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ABSTRACT: The objective of the paper is the identification of priority directions of activities for multi-
functional rural development, followed by their social assessment in the context of the paradigm of the 
multifunctionality of such areas. Consequently, the current assumptions of the idea were confronted 
with reality, and expectations were confronted with need. The analysis also covers the activity of 
respondents in the scope of activities for multifunctional development. According to the obtained 
results, progress and activities in the scope of the economic (development and modernisation of tech-
nical infrastructure, technological progress, innovativeness) and social function (development and 
modernisation of social infrastructure) are of key importance. The paper is based on the results of a 
survey conducted in 2021. The survey covered residents of rural areas in the Mazowieckie Voivode-
ship.
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Introduction 

Development is a long-lasting process of directional changes involving 
distinguishable subsequent stages of transformation (development phases) 
of a given object (system), showing identifiable differentiation of the object 
in specified terms. Development is also a process of directional transforma-
tions in the course of which objects (systems) of a given type are transformed 
from simpler, lower, less perfect forms or states to more complex, higher 
forms or states, more perfect in specified terms (Wojnowski, 1962; Zaucha et 
al., 2015; Butowski & Włodarczyk, 2016). Rural development is a long-lasting 
process of economic and social transformations, including agriculture that 
lead to an increase in production, employment, income, and level of life in 
rural areas (Jadczyszyn, 2020). It is also a complicated process occurring in 
the rural space (spatial structure, relief, land management). 

The paradigm of rural development is the multifunctional character of 
rural areas that should contribute to the improvement of the quality of life of 
residents, largely through providing workplaces and meeting various social 
needs, as well as to the improvement of the state of the environment and 
landscape (Mosiej, 2006; Warczewska & Przybyła, 2012; Akgün et al., 2014). 
The concept of multifunctionality should correlate with the principle of sus-
tainable transformation of rural areas in the context of fast socio-economic 
growth and its effects on the man-earth relationship (Long et al., 2022). Mul-
tifunctionality should therefore cover mutual interactions, activities towards 
sustainable development, improvement of quality of life in rural areas, and 
respect for the natural environment (Roszkowska-Mądra, 2009; Knieć, 2012; 
Stanny, 2013; Burja & Burja, 2014; Buta et al., 2020). The process of transfor-
mation of rural areas, therefore, has to be in accordance with the rules of 
sustainable development, including spatial order (Donia et al., 2017). 

According to many authors (Długosz, 2006; Argyle, 2004; Czapiński, 
2002), the mental well-being of residents of rural areas is comparable with 
that of residents of urbanised areas. Satisfaction with the quality of life 
depends on the same factors, namely economic, social, and cultural capital, 
i.e. factors that shape multifunctional development. Mental well-being is 
largely determined by the ability to adapt and deal with new challenges in 
the form of modern development factors. The process occurs in the context 
of changing social, economic, and environmental realities. According to 
Perepeczko (2006), the local community is unified by family, territorial, cul-
tural bonds, and professional experience. With time, social bonds in rural 
areas became weaker, and they “opened up” to non-rural areas, resulting in 
the expansion of the contact network and directly pointing to spatial expan-
sion. Therefore, it is currently recommended to create local communities 
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with consideration of the idea of sustainable and multifunctional develop-
ment of rural areas. 

The authors of the article state the thesis that the identification of direc-
tions of multifunctional rural development that are of key importance in pub-
lic opinion is crucial for adopting the priorities of their financing, conse-
quently contributing to the improvement of the quality of life of residents. 
The objective of the paper is the identification of priority directions of activ-
ities for multifunctional rural development, followed by their social assess-
ment in the context of the paradigm of the multifunctional character of rural 
areas. The social assessment was conducted by means of a survey that itself 
has a social dimension by reflecting the voice of the part of society directly 
related to and involved in a given research area. Surveys are, therefore, an 
important measurement tool because the local community is a credible 
source of information. Consequently, the current theoretical assumptions 
were confronted with reality, and the expectations were confronted with 
needs. The analysis also covered the activity of respondents in the scope of 
activities for multifunctional development. According to the obtained results, 
the progress and activities in the scope of the economic (development and 
modernisation of technical infrastructure, technological progress, innova-
tiveness) and social function (development and modernisation of social 
infrastructure) are of key importance. The paper is based on the results of a 
survey conducted in 2021. The survey covered residents of rural areas in the 
Mazowieckie Voivodeship. 

Literature review 

In Poland, rural areas are characterised by vast diversity and are subject 
to negative trends and changes, among others: the decline of the agricultural 
function (Kołodziejczyk, 2021; GUS, 2021), depopulation of rural areas (Jad-
czyszyn et al., 2020), ageing of the population (GUS, 2022), or social exclu-
sion (Kołodziejczyk, 2021; Raczkowska & Gruziel, 2018). The implementa-
tion of the rules of multifunctional rural development is a solution counter-
acting this trend. 

The multifunctional character of agriculture was recognised as desirable 
for implementation in rural areas in the RIO de Janeiro Convention in 1992 
regarding environmental protection in the scope of the concept of sustaina-
ble development. Formally, the term was used in Agenda 21 and has been 
since applied in programming documents concerning agricultural policy. 
According to Kłodziński (1997), multifunctional development designates 
skilful integration of more and more new non-agricultural functions into the 
rural economic space, resulting in desirable diversification of the rural econ-
omy. The implementation of the multifunctional model of rural development 
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involves the creation of new diverse sources of income (workplaces) for 
non-agricultural populations and agricultural populations failing to find full 
employment on their own farms (Kłodziński, 1993). According to Wilkin 
(2010), the multifunctionality of rural areas is the diversification of economic 
activity in such areas, creating an environment friendly both to farmers and 
the non-agricultural rural population, strengthening the vitality of rural 
areas, and meeting the expectations of stakeholders of rural development (a 
large share of whom live in rural areas). Rosner and Stanny (2016) empha-
sise the importance of transforming rural areas into an environment friendly 
to residents, i.e. one that allows them to meet their needs and aspirations, 
particularly in the scope of work conditions and obtaining fair income, access 
to public services and broadly defined cultural goods, sense of participation 
in the life of the local community, and contribution to the occurring transfor-
mations. According to Stasiak and Zgliński (1997), radical structural trans-
formations and modernisation of rural areas should not be only limited to 
the restructuring of agriculture itself but cover the broadly defined environ-
ment as well as the social and cultural issues of rural areas. Such an approach 
is in accordance with the assumptions of the EU Common Agricultural Policy, 
where agriculture development entails rural development, and the policy 
towards rural areas allows for their comprehensive and sustainable develop-
ment. 

Multifunctional development depends on and results from transforma-
tions occurring in the scope of mutually related development functions, 
namely spatial, economic, social, and environmental (Figure 1). 

Figure 1. Functions of Rural 
Development 
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The spatial function results from the planning and spatial management 
processes, particularly from activities transforming the spatial structure, 
among others through land consolidation works (Act, 1923; Act, 1968; Act, 
1982; Van den Noort, 1987; Van den Brink & Molema, 2008; Sobolewska-
Mikulska, 2009; Pijanowski, 2013; Stańczuk-Gałwiaczek et al., 2018), desig-
nation of land for housing development (Szpura, 2020; Bielska et al., 2013; 
Jaroszewicz et al., 2012), programmes of the revitalisation of selected areas 
(Jarczewski et al., 2019), development of technical infrastructure (Sajnóg & 
Sobolewska-Mikulska, 2017), agricultural water resources management 
(Stańczuk-Gałwiaczek et al., 2018; Stańczuk-Gałwiaczek, 2019; Stańczuk-
Gałwiaczek & Sobolewska-Mikulska, 2021), and restoration of the potential 
of forest production (Sajnóg & Wójcik, 2013). 

The economic function generally involves all political strategies of eco-
nomic action at the national, supralocal, and local levels, aimed at rural devel-
opment in terms of improvement of entrepreneurship (Pacuszka, 2006), 
infrastructure (Chudy, 2011) or encouraging active attitudes among resi-
dents (Kalinowski, 2003), and individually the improvement of the wealth of 
residents of rural areas through an increase in their income, including non-
agricultural income (Nachtman & Żekało, 2006). 

The social function involves the improvement of the conditions and qual-
ity of life of residents of rural areas (Krzyminiewska, 2000; Majewski & 
Perepeczko, 2001; Fedyszak-Radziejowska, 2016), development of the social 
infrastructure (Kalinowski, 2003), development of non-material cultural 
heritage (Jalinik, 2006), revitalisation programmes activating the society 
(Zielińska-Szczepkowska et al., 2021; Sykała, 2019), and activities aimed at 
shaping attitudes from reactive (yielding to events, lack of engagement) 
towards proactive (designating and implementing goals) (Chyłek, 2007). 

The environmental function covers a broad range of environmental ben-
efits such as recreational values of rural space and preservation of the aes-
thetic values of rural landscape (Molnárová et al., 2017), preservation of bio-
diversity and protection of the natural environment (Ślusarczyk, 2019), pres-
ervation of rural cultural heritage (Mu & Aimar, 2022; Wilczyński, 2005). 

The defined scope of the said development functions and their character-
istics, as well as the priorities of subsequent Rural Development Programmes 
(EU common agricultural policy), involves priority directions of activities for 
rural development responding to the current conditions and challenges and 
corresponding with the concept of multifunctional development: 
1) Technological progress (innovativeness) in the scope of animal, plant, 

and horticulture production,
2) Ecological agriculture (healthy and natural food, low emission agricul-

ture, herb cultivation, special crops), 
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3) Obtaining income from environmental and cultural values (agrotourism, 
craftsmanship, regional products), 

4) Digitisation of rural areas (access to broadband internet, improvement of 
digital competence of farmers), 

5) Development of social infrastructure (e.g. market places, cultural, educa-
tional, and scientific venues, non-governmental organisations – Associa-
tions of Rural Women, Voluntary Fire Brigades, as well as schools and 
kindergartens, health centres and nurseries, community centres and 
rural libraries, sports stadiums, swimming pools, bathing areas and 
campsites), 

6) Protection of the resources and values of the environment, including cli-
mate (renewable energy sources, replacement of outdated boilers), 

7) Modernisation and development of technical infrastructure in rural areas 
(e.g. roads, sewage system, water supply system, irrigation/melioration 
facilities). 
The implementation of the identified objectives takes time. In Polish con-

ditions, rural areas also require deep structural transformations related to 
the organisation of agricultural production, size of farms, and land structure, 
as well as the demographic, social, and institutional structure. Promoting 
comprehensive transformations must refer to the actual conditions of rural 
areas and cultivated values and social needs. The scope of promotion of 
desirable directions of changes and undertaking activities aimed at their 
implementation should involve the identification and interpretation of the 
state of awareness and knowledge on the problem of local communities and 
a clear presentation of the advantages and disadvantages, as well as potential 
consequences of the suggested changes and solutions. 

The identification and interpretation of the state of awareness and 
knowledge of the problems of local communities employ various methods 
and techniques. One of them is the method of a survey as a source of empiri-
cal data. Surveys can be divided into several different types, and each of them 
will find a different application. The following main types of surveys can be 
distinguished: 
• Auditorial survey – a method employing a questionnaire distributed to a 

specified group of respondents gathered in one room (for example, a con-
ference room). The task of the interviewer is only to distribute the ques-
tionnaire to the respondents, provide them with instructions necessary 
for correct filling in of the questionnaire, and collect it from respondents 
after the completed survey. Its advantages primarily include a high ques-
tionnaire return level, as opposed to other types of surveys. Its disadvan-
tage is the low potential for applying a sample representative for the 
entire community subject to the survey, 
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• Pen-and-paper personal interviews (PAPI) – constitute the most com-
mon survey method in the scope of quantitative techniques. The survey 
involves conducting an interview with the respondent, during which the 
interviewer reads particular questions included in the questionnaire and 
diligently writes down answers given by the respondent. PAPI is consid-
ered the most effective due to the position of the respondent in a situa-
tion of direct contact with the interviewer, obliging them to give diligent 
answers. This type of survey can be conducted in any place, which also 
facilitates their implementation, 

• Computer-assisted web interviewing (CAWI) – a technique of conducting 
quantitative surveys in which the questionnaire is supplied to the 
respondent online. The respondent fills in the questionnaire on their 
own, and the computer system responsible for processing the survey ver-
ifies the correctness of the provided answers and saves them on a hard 
disc for further analysis. Due to this, the analysis of the survey results is 
much simpler, faster, and, most importantly, much cheaper. It is also 
a technique ensuring lower costs of conducting surveys on groups of 
respondents residing in distant areas and groups largely inaccessible 
in geographic terms, provided they have access to the internet (Badania 
ankietowe, 2015). 
Surveys permit obtaining, having, and use of information on the level of 

knowledge, aspirations, and goals, as well as satisfaction with functioning in 
societies that we currently call information societies (Kata et al., 2006). 

Research methods 

The stages of research analysis are presented in the diagram in Figure 2. 
The survey was conducted in the scope of a 4-stage procedure (Figure 2). 

It started with a literature review of thematic papers regarding multifunc-
tional rural development published over the last 30 years (stage 1). The 
period was adopted as accurate and sufficient due to the development of the 
paradigm of multifunctional rural development. Based on the literature 
review and the conducted analysis, seven priority directions of activities for 
multifunctional development were designated (stage 2). Stage 3 employed 
the method of quantitative research with the application of the technique of 
a survey (Krok, 2015; Szlenk-Dziubeki & Miśkowiec, 2018), followed by the 
preparation of a questionnaire (Apanowicz, 2002). The questions were 
divided into two parts. The first part included questions constituting a fiche 
covering the socio-demographic features of respondents, namely their sex, 
age, education, and marital status. The second part covered proper thematic 
questions. 
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Figure 2. Stages of research 

The questionnaire was shared with residents of the rural areas of the 
Mazowieckie Voivodeship by means of Microsoft Forms. The residents 
included farmers who declared providing agricultural activity (100% of 
respondents), whereas 98% of them reported running an agricultural farm 
with a surface area of more than 1 ha (formal and informal leases in total). 
The Mazowieckie Voivodeship is centrally located in the country, and it serves 
as an arena of most spatial problems affecting the possibilities of multifunc-
tional development of rural areas. Changes in the structure of farms corre-
sponding with those throughout the territory of Poland are also observed 
here (GUS, 2021), which makes it the optimal study area. The form was pub-
lished with free access on the website of the Mazowieckie Centre of Agricul-
tural Consultancy in the period from 12 May 2021 to 18 June 2021. A total of 
275 responses were obtained. The final results were subject to analysis and 
discussion (stage 4). 
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Results and discussion 

The majority of respondents were men, making up 63% of the total 
answers. The research sample was dominated by persons aged 31-40 (28%) 
and 41-50 (28%), followed by age groups of 51-60 (23%), 21-30 (14%), and 
61-70 (6%). The respondents were also asked about their marital status. 
A large majority of the respondents declared being married (72%). The 
answer sindicate that 20% of the respondents were single, i.e. never married. 
Further, 5% of respondents were widowed, and divorced persons accounted 
for 3%. The respondents were dominated by persons with secondary – 43% 
and higher education – 34%. Vocational education was declared by 21% of 
respondents. 2% of respondents had elementary education. The obtained 
answers showed that most respondents were men, young farmers aged 40or 
less and in the age group of 41-60, married, with secondary and higher edu-
cation. The socio-demographic data show that they are the most active 
groups. The productive age of the respondents, including young farmers, is of 
key importance here, offering greater potential and possibilities for the 
development of both agricultural and non-agricultural activities (Agencja 
Restrukturyzacji i Modernizacji Rolnictwa, 2023; Łysoń, 2023). 

Figure 3. Understanding of the concept of “multifunctional rural development” 

The main part of the survey covered 4 questions. The first question was 
directly related to the understanding of the concept of multifunctional rural 
development. In the scope of previously determined 7 priority directions of 
activities, respondents were asked to mark a minimum 3 answers (in any 
order). They could also define their own answer in the open box (Figure 3). 
The responses were also divided by sex and designated age groups, i.e. 
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respondents aged 40 or less (so-called young farmers) and those aged 41 or 
more (Table 1). Further, two questions concerned the assessment of whether 
communes constituting the place of residence of respondents undertake 
such activities (Figure 4) and the assessment of the activity of respondents in 
the scope of activities undertaken for multifunctional rural development 
(Figure 5). 

Table 1.  Percent values regarding the understanding of the term “multifunctional rural 
development” by respondents in groups with division by sex and age 

Understanding of the term  
“multifunctional rural  
development”

All respondents Men Women Young farmers  
(up to 40 years old)

Other farmers 
(aged41 and more)

Number of answers [%]

Modernisation and development  
of technical infrastructure 81% 78% 84% 80% 81%

Protection of the resources  
and values of the environment 38% 34% 44% 34% 41%

Development of social  
infrastructure 47% 47% 48% 43% 49%

Digitisation of rural areas 37% 39% 33% 39% 35%

Obtaining income from  
environmental and cultural values 19% 17% 23% 20% 19%

Ecological agriculture 16% 16% 16% 17% 14%

Technological progress  
(innovativeness) 44% 47% 39% 47% 42%

A total of 773 answers were marked. According to most respondents, the 
concept of “multifunctional rural development” particularly involves the fol-
lowing: 
• modernisation and development of technical infrastructure (e.g. roads, 

sewage system, water supply system, irrigation/melioration facilities) – 
222 answers, 

• development of social infrastructure (e.g. market places, cultural, educa-
tional, scientific venues, non-governmental organisations – buildings for 
the purposes of Associations of Rural Women, Voluntary Fire Brigades, as 
well as schools and kindergartens, health centres and nurseries, commu-
nity centres and rural libraries, sports stadiums, swimming pools, bath-
ing areas and campsites) – 129 answers, 

• technological progress (innovativeness) in the scope of animal, plant, and 
horticultural production – 120 answers, 
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• protection of the resources and values of the environment, including cli-
mate (renewable energy sources, replacement of outdated boilers) – 104 
responses, 

• digitisation of rural areas (access to broadband internet, improvement of 
digital competence of farmers) – 101 answers. 
Lower values were obtained for issues related to obtaining income from 

environmental and cultural values (agrotourism, craftsmanship, regional 
products) and ecological agriculture (healthy and natural food, low emission 
agriculture, herb cultivation, special crops), namely 53 and 43 answers, 
respectively. Only one responder provided an additional answer: “Support of 
farmers through offering higher prices of harvested produce”. 

The first direction of activities (modernisation and development of tech-
nical infrastructure), which accounted for approximately 81% of all answers, 
is a basic need. It directly results from and depends on all four rural develop-
ment functions (spatial, economic, social, and environmental). The second 
most frequently selected direction of activities (development of social infra-
structure) reached a result considerably lower than the first one, although it 
was significantly high, i.e. 47% of answers. This result suggests that for 
approximately one in two respondents, meeting various social needs is of key 
importance from the point of view of multifunctional rural development. The 
third direction of activities (corresponding with the economic development 
function), with a result approximate to that of the second one (44% of 
answers), expresses expectations of residents in the scope of innovative and 
modern solutions that can facilitate management in the scope of plant and 
animal production, and make it more efficient. The fourth activity pointed to 
by respondents involved the environmental function, i.e. protection of 
resources and values of the environment, including climate (38% of answers). 
37% of respondents indicated digitisation of rural areas as an important 
activity for multifunctional rural development, including access to broad-
band internet and improvement of digital competence of farmers. The afore-
mentioned direction corresponds with the economic and social function of 
development. 

In the case of the division of respondents by sex, the greatest difference 
(10%) concerned the answer “Protection of the resources and values of the 
environment” as the understanding of the term multifunctional rural devel-
opment. 44% of such answers were provided among women and 34% among 
men. This was followed by the answer “Technological progress (innovative-
ness)” with a difference of 8%, yielding 47% of such answers among men and 
39% among women, respectively. Further answers showed differences at a 
level of 0-6%. The analysis of answers of respondents within the division by 
age groups (young farmers and farmers aged 41 or older) also showed that 
the greatest difference (7%) concerned the answer “Protection of the 
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resources and values of the environment”. 41% of such answers were pro-
vided among farmers aged 41 or older and 34% among young farmers. This 
was followed by the answer “Development of social infrastructure”, with a 
difference of 6%, yielding 49% of such answers among older farmers and 
43% among young farmers, respectively. Further answers showed differ-
ences at a level of 1-5%. It generally suggests that men aged 40 or younger, in 
comparison to answers of women and older farmers, gave more importance 
to the technological-digital aspects, i.e. Technological progress (innovative-
ness) and Digitisation of rural areas. They particularly pointed to the aspect 
of the protection of resources and environmental values as less important. 

Respondents also assessed their own engagement (Figure 4) and the 
engagement of the authorities of their commune (Figure 5) in the context of 
activities undertaken for multifunctional rural development. 

Figure 4.  Undertaking activities  
for “multifunctional rural development”

Figure 5. Undertaking activities for “multifunctional 
rural development” in the commune 

The survey points to considerable passiveness of residents of rural areas 
in terms of activities personally undertaken for functional rural develop-
ment. Only 25% of respondents declared undertaking such activities. Asked 
about undertaking such activities by commune authorities, respondents 
were extremely divided, with a slight advantage of undertaking such activi-
ties (52% of respondents). 

Respondents were also asked to indicate the intention to undertake 
activity in the future in the scope of the previously identified 7 directions of 
development activities (Figure 6). The question was not limited to provided 
answers. Respondents could also define their own answers in the open box. 
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The answers of the respondents were also presented in division by sex and 
designated age groups (Table 2). 

Figure 6.  Intention of undertaking activities for “multifunctional rural development”  
in the future 

Table 2.  Percent shares of declarations of undertaking activities in the scope of 
“multifunctional rural development” by respondents in groups with division by sex 
and age 

Declaration of undertaking  
activities for “multifunctional rural 
development”

All respondents Men Women Young farmers  
(up to 40 years old)

Farmers aged
41 and more

Number of answers [%]

Activities in the field of development of 
technical infrastructure 31% 33% 26% 29% 32%

Protection of the resources and values of 
the environment 42% 40% 46% 41% 44%

Activities in the field of development of 
social infrastructure 13% 11% 16% 11% 14%

Digitisation of rural areas 15% 15% 15% 15% 16%

Obtaining income from environmental 
and cultural values 13% 12% 16% 16% 11%

Ecological agriculture 15% 13% 19% 15% 16%

Technological progress (innovativeness) 36% 37% 33% 42% 31%

Others 3% 3% 3% 0% 6%
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A total of 461 answers were obtained. Respondents predominantly 
declared the intention of undertaking activities for multifunctional rural 
development in the scope of protection of resources and values of the envi-
ronment, including climate (116 answers), technological progress in the 
scope of agricultural production (98 answers), and modernisation and devel-
opment of technical infrastructure (84 answers). Contrary to the question 
regarding the understanding of the concept of multifunctional rural develop-
ment, two activities, namely the development of technical infrastructure and 
technological progress, remain important (second and third place, respec-
tively). A key change was observed in the scope of assessment of the impor-
tance of protection of resources and values of the environment, including 
climate, i.e. in the scope of the environmental function (first place against 
fourth). In the scope of “other” activities, respondents usually indicated no 
intention of undertaking any activities. 

In the case of answers of respondents with division by sex, the greatest 
difference (7%) concerned the answer “Activities in the field of development 
of technical infrastructure” as the understanding of the term multifunctional 
rural development. 33% of such answers were provided among men and 
26% among women. That was followed by the answer “Protection of the 
resources and values of the environment” and “Ecological agriculture” with a 
difference of 6%, yielding 46% and 19% of such answers among women and 
40% and 13% among men, respectively. Further answers showed differences 
at a level of 0-5%. This suggests that women perceive greater agency and 
activity in the areas of ecological agriculture and environmental protection 
than in the development of technical infrastructure. In the case of answers of 
respondents with division by age groups (young farmers and farmers aged 
41 or older), the greatest difference (11%) concerned the answer “Techno-
logical progress (innovativeness)”. 42% of such answers were provided 
among young farmers and 31% among farmers aged 41 or older. This may 
confirm the greater openness of young people to novelty and innovation. Fur-
ther answers showed differences at a level of 1-5%. 

The obtained results were compared with the results of a survey con-
ducted in 2005 on a sample of 109 farmers, users of individual agricultural 
farms from the Podkarpackie Voivodeship, characterised by low production 
capacity and economic weakness (Kata et al., 2006). The groups of respond-
ents are comparable because, in both cases, they concern farmers. In 2005, 
the questions concerned interest in subsidies from agricultural-environmen-
tal and animal welfare programmes, adjustment of farms to the EU require-
ments, investments in agricultural farms, and diversification of agricultural 
activity. Currently, these issues, in somewhat different wording, provide the 
basis and criteria for multifunctional development. The considerable amount 
of time between the surveys and territorially different study areas provides a 
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good background for information on the level of interest of farmers in multi-
functional development in the time scale, from Poland’s accession to the EU 
to 17 years past that date. A change in wording and terminology in the ques-
tions to respondents does not change the substantive content of the obtained 
information. The comparison of results is presented in Table 3. 

Table 3.  Comparison of answers of farmers in the scope of surveys from 2005 and 2021 

Mazowieckie Voivodeship – survey from 2021 Podkarpackie Voivodeship – survey from 2005

Understanding of the term  
multifunctional rural development

Number of answers
/%

Knowledge of the rural  
development issues under  
EU subsidy programmes

Number of answers
/%

Protection of resources and values of the 
environment, including climate 104 / 37.8% Agricultural -environmental and 

animal welfare programmes 23/ 21.1%

Activity in the scope of modernisation and 
technical development of rural areas 222/ 80.7% Adjustment of farms to EU 

requirements 20/ 18.3%

Digitisation and access to the internet 101/ 36.7%
Investments in agricultural farms

19/ 17.%

Technological progress (innovativeness) in 
the scope of agricultural production 120/ 43.6%

Ecological agriculture and healthy food 
production 43/ 15.6%

Diversification of agricultural 
activity

11/ 10.1%

Agrotourism, craftsmanship, regional 
products 53/ 19.3%

Other 130/ 47.3% Other 86/ 78.9%

Source: authors’ work based on Kata et al. (2006). 

The comparison of survey results over a period of approximately a dozen 
years shows that the key factors of comprehensive rural development par-
ticularly include: (i) efficient technical infrastructure that improves the 
standard of life and facilitates work in agriculture, (ii) environmental protec-
tion and preservation of natural resources, and (iii) investments in agricul-
tural farms (digitisation, technological progress). The above findings are also 
confirmed by results of a survey conducted in 2012 on a sample of 92 
respondents from agricultural farms providing diversified income-generat-
ing activity (where each activity generates less than 30% of sales) from the 
following regions: Pomorze, Mazury, Mazowsze, Podlasie (Bórawski & Gotk-
iewicz, 2012). In the survey, the questions concerned indicating environmen-
tal and social factors and separately economic solutions favouring rural 
development. In the first group of factors, a large majority of respondents 
pointed to landscape values (78.3% of respondents), and in the second group, 
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expenditure for technical infrastructure (68.5% of respondents). Elements 
indicated in the surveys as priorities by respondents guarantee growth and 
revival also towards no-agricultural production, providing residents of rural 
areas with a considerable source of alternative income. Multifunctionality 
increases the resistance of society to unfavourable changes and offers a pos-
sibility of diversification, which is crucial for ensuring stability and develop-
ment (Wilson, 2010). 

Conclusions 

Multifunctional rural development involves transformations and pro-
gress resulting from varied historical past, tradition, spatial situation, 
socio-economic development, or environmental conditions. The direction of 
development results from the specialisations of particular areas and the pos-
sibility of their most rational use and management with consideration of the 
environmental conditions, natural resources, human resources, but also 
needs. 

Although the potential of development results from the local conditions 
and possibilities, depending on the existing circumstances and needs, the 
concept of multifunctional rural development covers recommendations for 
appropriate directions of development. As shown in the study, the directions 
are also important to rural communities to various degrees. According to the 
results, progress and activities in the scope of the economic (development 
and modernisation of technical infrastructure, technological progress, inno-
vativeness) and social function (development and modernisation of social 
infrastructure) are of key importance. Respondents show the least interest in 
the environmental function if landscape or environmental protection func-
tions are defined separately. The environmental function is perceived some-
what better in the context of diversification of income of agricultural families 
(e.g. development of agrotourism, ecological agriculture, regional products). 
Generally, however, respondents showed a high degree of passiveness in 
terms of activities for multifunctional development. This suggests insuffi-
cient knowledge of the scope of the subject of the survey or “fear” against 
presenting “their” observations. 

The obtained results should constitute a key finding in adopting priori-
ties for financing particular areas of development. This does not mean, how-
ever, that the remaining directions of activities are unimportant. On the con-
trary, due to a lower assessment of their importance, they should be pro-
moted and propagated more intensively. It should be emphasised, however, 
that the survey was of semi-open character, i.e., it included suggested answers 
but also offered the possibility to express one’s own opinions. Most respond-
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ents failed to use the possibility to provide their own answer in the scope of 
the analysed issues, suggesting a lack of developed personal approach to the 
concept of multifunctional rural development and its practical applicability. 
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