. the population of
Aranyosmarét[Zlatné Moravce, SK Csikszereda Miercurea-Ciuc, RQ Lip-
tészentmiklogLiptovsky Mikulas, SK TurécszentmartofMartin, SK was around
3,000 to 4,000 persons —, also, several settlemeititsa population larger than
10,000 did not have any urban function at all. Nthaedess inUpper Northern
Hungary and in Transdanubiathe threshold valueabove which most settlements
had acquired urban functiomss about 4,000 populatigin Upper Northern Hun-
gary there were approximately 20 such municipaljtia Transdanubia 18—-19 of
them). In the Great Hungarian Plain this thresheés about 8,000 people, not
forgetting the fact that approximately three dozeigillages with a larger popula-
tion did not have urban functions.

Returning to the issue of the urbanisation leveHohgary — the proportion of
the urban population — and its regional disparitiesonly one region, the Great
Hungarian Plain we find urban figures different ut lsery much different — than
the national averagd-igure 8andTable 1). In the Great Hungarian Plain more
than half, 55.8% of the population lived in settéts qualified as towns, but even
if we focus on the unequivocally urban settlemeoitsy — regional centres, county
centres and middle towns —, more than two-thirdthefpopulation (as opposed to
the national average of 20.2%). In addition, a ificant part of the population
lived in settlements with over 5,000 inhabitant$ Wwithout urban functions. De-
spite the fact that these settlements were voidrioén functions, the basic provi-
sion was definitely better than in the typical ‘alirsettlements (these settlements
already had a physician, veterinary, pharmacy, pfite, telegraph office, maybe
even a savings bank, the supply of the shops wasrwhan small groceries etc.).
This peculiar settlement structure was even motese in some counties: in
Csongrad, 71.5% of the population lived in settleteewith urban functions
(62.5% of them in middle towns or above this lewethe urban hierarchy), the
same figure for Hajdu county was 69.7%, for Pel$fSiolt-Kiskun — although
calculated with Budapest — it was 62.8% and in Békéeached 59.2%d able 12).

The urban character, “urbanisation level” of theirdoy towns of the Great
Hungarian Plain is disputed; it is true that sorhgheir population lived in the
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scattered farms, but in the early™@entury the majority of the scattered farms
were organically integrated to the country towns, ithe classical principle of the
scattered farms still existed. The classical redearof Hungarian settlement geog-
raphy, Tibor Mendoél differentiated among three types of settlementhiwithe
Great Plain country towns: he only accepted as figdvthe city centres that were
home to the public buildings, shops, workshops ted‘industrial and trade em-
ployees”, surrounded by the outskirts inhabitedpbgsant citizens and the urban
poverty that Menddl considered as a (separatdesetht with village functions;
the third one was the total of scattered farm&énhinterland of the towns.

Figure 8

Level of urbanisation in the counties, 1900
(All settlements with urban functions are takew icbnsideration)

+
+
TR

Keys: 1 —0.0-7.0%; 2 — 7.1-12.0%; 3 — 12.1-16.0%; 4 A 18.0%; 5 — 20.1-30.0%; 6 — 30.1% and
more.
Source:designed by Beluszky, P.
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Table 11

Major indices of the urbanisation level of the s, 1910

Region

urban functions*

Number of Number of settlements with  Number of Share of urba

population  population,
in settlements %
levels IV-V. \yith town rank

Transdanubia

Upper Northern Hungary
Northeast Hungary
Partium

Great Hungarian Plain
Tisza—Maros area (Banat)
Transylvania

360,266 511.3

Total

1,683 13.47
88,437 42 7.
210,551 12.48
432921 45.19
2,825 13.45
350,268 73.0
3,749,981 20.36
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continuing Table 11

Region Number of population in set- Share of urban population, Number of
tlements with urban functions %
in towns in towns in towns altogether  settlements settlements in all towns
belonging to belonging to belonging to with town rank levels I-lIl.
levels I-IIl.  levels IV=V. levels I-lIl.

per 10 thousand kKm

Transdanubia 385,500 265,017 12.14 20.49 35 3.7 2 16
Upper Northern Hungary 437,366 313,648 12.24 21.01 7.6 54 18.5
Northeast Hungary 106,876 75,888 8.97 15.34 2.1 3.6 9.4
Partium 226,295 147,466 1341 22.15 3.8 4.0 15.0
Great Hungarian Plain 1,953,104 633,369 44.02 55.80 6.8 6.6 17.2
Tisza—Maros area (Banat) 240,180 124,433 15.18 23.04 2.8 3.9 12.3
Transylvania 323,120 153,975 12.06 17.80 5.0 3.8 112
Total 3,712,441 1,613,796 20.16 2892 4.9 4.5 15.0

* In the following breakdown: capital city, regidrnzentres, county centres and middle towns in

categories I-1ll. and small towns and towns “wifktdct level functions”.
** Without Fiume.

**\With Fiume: 29.12%.
Source:Calculated by the authors.
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Table 12
Major indices of the urbanisation level of the ntes, 1910

Counties Number  Share of Number of settlements The share of their
of towns population with urban functions population from the tot
in settle- in levels population of the county
ments with
town rank 1= V-V -1 -V

| Transdanubia

Baranya 1 14.1 2 5 19.0 235
Fejér 1 14.6 1 4 14.6 24.1
Gyo6r 1 325 1 2 325 37.8
Komarom 1 111 1 4 111 19.2
Moson - - 1 3 5.6 18.2
Somogy 1 6.6 1 7 6.6 14.8
Sopron 3 13.6 1 6 12.0 21.2
Tolna 1 5.6 1 7 5.6 20.8
Vas 2 9.0 2 8 9.0 16.9
Veszprém 2 15.2 2 3 15.2 20.2
Zala 2 8.0 3 7 9.6 15.8
Esztergom 1 19.7 1 1 19.7 23.1
Il Upper Northern Hungary

Arva - - 1 3 2.3 9.2
Bars 3 10.7 2 3 7.2 14.0
Hont 2 145 2 2 14.6 19.0
Lipto 1 141 2 1 17.8 18.6
Nograd 1 5.0 2 4 8.2 16.0
Nyitra 3 8.2 4 8 10.2 19.8
Pozsony 5 27.4 2 7 24.0 32.1
Trencsén 2 5.5 2 6 5.5 11.3
Taréc - - 1 2 7.4 22.6
Zélyom 3 17.8 1 2 6.9 16.6
Szepes 9 24.1 3 9 14.0 26.6
Saros 3 15.0 1 5 9.4 16.4
GOmdr and Kishont 5 124 2 5 7.2 155
Abauj-Torna 1 21.9 1 4 21.9 28.5
Borsod 1 17.8 1 6 17.8 36.2
Heves 2 16.6 2 5 16.6 30.2
Il Northeast Hungary

Zemplén 1 5.8 3 7 8.9 18.0
Ung 1 104 1 3 10.4 13.7
Bereg 2 12.8 2 4 12.8 17.0
Ugocsa - - 1 1 8.5 12.3
Maramaros 1 6.0 1 5 6.0 16.0
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continuing Table 12

Counties Number  Share of Number of settlements The share of their

of towns population with urban functions population from the tot

in settle- in levels population of the county
ments with
town rank 1= IV-V. 1111 -V

IV Partium
Szatmar 4 17.2 3 7 16.1 23.7
Szilagy 2 6.5 2 4 6.5 13.2
Bihar 1 9.9 3 10 13.0 215
Arad 1 15.2 1 10 15.2 26.6
V Great Hungarian Plain
Pest-Pilis-Solt-Kiskun 9 58.1 9 11 58.4 62.8
Bacs-Bodrog 6 27.2 5 12 25.2 40.7
Csongrad 3 65.2 3 6 65.2 715
Csanad 1 24.0 1 3 24.0 45.7
Békés 1 8.1 4 4 38.5 59.2
Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok 6 35.8 4 7 28.7 53.4
Hajdu 4 60.5 2 4 47.6 69.7
Szabolcs 1 11.9 2 4 15.0 225
VI Tisza-Maros area (Banat)
Torontal 3 12.0 5 8 155 214
Temes 3 22.2 3 9 22.2 32.0
Krass6-Szorény 2 6.0 3 7 7.3 15.8
VII. Transylvania
Lower Fehér 4 12.3 3 5 10.1 18.4
Beszterce-Naszod 1 10.4 1 2 104 16.8
Brasso 1 40.7 1 1 40.7 46.7
Csik 8.7 2 1 8.7 114
Fogaras 1 6.9 1 2 6.9 10.1
Haromszék 2 10.0 2 2 10.0 14.7
Hunyad 4 7.0 1 9 25 13.7
Little Kakalls 2 7.6 1 2 3.8 9.0
Kolozs 2 22.6 1 4 21.2 25.2
Maros-Torda 2 149 2 1 14.9 15.6
Great Kukilb 2 13.6 2 3 13.6 19.9
Szeben 2 23.7 1 4 18.9 275
Szolnok-Doboka 2 7.3 2 5 7.3 11.0
Torda-Aranyos 1 7.7 1 4 7.7 14.2
Udvarhely 1 8.2 1 2 8.2 11.2

Source:calculated by the authors.
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Despite its shortcomings, this peculiar Great Pls@ttlement structure had
several advantages: the larger part of the populactually lived in the proximity
of the urban institutions and had access to the bastitutions in their place of
residence; in fact, in the Great Hungarian Plattiesaents with large population —
not only in towns — institutions unknown in the dedar” urban regions settled
down (book clubs, societies, public libraries, lgo@ess, but even the agrarian so-
cialist movements originated from the huge villaged country towns of the Great
Hungarian Plain). In other words, despite the fhett the urbanisation of the
country towns of the Great Hungarian Plain was |i@cy characterised by a low
level of technical infrastructure, predominantlyalucityscape, high proportion of
agricultural population etc.—, tlsettlement structure of the Great Hungarian Plain
in the early 20 centurywas favourable for the provision of the populatimd
even for the operation of the economy

In four other regions of Hungary — Transdanubiap&fdNorthern Hungary, the
Partium and the Tisza—Maros area (Banat) —, thedigof the urbanisation level
were quite close to each other, at the same tie@rbportion of urban population
may have been very low in some of their districtst only in some counties of
Upper Northern HungargTable 12) e.g. Arva, Bars, Trencsén, Turdc, Zolyom,
GOmor, where less than one-tenth of the populaifdhe respective counties lived
in towns at higher levels in the urban hierarchyt, dso in Transdanubia, where in
Somogy, Moson, Tolna, Vas or Zala county the pdjmneof the major towns did
not reach 10% within the population of the respecttounties, either, and the
population of all settlements with town rank reneairbelow one-fifth of the total
population of these counties. The proportion ofaarpopulation was even lower in
Northeast Hungary and Transylvania, despite thietfieat the number of population
in the settlementwith urban functionexceeded the population of the settlements
with town rankin all of these regions.

4.2.3 Spatial distribution of the towns

It is evident that the threshold values of the nemdf population to be supplied by
the respective hierarchy levels, the distance aedssibility, the capacities of the
urban institutions etc. show certain regularitgjuantifiable structure in the settle-
ment hierarchy. However, there gactically no correlationbetween the well-
know theoretical model of W. Christaller and thedfings of our surve{Table 13)

At the top of the hierarchy, the difference amdmg individual levels below Buda-
pest “blurred”, and the findings of our survey @so be interpreted in a way that
one hierarchy level “below” the capital city wassabt in Hungary — see the gap in
the number of population —, and this is the lefehe “real countryside large cit-
iles”. Of course we can assume that “natural” urtbevelopment would have cre-
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ated this urban level, had the Dualist state foionaexisted for a longer time.
Zagrab[Zagreb, HR andKolozsvar Cluj-Napoca, RQwere “potentially” suitable
for this role.Z&agrab [Zagreb, HR, as the capital city of Croatia—Slavonia with
limited autonomy, grew up to its legal status ateatremely rapid pace (also, its
population number tripled in the years of the Dsral; in 1910 ZagrapZagreb,
HR] was at the top of the regional centres in theswva of each of the urban func-
tions taken into consideration in our survey, desthie fact that its “country” was
a backward, the least modernised region of the dflign BasinKolozsvar[Cluj-
Napoca, RQcould have found a hinterland in Transylvaniagegion of 2.8 million
inhabitants and legally separated from Hungaryl timiéi Compromise, which could
have “elevated” the city from among the regionaitoes. These processes, how-
ever, did not lead to the elevation of a few reglarentres, allowing them to make
a separate level of the hierarchy. Christallersdetiand the actual hierarchy did
not coincide at the lower levels, either; at theela the“multipliers” belonging to
the towns in the respective hierarchy levels varsbdwed no regularity.

Table 13

Number of centres by hierarchy levels accordingvtcChristaller
and our survey

Number of settlements in the respective  Total number of settlements in the respective

hierarchy levels by and the higher hierarchy levels by
Christaller’'s model our survey Christaller’s model r survey

1 1 1 1

2 11 3 12

6 50 9 63

18 65 27 128

54 204 81 332

162 93 247 425

486 - 729 -

Nevertheless it is not surprising in the light afr dindings that we wer@aot
able to demonstratany regularitygeometrical ordeiin the spatial distribution of
the hierarchically divided urban system. In thedgignof the urban network, espe-
cially if we consider the hierarchy levels and tianbers of population in the
towns, significant regional differences can be séefable 11we demonstrated
the density of towns by regions in Hungary. Thégerés show that if all hierarchy
levels are taken into consideration, the densitioains is strikingly low in North-
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east Hungary, and the density of towns in Transylvand the Tisza-Maros region
is well below the average, too; on the other hamthe Great Hungarian Plain and
in Upper Northern Hungary, the density of townsigh — for different reasons.
The picture is slightly different if we look at tigr order centres, only (excluding
towns below the middle town category); in this ctsedensity of towns falls be-
low the average in Transdanubia, too, the dengityagor towns only exceeds the
average in the Great Hungarian Plain and in Uppathé¢rn Hungary. If we in-
clude the number of population, too, the picturehef “urban density” by regions
looks as follows: east of the Versedr§ac, SCE-Temesvar Timisoara, RQ—
Arad [Arad, RQ-Nagyvarad Qradea, RQ-Szatmarnémeti Jatu Mare, RB-
Kassa Kosice, SKline, in Transylvania, Northeast Hungamgnd in the eastern
zone of thePartium theurban network is scar¢eand the density of major towns is
below the average, too (in Transylvania only 4 ¢pweats — of the total of 15 —
reached at least the level of the county centréls @éficient functions); the popu-
lation of the centres is strikingly low; the numizdrpopulation in the higher order
towns — regional and county centres, middle townsmained below 15 thousand,
where the average population of the smaller towas wnly 3,300. This area is
home a strikingly high number of district centrkattdid not even reach the lowest
hierarchy level, and where the volume of urban fiens was very low; in these
towns, with a few exceptions, urbanisation was prily due to the needs of public
administration.

The “density” of towns imfransdanubids equal to the eastern part of Hungary
as regards the higher hierarchy levels, the dedigmaller towns even exceeds
that; the main difference is that the Transdanutwams have a larger population —
above 22,500 at higher levels and 4,500 at lowazide— and their urban functions
are much more varied, their administration-econeseiwice roles are more bal-
anced; the higher hierarchy levels of several tofegykanizsa, P4pa, Dunafdld-
var, Mohacs etc.) was primarily due to their ecoimoamd service functions. De-
spite the fact that the share of urban populatias wot high in Transdanubia, ei-
ther (settlements with town rank were home to 11.d%se with urban functions
to 20.5% of the population), Transdanubia we canasea harmonically urbanising
region where the majority of the centres grew agxktbped rapidly.

Upper Northern Hunganhad the densest urban network among the Hungarian
regions, if we look at all settlements with urbamdtions, but the density of set-
tlements at a higher level of the hierarchy wasvabihe national average, too.
Also, settlements with town rank showed the higluesisity in Upper Northern
Hungary. The share or urban population, howeverndt exceed the figures in the
other regions of Hungary, which suggests that thpufation numbers in these
centres were rather small (just over 15,000 athigher hierarchy levels and al-
most 4,500 at the lower levels). The towns in Ud@erthern Hungary lived from
their “traditions”; the (noble metal) mining towrsd medieval origin, and the
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privileged settlements of the Szepesség areapse ghroximity to each other; the
former royal towns living from wine production olnet slopes of the Little Carpa-
thians; small towns of medieval origin pursuingditi@nal handicrafts and old-
style iron manufacturing; and the commerce townshef Vag valley dominated
Upper Northern Hungary. However, the majority oérthlived from their past;
noble metal manufacturing had declined, the smataiturgy centres were re-
placed by modern large-scale enterprises — Ozdsdyeé, Salgétarjan etc. —,
handicrafts were annihilated by manufacturing itdusAlso, a significant part of
these small towns had not been touched by the misd¢éion of the bourgeois
development, either. (Even the regional centre mbéy Northern Hungary, Kassa
[KoSice, SK showed definite signs of feudal remnants.) Sdvéyamer small
towns had neither urban functions nor town rankheyearly 28 century [Podolin
[Podolinec, SK Szomolnok $molnik, SK Mecenzéf Medzev, SK Korompa
[Krompachy, SK Felka M&k4, SK, SzepestapolcaSpiSska Teplica, 3KGnézda
[Hniezdne, SK Csetnek $titnik, SK etc.). Also, among the settlements with town
rank there were many that were losing their urharctions (SzentgyorgySivaty
Jur, SK, Leibic [L'ubica, SK, SzepesolaszigpiSské Vlachy, JKSzepesbéla
[SpiSska Bel4, SKFelgsbanya Baia Sprie, RQ) Modor [Modra, SK, Bazin
[Pezinok, SK Jolsva JlelSava, SK Dobsina Pobsina, SKetc.), including some
“great losers”, such as SelmecbanBarjské Stiavnica, 3kr BélabanyaBanska
Bela, SK. The latter had been one of the most populatedrighest towns of Hun-
gary from the middle ages until the™8entury, but, despite the state support
granting of municipal right, maintenance of a mgacademy etc. —, it had gradu-
ally lost its importance and population, conseqyeité rank in the urban hierar-
chy. A similar fate was suffered by Kérmécban@gmnica, SK whose popula-
tion remained below 5,000 in 1910, and so the towsstfit in the first two hun-
dred in the hierarchical order of the Hungarianrsw

In the Great Hungarian Plainnot only theshare of the urban population was
high but also the density of the towns, coupled witlhrge number of population
in the towns (at higher levels of the hierarchwas 66,500 () on the average, and
over 11,000 in the towns at the lower levels of tierarchy in 1910). From the
aspect of urbanisation, the Great Hungarian Plamrightly be regarded as a very
special region.

18 Kdrmécbanya in Upper Northern Hungary was oneheftiungarian centres of gold mining in the
Middle Ages and the early new age, with a mintvdis a significant member of the contemporary
urban network.
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4.2.4 Transformation of the urban hierarchy and theban network
in the Dualist era

In Europe, the capitalist urban development redultiethe exchange of a signifi-
cant part of the former urban network. Our survay only partly answer the ques-
tion to what extent the Hungarian urban networkgfarmed in the bourgeois era.
We have no adequate surveys for the “original” dots. The examination of the
Hungarian urban historians — Sandor Gyimesi (199%) Vera Béacskai—Lajos
Nagy, who all worked with a census of 1828 — ordpaerned the higher levels of
the urban hierarchy (Transylvania was omitted fribrair survey, for lack of a
similar census). The findings of the hierarchy syrin themselves cannot give a
complete answer to the question raised, becaugalthaot “measure” directly the
weight of the economy in the towns, the changehefriumber of population, the
transformation of the urban societies, the devetamnhevel of infrastructure etc.
Bearing these reservations in mind, we compareditioings of Sandor Gyimesi
from a survey concerning 1828 with the “top” of arban hierarchy of 1910ré-
ble 19. (The method used by Sandor Gyimesi was similahé method that we
chose, although he did not differentiate betweenanchy levels, he only compiled
the order of the townslable 14suggests that the “movement” of the urban net-
work at the hierarchical scale was very lively; pasitions of approximately 45%
of the towns changed considerably. Moddofra, SK e.g. fell from the top of the
urban hierarchy — according to S. Gyimesi, Moddoflra, SH was among the
“best fifty” by its functions in the early f9century — to position 376, to the cate-
gory of towns with hardly any urban functions. Thss of positions of Sarospatak
was also spectacular (a “fall” by almost 140 posisi down the hierarchy), but the
decline of Rozsny6 RoZiava, SK, Selmecbanya Hanska Stiavnica, 3K
NagyszombatTrnava, SKand Nagykros is evident, too. The improvement in the
positions of the ambitious towns is less strikingtdeast at the top of the urban
hierarchy —, but AradArad, RQ and NagyvaradQradea, RQ developed from
among the “better county centres” to the levelegfional centres. From correlation
calculations we can draw the conclusion that therpractically no correlation
between the urban hierarchies of the two times (beelation coefficient is
+0.11). We have to consider, however, that the gbsiin the hierarchy order, if
they do not result in the migration of towns fromeohierarchy level to another,
cannot be interpreted as the “exchange of the urleswork”, or at least these
changes are not significant from the aspect oltlan hierarchy. The disparities,
on the other hand, reveal the reasons for theftianation of the urban hierarchy,
e.g. the appreciation of the role of public admmion in urban development. The
majority of the “declining” towns had consideral@eonomic role compared to
their environment and population, but this was actompanied by significant
administration functions after the Compromise, whidecreased their relative
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Table 14

Comparison of the urban hierarchies in Sandor &gis survey

of 1828 and the present examination of 1910

Town Position Town Position

1828 1910* difference 1828 1910* difference
Buda + Pest 1 1 Kecskemét 26 31
Pozsony 2 2 Szabadka 27 16 +11
Debrecen 3 4 Arad 28 10 +18
Gyér 4 8 Ujvidék 29 25
Temesvar 5 5 Ungvar 30 39
Szeged 6 6 Kalocsa 31 70 -39
Kassa 7 3 Esztergom 32 33
Eger 8 23 -15 Losonc 33 51 -18
Pécs 9 8 Maramarossziget 34 14 +20
Szatmarnémeti 10 15 Baja 35 48 -13
Miskolc 11 12 Nagybecskerek 36 20 +16
Koméarom 12 34 =22 Zombor 37 28
Székesfehérvar 13 17 Jaszherény 38 59 =21
Sopron 14 11 Sarospatak 39 177 -138
Eperjes 15 24 Hodméxasarhely 40 79 -39
Besztercebanya 16 18 Nagykaroly 41 40
Rozsnyé 17 76 -59 Makd 42 52
Veszprém 18 26 Modor 43 376 -333
Vac 19 54 -35 Nagykos 44 88 —44
Szombathely 20 13 Nagykanizsa 45 29 +16
Selmecbanya 21 73 -52 Satoraljadjhely 46 30 +16
Nagyvéarad 22 7 +15 Lugos 47 27 +20
Nagyszombat 23 71 -48 dtse 48 43
Papa 24 45 =21 Keszthely 49 63 -14
Nyitra 25 21

*Excluding the towns in Transylvania.
Source:Gyimesi, 1975; Beluszky, 1990.

significance (Nagyszombaflfnava, SK Rozsny6 RoZava, SK, Vac, Losonc
[Lucenec, SKetc.). Another proof of the importance of pulbdidministration cen-
tre functions is that towns of lesser economic irtgace, when awarded county
centre functions in the beginning of the Dualist, ezonsiderably improved their
positions in the urban hierarchy; among the settl@minTable 14, this category
involves MaramarosszigeSijghetu Marmaei, RJ, NagybecskerekZrenjanin,
SC(Q, Lugos Lugoj, RQ, Szombathely, Satoraljaudjhely, and also Kapos¥ata-
egerszeg, Balassagyarmat, Trencdgeriin, S and BeregszasBerehove, UR
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— these towns had not been at the top of the kteydn the early 19 century and
consequently are not present in the Table, eithand so on. The progress of
Nagyvéarad Qradea, RQand Arad Arad, RQ, in addition to the increase of their
economic weight, was due to the demand for regiosialres.

Taking all these into consideration, in our opiniea cannot talk about an “ex-
change” of the Hungarian urban system during theadies of Dualism (or since
the foundation of the legal background of the ceatiety in 1848); apart from the
spectacular fall or rise of a small number of towthe urban network was rather
stable. In Hungary — as opposed to e.g. Englantieowestern provinces of Ger-
many —, thdormer urban system modernisethd the feudal towns in better posi-
tions shiftedto a bourgeois (capitalist) development track. Ewesvy, since the ma-
jority of the Hungarian towns had atonomy of medieval charact@heir main
functions being manufacturing industry pursued bydg, market centre roles and
moderate retails distribution), their upper and diécbourgeois class was negligi-
ble, the property of the urban citizens was litthe towns of the feudal age were
mostly nothing more than settlement (technical@miworks for modern urban
development, the “shift” did not come from theirmtorganic” development. The
institutions of the bourgeois era, the capital arglgnificant part of the bourgeois
class came “from outside”. An “organic” developmemtly occurred in a few
Hungarian towns where already in the earl{) &@ntury a modern bourgeois class,
free of guild restrictions — corn dealers, wholesahders, shipping entrepreneurs
etc. — had appeared, such as ir6iGPozsony Bratislava, SK Pest, Szeged, Te-
mesvar[ Timisoara, RQ etc. In these towns we could witness the flowthaf for-
merly accumulated (commercial) capital into mantifang industry, or financial
institutions. Thus, even though the urban netwodk at least the larger part of it —
was not exchanged, a “shif@ithin the urban networloccurred, both as regards
functions and the composition of the local socgtieven in large cities such as
Pest, where a considerable economic basis andea ¢tdywell-off bourgeois had
emerged before 1848, there is no or hardly anyirmaity between the bourgeois of
the early and late ¥9century, either as regards their persons or cterddn the
modernising towns, in addition to the bourgeoishef feudal times — handicrafts-
men with guild traditions, retail traders, feudatieliner layer —, in the early years of
the Dualist era mainly state bureaucracy, the layanivil servants increased sig-
nificantly, later — or parallel to it — a narrowurgeois class appeared, too, as did
“necessarily” industrial proletariat especiallythre bigger towns. The urban poor,
on the hand, made a significant part of the pomraih almost each town (day
labourers, servants, junior officers, agricultunadrkers etc.). Théunctional and
social shiftfrom feudal to capitalist towns @nly evident at the top of the urban

19t is a characteristic example, from the 1184payers in 1888 of the capital city 15 years eaitier
1873 only 347 were included in the list (himselhis ancestor) (6r6s,1978).
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hierarchy, it can only be considered general and completlérregional centres.
This does not mean that the lower levels do natufeatowns belonging to the
cutting edge of modernisation — e.g. FiurlRgjdka, HR, Miskolc, Szombathely,
Nagykanizsa, Kaposvar, Ujvidglovi Sad, SCetc. —, but many towns even
among the county centres were only at the beginaoirgis process, bearing some
characteristics of the urban development of theldetimes (e.g. Veszprém, Eger,
Esztergom, Balassagyarmat, Trencsérefrin, SK, Lécse Leva'a, SH, Zilah
[Zalau, RQ, Szekszard, Nagyenyedild, RQ, Nagykaroly Carei, RQ etc.). Our
statement that thiormation of the capitalist urban system used aaddformed
the frameworks inherited from the feudal tindegs not mean that the feudal urban
system remained unchanged. A number of towns haddl fallen from the top of
the urban system in the late™&nd early 18 century, and this process accelerated
after 1848, partly because of the loss of the “sudprovided by the town rank —
the number of settlements with any sort of towrkrdropped to one-sixth —, and
partly because the urban development forces otaleph neglected some of the
towns, also, the weight of the “inherited” urbamdtions — e.g. handicrafts — de-
creased. This group contained the already mentidoetis in Upper Northern
Hungary and Transylvania, the small centres ofddining noble metal mining —
Vizakna Pcna Sibiului, RQ) Fel$banya Baia Sprie, RQ) Ujbanya Novéa Baia,
SK], etc. —, several small country towns — such asradaras, Hajdudorog, Haj-
duhadhaz, Szabadszallas, Fulopszallas, Kiskundoegzdaszarokszallas etc. —,
former wine producing small towns and country toym®st of the wine-produc-
ing country towns of the Hegyalja region had alyebudt their urban functions in
the beginning of the fcentury) etc.

Exclusive products of the capitalist urban develeptrare those industrial and
population concentrations that grew on the locatiohthe “modern” sectors, i.e.
coal and iron ore mining, metallurgy and metal pssing, mostly totally irrespec-
tive of the former urban network. The plants of imip metallurgy and metal proc-
essing in the first step created colonies of lgpgpulation; their societies had
nothing to do with the society of the “feudal toWrtfie majority of the population
was miners, factory workers and officers; as thgoritg of the factories and plants
were state-owned — in the hand of either state anisg or the Hungarian Railway
Co. —, the officers too were sate employees. Thedswis class in these towns was
negligible; a few merchants and handicraftsmeresetiown to supply the large
concentration of population; in some cases a ferbdn institutions”, a higher
elementary school, or a savings bank settled domaybe some towns became
administrative centres, district seats. Accordiagtr survey, some towns, small
towns belonged to the category of settlements witlan functions, such d&®esi-
cabanyaReira, RQ (17,384 inhabitantsDidsgysr, a town of special situation (a
"suburb” of Miskolc; 17,202 inhabitants)Salgétarjan (13,746 inhabitants),
Petrozsény[Petraseni, RQ (12,193 inhabitants)Ozd (5,981 inhabitants) and
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Oravicabanya[Oravira, RQ (4,079 inhabitants). In other words, the numbgr o
“new”, “capitalist” towns was limited, their hierany level was low; in the early
20" century they were negligible elements of the Huiagesettiement network.

As a summary we emphasise again that the fivexadesiades of bourgeois ur-
ban development in Hungary did not “exchange” tHean system inherited from
the feudal times, but started to transform thateggrds functions and society; a
fundamental transformation had only occurred byhibginning of the century in a
limited number of towns, mostly at the top of therarchy. The number of settle-
ments falling out from the circle of towns is calesiable, but only a few “new”

towns were born in the decades of the Dualist era.

4.2.5 The weight of urban functions in the settlemts

Hierarchy in the narrower sense only registersaspect of the role of the towns in
the settlement hierarchy. We have already mentidingide.g. most of the towns in
Great Hungarian Plain have no large hinterland déviirey have a high rank in the
hierarchy, the urban goods produced in these t@amnsisually for the provision of
their own population. In other words, even in tlases of the same position in the
hierarchy, the share of the urban services “solthé countryside” can signifi-
cantly vary. We have also mentioned that the uffibaotions of more or less the
same level and weight are almost completely losbragnthe many agricultural
functions of the Great Plain towns (which makesnetbe urban character of these
towns questionable), whereas these urban funciim$purely” present in the case
of the traditional towns, giving these settlememtdefinitely urban character. We
can say that the “density” of the urban functiomglifferent. Although there is a
strong correlation between the position in the arbe&erarchy and the quantity of
the urban functions, even at the same level ofahibly we can see considerable
differences among the quantity of the urban fumstiof the respective towns. In
addition to the quantity of the urban functionssthue pay attention to the qualita-
tive data of the urban services, as well. Fromeldsta we can make conclusions
as regards the size of the population using thécss, thus indirectly the size of
the (theoretical) urban hinterlands. (The explorabf the relationship between the
respective towns and their surroundings is onehefrhost important aspects of
settlement network researches. According to sorpeoaphe? this is what basi-
cally determines the urban character of the se#tfdsn[the town as a “central
place™].)

20 To refer only to the most prominent geographerasgnting this concept: T. Mends| 1963.
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For the analysis of the quantitative aspects ofutfiban functions, we took the
following indices into consideration:

— Number of earners in trade (persons) in 1910;

Number of earners in public services (personspitDi
Number of household servants (persons) in 1910;
Number of lawyers (persons) in 1910;

Bank deposits of the financial institutions (inwre) in 1910;
Number of secondary school students (persons)if;19
Number of telephone stations in 1911.

In order to make the indices of different charactmparable and compatible,
we calculated theaumber of population provided with urban functiofihis is
allowed by the information on the national figuodshe earners in trade and public
services, the national data of bank deposits angldes etc. per “unit” of popula-
tion, and the consequently calculated number ofbitants “served” by one
tradesman, household servant, lawyer or one crdwartk deposit. If we draw the
number of urban population from the above data,get the number ofural
population providedwith these services, i.e. the “added value” of tihhen — in
some geographers’ view, the “real” index of theaurlierarchy. The measurement
of the weight of the urban functions with the numbg&population served allows
the comparison of the respective functions andtinigins, and the definition of
their weights.

We have to emphasise that the results achievetidsetcalculations are “ab-
stract figures”; they do not reflect the real sitoia, i.e. the number of population
served is not equal to the size of the hinterlasfdthe towns and the number of
population living there. The reasons for this aamnifold. The regional penetration
of certain functions can differ from the nationaleeage; in regions with better
commercial provision e.g. one trader serves ldsghitants than their counterparts
in worse endowed areas. The concentration of uftractions, more exactly the
sectors that we considered varies across the dliffeegions — in regions domi-
nated by large villages e.g. the “rural” settlenseiob have some of the institutions
that we took into consideration in the calculatiowbereas in areas where small
villages are more typical, the majority of the irayg public service, finance insti-
tution etc. activities is concentrated in the townsn fact, even the villages can
have certain activities that we took into consitlera The frequency of the use of
urban functions is higher among the urban citizéas at rural inhabitants, so the

21 Sources of the data: Directory of the OfficersHafngary 1910. Statistics of Credit Institutes of
1894-1909. Hungarian Statistical Yearbook 1910. Ge$ 1910. Employment of the population
and large industrial companies by municipalitiesgiBter of the telephone subscribers of Hungary
1911.
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mechanical division of the number of populatiorvedrinto urban and rural cate-
gories, on the basis of the population numberewhs, definitely does not reflect
the real situation.

The hierarchical orderthat we get by the calculations can be comparateo
total number of citizens serveahd thenumber of rural population servetb the
proportionof urban and “rural” population served, tmember of inhabitantsf the
settlements and thdensity of the functions, but of course theterrelations of
these indices can also be examined. These comparism give us a lot of infor-
mation on the role of towns in the settlement nekywbere we only refer to some
spectacular characteristics.

The correlation between théerarchical orderand the order calculated by the
total number of populatioservedis very tight, the correlation coefficient is +8.9
(We have to remark that the correlation is evehtéigbetween the population of
the towns and the number of population served,hiagct+0.98 if we look at the
total of the towns; it is weaker at the lower levef the urban hierarchy, still it re-
flects a close correlation — 0.58 — at regionaltres) 0.79 at county seats, 0.77 in
the case of middle towns and 0.51 at small townsother words, within the urban
hierarchy the group of county seats and middle toisnthe most “coordinated”;
the hierarchy level, the population of the townd #re number of population pro-
vided with urban goods show a tight correlatioropking at the total of the urban
network, these two manifestations of the conceotrabf urban functions mostly
coincide, whereas the weight of the urban functatrthe different hierarchy levels
showed significant differenc¢$able 15)

The average number of population served by hieyaleels allows the draw-
ing of several conclusions concerning the urbawaot First of all it is clear that
despite the fact that the Hungarian urban netwag in the beginning of the mod-
ernisation process in the early™2@entury and that the settlement network peculi-
arities of the Great Hungarian Plain — including. ¢he negligible hinterlands — did
not favour the clear separation of the urban anal regions and consequently the
concentration of the urban functions, the Hungattawns still served a significant
number of population with urban goods, and the ntgjof the users, down to the
level of the middle towns, were “rural citizens’veh if Hungary had very small
towns mostly serving the rural areas, the dataheftable above reveal that the
higher hierarchy level a town had, the higher ghaportion of its participation in
the provision of the countryside. Thus in the psai of the Hungarian population
or of the rural population of the country with unbgoods, the dominant role was
played by the settlements at the higher levelsiefahchy, despite their much
smaller number. The weight of the 12 regional @ntxceeds that of the institu-
tions in the just 300 small towns or district cestrAs opposed to our presumption
that the rural population had more regular conoestito their district centres, the
fact is that the supply with urban goods was tlspaasibility of the settlements at
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the higher levels of hierarchy in the first plagde outstanding opposition of Bu-
dapest can also be seen in the number of populstipplied: the capital city, only
concentrating 4.8% of the total population of Huygdsupplied” 22.6% of the
Hungarian citizens with urban goods, and the aweragight of the urban institu-
tions of the regional centres was not more tharo6%at in Budapest.

Table 15

Average number of all citizens and of the rural gplagion served
by the tons at the different levels of hierarchy

Hierarchy level Number Average Population
of number  number  number share  served, in
settlements  of of of rural of rural  per cent of
population* inhabitants inhabitants citizens the previou:
served served served, % category
Budapest 1 863,735 4,098,618 3,234,883 78.9 -
Regional centres 12 67,367 248,382 181,015 72.9 1 6.
County seats 50 23,940 74,992 51,052 68.1 30.2
Middle towns 65 4,718 32,189 17,470 54.3 42.9
Small towns 204 6,004 9,801 3,798 38.7 30.4

Settlements with dis-

h : 95 4,275 4,202 —74 - 42.9
trict centre functions

* Civil population.
Source:calculated by the authors.

Despite the fact that a close correlation can bmotestrated between the
hierarchical orderand thenumber of population suppligthe volume of the urban
institutions), the occasionally occurring discregiaa mark typical urban types, or
refer to the special situation of some towns. BE.glefinitely separate group of
towns are those settlements with a low number plifation that were “elevated”
to the urban hierarchy by the need of public adsiiation for centres in town-
deficient areas and where administration locateditutions of high hierarchy
level, but neither the growth of the population nomplex urbanisation, the “aux-
iliary” signs of urban development — trade, cultumatitution, financial institutions
etc. — followed the sudden promotion in the ordehierarchy. Apart from the
officers, the weight and number of “real” bourgewias low. These settlements
represent a special type, when comparing the loieyaorder and their number of
population.DicssszentmartoriTarnaveni, RQ, for example (with a population of
4,417 in 1910) had the 8%osition in the order of hierarchy, whereas it waly
the 163" in population. Even bigger towns, if they were nigiadministrative
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centres and void of “modern” functions, had usubily weight of urban functions
compared to their positions in the urban hierarcBglaegerszeg, Trencsén
[Trercin, SK or Déva Peva, RQ belonged to this group, among others, but such a
“discrepancy” was typical even of Kolozsv@€luj-Napoca, RQ and Kassa
[KoSice, SK indicating the slow penetration of modern fuons and the over-
weight of the public administration and culturahétions.

Disparities in the other direction are usually seethe Great Hungarian Plain,
a region with towns of large population; there isu@e number of “own” popula-
tion to be supplied, but this only locates lowereleurban institutions into these
country towns, the institutional pyramid remainsstdrted”, large city institutions
are absent, so the hierarchy level remains l#édmezvasarhelyhas the 93 po-
sition in the order of hierarchy, e.g. whereasas lihe 3% biggest number of
population supplied. “Incompatibilities” of the sandirection can be seen in e.g.
Kiskunfélegyhazakecskeméor Baja, or in the case dfljpestandUjarad [Aradu
Nou, RQ@, both in a special situation (satellite townsthwery large population
compared to their position in the urban hierarchtyls remarkable that in the case
of Debrecen or Szeged the two “projections” of tiean functions perfectly
match, i.e. the different aspects meet at the fdpeohierarchy in the Great Hun-
garian Plain, tooFiume[Rijeka, HR was one of the most important trading towns
of Hungary, a significant financial centre whoseapl legal situation led to its
relatively low position in the hierarchy (a townitiwout” a county). Considerable
differences can also be seen in the case of therrmagling cities, if their adminis-
trative functions were modest, e.g. if they were caunty seats (Papa, Munkacs
[Mukacheve, URetc.). In the case dflyiregyhazaa county centre, it is its county
with a large number of population but few townsd dhe large hinterland to be
supplied with “basic urban goods” that elevated dgju@ntity of urban functions
above the hierarchic position.

The map showing theumber of population supplidd/ the townsKigure 9 is
not surprising if we consider the close correlatiobwgen the urban hierarchy and
the number of population supplied. It is undersédnhel then that the Great Hun-
garian Plain cannot “remain empty” in the map desti@ting thequantity of urban
goods and the often supposed “under-urbanisation” ef@reat Hungarian Plain,
the “backwardness” of the towns in this region does mean at all the lack or
limited volume of functions and institutions, siamlly to the regional appearance of
the hierarchical division. The special positiontledé Great Plain country towns is
manifested in other relations, mainly in their rtdtat they played in thprovision
of the countryside

Even if we look at theumber of rural population suppliedve cannot see the
clear “disintegration” of Hungary into the Greatrfarian Plain and the rest of the
country in the field of the characteristics of ilmban network. In the case of the
non-country towns of the Great Hungarian Plain,rtmsitions in the urban
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Figure 9

Total and rural population supplied by urban fuoies

Figure 9 . . .
Total and rural population supplied by urban functions

@ Fiume

Keys: 1 — Urban population; 2 — Rural population supplied; 3 — No rural population supplied.
Source: designed by the authors.
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hierarchy and that in the order defined by the nemds rural population supplied
mostly coincide. As regard¥emesvar[Timisoara, RQ, Arad [Arad, RQ, or
NagyvaradOradea, RQat the edge of the Great Hungarian Plain, thgnlgyi-
dék [Novi Sad, SC{; NagybecskerekZrenjanin, SCE the number of rural
population served is more or less equal to thedranchical positions; in some
cases it is even higher. The consideration ofdkgect of the urban functions un-
derlines that the settlement network of B@néat regiondeveloped according to the
“regular” model and thaBaja or Ujvidék [Novi Sad, SC{zare “Transdanubian”
towns by character. EvelDebrecen SzegedSzabadkgSubotica, SC{z Zombor
[Sombor, SCGor Nyiregyhazaall being country towns) managed to gain a hin-
terland compatible with their hierarchical posisor more exactly theoretically
supplied rural population —, reinforcing again faet that the integration of the
elements of urbanisation started at the higherdeskethe urban hierarchy, urbani-
sation was able to overcome the differences corfiang the regional situation or
the varied urban historical past. It is also rerabhk that among the towns with
negative valuege.g. in those cases when the calculated numbgomilation sup-
plied is lower than the own population of the givemwn), we find many small
towns of the Great Hungarian Plain.

A more reliable conclusion than the one we can dram the individual cases
is gained if we compare at each hierarchy leveltype&al data of the Great Plain
country towns and the towns in the other regiondwigary(Table 16)

The data of the table demonstrate two basic tremuishe one hand, the Great
Hungarian Plain towns, even more so the countryngothe “Great Plain” towns
also include the towns of the Banat and the eddbeoGreat Hungarian Plain, not
typically of agricultural history) supplied lessraliinhabitants at each level of the
urban hierarchy than the non-Great Plain towns alidthe other hand, the differ-
ence becomes really considerable at the lowerdeskthe hierarchy. While the
number of rural inhabitants attracted by the regi@entres of the Great Hungarian
Plain made 87%! of the number of population ataddty non-Great Plain regional
centres — and the same figure is 85%! at the cosedys —, the difference is very
marked between the middle towns, the attractionthef Great Hungarian Plain
country towns is less than half of the centreshim dther regions of Hungary. As
regards the small towns, the “widening of the gapévident: in the other Hungar-
ian regions the small towns too played a significabe in the provision of the
countryside — more than half of the population teagplied were “rural citizens”
—, whereas the small towns of the Great Hungariaim vere not even able to sup-
ply themselves. This is a sign of a basically défe function in the settlement
network — and also of a different settlement system
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Table 16

Average number of rural citizens supplied in thens of the Great Hungarian
Plain and in the other
Hungarian regions, by hierarchy level

Hierarchy level Average number of rural citizens supplied Share or rural citizens from all supplied populafi®o

at national inthe non- inthe Great inthe at national in the non- inthe Great inthe

level Great Plain Plain towns  country level Great Plain Plain towns  country

towns towns towns towns

Regional centres 181,015 183,300 176,446 160,081 72.9 76.1 67.0 60.3
County seats 51,052 52,477 46,997 47,044 68.1 72.9 56.3 52.7
Middle towns 17,470 20,778 11,430 9,063 54.3 68.0 325 23.9
Small towns 3,798 5,058 625 -553 38.7 52.7 6.1 -
Settlements with district 74 685 2197 _3.727 _ 18.4 B B

centre functions

Source:Calculated by the authors.
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Nevertheless we can conclude one characteristiorieaf the country towns on
the basis of the — presumed — number of rural iiduails supplied: on the streets
and markets, and in the shops and offices of d@dmedvasarhely, Hajdu-
bdszérményr Szentes- usually not country towns “belonging to the uppest
circles” — there must have been a significantly llsnaaumber of “rural people”
than the local inhabitants; as opposed to e.g. &iprabat Rimavska Sobota, $K
Balassagyarmat, not to mention TurécszentmarMartin, SK or Csikszereda
[Miercurea-Ciuc, RQ where the rural inhabitants actually invaded tivn and
dominated the urban spaces. (The real situatiomtnhig reflected in an anecdotic
report that in the multi-lingual towns of the reggoinhabited by ethnic groups, the
official language changed in the course of the dag:German speaking merchant
or handicraftsman talked in the daytime in Slovakim Romanian to his custom-
ers, these were the most frequently used languagdbe market and fairs — at
dusk he spoke German again, maybe Hungarian orisfiddThis is the reason
why the country towns of the Great Hungarian Pleéme much more isolated, left
to their own devices and more closed than the townBransdanubia or Upper
Northern Hungary.

Apart from the towns of the Great Hungarian Plaie, hardly find any other
town in Hungary at the beginning of the™€entury that played a limited role in
the provision of their hinterlands and were notamigally integrated into the set-
tlement network. Such a position was occupied gytbe newly grown industrial
towns (Resicabanya®pira, RQ, Ozd or Di6sgyr), the formerly important towns
that had hopelessly fallen behind (e.g. Szepedi$f&ska Bela, SKor Vizakna
[Ocna Sibiului, RQ), and a lot of small administrative centres —triit seats —,
where the administrative functions had not yet basgompanied a more compre-
hensive urbanisation, similarly to the county seaith small population, men-
tioned before. These small centres appear in theebyadozens. Despite the many
“gaps”, the correlation between tiéerarchical orderand thenumber of rural
inhabitants suppliedeems to be quite close — the correlation coefftdbeing 0.83
—, but we must not forget that the difference betwthe towns at the higher hier-
archical level and the small towns are so greatt tthey partly conceal the non-
compatibilities coming from the regional situation.

While thenumberof rural population supplied by the respective riewnainly
measures the role of these towns in the countrysigeweight of the position they
had in the settlement network, theoportion of the rural and the own population
supplied partly reflects how important role urbamndtions played in the lives of
the towns, what role the towns played — comparetheéd size — in the supply of
their surroundings, to what extent they “dominatdef countryside. The “country-
side share” is high in the case of towns whereauthan institutions are large-scale
compared to the number of population, or where uigan functions are very
“purely” present (e.g. the overwhelming majoritytbé population is employed by
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the urban institutions and the share of induswiahgricultural functions is lim-
ited). The “picture” drawn by this index is fundamaly different from the aspects
of the urban network discussed so far, from thegendefined by the hierarchy or
the total number of population supplied and the Ibeimof the countryside inhabi-
tants servedFigure 10) At the top of the order we find small and medisized
towns with marked profile, especially from the vegstcounties of Upper Northern
Hungary and Transylvania, occasionally Transdanuliast of them are small
county seats or centres with special functionsh agcBalazsfalvaHlaj, RQ, the
Greek Catholic clerical centre of only two thousantabitants, or Liptoujvar
[Liptovsky Hradok, SKand Szepesszomba@giSskd Sobota, $kboth being dis-
trict seats with less than one thousand inhabit@i$® in the higher regions of this
order we find those county seats that have slightlye population, higher hierar-
chical level but fulfilling political and adminisitive functions in the first place:
these are Trencséirerrin, SK, Balassagyarmat,dcse Leva‘a, SK and Déva
[Deva, RQ (all below the threshold of 10 thousand populatjoand Eperjes
[PreSov, SKand Veszprém with their 14—16 thousand inhabstant

At the top of the urban hierarchy, among the regli@entres there were three
towns with extremely high share of the countrysideplied: they were Zagrab
[Zagreb, HR, Nagyvarad Qradea, RQ and KolozsvarCluj-Napoca, RQ The
former was assisted in its concentration of urharctions by its vice-capital rank,
Nagyvarad Qradea, RQ by its county with a total of 600,000 inhabitgni¢hile
Kolozsvar[Cluj-Napoca, RQhad an extended hinterland in the also less isbédn
North Transylvania. The further hierarchical ordercharacterised by the strong
mixing of towns of different size, character andiomal position, although typi-
cally there are rather few Great Plain towns amitiegsettlements with a higher
share of rural population served, and even theyetaordinary” in some sense,
e.g.Kalocsg an archiepiscopal centre, a “regular” town okgion dominated by
small and middle-sized villages (even though thatteced farms of Kalocsa be-
came independent villages by the turn of the cghtar towns outside the region
where settlements followed a country town developgmeath (e.g. Temesvar
[Timisoara, RQ, NagybecskerekZrenjanin, SCEor Kisvarda). The towns in the
Great Hungarian Plain, despite their country towstpwere in the fist half of this
hierarchy, supporting the concept that the setttemat the top of the hierarchical
pyramid are able to overcome their “regional digadages”, the consequences of
their country town past; e.g. the number of popoifaserved byDebrecenwas
almost twice as much as the own population of tdvenf butZombor[Sombor,
SCQ, Szolnok or Nyiregyhazaserved more rural inhabitants than the number of
their own population, too. Evedzeged- despite the huge outskirts with scattered
farms, pulling down statistics — “supplied” moreralinhabitants than its own
number of population was.
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Figons 10 Per capita urban functions (density)

.Fiume

Keys: 1 — High above the urban average; 2 — Above the urban average; 3 — Average; 4 — Below the urban average;
5 — Far below the urban average.
Source: designed by the authors.




The undoubtedly most peculiar towns of Hungarythose that have no visible
hinterlands, and where the share of the rural ithals served is negative. We deal
with this group in more details. The researcher® whnsider towns as central
places do not even regard these settlements as tmanthe other hand, putting
them in the hinterland of other towns is not juabfe, either). In our opinion the
majority of such towns have special hinterlandsc@bse they have urban institu-
tions and functions whose “quantitative” dimensi@re measurable), but these
hinterlands can be found within the administratb@indaries of the respective
settlement. The word ‘administrative’ should be bagised here because a large
part of the population lived in the outskirts — geattered farms could be consid-
ered as a hinterlarfd.The number of such towns is not negligible: thevey of
the hierarchy demonstrated urban functions in 4t8esnents, of which 72 fall
into this category (with a total population of 65@usand!). They are small towns
and district centres, with only one middle town jddo6szormény). These are
usually extended Great Plain country towns withrgé population, but this group
also includes centres, with often large populatadri)pper Northern Hungary, also
a few weak district centres and industrial-transpentres of Transylvania, the
Partium and Transdanubia. The country towns ofGheat Hungarian Plain had
the largest numbers of population within this gradpjdibdszérmény had over 28
thousand inhabitants, but Békés, Torokszentmikhid @songrad also had more

22 The already cited Tibor Mendél (who was a consistepresentative of the ,central place” theory)
did not consider these settlements as towns. Heddhe contradiction by saying that the Great
Hungarian Plain country towns consisted of thremcfiwnally separate settlements that were
spatially integrated. E.g. HodmeAsarhely means thecatteredfarms of Hédmegvasarhely
(lonely agricultural settlements), that surrounded village of Hédmekvasarhely (a collective
agricultural settlement), which ran around the arlware; the third settlement was the city of
Hédmesvasarhely, whose inhabitants were engaged in ndowdtgral production but supplied
the demand of the agricultural populatidiendél, T.1963). The real size of the towns can be
estimated if the corrected number of agricultughers is drawn from the number of population
(For more details see Menddl, Marosaink valodi nagysagi és a helyzeti energiplsi[The
real size of the Hungarian towns and the type o&fional energies]. +dldrajzi Kbzlemények.
1935. 63. pp. 361-366. and Menddl, Néhany sz6 az alfdldi varosok kérdéséhez [Some svord
about issue of the towns in the Great HungariainPla Féldrajzi K6zlemények1939. 67. pp.
217-232.). His model was criticised for not consit the existing social unity of the settlements
(i.e. the fact that the large part of the populatio the outskirts only temporarily used the scatte
farms, they “lived” in their house in the city, extded religious services and had a social liféén t
city etc.) To cite only the most renowned of Merisl@ritiques, see Erdei, F.: A tanyas telepiilés
foldrajzi szemlélete [A geographical approach te #tattered farms]. Foldrajzi K6zlemények.
1941. 69. pp. 78-95. (Menddl's reply to the critini can be read in Menddl, T.: Megjegyzések
Erdei Ferenc “A tanyas telepillések foldrajzi széemdd c. cikkéhez. [Remarks about Ferenc
Erdei’s article titled “A geographical approachth® scattered farms”]. Féldrajzi Kézlemények.
1941. 69. pp. 113-115.) For a detailed analysth®@bpposing views see Timar, L.: A szociol6gia
és geografia porlekedésének egy lezaratlan fej¢aeteinfinished chapter of the quarrel between
sociology and geography]. Fér és Tarsadalon1988. 2. 2. pp. 86-94.

83



than 25 thousand inhabitants each. In additiohéont 20 towns of the Great Hun-
garian Plain had more than 10 thousand inhabitdfie. than 10 thousand people
lived in Mér, a Transdanubian town with a livelyrizgltural activity (viticulture).
The industrial and mining centre of the Banat regiResicabanyaRegira, RQ,
and the industrial suburb of Miskolc, Diéggyhad 17 thousand inhabitants each.
There are several similar settlements in this eirgith industrial and transport
functions but less than 10 thousand inhabitantg @zd). We have to mention
separately the group of small towns—district seatsast Upper Northern Hungary,
where a part of the population lived on the outskin scattered mountain farms
and sawmills, pulling down the (negative) valuesh# share of the countryside.
These are a group of settlements where we do ndtdisignificant number of
population supplied with urban goods even withire thublic administrative
boundaries. All over Hungary we find such weak pesitin between the villages
and the towns, situated at the bottom of the utbararchy. As regards the ques-
tion whether there were regions in Hungary wheeeptbpulation was only able to
see the advantages offered by the towns from ardtiet this survey cannot give an
exact answer. One thing is sure if we enumeratesétéements without urban
functions: these will not be found in the Great Haman Plain. In this region, the
settlements with urban functions “are close at ha@uh the other hand, in some
areas of the eastern part of Upper Northern Hungaryransylvania (or South
Transdanubial), with bad traffic endowments, theege territories as big as dis-
tricts too far from the urban centres.

Finally we can look at theveight of the urban functions in comparison wité th
population of the respective settlemé@mhat specific values the individual urban
institutions have)Figure 10) The figures gained this way influenced to a large
extent the image of the urban character, the ush#ion levels of the respective
settlements, and contributed to the negligencehef urbanisation of the Great
Hungarian Plain (both in qualitative and quanttataspect), to which many refer-
ences can be found in the geographical literatarthe Great Hungarian Plain the
“specific” values are low; the urban functions wést in the plethora of agricul-
tural functions. It is evident that the densitytbé urban functions was related —
although not always in a cause and effect relatigns to the village-like cityscape
and the development — or backward — level of itfugsure in the country towns of
the Great Hungarian Plain, to its peasant-likeetgaetc. At the same time, when
creating theurban typesthe primary aspect is the weight of the urban fiomst
within the settlement; on the basis of this caniatsmative centres, school towns,
cultural-religious centres etc. be designated.

Looking at the different aspects of the urban fiomg, the multi-side approach
made the existence of a few marked types of cemtrelsable. The more exact
delineation of these can be done in many ways ¢igter analysis, comparison of
ranks etc.); we used a relatively simple method,“tioss-table analysis” for the
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definition of the different types. In order to sexthe manageability of the method
and the results, each time we included three aspedhe survey and we catego-
rised the “indices” into three levels at each asgealues above average, around
the average and below the average). Thus thergetils were categorised into a
3x3x3 cross-table. From among the many possiblepjngs of the indices we
briefly evaluate hereby the results of the versimme with the inclusion of the
three most characteristic “aspects”.
The indices for typifying were as follows:

— Position in the urban hierarchy

— Regional centres and county seats

— Middle towns and complex small towns

— Deficient small towns and significant centres

— Total number of population supplied

— Number of population supplied above 50 thousandbhithnts

— Number of population supplied between 50 thousardl® thousand inhabi-
tants

— Number of population supplied below 10 thousaneaitants

— Percentage value of the share of the rural aredtis (ealue)

The quotient above 150%

— The quotient between 0% and 150%

— The quotient below 0%

Using the 3x3x3 cross-table, theoretically we caneh27 types; in our case, 18
“boxes” contained settlements (12 boxes had fivenore settlements). Below we
are briefly introducing these 12 types.

Type 1

High hierarchy level — high number of populatiompplied — high share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
39 10
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 36,487 1,422,976
Population supplied (persons) 136,656 5,329,591
Rural population supplied (persons) 100,170 3,90%,6
Significance surplus (per cent) 2745

Source:Type 1-11 calculated by the authors.
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Type lcontains theelite groupof the Hungarian towns, including 39 towns that
show an above-average figure in all three indiédsregional centres, with the
exception of Szeged, are in this category, togethidr the most developed county
seats with balanced administrative and economictioins (Szombathely, Sopron,
Székesfehérvar, Marosvasarhel@fgu Mure, RQ, Miskolc, NagyszebenSibiu,
RO, Komarom[Komarno, SK Zombor Sombor, SC{etc.), also some major
economic and trading centres (Nagykanizsa, FiuRieKa, HR, Baja, Papa).
Their average number of population exceeds 36 tmipeople and they supplied
more than 100 thousand “rural” (i.e. not own) initertts. They are located quite
proportionately all over Hungaryigure 11, especially if we also consider those
six towns of the Great Hungarian Plain that wemssified into another group
(Type 2)only because of their low “significance surplue’dq. Szeged, Kecskemét,
Szabadka3ubotica, SC$.

Type 2

High hierarchy level — high number of populatiompplied — medium share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
6 6

Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 64,581 387,486
Population supplied (persons) 120,581 723,487
Rural population supplied (persons) 56,000 336,001
Significance surplus (per cent) 86.7
Type 3A

High hierarchy level — medium number of populasopplied — high share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
16 0
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 10,667 170,671
Population supplied (persons) 39,670 634,721
Rural population supplied (persons) 29,003 464,050
Significance surplus (per cent) 271.9
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Figure 11
Urban types according to the combination of the qualitative and quantitative urban functions
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Keys: 1-11 Position within the urban hierarchy according to the decreasing values of combination of the total population and the rural
population supplied.
Source: designed by the authors.
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Type 3B

High hierarchy level — medium number of populasopplied — medium share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
1 1
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 24,248 24,248
Population supplied (persons) 42,377 42,377
Rural population supplied (persons) 18,129 18,129
Significance surplus (per cent) 74.8

A marked group are made by those county seats petJNorthern Hungary,
Transylvania and Transdanubia whose populatiorelatively low compared to
their hierarchy level (less than 11 thousand onatterage), accordingly the range
of their urban functions is more limited than iretbase of the most prestigious
group (40 thousand people supplied on the aver&tmyever, their “centre char-
acter” is marked, the share of urban goods solthéocountryside is high (e.g.
Nagykaroly [Carei, RQ, Zalaegerszeg, Segesv&8ighisoara, RQ). The “Great
Plain” subcategory of this type contains only ooert, Gyula. Gyula has a dual
character: on the one hand, it is a Great Plaimtcpgown, with 34% of its earners
working in agriculture; on the other hand, the shairthose employed in industry
is not negligible, either (29%). Also, it is an adrstrative and trading centre, a
town of offices.

Type 3C

Medium hierarchy level — high number of populatsoipplied — high share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
3 0
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 15,126 45,377
Population supplied (persons) 53,923 161,770
Rural population supplied (persons) 38,798 116,393
Significance surplus (per cent) 256.5
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This type contains no more than three settlemédagyszombatTrnava, SK
Losonc Lucenec, SKand Munkacs Mukacheve, UA These three towns, with
their population around 15 thousand (and with hiatels with two or three times
more population) are examples for the most developédle towns. None of
them is county seat, but they are important cerdfeme part of their respective
counties, with advanced trade and service functidhsir central role is especially
important in secondary school education and thé& beator.

Type 4

Medium hierarchy level — high number of populatsoipplied — medium share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
2 1
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 58,821 117,642
Population supplied (persons) 86,644 173,288
Rural population supplied (persons) 27,823 55,646
Significance surplus (per cent) 47.3

This group contains only two settlements: Ujpest Bddmesvasarhely. They
are towns of different character and history: Ujpeas home to 55 thousand,
Hodmezsvasarhely to 62 thousand inhabitants at that tinog,in Ujpest 67% of
the population worked in industry, whereas in Hodéwasarhely 61% were agri-
cultural employees. The urban, middle town ingting were rather modest for
their size and mostly supplied the local populatidjpest was the most populated
settlement of the Budapest agglomeration growirenatAmerican speed® while
Hbédmesvasarhely was one of the biggest country townshén Great Hungarian
Plain.

Z Beluszky, P:Az ebvarosok Utja Nagy-Budapesthizhe way of the suburbs to Greater Budapest].
Essays from the Past of Budapest XXX. Budapest A&eshiBp. 2002. pp. 121-152. p. 123, 126,
134.
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Type 5A

Medium hierarchy level — medium number of poputatiopplied — high share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
66 7
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 5,996 395,747
Population supplied (persons) 21,758 1,436,039
Rural population supplied (persons) 15,762 1,6m,2
Significance surplus (per cent) 262.9

The group — of the middle towns and the “betterarrowns with developed
urban functions — contained 66 settlements (witlaeerage population of 6 thou-
sand inhabitants); their position in the urban dmelny and the weight of the urban
functions did not exceed the average, but they &ndigh, sometimes very high
“rural” share, and their role in the settlementwark was very important (e.qg.
TurécszentmartonMartin, SK, CsikszeredaMiercurea-Ciuc, RQ) Készeg, Ka-
locsa, MuraszombatMurska Sobota, SLP This type also involved those county
seats of Upper Northern Hungary and Transylvans tad a small population,
one-sided administrative functions and a ratherpaogition in the urban hierarchy.
They make an extreme group, no matter how we exarhiem. However, no
country town of the Great Hungarian Plain showsrughis group, maybe some
towns in a special situation and at the edge of@g@n, such as Kisvarda, Kalocsa
etc.

Type 5B

Low hierarchy level — medium number of populatiopgdied — high share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
2 0
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 3,631 7,261
Population supplied (persons) 10,764 21,528
Rural population supplied (persons) 7,134 14,267
Significance surplus (per cent) 196.5
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This group contains only two settlements agairvigye [Prievidza, SKfrom
Nyitra county and Fet&r [Oberwart, A from Vas county. Both settlements are at
the hierarchy level of small towns with deficienn€tions; this is why they were
omitted from Group 5A, where they should be, onlthsis of their character.

Type 6A

Medium hierarchy level — medium number of popufasiopplied — medium share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
54 28
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 14,424 778,909
Population supplied (persons) 22,428 1,211,119
Rural population supplied (persons) 8,004 432,210
Significance surplus (per cent) 55.5

It is a group of many towns — 54 of them —, towhs similar hierarchy level
and similar weight of urban functions but a “modeshare of the non-urban
population supplied. They include many towns of @reat Hungarian Plain, from
the “middle group” that did not belong to the elgmup of the towns but had a
large population; their urban functions were untjoeable and preserved several
characteristics of their country town history. Sutdwns are, among others,
Kiskunhalas, Cegléd or Makd. Due to them, the ayemumber of population in
this category is over 14 thousand. Besides the davfithe Great Hungarian Plain,
the appearance of some towns in this group is isimgrat the first glance, but they
are towns akin to the country towns on the basih@f position in the settlement
network. Such a town is Selmecbanafska Stiavnica, §Ka constantly declin-
ing mining town that had grown on its own resouraed had a large number of
industrial earners; Rozsahegruyzomberok, SKand Salgétarjan, also industrial
towns; Paks and Dunafoldvar, both with a “GreatrPlaharacter, and a few small
towns of Transdanubia whose limited role in the 6f the countryside is difficult
to explain. In some cases, behind the more limisaghificance surplus” we find a
large number of rural population served, so therghg of these towns to this
category is disputable (e.g. Vac, Mohéacs, SelmeabfBanska Stiavnica, 3K
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Type 6B

Medium hierarchy level — medium number of poputatiopplied — no share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
7 6
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 19,408 135,855
Population supplied (persons) 15,527 108,686
Rural population supplied (persons) -3,881 -6&7,1
Significance surplus (per cent) -20,0

These seven settlements are already among thosewisiitutions and service
providers were unable to completely supply evelr thwn population with urban
goods. However, they are undoubtedly the most pdgdimembers of this group,
at the highest hierarchy level (their average nunabgopulation was almost 20
thousand). Five of them are situated in the middigon of the Great Hungarian
Plain (two of them are Hajdu towns), one is a srt@din in Transdanubia: Mor.
Their common feature is the very high share ofcadfural earners, over 70%. Mor
has the most Great Plain and Hegyalja region featur Transdanubia.

Type 7A

Medium hierarchy level — low number of populatiopglied — high share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
3 0
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 3,226 9,677
Population supplied (persons) 8,916 26,747
Rural population supplied (persons) 5,690 17,070
Significance surplus (per cent) 176.4

This group contains three small towns, only; taxfréransylvania and one from
Upper Northern Hungary. Actually they should be wpugiroup 5A; what differen-
tiates them from the members of Group 5 A is tive tmmber of population (on
the average, only 3200 people lived in these setties), consequently the total
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number of the population supplied remains belowtldusand. The role in the
supply of their surroundings is more important;tibe average they provided some
5,700 “rural inhabitants” with urban services a&estain level.

Type 7B

Medium hierarchy level — low number of populatiopglied — medium share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
11 3
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 4,778 52,555
Population supplied (persons) 7,659 84,245
Rural population supplied (persons) 2,881 31,690
Significance surplus (per cent) 60.3

This group involves 11 settlements, with an avenageulation of 4,700. They
are small towns with weak central functions, mo#tiyn Upper Northern Hungary
and Transylvania, including towns with more advahasdustrial functions (e.g.
Szerencs or Vajdahunyatiynedoara, R{Q). There are a few towns in this cate-
gory in the Great Hungarian Plain too (Fehérgyarmael [Titel, SCG), but they
are not typical Great Plain country towns.

Type 7C

Medium hierarchy level — low number of populatiopglied — no share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
2 2
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 12,207 24,413
Population supplied (persons) 8,700 17,399
Rural population supplied (persons) - 3,507 -4,01
Significance surplus (per cent) -28.7
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This group contains only two small towns of the &relungarian Plain: Jasz-
apati and Battonya. They hardly fit into the groop complete small towns;
actually the institutions of these towns are unablsupply even their own popula-
tion completely.

Type 8A

Low hierarchy level — medium number of populatiopgied — medium share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
11 6
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 8,206 90,269
Population supplied (persons) 12,717 139,882
Rural population supplied (persons) 4,510 49,613
Significance surplus (per cent) 55.0

The settlements in this group are mostly small sowith deficient functions,
but a relatively large average number of popula(®200); their significance sur-
plus is limited. Their central functions are wettley are more of agricultural and
small town character. Half of the 11 settlements lba found in the Great Hun-
garian Plain (more exactly at the edge of the Gedain), but there are towns from
Transdanubia (Csorna, Tolna), the Partium (Bords[émeu, RQ) and also Tran-
sylvania. There is only one where the industriarabter is dominant (Petrozsény
[Petraseni, RQ), and one that used to be a settlement with akfiinctions but
had already lost its former importance and sonitsdfinctions (Barcs).

Type 8B

Low hierarchy level — medium number of populatiopmied — no share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
6 5
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 17,381 104,283
Population supplied (persons) 13,333 80,001
Rural population supplied (persons) — 4,047 -&2,2
Significance surplus (per cent) -23.3
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These six settlements are also small towns witltiéet functions, all from the
Great Hungarian Plain, with only one exception. yThee not so much country
towns, rather giant villages (e.g. Mé&rény, Torokszentmiklos), their population
is outstandingly high (17,400 people on the avejadbeir urban character is
weak. This group also contains Resicabamaifa, RQ, a mining and industrial
centre of the Banat area (where the share of indusarners was 68%!). This is a
proof for the fact that the industrial activityiiself is not an urbanising factor.

Type 9

Low hierarchy level — low number of population diggh— high share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
36 0
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 1,867 67,199
Population supplied (persons) 5,757 207,247
Rural population supplied (persons) 3,890 140,048
Significance surplus (per cent) 208.4

The total of those small towns that have both lesvdrchy level and volume of
urban functions, but very much different “rural sdfacan be divided into three
groups. These types involve almost half of allleetént that we registered as
towns: a total of 197 small towns. Group 10 invel\&6 settlements, district cen-
tres and small towns with deficient functions. Trhenber of their population is
very low (usually below 2,000, in some cases lass tone thousand people), on
the average they supply another 3,900 people im theroundings with urban
goods. They are small centres that seem to benifisent within the total of the
urban network, but their role should not be undedasince they are located in
regions without urban centres. There is not oné son in the Great Hungarian
Plain, very few within the present territory of Hyary, they are more typical in the
townless areas of Transylvania, in the present &ulemd, the Partium and in the
northern part of Upper Northern Hungary.

This group involves over a hundred settlementdricisentres that can hardly
be called towns and small towns, with deficientcliomns. This is a varied group of
settlements, besides some municipalities grownndnstry and transport most of
them have an agricultural character and the mgjofithem have central functions
with restrictions. The average number of their paton is only 3,500 people, and
they offer their limited range of services to naireithan 2,000 inhabitants in their
surroundings. These settlements can be found inegibns of Hungary (quite a
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few of them in Transdanubia), less than one-fifinthe Great Hungarian Plain.
They are mostly elevated from anonymity by theritistentre role that they had
been awarded at the creation of the bourgeois asknaition; the majority of them

fell back to their former insignificance; but wesalfind declining, formerly more

prosperous small towns and rural centres in spstigtion in this group. These
are settlements among which only a few manage@cdorhe real towns in the sec-
ond half of the 28 century (e.g. Rackeve).

Type 10

Low hierarchy level — low number of population sigib— medium share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
104 18

Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 3,564 370,648
Population supplied (persons) 5,435 565,276
Rural population supplied (persons) 1,871 194,628
Significance surplus (per cent) 52.5
Type 11

Low hierarchy level — low number of population diggh— no share
of non-urban residents supplied

Number of settlements Total Of which in the Great Plain
57 32
Average Total
Population of towns (persons) 6,803 387,762
Population supplied (persons) 4,520 257,650
Rural population supplied (persons) -2,283 -130,11
Significance surplus (per cent) -33.6

Finally the settlements on the brink of urban exise made the third sub-type,
settlements that were at the bottom of any rarkcipacity of their urban institu-
tions — according to theoretical calculations —auweot even enough to supply their
own population. These 57 settlements that makdattegroup (together with the
104 settlements of the former category) have aadhar that may not even be
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called urban. Our designation must have been qgteerous, when we set the
lower limit at a very limited number of urban irtgtions. This group of settlement
at the bottom of the urban hierarchy, with lesstt@ thousand inhabitants sup-
plied and without a share in the provision of theal population, nevertheless de-
serves our attention; not only because it contamgeral settlements with urban
rank (which, considering the fact that the numbesaitlements with urban rank
was less than 140 in Hungary, something that shoatde overlooked), but also
because it is a complex group, with a territorigtienogeneity. The average number
of population in the settlements making this graa,800, but there are quite a
few settlements with over 10 thousand inhabita¥iizre than half of these settle-
ments are country towns and giant villages in theaGHungarian Plain, although
not necessarily with typical country town histoayso, some suburbs of industrial
and agglomeration character and a few industridlraming centres can be found
here. This group also involves the weak distrigities of east Upper Northern
Hungary that have no significance surplus. In otdetemonstrate the versatility it
is enough to make a list of the settlements wittaarrank in this group. An exam-
ple of the country towns of the Great Plain is Budk in the Nagykunsag region
(with 13 thousand inhabitants), where the urbark nraminds of the former be-
longing to the privileged areas, but the urban rhaé no real content at the time
that is the focal point of our survey. The formeityportant Transylvanian and
Upper Northern Hungarian mining towns are also as@nted in this group
(Vizakna Pcna Sibiului, RQ) Felssbanya Baia Sprie, RQ) Ujbanya Nova Baia,
SK]), they claimed right to their urban rank only their more glorious past. In
addition to them there is one Saxon town of thep8gség area, Szepesbéla
[SpiSska Bela, JKwith modest district centre roles.

5 A brief description of the respective hierarchy évels

5.1 Budapest

Buda and Pest approached the development levekignificance (but not the
number of population) of the European big citiesty end of the T5century,
especially as regards its power and political weidime large economic and re-
gional rearrangement taking place on the beginointhe New Era pushed Hun-
gary and Pest-Buda to the periphery of Europe,adtaat the Turkish conquest (in
1541) it ceased to be a “European” city for a Idimge. After being taken back
from the Turks in 1681 it was reborn as a provihtman and it only became the
evident centre of Hungary in the late™i@entury. Its legal status was not unambi-
guous: the royal seat and some of the governménesfwere invienng the Hun-
garian Parliament usually had its sessiorBdmsonyBratislava, SK, but the gov-
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ernor representing the king and the centre of #eewive power of Hungary, i.e.
the council of governor-general were located in 8uthe capitalist development
connected to the boom of agriculture, the bourgedergelopment and the inde-
pendence efforts — demand for an “own” nationditimsons, university, museum,
theatre, library and academy and the location e$¢hinBuda and Pest— made
these towns the most important economic, tradirdyiatellectual centres of Hun-
gary by the mid—19century. Their population increased from just BOusand in
the late 18 century to over one hundred thousand by 1831 &&dtousand by
the civil revolution (data from 1851). At the entitbe 18" and the beginning of
the 19" century, the baroque Pest of ground floor or doeey houses was slowly
re-built by two- and three-storey classicist pultigildings, tenement homes,
mostly within the city walls. The defeat of the warindependence only set back
the development temporarily, the bourgeois era epermp enormous development
possibilities for Pest-Buda. In the middle of t18¥ tentury there was a rather wide
gap between Hungary and Western Europe as redagdscbnomic and technical
development, the urbanisation level and the bousgdevelopment of the society.
When the possibilities of “catching up” were finatireated in Hungary, the large
“difference of tension” between the two “poles” tathed a very rapid modernisa-
tion in Hungary. The temporal coincidence of thevro®nditions and motivations
of catching up also promoted rapid modernisationHungary, after 1848 and
1867 thesocial, political and legal conditions of bourgeaisvelopment were born
almost parallel, the creation of the legal and piggtional frameworks of the soci-
ety mostly preceded the real processes;iriternational conditionsof economic
development were favourable (surplus of capitalMastern Europe, agricultural
boom); the regaining of the (limited) national smignty, the acquisition of the
tools of technical-technological (industrial) “rdéution” etc. all contributed to the
development. These modernisation processes ofeahff@rigin had a “junction” in
Budapest: the regaining of national sovereignty erddapest the centre of politi-
cal life, a “counter-pole” of Vienna; the revoluiaof transport and the national
railway policy made Budapest th@nsport centre of Hungaryhe splendid trans-
port location and the agricultural boom made Budapeecentre of crops trade
and mill industry By 1870, each Hungarian region had direct linkshe capital
city. This created the most important condition Budapest to rule the national
market. The leading position in crops trade gaveldpest a dominant share in
finance institutes activitiedn the credit market and the foundation of indabt
companies.

After the Compromise Budapest becamedapital city of a statevith almost
20 million inhabitantgthe population of Hungary — including Croatia —swib.5
million in 1870, and it exceeded 20 million by 191Budapest became the centre
of the political life and the civil public adminrstion, a seat of a large number of
institutions and bureaus. The Hungarian state tshigiehad a conscious effort to
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increase Hungary’'s economic and political weighthimi the Monarchy; part of
these efforts was the “catching up” of Budapeghtolevel of Vienna, the rivalry
between the two cities.

This is how Budapest became tividgeheadof foreign capital, technical civili-
sation, modern economy, bank capital, manufacturidgstry, innovations, new
social concepts, and artistic trends, in anotherdwmodernisation in the Carpa-
thian Basin by the beginning of the century, whea ‘tsub-centres” of modernisa-
tion were limited both in number and quality in Hpany. Thus the “disproportion-
ately big weight” of Budapest compared to Hungawen more to the urban net-
work is not linked to Trianon. At the turn of thentury, Budapest showed multiple
figures compared to its population in the measerabtlices of “development”
(Table 17).As we have already seen, the capital city is higbve the other Hun-
garian towns as regards the number of populatigpl®d with urban goods and
also the number of rural population supplied. Tdusstanding position led to the
extremely rapid growth of the population of Buddpd@able 18),the transforma-
tion of the city and its rapid expansion, and dle appearance of technical inno-
vations early (1878: electric public lighting; 188&lephone; 1887: tram; 1896:
underground etc.). In the Dualist era, raditional functionsandinstitutionschose
Budapest as the centre (with the exception of theah organisation). The out-
standing position of Budapest in the urban netwsrnieflected in the character of
its society. The most characteristic and still thlegfeature of the society of Buda-
pest is difference, being other than the restait be demonstrated by many statis-
tical data. Budapest was an almost purely inddstrublic services — intellectual
city in an agricultural country, with a young aggramid and good indices of
school education.

Table 17
Budapest’'s weight within Hungary, 1910
(Without Croatia and Slavonia)

Indices In Budapest's

Hungary Budapest share in %
Number of population 18,064,533 880,371 4.8
Telephone calls, 1000 calls 171,951 71,396 41.5
Stock of savings, 1000 crowns 3861,277 768,496 9 19.
Telegrams sent, 1000 pcs. 9,209 2,427 26.4
Mortgage on buildings, 1000 crowns 1,196,376 738,37 61.3
Employees on industrial companies 392,939 128,358 273
Earners in trade 278,104 64,881 23.3
Number of higher education students 14,021 8,675 196

Source:Statistical Yearbook, 1910.
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Table 18
Change of the population of Budapest in 1851-1910*

1851 1857 1870 1880 1890 1900 1910

Number of population 172,935 191,796 269,293 360,5%92,237 717,681 880,371
Share from the Hungian

. 15 15 2.0 2.6 3.2 4.3 4.8
population, %
Annual growth, persons - 3,144 5,961 9,126  13,1692,544 16,269
1851 = 100% - 110.9 155.7 208.5 284.6 415.0 509.1

* Without Croatia and Slavonia; ** Civil population.
Source Voras, K. 1978.

However, an element of being different even morpartant than the differ-
ences in employment statistics is the fact ltbargeois society only appeared in
Budapest in its entirety by the turn of the cent@w the other hand, the develop-
ment of the capital city was only partly “organi¢treign capital played a signifi-
cant role in this process, but thepulation of the capital citwas also “foreign” to
large extent; at the time of the first census @@), of 1,000 Budapest inhabitants
633 had not been born in the capital city and 1f5them had moved to the capital
city from abroad. The case Blidapesis peculiar in the sense that the immigrants,
and also a large part of the local residents wéféoceign” origin; either German
speaking or citizens of other nationality of thedachy, or Jewish. In 1870, only
46% of the population designated Hungarian as thether tongue. A special role
was played in the development of the bourgeoisespa@f the capital city by the
population of Jewish origin. Their proportion readh20% by 1880 and 23% by
1910. Their population increase was faster thamgtbeth of the otherwise rapidly
growing population of the whole of the capital cifyheir share from the typical
bourgeois occupations is two or three times highan their proportion in the
population; also, in some districts of Budapesy-fifths of the population was of
Jewish origin.

The consequences of the difference coming fronfdheign origin of the citi-
zens, and the development of the bourgeois sorriedntirety are varied. Because
it was onlyBudapestwhere the complete structure of the bourgeoisetpavas
built out, and the institutions and “culture” et¢.this etc. could only develop here,
the other cities and towns of Hungary, the citizkviag elsewhere had a sort of
subordinate relationship to the capital city; thedationship is manifested in the
institutional relations (e.g. at the turn of theey almost all financial institutions
of Hungary were dependant on the finance institstiof Budapest; the Budapest
commodity exchange controlled cereal market elte.jcultural consumption” too
the countryside was doomed to “follow the examplBudapest”.
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5.2 Regional centres

As soon as in the early #@entury, in addition to Pest-Buda there were adiw
ies emerging from the “usual” rural cities; eRpzsonyBratislva, SK, the trading
city with a large number of population, home to tisional assemblies, and an
administrative centreDebrecenthat can be seen as the centre of a large region,
with its handicrafts since the Turkish occupatis,fairs attracting the whole of
the eastern part of Hungary, and its protestariege] Kolozsvar[Cluj-Napoca,
R{, the spiritual centre of Transylvania; and magaegedthe crops trading city
of the SouthKassa[KoSice, SK the cultural and administrative centre of Upper
Northern Hungary, with some “medieval” touch. Howewthe attraction of these
cities did not “cover” the whole of Hungary, anceithfunctions attracting large
regions were one-sided and “accidental”.

The Dualist era, on the other hand, systematicdlgcted a few cities from
among the settlements in each large region, arse thettlements made a definitely
separate hierarchy level by the early’ 2@ntury. The birth of regional centres was
promoted on the one hand by the selection of thts s administrative institutions
with authority over several counties, although #ififect was lessened by the fact
that the general administration did not recognidmiaistrative units bigger than
the counties (i.e. “districts”) in the Dualist eRrobably the most important conse-
quence of the location of these high prestigetinstns was not that they added a
few building blocks to the “construction” of theban functions; what was more
important is that they offered orientation points the “location” of other — mar-
ket-based — urban functions. On the other handhigrarchical penetration model
of the urban functions of high hierarchy value ciimitted to the rise of the regional
centres; these urban functions were systematidaibcending on the urban slope,
making the settlements that they “reached” ratimiorm. The regional centres of
the 20" century thus had more or less the same functtbesyrbanisation elements
of them had been more or léategrated indicating that these cities were parts of
an integrating national system.

The “separation” of the first ten settlementdable 23from the lower levels is
evident, on the basis of tipgesenceof regional functions (institutions). However,
the positions ofArad [Arad, RQ andBrasso6[Brasov, RQ aretransitory. they did
not possess half of the regional institutions thatconsidered in our survey. When
assessing their situation, we have to consider fuahe of the settlements
categorised as county seats also had regionatuiiatis; most such institutions
could be found in Szombathelgpopronand MarosvaséarhelyjTargu Mure, RQ,
Miskolg NagyszebefSibiu, RQ and SzabadkdSubotica, SC{ and another 24
towns where institutions of regional importance raped, but usually only one of
them.
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Arad [Arad, RQ can be categorised among the centres of largenggnostly
by its economic role and services of regional ingnace, but first of by theolume
of its urban functions; following Budapest and Zdg{Zagreb, HR, the financial
institutions of Arad[Arad, RQ kept the largest amount of deposits. In the order
given by our method used for measuring the volufmihe urban functions — see
above —, AradArad, RQ has the 8 position, with just 250,000 inhabitants sup-
plied, while the same figure for FiumRifeka, HR — at the & position — is only
181,000. However, ArafiArad, RQ could only have relatively few regional ad-
ministrative institutions — in a region surroundeyl centres such as Temesvar
[Timisoara, RQ, Szeged and Nagyvara@fadea, RQ (We have to remark that a
former survey of ours, on the basis of data frofd0l@lso placed Arad among the
regional centres, although at the last positiohg position oBrass¢[Brasov, RQ
is disputable, although the number of its regidnatitutions is similar to that in
Arad [Arad, RQ. Brass6 Brasov, RQ was made a significant centre mainly by its
three-lingual character; this language feature @mlbnd tripled several of its in-
stitutions, mainly in the field of culture and edtion, publishing newspapers and
books, but even of finance institutions, insuracoepanies and trade. The volume
of its urban functions lagged behind those of thgianal centres, several towns
categorised into a lower hierarchy level (FiurRjgka, HR, Miskolc, Szabadka
[Subotica, SC{; and NagyszeberSjbiu, RQ) preceded Brass®fasov, RQ that
only had the 18 position behind them. Finally we decided to lisad[Arad, RQ
and BrassoBrasov, RQ among the regional centres, emphasising theisirary
situation between the “large regional centres” #ngdcounty seats.

If we also consider the amount of urban functighs,following differentiation
can be made among the regional centres:

Zagrab
Pozsony Temesvar Kolozsvar Nagyvaragd Debrecen
Szeged Kassa
Pécs Gyr Arad
Brasso

When assessing the positionZdgrab[Zagreb, HR, we have to consider that
during our survey we did not consider the “natiémastitutions, and that Zagrab
[Zagreb, HR, the capital city of Croatia—Slavonia with rested sovereignty, was
home to the Sabor (the Croatian Parliament), thmat@m Ban (Head of Croatia-
Slavonia, appointed by the king upon the recommimd®f the Hungarian prime
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minister, and responsible to the Sabor), ministénititutions in the field of reli-
gious and education affairs and jurisdiction, tmedfian Academy of Sciences, the
national museum etc., so the hierarchical rank &jrab[Zagreb, HR is well
above the other regional centres of Hungary, aga# revealed by the figures of
our survey.

The average population of the regional centres justs66 thousand in 1910,
i.e. they were not more than middle towns by th&emporary European measure.
It is also true, on the other hand, that they hat gxceeded the threshold of
30,000 inhabitants in the beginning of the Dudlises, and many had 20-21 thou-
sand inhabitants, only. In 1910 Bras8ddsov, RQ, Kassa KoSice, SKand Gyr
had a population below 45 thousand, and Pécs ladthan 50 thousand inhabi-
tants, too. The smaller number of population of thgional centres limited the
possibilities of acomplex urban lif€i.e. a life beyond the operation of the “com-
pulsory” institutions, mainly in the field of culte, arts, entertainment institutions
etc.), although the signs of this were alreadyblésin the early 2 century in the
bigger countryside towns of Hungary: some instisi appeared (e.g. the scien-
tific life, theatre culture and film industry of Kezsvéar[Cluj-Napoca, RQ the
literature activity, and the press of Nagyvar@addea, RQ the “modern” enter-
tainment facilities of Temesv@Fimisoara, RQ — swimming pool, ice rink etc.).

Lacking contemporary surveys and data, we can estymate how big the
background — hinterland — was on which these cit@sdd rely on for their “sub-
sistence” and development and which they serveld hit city functions. As re-
gards the latter, we have to remark that probahigrsg narrow layer of the popu-
lation used the services of the institutions widlgional functions in these large
regional centres. The respective “administrativ&titations” of regional compe-
tence usually did not even have relationships tiéir hinterlands that were based
on personal connections; the “subjects” of theaation were thus state officers in
the first place. The attraction of most of the otimstitutions of regional hierarchy
level — some large banks, insurance companiesndacp schools, wholesale trad-
ers etc. — was also limited to very narrow laydrshe “rural” society: the more
well-off actors of the economy, freelance persaongre qualified intellectuals, or
they kept in touch with the population of the sntalns and villages via “media-
tors” (the small groceries, or small towns’ tradesridistributed” the goods of the
wholesale traders, the faraway crop traders hadrission-agents in the larger
villages and smaller towns, the “cultural radiatievas spread by the press prod-
ucts etc.). This way the attraction of the regidnattions was of low intensity and
the boundaries of these attractions blurred. Treigdation of the hinterlands of
the big cities is not alleviated by the consideratdf the operational territories of
the state bureaus, either, because although thratmpel territories of these insti-
tutions were of course precisely delimited, theitiies ordered to the respective
institutions rarely coincided — which is understainl@, anyway, given their differ-
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ent numbers —, resulting in a rather complicatedtegial division (Figure 12).
Thus we can say that the population in the “pot¢htiinterlands of the regional
centres rarely exceeded one million. In the “cooéthe regional hinterland of
Zagrab[Zagreb, HR one and a half million people lived, but this teidand was
almost completely a traditional agricultural aredth negligible level of urbanisa-
tion. The whole of Croatia—Slavonia can be congders the potential hinterland
of Zagrab[Zagreb, HR — the operational territory of some institutianfsnational
competence did cover the whole of the “associatie’stbut the Szerémség region
and VeBce county gravitated to Hungarian cities: Pécsg&deor Ujvidék Novi
Sad, SCetc., at least in an economic sense. The regiuingrland ofKolozsvar
[Cluj-Napoca, RQcould include the whole of Transylvania, too, gits the fact
that BrasséBrasov, RQ was categorised at the bottom of the regionatresnbut
the population of KolozsvdCluj-Napoca, RQ situated in a part of Hungary di-
vided in linguistic, cultural and religious aspeetd also in a bad transport situa-
tion, did not exceed one million. Around the sanmenher of population lived in
the hinterlands of Pozsonfatislava, SK Szeged, Kass&pSice, SK Debre-
cen, TemesvafTimisoara, RQ and Pécs, whereas the hinterlands of Nagyvarad
[Oradea, RQ) Arad [Arad, RQ and Brassd6Brasov, RQ were home to even less
inhabitants(Table 19) This also means that in Hungary, a country ofiriiion
people (over 20 million with Croatia-Slavonia), pusingly enough, there were no
regions with 2.5-3 million inhabitants, integrateebund a given big city, which
could have guaranteed the growth of “real” countigysig cities. (In the changed
state territories some of the former regional @ntf course had a new situation,
especially ZagrabZagreb, HR and PozsonyBratislava, SK; they were the capi-
tal cities of not regions but of macro-regionsetadf independent countries. Nev-
ertheless this does not contradict our statemédiutees)

The urban history of the regional centres was rathged, but the “location” of
regional functions among the city walls still matese cities similar to each other
in many respects. Theiemployment structurevas quite uniform, apart from
Szeged and DebrecdRigure 13),two cities of country town past: in 1910 the
share ofagricultural activitiesamong the earners was 34% and 23% in Szeged and
Debrecen, respectively (however, the majority @& #yricultural earners lived in
the scattered farms on the outskirts, so the emmpdoy structure of the inner areas
of these two cities resembled those of the oth&sgi In all other towns, the share
of agriculture from employment remained below 1(®e majority of the active
earners of the regional centres, on the avera@®&at them were employed in the
tertiary sectoralready in 191@QTable 19).
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Figure 12a
Headquarters and Scope of Gendarme Districts
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Figure 12b
Headquarters and Scope of Notary Chambers
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Figure 12c
Headquarters and Scope of Commercial and Indus@r@mbers
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Figure 12d
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Headquarters and Scope of Royal Suppreme Courts
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Table 19
Main characteristics of the regional centres, 1910

City Legal Value of regional Number Populatior From Earners Earnersin Volume
status, functions of population supplied which: intrade public of deposits
adminis- with urbar share of services in finance
trative admini- services total 1870 1910 goods rural institu-
rolex  stration population tions**
I. Full centres
Zagrab Mc Cs-Ds 13 15 28 20,402 79,038 447,042 368,004 4,425 5,103 117.6
Pozsony Mc Cs-Ds 12 15 27 46,540 78,223 297,058 218,835 3,552 3,154 70.4
Kolozsvér Mc Cs-Ds 12 15 27 26,638 60,808 252,166 191,358 2,618 3,150 35.2
Kassa Mc Cs-Ds 13 14 27 21,742 44,211 170,463 126,252 1,833 1,926 234
Debrecen Mc Cs-Ds 11 14 25 46,111 92,729 272,468 179,739 3,281 2,648 42.8
Temesvar Mc Cs-Ds 12 13 25 36,844 72,555 273,395 200,840 3,413 2,848 56.0
1. Centres with deficient functions
Szeged Mc 1 11 22 71,022 118,328 261,168 142,848,165 2,552 40.7
Nagyvarad Mc Cs-Ds 9 12 21 28,698 64,169 290,976 226,807 3,488 2,760 50.5
Pécs Mc Cs-Ds 9 11 20 23,863 49,822 172,468 122,646 1,808 1,852 245
Gyor Mc Cs-Ds 7 11 18 26,225 44,300 161,859 117,559 1,989 1,566 28.0
I1l. Centres with partial functions
Arad Mc Cs-Ds 3 10 13 32,725 63,166 250,326 187,160 2,691 2,096 77.7
Brasso CtCs-Ds 5 8 13 27,766 41,056 143,569 102,513 1,772 1,431 23.6
Average - - - - 34,048 66,306 249,413 179,046 2,8362,596 49.2

*Mc = municipal city; Ct = corporate town; Cs = coyseat; Ds = district seat. ** Million crowns.
Source:Calculated by the authors, Hungarian Statisticalrieok.
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Table 20

Employment structure at the respective hierarchrglle 1910

Hierarchy level Average Number of Earners in Standard deviation of the earners in
number earnersin__: ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
of earners industry agriculture industry  tertiary industry agriculture industry  tertiary industry
sector & trade sector & trade
& trade (?)
% by levels
I. Regional centres 33,328 16,902 10,8 36,4 52,8 7 50, 88,2 14,4 12,9 11,2
Il. County seats 11,051 4,763 21,0 30,1 48,9 43,1 , 759 20,7 19,0 20,7
Ill. Middle towns 6,418 2,491 35,5 29,1 35,4 388 8% 39,9 37,7 36,1
IV. Small towns 2,493 826 45,6 24,7 29,6 33,1 44,1 46,1 39,9 42,5
V. Settlements with
1,718 546 49,4 24,6 26,0 31,8 39,9 57,8 375 51,9

district centre
functions

Source Calculated by the authors.
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Figure 13
Structure of employment in regional centres, 1910

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

tertiary employees, %

Keys: 1 - Zagrab [Zagreb, HR]; 2 — Pozsony [Bratislava]; 8- Kolozsvar [Cluj-Napoca, ROJ;
4 — Kassa [KoSice, SK]; 5 — Debrecen; 6 — Timisp@ara Szeged; 8 — Nagyvarad [Oradea,
RQO] 9 — Pécs; 10 — Gy; 11 — Arad[Arad, RO]; 12 — Brass6 [Bsav, RO].
Source:Designed by Beluszky. P.

Croatia did not return to the state territory ofrigary in the narrower sense
even after the end of the Turkish occupation. Tiggdy part of its territory was a
military frontier region administered directly frokfienna until the mid—19 cen-
tury. Itsnatural centrewasZagrab[Zagreb, HR, dominating the Zagrab Basin, in
the broader sense the histori&avonia Its growth into a big city as the capital
city of Croatia—Slavonia, with limited sovereigntmly started after the Austro-
Hungarian Compromise, the legal settling of the duian-Croatian relations.
Between 1870 and 1910 Zagrab tripled its numbgopiulation. The situation and
role of ZagrajZagreb, HR within Croatia was similar to that of Budapesthin
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Hungary. In the beginning of the 2@entury, ZagrathZzagreb, HR was not only
an administrative centre and the centre of the t@moantellectual life but also the
most significant “countryside” city of Hungary bigsieconomy and the volume of
its high level urban functions (if we can considé@grab[Zagreb, HRin a survey
of the Hungarian urban network at all). The hirated of its urban development —
as we have mentioned — is an “associate countrg=af5 half million population,
the bigger part of which was only linked to Budap®as the loose administrative
ties. Nevertheless the number of population sugpligh urban goods was the
highest in the case of Zagrdiagreb, HR, and this city also played and out-
standing role in the supply of the “countrysides, well. ZagralfZagreb, HR is
also an example that the spread of the urban fumef high hierarchy level, ac-
cording to the hierarchy model, is capable of éngad large city — by the contem-
porary standards — even if the level of economieigpment in its environment is
rather modest, its modernisation is in its infararyd the urbanisation level of
Croatia is low; i.eit was not the need of a large region that produa€tig city”;
the urban institutions coming “from above” foundethselves a place of operation

PozsonyBratislava, SKhad been probably the most important gatewaydfity
Hungary since the foundation of the state, a ferpssing place on the Danube
River, the centre of the Hungarian state admirtistnain the time of the Turkish
occupation, the place of the Hungarian nationaérasdies and coronations before
1848 and the cradle of the Hungarian press. Builtereals trade, a modern and
bourgeois class rich in capital appeared withinwitdls, so its development was
harmonic in the bourgeois era. Merchant capitahftmd a significant manufactur-
ing industry, and its offer and volume of regiomadtitutions also put Pozsony
[Bratislava, SKto the third place in Hungary, right after Zagfaagreb, HR (and
the second in the order of the countryside citi€ge attraction of its big city in-
stitutions covered the western part of Upper Narthéungary. South of the Da-
nube, PozsonyBratislava, SK only had a major attraction on Maoson county, but
was not able to cope with the competition of6Ggnd Sopron. Its role in the set-
tlement network was influenced by the proximityMinna; the former coronation
city had intensive relations with the imperial citf Vienna, only an hour’s dis-
tance away. Maybe only the intellectual and cultooée of Pozsony Bratislava,
SK] was somewhat weaker than it could have beensbyasition in the urban net-
work. Probably this was partly due to the proxinifyVienna — the mainly Ger-
man speaking citizens of Pozsom8rdtislava, SK consumed culture in Vienna —,
and also to the multi-lingual character of the citiie German-speaking citizens of
Hungary were less and less willing to create ann'oeultural life — as opposed to
e.g. Bohemia —, but the number of Hungarian-speakiopulation living in Po-
zsony PBratislava, SK was relatively small, only 30-32 thousand; thegrevthe
potential clients of the Hungarian-speaking edwocsti, arts and cultural institu-
tions.
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The range of the big city institutions ®&mesvaiTimisoara, RQ was similar
to that of Debrecen, they had the B-gsition in the hierarchy order; the volume
of urban functions was slightly bigger in TemesV@misoara, RQ than in Debre-
cen (and we must not forget, either, that TemepVimisoara, RQ had 20 thou-
sand less population). Looking at the quantityhaf tirban functions we can see
that the sectors and indices of “economic charabgd higher values in Temesvar
(Timisoara, RQ. TemesvafTimisoara, RQ is thus a “modern” city, with big city
appearance, well built-out infrastructure, withimgustry employing approximately
7 thousand people (the “Hungarian Manchestéri);is a “genuine” bourgeois
city, the product of capitalist urbanisation forcegen though the origins of its big
city development are to be found in the second dfalfie 18' century, not sooner.
The city is situated in the centre of the fertil@n&t region, and became a cereals
trading city after the Temes and the Béga Riverd @en canalised and made
navigable. Because the time of the Turkish occopaéliminated the historical
continuity of all “medieval” features, the leadisgcial elite of the city was the
bourgeois class getting rich from cereals tradesdgping, already in the first half
of the 1¢' century. After the recession of the Turks, wha lehind a “tabula
rasa’, i.e. a “clean slate”, the boundaries ofditye were set by the Emperor’s offi-
cers, according to the Western European practiwe gtiministrative area of city
was not more than 85 Knin 1910), so the accumulated capital could notrbe
vested in purchasing lands or vineyards; aftercthstruction of the railway side
lines all over the Banat region (in the early"2@ntury, the railways ran out from
Temesval Timisoara, RQ in ten directions), local capital flowed into &ince in-
stitutions, manufacturing industry, city real essatnd infrastructure. The total
volume of bank deposits in Temesyaimisoara, RQ were only surpassed by the
amount of capital in the banks of Zagréad§reb, HR, Arad [Arad, RQ and
Pozsony Bratislava, SK, the majority of the industrial earners workedmodern
sectors — mechanical engineering, textile and cbanmdustry —, the local bour-
geois class created the Lloyd Company, servindpasocal stock exchangeThe
above described development track of Teme§Viamisoara, RQ is an example
that abig city — a regional centre eould also grow up relying on the demands and
economic resources of a large region of the coynirythis case the Tisza-Maros
region. The “natural” operational area of the bity dunctions of Temesvar
[Timisoara, RQ was the Banét, together with Torontdl and Tenmmastes, and

24|, Szész, Z.: A “magyar Manchester”. A modern Tewde épitése [The “Hungarian Manchester”.
The construction of the modern Temesvartistoria. 1992. 1.

3 Gal, Z.: A pénzintézetek szerepe az alféldi vakasodernizaciéjaban. (Az alféldi varosok pénzin-
tézeti funkcidi a 20. szazad elején) [The role infice institutions in the modernisation of the
towns in the Great Hungarian Plain. The financéitintson functions of the Great Plain towns in
the early 28 century]. In: Frisnyak, S. (ed Xz Alféld torténeti foldrajzaCollege of Nyiregyhaza,
Department of Geography, Nyiregyhaza, 2000. pp—323. (Hereinafter: Gél, Z. 2000.)
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also Krass0-Szorény county with its shaping miremgl heavy industrial region.
This territory had a population of approximatelg million people.

Transylvania enjoyed more or less legal indepereléetore the Compromise,
its orographic features also clearly separatedrdgign from the other parts of the
Carpathian Basin. Also, it was far from Pest-Bulal¢zsvar[Cluj-Napoca, RO
was 8 and a half, Nagyenyedifid, RQ 11, Segesvardighisoara, RQ 13 and a
half, NagyszebenSibiu, RQ 14, while BrasséBrasov, RQ 16 and a half hours
away from Budapest by train in the early"2ntury]. However, this large region
of Hungary, very much divided in orographic, etharmd linguistic, religious and
economic sense, had no unambiguous centre. UsKallyzsvar[Cluj-Napoca,
RJ had been the most important city of this regiimce the foundation of the
Hungarian state, although economically Brag&égdov, RQ had usually surpassed
it — in the field of trade and handicrafts —, while rather isolated Saxons had
other intellectual and economic centres — NagyszdBiiu, RQ and Segesvar
[Sighkoara, RQ. As regards the supply of its regional functioksjozsvar[Cluj-
Napoca, RQwas among the very first cities of the hierarcimyscientific and cul-
tural life; with its university, theatre culturébdaries, museums and book publish-
ing it directly followed Budapest and Zagratafreb, HR, standing out from the
other regional centres. Kolozsvgtluj-Napoca, RQis undoubtedly the intellec-
tual centre of the Hungarian speaking populatiofirahsylvania. It was an almost
unique feature of KolozsvdCluj-Napoca, RQ among the Hungarian cities that
85% of the citizens paying the most tax had intéllal occupations in the early
20" century. Its economic connections, on the otherdhavere rather loose to
South Transylvania (having lost its importanceratte railway constructions), and
being a city with mostly Hungarian population (thehare reached 83.4% in 1910),
Kolozsvér[Cluj-Napoca, RQ could not become the centre of the Romanian and
Saxon population of Transylvania. These factordagmpts more modest position
by the volume of its urban functions.

Nagyvarad[Oradea, RQ was one of theegional centres with deficient func-
tions by its supply of institutions. As the city was tmpzed” among Debrecen,
Arad [Arad, RQ and KolozsvaiCluj-Napoca, RQ) several of the state adminis-
trative institutions of regional authority had nbeen located to Nagyvéarad
[Oradea, RQ» On the other hand, it was only surpassed by aafgagreb, HR
and PozsonyHratislava, SK when it came to the volume of the urban functjons
and NagyvaradQradea, RQeven preceded Kasskdsice, SK Kolozsvar[Cluj-
Napoca, RQ Debrecen and TemesvfFimisoara, RQ, all being cities with full
range of the institutional system. The rise of N&ggd Pradea, RQin the Dual-
ist era is a bitmysterious It is true that the city was located along an ontignt
market line, it was the gateway of the most imptrtaute leading to Transylvania
(which role was weakened by the construction of rdievay line in the Maros
valley), its county was one of the most populatednties of Hungary (650 thou-
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sand inhabitants lived in Bihar county in 1910)t the attraction of its big city
functions could not reach beyond the boundariegsaounty, partly due to oro-
graphic obstacles and partly to the competitiorthef neighbouring regional cen-
tres. It is also thought-provoking that before to@struction of the railway, Nagy-
varad Pradea, RQ had had hardly any crops trade or wholesale tratlee most
effective “producer” of the modern large bourgedass in Hungary. Nevertheless
Nagyvarad Qradea, RQhad one of the biggest institutional networksha whole
of Hungary by the early 30century, an the manifestations of its fizzy, “mode
intellectual, literature and in general, urban bfeuld make a long list; at the turn
of the century, NagyvaradOfadea, RQ had 11 daily newspapers, 62 societies
worked in the city and there was a tram servicblagyvarad Qradea, RQ after
19062° Also on the basis of economic “indices”, Nagyvaf@dadea, RQhad the
36" position in the national orders.

Debrecenis one of those few Hungarian cities that hadaalyebeen the centre
of an area much larger than a county in the timi@fTurkish occupation. Its fairs
were visited not only by the people of the Nortlafs-Tisza area but also by those
living in the Partium, the northeast part of Uppiarthern Hungary and even of
North Transylvania. These areas were also marketthé& handicraftsmen of De-
brecen (where the dictated the “fashion”); the ésaden of Debrecen travelled to
the Balkan peninsula as well as to Poland; the iRefd College made the “civis”
city’’ the educational and cultural centre of not onty @reat Hungarian Plain, but
also served secondary education in a few countmpdoof Transdanubia. Mean-
while Debrecen remained a genuine country townirtarity of the population of
the city were the peasant bourgeois. In the midéitae 19" century, the develop-
ment of the city came to a halt, its agriculturesweluctant to change from animal
husbandry to cereals production, and intensive ifagrm production of vegetables
and fruits, viticulture — was something that theulation of Debrecen only ex-
perimented with in their home gardens. The devetagnof the city only acceler-
ated in the late Tcentury, partly due to the location of a large bemof state
institutions. The modern economy entered the cftgrathese “trust-building”
measures; in 1910 Debrecen already had the majbofptine regional institutions;
as regards the volume of its urban industry, Debrewas among the first five
Hungarian cities. The hinterland of its regionahdtions reached out to the north
and north-eastern direction in the first place;dksignated operational territory of
some of the institutions of Debrecen reached frész-Nagykun-Szolnok county
to Maramaros and Bereg counties. However, the oaied the cityscape of De-

28 For more details see: Fleisz, J.: “A kultira metiisa” — Nagyvarad 1867 és 1918 kozétt [“A
metropolis of culture” — Nagyvarad between 1867 28#i8].Limes1998. 11. 2-3. pp. 115-132.

27 «Cjvis” means citizen; in Debrecen this categoriually means a peasant bourgeois class, which
emerged due to the special development historpeftity: all citizens had pieces of lands on the
outskirt of the city, so they had a civic professand were “farmers” at the same time.
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brecen were much less bourgeois than e.g. in Pgpi8oatislava, SK Nagyvarad
[Oradea, RQor Arad [Arad, RQ. (A real big city atmosphere could only be felt i
a small area, in the densely built-up inner citgméhated by densely built one-
story houses, where the majority of the inhabitavese peasant bourgeois, small
traders and officers.)

Kassa[KoSice, SKand Szegedvere at one “step” lower in the urban hierarchy.
Although KassaKoSice, SKis undoubtedly a regional centre by its rangeesf
gional institutions, the vaime of the urban functionris definitely modestfor its
hierarchy level. Although the society of Kassa$ice, SKhad decent patrician
traditions, the city was only at the brink of thedern bourgeois development of
the late 18 and early 18 century (due the decease in the importance oBtiua—
Kassa KoSice, Sk-Poland route, the loss of the positions in ceré@de and the
lack of cereals producing hinterland and adequex@drt” routes); it was still ba-
sically an administrative, military, educationaldanultural centre, with “tradi-
tional” bourgeois class and traditional functiohar{dicrafts, distribution trade) but
with modest manufacturing industry. Its regionaleaation covered the eastern part
of Upper Northern Hungary.

The situation ofSzegeds opposite in the sense that it was among thieidet
centres by its supply of regional institutions, Buvas the 8 city of Hungary by
its quantitative indices, whereas it was the sedmgdest city in Hungary in mat-
ters of population — it had 120 thousand inhabéamtl910 —, right after Budapest.
Szeged had been characterised by a “double econsimgg the medieval times:
on the one hand, it was a typical country town Jikkly animal husbandry and
trade, a network of scattered farms emerging salb@ady in the “Turkish times”;
on the other hand, it had “regular” big city furcts as well (and was the only
country town of the Great Hungarian Plain that baduired the free royal city
rank before the defeat in the battle of Mohacs586). One of the heydays of its
“regular” big city life was the late #8and the 19 century. At the junction of two
waterways — the Tisza and the Maros rivers —réaii¢ positions were splendid —
this was a time when the only economical meansmg-distance cereals transport
was shipping—, it was the centre of the cerealdetia the South Trans-Tisza re-
gion, the Bacska and the Banat areas, a locatishipping entrepreneurs, a logis-
tics, manufacturing and sales centre of the goai&reg on the waterways (wood,
construction material, salt, wool etc.). It wasodise main beneficiary of the goods
exchange with Transylvania by the waterway of thardd River. This develop-
ment path was not broken by the big flood (in 18%% re-built city was a modern
city with its cityscape and infrastructure. It wag construction of the railway that
worsened the positions of Szeged; the waterwaydugtly lost their importance,
and by the railway TemesvdiTimisoara, RQ, Arad [Arad, RQ, Szabadka
[Subotica, SC{; Békéscsaba or even some smaller towns couldnieenore and
more active in the trade of agricultural goods aagital accumulation. It was es-
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pecially the extremely rapid economic growth, atamost American pace, of
TemesvalTimisoara, RQ and Arad Arad, RQ — trade, credit institutions, manu-
facturing industry — that slowed down the furtheoim of Szeged, mainly in the
field of the economy. From the late™6entury Szeged paid more and more of its
attention to its vast outskirts, and abandoning fttrener extensive farming —
grazing —, it supported intensive farming (leasaigsmall pieces of city-owned
lands, construction of business railways, the @eaif the basic institutions in the
scattered farms etc.). Parallel to this, its regidanctions lost some of their rela-
tive importance.

Pécs Gysr andArad [Arad, RQ represented the least developed versions of the
regional centres. Pécs, the quiet city of handienaén and wine producers, was
similar to KassaKoSice, SKto some extent; it had a bourgeois class of ftrad
tional” composition — but with more modest tradisoand fortunes compared to
Kassa Kosice, SK unfavourable traffic location and the lack of ddern” func-
tions. The “big city” development was initiated fhaby the location of institutions
with regional authority in the beginning of the bgeois era, partly the movement
of the — limited amount of — capital accumulatedtiyy handicraftsmen and wine
producers and traders, as well as the mining of wbich started around the city.
On the other hand, both the local society, the adtar of the economy and the
cityscape still resembled the situation betweerualdl city and a bourgeois city.
The development history @yor is the opposite: it had soon become a trading and
business centre along the waterways and roads dewéenna and “the West”, a
bourgeois class free from guild restrictions emergathin the city walls, and
when crop trading lost the competition against Restthe significance of the Da-
nube as a waterway also decreased, the accumuakgpéel sought a new place for
investment. This was partly found in manufactuimdustry — and it was the mod-
ern sectors that had dominated the industry ofrGynce the foundation of the
manufacturing industry —, partly the capital wagested in other cities, mostly in
the capital city, but also in a number of smalteins, e.g. Nagykanizsa or Szom-
bathely. The economically strengthenedéGyeceived “ex post” a few regional
administrative and cultural institutions, but thégactions were divided in North
Transdanubia among @ Sopron, Szombathely, and even Székesfehérvan so
the field of “centrally located” functions @y has never been (and still is not!) able
to compete with the other regional centres. Owesgurelating to the year 1900 did
not even list G§r among the regional centres, whereas the city avdsficient
centre in 1910; it only preceded Bras8ddsov, RQ by its weight of urban func-
tions among the regional centres.

Brassd[Brasov, RQ is the last city that can be enumerated amongebmnal
centres of the Carpathian Basin, but it is actuallyansitory city between the re-
gional and the county centres, both as regardsatige of its institutional system
and the volume of its urban functions (also, ithie “smallest” regional centre by

117



its number of population, only 41 thousand inhattia Although its Saxon popu-
lation had created a high level of urbanisatiorhinithe walls of Brass@®Jrasov,
RJ and it had a considerable foreign trade at theetjon of passes leading to
Wallachia, it only had a slight attraction in Trgivainia. BrassoBrasov, RQ was
not even given a municipal right at the building ofithe bourgeois public admini-
stration, and was not a selected location of stdtministrative institutions, either.
The range of its urban institutions was extendedhieytriplication of the institu-
tions serving its trilingual population.

5.3 County seats

In our survey the number of county seas was jusiaB@ 39 of them had county
seat functions in the early ®@entury. Since Hungary had 63 counties in 1916, no
considering Croatia-Slavonia — Fiunijeka, HR and its region was a “separate
body” attached to the Hungarian Crown in the tinhehe Dualism —, this means
that 11 county seats of Hungary were not listed rajrihe county seats by their
role in the settlement network. This way, howewudr towns of the county centres
were actually not county seats (e.g. FiutRggka, HR in a special legal situation,
but also SzabadkaS{ibotica, SC SzatmarnémetiJatu Mare, RQ) Ujvidék
[Novi Sad, SC{; Nagykanizsa, Kecskemét, PancsoRarievo, SC§ Papa, Baja,
Versec VrSac, SCEand Békéscsaba). These 50 towns, with similasrah the
settlement network and at a similar level of thbamr hierarchymade a rather
heterogeneous grougnsidering their urban history, the compositibtheir soci-
ety, their employment structure, the number of pajmn and the cityscape. De-
spite categorising them in the same hierarchy Javé$ reasonable to emphasise
the significant differences among them both as mdsgg¢he range of their urban
functions and the volume of these; we have to esipbdhe fact that the 21 “par-
tial county seats” were actuallyteansitory phase towards the middle tow(tise
main argument against their categorisation as aratplevel of the hierarchy is
the avoidance of the over-fragmentation of thearighical order). This heteroge-
neity within the group is underlined by the larggnslard deviation of some of their
“indices” and the lack of integration among thasdiges.

The average number of populatian the county seats was almost 24 thousand
people, the median of this category is 20 and &thalisand inhabitants. However,
the difference between Szabad&alpotica, SCHBwith its 94 and a half thousand
population and RimaszombaRimavskd Sobota, $Kvith hardly 7 thousand in-
habitants is 13-fold, and the relative standardat®n of the number of population
at this hierarchy level is also big, 68.0%, as @gubto the deviation of 33.7% of
the regional centres. The circle of the countys@atolved quite a number of set-
tlements of small town size even by the contempostandards, whereas Szabadka
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[Subotica, SC; Kecskemét, Miskolc or FiumeRjjeka, HR had more inhabitants
than some of the regional centres. Tokume of the urban functiomd the county
seats clearly differentiates these towns from #ggonal centresT@ble 23, mak-
ing only about one-third of the latter, even lasghie field of economy. Also, the
standard deviation of the economic indices withiis group is larger than that of
the other indices.

Table 21
Volume of urban functions in the regional centrad the county centres

Indices Average number in the County centres in % of
regional county the regional centres
centres
Number of population 67,367 23,940 355
Earners in trade 2,836 870 30.7
Earners in public services 2,591 827 319
Lawyers 77 30 39.0
Secondary school students 3,469 1,145 33.0
Deposits in financial institutions, 51.9 14.9 28.7
million crowns
Telephone subscriber 1,153 247 21.4
Household servants 3,272 1,023 31.3

Source:Hungarian Statistical Yearbook, 1910.

The county seats can be grouped in many ways, demeon the different as-
pects. We leave the judgement of ttode within the settlement netwotk the
reader, on the basis of the hierarchy ordgmpgendix ] and the table edited on the
volume of the urban functions of the county centfiesble 2), we cannot intro-
duce each town of this hierarchy level individually

Without detailed analyses it is possible to catisgothe county seats into sev-
eral types, only on the basis of their role in ske¢tlement network. Some of them
were settlements with a balanced development aguifisant urban traditions,
with proportionate economic and administrativeickdrcultural roles; the majority
of these county seats were home to regional itistits, as well. Also on the basis
of the volume of their urban institutions, they wemong the elite of the county
centres.

The situation and urban roles Bume[Rijeka, HR were special in the Dualist
era; legally it was an exclave of Hungary and tbtharity of its administrative
institutions did not reach beyond the boundarietheftown. Being the only sea
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port of Hungary, it enjoyed s substantial suppoosthf the Hungarian state. Natu-
rally it was economic and trade functions that dwated the life of FiumeRijeka,
HR]. As regards the volume of its urban functionss it the top of the order of the
county centres, with a value more or less the sasrtbat of Miskolc, and although
Fiume Rijeka, HR is also the first as regards its “significanceptus”, its hinter-
land was nevertheless not in the neighbouring ardasm which it was separated
by administrative borders, orographic obstacles tad lack of transport infra-
structure, and even by language differences —rbitsifar-away motherland. Its
special situation is further complicated by thet fd@at majority of its inhabitants
were Italian in language and cultu&opronhad been in the elite of the Hungarian
urban hierarchy already in the Middle Ages, it Bdsa range of regional institu-
tions in the Dualist time, too, sharing its regibfuactions in North Transdanubia
with Szombathely and Gy. Probably just because its citizens had been table
create a prosperous town already in the feudalstiamal had strong ties to feudal
institutions, the “modernisation” of Sopron washeatslow in the time of the Du-
alism, together with its growtiMiskolc was located along a strong market line, its
transport situation became favourable after thivagi constructions, and had a
lively mediating trade between the Great Hungafdain and Upper Northern
Hungary, even though it did not play a dominane fial the crops trade in the™8
and 19 century. The “capitalist” urban development fastaere clearly visible in
the creation of manufacturing industry, althoughsimle the city, in Diosdgyr, a
settlement administratively independent of Miskai¢hat time. The completion of
its intellectual, cultural and administrative fuiocis was blocked by the competi-
tion of KassaKoSice, SK still Miskolc was the second in the order of ttwunty
centres by the volume of its urban functions. Urbnhad similar traditions to
those of Sopron ilNagyszebefSibiu, RQ, the cultural, educational and intellec-
tual centre of the Saxons in Transylvania; the mudation of Nagyszebeisibiu,
RQJ was also sluggish, as in Sopron — both as regaciety and cityscap&za-
badka[Subotica, SC{; the most populated “countryside” town of Hungarfyer
Szeged, grew big as a country town, but it didbemiome a county seat; its almost
100 thousand inhabitants and the need of the sudliog rich agricultural region
for urban goods lifted it to the level of the coumentres.Szombathely, Maros-
vasérhely[Targu Mure, RQ, SzatmarnémefiSatu Mare, RQ) Székesfehérvar,
EgerandZombor{Sombor, SC{can also be categorised in this type.

The next group of county centres too contains towitk balanced functions
and usually with significant urban history, but lwihore limited volume of urban
functions and a deficient institutional network key are administrative centres
rather than economic and trading ones. Also, timtian life is deficient from some
aspectVeszprém, Eperjg®resSov, SK Besztercebany@anska Bystrica, Jkand
Esztergomhad considerable urban traditions, but they werghpd to the back-
ground in the bourgeois era, and their manufagjuiidustry was negligible;
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Maramarosszige{Sighetu Marmaei, RQ, Séatoraljadjhelyor Nyiregyhaza and
evenKaposvar on the other hand, became the centres of theimtias in the sec-
ond half of the 19 century; they were immature, “juvenile” townsyitra [Nitra,
SK], Szolnok, Nagybecskergkrenjanin, SCEand Komarom[Komarno, SKare
also in this group of county centres.

Ujvidék [Novi Sad, SCG Kecskemét, Nagykanizsa, Papa, Munkfidsi-
kacheve, URN Baja, Békéscsaband VersedVrsac, SCEwere not county centres
in the early 28 century; these towns were at the same level aprthéous county
seats because of their trading and financial, pamsand economic roles and their
urban services.

On the other hand, a number of county centres tlifiexd up” in the hierarchy
by the acquisition of the county centre positiont the volume of their urban
functions was rather modest, the growth of theimber of population and the ex-
pansion of their economic functions had not “grawri yet to their administrative
roles, so they were usually administrative centvitiout an advanced modernisa-
tion. Such towns ar€rencsér{Trerrin, SK, Zalaegerszeg, Nagyenygslud, RQ,
Lécse [Leva'a, SK, Zilah [Zalau, RQ, Déva [Deva, RQ, Székelyudvarhely
[Odorheiu Secuiesc, RORimaszombafRimavska Sobota, $KTorda [Turda,
R{J andLugos[Lugoj, RQ.

5.4 Middle towns

The 65 middle towns (this specification refers @ tmedium position in the
settlement hierarchy and not to the number of tpufation) show and even more
varied picture than county centres did. They haadifnumber the previous hierar-
chy category, which does not meet the laws of teelchical breakdown, even if
we do not insist o€hristaller's modelin which the number of centres is tripled at
each lower hierarchy level. This suggests thahttdzle towns did not haveraec-
essary positiorin the settlement hierarchy of Hungary in the \@@" century
(which is also true today, anyway). The relativielgge number of county centres
fulfilled the obligations delegated to the highéerkrchy levels, the small towns
also “covered” the country with some regularityt Hwe position and functions of
the middle towns in the hierarchy system were dadisually towns falling out
from the country centre level belonged to this gatg; these settlements were
made county seats — almost as a must —, but beo#tiseir modest urban history,
their insignificant economic roles, bad trafficusition, the “backwardness” of their
counties etc., their county functions remained sided, their urban institutions
were deficient and also low in number; thus theg dot meet the criteria set
against the country centres. In some cases thdrgagntres did not even meet the
middle town criteria; they were small towns thar@home to irreplaceable county
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administrative institutions; e.dsékubin[Dolny Kubin, SK(1,821 inhabitants in
1910 (), Magyarévar (5,273 inhabitants), ddagyszlds [Vinohradiv, UA. But in
Fogaras[Fdagdras, RQ, Ipolysag[Sahy, SK Dicssszentmartor{ Tarniveni, RQ
too all county level institutions belonged to thébjic administration exclusively
and not one of them to economic or service sectors.

On the other hand, in some other small towns sewll town functions were
accumulatedeither due to the large number of populatiorhm tespective town —
this group involved a number of Great Plain coumtnyns with large population,
such as e.g. Hodmézasarhely, Kiskunfélegyhaza, or Budapest's subUipest
(55 thousand inhabitants in 1910!) — or becausehef insignificance of the
neighbouring district seats (e.g. Mohacs or Gyosyyalso, this hierarchy level
contains towns that had lived better days but weses “on the slide” (Sel-
mecbanya Banska Stiavnica, 3KBélabanya Banska Bela, SK Gyulafehérvar
[Alba lulia, RQ, NagyszombatTrnava, SK); “secondary centres” of counties that
contributed to the supply of their counties witlgtrer level urban services, sharing
the tasks with their county seats, suchLasonc[Lucenec, SKin Nograd county
(mainly an economic and trading centre besidesotfiee[r] town, Balassagyar-
mat), GyulafehérvafAlba lulia, RQ in Lower Fehér county (also mainly an eco-
nomic and trading centre but with administrativaxdiions, too in addition to
Nagyenyed Aiud, RQ). In these counties the county seats were “weal”the
middle towns contributed to satisfying the demaridthe settlement network.
There were towns also at this hierarchy level thate selected from among the
other “typical” small towns by their “market ceritreconomic, or transport func-
tions, maybe their manufacturing industry.

It comes from the mixed origin, functions and roileghe settlement network
that average values of the middle town level gittee linformation on the charac-
teristics of these towns (we cannot describe thedel' of the middle towns of the
early 2" century in Hungary), although we have to remasi the average values
of the indices typical of this respective hierardbyel were quite different from
both the county centres and the small towns. Tlezage concealed large differ-
ences, however, so the standard deviations aresswadlg significant, too. The
relative standard deviation of the number of pojatais 82.3%, the highest
among all hierarchy levels.

Nevertheless we believe that the towns not up écctiteria against the county
centres, e.gLosonc[Lucenec, SK Munkacs[Mukacheve, URA Véac, Ersekujvar
[Nové Zzamky, SKor Szenteshould not be “included” among the small towns.
These quantitative and sometimes qualitative diffeesjustified the creation of
the middle town category, even if the role of thigldle towns in the settlement
network is usually not unambiguous.

122



5.5 Small towns

As opposed to the middle towns, tlode of the small townén the settlement net-
work is usually unambiguous; the small towns — morectydhe small towrfunc-
tions — haddirect contacts to the overwhelming majority of the papion, the
“rural” population used the small town “institutigihn they brought their goods to
be sold to the markets of the small towns, wheeg #iso purchased some of their
consumables; they bought products from the craftsmeoducing agricultural
tools, from handicraftsmen producing for the maskether goods in shops with
larger range of goods than the small village gresemaybe they visited the out-
lets of the banks and insurance companies, theigiuys or the lawyers. There
was ademandfor centres offering such services in all regiofidHungary in the
late 19" and early 20 century, and given the contemporary transport itioms —
the majority of the villages had no access to rayhat the turn of the century, the
most frequently used means to visit the towns vetitewagon or walking —, a
relatively dense network was needed to make itiples® walk to the market cen-
tres and back within one day. Public administra@éso considered this principle
when organising the districts and designating tiseridt centres. The district seat
centre was an important organising principle anyivayhe bourgeois era in the
shaping of the network of small towns; where therdit administrative functions
were designated to settlements, market centreshthtalready had urban tradi-
tions, viable and versatile small towns with livehaffic were born or survived,
sometimes advancing in the urban hierarchy. In etocally less advanced re-
gions, in areas just leaving autarchy behind t#&idt seats were often settlements
of village character; the further development adsih depended on whether they
had a hinterland with acceptable transport sitnatidth a large enough population
and a possibility to join in the goods productiamether the actors participating in
urbanisation had a faith in the viability of thestlements and accordingly settled
down in them, or whether some other factors —raanufacturing industry in some
cases — assisted the further development of thactlisentres. The district seat
function, however, on its own did not necessarilgVeloped” a town, even a small
town; the findings of our survey categorised soréhe district seats among the
“urbanising” settlements (with district level furans), but many of them did not
even reach this level of hierarchy. Neverthelessa @onsequence of the process
described, the small towns were relatively homogasly dispersed all over Hun-
gary, maybe in the territory of the mountain rasgerounding the Carpathian Ba-
sin, rarely populated and still close to autarchyveay, we find some areas with
“small town deficiency” (North Transylvania, Easpher Northern Hungary).

Apart from the similar functions in the settlememtwork, the development
paths to the small town category were quite difigrand these settlements were
rather heterogeneous in their functions, econowliesr the composition and the
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number of their population and also in their lodkus Hungary could have no
“typical” small town in the early Z0century; we should make at least half a dozen
types to get more or less homogeneous groups afstohhe precise definition of
these groups and the complete “categorisationhefsmall towns are beyond the
objectives of our essay; hereby we only remarkstheting hypotheses of a possi-
ble enumeration.

— Some of the small towns had considerable urbaoryist some of them used
to be free royal towns —, or at least had had gteord evident market centre
functions before the bourgeois era. A part of tnalstowns had been corpo-
rate towns already in the beginning of the 20thtwgn These settlements
had almost the full range of small town functioasd the volume of these
functions was significant; most of them even hadcfions of middle town
character. The number of their population exceeBiethousand people.
Within their local societies, the weight of the bgepis class was consider-
able, although this bourgeois class was usuallyrémenant of the feudal
times: handicraftsmen with guild traditions, menisa domain officials —
with very few exceptions, they belonged to the tpdéiourgeois”. The city-
scape of these towns was relatively urbanisedeastlin the centre; partly
they preserved the architectural memories of fortirees — e.g. Bartfa
[Bardejov, SKor Szentendre —, partly the architecture of tbargeois era
gave their centres a small town appearance bydbmhing of the century,
by typically one-storey public buildings, savinganks, some tenements
whose ground floors accommodated shops (howeverreasidential houses
were usually ground floor houses even in the ciytes and the main
streets), like in Tapolca, Szigetvar or Csorna.

— The next group is represented by the “more modestinterparts of the
previous category — with smaller number of popalatideficient functions
and smaller volume of urban institutions. Withirithcentral functions, the
administrative activities prevailed, the role o thfficers was bigger in their
society. This group contains e.g. Marcali, Tiszaflior Szécsény.

— Finally a number of settlements can be listed ihis type of “market centres
— central places” whose small town functions weosthy due to their district
seat roles, they had modest urban traditions, hadgtoportion of the agri-
cultural population was high (applying Tibor Mendétountry town model
we can say that a district seat function “locateda settlement with mostly
village functions created a separate, not orgdgicadegrated “urban core”
in the village). In other settlements, the defitisapply and the low volume
of the urban functions justifies the classificatioto this category.

— A number of Great Plain country towns can alsodedl among the small
towns; the urban functions were mostly restricedhe supply of their own
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population, their hinterlands were usually very muaeficient. Naturally the
country town features are characteristic of thesens: large number of
population for their hierarchy level (Békés had #wusand and Ha-
jduszoboszlé 16 thousand inhabitants in 1910),védrg high proportion of
agricultural population for a settlement with urlfanctions (in Me#ékovesd
it was 79.2%, in Kunhegyes 72.9% and in Jaszaj2al%), the large out-
skirts with scattered farms, the village-like lowfkthe settlement and so on.

— Some of the characteristic products of capitalibn development, the min-
ing and industrial settlements had acquired sorbharufunctions by the be-
ginning of the century (e.g. Salgétarjan, ResicgharReira, RJ,
PetrozsényRetraseni, RQ).

5.6 Settlements with some district level functions

This awkward specification covers those settlemeviisse “district level func-
tions” are so deficient that they could not everisted among the small towns, but
— mostly due to their district seat rank — had saemi&n institutions. A variety of
settlements belong to this category, fréonmerly more important small towns
hopelessly “declining”— e.g. VizaknaQcna Sibiului, RQ) or Poprad Poprad,
SK] —, small country towns- e.g. Me#berény or Hajdudorog factory towns—
Di6sgysr, Ozd —, to a large number ‘twientral places” benefiting from the district
seat rank, or settlements becomibgthing resorts— Balatonflred or Pdstyén
[PieSt'any, SK—, maybe auxiliary settlements “sticking” to othewns.

On the other hand, some corporate towns had |bge&it urban functions by
the beginning of the J0century (Kolozs Cojocna, RQ, Leibic [L’ubica, SH,
Ruszt Rust, A or Szentgyorgy$vaty Jur, SK.

6 Summary

Taking the supply and the quantity of the urbarcfioms (i.e. settlement hierarchy)
into consideration, in Hungary in the early"aentury, approximately 330 settle-
ments were evidently towns, another 90-100 villdged some urban institution,
mostly the offices of the district administratidn.other words, the contemporary
urban network involved some two and half times ns@tlements than the number
of settlements with town rank. (On the other hasmme Hungarian settlements
with town rank were actually villages by functiof)aking the settlements with
town rank into consideration, the proportion of titean citizens in Hungary will

be approximately 10% higher. The urban network ah¢hry was unbalanced at
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this time; the weight of the urban functions of Bpdst was outstanding already in
the Dualist era. (In some “indices” the share af tapital city functions from
reached 30-60% of the national “output”.) The madgs#ng urban functions of the
“civil towns” spread across Hungary mostly accogdio the laws of the “hierarchy
model”. This explains the fact that the 10 (or t2jional centres and the mode
advanced county seats were the “junctions” of tieerofactors of “urban charac-
ter”: hierarchy rank, the weight of economic rale bourgeois development of the
local society, the appearance of the cityscapeAdttower hierarchy levels there
were many “lopsided” towns where the penetrationthaf urban institutions pre-
ceded the spread of the modern economic sect@&sish in the number of popu-
lation and bourgeois development in general. Thereal effects (mostly coming
from the state) played a significant role in “urisation” (both in the qualitative
and the quantitative sense): such effects weréotaion of administrative institu-
tions, railway constructions, industrial developinbased on foreign capital etc.
The “urbanising” function of public administratiomas outstanding in the Dualist
era, especially in areas formerly in shortage ot Nonetheless the major part
of the urbanisation in the Dualist era took plagéhw the former feudal urban
network, a relatively low number of “new” towns weborn (a few mining and
manufacturing industry towns or administrative ces); however, the urban net-
work of the feudal times decreased in number (@alhedhe previous country
towns fell back to the status of the villages igé&anumber). There were even
country towns that should be listed among the géfaby functional criteria.

As regards the regional differences of urbanisatiba most striking is the dif-
ference of the Great Hungarian Plain, originatingurban history. In the Great
Hungarian Plain the proportion of urban citizenssvextremely high; the towns
had very large numbers of population compared &ir thierarchical rank. Their
urban functions mostly supplied their own citizéosly a small part of the popu-
lation lived in the villages), so the proportion wban goods “exported” to the
rural areas is low, the urban functions were “sgvadéld” by the host of other func-
tions, making their presence almost invisible. §Tleads to the misinterpretation of
the urbanisation of the Great Hungarian Plain.) WiHen network of Transdanu-
bia, the Small Hungarian Plain and the Banét regias more balanced — although
the urbanisation level of South Transdanubia wadesib—, whereas Upper North-
ern Hungary was home to a strikingly large numbiestagnating or declining
small towns, descending to the village categoryNéwmtheast Hungary and Tran-
sylvania, the urban network was underdeveloped th tie exception of a few
major cities, such as Kolozsvidluj-Napoca, RQ Brasso Brasov, RQ, Nagysze-
ben Bibiu, RQ or MarosvasarhelyTargu Murg, RQ — and the proportion of
urban population was low.
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Appendix 1

The leading group of the Hungarian urban hierar@my.910

Rank Cities Legal status &  Population Total Rural
administrative — .~ . population population
functions of the 1|8n70 1|9n10 supplied  supplied
settlements with urban with urban
services  services
| REGIONAL CENTRES
1.1 With full-fledged urban functions
1 Zagréb Zagreb, HR Thj. Msz. 20,402 79,038 445,573 366,535
2 PozsonyBratislava, SK Thj. Msz. 46,540 78,223 296,256 218,033
3 Kolozsvar Cluj-Napoca, RQ Thj. Msz. 26,638 60,808 251,097 190,289
4  KassaKosice, SK Thj. Msz. 21,742 44,211 169,688 125,477
5 Debrecen Thj. Msz. 46,111 92,729271,025 178,296
6 TemesvarTimisoara, RQ Thj. Msz. 36,844 72,555 272,099 199,544
1.2 With incomplete urban functions
7 Szeged Thj. 71,022 118,328260,193 141,865
8 NagyvaradQradea, RQ Thj. Msz. 28,698 64,169 289,480 225,311
9 Pécs Thj. Msz. 23,683 49,822171,627 121,805
10 Gyr Thj. Msz. 26,225 44,300 161,245 116,945
1.3 With partial urban functions
11 Arad Arad, RQ Thj. Msz. 32,725 63,166 249,244 186,078
12  BrassOBrasov, RQ Rtv. Msz. 27,766 01,056 143,061 102,005
I COUNTY SEATS
1.1 With full-fledged urban functions
13  Sopron Thj. Msz. 21,108 33,932123,278 89,346
14  Miskolc Thj. Msz. 21,535 51,459 179,086 127,627
15 Szombathely Rtv. Msz. 9,666 30,947121,332 90,385
MarosvasarhelyTargu Thj. Msz. 13,018 25,517 100,598 75,081
16 Mures, RQ
17  Fiume Rijeka, HR Thj. 17,884 49,806 180,462 130,656
18 Nagyszeberibiu, RQ Rtv. Msz. 18,998 33,489 145,118 111,629
MaramarosszigetJighetu Rtv. Msz. 8,833 21,370 77,193 55,823
19 Marmaiei, RQ
20 SzatmarnémetBatu Mare, Thj. Msz. 18,353 34,882 131,325 96,443

RO
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continuoing Appendix 1

Rank Cities Legal status &  Population Total Rural
admjnistrative in in populqtion populgtion
functionsofthe 550 1979 Supplied  supplied

settlements with urban with urban
services  services

21 Szabadkajubotica, SC Thj. 57,556 94,610 164,445 69,835

22  Székesfehérvar Thj. Msz. 22,683 36,62911,076 74,451

23 Besztercebany®fnska Rtv. Msz. 5,950 10,776 63,107 52,331

Bystrica, SK

24  Szolnok Rtv. Msz. 15,847 28,778 81,938 53,160

25 Ngggecs'(ere‘zrema”'”' Rtv. Msz. 19,666 26,006 87,932 61926

26  Nyitra[Nitra, SK] Rtv. Msz. 10,683 16,419 73,280 56,861

27  Kaposvar Rtv. Msz. 6,649 24,134 78,474 54,340

28 Eger Rtv. Msz. 19,150 28,052 90,600 62,548

29 EperjegPresov, SK] Rtv. Msz. 10,772 16,323 74,397 58,074

1. 2. With incomplete urban functions

30 Ujvidék Novi Sad, SCT Thj.  Jsz. 19,119 33,590 118,085 84,495

31 Veszprém Rtv. Msz. 12,002 14,792 63,867 49,075

32  Lugos [ugoj, RQ Rtv. Msz. 11,654 19,818 72,905 53,087

33 Zombor Bombor, SC Thj. Msz. 24,309 30,593 87,453 56,860

34 Nagykanizsa Rtv. Jsz. 15,125 26,52484,012 57,488

35 Satoraljadjhely Rtv. Msz. 9,946 19,940 77,754 57,814

36 Kecskemét Thj. 41,195 66,834 97,430 30,596

37 Nyiregyhaza Rtv. Msz. 21,896 38,198 93,381 55,183

38 Esztergom Rtv. Msz. 14,512 17,881 62,935 45,054

39 KomaronfKomarno, SK] Thj. Msz. 13,595 22,337 62,770 40,433

40 Zalaegerszeg Rtv. Msz. 5,850 10,84441,049 30,205

41  TrencsénTrerxin, SK Rtv. Msz. 3,949 7,805 41,179 33,374

1.3 With partial urban functions

42  PancsovaHarcevo, SCG Thj. Jsz. 16,888 20,808 64,188 43,380

43 DégDej, RO] Rtv. Msz. 5,832 11,452 41,113 29,661

44  Balassagyarmat K. Msz. 6,435 8,271 41,815 33,544

45  Ungvér Pzhhorod, Ug Rtv. Msz. 11,017 16,919 58,469 41,550

46 Déva peva, RQ Rtv. Msz. 3,277 8,654 35,091 26,437

47  BeszterceRBistrira, RQ Rtv. Msz. 7,212 13,236 48,490 35,254

48  Segesvargighioara, RQ Rtv. Msz. 8,204 11,587 38,928 27,341

49  Nagykaroly Carei, RQ Rtv. Msz. 12,754 16,078 48,809 32,731

50 BeregszasaBrehove, Up Rtv. Msz. 6,272 12,933 47,827 34,894
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continuoingAppendix 1

Rank Cities Legal status & Population Total Rural
administrative — .~ . population population

X in in . .
functions of the 1870 1910 supplied  supplied
settlements with urban with urban
services  services
51 Gyula Msz. 18,495 24,248 42,377 18,129
52 Lécse Levaia, SH Msz. 6,887 7,528 30,697 23,169
53 Zilah zalau, RQ Msz. 5,789 8,062 30,850 22,788
54  Székelyudvarhelyddorheiu Msz. 5,173 10,244 36,447 26,203

Secuiesc, RD
55 Pépa Jsz. 14,223 20,150 70,740 50,590
56 NagyenyedAiud, RQ Msz. 5,779 8,663 29,561 20,898
57 Szekszard Msz. 11,069 14,947 42,454 27,507
58 TordaTurda, RQ Msz. 8,803 13,455 39,756 26,301
RimaszombatRimavska Msz. 4,796 6,912 40,655 33,743
59 Sobota, SK

60 Baja Jsz. 18,169 21,032 66,820 45,788
61 VersecVrsac, SCG Jsz. 21,095 27,370 56,544 29,174
62 Békéscsaba Jsz. 30,022 42,14651,493 9,347

Abbreviations:

Thj.: City with municipal rights

Rtv.: Town

K.: Village

Msz.: County seat
Jsz.: Micro-region seat

Source:calculated by the authors.
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