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Introduction

Our study features the findings of a research occteduin the Slovak—Hungarian

border region, implemented in the framework of Hungary—Slovakia—Ukraine

Neighbourhood Programme, co-financed by the Europédon and the Republic

of Hungary. Two institutions participated in thesearch: the West Hungarian Re-
search Institute of the Centre for Regional Stydiemgarian Academy of Sciences
(Gyoér) and the Forum Institute in Slovakia (Somorja).

The aim of the research was to study the everydayements of the popula-
tion living in the border region. We assumed tlh& &dccession to the Union and
the Schengen Zone would promote the integraticheborder region, the devel-
opment and expansion of the cross-border interastiand in the end the birth of
cross-border regions in the areas in good positions

Along the internal borders of the European Uniois &in ever more important
issue whether the integration of the states wilhidoabout the integration of the
cross-border regions as well. The possibility igegi the borders can be crossed
without any problem, the movements of the citizand the businesses are free
from any obstacles. The issue of integration isgafcial importance in the border
regions: the other state and its citizens are “ighjly close”; a single space built
on geographical logics can be created in the ewegriite. It is a question, how-
ever, how the border affects the lives of the eiii in the border region. Do they
actually use the other side of the border? Carbthnder region of the neighbour
state become part of their everyday lives? In e af workplaces and economic
opportunities which factor will be stronger: thdioa state traditions or the logics
of the geographical proximity?

The answers to the questions above are differeall Warious border regions.
Integration is influenced by the historical pakg tthnic and geographical condi-
tions, the economic development and the differenédhis, and not last the dis-
parities in the political, administrative and puablservices systems of the
neighbour states.

Travelling in Europe we experience that borderargido exist, we see existing
and formalised relations, but the “wall” betweee tivo border regions are still
there, despite the physically non-existing bord@?aasi—Prokkola,2008), the
number and content of the interactions do not emeeto the extent that is ex-
pected. In other places the inhabitants of thedyaregions have a rich system of
relations with those on the other side of the hordeespective of the relationship
of the two states and the officially created crossder organisations.

Our research conducted in 2007 and 2008 was focusede Slovak—Hungar-
ian border region. The research area was usualp@kilometre stripe along the
border, extended in accordance with our experienmte®me places with settle-
ments and areas that functionally can be takemaebsettlements or regions. Our



research area is thus a functional area, home gmximately 2 million people,
which cannot be designated by administrative berdéfe made a questionnaire
survey with the population, with a sample of 20@0mge, and we also approached
approximately 500 commuting employees. We also nratdeviews with non-gov-
ernmental organisations, public institutions, logalvernments, economic actors
etc.

The Slovak—Hungarian border section is 679 kiloegetong; this is the longest
border section of Hungary. Moving from west to eslshg the border the devel-
opment disparities are definite. A speciality af thorder region is that even on the
Slovakian side of the border the number and prapof the Hungarian ethnic
population is significant; there are settlements ameas where Slovak citizens with
Hungarian ethnicity are the majority.

In the border region the integration of the popakaand the economic actors is
increasing. Approximately 30 thousand employeemf@lovakia work in Hun-
gary, and commuting from Hungary to Slovakia ha® appeared by now. More
and more businesses have locations in the neigldoountry, other choose school
or even placed of residence in the neighbour stdte. agglomeration of Brati-
slava, the capital city of Slovakia, has reachedddny by now, several hundreds
of Slovakian families have bought homes in theagills along the border of North-
west Hungary, in fact, the extension of the publimsport of Bratislava towards
Hungary is an issue today. At the same time, Bustdpees a strong gravity on the
border areas of Central Slovakia. On both sidefingdesmaller towns in the prox-
imity of the border whose theoretical (and more amare often the practical)
catchment areas reach into the other side of thdeband integrate smaller areas.
For a part of the population it has become natwyalow to do the shopping or use
services on the other side of the border. Dueda@timmon past there are also fam-
ily and friendly relations.

The accession of the two states to the EuropeapnUmi 2004 and to the
Schengen Agreement later also contributed to tlvelolement of the everyday
relations, but the process have decades of hidigrynow. The occasionally
“cool” relationship of the two states cannot be fielthe micro-level relations, in
the economically more advanced areas of the bovdersan see the first steps of
the birth of single border regions. The privatetses ahead of the official rela-
tions. A part of the inhabitants and the econoracta “use” the other side of the
border in their everyday lives. The separating oflthe “mental border” is less of
a problem here than in some other European bordas.aln the areas more devel-
oped economically (especially in the western ghsg,areas along the axis of the
Danube River, belonging to the hinterland of thrapital cities: Vienna, Bratislava
and Budapest) the joint development is very dynaffine rapid economic devel-
opment of Slovakia has also given a great momertuthe integration, and now
areas at the same level of development are builiogmmon cross-border region



and urban network. On the eastern part of the boindedynamism is less palpable.
This is an area where less developed regions raebtaher. Nevertheless the city
of KoSice and its environment is developing, aredl#ioour market of this region is
now seeking skilled employees on the Hungariandidee border.

Of course there are still many obstacles to thepbet® integration. The na-
tional systems (education, health care, public adnation, bureaucracy etc.) still
have difficulties in handling the natural processésross-border areas. Those
who cross the borders are actually foreign citizautsstill “local inhabitants”. It is
difficult to put them into the traditional categesi of “domestic” and “foreign”
citizens, and the administrative problems comimgnfithis may cause difficulties
e.g. in the joint and thus more rational use oftheaare institutions. These prob-
lems often lead to harmful phenomena; some usexisting differences for e.g.
tax evasion purposes. Our experiences suggesthiase phenomena are impor-
tant but their significance is relatively small qoaned to those natural processes
that bind the border regions and strengthen iegaition.

1 Integration of the border region

Border regions are those areas along the statesdsowchose life and socio-eco-
nomic processes are considerably influenced byexmgtence of the state border
(Hansen,1983). By now the separating role of the bordeithimvthe European
Union has weakened in importance. We do have tdhasige the fact that the ex-
tension of the border region is now regulated aoly] by the state border itself but
also the spatial structural characteristics of dbparated border areas, the cross-
border linkages of the urban and transport netwaksd the different socio-eco-
nomic features of the two sides of the borderss&Hactors together make those
cross-border civil and economic movements that mbkeborder regions of the
nation state areas so peculiar. These days ahd iegion in our survey those areas
can be taken as border regions whose everydaydreekasically influenced by the
interactions maintained with the neighbour bordgjian. The literature on spatial
borders more and more often refers to the factastizal life that the sharp separa-
tion of regions (areas belonging to different statethis place) is now outdated and
its more and more transitory zones among the sgstrat become typical
(Fleischer,2001;Novotny,2007). In reality the two definitions together aadid, as
the role of the state border shaping the spatiattstre still cannot be neglected,
even if the physical barrier of the state bordex ¢teased to exist in the case of the
internal Schengen borders. Even in the case dbthkelimination of the state bor-
der (like the internal German border) the borderlimes on coming from its his-
torical role, as it played an important role inatieg the development and network
characteristics of the border region during theettgyment of the nation state. The
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internal borders of the EU only secure the comgdleidom of border crossing; the
differences of the nation state systems regulaiggyday life still exist. The exter-
nal borders of the European Union and the non-Elddre are still a physical bar-
rier to the free development of interactions. Tdasible definition thus involves the
functional approach to the border region and is &stable for the designations on
administrative grounds. We can see that neithénitieh allows us to make a sharp
and exact designation of the border regions, as fection has its own space of
action different from the others: employment createcatchment area different
from that of shopping etc. Also, in many placesmugst make a compromise, e.g.
when making the reference area of this preseneguBased on the findings of our
researches conducted beforehand, we automatiqalbjfied a 20-kilometre stripe
as border region, then we enlarged this zone oririealpground by mostly urban
areas that are the centres of the cross-border meaus and the first important
stations along the roads crossing the borders.

Our definition of border region can be based orettemination of the following
phenomena:

— We must look at the position of the border regioithie order of the regions
of the neighbour countries by level of spatial depment; also, the intro-
duction of the development disparities among thedéoregions gives us
important information. Besides the featuring of gteuctural basis and the
centre-periphery relations it is important to knthese development axes of
spatial development that have been or are borheiframeworks of spatial
units, macro-regions bigger than the nation stateese may be determined
by the urban network, the historical state or emfriameworks but also by
the spatial features of the modern economy on Eaoscale.

— One of the most important influencing factors of thovements (or poten-
tial movements) of the inhabitants is the spacaabion of the cities, the
relationship of the urban network and the statelé&orThe separating role
of the border narrows down the theoretical hintedtaand vice versa, there
are areas that are not in the hinterland of anygdtian town or city or are
only weakly integrated, they are peripheries withaban centres. In gen-
eral we can say that one of the most important festations of the histori-
cal spatial development role of the state bordetke transformation of the
urban hinterlands. The majority of our daily movenseare linked to the
characteristics of the settlement network: emplayier the use of differ-
ent services, schools are less and less restiwting place of residence, we
have jobs or use these services in different setthés or centres. For the
population in the border region these can be insdme country but can
also be other settlements closer in space but entéfritory of another
country.



— The development of the transport network usually &anutually reinforc-
ing interaction with the above two factors. Thessrborder sections of the
elements of the large-scale networks are usuabjgded for transit traffic
and are not very important in themselves for thelbioregions. The actual
crossing of the border is not a loss of time thaeses, the former function of
the border, the stopping of the traffic does nasteany longer. These
tracks, however, may be very important for the asit®lity of the border
regions, which may lessen the peripheral situati@t is often caused by
other factors. The other important level of thensgort network is the ele-
ments of the network connecting the inner aredheborder region, whose
cross-border integration is often much more proll&nthan that of the
large axes. One of the most important determinangjois of the spatial
structure of the border regions are these roadtufiimg bridges, ferries and
lines of public transport), as they directly inflee the accessibility of the
centres (including the ones on the other side@btirder).

All these designate the range of those movemeutsnderactions that shape the
internal network and integration of the border oegi The number, intensity and
direction of these movements allow us to differ@etiamong the basic types of the
cross-border interactions, on the basis of whichcar define the basic inner
structure of the whole border region (alienatedexisting, mutually cooperating
and integrated border regions). These types aeadiply featured by the model of
Martinez Martinez,1994, 7), that we used during our work.

2 The Slovak—Hungarian border region

2.1 History of the border

The Slovak—Hungarian border region is situatedniraiea that belonged to single
state formations until the end of World War I: tiemgdom of Hungary and the
Austro—Hungarian Monarchy. The state border betwesschoslovakia and Hun-
gary was created by the peace treaty concludingdMgar |. The state border did
not follow the ethnic border: significant areashamiungarian majority were an-
nexed to Czechoslovakia. In the peace treaty oD XB2 border was designated
mainly on the basis of economic, military-strategnd transport geographical con-
siderations Klevesi—Kocsis2003), thus the network of personal relations, ake
pects of the settlement network and ethnic coraiiters, all important for the or-
ganisation of the everyday life, were not considedaring the decision-making.
The border was pushed northwards in connection théhMunich Treaty in 1938,
and this situation existed until the end of Worlé\l. Then the agreement on the



ceasefire restored the situation existing befor@g1and the peace treaty annexed
another small area to Czechoslovakia from the afr@atislava. After the disinte-
gration of Czechoslovakia, Slovakia inherited tta¢esborders.

The border regions are multi-ethnic areas. On thea&ian side the proportion
of the Hungarian ethnic population is significaltrg the total border section; in
fact, there are still areas with Hungarian majorégpecially along the western
part of the border. In some districts Hungariangemaver 80% of the inhabitants.
(In the whole of Slovakia the proportion of Hungas is around 5%, most of
them live in the zone along the border.) Alongéhstern section of the border the
situation is different, areas and villages withrbbliungarian and Slovakian major-
ity can be found here.

On the Hungarian side we also find inhabitants\dltages of Slovak ethnicity.
Although the proportion of Slovaks within the pagtidn of Hungarian is small
(0.17%), along the border we still find many vikegwhere Slovak ethnicity lives.

2.2 Economic development

The amount of GDP produced at NUTS 3 level clegdycates that the most de-
veloped areas of both states can be found alongdhenon border. The strong
economic concentration of the western border sedioundeniable. The capital
cities of both countries have a significant antl gtbwing share of the production
in their countries. Bratislava in 1995 possesse@%4f the GDP produced in Slo-
vakia, and this share grew to 27.3% by 2005. Theeatration of Budapest is even
bigger, as it was 33.9% already in 1995, to in@das35.9% by 2005. Among the
NUTS 3 units along the border, the growth of thetern ones is dynamic. Both in
Hungary and Slovakia the increase over the natiamafage was typical in these
areas from 1995 to 2005. In Slovakia it is TrnafterdBratislava that boasts of the
highest production per capita, but during the wrafléhe decade the districts of
Nitra and Zilinsky show the fastest growth afteatslava. Their share from the
production of Slovakia also increased during thésadle, while the proportion of
Banska Bystrica, PreSov and Tégndistricts decreased. In the east it is only the
KoSice district that shows a considerable growpipreaching the national average.
All these demonstrate that the economic power o¥&flia is concentrated in the
western and northern areas of the country, indisekoSice stands out as an island.
On the Hungarian side of the border it is the wesaeeas too that show the fastest
growth, and the highest amount of goods producely, surpassed by the capital
city. The weight of Budapest (and Pest county) witHungary exceeds that of
Bratislava and Trnava districts together in Sloaakioth in value produced and the
number of population. Despite the basically higreleof development of the west-
ern counties in Hungary then the regional disgwith the whole of Hungary and
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also across the border counties are bigger th&ivaekia. In Hungary the western
counties (Ggr-Moson-Sopron and Komarom-Esztergom counties) degvabove
the national average in the decade in questionhawe become the most developed
Hungarian counties after Budapest by now.

Symmetry is clearly visible: along the western ieecof the border the most
advanced areas of the respective countries caoupe on both sides. In Slovakia
the three neighbouring western districts (Bratiglabrnava and Nitra), in Hun-
gary Budapest and three counties (Pest, Komaroneigsan and G§r-Moson-
Sopron) produce half of the GDP of the respectontry. Especially in Slovakia
this proportion seems to be growing. On the otlerdh the development level of
the eastern part is below the average on both;sidtheugh KoSice stands out as
an island in Slovakia, Miskolc is unable to have siame function in Hungary.

2.3 The urban network

The borders in the Carpathian Basin are young ridslocreations, and in many
places the spatial structural elements (transpe,airban hinterlands) crossing the
present borders did no cease to exist; they mayhave weakened to some extent.
The weakening of the separating role of the bordkosvs their partial re-creation.
At the same time we cannot neglect the fact that the last decades, both in Hun-
gary and in the neighbour states, processes aifeitte spatial structure took place
(industrialisation, urbanisation, transformationtioé administrative structures and
the ethnic relations) that in many places do nlowathe automatic restoration of
the spatial relations that had existed before trsdgdation of the border&ifure

1). On the other hand, there are new, formerly nastiag spatial needs that cross
the present borders (suburbanisation, commutinigeoabour force).

The borders drawn in the early™€entury had an impact on the further devel-
opment of the cities and other settlements in tkmity of the borders. Several
cities lost some of their previous functions, baime settlements came out as
winners, especially in areas where the region wiady the border from its for-
mer centre Klardi—Pap, 2006). After the designation of the borders theere
several cities that lost the major part of themtéilands and thereby their central
functions within the new state territories, andirthmpulation hardly increased
during the 28 century, parallel to the decline of their centaes (e.g. Balassag-
yarmat, Krdovsky Chlimec). These cities and towns, having tlesir county and
district functions, found themselves in lower hrergy categories. In the areas
along the present borders, especially in the maumta areas, the average size of
the towns was smaller anyway than in the Great Huag Plain, thus the same
hierarchy levels concerned smaller towns in theg®ons Beluszky—Gdri, 2005).
These small towns, having lost their administratiwvactions, were practically
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Figure 1

Urban hinterlands in border regions cut by the bosa@f Hungary

MUKACSEVO
(. """ - Q... ‘\' LY S~ .(MUNK?\CS)
LUCEREC -
............... \©° - -
------- LEVICE X" /Y (Loa)m:)l i
me A o Tad
i oo N/ IPOLYSAG\ 2 (¢
N2 LU 3
U MARI
(SZATMA%NEMETI}
SZOMBARELY
0 S¥—
iZALAEGERSZEG
Olge” 1
- g TA{ (o TIMISOARA
- ZENTA) _KIKINDA 3
........ ° ""}‘/ ) gisw Ty ) (NAGYKIKINDA) (TEMESVAR) 2
P P
......... ' AC) OSIUEK 3
'''''''' Lo 7 (ESZEK)

Legend:1 — Boundary of 30 km border zone; 2 — Historicatesborder; 3 — Zone
of influence.
Source:Kovacs, 1990.
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deprived of any considerable urban developmentnguitie 28 century. Espe-
cially in the eastern, mountainous section it dgl that the peripheral situation of
the border regions is due to a large extent tagheng apart of the urban hinter-
lands. Areas of considerable size remained witsentice centres during the 20
century, as the small and medium-sized towns wetrér@m their rural hinterlands
by the border, and the substituting centres waravay in bad traffic access. The
designation of the border deprived several towmiscitres of their county seat role,
and there were towns (especially in the east)dbaid not develop further after the
loss of their hinterlanddv{ezei,2006).

On the other hand, many towns and cities were bostirengthened, climbed
up in the hierarchy during the past decades, haséngices with more significant
attraction on the other side of the border thaangttime of their past. Such a city
is Bratislava itself, together with South Komarr&ikos—Tiner,2007) and Sal-
gotarjan.

Of course there were cities that developed dueotibigal and economic ef-
fects. In the socialist era, in addition to theitpdl decisions also the economic
policy decisions, giving preference to industratisn-linked urban development,
often favoured the cross-border regions and sedtiésn In Hungary the goal was
the development of the northeast-southwest “indalsaixis “, in the neighbour
countries the objective was to increase the pragodf the urban spaces. Parallel
to this, industrial development also affected sgttints in the proximity of the bor-
ders, as they were either traditional urban/indalstentres or were important due
to their geographical location. This way a consaté industrial development took
place along the Danubian section of the Hungariaaeloslovakian border (Brati-
slava, Gyr, Komarom/Komarno, Nové Zamky, Labatlan, Nyerg&suj etc.),
and also along the eastern section (Salgoétarjamul, ®mtnok, Kazincbarcika,
Kosice). All these factors explain why in the sdisteera the border regions were
not always identical with the regions in the ecoiwperipheries; several border
regions and cities had a considerable developnmetihése decades. There are
many essays drawing attraction to this f&eghnitzer1999; Siili-Zakar, 2000;
Baranyi, 2004).

The cities formulating cross-border regions carmlaesified into three catego-
ries: capital cities, middle towns in the bordegioa or in the vicinity of border,
and finally the small towns along the border.

This border region is shaped by the effects ofehrapital cities. All three
capital cities can be found close to the state dypralccordingly their hinterlands
reach beyond the borders in some form. Each hasfisamt, although different
impact on the development of the border regionnk@and Budapest have been
restoring their traditional catchment areas siheenhiddle of the 1990s. It is espe-
cially Vienna that has outstanding opportunitieshis respect. Vienna has actually
made Bratislava its “twin city”, what is missingrfthe faster common develop-
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ment is primarily the direct and good quality tnamit connection. The commut-
ers’ trains of the Austrian railway company (Eugiom trains) have scheduled
lines and preferential tariffs from Vienna towaistabanya and Szombathely in
Hungary, and also towards the border region ofSlewakia and the Czech Re-
public. It is no wonder then that in the westernt jpd the border region it is the
central relations directed towards Vienna that sirengthening. Budapest has,
may have a similar function in the central partStdvakia. However, the infra-
structure background for this is missing, and statdishment and organisation of
these systems is blocked by political problems, mymather things. There is no
high quality road and rail access from Budapesteatral Slovakia; although its
construction fits into the network development glafithe Union, the designation
of the tracks is a matter of political debates leetvthe two countries. Compared
to the two big capital cities, the cross-bordee rfl Bratislava is much more mod-
erate. Bratislava is strengthening its relation¥itnna, there are several fast ship
lines between the two cities (Wienslava—Bratiswig¢hg motorway has already
been built and the construction of through tramfaict, high speed railway line is
also probable. The cross-border attraction of dystal city of Slovakia is mostly
built on the suburbanisation process. Real estatesin the rapidly growing
Bratislava are in a sharp contrast with the reddyivower real estate prices on the
other side of the border, in the Austrian and Huagaareas, which are peripher-
ies in their respective countries. The outmigratibthe inhabitants of Bratislava to
these areas started quickly, and they commute satliesborder towards Bratislava.
This process has an increasingly important impadhe Hungarian areas along the
border, as they are in an extremely good trangmsition. Outflow is further rein-
forced by the elimination of the control on bordesssing; on the other hand, it is
set back by the fact that the Hungarian areasikeutile Austrian ones — lack sub-
urban public transport towards the capital cityStdvakia. Infrastructure is given
(motorway, railway). If transport is organised, dgglomeration of Bratislava will
reach right to Mosonmagyardévar, as not only theufatipn moves out from a big
city going through suburbanisation, but also thenemic actors that follow the
inhabitant, seeking lower cost locations (or reraffites), as it has already hap-
pened in the agglomeration of Vienna and Budapesaddition there is a geo-
graphical point of outstanding value, a crossingnotorways in the vicinity of a
big city, like the crossing of the motorways M1 avd5 in the Hungarian terri-
tory.

Along the total length of the border we find smatld medium-sized towns
from Gyor to KoSice and Satoraljatjhely, and these towms expanding their
catchment areas to both sides of the border in seaye In some places it con-
cerns the commuting of the labour force §8yin other places it is in commerce
(Salgotarjan, Séatoraljadjhely), in other placess iin the field of public services,
almost the total of life (Komarom, Esztergom). lestern part we find cities in
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the direct proximity of the border which are biggard have more significant
economic potential (Mosonmagyarévar,dgyKomarom and Komarno, the twin
cities Esztergom and SturovbBifure 27), in the eastern part of the border region
the bigger cities are farther away from the bortlrt even the hinterlands of the
towns with 20 to 50 thousand inhabitants, offeramgalmost complete range of
central functions, cover the whole region. Alongs tlong border section we find
Salgétarjan, Ozd and Kazincbarcika, in Slovakigdnec and Rimavska Sobota in
the vicinity of the border. All are small towns,eevthe county seats, except Sal-
gotarjan. The major centres (KoSice and Miskol@) situated a bit farther from
border. In Slovakia the urban development of tte¢ thecades took place more
north of the border (with the exception of KoSicghile the majority of the towns
that were middle towns in the early™®@entury were not able to increase the
number of their populatiorHprvath, 2004). As a result of this, significant areas
without urban centres emerged, especially in theam zone of Borsod-Abadj-
Zemplén county and the district of KoSice.

By the location of the centres, the border regi@m lse divided into five typical
functional zones.

1) The agglomeration of Bratislava. This involvée ttraditional suburban
zone of the Slovakian side right until Somorja, tha&n commuting region
of the capital city of Slovakia. The agglomeratmrBratislava has reaches
across the state border by now; it involves the afieMosonmagyarévar
close to the border and also some Austrian teiegol he agglomeration is
contiguous to the agglomeration of Vienna; the icbpaf the two capital
cities is jointly shaping the area.

2) The zone of the Danube cities. This entail$rGnd the so-called Danube
city pairs, e.g. Komarno/Komarom and Sturovo/Esmsr. It is especially
the transport geographical location of the two Kmmé settlements and
Gyér that leads to the birth of considerable crossdocatchment areas. The
special importance of these city pairs is giverthgyfact that they can actu-
ally be taken as single urban agglomerations by. iagether they have a
population in excess of fifty thousand, so theimomon services and eco-
nomic attraction is equal to that of a medium-sitkdhgarian city, not to
mention the high density of population in the ecoimagglomeration along
the right bank of the Danube River (from Almasféizda Dorog).

3) Zone of the mountainous towns. This zone reabffoes the mouth of the
Ipoly River to the edge of the hinterlands of KeSand Miskolc. Its western
part is adjacent to the agglomeration of Budagastuding Vac. On the
other hand, the low level of urbanisation alonglff@y River is also due to
the drainage effect of Budapest. The area betweeBdrzsony Mountains
and the Ipoly River gravitates to the city of Esgten, allowed by the
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Figure 2

Cities and towns along the Slovakian—Hungariamé&oby number of inhabitants
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Schengen borders and the planned bridges acroggallge At the northern

feet of the North Hungarian Mountain Range theectle already mentioned
towns with 20 to 50 thousand inhabitants (SalgétarDzd, Kazincbarcika,
Lu¢enec , Rimavska Sobota), but they are somewhéaiefaiiom the border
(10-20 kilometres). Directly on the border we ofityd smaller centres
(Sahy, Balassagyarmat).

4) The hinterlands of KoSice and Miskolc. The bonadgions of the two cities
are characterised by a deficient urban system,ceslyeon the Hungarian
side (being one of the least urbanised areas irgityh North of Edelény
in the Zemplén Mountains we do not find any majgmtcal settlement. The
areas right on the border may gravitate to KoSicgenthan to Miskolc,
even on the Hungarian side.

5) The area of the triple border in the east. Taggon has a weak urban net-
work in both countries. Smaller centres can onlydumd on the Hungarian
side, such as Satoraljatjhely and Séarospatak. Edlyethe latter has
strong cross-border attraction. On the Slovakiate,siTrebiSov can be
found a bit farther from the border, and its sessiare too weak to have
attraction on the Hungarian side of the border elé w

3 Relations capital in the Slovak—Hungarian borderegion

3.1 Basic features of the cross-border social rélans

In the Hungarian and the Slovak sample of the tresdire survey (a total of
1,000 people in the Hungarian and 996 in the Sl®aakple) there are significant
differences as regards the cross-border persoladiores. On the Hungarian side
one quarter, on the Slovak side half of the questiopersons had some sort of
contact in the neighbour countfiyigure 3. Our expectation regarding the different
ethnic composition was verified: in the Slovak ®rdegion the proportion of in-
habitants with such contacts was 27% higher. Télaionship index measures the
existence of the connections, irrespective of thember and character. As regards
the number of respondents, in the Hungarian sa@®le in the Slovak sample
more than 500 persons were suitable for a mordetknalysis.

In the questionnaires filled out on the Slovak sitiee to the overrepresentation
of the social layers with secondary school and drigkducation certificates, the
activity of relationship network is probably highan the actual proportions, due
to the conversion mechanism of the relationshiptalapnd the cultural, and also
the closely related economic capital. This phen@mén well described by
Bourdieu Bourdieu,1997).
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Relationships were measured in five forms: familyends, acquaintances,
colleagues and business partners. The probabilitthe existence of relations
follows the same logic in both countries, but thepoertions are much higher also
in this case on the Slovak side. The biggest shfattee inhabitants has family rela-
tions on the other side of the border, which isurat coming from the historical
past of the border region. The second most fregypatof relationship is acquaint-
ances, followed by friendships. Colleagues andnassi partners make a negligible
part (2 to 4%) of the personal interactions in bodkintries. The proportions and
their differences are very informative: more thawe-third of the inhabitants on the
Slovak side have relatives, 28% have acquaintamg5% have friends in Hun-
gary; the same relationships of the Hungarian mdgats were only 13%, 11% and
9%, respectivelyHigure 3.

Figure 3

Probable frequency of the relationships and thesypf relationships
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Source Questionnaire survey of inhabitants (2008).
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Based on Mark Granovetter (1988) we can differémtlzetween strong ties
(relatives or friends) and weak ties (acquaintanceieagues or business part-
ners), which have different values and functionthatlevel of the individual and
the whole social structure. Also in this approaaé frequency of strong ties is
higher on the Slovak sid&#ble J.

Table 1

The frequency and institutional background ofcidfirelationships, %

‘ Hungarian sample ‘ Slovak sample
Had contact to any office or authority 2.7 10.1
in the last five years (N=27) (N=99)
Frequency (first mention)
— daily 3.7 21
— several times a week 0.0 11
— several times a month 3.7 13.8
— less frequently 92.6 83.0
What sort of institution? Most fre-  Police (8) Labour Office (22)
guent mentions of first institutions  Border Guard (6) Hungarian Tax Authority (19)
and the number of mentions) Municipal government (2) Police (14)

Land Registry Office (2)  Municipal government (7)
Registry Office (5)
Border Guard (4)

Source Questionnaire survey of inhabitants (2008).

The proportion of multi-layer, multiplex relatioriphnetworks is much lower.
Both strong ties (i.e. friends and relatives) werentioned by 32 Hungarian re-
spondents, only (3.2% of the sample), whereas tivere 158 such respondents
(16%) on the Slovak side. As regards the three eretiss — acquaintances, col-
leagues and business partners —, involving lesgi@mab elements and intensity,
only 10 Hungarian and 47 Slovak respondents mesdicguch ties, which mean
very low proportions: 1% and 5%, respectively. Ofirse the borders and the his-
torical vicissitudes annihilated many relationglm not allow the birth of such ties
(Figure 4.

The inhabitants living in Slovakia have more compielationship systems in
Hungary Figure 5. The majority has only one type of relationshop,course,
and as we have formerly seen, these are usualljyféies or less intensive ac-
quaintanceships. Of all Hungarian respondents kyaaity sort of ties, 70% have
only one kind of relationship. In the Slovak santble proportion of such respon-
dents is much lower (48%), almost half of them (¥} #4ve personal networks
consisting of 2 or 3 sorts of relationships simmétausly (this proportion is only
28% on the Hungarian side).
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Figure 4

Number of different kind of relations in the otlsafe of the border
— ego-network multiplicity
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According to our calculations, an average inhabitathe south Slovak border
zone has contacts to at least 10 persons in Hunija#e is not isolated. This is
true for the Hungarian side as well, but the averagmber of contacts in Slovakia
is only 6. The maximum values highlight the backmb of the significant differ-
ences between the average and the mean valuegué&skonnaire survey involved
persons who have a large number, maybe 200-308atsmn the other side of the
border.

3.2 Basic features of the cross-bordenstitution alised (official or adminis-
trative) interactions

Only a small proportion of the inhabitants had aotto the official authorities of
the other country in the last five years (Tableld)the Hungarian sample there
were only 27 such persons, somewhat more on thalSkide, but their proportion
remained below 10% even in Slovakia. In additiarghsrelationships were occa-
sional; most respondents (83% and 93%, respectigehtacted some institutions a
few times, only. Continuous touch to the officiajans is negligible: only 3-4% of
the inhabitants had daily or weekly contacts to dffeees and authorities in this
period.

The organs most frequently mentioned by the Huagaiéspondents were the
police, border guard, municipal governments and lagistry offices. The list of
the Slovak respondents is more complex and mostigarns labour and taxation
issues. The most frequently mentioned organs vwergolice, border guard and
some municipal government also in this case.

3.3 Possible explanations for the frequency of theross-border relations

Summarising the most important features of thengtend weak interpersonal rela-
tions, and the contacts with the official organbedtame clear that the interactions
from Slovakia to Hungary are much more intensivee(tb the Hungarian ethnic
minority living in Slovakia) than the interactiofiem Hungary towards Slovakia.

The social interactions of this type of the pedplieg in the eastern and west-
ern part of the border region have been built authe other side of the border
with by and large the same probability. The setensize is a not differentiating
factor either: the inhabitants of neither the raadas nor the big cities have big-
ger or more complex relationship networks. The eepe age groups of the
sample also feature relationships with the samquéecy. Social activity and
family status do not seem to play a role in thigpeet, either.
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There are two clear things, however. 1) On the &{wide, as it had been ex-
pected, the ethnic belonging was the main detengiféctor differentiating the
contacts. 2) In both samples, significant diffeeencould only be detected by the
level of school education and the closely relatagleyment position.

On the Slovak side of the border region, 62% ofréspondents with Hungarian
ethnicity had some cross-border relations. Amorgpibpulation of Slovak ethnic-
ity the proportion of such inhabitants was justf ledlthis (35%), which is a sur-
prisingly high proportion, considering the much éwate in HungaryTable 3.

Table 2

The differentiation of network properties accordinghe nationality
of the respondents — Slovakian side

‘ Hungarian nationality‘ Slovak nationality

Do you have any contact on the other side of
the border (in Hungary?), %

How many persons do you keep in touch with?

62.3 345

25 14
(average)

How many relatives do you have? (average) 10 11
How many friends do you have? (average) 11 7
How many acquaintances do you have? (average) 20 8
With one kind of contact only, % 45.6 58.2
With two kinds of contacts, % 30.6 23.6
With three or more contacts of different types, % 23.8 18.2

Source Questionnaire survey of inhabitants (2008).

It is also visible that the Hungarians have bigged more complex relation-
ships than the Slovaks. The average number of yafrigéndly, acquaintanceship
and colleague relationships featured in the tablaahstrates that the majority of
those with Hungarian nationality have the weakem#of contacts (e.g. the have
twice as many acquaintances and have four moredifien the average).

In the relationships towards the other side oftitbeder school education and
the partly connected higher status also play aroitapt role. Even on the Hun-
garian side, the proportion of those with contastghe other side is 10% higher
among those with higher education certificates. fidsgponses received in Slova-
kia show a similar hierarchy: e.g. 65% of those whd finished university stud-
ies gave positive answers.

The number of contacts is also positively influehd®y the higher social
status, but this is mostly true for the weaker aesl mainly on the Hungarian
side. In Slovakia this parameter did not show $icgt differences. In the com-
plexity of the relationships, however, on both sideis the schooling and the
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concomitant social milieu that dominate. Resporgl&rith higher education de-
grees are the least frequently those who haveestgghponent relationships, and
they are the ones who most frequently posses cangoletacts of at least three
different types.

On both the Slovak and the Hungarian side therdifitéating factor is the blue
collar or white collar job, besides which the highealification and position are not
so important. The mean value of the number of aisitan the Hungarian side well
demonstrates that those in leading positions aaddif-employed have the more
extended networks of relationships. This corretata the Slovak side is slightly
modified: probably because of the more active eympént practice even the blue-
collar workers have a higher probability of corgatti the Hungarian side and a
larger number of ties as well.

3.4 Possible obstacles of the strong cross-borders

In case of the family and friendly relations weeslabout those external obstacles
which may make difficult, or set back keeping indb with the people on the side
of the border. The list is not complete but it ilves the most important elements,
among which the first ones are time, spatial degarand the impact of
infrastructure Table 3.

Table 3

The obstacles of strong ties
Obstacles Hungarian sample, O)p Slovak sample, %
Shortage of time 38.1 45.6
Financial reasons 25.7 415
lliness 24.8 26.4
Lack of car 23.6 255
Big geographical distance 16.8 25.0
Bad public transport access 15.2 18.6
State border 8.8 2.1
Bad accessibility 7.2 6.7

Source Questionnaire survey of inhabitants (2008).

Among the inhabitants living on the Slovak side dmling contacts in
Hungary we found a bigger proportion of those whet some difficulties. The
first in the order of the obstacles was the lackirok, which in the globalising
society of our times does not only affect the ipéesonal interactions but also
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several other aspects of our lives. The smallesblpms were accessibility and
the role of the border, according to the respordelitseems that the closer
communication and interaction of the inhabitantstlom two sides of the border
have mastly been set back by unfavourable factonsirgy from their own lives,
in which the two dominant factors are the lackreeftime and the disparities of
the financial means.

4 Social capital and its spatial aspects

At each strong and weak tie we asked about theaspatation of the contact
persons on the other side of the border. On this lbhshis we can designate the
extent of the cross-border social capital and thiecentration of the ties. Our
guestion concerned if there were dense pointsesfand if so, which settlements
concentrated the contacts. We expected the appeadcdrthe natural tendencies
coming from the demographic weight of the respectigttiements, i.e. that in the
cities, due to their size, we would possibly findore relatives, friends,
acquaintances and colleagues.

In the case of strong ties, most respondents oSlthek side have relatives or
friends in the capital city, which is followed blyet big cities and the local centres
along the border. A similar logic can be seen awtkrak ties, where the outstanding
position of the capital city can also be seen. Jitgation of Koméarom is to be
selectively mentioned, as this city has the thighést number of mentions in all
four contact types, following Budapest andéGy despite its much smaller number
of population Figure 6.

Of course the list is not suitable for making faaching analyses but it well
demonstrates the major junctions of integration lmecsms realised though
interpersonal ties in the border region.

4.1 Frequency and objective of border crossings

The frequency of travels also reveals the bigggvigcof the Slovakian side. The
Slovakian respondents (who have already been tottiee side of the border) travel
to Hungary much more frequently than the HungartanSlovakia Table 4. The
proportion of daily commuters is also significantang the Slovakian respondents.
West of the Ipoly River it concerns over 3% of tespondents, evidently due to the
better employment possibilities in the first place.
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Figure 6
Destinations of the cross-border travels
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Table 4

Breakdown of the travellers by the frequency otibseler-crossings, in per cent

Country Border section Daily Weekly Monthly Few timesEvery few

a year years

Hungary Western 0.0 3.4 12.7 39.8 44.1
Eastern 0.9 4.3 11.2 39.7 44.0
Total 0.5 3.9 11.8 39.7 44.0

Slovakia Western 3.1 8.4 19.5 48.8 20.2
Eastern 2.1 8.0 13.6 45.4 30.9
Total 2.7 8.2 17.4 47.6 24.0

All Western 2.0 6.7 17.2 45.6 28.5
Eastern 1.4 5.9 12.2 42.1 385
Total 1.7 6.3 14.9 44.0 33.1

* Sections: west or east of the Ipoly River.
Source Questionnaire survey of inhabitants (2008).
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The definition of the objective of the travels istdess importantTable 5
demonstrates the most frequently mentioned reasonghe travels in the
questionnaires. A relatively small proportion oé ttespondents mentioned work
and business affairs as the motivation of travedweler, if we consider that
these goals are strongly connected to the tra¥alsity or weekly frequency, we
can see that this objective is becoming more ingmbramong the motivations of
cross-border travels. The purchase of durable gesdsiore frequent at the
eastern section of the border, on both sides.ntdst typical at this border section
that the nearest urban centre with a larger suppbjurable goods can be found
on the other side of the border.

Table 5

Breakdown of cross-border travellers by purpostheftravel, in per cent

Border section Western Eastern Total

Hungary‘ Slovakia Hungar)* Slovakia Hungafy Slovakia

Employment 1.3 4.1 0.4 3.3 0.8 3.8

Business affairs 2.8 3.6 1.7 4.5 2.2 3.9

Purchase of durable 6.6 18.7 21.7 22.8 15.6 20.1
goods

Weekly or monthly 24.1 111 11.9 4.8 16.8 8.9
shopping

Leisure, holiday, 44.9 35.2 39.7 46.8 41.8 39.3
sightseeing

Cultural events 2.8 12.9 4.7 9.0 3.9 11.5

Visiting relatives 5.4 105 10.0 5.1 8.1 8.6

Other 12.0 3.9 10.0 3.6 10.8 3.8

*Sections: west or east of the Ipoly River.
Source Questionnaire survey of inhabitants (2008).

4.2 Image of the other people, the inhabitants ¢dhe other country

In our research we looked at how people viewecdh#ton on the other side of the
border and what characteristics they attributetiéqgpeople living there.

Hungarians have traditionally considered themsehgea friendly nation. This
characteristic is on the top of the list not omiythe self-image of the Hungarians;
the neighbour nation, the Slovaks also think thatrhost characteristic feature of
the Hungarians is their hospitality, friendlineshis is true for both the Hungarians
living in Hungary and the Hungarian ethnic citizensSlovakia. The average
values always reached, in connection with the Hriaga living in Hungary even
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exceeded four (on a five-grade scale). Besides dheve-mentioned two
characteristics, the Slovaks basically see the Biigngs as a happy, proud, clean,
creative, helpful, busy and educated nation (witrage values at or over 3.8); this
image is by and large identical with the self-imafehe Hungarians. Practically
these are the traits that the respondents of theysdiound most typical for the
Hungarians living in Slovakia too, irrespectivetbé ethnicity of the respondents
(Hungarians in Hungary, Hungarians in Slovakia, Sbovaks), with one more
characteristic mentioned as typical of the Hungaria Slovakia: they are faithful.
This characteristic definitely reflects the histati relations of these people to
Hungary and the judgement of this relationship.

The findings of the research reveal that the judg@mof the Hungarians, both
of those living in Hungary and in Slovakia, aregkly the same: there is a
harmony between self-evaluation and the imagedivwimthe nation on the other
side of the border. On the other hand, the selfyamaf the Slovaks and the image
of them in the Hungarians are completely differehe Slovaks consider
themselves as friendly, hospitable, peaceful, syingba, helpful, busy and happy
people, the mean value of these characteristiggecafrom 3.83-3.98. A totally
different image of the Slovaks, the Slovak natiaswevealed by the Hungarians
— both the Hungarians living in Hungary and in @kia. The most typical
characteristic associated with the Slovaks was eprifihis was the only
characteristic whose mean value approached fofB @nd 3.9, respectively). In
addition to proud, the Hungarians see Slovaks ksaefident and material, but
the mean value of these traits ranged from 3.5e88.& scale up to five. It seems
that the evaluation of the Slovaks, the image n@dbiem is strongly influenced
by the former stereotypes, the old attitudes (@dationship between the two
nations has never been really friendly), at Idaistis suggested by the significant
“gap” between the self-image of the Slovaks andutigement by the Hungarians.

The research findings suggest anyway that theaekiad of restriction in the
case of the Hungarians living in Hungary not omiythieir self-evaluation but also
in the judgement of the people (Slovaks) and mindfiHfungarians of Slovak
nationality), as there is not one reply where aieabove four (on a five-grade
scale) was given to a question “How much is itagpi..”. The judgement of the
Hungarians living in Slovakia was anyway usuallyrenpositive, both in their self-
esteem and their evaluation by the Slovaks, oHimggarians living in the mother
country.
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5 Economic relations

5.1 Business foundation in Slovakia

It is a general view that the different taxatiostsyns in the two countries reinforce
the economic movements between the countries. &terleconomic environment
does not only mean the simpler and more comprdblenSilovakian taxation
system but also involves the simpler legal envireninthe less difficult procedure
of the foundation of businesses and the lower adtrative and additional costs
(e.g. attorneys’ fees). Entrepreneurs often useoftyortunity of moving their
businesses from Hungary to Slovakia, in order tolaixthe better conditions of
taxation. This means that the business remaine 8 Hungarian enterprise but the
taxation is based on the Slovak system.

The opening towards Slovakia has another impoudbjgctive: the expansion
of the market, as the penetration into and openpgf new markets offers higher
revenues for the growing businesses. In additimpaesion to the border region
actually means that the Hungarian firms get intéduagarian environment, as the
proportion of inhabitants with Hungarian mother goa or with Hungarian
language skills is high in the border region. Amothery attractive factor is the
skilled, reliable and cheap Slovak labour force.tie 1990s Slovakia had an
unemployment rate of 20-25%, a significant parth& former unemployed are
now employed by Hungarian entrepreneurs, among ¢itihegs. In the Bratislava
district and in West Slovakia several multinatiomarporations — e.g. large
automotive companies — appeared where the Hungadmpanies wish to be
come suppliers of the suppliers. This significamtgtion of automotive industry
is a great motivation for the establishment of $iepg contacts, while the
opening of the border allows the Hungarian busigess locate to Slovakia easily.

The economic opening to Slovakia also has a negatde, unfortunately. The
entrepreneurs have to be very thoughtful, as it mypen that the partners in
Hungary are not very keen on seeing a car witha&dicence plate at a business
meeting. This makes the image of the respectivegr@neur totally different. It is
true, on the other hand that this negative discatimn may happen on the
Slovakian side of the border as well.

5.2 Business foundation in Hungary
The Slovak companies too try to expand their econ@ictivities to Hungary. The

main reason for this effort is the demand for exdanthe market, the acquisition
of new markets. Coming from the bigger size of tharket, Hungary is a

28



significant potential market for the goods, so 8tevak companies — if they have
products that are competitive on the Hungarian starkoo — try to fill in the
market gaps. An example to be mentioned is the aRlowned businesses
operating in the Entrepreneurs’ House [VallalkozB&za] in Komarom in
Hungary, trying to serve the Hungarian market. Aeotmotivation of the Slovak
businesses may be the bigger purchasing power eofHilngarian market; in
Hungary the prices are higher, e.g. higher praiit be realised. In the western area
of the Slovak--Hungarian border the market is edsieaccess than in the eastern
part of the countries, because in addition to Bliata the G§r—Esztergom region
too has a significant concentration of inhabitantst, to mention Budapest and its
agglomeration. From the other side of the bordeisittypically those with
Hungarian mother tongue who come to Hungary. Athénorth-western part of
Hungary there is a growing shortage of skilled labdhe foreign businesses
located here (e.g. Nokia, Suzuki) attract masse®lafively weak Slovak labour
force. The role of labour recruitment agencieshia process in unquestionable. At
the same time, despite the large number of comsgienoss the border it is less
typical that masses of Slovakian businesses ldgodtingary, the main reason for
which is the much less business friendly environnreidungary than in Slovakia.
It is only worth for a Slovak company locating tarndary if they can become
suppliers to a multinational corporation operaiim¢gdungary; however, a company
does not need to found a new business to expanthiteets, as they can serve the
other side of the border from the existing locaiomo. Finally we have to remark
that the opening towards the Hungarian areas caaniyt mean competitive
advantages in manufacturing but also in the fiéletceiving finances.

5.3 Investment propensity, economic movements

An ever increasing intensification of the economigvements can be seen — as we
have mentioned earlier —, nevertheless the nunfhawestors on the other side of
the border is still low, there has not been artitsgre is no mass re-location. The
primitive accumulation of capital is a process jgsing on in the region, which
means that the businesses do not possess enoagbefin The Slovak—Hungarian
capital is not competitive; there are no mass itnwests by this capital. However,
parallel to the strengthening of the small and onedsized enterprises, there will
be more and more foreign direct investments. Tlhlges these movements are
rather one-way movements, to Slovakia — due tddheurable Slovak economic
environment. Presently there are almost thirty &té@an companies engaged in
business foundation and car purchase for Hungaiieens, typically close to the
border, from Bratislava right to KoSice. They offeilor-made solutions for all
requests, from business foundation to car renfadh, they even go into a price
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competition to win the Hungarian customers in sarases. This is a process
definitely concerning the border region, as theaniiyj of the Hungarian companies
locating to Slovakia choose their locations in $krgpe within 20 to 30 kilometres

from the state border.

The chambers of commerce have definitely good octiores with several
institutions. The most important cooperating padnare the chambers of
commerce in Slovakia (e.g. in Bratislava or Nitrdhese relations are very
versatile, ranging from the professional forums gafheral character through
targeted partner mediation of businesses to théeimgntation of joint projects.
In addition to the chamber of commerce of courgy timve other institutions and
organisations as partners, including business dpreint foundations, vocational
training institutions, the Bratislava Office of thEDH (Hungarian Investment and
Trade Development Agency), the Hungarian-Slovakti®ecof ITDH, or the
Hungarian Embassy of the Republic in Slovakia imgary.

5.4 Cross-border commuting and the local labour miket

The phenomenon of cross-border commuting is iriagebecause in legal sense it
is an international migration, but mostly withinc#é circumstances. This

phenomenon is different from the traditional empbeyt “abroad”, as the

employees live their lives in the neighbour courstngl have their place of work in
the other state. This situation differentiates ttirgle of employees from other
foreign citizens, as their situation is speciaisirly a number of issues from the
organisation of daily traffic through the use obliti services to taxation and the
conversion of the incomes. According to our sunagyproximately 10% of the

inhabitants living in the Slovak border region haaither worked already or is

presently working, maybe planning to work in théufe in Hungary. If we also

take their families into consideration, cross-bordmployment involves a much
bigger part of the population.

We can see a phenomenon thus that is known witlénspace of a single
nation state; in this case, however, obeying thesrof the market and utilising the
possibilities given (permeability of the bordersstitutional integration, better
access to the neighbouring border region in thadeosense of the word), some
local labour market districts have already penetrito the neighbour state and are
shaping their relationships on the other side efabrder too.

Since the turn of the millennium, one of the moghammically developing
cross-border movements has been commuting to wiutual employment in the
neighbour state has traditionally existed in thggaie. Due to the axes of industrial
development and the lack of language and cultaaldys, mutual employment in
the neighbour country existed already in the swtigleriod, but it temporarily
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ceased to exist after the systemic change, becditke economic decline of those
years. After a few years of stagnation, since 1899 number of employees
commuting from Slovakia to Hungary has been steagtibwing. In the western
part of the border region unemployment rates aghdri in Slovakia than in
Hungary, whereas in Hungary there are significadtistrial centres in the vicinity
of the border that have already exhausted theal lpool of labour force. Regular
commuting, on the other hand, is set back by thvenleamber of bridges. Significant
indicators of the contacts of MosonmagyarévarsiGgnd Komarom were their
Danube bridges (and the same role is played byatenstructed Méaria Valéria
Bridge in Esztergom and its environment). Ferrnaaseans of transport is rather
uncertain, dependant to a large extent on weathaditions, and the barriers of
the seasons of the year. After 1999 the developrmoémommuting was also
promoted by a framework agreement between the bwataes, allowing a larger
number of employees to work in the other countdyi¢lv was evidently Hungary in
the first place at that time). In fact, the framekgowere so generous in the years
preceding the EU accession that the barriers tonineement of labour practically
ceased to exist in these years. The May of 20@& atitession of Hungary and
Slovakia to the European Union, was not a shotkeédabour market then. In 2005
the number of Slovak citizens employed in Hunga®as vapproximately 30 000
already, and this number has remained largelydhe ssince them, with some ups
and downs. Since the accession to the Union, Stkavas undergone a very rapid
economic development. This fact also affects thmua market of Slovakia of
course. In the western part of the border regioa,number of those travelling to
work to Hungary is decreasing and is probably gemngtabilise at a natural level:
those will choose to work in Hungary for whom thearby town or city in Hungary
is a spatial advantage. At the same time, a pradfegsposite direction has already
started. Hungarian labour force is attracted by&kemployers to the other side. It
is especially the tackling of structural problems, the lack of experts that makes
Slovak businesses seek Hungarian skilled labounn filkomarom-Esztergom
county, for example, workers commute to Trnava, leyma in the automotive
industry. A very recent phenomenon is that in theteyn part of the border region,
struck by significantly higher unemployment, Slowairepreneurs are now trying
to find labour force in Hungary. It is the demand $killed labour again that plays
a dominant role, especially in the peripheral boateas from where the majority
of the skilled workers have already moved.

We only have estimations concerning the compositbrthe 30 thousand
employees. From regional aspects, approximatelyttivds of them are from the
border districts of West Slovakia, from the DunajsBtreda, Komarno, Nove
Zamky and Levice districts inhabited by mixed peagpioh, i.e. both Hungarians
and Slovaks. In December 2007 a total of 9,780gperérom these four districts
were employed directly by Hungarian firms — 2,28@pkyees from the Dunajska
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Streda, 6,000 from the Komarno, 1,200 from the Ndaeky and 380 from the
Levice district (Source: Eures Danubius Conferefmajska Streda, 14 March
2008). The rest, i.e. approximately 10,000-10,28&@ns found employment in
Hungary via Slovak labour recruitment agenciesregmrds the similar breakdown
of the by and large 10 thousand labour force liimgast and Central Slovakia,
we do not have exact figures, we only presumertietly the same tendencies are
also valid in their case as in West Slovakia.

Our researches highlighted that the phenomenomoskédorder employment
in the region does not only depend the elementeamnomic boom. The
respondents thought it was important to have higiaaries in the neighbour
country, but the spatial proximity of the workplasas just as important. We can
say with certainty that the commuting employment aar region is not a
traditional international migration; it is based e classic urban-rural relations.
Its intensity and volume are influenced by the vgageailable, but we also have
to see that the bulk of the commuters have morelypaid jobs where the wage
differences will not change much across the twontiees. The introduction of
Euro in Slovakia will evidently set back movemetdsome extent, but it will not
eliminate them. It is worth continuing the professil talks in this field and
promoting an even broader cooperation in the figfisyocational training and
retraining, strengthening thereby the cross-bdatesur districts.

5.5 Commuting with educational purposes

Cross-border commuting with educational purposestljnaoncerns secondary
schools and higher education. One of the basesmfuting again is the use of
Hungarian language, but there are students commirimin Slovakia to Slovak
speaking institutions in Hungary too (offering atenodation and catering for
minorities). Students from Slovakia commute to Hamgno process of opposite
direction can be seen, although the demand fora® &lready appeared. This
demand is based on the Hungarian speaking coltelgernarno, there is an interest
in this institution by students living on the Hurniga side of the border region. Our
research findings reveal that both along the wesiad the eastern border section,
approximately half of the students of the instiiof are Slovak citizens, as regards
the Hungarian settlements included in the surveydnly Balassagyarmat where in
each secondary education institution there areestadrom SlovakiaRigure 7).

Along the western border section there is only iosgtution where more than
20 Slovak citizens with Hungarian ethnicity studyhereas there are 3 in the
eastern part of the border region. Two of thesebeafound in Balassagyarmat, in
each school there are some 40 such students. Inngfigutions in question
approximately 360 students with Slovak citizenghip Hungarian ethnicity study,
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of whom 100 are in Balassagyarmat. The reasorhferhigh number is seen by
the leaders of Balassagyarmat in the proximityhef border; however, there are
other settlements in the direct vicinity of the denr but without such a high
number of students. Another possible reason is sineply of trainings in
Balassagyarmat.

Figure 7

Breakdown of the institutions of secondary edocally the number of the
students with Slovak citizenship and Hungarianavatlity, 2007/2008 — number
of institutions
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Note: In Gyr there are 26 institutions of secondary educaitogether, of which 7 are institutions
with a larger number of students examined in threesy according to the data of the local self-
governments. The remaining 19 institutions areimdtided in the statistics demonstrated in the
chart. These institutions are, in all probabilitiesong the first three categories in the diagram,
as we were informed.

Source By the author.

In the recent years several institutions experigticetuation in the number of
students, the reason for which was the accessidhetdEU in the opinion of
several school leaders. Where the number of staddatreased, the school
leaders referred to the more rigorous regulatiassa consequence of which in
several cases tuition fee has to be paid. Dedpéteggulations, in the majority of
the institutions contacted no tuition fee has tgpbhgl, or even if it is necessary,
the headmasters usually use the possibility ofidnog allowances. The practical
application of the legal regulation can be saidéoflexible then, it is up to the
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leaders of the respective institutions if tuiti@e fis to be paid or not. It is not only
the issue of tuition fee, however, that dependshenindividual institutions; the
admission procedure of the students also doesrire snstitutions the procedure
is similar to those valid for the Hungarian studenthile there are schools where
students from Slovakia are admitted irrespectivéhefresult of their admission
exams (or without such exams), supporting this thiayr studies in Hungary.

Among the settlements involved in the surveygiGgven has an agreement
with a Slovakian municipality, Dunajsk& Streda ba education of students with
Slovak citizenship and Hungarian ethnicity indGyrhe agreement has been signed
by all new mayors entering office by now, it isllsin effect. According to the
agreement, if a student of Slovak citizenship wssteestudy in G§r, s/he has to
turn to the municipality of Dunajsk&d Streda andesftas to submit the official
registration form stamped there to the municipalitysyor. The secondary schools
specified in the registration form will receive tregistration sheets of the students
from the municipal government of @&y The admission procedure is the same as
that of the students with Hungarian citizenshighwhe exception of the process
mentioned above.

The students can be divided into four basic categ@s regards their purpose
to study in the Hungarian institutions. Some stisl@rould definitely like to have
higher education studies in Hungary, for which thesl it necessary to have final
exams in a Hungarian secondary school. There aredasons for this: on the one
hand, they would like to study in Hungarian enviramt, on the other hand,
because of the differences between the Hungariahthe Slovakian school
leaving exams they think they have better chana#s twe Hungarian papers to
be admitted to a higher education institution. Tigority of the students would
like to go on to a higher education institutiorBadapest or Pécs. A small part of
the students would like to continue their studieshigher education outside
Hungary, but not necessarily in Slovakia; thisgpexially typical in the education
of arts. The talks with the leaders of the ingtig revealed two further smaller
groups, of those who wish to do their secondarpaicktudies for employment
considerations. Some of them would like to workdingary later, a smaller part
would like to find a job in Slovakia and come te tHungarian side to study to have
a higher level of training.

The majority of the students come from the aresselto the respective
settlements; it is less typical that students arfiem larger distances, mostly due
to the difficulties of travel.

It was raised as an important issue in severaitutisns that the Hungarian
students in Slovakia should be given the posgihititlearn Slovak language, as
they need to know the official state language al, wepecially if they wish to
return to Slovakia later to study or work. Among itontacted institutions, only a
few provided training in Slovak language, but ire@rammar school of Gy the
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final exams included the compulsory exams in Sldealguage for the Hungarian
speaking students from Slovakia.

During the research we wanted to receive the opéiaf the leaders of the
educational institutions on the fact that studewith Slovak citizenship but
Hungarian ethnicity come to study to Hungary. Tldlofving opinions were
expressed:

— Their education should be supported primarily iostn institutions that
provide trainings missing on the Slovak side, saynargued that the
specialised secondary schools should be suppartibe ifirst place, because
grammar school training was also available in Stavalf the students
come from Slovakia to Hungarian grammar schooksgdégmand in Slovakia
decreases, which may cause problems for the Hargachools in Slovakia
that are not in an easy situation anyway.

- One school leader emphasised that the movements @ducational
purposes of the Hungarians living in Slovakia stdod treated separately
from the education of students from other countite$iungary, as they
have a special situation coming from their foredifizenship but Hungarian
ethnicity. It should not even be an issue thatitisgtution requires them to
pay tuition fee; to the opposite, the Hungariartesghould support their
education.

- Almost all headmasters emphasised that very talestedents come to
study in Hungary who are happy to take up extriastaEhere is usually no
problem with them; they successfully integrate ithi® school society.

- Many drew the attention to the necessity of a siragild more unequivocal
regulation.

6 Conclusions

Regular cross-border movements only concern awvelhatsmall share of the total
population of the border region. On the Hungaride ¢his is relevant for 1 to 2%
of the total population, whereas some 20 to 30%hefinhabitants on the Slovak
side are involved in such movements. The main myiforces of the movements
are economic growth, economic interests and theactexistics of the spatial
structure (revival of the centre and hinterlandatiehs). The EU accession
promoted the increase of the intensity of the mammin all fields and directions.
The differences of the national systems (socialrig¢ training, taxation etc.)

promote the penetration of the shadow or black @myn also, they set back the
simplification of the affairs of everyday life. Tiudficial organs only acknowledge
Hungarian citizens or foreign citizens living in kary. They have difficulty in
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handling cases when somebody is a foreign cititteing in another state (in the
proximity of the border) but working or wishing tise public services in Hungary.
It is necessary to work out cross-border urban streéegies built on the cities, with
feasible examples to be followed and also to catyan in-depth survey of the
operational rules of the institutions in order trrmonise them with their Slovak
counterparts.

The accession of the two states to the EuropeannUini 2004 and to the
Schengen Agreement later also contributed to tlvelolement of the everyday
relations, but the process have decades of hidigrynow. The occasionally
“cool” relationship of the two states cannot be fielthe micro-level relations, in
the economically more advanced areas of the bovdersan see the first steps of
the birth of single border regions. The privatet@eds ahead of the official
relations. A part of the inhabitants and the ecdon@actor “use” the other side of
the border in their everyday lives. The separatilg of the “mental border” is
less of a problem here than in some other Europeater areas. In the areas more
developed economically (especially in the westem, gthe areas along the axis of
the Danube River, belonging to the hinterland akeéhcapital cities: Vienna,
Bratislava and Budapest) the joint development ésy vdynamic. The rapid
economic development of Slovakia has also givenreatgmomentum to the
integration, and now areas at the same level a¢ldpmnent are building a common
cross-border region and urban network. On the eagtart of the border this
dynamism is less palpable. This is an area whesdeveloped regions meet each
other. Nevertheless the city of KoSice and its mmwnent is developing, and the
labour market of this region is now seeking skillEdployees on the Hungarian
side of the border.

Of course there are still many obstacles to the ptet@ integration. The
national systems (education, health care, publiidtration, bureaucracy etc.)
still have difficulties in handling the natural pesses of cross-border areas.
Those who cross the borders are actually foreidgizecis but still “local
inhabitants”. It is difficult to put them into theaditional categories of “domestic”
and “foreign” citizens, and the administrative gesbs coming from this may
cause difficulties e.g. in the joint and thus maational use of health care
institutions. These problems often lead to harngbenomena; some use the
existing differences for e.g. tax evasion purposs. experiences suggest that
these phenomena are important but their signifieamcelatively small compared
to those natural processes that bind the bordeionggand strengthen its
integration.
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