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Introduction
One of the founding fathers of the current EU, Robert Schuman, referred to borders as the
“scars of history”.1 To heal these scars, cross-border cooperation between European countries
would be necessary, as it can help mitigate the disadvantages of these borders, overcome the
peripheral status of the border regions in their country, and improve the living conditions of
the population.2 Furthermore such cooperation should encompass all cultural, social,
economic and infrastructural spheres of life. Having both knowledge and an understanding of
a neighbor’s distinctive social, cultural, linguistic and economic characteristics are a
prerequisite for any successful cross-border cooperation.3
Starting in 1990, the European Union launched its first cross-border programs, also
known as INTERREG, which was meant as a financial support to border regions designated
Objective 1 (relatively poor) and Objective 2 (facing structural economic difficulties).4
INTERREG I (1990-1993), was for the most part a Western European project, but with the
end of the Cold War, the attention of the EU had gradually shifted eastwards. Not only were
the formerly socialist countries economically lagging, there were also many scars in need of
healing. The Slovakian city of Košice (Kassa in Hungarian) is a good example in both regards
and received funds from PHARE – Cross Border Cooperation (CBC) (1999-2004) and
INTERREG III (2004-2006).5 This thesis sets out to research what social- and economic
effects these so-called “Cohesion Funds” have had on this city and its surroundings.
Historically, Košice has been a part of Hungary, which’ borders were, from its
establishment in 1000 until the end of World War I, among the most permanent within
Europe.6 By contrast, the most characteristic feature of the twentieth-century Hungarian
1

How much importance the EU attributes to cross-border cooperation and reducing disparities within Europe
can be seen by the fact that nowadays one-third of the EU’s budget is spent on the cohesion policy. See: Agnes
Batory and Andrew Cartwright, "Re-visiting the Partnership Principle in Cohesion Policy: The Role of Civil
Society Organizations in Structural Funds Monitoring." JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 49.4 (2011):
697-698. And: Association of European Border Regions, European Charter for border and cross-border
regions, (Gronau: AEBR, 1981/2011), 3.
2
Richard A. Dodder, and Lubomir Faltan, "Cross-border Regional Cooperation: Current Concerns in
Slovakia." Nationalities Papers, 26.2 (1998): 309.
3
According to the European Outline Convention on Transfrontier Cooperation between Territorial
Communities or Authorities (signed in Madrid on May 21st, 1980) all activities aimed at strengthening and
promoting neighborly relations between inhabitants of borderlands on both sides of the common State border are
considered to be cross-border cooperation. See: Marián Halas, "Development of cross-border cooperation and
creation of Euroregions in the Slovak Republic." Moravian geographical reports 15.1 (2007): 24. Also:
Association of European Border Regions, European Charter, 3.
4
Jennifer A. Yoder, "Bridging the European Union and Eastern Europe: Cross-Border Cooperation and the
Euroregions." Regional & Federal Studies, 13.3 (2003): 94.
5
PHARE is an abbreviation for “Poland and Hungary: Assistance for Restructuring their Economies”.
6
This permanence is still embedded in Hungary’s collective consciousness through the concept of the
“Thousand Year Border”, which consequently has formed an important part of national policy. See: Paul
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history has been the frequent, and radical, changes in its borders. What characterizes Košice is
that it has been, and still is, basically an urban island in the rural eastern part of the country.
With approximately 240,000 inhabitants, it is the second city of Slovakia, it houses its own
university and it has the only significant industrial sector in the region. It is also known for its
ethnical- and linguistic diversity, something that was rather common in the multi-ethnic
Austrian-Hungarian Habsburg Empire, of which the city used to be a part. This diversity
caused problems after World War I when, with the Treaty of Trianon (1920), Hungary was
split-up and lost over two-thirds of its territory, in part to newly created countries such as
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Romania.7 With the re-drawing of the borders, 3.3 million
Hungarians found themselves outside of the country.8 In Košice, 38,4 percent of the
population had a Hungarian ethnicity in the 1920s, as opposed to 48,8 percent with a
Czechoslovakian ethnicity.9 Because the city had a Czechoslovakian majority (and because
the new country could make good use of the of the economic potential of the city), Košice
was added to Czechoslovakia by the allies.

Hungarian speakers in Eastern Europe, 2008.10

During World War II, Hungary would regain some of its lost territory, including
Košice, by working together with Nazi-Germany and Italy. However, the borders of 1920
Ganster, Borders and border regions in Europe and North America, (SCERP and IRSC publications, 1997), 194.
And: Dénes Harai, "Les Villes Luthériennes De Kassa Et De Sopron Face Au Soulèvement Anti-Habsbourgeois
D’István Bocskai En Hongrie (1604-1606)." Revue Historique, 650.2 (2009): 321-343.
7
Ganster, Borders and border regions, 194.
8
Pál Koudela, "Policy Influencing Society After Trianon in Kassa." Central European Pol. Sci. Review, 14.51
(2012): 63.
9
Koudela, “Policy Influencing Society After Trianon in Kassa”: 65-66.
10
Wikimedia, “Hungarian speakers in Eastern Europe, 2008”,
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Dist_of_hu_lang_europe.svg (accessed: 4-2-2017).
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would be re-instituted by the allies after the war. As such, Košice was cut off from Hungary
again - in an official way - by means of a border. With the communist take-overs in 1948,
both Czechoslovakia and Hungary became a part of the Soviet Union’s zone of influence, but
despite the fact that cross-border cooperation plans were made, these would not be
implemented ‘due to the stubborn insularity of socialist economic and planning policy.’11
Nonetheless it can be argued that the border between Hungary and Slovakia was not really
“felt” by the local population, in part because both countries were part of the same economicand political system, but also because of the historical ties and the presence of a large
Hungarian minority.12
A lot would change at the Hungarian borders after the Cold War: Czechoslovakia
broke in two, Ukraine broke loose from the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia fell apart. Suddenly,
Hungary had much more neighbors than before. Because of this, and because many
Hungarians still live outside of Hungary nowadays, there is a national interest to work
together with the neighboring countries as good as possible, and the European Union’s
Cohesion Funds can – in potential – contribute to this.13 As INTERREG has showed some
significant results in Western Europe, the European Commission was rather optimistic about
what could be achieved in the post-communist countries, and especially in areas with a
common history. Supposedly, this should increase the chances for success, after all: because
of the likening economic and socio-cultural roots and perspectives, the border-municipalities
would see the necessary potential for working together. However, a “common history” can
also, as Edit Soós (University of Szeged, Political Science) argues, be an obstacle, rather than
a boost, for successful cooperation. Because of the large number of Hungarians in the border
regions, neighboring countries do not seem very willing to co-operate as they fear a state
within a state if they would start transferring financial funds and bureaucratic power to the
regions.14
Another argument can be made why Košice, and its surrounding region, may not
benefit as much from the Cohesion Funds as the European Commission might expect, which
11

Ganster, Borders and border regions, 194, 197.
What can be argued is that between Hungary and Slovakia there was more a border than a boundary. I will
clarify this distinction between borders and boundaries later on. See: Paasi, Territories, Boundaries, and
Consciousness, 305.
13
In 2011: over 250,000 in Serbia, over 151,000 in Ukraine, around 1,2 million in Romania and over 458,000 in
Slovakia. See: Ganster, Borders and border regions, 193. And: Luis Dominguez and Iva Pires, Euroclio: CrossBorder Cooperation Structures in Europe: Learning from the Past, Looking to the Future, (Brüs: P.I.E.-Peter
Lang S.A, 2014), 214.
14
In 2011, 8,5 percent of the total population in Slovakia was Hungarian. See: Dominguez and Pires, CrossBorder Cooperation Structures, 224-225.
12
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has to do with its location. Košice is a city within an economically weak and underdeveloped
region (this applies to both the Slovakian- and the Hungarian side of the border). Moreover,
on the Hungarian side the lack of urban centers is even greater and the only - relatively nearby town is Miskolc.15 In their evaluation of European regional funds on economic growth
and convergence, Aadne Cappelen (senior research fellow in Economics at the University of
Oslo) et al. argue that: ‘the economic effects of regional support are much stronger in more
developed environments. This suggests that the impact of such support is crucially dependent
on the receptiveness of the receiving environment. Hence, it seems that support is least
efficient where it is most needed.’16 Following the argument of Cappelen et al, Cohesion
Funds, such as that of INTERREG and PHARE-CBC, will create better economic results in
economically more-developed regions (such as those that border a Western European
country).
This argument fits neatly in the New Economic Geography (NEG) discourse that came
up in the 1990s, with Paul Krugman (Professor of Economics at the Graduate Center of the
City University of New York and 2008 Nobel prize winner in Economic Sciences) as its
greatest contributor. NEG stresses the importance of “space” concerning economic
development.17 Whereas former research argued that an overall reduction in the level of
economic inequalities between European states had taken place, the NEG challenged this socalled ‘convergence hypothesis’, stating that under certain conditions, market processes can
be spatially selective and result in highly uneven distribution of economic activities, thus
leading to increased inequalities over time.18
This importance attributed to space can also be seen in the work of H. Bertram
(University of Frankfurt/Main, Institute of Economic Geography). Bertram is skeptical about
“transferring” the positive experiences from border regions from the west of Europe to the
east. He argues that, in comparison to Western Europe, the disparities are much larger, crossborder cooperation is a relatively new phenomenon, and local - and especially regional –

15

Note that Ugo Fratesi (Associate professor in Applied Economics at the University of Milan) and Giovanni
Perucca (Post-doc in Regional and Urban Economics at the University of Milan) argue that EU Cohesion Funds
are more effective in regions with more “territorial capital” (which is defined as the system of territorial assets of
economic, cultural, social and environmental nature that ensures the development potential of places), something
that, they argue, Eastern European countries tend to lack. See: U. Fratesi and G. Perucca, ‘Territorial capital and
the Effectiveness of Cohesion Policy: an Assessment for CEE Regions’, Investigaciones Regionales, 29, 2014.
16
According to Cappelen et al. regions with higher GDP, higher investments in R&D, a more developed
infrastructure and lower unemployment benefit more from Cohesion Funds. See: Aadne Cappelen, et al, "The
Impact of EU Regional Support”: Journal of Common Market Studies 41.4 (2003): 640.
17
Paul Krugman, "Space: The Final Frontier." The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 12.2 (1998): 163.
18
George Petrakos, "Patterns of Regional Inequality in Transition Economies." European Planning Studies 9.3
(2001): 359-360.
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bureaucracies, which are, as part of the EU subsidiarity principle, needed to implement the
programs, are underdeveloped.19
More generally, academics such as Philipp Mohl (economist for the European
Commission since 2013), Rolf Bergs (evaluator for several EU funded cohesion policy
programs, such as INTERREG) and Peter Berkowitz (European Commission, DirectorateGeneral for Regional and Urban Policy) disagree about the possible effects of Cohesion
Funds on socio-economic cohesion and integration.20 Their econometrist studies offer
differing results depending on different situations and are therefore limitary useful. Insightful
is Peter Philips’ (Yale University, Economics) opinion on econometrist studies, he argues that
'econometrics opens up a maze of complexity as we study it more deeply. The frontier is at
once broader in scope and at each point of investigation we continue to discover more fine
grain details to resolve. Moreover, as we collect more data and data of different types, we
often find that we simply have more to explain and that our understanding of economic
behavior does not necessarily improve with larger or even better data sets.'21
As this thesis wants to find out what the possible effects of PHARE-CBC (1999-2004)
and INTERREG III (2004-2006) are on the region of Košice, I would argue that using an
econometric method would only get us halfway there. Whether Cohesion Funds have a
positive effect22 depends on location (i.e. “space”), and on the socio-economic historical
context. Therefore, I will combine econometrically acquired results with several contextual
markers that I will elaborate on below.23 Using this combined approach, I want to answer the
following main question: how have the PHARE-CBC and INTERREG III programs
affected economic cohesion and integration in the region of Košice between 1995 and
2010? To clarify: the level of economic cohesion in a cross-border region can be measured by
19

H. Bertram, "Double Transformation at the Eastern Border of the EU: The Case of the Euroregion Pro Europa
Viadrina." GeoJournal, 44.3 (1998): 217.
20
See: Philipp Mohl, Empirical Evidence on the Macroeconomic Effects of EU Cohesion Policy, (Wiesbaden:
Springer Gabler, 2016. And: Rolf Bergs, "Cross-Border Cooperation, Regional Disparities and Integration of
Markets in the EU." Journal of Borderlands Studies, 27.3 (2012): 345-363. And: Jerzy Pienkowski and Peter
Berkowitz, Econometric assessments of Cohesion Policy growth effects: How to make them more relevant for
policy makers?,(European Commission Regional Working Paper 02, 2015).
21
Peter C.B. Phillips, "Challenges of Trending Time Series Econometrics." Mathematics and Computers in
Simulation, 68.5 (2005): 401-416.
22
To clarify the term of "positive effect", in this research paper I regard increased economic cohesion (as
measured by GDP) and increased integration (as measured by the number of cross-regional commuters and
investments) as "positive".
23
Namely: 1. The socialist legacy on participation in civil society organizations (and the role of the church in
more or less preserving an active civil society in this period). 2. The influence of a common history and multiethnicity in the regions. 3. The role of boundaries in making cooperation (im-)possible. 4. The role of having the
same (or different) socio-economic starting points and objectives in increasing/decreasing the chance of a
successful cooperation.
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comparing the GDP in purchasing power standards over time, (un-)employment and
education levels, whereas the level of integration can be measured by looking at interregional
trade and flows of factors (commuters, investments).24 Also, the timeframe of 1995-2010 was
chosen to get a clear picture of the situation prior to the Cohesion Funds on the one hand, and
to account for the time lag between the investments and any socio-economic effects on the
other.25
To answer this main question, I will pose the following sub-questions, the first being:
how does the socialist legacy affect the development of a civil society and cross-border
cooperation? Within the academical discourse, there is disagreement whether forty years of
communism negatively affects participation in what is also called the “mediating layer”
between the state and the market. On the one side, we have, what I call, the “conventional
school”, which argues that civil society in Eastern Europe can indeed be characterized as
weak, and that this weakness impacts cross-border cooperation. 26 On the other side, we have
the “skeptical school”, which argues that civil society has in fact been “quite vibrant” in the
post-1989 period.27
Next, I wish to answer the following question: how do the multi-ethnic, shared
histories of Hungary and Slovakia affect cross-border cooperation? Before 1920, Košice
was not a border town and within the Habsburg Empire people with different ethnicities freely
roamed, something that Košice (being an important commercial city) was very much
depending on.28 After 1920, there suddenly was a border that separated different ethnic
groups and that caused Košice to be on the fringe of a new country. In this regard, it is
important to take note of two distinctions that Anssi Paasi (University of Oulu, professor of
Regional Geography) makes: that between “space” and “place” and that between “borders”
and “boundaries”. To clarify, Paasi regards a place as a space that has a meaning: ‘The
individual distinctiveness of a place [..] lies not so much in its exact physical forms and
arrangements as in the meanings accorded to it by a community of concerned people, and the
continuity of these meanings from generation to generation. [..] Place is thus understood here
24

It is important to note that that, although "cohesion" and "integration" are two closely related variables, they
cannot be simply regarded as one and the same, and should therefore not be used interchangeably. While the
level of cohesion in a cross-border region could be rather high (i.e. the disparity in GDP of two regions is
decreasing) integration (e.g. the number of commuters crossing the border between the two regions) can stay
behind. I will clarify this point in chapter 3. Also see: Bergs, "Cross-Border Cooperation": 346.
25
Mohl, Empirical Evidence on the Macroeconomic Effects of EU Cohesion Policy, 156.
26
See: Chessa, "State subsidies, International Diffusion, and Transnational Civil Society": 73, 75, 76.
27
Virág Molnár, "Civil Society, Radicalism and the Rediscovery of Mythic Nationalism." Nations and
Nationalism, 22.1 (2016): 166.
28
Zoltán Kovács, "Border Changes and Their Effect on the Structure of Hungarian Society." Political
Geography Quarterly, 8.1 (1989): 81.
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as an abstraction referring to the cumulative archive of personal experiences and meanings
which individuals gain from different locations and landscapes during their life-history.’29
In a same way, whereas borders are “simply” dividing lines on a map, boundaries are
'phenomena that are located in the socio-spatial consciousness and collective memory of
people.'30 Paasi argues that: 'to establish and institute something, giving it a social definition
or identity, means at the same time the establishment of boundaries. Power holding actors
within social systems define and symbolize the social and spatial limits of membership.
Members at the same time usually share an iconography (these are human creations that also
render visible the power emerging from social practice, from social and spatial relations),
which helps to differentiate insiders from outsiders and define the boundaries of the political
community in the discourse.'31 Following Paasi, the question is in how much the Hungarians
in the Slovakian-Hungarian border region consider themselves as a distinct community and
thus experience a boundary between them and the Slovakian population. Because of their
shared histories, one would expect that these people regard their surroundings as one place
and thus, with the reducing importance of the borders (as part of the INTERREG and PHARE
programs and the joining of the EU in 2004), there should be few obstacles in the way of
fruitful cross-border cooperation. However, at the same time, the more ethnic minorities can,
and are, considered to be (i.e. both by themselves and by others) distinct imagined
communities that have their own places and boundaries, the more cross-border cooperation,
which requires regionalization (i.e. political and financial instruments for the regions that
allow them to put the Cohesion Funds to use), can be hampered.32 Central governments, in
this situation, tend to be hesitant towards regionalization, which, Senka Neuman-Stanivukovic
(University of Groningen, Centre for International Relations) notes, is ‘portrayed as an attack
on the stability of state structures’.33 At the same time, refusing to give political- or economic
power to minorities, can lead to feelings of being discriminated and can in turn strengthen ‘the
29

Paasi, Territories, Boundaries, and Consciousness, 208.
Paasi, Territories, Boundaries, and Consciousness, 305.
31
Paasi, Territories, Boundaries, and Consciousness: 27-28.
32
With “imagined communities” Anderson means that people are a community because they believe and
imagine themselves to feel at one with each other. They cannot all know each other, but imagine that they all
have something in common. In this specific case: what being Hungarian or Slovakian means is by definition
underdetermined. It is precisely because a national identity has no solid basis, is not tangible, that it is reinvented
every day by the people themselves because ‘order and stability affirm their belief’ in Hungary or Slovakia as
their own country. Each day, the Hungarian and Slovakian political entities reproduce their own borders in space
through the use of symbols (with flags, a national anthem and borders) and semiotics (via language and
geography- and history lessons). See: Mark Eker, Henk van Houtum, Harry Cock, Paul Le Clercq, and Derek
Middleton, Border Land: Atlas, Essays and Design: History and Future of the Border Landscape, (Wageningen:
Blauwdruk, 2013), 175.
33
Sabine Fischer and Heiko Pleines, Civil Society in Central and Eastern Europe. (Stuttgart: Ibidem-Verlag,
2010), 126.
30
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expression of ethnic regionalism and autonomy aspirations, especially at the border regions
with a large Hungarian minority.’34 As such, Richard A. Dodder (Oklahoma State University,
Department of Sociology) and Lubomir Faltan (Slovak Academy of Sciences, Department of
Sociology) ask the question: ‘Will these cross-border regions foster inter-ethnic harmony or
aggravate inter-ethnic conflict?’35 To get an indication of the socio-spatial consciousness in
the Slovakian-Hungarian border region, I will make use of the “borderland theory” as posed
by Oscar Martinez (Professor of History, University of Arizona), who distinguishes four types
of border areas, ranging from “alienated borderlands” (in which there are hardly any crossborder contacts) to “integrated borderlands” (where the opposite is true), and also two types
of borderland societies: “national borderlanders” (which we can mostly find in alienated
borderlands) and “transnational borderlanders” (which we can mostly find in integrated
borderlands).36
Next, I will discuss the econometrical discourse on the – supposed - effects of the EU
Cohesion Funds on socio-economic development and the role of “space” as argued by
Krugman. The focus in this chapter will be on: how can EU Cohesion Policy funds, such as
PHARE and INTERREG, influence the socio-economic situation in a region?
Considering the fore-mentioned questions, the last chapter will consider the socioeconomic developments (based on: per capita GDP, (un-)employment level, educational

34

Fischer and Pleines, Civil Society in Central and Eastern Europe, 126.
Dodder and Faltan, "Cross-border Regional Cooperation”: 310.
36
According to Martinez’s “borderland theory”, there are four types of border areas as based on the number and
depth of cross-border interactions, ranging from “alienated borderlands” (here tension prevails; the border is
functionally closed, and cross-border interaction is totally or nearly totally absent while the residents of each
country act as strangers to each other) to “integrated borderlands” (here stability is strong and permanent; the
economies of both countries are functionally merged and there is unrestricted movement of people and goods
across the boundary – generally, borderlanders perceive themselves as members of one social system). The two
other border areas that Martinez defines are the “co-existent borderlands” (here stability is an on/off proposition;
the border remains slightly open, allowing for the development of limited binational interaction – the residents of
each country deal with each other as casual acquaintances, but the borderlanders develop closer relationships)
and the “interdependent borderlands” (here stability prevails most of the time; economic and social
complementarity prompt increased cross-border interaction, leading to expansion of borderlands – generally,
borderlanders carry on friendly and cooperative relationships). Another important element in Martinez’s theory
is the introduction of the notion of “borderland society” in which he makes a distinction between “national
borderlanders” and “transnational borderlands”. The proportion of these two correlates to the integration level of
the border region and as such, “alienated borderlands” are characterized by national borderlanders, whereas
“integrated borderlands” are characterized by transnational borderlanders. According to Martinez’s definition:
‘National borderlanders are people who, while subject to foreign economic and cultural influences, have lowlevel or superficial contact with the opposite side of the border owing to their indifference to their next-door
neighbors or their unwillingness or inability to function in any substantive way in another society. Transnational
borderlanders, by contrast, are individuals who maintain significant ties with the neighboring nation; they seek to
overcome obstacles that impede such contact and they take advantage of every opportunity to visit, shop, work,
study, or live intermittently on the “other side”.’ See: Elisabeth Boesen and Gregor Schnuer, eds, European
Borderlands: Living with Barriers and Bridges, (Routledge, 2016), 207-209.
35
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attainment level)37 in the region of Košice between 1995 and 2010.38 Thus, I want to answer
the following question: how did the Košice region develop socially and economically in
the period 1995-2010? Concerning such results as GDP growth, it is important to take notice
of the financial crisis of 2008. Moreover, due to internal fiscal problems, the Hungarian
economy already faced problems, starting in 2006 and 2007. I will discuss the results of the
region on a NUTS 3 (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics) and NUTS 2 level.
Košice is a part of the Slovakian NUTS 3 region “Košice kraj” (NUTS code: SK042) and the
NUTS 2 region Vychodne Slovensko (SK04), whereas the Hungarian side is a part of the
NUTS 3 region Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén (NUTS code: HU311) and the NUTS 2 region ÉszakMagyarország (HU31).
Finally, in the conclusion, this research paper will try and answer the main question by
combining an econometrical approach with a socio-economic historical approach. However, a
causal relation between the Cohesion Funds on the one side and socio-economic
developments on the other is difficult (if not impossible) to prove. I would nonetheless state
that this paper can put some of the above-mentioned econometrical theories to the test.
Moreover, I wish to give insight into the potential socio-economic effects of PHARE and
INTERREG in general, and on the effects within post-communist, multi-ethnic societies
specifically.

37

For all the indicators that the European Commission makes use of to measure socio- and economic
development see: European Commission, “Cohesion Indicators”, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/cohesionpolicy-indicators/cohesion-indicators (accessed: 1-5-2017).
38
Because of the already-mentioned “time lag” of at least three years between the investment of Cohesion Funds
and any socio-economic effects, this timeframe is a conscious decision. The year 2010 has also been chosen as
the terminus of this timeframe, because most of the currently available data goes on until the year 2010. See:
Mohl, Empirical Evidence on the Macroeconomic Effects of EU Cohesion Policy, 156.
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Chapter 1: How does the socialist legacy affect the development of a civil society and
cross-border cooperation?
Active citizenship is of vital importance to successful cross-border cooperation for two main
reasons. First, in the vision of the European Commission, a successful cohesion policy
requires “close cooperation” between the Commission, the Member States and a range of
other organizations designated by the given Member State government, such as authorities
from regional and local levels, social and economic partners and also civil society
organizations (CSOs)/non-governmental organizations (NGOs).39 The main rationale for the
inclusion of the civil society is that its involvement can help generate projects eligible for
funding, feedback local expertise into the process for planning purposes and build local
development capacities.40 Secondly, as Alexis de Tocqueville (1805-1859) famously
recognized: an active citizenship is important for a good working democracy. He emphasized
how a participatory citizenry could foster active engagement with politics (being it on the
local, regional, or national level).41 This is very important in connection to the demand of the
European Commission that Member States designate the most representative partners in
cross-border cooperation, i.e. the subsidiarity principle.42
Considering Hungary and Slovakia, the question is how much there is “left” of any
active citizenship after decades of centralistic communist rule. Talking about the post-Sovietstates, late Ralph Dahrendorf (former social- and economic scientist and German politician
for the Free Democratic Party) said: 'The trouble is this: It takes six months to create new
39

Note that in the literature, the terms NGO (non-governmental organization) and CSO (civil society
organization) are both commonly used. However, the concept of the “NGO” is contested terminology, and for
many has been subsumed within a broader category of ‘civil society organizations’ or “CSOs”, which can be
defined to include ‘all non-market and non-state organizations outside of the family in which people organize
themselves to pursue shared interests in the public domain. Examples include community-based organizations
and village associations, environmental groups, women’s rights groups, farmers’ associations, faith-based
organizations, labor unions, co-operatives, professional associations, chambers of commerce, independent
research institutes and the not-for-profit media.’ See: United Nations Development Programme, Working
Together with Civil Society in Foreign Aid: Possibilities for South-South Cooperation? (UNDP: China,
September 2013), 123.
40
Agnes Batory and Andrew Cartwright, “Re-Visiting the Partnership Principle in Cohesion Policy: The Role of
Civil Society Organizations in Structural Funds Monitoring.” JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 49.4
(2011): 701.
41
Gerard Clarke (Associate Professor in Politics and International Development, University of Swansea) notes:
‘[..] a healthy civil society has come to be regarded as a sine qua non [original italics], both of a functioning
democracy that incorporates the concerns of the poor but also of a market economy calibrated to deliver
equitable, pro-poor growth.’ See: Gerard Clarke, "Civil Society, Cross-National Comparisons and the Problem
of Statistical Capture", Journal of International Development 23.7 (2011): 960. And: Jenny Pearce, Civil society
and development: A critical exploration, (Lynne Rienner Publishers: 2002), 44.
42
Bertram summarizes it neatly: 'Cross-border cooperation cannot be prescribed "from above". Although this
cooperation needs planning and funds "from above", it can only be the result of local actions made by local
actors; that means, it must come "from below".' See: Bertram, "Double Transformation at the Eastern Border of
the EU": 223. And: Batory and Cartwright, “Re-Visiting the Partnership Principle in Cohesion Policy”: 701.
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political institutions; to write a constitution and electoral laws. It may take six years to create
a half-viable economy. It will probably take sixty years to create a civil society. Autonomous
institutions are the hardest thing to bring about.'43
For the clarity of this research, this thesis defines the civil society as the sphere of
institutions, organizations and individuals located between the family, the state and the market
in which people associate voluntarily to advance common interests.44 According to this
definition, political parties, trade unions, business associations, charitable bodies, cultural
groups and other voluntary associations are all examples of civil society organizations. An
exact definition is especially of importance when studying post-communist countries which
were characterized by so-called QUANGOs: quasi-autonomous non-governmental
organizations. These usually had a massive, though quasi-obligatory membership, and were in
fact communist-controlled associations.45 To ascertain whether a civil society organization is
“really civil” is not as clear-cut as it may seem and this is not the only methodological
difficulty. Rather, to “measure” how strong, or weak, a civil society is, has been the subject of
ongoing discussion.
Just looking at the number of CSOs and NGOs in a country has its limitations as this
approach only takes into consideration the “births” of organizations, not their “deaths” (which
leads to overblown figures).46 Also: one of the main difficulties in discussing NGOs and
CSOs is the increasing vagueness and inclusivity of their usage which, as Petra Guast
(University of Mainz, Department of Political Science) argues, have made it in “a black box
and catch-all” terms. In practice, they vary in organizational forms, degree of accountability
to their members, forms of action47, origin48 and motivation.49 Moreover, by looking at
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Marlies Glasius, David Lewis, and Hakan Seckinelgin, Exploring Civil Society: Political and Cultural
Contexts. (London: Routledge, 2004), 77.
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1989 (London, Routledge, 2015), 23. Also see: Molnár, "Civil Society": 167. And: Mabel Berezin, Making the
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Marlies Glasius, David Lewis, and Hakan Seckinelgin, eds, Exploring civil society: Political and cultural
contexts, (Routledge: 2004), 75-76. Also: Caire Wallace, Florian Pichler, and Christian Haerpfer, "Changing
Patterns of Civil Society in Europe and America 1995-2005: Is Eastern Europe Different?" East European
Politics and Societies 26.1 (2012): 4.
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Vol. 10 (2000): 3.
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and Eastern Europe After the EU Enlargement and Economic Crises." Communist and Post-Communist
Studies, 49.3 (2016): 221.
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officially registered NGOs and CSOs, one may not exhaust the organizational forms of civil
society. After all, some groups prefer not to formally register in order to keep a low profile, or
just because they wish to remain informal.50
Looking at membership numbers is another way of studying the civil society of a
nation, however, the main problem with this approach is that it treats residual membership in
a formerly official organization, such as a trade union, in the same way as a membership in a
new grass-roots group. Also, this approach fails to detect participation in informal groups.51
A third way is to analyze expectations attached to associations, something that can be
measured by looking at “typical” civil society activities such as signing petitions,
participating in boycotts and demonstrating in strikes.52 Putting the word typical between
quotations shows the limitation of this method, as participation in these activities is not
wholly representational for civil society participation in every country.
To tackle the above-mentioned disadvantages, and to make comparisons between
countries possible, multiple methodological tools, such as USAIDs53 Sustainability Index
(SI), the 2004 John Hopkins Global Civil Society Index (JHGCSI) and the Global Civil
Society Index (GCSI), have been introduced over the last thirty years by – what I would like
to call – the “conventional school”. These researchers try to analyze the overall attitude within
countries towards NGOs and CSOs by looking at, and combining, “crucial” factors such as
financial sustainability, infrastructure and legal environment.54 All these indexes have their
limitations (something I elaborate on in Appendix 1), but they do give us an idea of the state
of a civil society, and on top of that, they enable us to make comparisons between countries.
Based on their results, the conventional school supports Ralph Dahrendorf’s claim that
Eastern Europe’s civil society is weak. Caire Wallace (Professor of Sociology, University of
Aberdeen), Florian Pichler (Professor of Sociology, University of Vienna) and Christian
Haerpfer (Professor of Comparative Politics, University of Aberdeen) note that comparative
studies, such as the SI, JHCGSI and CGSI, show that ‘levels of participation in voluntary
48
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associations are still low.’55 Although Wallace et al. notice some signs of growth, ‘the
observed changes do not offer an indication that this [the weakness of civil society] will
change (dramatically) in the near future.’56 According to the conventional school, this weak
civil society can indeed be attributed to the socialist period, as they argue that the suppression
of free speech and association under communism created a climate of distrust and suspicion
of formal institutions, and caused people to become “passive and demobilized”.57 In this
climate, combined with economic collapse58 and economic restructuring59, there has only
been slow progress in civil society participation since the 1990s.60
Apart from these comparative studies, the recent rise of illiberalism and extreme right
political parties in Eastern Europe, such as the Hungarian Jobbik during the European
parliamentary elections of 2009, is considered as additional proof. Jacques Rupnik (Director
of Research of the Centre de Recherches Internationale at Sciences Po in Paris) argues that
this rise underlines ‘the importance for democratic consolidation of a civic culture –
Tocqueville summed it up as the “habits of the heart” – without which the legitimacy and
stability of democratic institutions will always remain doubtful’.61
Contrary to this view, Virág Molnár (New School for Social Research, Associate
Professor of Sociology) sees the rise of illiberalism and extreme right political parties not as
proof of a weak civil society, but rather as proof of the opposite. Molnár belongs to – what I
would call the “skeptical school” - a group of scholars who do not focus on current
comparative data, but on historical comparative case studies that – supposedly - show how a
strong civil society ‘contributed decisively to the rise of fascism’, such as in twentieth century
Germany, Hungary and Italy.62 Studies of this school all ‘critique neo-Tocquevillean theories
and Robert Putnam’s social capital thesis by demonstrating that under conditions of weak
political institutionalization, high levels of associationalism can actually lead to social
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fragmentation, political radicalization and the triumph of illiberal politics.’63 Molnár argues
that Eastern European civil society has been quite vibrant in the post-1989 period and that it
has become a “hotbed” of right-wing radicalism. The ‘firm rooting and support in civil
society’ for the radical right suggests ‘that its political success is unlikely to be merely
ephemeral. Francis Fukuyama could not have been proven more wrong by Eastern Europe:
the end of history is nowhere near in sight.’64
Although the general reasoning of Molnár and other skeptics seems sensible (i.e. that a
strong civil society is not necessarily beneficial for a democracy), Molnár’s specific argument
(i.e. that the rise of radical right can be contributed to Hungary’s strong civil society) lacks
structural substantiation and does not move beyond particularization. Molnár mentions a few
groups that are linked to the radical right-wing party Jobbik, but some of these can hardly be
considered as part of the civil society.65 This seems like thin evidence in comparison to the
data that the conventional school brings to the table. Also interesting is the fact that, although
Molnár mentions the “socialist legacy” once, she does not seem to oppose the theory, but
rather states that Eastern European civil society has – somehow - become “vibrant” since
1989. How this development has taken place she does not describe.
What the above-mentioned discussion, however, omits (and what could, potentially,
come to Molnár’s aid) is the potential role of the church in preserving some of the civil
society and democratic values during the Communist era. Mary L. Gautier (Department of
Sociology, Georgetown University) in her research Church Elites and the Restoration of Civil
Society makes a strong argument and notes that ‘the relationship between church elites and
state elites, even in the authoritarian regimes of Eastern Europe, were important for the
nurturing and development of civil society in those countries.’66 However, I would argue for
two reasons that the church has – in general - not played this role in either Hungary or
63
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Czechoslovakia. First, both countries were predominantly Catholic countries and in Religion
and Civic Culture (2006) Pui-Yan Lam (Washington State University, Department of
Sociology) argues that Catholicism is an important impediment in civil society development:
‘It appears that the influence of Catholicism, whether it stems from its institutional or value
orientation, works against voluntary membership and is ingrained in a society’s civic culture
as well as individuals’ values.’67 The results from her study suggest that individuals who live
in Catholic nations are less likely to hold voluntary association memberships, and that
Catholics, regardless of the religious tradition of the nation they reside in, are significantly
less likely than non-Catholics to be members of any voluntary group. Following Lam, we can
argue that the civil society development of Hungary and Slovakia is not only negatively
affected by a socialist legacy, but also by a religious one.
Second, although Hungary did have a considerable Protestant minority (still around
13,8 percent of the population in 2011), I would argue that they did not play a significant role
in preserving civil society values either. In Hungary, both Catholic and Protestant elites were
appointed by the state and were held accountable for what went on in their respective
communities. In exchange, they received a certain amount of political power, which –
however - did not come from their respective religious communities, but from the state.
Consequently, church members came to understand that their religious leaders were
compromised by the state and thus corrupted.68 This, combined with the fact that the state
removed religion from the public domain and discouraged attendance (e.g. by making it
negatively affect career perspective), resulted in a rapid secularization of Hungary in the
1960s and 1970s.69 Gautier herself argues: ‘where church elites were subsumed into the state
hierarchy, such as in Hungary, they were unlikely to involve themselves and their
communities in efforts to restore civil society.’70
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Taking the previous two arguments, and the discussion above, into consideration, I
would argue that the conventional school builds a stronger case than the skeptical one, and
that we, as such, can consider Hungary and Slovakia to have relatively weak civil societies.
This also seems to be evidenced by Agnes Batory’s and Andrew Cartwright’s (Central
European University, Center for Policy Studies) research, in which they focused on
Hungarian and Slovakian monitoring committees (MCs), which are bodies that Member
States are obliged to establish as part of the institutional framework for receiving Cohesion
Funds. It is up to the MCs, among other things, to come up with proposals for regional policy
and to approve the criteria for selecting operations to be financed.71 The European
Commission explicitly recognizes the importance of CSOs and NGOs in the MCs, but Batory
and Cartwright’s main finding is that ‘the inclusion of civil society organizations was quite
problematic.’72 Their explanation is that ‘Hungary and Slovakia are both unitary, centralized
states, with weak traditions of engagement and cooperation with non-governmental actors
and, following four decades of state socialism, civil societies are in any case still rather
weak.’73 Similarly, Pálné Kovács (Political Sciences University of Pécs, Hungary) et al. note:
‘The presence and role of NGOs in the policy-making process is rather limited, and this is an
indication of the weakness of civil society in Hungary. This weakness, which is partly
attributed to the lack of motivation for intensive participation, is accompanied by the rather
predominant role of political parties and possibly of clientelism in the policy process.’74
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Chapter 2: How do the multi-ethnic, shared histories of Hungary and Slovakia affect
cross-border cooperation?
This thesis started by citing Robert Schuman, who recognized the importance of cross-border
cooperation in healing the “scars of history”. According to Schuman, cooperation should
encompass all spheres of life as ‘having both knowledge and an understanding of a neighbors
distinctive social, cultural, linguistic and economic characteristics – ultimately the wellspring
of mutual trust – is a prerequisite for any successful cross-border cooperation.’75 Thus,
working together not only requires breaking down the borders, but actually starts with
breaking down the boundaries. However, the stronger the sense of community and the
existence of an “us” versus “them” dichotomy, the harder this may prove to be. In this regard,
it is important to shortly elaborate on the theory of “imagined communities”.
In connection with the believed unity of nations, Benedict Anderson talks of
“imagined communities”. In Anderson’s view, a nation is a community because the people
believe and imagine themselves to feel at one with each other.76 Although they cannot all
know each other, the people imagine that they all have something in common. It is therefore
wrong to think that a national identity has a solid basis, rather it is tangible and reinvented
every day by the people themselves because order and a sense of stability affirm their belief in
their nation as their own country. Each day, the nation’s political entity reproduces a border in
space through the use of symbols (such as flags, a national anthem and borders) and semiotics
(e.g. language). Paasi, in this regard, speaks of a process of “institutionalization” of a nation
in four phases: the assumption of territorial shape (borders), the formation of conceptual
(symbolic) shape, the formation of institutional shape and establishment as an entity in the
regional system and consciousness of the society.77
Borders, boundaries and nationalism are inherently intertwined. Henk van Houtum
(Head of Nijmegen Centre for Border Research, Radboud University) et al. note:
‘Identification with our own environment and our own community gives us a feeling of selfesteem, a national identity, a sense of belonging to a whole, a larger entity. Moreover,
constructing and demarcating a territorial unit is an expression of the desire for clear spatial
boundaries and priorities in daily life. Marking out a border is effectively saying “keep your

75

Association of European Border Regions, European Charter, 3.
Note that, according to Anderson, national identification is driven mainly by a desire for social cohesion. See:
Eker, van Houtum, Cock, Le Clercq, and Middleton, Border Land, 175-177.
77
Anssi Paasi, "The institutionalization of regions: a theoretical framework for understanding the emergence of
regions and the constitution of regional identity", Fennia 164.1 (1986): 105.
76

19

distance”.’78 In short, structuring the “borders” of our world view and identity gives us peace
of mind, comfort and security. This may explain why in this time of globalization and mass
migration the function of borders is a source of unrest. Van Houtum: ‘For some people,
openness feels like an intruder, it disturbs their comfortable orderly picture of the world and
thus the purity of their own imagined unity.’79 Thus, while breaking down the boundaries and
opening the borders is necessary to successfully cooperate across borders, this process can, in
turn, foster resistance and eventually increase nationalist sentiment.
In the case of the Slovakian-Hungarian border region, we are generally dealing with
two nationalities that share a history. Because of this shared history, one would expect that
there are not very deep boundaries and that cross-border cooperation should be rather easily
achieved. However, as time moves on, boundaries change. Moreover, an extra complicating
factor is that, since the border changes of 1920, a considerable number of Hungarians live
outside the borders of Hungary and reside in the southern part of Slovakia (and in other
neighboring countries for that matter). The result of this can be that, if the socio-spatial
consciousness is that of a distinct Hungarian group, cross-border cooperation can be
impeded.80
Because of the versatility of socio-spatial consciousness and boundaries, Paasi argues
that studying them should always encompass the combination of an external approach (which
starts with a broad comparative perspective and a sketch of the historical context in which
local and individual manifestations of nationality and nationalism have occurred) with an
internal approach (i.e. searching for sources of cultural identity and community, and studying
how people give meaning to their surroundings and activities).81 In practice, this means the
combination of analysis of scientific literature from historians, sociologists, and political
scientists, with an analysis of the changing representations of borders by the collective that is
being studied.82 The remainder of this chapter will do precisely that and Martinez’s
previously-mentioned borderland theory will help in reaching a conclusion.
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External approach: comparative perspective and historical context
For over a thousand years, Slovakians and Magyars/Hungarians83 lived together within the
same borders of the Kingdom of Hungary. Although the Slovak and Hungarian populations
had, and still have, rather different languages, they did show similar cultural features in many
respects because of their long co-existence.84
Things would change during the Romantic period with the rise of Slovakian
nationalism which, however, was quelled by the Hungarian majority by a policy of strong
language nationalism by the state. Passing a language act at the end of the nineteenth century,
the state tried to assimilate the Slovaks, as well as all the other minority ethnicities. These
attempts resulted in grievance and opposition against the Hungarians, rather than in
“Magyarization”, thus deepening the boundaries.85
As part of the Trianon Treaty of 1920, the Habsburg Empire was cut into pieces and
Hungary lost one-third of its territory.86 Whereas the Austrian-Hungarian border had
predominantly been drawn along ethnic lines, this was not the case concerning the
Czechoslovakian-Hungarian border. Rather, the border was designated mainly on the basis of
economic (as was the case with Košice), military-strategic and transport geographical
considerations. Personal relations, settlement networks and ethnic considerations, all
important for the organization of the everyday life, were not considered during the decisionmaking.87
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The result of the divisions of 1920 was that a significant number of Hungarians
suddenly lived outside the borders of Hungary, among which 1.06 million in Czechoslovakia,
where they had to adjust to their new minority status.88 Part of the Hungarian minority in
Czechoslovakia perceived the decision of the great powers as an injustice and demanded that
the frontiers would be revised once more. In this way, as Stefan Sutaj (Professor of Slovak
history, University of Matej Bel, Slovakia) argues, ‘they came into conflict with the integrity
of the new state in which they lived as well as into conflict with the power of the state.
Measures enacted by the Czechoslovak state [..] led many Magyars to suspect that the
republic was not their home.’89 These measures by the Czechoslovakian state impacted both
the cultural and the socio-economic sphere of the Hungarian minority and, as such, demand
some more attention.
Whereas the Magyars used to be the dominant ethnicity within the Kingdom of
Hungary (in which it had perceived Slovakians as inferior), they were now a minority in a
new state where the official language was not Hungarian, but “Czechoslovakian”.90 Although
the peace treaty ensured that Hungarian retained a place in the education system, the
proportion of schools where it remained the language of instruction did decline.91 Land
reforms greatly impacted the socio-economic position of the Hungarian minority as this group
lost a significant share of the lands.92 These reforms had two main objectives, first: they were
meant to undermine the powerful position of land-owning classes of other nationalities
(predominantly Hungarians).93 Second, in this way the Czechoslovakian government tried to
settle the southern frontier with colonists who would be politically reliable.94
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The fact that the border regions of southern Slovakia lay on the periphery of the
investment plans made by businesses in Czechoslovakia, negatively affected the economic
development of this region. Overpopulated villages, over-reliance on seasonal work and large
extended families were typical of southern Slovakia and the population suffered from
unemployment and a low level of health care.95 Because of this, part of the Hungarians left
Czechoslovakia (some 105,000 persons by the end of December 1920). Moreover, because of
the Czechoslovakian Citizenship Act of 1920 (which linked the granting of citizenship with a
series of conditions, such as right of domicile, place of residence, employment and birthplace)
45,000 Hungarians failed to gain citizenship and as such were forced to move.96 Some of the
Hungarians who did acquire citizenship, and who decided to stay, turned to irredentism which
was fed by both domestic and foreign sources.97
The Hungarian government made it no secret that one of its main goals was to regain
the “lost” Czechoslovakian territories.98 By openly stating this, Hungary’s relationship with
its neighboring countries was relatively bad. However, since Hungary was severely weakened
due to both World War I and the divisions, there was no real military force behind the
Hungarian revisionist aims.99 In order to still achieve its goals, the Hungarian government
worked together with Nazi Germany and Italy.100 The first “success” of this cooperation came
in 1938, when the Czechoslovakian-Hungarian border was pushed northwards in connection
with the Munich Agreement. This resulted in the return (at least, Hungarians viewed it as a
such) to Hungary of south Slovak areas inhabited by Hungarian majorities.101 During the war,
some parts of what is now Ukraine, were also acquired, together with Northern Transylvania
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and a part of Yugoslavia.102 After the war, Hungary lost these territories again and the borders
of 1920 would be re-instituted.
World War II had forged a national consensus in Czechoslovakia that only the
removal of ethnic minorities could ensure the long-term security of the state.103 As such, the
years after 1945, Zoltán Hajdú (Centre for Regional Studies, Hungary) argues, ‘were an
emotionally charged period of deportation and forced emigration’.104 Already during the last
years of the war, Edvard Beneš, the leader of the Czechoslovakian government-in-exile,
worked toward resolving the “minority problem” of Czechoslovakia by either “transferring”
or assimilating the German and Hungarian minorities (these he considered to be the biggest
obstacle in the way of re-shaping postwar Czechoslovakia into a nation-state).105 Following
the principle of “collective responsibility”, Beneš’ government expelled about 40,000
Hungarians from the Sudetenland after the war, and in a same way, around 3.2 million
Germans were uprooted from Czechoslovakia. Moreover, as part of a formal population
exchange between Hungary and Slovakia (signed in February 1946), some 85,000 more
Hungarians were forced to leave Czechoslovakia, whereas some 72,000 Slovaks migrated,
more or less voluntary, in the opposite direction. Initially, the Czechoslovakian government
intended to expel around 200,000 Hungarians, but Hungary’s resistance, as well as Allied
disapproval, caused the number to be limited.106
Because of this, Czechoslovakia oriented its internal policy towards other ways of
“resolving” the Hungarian question, partly by “reducing”107 the number of persons of
Hungarian nationality in southern Slovakia, partly by curtailing the rights of the Hungarian
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minority.108 As such, in a similar way as after World War I, a multitude of measures was
taken by the Czechoslovakian state that significantly impacted the Hungarian minority.
Again, Hungarians were stripped of their Czechoslovakian citizenship109 (exceptions were
made only for those who had acted “loyally” towards Czechoslovakia during the war), land
reforms were implemented, Hungarian education was curtailed, and the southern part of
Slovakia was socially and economically neglected.110 In some ways, the state went further
than it had after World War I.111
Overall, we can argue that the Czechoslovakian’s policy had three main results. First:
mainly due to the transfers and expulsions, the populations of both Czechoslovakia and
Hungary became more homogeneous and distinct.112 Second: the transfers and expulsions
compelled the Czechoslovakian government to establish criteria for “national identity” (i.e.
who was considered a Czechoslovakian, and who was not) which in turn were used to
regulate citizenship. Sutaj: ‘As subjective as these criteria may have been, in time they created
their own reality.’113 Third: the Czechoslovakian nation-building process resulted in a
growing historical consciousness that tried to relativize the Hungarian supremacy of the
previous decades.114
The Czechoslovakian policy115, together with the Hungarian refusal to fully cooperate
with he transfers (which was seen by the Czechoslovakian government as a prerequisite for a
108

Teich, Kováč and Brown, Slovakia in History, 275-276.
This had a significant impact as the state decided that social aid to the population was dependent on having
Czechoslovakian citizenship and Slovak, or Czech, nationality. As such, Hungarians that did not acquire
citizenship were deprived of social aid. See: Teich, Kováč and Brown, Slovakia in History, 275.
110
Frommer, “Expulsion or Integration”: 387. And: Frowein, Legal Opinion on the Benes-Decrees, 7-8. Also:
Frommer, “Expulsion or Integration”: 387. And: Teich, Kováč and Brown, Slovakia in History, 275.
111
As such, it decreed that property belonging to Germans and Hungarians could be confiscated without
compensation (here also, an exception was made for those who had remained “loyal” to Czechoslovakia). For
more, see Appendix 3: Re-Slovakization. Frowein, Legal Opinion on the Benes-Decrees, 8.
112
Rather, Hungary became even more ethnolinguistically homogenous than it was before 1938. In 1949,
Magyars, numbering 9.08 million, constituted 98,6 percent of postwar Hungary’s population. Nowadays, 92,3
percent of the population is Hungarian (2001 census). By comparison, Slovakia is, even nowadays still a lot less
homogeneous. In 2001, 85,8 percent of the population was accounted as Slovak. This makes Slovakia the most
ethnolinguistically heterogeneous nation-state in Central Europe. See: Kamusella, The Politics of Language and
Nationalism, 691, 892, 894. Also important to note: Slovakians who were transferred from Hungary to Slovakia
tended to speak Hungarian more fluent than they did Slovak (as whole generations had lived in a Hungarian
milieu and had been educated in Hungarian schools). For this reason, they were subjected to “re-Slovakization”
too (partly this meant they were sent to Slovakian schools, moreover: their surroundings were subjected to
“Slovakization” as well, as street names, for example, were changed from Hungarian to Slovakian). See: Teich,
Kováč and Brown, Slovakia in History, 276-277.
113
Frommer, “Expulsion or Integration”: 383. And: Teich, Kováč and Brown, Slovakia in History, 274-275.
114
Boesen and Schnuer, eds, European Borderlands, 211.
115
Note that, in the literature, there is some discussion regarding the approach of respectively the Czech and the
Slovakian part towards the German and Hungarian minorities. Benjamin Frommer (Department of History,
Northwestern University, US) argues that: ‘in Bratislava assimilation and not expulsion was the primary concern
in borderline cases’, and as such, “Slovakization” was ‘integral to the country’s nationalist program’. Whereas,
109

25

future revisionist policy which would be favored by keeping a Hungarian population in
Slovakia) would put important strains on cross-border contacts between Hungary and
Czechoslovakia directly after the war.116 However, with the Communist takeover in both
Hungary and Czechoslovakia (and the interference by the Soviet Union) the situation changed
significantly. As such, we can generally argue that the discrimination against the Hungarian
minority in Czechoslovakia came to an end after 1948. Hungarians who had lost their
citizenship regained it, Hungarian schools were revived, a cultural society was re-established
(e.g. a professional Hungarian theatre ensemble was established in Košice) and papers,
magazines, periodicals and books began to be published in Hungarian once more. Through
the years, the number of Hungarian schools, publications in Hungarian, Hungarian theater
ensembles and members of parliament of Hungarian nationality all increased.117 This situation
would not change significantly and Sutaj, concerning the period from 1920 until 1989,
concludes: ‘The Magyar minority experienced complex development [..]. Still, at the end of
this period, it remained a strong, cohesive group with close internal ties within the community
and links to the mother nation in Hungary. A strong sense of ethnic consciousness, preference
for the Magyar language in communication and orientation towards Magyar culture remained
among its basic characteristics.’118
Concerning Czechoslovakian-Hungarian cross border cooperation: as the two states
were socialist neighbors as of 1948, the border was not entirely sealed shut during the Cold
War and gradually the border situation would become more liberal from the 1970s. According
to Hardi, the Czechoslovakian-Hungarian borderlands of the 1970s and 1980s can be
classified as “co-existent”119 and at certain sections regular border crossing of the population
of the border region was approved.120 However, the possible fields of cooperation between
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regional administrative units were strictly defined by the centralized state, as has been
characteristic within the socialist system. Although both states were a part of COMECON, no
real attempts were made to promote, or even emphasize, the importance of day-to-day
contacts within the border regions.121
After the Cold War, both Hungary and Slovakia (which became an independent state
on 1 January 1993) were primarily concerned with internal issues (such as organizing the
state, institutionalization, and economic and financial crisis management) and as such, the
development of border relations did not have the main priority.122 Only gradually would this
situation change and would the Slovakian-Hungarian borderlands become more
“interdependent”.123
Since 2004, both Hungary and Slovakia are part of the Schengen Agreement which, in
theory, means that the internal borders have been abolished. As such, Hardi considers the
Slovakian-Hungarian borderlands to be of the “integrated” type, although in just a few places
and only to a limited extent (predominantly in the Bratislava area).124 Having given a broad
comparative perspective and a sketch of the historical context in which the local and
individual manifestations of nationality and nationalism have occurred, I now want to move
on to an internal approach by looking at language use and symbolism.125
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The share of ethnic Hungarians in Slovakia and ethnic Slovaks in Hungary by settlements, 2011.126

Internal approach: sources of cultural identity and community and the giving of
meaning to surroundings and activities
Paasi sees language as one of the most important sources of nationalism and as a key
discursive instrument of national identity. In the same way, he regards (school) geography as
‘a crucial instrument for the production and reproduction of the language of territoriality and
social distinctions – and hence socio-spatial consciousness.’127 An example which is of
special interest in regard of this thesis, is the concept of the “Thousand Year Border”; a
concept that is still embedded in Hungary’s collective consciousness.128 In this view, the
borders as established in 1920 are “unnatural”, as opposed to the “natural” borders of the
previous thousand years. As such, acquiring the southern strip of Slovakia in 1938 was
experienced in Hungary as a “regaining” of the territory (while in Czechoslovakia it was
experienced as “mutilation of the country”).129
Interestingly, a mental map survey that was conducted by Hardi in five cities in
Slovakia among 192 Slovakian and 69 Hungarian university students in 2014, shows the
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persistence of these mental borders.130 Hardi: ‘For the Slovak students, the northern and
eastern parts of the country were more important, and they designated respective regions in
geographically correct detail. Meanwhile, they often used the expression “Madarsko” for the
southern areas of the country inhabited by Hungarians, and most respondents did not
differentiate within this region and rejected this area as a potential destination for relocation.
This southern strip of land is not a single area either geographically or historically, but it is
separated from other parts of Slovakia on ethnic grounds. The Hungarian subsample, on the
other hand, gave inverse answers. This difference can be traced back to the fact that the two
ethnic groups have traditionally been segregated, with people of Slovak ethnicity inhabiting
the mountainous regions, while Hungarians lived in the plains, and so the mental maps were
formed and confirmed generation after generation.’131
Not only is the distinctiveness of the Hungarian ethnicity and the Slovakian ethnicity
based on, and magnified by, the historical difference of where the two lived, but also on a
multitude of symbols. Rather, since the 1990s a lot more attention has been given to the –
supposed - distinctiveness of the Hungarian nation.132 According to, what Brigid Fowler
(Centre for Russian & East European Studies, University of Birmingham) calls, the
Hungarian “nationalist” camp, Hungary lost its distinctive “color” in the time of communism.
In the nationalist view, if the nation is to become more fully itself, and if it wants to be able to
form a bond with the Hungarians (both within and outside of the borders of the state), it must
see itself better reflected in the institutions, symbols and practices of the state. Regarding the
bond between the nation and the Hungarians outside of Hungary, a smaller part in the
“national” camp argues that this can only be satisfactorily restored by changing the state’s
territorial borders (that is: moving the Slovakian-Hungarian border to the north). However,
the mainstream “national” camp (to which president Viktor Orbán and his political party
Fidesz belong) does not have this objective, rather ‘they accept the disjuncture between nation
and territorial statehood and find ways other than border revision of acting on, and through,
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the state to try and bring the nation inside and outside of Hungary together.’133 Symbols can
contribute to “bringing together” a nation and in this regard, two are worth mentioning: the
Crown and king Stephen.
In conventional Hungarian historiography, the Hungarian state was founded with the
coronation of king (later also saint) Stephen at Christmas in the year 1000 with a crown
requested and received, from pope Sylvester II.134 Since the Romantic period (and especially
during the 20th century interbellum and again since the 1990s), both the Crown and Stephen
have had major symbolic value, and both have been synonymous to the state and its territory.
Even though the current Crown is not the actual crown with which Stephen was crowned (it is
in fact a crown that was made slightly later), it is the “key item” associated with the state
founder.135 Moreover, to celebrate the foundation of the Hungarian state, the 20th of August
has been made St. Stephen’s Day, and in 2000 and 2001 there were large “Millennial
Commemorations” for the same reason.
Besides being one of the main sources of nationalism, language also plays a distinctive
role in cross-border interactions.136 According to census data from 2011, of the 5,4 million
people in Slovakia, 9.4 percent stated that their mother tongue was Hungarian and in total,
around 450,000 Hungarian citizens are concentrated in the southern areas of Slovakia (in
some districts their proportion reaches eighty percent of the local population). At the same
time, on the Hungarian side, the proportion of the population with Slovak ethnicity and
mother tongue is negligible (around 0,3 percent).137 This disparity largely impacts language
skills: whereas a large portion of the ethnic Slovak population speaks, or at least understands,
Hungarian due to the significant proportion of Hungarians living in south Slovakia, only a
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very small portion of the Hungarian population understands, let alone speaks, Slovakian.138
Revealing is the research by Hardi who conducted a survey among the inhabitants of the
border region (1,000 on the Hungarian side and 1,000 on the Slovakian side) concerning
language skills in 2008. While only 6 percent of the respondents on the Slovakian side stated
they did not speak Hungarian, 93 percent of the respondents from the Hungarian side
indicated that they did not know Slovakian.139

Language knowledge in the Slovak-Hungarian borderland.140

Experiences with the other side of the border are not the same among the groups in question
either. Slovaks (especially the ones living in the borderland) have daily contacts with
Hungarians living in Slovakia: they speak or understand Hungarian and may have family
members of Hungarian ethnicity. Irrespective of how they judge the Hungarians, this leads to
a higher level of information and relationships. Moreover, since the introduction of the euro in
Slovakia (January 2009) it is economically lucrative for Slovakians to go shopping in
Hungary (since the euro is worth more than the Hungarian Forint) and also to buy a house
there (especially for Slovakians who work in Bratislava where the housing prices are much
higher than in Hungary). Contrary, Hungarians living in Hungary have relatively little direct
contact with the Slovakian population: they rarely visit Slovakia (in part due to the
introduction of the euro in Slovakia which had made shopping no longer lucrative for them),
and their direct contacts are usually limited to the Hungarians living in Slovakia. As such,
knowledge of the Slovakian language is evidently less important.141
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Taking the above-mentioned into consideration, I want to return to the previously-mentioned
borderland theory as posed by Martinez. According to Hardi, there are two types of
“transnational borderlanders”142 in the Slovakian-Hungarian border region. On the one hand,
there are the Hungarians living in Slovakia, and on the other there are the Slovakians who
moved from Bratislava to Hungary as ‘a consequence of urban and economic
development.’143 The interesting result of this situation is that we can indeed characterize
some parts of the Slovakian-Hungarian border as “integrated borderlands” but not in the way
that Martinez has defined it. Martinez’ “borderland theory” assumes that nation and
nationality tend to overlap, but this is not the case concerning the Slovakian-Hungarian border
region, where a significant minority of Hungarians live in the southern part of Slovakia.
Rather, the group of “transnational borderlanders” mainly consists of these minorities,
therefore the “transnational” attribute has a special interpretation in this region. Hardi argues:
‘The members of this group are not made “transnational” by commuting to the other side of
the border and adopting the language and culture of the other nation, but by the fact that they
feel that they belong there (too), while the language and culture of the nation state they live in
is something that they have adopted (whether at school, in families of mixed ethnicity or in
the residential environment).’144
To sum up, I would argue that a clear boundary persists between Hungarians and
Slovakians. Although Slovakians in the border region may have better knowledge of the
Hungarian language and the Hungarians than the other way around, the above-mentioned
mental map survey of Hardi is indicative of the clear distinction that is made by both
Hungarians and Slovakians regarding each other. Rather than seeing the Hungarians in
southern Slovakia as an inherent part of the Slovakian state, they are considered to be (and
they also consider themselves to be) a distinct group and the area they live in gets the distinct
name of Madarsko to go along with it.145
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The fact that there is a distinctive Hungarian minority within the borders of Slovakia,
has an important positive as well as an important negative effect on cross-border cooperation
in the region. Because Hungarians live on both sides of the border, the border community
generally shares economic and socio-cultural roots and perspectives and it is this fact that
makes co-operating easier.146 What also helps is that the Hungarian government, keen on
improving the lives of Hungarian minorities across the border (which lives it interferes with in
the process) is willing to start up cross-border projects.147 At the same time, this Hungarian
enthusiasm has caused distrust among Slovakians who, at times, have interpreted it as a
means to extend Hungarian extraterritorial sovereignty claims. As such, a feeling
predominates in Slovakia that transferring funds and political power to the regions for crossborder cooperation would “threaten” the integrity of the state.148 As such, Soós argues: ‘The
negative [Slovakian] attitude makes it more difficult to cooperate across the borders in areas
with a large number of Hungarian minority populations.149 Similarly, Neuman-Stanivukovic
argues: ‘On the one hand, the negative perception of minorities in Slovakia hampered
regionalization, which was portrayed as an attack on the stability of state structures and led to
disintegration along ethnic lines. On the other hand, the discriminatory treatment of minorities
resulted in the expression of ethnic regionalism and autonomy aspirations, especially at the
border regions with a large Hungarian minority.’150 Thus, cross-border cooperation in the
Slovakian-Hungarian border region seems to suffer more (rather than benefit from) the fact
that there is a large Hungarian minority living there.
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Chapter 3: How can EU Cohesion Policy funds, such as PHARE and INTERREG,
influence the socio-economic situation in a region?
The Cohesion Policy accounts for over one-third of the EU’s expenditures and this share has
increased over the years.151 The main goals of the Cohesion Policy are to promote the “overall
harmonious development” of the EU, to reduce disparities between the levels of development
of the various regions, and to strengthen its economic, social and territorial cohesion and
integration.152 To be clear, although “socio-economic cohesion” and “socio-economic
integration” are two closely related variables, they cannot simply be regarded as one and the
same. While the level of cohesion in a cross-border region can be rather high (something we
can access by comparing the GDP in purchasing power standards over time), both
interregional trade and the flow of commuters and investments (i.e. socio-economic
integration) could stay behind.153 By looking at Paasi’s distinction between borders and
boundaries we could clarify this point: although we might see a convergence concerning
standard of living, employment rates, and education (i.e. socio-economic cohesion), we might
at the same time encounter no, or hardly any, cross-border cooperation and communication
(i.e. socio-economic integration). The disappearance of borders does not necessarily mean the
disappearance of boundaries. Rather, increasing cohesion might in fact inhibit integration. To
give an example: more people will tend to cross the border when there is lack of work in their
own country, while there is more work in their neighboring country. This will especially be
the case when wages are higher in the neighboring country (or if conversion rates are
favorable). As such, the aims of the Cohesion Policy can come into conflict with one
another.154
Beside this distinction, I shortly want to address a methodological problem regarding
the possible effects of Cohesion Funds on the socio-economic cohesion and integration in a
region. What can be argued is that if we see increased cohesion and integration in the Košice
region, the Cohesion Policy could be considered successful and the funds well-spent.
However, the main problem with this argument is that it is basically impossible to distinguish
in how much either has been triggered by the EU Cohesion Funds. After all, there are other
factors that have an impact as well (such as national investments, macro-economic
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developments, etc.), and moreover, we do not know whether increased cohesion and
integration would have been the same without the Cohesion Funds (comparisons can be made
with regions that have not received the funds, but these will never be entirely identical as
factors such as history and space have a significant impact on socio-economic development as
well). Also, higher investments do not automatically mean better results, rather, structural
funds can in fact have a negative impact.155
Although we cannot establish how much socio-economic cohesion and integration
development has been triggered by EU Cohesion Funds, we can, nonetheless, look at several
factors (which have been posed in a range of econometric studies) that tend to increase, or
decrease, the chances of these funds to contribute to any development. In the next section of
this chapter, I want to discuss the most important econometric studies and their posed factors,
as they can give us a general view of the impact of Cohesion Funds on the region of Košice. I
will do this by discussing socio-economic integration and socio-economic cohesion
separately. As will become apparent, although these econometric studies, and their posed
factors, are useful, they are useful only in a limitary way.
Socio-economic cohesion
The influence of Structural Funds, such as those of INTERREG and PHARE-CBC, on socioeconomic cohesion is up for discussion in the field of econometrics. Generally, researchers
disagree about two things: first, whether, and if so how much, these funds contribute to socioeconomic cohesion. And second, what factors determine whether these funds are successful or
not. I will shortly discuss both.
Overall, most researchers agree that Cohesion Funds are best spend on so-called
“Objective 1” regions, these are regions that are the “least developed” within the EU and as
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such have a per capita GDP level that is below 75 percent of the EU average.156 In his
research, Mohl notes that ‘a one percent increase of Objective 1 payments, i.e. those funds
used for the poorest regions, leads to a small but positive impact on the regional GDP per
capita by approximately 0,05 percent.’ However, this growth impact, according to Mohl, does
not occur immediately, but rather after a time lag of more than three years.157 Rather, Becker
et al. find that ‘on average, Objective 1 status raises real GDP per capita growth by roughly
1.6 percent within the same programming period.’158 At the same time, Busillo et al. found
that the per capita GDP of Objective 1 regions grew 0.8 percentage points more than in other
regions on yearly average in the period 1995-2006, as such they argue that: ‘The results
support the effectiveness of the policy. However, the causal effects are modest, lower than the
estimates presented in the recent paper of Becker et al.’159
Seeing that both Košický kraj and Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén are Objective 1 regions, we
could argue that they, regarding GDP per capita growth, both should have benefited
significantly from the Cohesion Funds. However, when the Eastern European countries
became eligible for EU funding, all of their NUTS 3 regions were included in the Objective 1
category, Prague and Bratislava being the only exceptions.160 So despite the abovementioned
homogeneity in the conditions for eligibility (namely, a per capita GDP level that is below 75
percent), the Objective 1 regions that are referred to in the above-mentioned researches differ
greatly and as such are characterized by very different systems of territorial assets of
economic, cultural, social and environmental nature. Together these assets have been
comprehensively included into the concept of “territorial capital” by Roberto Camagni
(Professor of Regional and Urban Economics, University of Catania, Italy) in 2008.161
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Building on this concept, Fratesi and Perucca, stressing the importance of place, note that: ‘In
order to succeed, regions and territories have to exploit the potential of this complex set of
locally-based factors. [..] Regional policy is not so much effective per se but its impact
depends on the type and amount of territorial capital possessed by the regions. Regions more
endowed with territorial capital appear to be more able to take advantage from the policy
support of structural funds.’162
Moreover, structural funds have a greater impact when they complement with the
regional endowment of territorial capital. For instance, Fratesi and Perucca have found that
workforce flexibility, entrepreneurship and innovation policies are only effective when the
region is endowed with human capital. In a same way (to give another example), tourism
policies are more effective when regions have the possibility to host the increased flows of
people in their structures.163 In their conclusion Fratesi and Perucca argue that, in Eastern
European countries, urban areas have the most territorial capital (due to the historical
concentric development of their economies), and as such, can take the most advantage of the
structural funds. Meanwhile, intermediate regions, having the possibility of exploiting an
increased degree of agglomeration without incurring in congestion costs, are those that take
the most advantage of structural fund policies regarding energy and environmental
infrastructure. Rural areas, however, do not take advantage of these hard investments, ‘which
questions the whole role of structural funds since these regions tend to be the poorest and less
developed ones. [..] If structural funds are more effective when there is territorial capital, it
means that investing policy funds in regions already more developed pays more than
investing them in weaker regions.’164
Their conclusion seems to be confirmed by the research of Cappelen et al. who argue
that ‘the economic effects of regional support are much stronger in more developed
environments. This suggests that the impact of such support is crucially dependent on the
receptiveness of the receiving environment. Hence, it seems that support is least efficient
where it is most needed.’165 Generally, Cappelen et al. do in fact see an economic
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convergence taking place between countries within the EU, but not between regions.166
Rather, their research suggests that growth in poorer regions is greatly hampered by an
unfavorable industrial structure (as these are dominated by agriculture) and lack of R&D
capabilities. ‘Thus, an important policy conclusion of the present exercise is that to get the
most out of the support, this needs to be accompanied by policies that improve the
competence of the receiving environments, for instance by facilitating structural change and
increasing R&D capabilities in poorer regions. Such policies must necessarily be of a longterm nature.’167 In a same way, Camagni argues: ‘The persistence of regional disparities
justifies the relevance of regional policies; regions compete on the basis of absolute
advantages, and therefore need solid policy tools to enhance their competitiveness.’168 This
also highlights the importance of decentralization (i.e. the subsidiarity principle, and as such
of having an active civil society), something that is confirmed by Bähr and Mohl who find a
significantly positive effect of structural funds on economic growth in more decentralized
countries.169
Also, effective regional policy is more easily achieved when cooperating regions (such
as those between Hungary and Slovakia) have the same objectives. This can be an issue when
there are significant socio-economic differences between regions, as these will cause the
regions to have different objectives in order to battle their problems. Especially when
differences in income, levels and quality of infrastructure and access to subsidies are
significant, it will be harder to define a coherent (and thus successful) strategy.170
Territorial capital and the potential success of Cohesion Funds also go hand in hand
when it considers employment. Mohl notes a positive impact in regions with a low share of
low-skilled population, and a negative impact in the case of a high share of low-skilled
population: 'broadly summarizing, we find that a one per cent increase of total structural funds
payments leads to a positive (negative) impact on the regional employment by approximately
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0,05 percent in regions with a high (low) share of skilled population.'171 Thus, Mohl
concludes that the high-skilled population in particular benefits from the funds.172 Fratesi and
Perucca come to the same conclusion.173 Becker et al., however, cannot find any significant
employment effects.174 Becker: 'There may be various reasons for a positive GDP growth
effect and the absence of an employment growth effect. One reason could be that Objective 1
transfers mainly stimulate the volume and change the structure of investment. Another reason
could be that job creation takes longer than the duration of a programming period of five to
seven years.'175
Socio-economic integration
As we can conclude from the above-mentioned, effects of Cohesion Funds on socio-economic
cohesion are very much dependent on the territorial capital of the receiving region. How
about the – supposed – effect of these funds on socio-economic integration? Generally, the
idea is that, when funds result in economic cohesion (i.e. regions become socio-economically
more alike), this will lead to a situation in which the integration of markets is fostered.176
However, as already has been noted, increased cohesion does not necessarily result in
increased integration and can, in fact, have a negative effect. Thus, socio-economic cohesion
cannot entirely explain increased socio-economic integration.177 In his econometric study,
Bergs has looked at other potential factors and in this way found evidence that the “extent of
cooperation tradition” (i.e. a history with cross-border cooperation) has a significant impact
on reducing disparities (i.e. increasing cohesion) and fostering cross-border trade (i.e.
171
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economic integration).178 Bergs: ‘As such, history has a significant influence on both,
reduction of disparities as well as cross-border trade, but it has a strong influence only on
cross-border trade.'179 Concerning new EU members (such as Hungary and Slovakia), where
there is not so much of an extended cooperation tradition, Bergs notes that: ‘INTERREG
cooperation [..] has been often still faced by frictions in understanding the common
development needs. In those cross-border regions the importance of unilaterally upgrading
basic infrastructure has been more important than experimenting with collaborative pilot
projects. There is also still a lack of administrative capacities ensuring genuine cross-border
cooperation; cross-cultural understanding is often disturbed.’180
What the above-mentioned discussions and results show, is that there are certain limits to the
usefulness of econometric studies. Cohesion Funds can have a positive effect on both socioeconomic cohesion and integration, but whether they do (and if so: in how much), greatly
depends on the structural and contextual situation.181 This supports Peter Philip’s earlier
mentioned claim that econometrics is only limitary useful.182 The limitations of econometrics
show two things. First: history matters, which supports the socio-economic historical
approach of this thesis. Second, to find out how much Cohesion Funds impact socioeconomic cohesion and/or integration is very hard to establish and cannot be done through an
econometric method. As such, any conclusion should be a nuanced and tentative one.
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Chapter 4: How did the Košice region develop socially and economically in the period
1995-2010?
So far, this thesis has looked at the socio-historical context of the Slovakian-Hungarian border
region, the development of the respective civil societies, and at the possible factors and effects
of the Cohesion Funds on socio-economic development. All are important in order to
determine how influential INTERREG and PHARE-CBC have been for the Košice region. To
be clear: with the “Košice region” I am referring to the Slovakian NUTS 3 region Košický
kraj183 (SK042), which is a part of the NUTS 2 region Vychodne Slovensko (SK04), and the
Hungarian NUTS 3 region Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén184 (HU311), which is a part of the NUTS
2 region Észak-Magyarország (HU31).185
In order to come to any conclusion that looks at possible (causal) effects, it is now
important to get an idea of how these regions developed socially and economically in the
period of PHARE-CBC (1999-2004) and INTERREG III (2004-2006).186 To account for time
lag, this chapter takes the years 1995-2010 as its periodization (however, in some cases
statistics for this period are not available, as such I am occasionally forced to deviate from
this periodization).
The Košice region (NUTS 2: Vychodne Slovensko and Észak-Magyarország)
The Hungarian-Slovak border is one of the longest internal land-locked border of the
European Union with a total length of 679 kilometer, and as such, the border region is
extremely heterogeneous considering its economic and social situation.187 Generally, both
eastern Hungary and eastern Slovakia are the least-developed regions with the highest
unemployment and poverty rates.188 In 2000, the Slovakian NUTS 2 region of Vychodne
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Slovensko had the lowest GDP per inhabitant of whole Slovakia with 38 percent of the EU
average (whereas the national Slovakian average was 50 percent). Similarly, in the same year,
the Hungarian NUTS 2 region of Észak-Magyarország had the lowest GDP average of all of
Hungary with 34 percent.189
Together with all the other Slovakian-Hungarian border regions (except for
Bratislava), both Vychodne Slovensko and Észak-Magyarország received Objective 1 funds
from INTERREG III. As a whole, over 25 million euros from INTERREG would be invested
in the Slovakian-Hungarian border region until 2006. Prior to that (and partially overlapping)
the region also received funds from PHARE, totaling to an amount of 13 million euros in the
period of 1999-2004.190
Implementation of these funds, however, has not been without its struggles and rather
reflects the socio-historical context. Following the subsidiarity principle, the European
Commission demands from the Member States that they leave the development of crossborder projects to the regions. In general, this has resulted in the establishment of a range of
Euroregions (which is a transnational co-operation structure between two, or more,
contiguous territories located in different European countries). Euroregions aim at spatially
unlimited development that naturally interconnects the regions that lie within it, in order to
minimize the influence of the border and its barrier effects. 191 The Košice-Miskolc Euroregion
was established on 1 December 2000, together with multiple other Euroregions on the
Slovakian-Hungarian border.192 Surveys carried out among the representatives of local
governments in the respective settlements (i.e. among mayors of urban and rural settlements
in the Slovakian border regions) suggested a high level of readiness and willingness to realize
cross-border cooperation, as well as confidence that such cooperation could be useful.193
However, revealing of the socialist centralistic tendencies, Slovakia lacked a legal
basis for cross-border cooperation on a regional level and as such regional representatives
could not act on behalf of their respective regions, nor make any decisions, as this would
conflict with the constitution of the Slovakian state.194 According to Marian Halas
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(Department of Human Geography and Demogeography, Comenius University, Bratislava)
‘efforts to maintain centralized power and not to disturb the still remaining strong position of
the State brought about the suppression of all processes that resulted spontaneously from local
or regional initiatives, including cross-border cooperation.’195 At the same time,
decentralization reforms were also impeded due to fear of potential threat to the territorial
integrity of the Slovakian state in areas with large Hungarian minorities (as has been argued
in chapter two).196 The persisting Slovakian unwillingness to decentralize resulted in an
“institutional-legal delay” of around five years in comparison to its neighboring countries
(and it was even more behind in comparison to Hungary, which already had passed a national
act in 1992 that allowed for the establishment of regional cross-border cooperation).197 From
the beginning of the 21st century, this situation has predominantly been resolved, although
Halas does note that centralization seems to have been replaced by another centralization, but
at a lower hierarchical level.198 Moreover, decentralization has been done in a rather “tactical”
way as regions with Hungarian majorities have been deliberately cut into pieces. Itsván Mezei
(Research Fellow, Center for Regional Studies, Miskolc, Hungary) notes that these
Hungarians are, as such, forced to live in counties with a Slovakian majority and in this way
‘will not be able to give proper utterance to their electoral will. They will represent a weak
political power in county bodies of representatives elected in this way, as a consequence of
which it will always be the interests of the Slovakian majority living far to the north of the
border that will be privileged, which will also mean that cross-border relations will lose their
importance.’199
Closely connected with the relatively late decentralization were the problems
concerning funding. In Slovakia, all Euroregions received a one-shot financial injection from
the central government to get started; how they spend this they did not have to account for.
Combined with the lack of competencies at the regional level (due to lack of cross-border
cooperation experience) and the overall unclear and chaotic rules, this generated a system
openly encouraging corruption and in fact resulted in a scandal regarding the misuse of
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financial means from the PHARE funds.200 Moreover, the fact that INTERREG and PHARE
(although they have their own priority spheres of activities) overlap in many aspects, has led
to much confusion, and combined with the lack of expertise, there has been limited ability to
absorb the funds and set up projects.201 Since 2002, it is possible for the Slovakian
Euroregions to apply for, and to receive, financial means from the Ministry of Construction
and Regional Development only for the realization of concrete projects. In the whole
Slovakian-Hungarian border region, 16 projects got financial support in 2002 (totaling 17,6
million Slovakian crowns), whereas 28 projects were funded in 2003 (totaling 6,4 million
Slovakian crowns). Although more projects thus received funds in 2003, the total number of
funds was noticeably reduced in 2003 because of ineffective management with financial
means in 2002, and because subsidies would only be provided in the case of co-financing a
project.202
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Although Hungary has been more enthusiastic about regional cooperation, it should be
noted that the central state still plays a dominant role there as well.204 According to Pálné
Kovács et al., this can be attributed to Hungary’s “institutional legacies of the past” as
‘centralization has been the main structural feature of the Hungarian state throughout the 1000
years of its history’ (which, again, underlines the importance of the socio-historical context in
implementing the PHARE and INTERREG programs).205 As such, Pálné Kovács et al. argue
that: ‘The central state remains the key actors in the policy process. This is mostly evident in
the allocation of financial resources, whereby the share of all the decentralized levels of
government amounts to only 8-10 percent of development funds. This – predominant – role of
central state actors [..] accompanied by the weakness of the local institutional infrastructure in
general, has resulted in an ever increasing role of political parties in the policy process with
the possibility for raising party-dominated clientelism as the main characteristic of regional
policy-making process, given the attractiveness of the distribution of EU funds. Thus,
ironically, the EU Commission’s push towards regionalization, as a means for enhancing
democratization and participation at the regional level of government, seems to have led to
the strengthening of the “gatekeeper” role of the central state and eventually to the
recentralization of the policy process.’206 As in both Slovakia and Hungary the central state
remains the key actor in the policy process, there is only a limited role for both municipal and
regional associations, as well as NGOs and CSOs. Moreover, concerning the latter two it is
noted that, beside the fact that their role is limited, they in general are too weak to steer the
process at the grass-roots in any case.207
What we can conclude is that, although PHARE-CBC and INTERREG III have laid
the foundation for regionalization and regional cooperation, the impact of this has been
limited. This can also be evidenced by the fact that true cross-border cooperation in the
Slovakian-Hungarian border region has been more the exception than the rule.208 The fact that
there is a large Hungarian minority in southern Slovakia does not seem to stimulate this and

204

Györgyi Barta et al., Hungarian Spaces and Places, 61.
Pálné Kovács, Paraskevopoulos, and Horváth, "Institutional 'legacies' and the Shaping of Regional
Governance in Hungary": 431.
206
Pálné Kovács, Paraskevopoulos, and Horváth, "Institutional 'legacies' and the Shaping of Regional
Governance in Hungary": 432-442.
207
Pálné Kovács, Paraskevopoulos, and Horváth, "Institutional 'legacies' and the Shaping of Regional
Governance in Hungary": 436-438. And: Turnock, “Cross-border cooperation”: 37.
208
European Commission, Phare cross-border cooperation programmes 1992-2003: Phare Ex Post Evaluation.
Phase 3, Thematic Evaluations – Cross-border cooperation, (2007), 20.
205

46

Slovakian-Hungarian cooperation seems to be very rare.209 The Košice-Miskolc Euroregion is
no exception in this. Mezei argues that joint projects have been impeded by the changes of
political life: ‘The mayor of Košice has become the president of the republic, and the efforts
made to establish the medium level of municipality are still distracting important powers from
cooperation. Besides, there were local government elections in Hungary in 2002, when the
former mayor, who had been encouraging the first steps taken to realize Euroregional
activities, was replaced by a new mayor in Miskolc.’ As such, the most significant crossborder cooperation project that has been worked on, has been the construction of a motorway,
connecting the two towns.210
Cohesion Funds in general have been spent on infrastructure, and in most cases, these
investments have been country-specific and as such were no true cross-border projects (this is
in line with Bergs argument who, in regard to Eastern European countries, noted that ‘in those
cross-border regions the importance of unilaterally upgrading basic infrastructure has been
more important than experimenting with collaborative pilot projects’).211 According to the
PHARE Ex Post Evaluation (2007) this is caused by a number of factors such as: fiscal
constraints of the candidate countries ‘which tended to view CBC as simply another source of
funding’ (this especially seems to have been the case in Hungary, which already faced
macroeconomic problems before the financial crisis of 2008. To deal with a significant budget
deficit, the Hungarian government had to cut costs. Despite the Structural Funds, public
investments in this way did not rise, as has been the case in other Eastern European countries,
but rather declined212), ‘the slow pace of decentralization’, and ‘the lack of adequate local
structures and actors to participate effectively in the programming and implementation
process’ (i.e. an active civil society).213
Moreover, Ward et al. found that, limited experience of the authorities concerning
regional development resulted in favoring investing in more developed regions ‘where there
was less risk of budgets not being spent.’214 Not only were there more Cohesion Funds spent
on the more developed regions, but these also attracted more foreign direct investments (FDI).
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In Slovakia, sixty percent of foreign direct investments have gone to the metropolitan zone, as
opposed to 64 percent in Hungary.215 This underlines the importance of space and territorial
capital in the potential for economic growth.
Taking the above-mentioned into consideration, I want to discuss the socio-economic
development in the Košice region between 1995 and 2010.

GEO/TIME

2000

2010

2000-2010 percent
point difference

Hungary

52%

64%

+12

Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén 34%

39%

+5

Slovakia

50%

74%

+24

Kosický kraj

45%

59%

+14

216

Looking at the GDP per inhabitant in percentage of the EU average we can see an improving
economic situation in both regions. However, Kosický kraj, which already had a higher GDP
in 2000, has had a much more significant economic growth than Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén and
because of this, disparities between the two have increased. Beside growing disparities
between these two regions, the disparities between them and their respective national
averages have increased as well. In Hungary, Budapest and three other counties produce half
of the GDP of the country. Similarly, in Slovakia the proportion of what the west produces
seems to be growing. On the other hand, the development level of the eastern part is below
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average on both sides, and while Košice stands out as an island in Slovakia, Miskolc fails to
have the same function in Hungary.217 This trend (decreasing disparities on a national level,
increasing disparities between regions) can be seen in all Eastern Europe, but especially in
both Hungary and Slovakia. According to Ward et al., in Hungary and Slovakia the economic
growth of capital city regions is “much higher” than in others, and as a result of this, internal
disparities and regional inequality in Hungary and Slovakia is much higher than in any other
country within the EU.218 Similar trends and disparities can be seen in the field of
unemployment, educational attainment levels, as well as life expectancy.

Percentage of the population aged 20-64 that is unemployed219
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Percentage of the population aged 20-64 that is employed.220

Percentage of the population aged 25-64 that has attained tertiary education (levels 5-8)221

Unemployment in Vychodne Slovensko rose between 2000 and 2004 from 18,7 to 24,2
percent and has shown a steep decline since Slovakia’s accession to the European Union.
However, starting in 2008 (the beginning of the financial crisis), unemployment rates rose and
employment rates declined and as such, both were basically back at their 2000 levels by 2010.
Nonetheless, employment rates are still much higher on the Slovakian, than on the Hungarian
side of the border.
Developments in employment have also influenced the development of socioeconomic integration in this region. The authors of Cooperation programmes under the
220
221
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European territorial cooperation goal: Interreg V-A: Slovakia-Hungary (2014) note that on
the Slovakian side there is a more developed industrial area, which – potentially – could
provide jobs to the region (and as such to Hungarians on the other side of the border as well),
however: ‘the high unemployment rate on the Slovak side does not allow for receiving a
larger number of Hungarian job seekers.’222 At the same time, the number of Slovakian
commuters to Hungary has been steadily decreasing. In the middle of the 2000s,
approximately 30,000 Slovakian commuters travelled to work to the facilities along the
border in Hungary (it should, however, be noted that this has especially been the case in
western Slovakia and Hungary). To date, this figure has decreased to a fraction of that, and
commuting only remains typical in those areas where it is difficult to find a job on the
Slovakian side due to the peripheral location. This decrease has been caused by two main
factors, first: in the last ten years, wages have, in comparison, become lower in Hungary than
in Slovakia (although the difference is very small), this makes it less lucrative for Slovakians
to work in Hungary (prior to 2005, Hungary had a higher GDP than Slovakia but it has been
overtaken since).223 Second, the introduction of the euro in Slovakia, and the weakening of
the Hungarian Forint, made conversion less favorable for employees than it had been during
the period of an autonomous Slovakian currency (the Slovak crown).224 The introduction of
the euro also resulted in less Hungarians going to Slovakia to shop there, as this has become
relatively more expensive. Mirroring this development, the number of Slovakians going to
Hungary to shop and use services has increased as it has become economically beneficial for
them.225 In general, Hardi found that both Hungarians in Slovakia and Slovakians, visit
Hungary more than that Hungarians visit Slovakia. Through his survey, he found that 97
percent of the ethnic Hungarians in Slovakia has been to the other side of the border, while
the figure for the inhabitants of Slovak ethnicity was 94 percent. Rather, ‘only 79,9 percent of
Hungarian respondents living on the Hungarian side has been to Slovakia’.226
The Scientific Report on the Mobiliy of Cross-Border Workers within the
EU27/EEA/EFTA Countries (2009) by Gernot Nerb, et al. (ifo Institute, Center for Economic
222
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Studies, Munich) is especially interesting in order to get an idea of the socio-economic
integration in the Slovakian-Hungarian border region. In general, they note that cross-border
mobility is very low between the new member states of Eastern Europe, which ‘can be
ascribed on the one hand to the structural weakness of border regions of formerly centralized,
post-socialist countries, [and] on the other hand to significantly lower wage differences
between those countries.’227 At the same time, regarding Hungary and Slovakia, they note
that, as taxes in Hungary are higher than in Slovakia, there is a tendency among Hungarians
living in the border regions to set up private businesses in Slovakia. On the one hand, this
increases integration, but at the same time this does not motivate citizens from Slovakia to
commute to the other side of the border.228
From the research of Nerb et al., we can get an indication of the level of commuting in
the Slovakian-Hungarian border area.229 Also, their "obstacle index" provides us with a good
idea of how much people in the border area experience too much of a boundary.230 According
to their research, the level of commuting from Hungary to Slovakia was 0,03 percent
(whereas the EU-27 average was 1,77 percent, and the mean square deviation was 2,55
percent), while the obstacle index (a lower score is better) was 2,17 (whereas the EU-27 mean
square deviation was 0,63). Regarding commuting from Slovakia to Hungary, the level was
0,60 percent (thus showing that relatively more people from Slovakia commute to Hungary
than the other way around), and the obstacle index was also lower with 2,00 (notably,
language, which is generally the biggest obstacle for cross-border commuting, is hardly an
obstacle for Slovakians. Only UK->Ireland, Germany->Austria and Poland->Slovakia score
better in this regard).231 Results from the Eurobarometer survey of 2015 are in line with the
research of Nerb et al. In the Slovakian-Hungarian border region, only 28 percent of the
respondents see the border as an opportunity, which is one of the lowest levels within the
EU.232
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Conclusion
To a certain extent, socio-economic cohesion has increased in the Košice region. That is: on
both sides of the border, the GDP has come closer to the EU average. Notably, this had a
negative effect on socio-economic integration and it is expected that this trend continues.233
At the same time, on a local and regional level, disparities have become significantly greater
and as such, the backwardness of counties such as Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén and the immediate
hinterlands of Košice, has increased significantly during the last ten years compared to the
more-developed regions, regardless of the European subventions that arrived into the
region.234 Partially due to the lack of decentralization and a lack of experience at the regional
level, Cohesion Funds have predominantly been spent on unilaterally upgrading infrastructure
and on the already more-developed city of Košice.235 At the same time, comparatively little
attention has been given to cross-border cultural projects, while these have the potential to
increase cross-cultural understanding and battle prejudice, and as such can contribute to a
more tolerant mentality.236
The above-mentioned points towards an institutional legacy (predominantly in
Hungary), a socialist legacy (which impedes decentralization and grass-roots participation),
the persistence of boundaries (i.e. between Hungarians and Slovakians, which also has
impeded decentralization) and the importance of space and territorial capital as argued by
Cappelen, Camagni, Fratesi and Perucca (as more-developed regions attract more funds and
can profit more from them). Arguing that Cohesion Funds spent on Objective 1 regions will
result in increased cohesion and integration would be wrong as the variations within these
Objective 1 regions are too great and because their implementation, as well as their supposed
effect, are affected by a highly complex socio-economic historical context, where the abovementioned factors are all interconnected. This shows the ambiguity that is involved in taking a
western European concept, such as INTERREG, to other parts of Europe.
Battling the internal socio-economic disparities will require both Hungary and
Slovakia to transfer more political and economic power to the regions, to strengthen regional
administrations and to enhance civil society participation.237 What is necessary is the
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implementation of region-specific programs and projects that can actively exploit the
advantages that these regions have. Rather than predominantly investing in the economic
potential of Košice, this region should look for factors that can improve the socio-economic
situation of the region as a whole. Considering the number of Hungarians on both sides of the
border and the historical connections, it should, in theory be relatively easy to set up
cooperation projects that are truly cross-border in nature, and on the local level people already
seem willing to do so. This is, however, not without risk for the Slovakian government.
Granting the regions more funds and political power might result in secessionist tendencies
(although, refusing to give the regions funds and power could have the same result), which is
why great attention should be given to the reducing of boundaries between Slovakians and
Hungarians.238 Rather than pointing out the differences, attention should be given to what
binds the two - historically connected - people. Following Paasi, I would argue that the
education system plays an important role in this. This will not be an easy process seeing the
nationalist tendencies in recent years, something that seems characteristic of post-communist
countries. However, I would argue that only regionalism can ensure a more balanced socioeconomic development, and help heal the scars of history.

the current spatial structure of geographic concentration may be overhauled. See: Barta et al., Hungarian Spaces
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Appendix 1: Civil Society Participation in Hungary and Slovakia
Sustainability Index
Rather than looking at the number of NGOs, SCOs or membership numbers, the
Sustainability Index evaluates seven characteristics that are recognized as “crucial factors” for
determining the sustainability of civil society organizations.239 These include: financial
sustainability, organizational capacity, public image, advocacy, infrastructure, legal
environment, and provision of services.240 Based on these factors, the Sustainability Index
measures the overall viability of civil society sectors. For this purpose, the index is not
intended to gauge the sustainability of individual CSOs, but to “fairly” evaluate the overall
level of development of the CSO sector as a whole. The Index uses a seven-point scale (to
facilitate comparability), with 1 representing the highest- and 7 the lowest level of
sustainability (i.e. a lower score is better). Overall, a score between 1 and 3 is considered to
indicate “enhanced sustainability” of civil society, whereas a score between 3.1 and 5 shows
that the sustainability is “evolving” and a score between 5.1 and 7 indicates that it is
“impeded”.241 The advantage of the SI is that it enables analyses of changes over time.
However, it is also limited in two ways. First, it only focuses on formalized NGOs and SCOs.
Second, sustainability is not the same as actual civil society participation, but only gives us a
sense of the general climate that NGOs and CSOs are working in.
With the SI, we can see the following trends in Hungary and Slovakia between 1997
and 2010:
Table 1: USAID CSO Sustainability Index242

1997

2000

2002

2004

2006

2008

2010

1997-2010

Hungary

2.3

2.3

2.6

2.6

2.6

2.7

2.8

+0.5

Slovakia

2.8

1.9

2.1

2.5

2.5

2.6

2.7

-0.1
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It should thus be noted that the SI researches civil society participation in an indirect way, as it looks at the
“climate” of which the civil society is a part. In this way, the SI assumes that certain contextual markers support,
or either hinder, civil society participation.
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for Europe and Eurasia, 2014), 217.

64

Estonia243

2.4

2.4

2.2

2.1

2.1

2.0

2.0

-0.4

Northern Tier

2.9

2.4

2.4

2.7

2.7

2.7

2.7

-0.2

average

244

245

246

Although these scores indicate that there is in both Hungary and Slovakia an
“enhanced sustainability” between 1997 and 2010, the overall trend is negative (and that
while we might expect that the situation would change for the better, especially since their
accession into the EU). Whereas Hungary was above-average in 1997 (as compared to the
entire northern tier), it is slightly below-average in 2010. In Slovakia, the sustainability
improved in the early 2000s, but in 2010 it was basically on the same level again as in 1997.
In its 2014 conclusion, USAID notes that: ‘significant backsliding in Hungary over the past
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In recent years, Estonia has the best Sustainability Score and is for this reason added in this table as a point of
reference.
244
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Sustainability, 264.
245
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246
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few years after more than a decade of EU membership shows that CSO sustainability does not
always move in a linear direction.’247
The main problem that CSOs face in both countries is the financial viability. USAID,
which provides funds to CSOs and NGOs in developing countries across the world, ended
their projects in Hungary in 1999 and in Slovakia in 2000.248 Ever since, the financial
viability in Hungary dropped from 2.0 in 1998 to 3.6 in 2010.249 To battle this issue, the
Hungarian government established the National Civil Fund (NCF) in 2003, which aim was to
‘support the operational costs of civil society organizations’.250 However, the government
suspended the fund in 2010, thus around 10,000 NGOs lost financial support from the state.251
In addition, ‘some NGOs reported that the EU Structural Fund agencies have become
unreasonably strict in checking compliance of reports, and in some cases demand a full refund
when a minor mistake makes it into a report.’252
The economic crisis of 2008 made the financial situation of NGOs and CSOs in both
Slovakia and Hungary more problematic.253 Both countries have a NGO and CSO tax
provision system (Hungary since 1996 and Slovakia since 2001), in this system the taxpayer
can assign one percent of their Personal Income Tax to a CSO/NGO of their choosing. In
Slovakia, an amendment broadened the applicability of the provision also to the Corporate
Income Tax, which came into effect in 2004.254 However, due to the economic crisis, tax
revenues declined, thus indirectly resulting in less revenues for NGOs and CSOs.255
Overall, the USAID 2014 Report is more critical of the CSO/NGO situation in
Hungary, especially because the new government (under the leadership of the nationalist and
Eurosceptic Viktor Orbán), which came to office in 2010,256 appears ‘to be less enamored
with NGOs performance in service delivery. Budget cuts and interest in transferring service
provision to religious institutions have meant a shakeup in the sector. Major NGOs have been
247
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notified that support will be cut in 2011, leaving many to depend on either [..] emergency
funds [..] or to discontinue their service provision altogether.’257
Although the SI does not directly research how “strong” or “weak” a civil society is, it
does give us an indication whether the climate - which can foster or impede civil society
development - has improved or not. Significantly, in a period of over ten years’ time, not
much has changed in either Hungary or Slovakia. With that, it is time to confront the matter in
a more direct way.
John Hopkins Global Civil Society Index (JHGCSI)
The 2004 John Hopkins Global Civil Society Index (JHGCSI) consists of thirty-four countries
and is a complex multi-dimensional indicator which is based on three aggregate indicators of
civil society strength: capacity, sustainability, and impact. The index draws on four main data
sources: official economic statistics, data assembled by umbrella groups or intermediary
associations, specialized surveys of CSOs and population- or demographic surveys. Although
the Index primarily relies on quantitative data, a few indicators involve the scoring of
qualitative data as well.258 Concerning the indicators Capacity, Sustainability and Impact, the
maximum score is 100, whereas the minimum score is 0 (thus in this index, a higher score is
better). The total score is the average of the three combined indicator scores. Whereas the
JHGCSI makes comparisons between Hungary and Slovakia possible, it should be noted that
we only have results from 2004, which makes a linear analysis impossible.
The JHGCSI shows that the Netherlands is ranking number one with an average score
of 74, followed by Norway (65) and the United States (61). Rather, the top ten consists of
seven western-European countries. In contrast, the bottom ten consists of four Eastern
European countries, with Hungary (24th place) scoring 30 points and Slovakia (31st place)
scoring 24 points.259 Hungary and Slovakia score especially low on Impact with respectively a
score of 20 and 13, which seems to indicate that most power is still in the hands of the
government, and that civil societies play a relatively small role when it concerns decisionmaking.
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USAID, The 2014 CSO Sustainability Index, 5.
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Table 2: The John Hopkins Global Civil Society Index 2004260

Ranking

Country

Capacity

Sustainability Impact

Total

1

Netherlands

79

54

89

74

4

Sweden

58

56

67

60

24

Hungary

38

32

20

30

31

Slovakia

32

28

13

24

34

Pakistan

26

19

12

19

Regarding the Eastern European countries, the researchers, Lester M. Salamon (John Hopkins
University, director of the Center for Civil Society Studies at The Johns Hopkins Institute for
Health and Social Policy Studies), S. Wojciech Sokolowski (Senior research associate at John
Hopkins University) and Regina List (Program Manager and Coordinator for Developing
Countries of the Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project) note that these exhibit a pattern of
CSO development that reflects ‘the powerful influence on these societies and their civil
society sectors of the Soviet-style regimes that came to power in the aftermath of World War
II. Most notable, perhaps, is the extremely small scale of the civil society sector in these
countries - engaging only one-fourth as large a proportion of the economically active
population as the overall 35-country average. Indeed, [..] the civil society sector in these
countries is smaller than in any of the other regions we examined, including the developing
countries of Africa and Latin America.’261

260

Clarke, “Civil Society”: 966. And: John Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, “John Hopkins
Global Civil Society Index”, http://ccss.jhu.edu/publications-findings/?did=360 (accessed 3-3-2017).
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Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, 2003), 48..
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Chart 1: Percentage of economically active population that participates in civil society organizations262

Concerning the Eastern European countries, Salamon, Sokolowski and List conclude:
‘To be sure, the period since the fall of Communism in 1989 has been aptly termed the
“rebirth of civil society,” but this rebirth has not been without its delivery pains and the
offspring, despite some remarkable energy, has hardly attained full maturity. Indeed, one of
the more striking features of the post-Communist nonprofit sector as it appears in the data the
project has assembled is how fully it still reflects the Communist legacy, as evidenced by the
comparatively strong position of culture and recreation and professional organizations and
unions, the two main types of activities that were tolerated and even supported by the
Communist regimes.’263
Global Civil Society Index (GCSI)
The Global Civil Society Index, which was introduced by H. Anheier (President of the Hertie
School of Governance and Professor of Sociology) and S. Stares (Sociology and
262
263

Salamon, Sokolowski and List, Global civil society, 38.
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Methodology, City University of London) in 2002, comprises variables measuring
organizational and individual aspects of civil society, such as participation of individuals,
civility of individuals, organizational infrastructure and membership in international
organizations.264 Not only do Anheier and Stares look at the GCSI for their conclusions, but
also at two other indexes that they have introduced: the Economic Globalization Index (EGI)
and the International Rule of Law Index (IRLI). Anheier and Stares hypothesize that
economic globalization and the international rule of law are ‘causal preconditions for the
emergence of a globalized civil society at the country level. The integration of national civil
society in a global civil society, as expressed in national involvement in international NGOs
and the adoption of cosmopolitan values, would depend on open access to financial markets
and trade, and on the acceptance of international laws, conventions and norms such as human
rights. Together, these factors would provide a shared causal platform from which global civil
society could emerge.’265
Scores for their three indexes can range between 1 (meaning full set membership) and
0 (meaning full non-membership), whereas 0.75 is considered strong membership, 0.5 partial
membership, and 0.25 weak membership.266 Because of this methodology, multiple countries
can have the same score, as indicated in table 4. For example, in the 2006/2007 results (which
comprises thirty countries), the Netherlands shares a second place with two other countries:
Denmark and Iceland.
Table 2: Global Civil Society Index 2006/07267

Ranking (based on

Country

GCSI score)

Global Civil

Economic

International

Society Index

globalization

rule of law

(GCSI)

(EGI)

(IRLI)

1

0.875

1

1

Sweden

2/4

Netherlands 0.875

0.875

1

22/30

Hungary

0.125

0.625

0.875

13/18

Slovakia

0.375

0.625

0.625

264
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(London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2007), 189-190. For more on the GCSI see: Helmut K. Anheier and S. Stares.
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Press, 2002).
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The results of Anheier and Stares generally seem to echo the results of the Sustainability
Index and the JHGCSI. Whereas both Hungary and Slovakia have an “enhanced
sustainability” according to the SI, they also have decent EGI and IRLI scores, with Hungary
even scoring especially well on international rule of law.268 Here as well, Western-European
countries, such as Sweden and the Netherlands, have the highest scores, while both Slovakia
and Hungary score below average. Concerning their hypothesis, Anheier and Stares conclude
that ‘global civil society cannot emerge without at least some level of economic globalization
and some level of adherence to the international rule of law.’269 At the same time, they also
admit that further research is necessary to ‘incorporate other factors that presumably affect the
emergence of global civil society, such as regime type, economic development and
availability of resources.’270 After all, their results do not explain why countries such as
Hungary and Slovakia (although scoring high on EGI and IRLI) score below-average on
GCSI. However, their conclusion does confirm that sustainability does not equal overall
CSO/NGO strength.271
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Although it should be noted that, with the governmental changes since 2010 (as mentioned-above), this
probably will no longer be the case.
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Appendix 2: The church in Hungary and Czechoslovakia during socialism
Hungary
Since the 1600s, a strong connection has existed between the state and the Catholic church in
Hungary.272 In fact, the Catholic bishop of Esztergom held, by tradition, the rank of prince
and was second only to the king in political power.273 Moreover, the Catholic church was the
greatest landholder in Hungary (which generated it an important part of its income), it
controlled more than half of all schools (and had the power to mandate obligatory religious
instruction for all children), and that while around seventy percent of the total Hungarian
population was Catholic in 1949.274 It can thus be argued that the Catholic church had a
dominant position on the eve of the communist era.
This was something that the new regime was more than aware of and - in attempt to
monopolize the loyalty of its citizens - actively battled. What the state wanted was to take
away the (political) power of the church and to loosen the churches’ grip on legitimate social
power, which it did by banning all the religious orders, placing several bishops under house
arrest, transferring the task of appointing bishops to a newly created State Office, and by
implementing land reforms that caused the Catholic church to lose a considerable share of its
lands (and thus of its income).275
Most resistance against all these changes came from the cardinal-primate of the See of
Esztergom, József Mindszenty, who fought the state takeover of the private schools.
However, Mindszenty was arrested in 1948 and his replacement, Joseph Grösz, would be a lot
more accommodating in the hope that, by working with the state, the position of the church
would not be undermined any further. Thus, in 1950, the Catholic church condemned all antistate activity, and called the faithful to “support the five-year plan with all their strength”.
Gautier: ‘In this, and many other ways, the state gradually aligned church elites into
conformity with official state policy and further away from identification with the needs and
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Before that time, Hungary was influenced by Islam, Romanian Orthodoxism, and Reformation and Counter
Reformation movements. Rather, until a Catholic restoration of power in the 1600s, Hungary was a
predominantly Protestant country. Nowadays, Hungary is still a relatively pluralistic country. In 2011, 37,1
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concerns of the people.’276 Patrick Michel (Senior Research Fellow at the Centre National de
la Recherche Scientifique in Paris), on this subject, notes in 1987: ‘The Church hierarchy is
sometimes accused of having replaced the state itself as regards censorship [..]. That explains
why the temporal stances of the Church are rejected. People stand outside them [..]. But the
diplomacy of the Church leaders forces compromise down the throats of the lower clergy as
well, with the result that they too are rejected.’277 In a same way, the church elites of the main
Protestant denominations in Hungary were delegitimized as well: non-conforming church
leaders were dismissed or arrested and the ‘remaining clergy quickly learned that institutional
survival depended on acceptance of state reforms and disengagement from the needs of the
people.’278
The result was that, in Hungary, the Churches, which were subsidized by the state,
were allowed to carry on their activities as normal, to hold services, train their future leaders,
and distribute publications, but only on the condition that the churches policed themselves and
strictly monitored the grassroots.279 What was created was a communist ordered hierarchy of
control, with the state at the top. Religious elites were appointed by the state and were held
accountable for what went on in their respective communities. In exchange, they received a
certain amount of political power, which – however - did not come from their respective
religious communities, but from the state. Consequently, church members came to understand
that their religious leaders were compromised by the state and thus corrupted.280 This
(combined with the fact that the state removed religion from the public domain and
discouraged attendance, e.g. by making it negatively affect career perspective) resulted in a
rapid secularization of Hungary in the 1960s and 1970s.281
However, not everyone in Hungary turned its back on religion: some rejected the
official Church and turned to newly established “base communities”, i.e. underground
churches. These base communities worked beyond the control of the official Church and
flourished in the course of the 1970s. Sabrina P. Ramet (Norwegian University of Science and
Technology, Department of Sociology and Political Science) in 1990 estimated that there
were around five thousand such groups in Hungary, with 70,000-100,000 members in all. The
base communities were highly critical of the official Hungarian Church and their “servile
276

Gautier, “Church Elites and the Restoration of Civil Society”: 310.
Patrick Michel and Alan Braley, Politics and Religion in Eastern Europe: Catholicism in Hungary, Poland
and Czechoslovakia, (Oxford: Polity Press, 1991), 118.
278
Gautier, “Church Elites and the Restoration of Civil Society”: 312.
279
Michel and Braley, Politics and Religion in Eastern Europe, 118.
280
Gautier, “Church Elites and the Restoration of Civil Society”: 315-316.
281
Gautier, “Church Elites and the Restoration of Civil Society”: 312-314.
277

73

attitude toward the state”. In their view, the Hungarian episcopate has adopted a policy of
extreme self-censorship, avoiding any discussion of social problems in Hungary, human
rights violations, or limitations on religious freedom. According to Ramet, ‘these base
communities have attracted young people and intellectuals especially. The young priests who
lead them have been clearly anti-hierarchical and have repudiated the notion of absolute
obedience to the episcopate.’282
Taking this into consideration, I agree with Gautier when she argues that, ‘where
church elites were subsumed into the state hierarchy, such as in Hungary, they were unlikely
to involve themselves and their communities in efforts to restore civil society.’283 However,
whereas the official Church might not have played a part in the restoration of civil society in
Hungary, I would argue that the base communities might in fact have. In how much, however,
is hard to estimate because of two main reasons. First, in the literature there is disagreement
on the number of base communities. The relatively high estimates of Ramet are not shared by
everyone, whereas the official state numbers may be too low.284 Second, not all base
communities were occupied with criticizing the Church hierarchy, or the state for that matter.
Many were ‘nothing more than bible circles and choral societies’ that attracted young people
because of the rock-and-roll “guitar masses”. Only a portion of the base communities was
dissatisfied with the existing affairs within the church, criticized the hierarchy, drifted ‘farther
and farther away from the parish’ and, in this way, may have preserved some civil society
participation in Hungary.285
Czechoslovakia
Since the communist takeover in Czechoslovakia in 1948, the Catholic church (to which
around seventy-five percent of the population belonged at the time) had been subjected to
severe pressures designed to forge a pattern of church-state relations acceptable to the
communist leadership.286 As in Hungary, the communist leadership recognized that the
Catholic church was a political force that was in competition with the Communist party and
thus needed to be kept in check. To do this, a strategy was adopted that consisted of five
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central features: smashing the infrastructure of the church; seizing control of the surviving
institutions of the church; launching a concerted atheization campaign in the schools and
public life; dividing the Catholic Church from the other churches; and dividing the hierarchy
from the lower clergy.287 Part of the second feature (seizing control of the surviving
institutions of the church) was the establishment of the priests’ association Pacem in terris in
1971, which became one of the most important institutional instruments of regime control.
Condemned by both the Vatican and Prague’s Cardinal Tomásck, Pacem in terris propounded
the regime line and kept its members docile and cooperative. As the communist state enjoyed
the prerogative of approving (in effect controlling) all episcopal and hierarchical
appointments, the regime tried to ensure that, as sees became vacant, these were entrusted to
the collaborationist clergy, specifically, to members of Pacem in terris.288
However, unlike what had happened in Hungary, not many of the Catholic clergy
collaborated and in 1988, still only five percent of the priests in Bohemia and Slovakia were
members of Pacem in terris.289 What may explain this difference with Hungary is that in
Czechoslovakia, the communist regime not only curtailed the rights and power of the clergy
and confiscated their lands and properties, but actively combated religious freedom as well.
Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, Catholic clergy and lay activists were subjected to
harassment, intimidation, arrests (around a hundred priests were in prison), and even
murder.290
Whereas the Hungarian clergy sought ways to maintain as much of their remaining
position, (and cooperated with the regime to do so) there was not much to maintain in
Czechoslovakia, rendering cooperating with the regime practically pointless. Michel, in this
regard, notes that, in Czechoslovakia, ‘the persecution aimed at the Church compels it to think
about its future purely and simply in terms of survival.’291 However, as Ramet notes, ‘instead
of caving in, Catholic believers became more resolute and perhaps one may even say more
confident - especially in Slovakia. This may be attributed in part to the galvanizing effect that
repression can sometimes have on its victims.’292 In this way, the Czechoslovakian regime
drove the faithful into illegality towards underground churches. Michel: ‘Since all religious
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activity other than the strict performance of divine service is forbidden, even a meeting, a
private celebration of the mass, and the writing, holding or transmission of religious texts are
considered actions hostile to the state and as such attract penal sanctions. To withhold or
withdraw a priest’s or pastor’s work permit places him in a situation in which he has to
choose to go underground or submit.’293 Thus, although the regime’s tactic did increase
secularism among the population (mostly in Bohemia and Moravia, much less so in
Slovakia294), it also resulted in the emergence of secret churches (especially in Slovakia)
which, on a small scale, functioned as havens for dissidents and which ‘can also be viewed as
a model that might well be copied by the whole of civil society’.295
The largest “protest” against the regime that was initiated by the underground
churches, came in December 1987 in the form of a 31-point petition that called for religious
freedom. Backed by Cardinal Tomásck, the petition would eventually be signed by some
600.000 people (mostly by Catholics, but also by some Protestants, Jews and non-believers
who were troubled by the curtailment of religious freedom).296 Although this may indicate that
the underground church was an important movement that contributed to maintaining some of
a civil society in Czechoslovakia, its role should not be overestimated. First, what people
specifically resisted with the 1987 petition, was the government’s policy regarding the church,
not the communist regime in general. This is also apparent from the thirty-one demands of the
petition, which are all limited to the religious sphere.297 Interestingly, the human rights and
dissident movement Charta 77, which truly criticized the communist regime and its violations
of human rights (and which helped spawn the peaceful Velvet Revolution in the fall of 1989),
received with its charter only around 1,900 signatures in thirteen years’ time.298
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Second, the average Catholic had hardly any influence or voice, whereas bishops, cardinals
and priests had a central role, thus, we cannot speak of a grassroots movement.299
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Appendix 3: Re-Slovakization
in order to ensure the loyalty of citizens to the state, the government started a policy of “reSlovakization”, i.e. the forced acceptance of Slovak ethnicity, which was based on the
Czechoslovak assumption that in fact there never had been any Hungarians in South Slovakia,
only "Hungarianized Slovaks" who lost their Slovak national identity through the centuries of
Hungarian rule, hence the “re” in “re-Slovakization”.300 411,000 stateless and terrorized
Hungarians applied to be recognized as “Slovaks” (many did so to protect themselves from
the repressive Czechoslovakian measures) and eventually 282,000 were granted this status.301
That re-Slovakization was embraced more because of opportunistic reasons than because of
nationalistic fervor, seems to be evidenced by later censuses. Sutaj: ‘The reappearance of a
significant proportion of the re-Slovakized population as Magyars in the censuses of 1950 and
1961 illustrates that, although some were Margaryized Slovaks, the majority were Magyars
who applied for re-Slovakization for fear of repression.’302
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Appendix 4: Hungary and the “status law”
A prime example of the interference of Hungary with the Hungarian minorities in Slovakia
(as well as other neighboring states) has been the controversial “status law” which was passed
by a large majority of the Hungarian parliament (93 percent) in 2001. The status law gave
Hungarians living in Hungary’s neighboring states (except Austria) privileges in access to
employment and social and health services when coming to Hungary. Also, transfer monies
were promised to those Hungarians who, due to old age or health reasons, were not able to
travel to Hungary.303 In exchange, these Hungarians would have to establish their credentials
as ethnic Magyars and then commit themselves to remaining as residents of their birth-state.
In this way, the status law tried to establish a legal relationship between Hungary and the
Hungarian minorities in neighboring states, and in this sense set up a transnational, or crossborder form of “citizenship”.304 Slovakia was not amused by the status law as it saw it as a
way of interference with the internal affairs of the Slovak Republic.305 Eventually, after much
discussion, the two governments came to an agreement in 2003 which stated that Hungary
would be allowed to educationally, and culturally support the Hungarian minority in Slovakia,
just as Slovakia could do this for the Slovakian minority in Hungary.306
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Appendix 5: Additional statistics
Purchasing power standard per inhabitant:
GEO/TIME

2000

2010

2000-2010
difference

Hungary

10.400 16.400 +6.000

Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén 6.800

10.000 +3.200

Slovakia

9.900

19.000 +9.100

Kosický kraj

8.900

15.000 +6.100

307

Purchasing power standard per inhabitant in percentage of the EU average:
GEO/TIME

2000

2010

2000-2010 percent
point difference

Hungary

52%

64%

+12

Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén 34%

39%

+5

Slovakia

50%

74%

+24

Kosický kraj

45%

59%

+14
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Eurostat, Purchasing power standards per inhabitant on NUTS 3 level.
Eurostat, Purchasing power standards per inhabitant in percentage of the EU average on NUTS 3 level.
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