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Desegregation Plans and Social Rehabilitation Programs  

as Tools to Counteract Socio-spatial Segregation in Budapest 

 

Summary 

 

This case study presents the contribution of a complex planning tool (desegregation plan) and 

a complex intervention (social rehabilitation) to the alleviation of socio-spatial segregation in 

Budapest, the capital of Hungary. Introduced in 2007 as a condition for accessing European 

Union (EU) funds for urban rehabilitation measures, mandatory desegregation plans drafted 

by local municipalities had to set out policies and actions to ease spatial segregation; although 

no direct financial tools were provided for their implementation, beyond social rehabilitation 

programs. These programs concentrated on urban areas at risk of segregation, and they 

supported complex infrastructure upgrades and interventions to increase the educational level 

and social skills of inhabitants at the same time. Between 2007 and 2018, 20 social 

rehabilitation projects were funded in Budapest by the EU with limited success: local 

municipalities were unable to provide long-term social assistance to vulnerable inhabitants 

after being insufficiently motivated to do so. They preferred investing in deteriorated public 

infrastructure instead.  
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Introduction 

 

Budapest, the capital of Hungary, saw its population decrease in the 1990s and 2000s, mostly 

due to significant suburbanization (nearly 300,000 inhabitants left from 1990 to 2010). Since 

2007, its population has stabilized at slightly more than 1.7 million thanks to migration from 

other parts of the country and a smoothing suburbanization process.  

 

From 1948 to 1989, Hungary was a socialist state, and only 67.5 percent of its housing stock 

was privately owned. Due to large-scale privatization following its conversion to capitalism, 

however, 95 percent of residential dwellings were privately owned by 2011, at the time of the 

last census. This fact strengthens the argument that any interventions into the city’s built 

fabric to ease socio-spatial segregation must be based on close cooperation with the private 

housing owners.   

 

Budapest has a two-tier municipal government, consisting of the municipality of Budapest 

itself, and 23 district municipalities. In this system, individual district municipalities have 

substantial responsibility for urban development, housing, and social policies, and thus bear 

the primary responsibility for taking action to address social and spatial inequalities. 

Conversely, the city municipality has a very limited ability to decrease spatial differences. As 

social and spatial problems are spread unevenly among the districts, only some of the districts 

bear the burden of tackling such problems.    

 

This case study presents how a new tool, the national “desegregation plan,” has attempted to 

address socio-spatial segregation, a challenge transcending district borders. 

 

Definition of the Problem 

 

Budapest’s socio-spatial layout reflected the city’s functional structure until the mid-twentieth 

century, when socio-spatial segregation began to increase. In that earlier era, wealthier 

inhabitants lived in the heart of the city, surrounded by the densely populated outer 

neighborhoods of workers, who lived where new industry was located (Csanády-Ladányi 

1992). This situation changed after World War II, during the socialist era, however; 

construction of housing estates began gradually in the 1950s, accelerated in the 1960s, and 

peaked in the 1970s and 1980s. 

 

System-built housing estates1—which were mostly erected in transition zones between the 

city center and outlying single-family home areas—have their own social complexities: Those 

built in the 1950s and 1960s housed local elites, while the larger estates from the 1970s and 

1980s developed further away from the city center and were more socially mixed. Socio-

spatial inequalities increased in the inner city; some areas became socially deprived, as 

middle-class households fled already outdated, low-quality housing that lacked regeneration, 

and were replaced by low-income people (Kovács-Szirmai 2006).  

 

After the 1989 collapse of the socialist political system, new market mechanisms further 

strengthened the emergence of smaller segregated areas. Not only did deprived areas emerge, 

 
1 “System-built housing” refers to all forms of multi-unit buildings made using industrialised technologies, such 

as big panel blocks or concrete structures manufactured on site. In these cases, the main structures were built in 

“housing factories”, and only complementary construction was needed on site. This system enabled mass 

construction, which was a key to addressing the severe housing shortage of the socialist era.  



2 

 

but some neighborhoods, particularly on the hilly Buda side, and the wealthier suburbs, 

became the exclusive residence of the higher classes. More recently, Budapest’s city center 

has gentrified, while its more socially vulnerable inhabitants2 have been pushed either into 

areas of Budapest with lower property prices or outside of the city (e.g., towards the 

southeastern areas).3  

 

As Figure 1 shows, already-marginalized areas and those endangered by segregation are 

mostly located in Pest, the eastern part of the city, while the hilly western part, Buda, is home 

to wealthier households.4 According to this indicator system, about five percent of Budapest’s 

population lives in severely segregated housing blocks, with an additional 15 percent in areas 

only endangered by segregation, according to Hungary’s 2011 Census. 

 

Figure 1: Segregated Residential Blocks (dark purple) and Blocks Endangered by 

Possible Segregation (light purple) in Budapest  

 
Source: Szociális Városrehabilitáció Tematikus Fejlesztési Program 2014, p. 9 

 

 

 
2 Hungary has a very tiny (less than 0.5 percent) foreign-born population; its Roma community is considered the 

country’s most vulnerable ethnic minority. According to surveys, Roma makes up around 10% of the country’s 

population.   
3 In Budapest, 5.1 percent of housing is public, the highest share in any Hungarian city as of 2013. 
4 According to Budapest’s 2014 indicator system for measuring levels of marginalization, blocks are considered 

“segregated” if they reach the bottom 20 percent in at least five out of six indicators: share of people aged 15–59 

who have at most a primary-school education; unemployment rate; lowest share of adults with higher-education 

degrees; share of overcrowded flats; share of substandard flats; and share of municipally owned flats. Areas that 

reach the bottom 20 percent threshold for three or four indicators are considered “endangered by segregation”.  
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Possible Strategies and Solutions5 

 

As an effect of European Union (EU) policy, a national endeavor emerged in 2007 to link 

development policies to social equity, known as the “equal opportunity-based development 

policy.” In urban-development terms, this meant that cities planning to use EU funds for 

neighborhood regeneration had to develop a social-economic desegregation plan within the 

framework of their Integrated Urban Development Plans (IUDP).6 The Ministries of 

Municipalities and Regional Development and of Social and Labor Affairs jointly developed 

a detailed methodology for drafting the IUDPs and desegregation plans in 2007. 

 

According to these guidelines, a desegregation plan must define what urban areas are already 

segregated or are endangered by segregation. A specific indicator based on census data 

identifies such areas on the level of housing blocks, and municipalities intending to develop 

IUDPs received this data from the Hungarian Central Statistical Office.7 The desegregation 

plan had two major dimensions: (1) assessment of already-segregated areas and development 

of policy measures to reduce the level of segregation and promote social integration of 

disadvantaged groups; and (2) examination of possible impacts of the planned interventions 

on segregated areas or the risks of segregation the IUDP poses to the overall city. The 

minimum requirements for any plan were that the number of inhabitants in segregated areas 

must not increase, the social position (such as education level or employment status) of the 

inhabitants must improve, and no new segregated areas could be created by direct or indirect 

impact.  

 

Besides analyzing the status of segregated areas, municipalities also had to develop action 

plans defining their basic long-term strategy to eradicate or at least decrease segregation in 

each segregated area. These action plans had to define the specific desegregation goals; the 

planned education, housing, employment, and healthcare tools to be used; and targeted, area-

based complex programs (social rehabilitation programs) in certain segregated areas.  

 

The Ministry of Social and Labor Affairs assigned a mentor to each local municipality 

developing an IUDP, who helped work out desegregation elements in the plan and tracked if 

the plan was developed properly. As part of the process for applying for EU funds for urban 

rehabilitation, then, IUDPs were only approved for submission if the mentor countersigned 

the desegregation plan. This process guaranteed that local municipalities could not avoid 

dealing with segregation in their territories. During development of the desegregation plan, 

mentors tried to encourage municipalities to formulate local policies in more inclusive ways. 

Key areas included local housing and social-benefit policies, as local decrees often included 

 
5 A broad overview of policies on the national and Budapest level to address social inequalities is presented in 

Szabolcs Fabula, Dániel Horváth, and Zoltán Kovács. 2014. “Urban Policies on Diversity in Budapest, Hungary. 

Department of Economic and Social Geography.” University of Szeged. https://www.urbandivercities.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2013/05/Urban-Policies-on-Diversity-in-Budapest.pdf 
6 Integrated Urban Development Plans (IUDPs) are local medium-term strategic documents that specify 

development objectives in all sectors, including infrastructure and social services, and define the main projects to 

be implemented, as well as their financial and organizational backgrounds. IUDPs are compulsory parts of 

applications by cities for European Union funds for urban rehabilitation in Hungary, The Hungarian government 

set this mandatory condition in 2007.  
7 The segregation indicator combines socio-economic data for inhabitants, including education levels and 

employment rates, and sets an absolute threshold of the share of disadvantaged persons between the ages of 15 

and 59. This is not a classic segregation index, as it does not measure the level of difference between territorial 

units. From 2007–2013, the country used a unified segregation indicator, but the current (2014–2020) indicator 

is differentiated according to settlement size. 

https://www.urbandivercities.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Urban-Policies-on-Diversity-in-Budapest.pdf
https://www.urbandivercities.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Urban-Policies-on-Diversity-in-Budapest.pdf
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stipulations that excluded the most vulnerable people from social benefits and housing 

allocation.8 They also tried to change local practices of educational segregation. 

 

Between 2007 and 2010, 228 IUDPs were developed, including by all 23 Budapest district 

municipalities and the City Municipality of Budapest. 9 IUDP and desegregation plans gained 

a legal basis through a government decree (314/2012) in 2012,  but the independent mentor 

system with countersignature was eliminated, and looser quality control was introduced by the 

ministry responsible for municipal affairs. This quality control concerned not only the 

desegregation plan, but also the whole IUDP. It was mainly limited to formal compliance with 

the IUDP template that was defined in the government decree. In the EU programming period 

of 2014–2020, the cities’ obligations to develop IUDPs with desegregation plans were 

maintained as a condition for accessing the EU’s Regional Development Fund, both for 

urban-rehabilitation programs and for any other developments. However, as mentioned, the 

mentor’s countersignature obligation was eliminated. 

 

Solution and Implementation  

 

In practice, desegregation plans alone have had limited ability to address socio-spatial 

segregation, even though they have provided plenty of new data on segregated 

neighborhoods, because local municipalities had limited financial and organizational tools to 

implement the proposed projects. Access to EU funds for social rehabilitation programs aimed 

at improving deprived urban neighborhoods, however, made the desegregation programs 

more effective and provided financial resources to implement at least some pieces of the 

desegregation plans. Figure 2 shows the relationship between desegregation plans and social 

rehabilitation programs, highlighting the embeddedness of implemented actions into relevant 

strategies.   

 

Figure 2: The Connection between Desegregation Plans and Social Rehabilitation 

Programs 

 

 

 

 
8 For example, regulations often ruled that households with housing cost arrears were not eligible for a housing 

allowance. Squatters or those previously evicted from municipal dwellings were also ineligible for municipal 

housing for a certain period of time after their evictions. 
9 The public institution of territorial and urban development (Lechner Nonprofit Kft.) collected and made 

available the existing IUDPs at: www.terport.hu/vezercikkek/integralt-varosfejlesztesi-strategiak-a-terporton-

%E2%80%93-uj-ivs-alkalmazas-a-teir-ben. 

Identification of segregated areas

Area-based interventions

Sectoral interventions

Effect of IUDP on segregation

DESEGREGATION PLAN 

Social rehabilitation 

program

Hard interventions Soft Interventions

http://www.terport.hu/vezercikkek/integralt-varosfejlesztesi-strategiak-a-terporton-%E2%80%93-uj-ivs-alkalmazas-a-teir-ben
http://www.terport.hu/vezercikkek/integralt-varosfejlesztesi-strategiak-a-terporton-%E2%80%93-uj-ivs-alkalmazas-a-teir-ben
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Before it joined the EU, Hungary had almost no funds available for urban regeneration. An 

exception was Budapest, where the City Municipality operated an urban-rehabilitation fund 

for which district municipalities could apply. That fund did not focus on deprived areas, 

although it did finance two district-level regeneration pilot programs that targeted vulnerable 

neighborhoods (“socially sensitive rehabilitation”), in addition to traditional regeneration 

measures. These pilots subsequently influenced the design of the European social 

rehabilitation program funded by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). This 

program became a mainstream regeneration program for deprived urban areas in the new 

member states10 of the European Union beginning in 2007.   

 

Between 2007 and 2013, areas endangered by social and physical deprivation were eligible 

for social rehabilitation in Hungary, as were already-segregated areas, which were the most 

socially deprived areas.11 From 2014 to 2020, only already-segregated areas were eligible, 

although a more complex indicator system was developed to allow for interventions on a 

larger spatial scale.12  

 

The novelty of social rehabilitation lies in its complexity: Within a target area, interventions 

include investments in both infrastructure (e.g., public spaces, utilities, housing, and public 

buildings) and human capital (e.g., education, social counseling, and community 

development). The social rehabilitation program was the first program in the EU that made 

housing investments (i.e., renovations of social housing and common parts of privately owned 

multifamily homes) eligible for EU financing. Besides housing renovations, slum clearance 

and relocation of residents became eligible only in the current EU programming period 

(2014–2020).  

 

Applications for social rehabilitation funding had to meet numerous criteria regarding the 

structure of proposed interventions. The minimum level of human capital (or “soft”) 

interventions was defined in the call for applications. For infrastructure (or “hard”) 

interventions, housing investments were compulsory and had to reach a given minimum share 

of the total project value. At the beginning, the rate of financial support was 85 percent, but in 

2011 it was increased to 100 percent, where it has remained. However, the criteria have 

become stricter, both in terms of the minimum level and complexity of “soft” programs and in 

targeting all types of interventions to the most disadvantaged people in the action area.13 

 

Results 

 

A total of 77 projects were implemented between 2007 and 2013 in Hungary, using HUF 48 

billion in EU financial support (equal to EUR 171 million or US$213 million).14 Together 

with municipal contributions, the total value of socially sensitive rehabilitation investments in 

Hungary as a whole amounted to HUF 53 billion (EUR 190 million or US$235 million). In 

Budapest, 13 projects were implemented by eight districts, with financial support totaling 

 
10 New member states were the countries that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007, including Hungary, Slovakia, 

Slovenia, Poland, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Malta, the Baltic states, Romania, and Bulgaria.   
11 Another indicator system, which incorporated more social and physical indicators than the original segregation 

index, was used to define the target area of social rehabilitation programs. 
12 Spatial inequalities in Budapest differ from other big cities, because the capital city has more densely 

populated areas with more socially mixed spatial units, also known as blocks. 
13 Action area is part of an urban neighborhood where social problems are concentrated. This area had to be 

eligible for the interventions and this eligibility had to be proved by indicators.  
14 The exchange rate in 2010 was about 1 EUR = 280 Hungarian Forints (HUF) or 1 USD = 225 HUF. 
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HUF 17 billion (EUR 60 million or US$76 million); one district carried out three projects in 

three different action areas, while two districts implemented two and three projects, 

respectively, in a single action area. The five remaining districts conducted one project each.  

 

In addition to social rehabilitation programs, municipalities had the option to renovate 

centrally located public spaces. This simpler intervention required less targeting than social 

rehabilitations, although the EU subsidy was also lower. Generally, municipalities were less 

interested in social rehabilitation and more eager to implement city or district center 

rehabilitation projects, as the requirements were less complex regarding the needed 

interventions, and there was no need to work with socially vulnerable citizens. In response, 

national authorities managing the distribution of EU funds discontinued financing city center 

rehabilitation projects after 2011, restricting those funds to social rehabilitation.  

 

Since the beginning of the 2014–2020 programming period, EU resources available to 

Budapest for social rehabilitation have decreased significantly. The first call for proposals was 

launched in 2016, and only seven projects were awarded for funding. It is uncertain whether 

there will be any further calls in Budapest in the future. 

 

Many districts did not select their most deprived areas to target with their projects. Two 

districts (8th and 9th), which include some of the largest deprived areas of Budapest, focused 

on highly segregated areas. Other districts chose more socially mixed neighborhoods. The 

largest project—Magdolna—was carried out in 8th district in three phases, two of which 

received EU support totaling HUF 5.5 billion (EUR 19.6 million, US$ 24.4 million). The 

projects in the 8th and 9th districts included relatively large-scale housing refurbishment and 

public-space renewal programs, as well as education, training, and employment and 

community development programs targeting the most vulnerable segments of society.  

 

However, because policies outside the scope of EU-supported social rehabilitation projects 

did not adhere to EU requirements, the impacts on households were less sustainable. For 

instance, arrears-management programs15 could not address increases that resulted from 

upgraded housing units’ higher rents and utility costs. Additionally, local social-housing 

policies did not change to address the needs of the most disadvantaged groups. For example, 

no social housing was offered to households evicted from renovated buildings due to 

affordability problems. 

 

Analysis and Evaluation  

 

In principle, requiring desegregation plans to obtain EU funds was a solid means of 

strengthening the role of social equity in urban development. As part of a national endeavor to 

create equal-opportunity development policies—based on evidence, developed with strong 

methodological guidelines, and monitored through an independent quality control system—

these plans aimed to incorporate real social accountability into the process.  

 

Following Hungary’s EU accession, this effort was its first national policy to attach strict 

social conditions to the domestic use of EU funds; however, the system was considerably 

weakened after 2010. Methodological guidelines were not incorporated into new legal 

regulations, and the independent-mentor system with countersignatures was eliminated. 

 
15 Arrears-management programs in Hungary are operated by big cities, which co-finance part of the payment of 

the accumulated arrears under certain circumstances.  
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Because no measures were put in place to monitor municipalities’ compliance with 

desegregation action plans, accountability was never ensured (One exception was that 

managing authorities did check urban rehabilitation programs to ensure planned projects did 

not conflict with the desegregation plan). Given weak monitoring mechanisms, in its present 

form, desegregation plans have operated more as mechanisms for raising awareness of socio-

spatial inequality than as efficient tools to combat those inequalities. As a result, most cities in 

Hungary prepared but did not implement desegregation plans. 

  

Social rehabilitation programs specifically in Budapest also contributed to identifying the 

causes of and the policies to address spatial segregation, but unfortunately, they had limited 

effects on eliminating spatial inequities in a sustainable way. These Budapest programs can be 

summarized as follows:  

 

• Social rehabilitation programs resulted in significant improvements to local infrastructure 

in targeted areas (such as public spaces and housing), but they had a more limited impact 

on local society, as effectively influencing the composition and abilities of the local 

inhabitants would have required more and longer-term efforts. In practice, these projects 

had relatively short implementation periods (2–3 years)—insufficient to sustainably 

improve social inclusion of disadvantaged and marginalized groups. Some district 

municipalities implemented two or three consecutive projects, though, which did increase 

their effectiveness as they were able to work with the inhabitants for more years and 

empower them step by step. Also, these longer programs had the advantage of including 

more residential buildings which provided better living conditions for higher number of 

people.  

 

• District municipalities had little experience in planning and implementing complex, 

integrated projects. Their main interest was in investing in infrastructure improvements 

(such as developing public spaces or renovating housing); they were much less interested 

in designing “soft” programs for vulnerable groups, as it would have required different, 

less strictly planned, and more flexible approaches, and the acceptance of the fact that soft 

interventions have less visible results. Partnership-building with NGOs and local residents 

was also a difficult task, especially at the beginning, when the first connections had to be 

created.   

 

• Financial sustainability also became a major issue after project completion. Operating new 

or improved public buildings, public spaces, and renovated public housing required higher 

costs that EU funds did not cover, so the financial burdens on district municipalities and 

their tenants increased substantially. As a consequence, some tenants had to leave their 

housing due to unaffordable cost increases, such as new utilities. 

  

• Furthermore, the program did not ensure that tenants in municipal social housing could 

stay in their rented homes after renovation or that municipalities would adapt regulations 

to allow disadvantaged tenants to remain (e.g., through regulated or subsidized rents). 

Tenants with housing-cost arrears were particularly likely to lose the legal titles to their 

rental dwellings. In this respect, then, project results are difficult to trace, as no data was 

gathered on the share of tenants who were displaced from renewed municipal housing. 

More problems stemmed from the lack of a national (or at least urban, Budapest-level) 

housing-policy strategy and from a lack of coherent legal regulations for social housing. 

The maintenance and development of social housing are entirely the responsibility of local 

municipalities, in the case of Budapest, the districts, but because local municipalities do 
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not receive any financial contributions from the national budget for this purpose, many of 

them had no further interest in allocating housing to disadvantaged groups.    

 

• Additionally, the allocation of EU funds became more politically controlled in the 2014–

2020 period. Selection criteria were thus likely to be more closely tied to political forces, 

not content; although there are no empirical data yet available to confirm this assumption. 

 

Without further research, it is difficult to assess the effects of the desegregation tool and 

social rehabilitation programs on changes in socio-spatial inequalities in Budapest. District 

municipalities, especially those in which the municipal housing stock remained relatively 

large after housing privatization in the 1990s, started to demolish old, dilapidated housing 

units and sell the land to developers, albeit at very different paces. The residential mobility 

consequences of such municipal actions were not surveyed. So, while some areas did improve 

substantially, the overall social effects are questionable. Truly successfully social 

rehabilitation would require a very different approach from municipalities; instead of simply 

improving infrastructure and the physical environment, their focus would have to be on 

disadvantaged people.  

 

The desegregation tool and social rehabilitation program did evoke a new, more socially 

oriented approach to urban development—the main positive result we can determine. 

Municipalities all over Hungary learned how to develop socially inclusive interventions that 

favored disadvantaged people, and they began to gradually build up partnerships with other 

organizations, such as NGOs, church organizations, and local entrepreneurs.  

 

Unfortunately, the political approach to disadvantaged groups after 2010 became more hostile 

(i.e., a “blame the poor for their poverty” attitude). National and even local policies in areas 

such as housing, social benefits, employment, and education have become less inclusive, 

meaning that social rehabilitation programs will produce less sustainable results. 

Consequently, while social rehabilitation programs probably had some effect on reducing 

local spatial inequalities, they likely had no real impact on reducing social inequality on a 

larger scale.  

   

Lessons Learned  

 

• Desegregation plans, as part of an equal-opportunity development policy, can be an 

efficient tool to counteract socio-spatial inequalities—but only if certain conditions 

prevail. Hence, the conditionality aspect of desegregation plans should be reinforced. The 

use of development funds (national, regional, or EU) should be linked not only to the 

plan’s existence but also to its compliance with methodological requirements. 

 

• Strict quality-control measures should be put in place. Development oversight ensures 

that cities do not lose interest in the problem of deprived areas. This supervision was 

secured in Hungary until 2010 by requiring a countersignature by desegregation mentors.  

 

• Desegregation plans’ interventions are more likely to be implemented if specifically 

allocated resources are available for their implementation. In Hungary, desegregation 

plans were significantly more likely to be implemented if they had clear funding sources 

attached, such as social rehabilitation programs. Permanent resources (national, regional 

or EU) should be made available for cities to implement desegregation plans, and more 

broadly, to combat segregation and social inequalities.  
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• An effective national monitoring system is required for implementation of desegregation 

plans. Some sort of sanction must be in place if municipalities implement interventions 

that impede desegregation plans. This accountability was completely missing in Hungary. 

 

• Socio-spatial segregation trends must be monitored and kept on the political agenda. In 

the case of a large city like Budapest, this monitoring should not only present the results at 

a district level but also at the level of the whole city. The Budapest case proves that socio-

spatial inequalities cannot be properly resolved in smaller areas, such as at the district 

level, as the dispersed institutional setting cannot handle a process that exceeds district 

borders. Complex interventions should rely on the housing, educational, and employment 

resources of a whole city, and district policies should be harmonized with each other at the 

city level.   

 

• Developing an effective system of social rehabilitation programs also requires a clear 

definition of conditions and expected results. That is, social rehabilitation programs must 

respond to a complex set of defined problems. Interlinked and adjusted interventions are 

needed to improve not only local infrastructure but also the capacity of local people and 

the local economy. In principle, the Hungarian regulation fulfilled this condition, except 

for in its failure to address the local economy. 

 

• Easing social deprivation further requires a long-term continuous effort. In some cases, 

policymakers should accept that a deprived area may not be able to improve its urban 

status on indicators like real-estate price levels or the social composition of residents—

unless they apply larger-scale housing intervention programs, such as dispersed 

replacement of disadvantaged inhabitants. In those cases, even the most excluded groups 

should be guaranteed rehousing, and the intervention must aim to serve the interest of the 

original inhabitants above all, not to gentrify the deprived area. The Hungarian programs 

largely lacked such a long-term vision. 

 

• Besides project-based interventions, municipalities must also adjust their local housing, 

social, and other policies to the needs of disadvantaged groups to alleviate severe social 

problems. Moreover, national policies should be more inclusive and should provide more 

support for local interventions. These conditions were largely lacking in Hungary’s case. 
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