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ABSTRACT
The article discusses the possibility of “measuring” the intensity of cross-border cohesion and co-dependence on 

the case of Slovene border areas. It presents first an overview of how geography has studied and interpreted borders 
and what an impact had borders on both space and society. The author than analyses both qualitative and quantita-
tive structure of border areas prior to Slovenia’s admission to the Schengen Space and explores recent changes after 
2007, when border controls on the major part of his borders where eliminated. These developments produced sev-
eral spatial and social (re)integration trends that have been detected in the author’s analyses through some compa-
rable research instruments and indicators, permitting also to rank Slovenian border sections and individual sub-areas 
by the intensity and quality of their cross-border cohesion. 
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È POSSIBILE »MISURARE« L’INTENSITÀ DELLA COESIONE TRANSFRONTALIERE? 
UN CASO DI STUDIO DELL’ AREE DI CONFINE SLOVENE

SINTESI
L’articolo discute la possibilità di “misurare” l’intensità della coesione ed inter-dipendenza transfrontaliera sul 

caso delle aree di confine in Slovenia. Nella prima parte viene presentata una rassegna critica di come la geografia 
abbia studiato ed interpretato il fenomeno dei confini e quale impatto essi abbiano prodotto sullo spazio e sulla 
società. L’autore poi prosegue con un’analisi qualitativa e quantitativa della struttura delle aree di confine in Slovenia 
prima della sua ammissione nello Spazio di Schengen ed esplora infine le trasformazioni più recenti, avvenute dopo 
il 2007, quando il traffico transfrontaliero fu completamente liberalizzato sulla maggior parte dei confini sloveni. 
Questi cambiamenti hanno prodotto diverse forme e possiblità per una (re)integrazione spaziale e sociale delle aree 
di confine che l’autore ha cercato di cogliere con l’utilizzo di strumenti ed indicatori utili non solo a comparare le 
diverse aree confinarie, ma anche di creare una scala gerarchica delle stesse e delle sub-aree che le compongono in 
base all’intensità ed alla qualità della loro coesione transfrontaliera.

Parole chiave: zone di confine, le misure di relazioni transfrontaliere e di co-dipendenza, Slovenia
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INTRODUCTION
Borders have always been a subject of intense geo-

graphical research as they divide different homogenous 
or functionally co-dependent areas (regions) on the one 
hand and different administrative and political units 
defined by joint administration, “property” and social 
identification or affiliation (territories) on the other. Spa-
tial “demarcation” thus “decomposes” a common geo-
graphical area into individual units according to a variety 
of criteria mostly related to natural, cultural and social 
spheres (Bufon, 1996). Taking into account both the el-
ements of functionality and homogeneity, the process of 
spatial differentiation evolves in accordance with either 
inductive (bottom-up) or deductive (top-down) logic. As a 
result, an “open” geographical area can witness simulta-
neous “formation” of very different “self-contained” units, 
which can “co-exist” at different levels of social life and 
are subject to constant change in time. 

This fact makes both geographical and social areas 
highly relative in nature and leads one to the conclusion 
that one can “interpret” and “understand” it in a variety 
of manners (Bufon, 2010). Social groups establish not 
only “real” political, administrative and spatial planning 
units or borders, but also “imagined” cultural and social 
boundaries based on the perception and construction of 
different cultural and social environments formed on the 
basis of existing lifestyles and customs, historical circum-
stances, etc. Geography addresses such topics within a 
variety of sub-disciplines and geographical “schools”: 
until recently, the Slovene area has modelled itself upon 
German social geography (Maier et al., 1977), which de-
veloped a special research method for determining and 
comparing the occurrence of the so-called “spatially rel-
evant social activities” in a certain area, such as life in a 
community, work, shopping, education, spare time, etc. 
Having studied their occurrence in geographical space, 
researchers concluded that it is possible to determine cer-
tain shared customs that not only differentiate one social 
group from another, but also form special “action areas”. 
Such environments can assume characteristics of poten-
tial spatial planning areas or even potential territories, 
that is “demarcated” social areas. Similar conclusions 
have been reached by the Anglo-American behavioral 
geography (Segall et al., 1966; Sonnenfeld, 1976), which 
by contrast to social geography lays greater emphasis on 
more individual views of space, its perception and inter-
pretation. Recently, one could place in this context the 
so-called “postmodern” cultural geography and its un-
derstanding and exploration of questions related to the 
“border condition” in today’s increasingly globalized and 
“borderless” world (Paasi, 2009).

The most intense research into characteristics and 
impacts of “borders” on space and society has been tra-
ditionally conducted by political and economic geog-
raphy. The latter mostly regards borders as barriers to 
spatial dissemination of innovations – an aspect that has 
been emphasized by social studies on information flow. 

When studying the border between the USA and Mex-
ico, Reynolds and McNulty realized that people living 
along it, yet far from border posts, found it much more 
difficult to include cross-border areas into their action 
areas than people living in their vicinity (Reynolds and 
McNulty, 1971). However, systems theory argues that 
social areas are relatively open systems in which the 
function of borders is to “filter” external influences. As 
a result, the level of cross-border cohesion depends on 
the level of physical porousness of the border on the one 
hand and on dynamism and vitality of societies on the 
both sides of the border on the other (Strassoldo, 1973). 
In the 1970s and the 1980s, a time marked by growing 
international integration, the German and French areas 
(Bufon, 2006a) witnessed a great number of empirical 
studies trying to determine the factors facilitating or 
impeding cross-border cooperation. According to their 
results, ranking among the former were a highly devel-
oped system of industrial society in border areas, a joint 
information system, the knowledge of language spoken 
in the neighbouring country and a positive attitude to 
one’s neighbours and cross-border cooperation, while 
ranking among the latter were lack of cross-border trans-
port and information connections, uncoordinated plan-
ning in border areas and the adaptation of population to 
the closed border. The same time also saw the first at-
tempts to determine the spatial reach of cross-border ties 
and to define border areas as that part of the borderland 
that is affected by both positive and negative impacts of 
the border itself and cross-border ties. For the purpose 
of this article, the term “cross-border region” denotes a 
system of border areas connected by same social and 
cultural affinities and/or social and economic co-depen-
dence (Bufon, 1993 and 2001a). In many cases, both 
factors spring from the “youthfulness” of political and 
geographical transformations and, in accordance with 
the principle of spatial persistence, aspire to preserve 
traditionally unified cultural, historical or functional so-
cial areas. On the basis of such observations, we pro-
posed the hypothesis that it is the border areas that have 
recently witnessed the most serious troubles owing to the 
introduction of a political border that have the highest 
potential for cross-border (re)integration. As for the de-
limitation of border areas, one has to take into account 
that, institutionally speaking, European bilateral agree-
ments usually stipulate special regimes for cross-border 
social and economic cooperation valid within the zone 
whose distance from the border line does not exceed 25 
km. In addition to this institutionally determined range, 
there also exist a range that is a result of functional, cul-
tural and historical criteria and that gives rise to border 
areas characterized by different levels and types of the 
intensity of cross-border communication (Bufon, 1998).

In view of the above-mentioned, contemporary po-
litical geography is no longer interested only in the study 
of political borders, their formation, line and transfor-
mation, but also in characteristics and structure of bor-
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der areas, their regional differences and similarities, the 
impact of political factors on the development of spa-
tial and social organization of the population along the 
border, directions of its spatial mobility, its evaluation 
and perception of one’s own and the neighbouring en-
vironments, and last but not least, the relation between 
national centres vs. border areas, impacts of internation-
al integration on the developmental potential of border 
areas, and strengthening of functional and institutional 
cross-border ties (Prescott, 1987). The interest of political 
geography has thus turned from traditional research into 
“conflict” border situations to the study of “harmonious” 
border environments (Rumley and Minghi, 1991). In his 
well-known model of cross-border cohesion, House ar-
gued that spatial and social ties resulted not only from 
the cohesion between border areas and regional and 
national centres within one state, but also from the co-
hesion between the above-mentioned spatial levels of 
one state and those of the neighbouring state (House, 
1981). He placed special emphasis on the importance of 
local cross-border ties between two border areas: they 
were weaker when the two states were in conflict or 
fostered a centralized national system of government, 
and formed the major part of cross-border cohesion in 
the case of “normal” international and national political 
situations. Even if the “borderless” Schengen area has 
not witnessed complete liberalization of border regimes 
and total abolition of border barriers, at least not from 
the point of view of administration and planning, one 
can nevertheless notice that cross-border regions have 
started to function in accordance with normal functional 
and gravitational principles. That is particularly notice-
able in the case of not only urban border areas charac-
terized by functional co-dependence, but also historical 
multicultural regions characterized by a shared cultural 
and spatial identity. Not surprisingly, such border areas 
witness an increasing need for appropriate “facilitation” 
and “management” of cross-border cooperation as it is 
in such areas that today’s process of social and spatial 
(re)integration is being realized in the most tangible 
manner (Bufon, 2006b and 2011). Such developments 
naturally call for a more precise determination of those 
instruments that would help one “measure” the intensity 
of cross-border social and spatial ties and, consequently, 
the efficiency and success of policies on cross-border 
cooperation. 

THE STRUCTURE OF BORDER AREAS AND THE 
INTENSITY OF CROSS-BORDER COHESION IN 

SLOVENE BORDER SECTIONS PRIOR TO SLOVENIA’S 
ADMISSION TO THE SCHENGEN AREA 

Our previous research has highlighted that Slovenia 
is one of the most typical and interesting border or “con-
tact” social areas in Europe and a real “laboratory” for 
research into the transformational function of borders 

in Europe (Bufon, 2002). In Slovenia, the borderline ac-
counts for almost 6 km/ 100 km² of surface. As a result, 
the country ranks second in terms of “mathematical” 
border territory, with only Luxemburg preceding it. Sim-
ilar results are obtained if one calculates the percentage 
of the country’s territory composed of border areas: if 
one takes a 25-km zone for the criterion, then one re-
alizes that such zones account for more than 75% of 
the entire surface area; if one takes the administrative 
structure for the criterion and takes into account the 
percentage of municipalities whose distance from the 
state border does not exceed 25 km, one finds out that 
more than 60% of Slovene municipalities meet such a 
criterion. The very heart of Slovenia with Ljubljana as its 
capital city is just an hour’s drive (to be more precise, 
from 60 to 110 km away) from the majority of the state 
borders; it is only to reach the border with Hungary that 
one needs a double amount of time (the distance be-
ing around 220 km). For Slovenia, a high percentage 
of border territory has always been an advantage rather 
than a disadvantage as it was via the borders with Ita-
ly and Austria that former socialist Yugoslavia fostered 
fairly strong economic ties with better developed Eu-
ropean areas. In addition, the border areas in the two 
neighbouring countries have been home to the Slovene 
minority, which helped increasing the intensity of social 
and cultural cross-border ties at local level. The border 
area with Hungary witnessed a less favourable situation 
as the border functioned as the “Iron Curtain”, hinder-
ing cross-border communication. The disintegration of 
Yugoslavia and the establishment of independent states 
of Slovenia and Croatia in 1991 gave rise to a new situa-
tion: the former Slovene-Croatian republican border first 
gained the status and function of a state border and later 
of a European “external” border, which fairly impeded 
previously fluent cross-border communication (another 
reason being the never-ending border dispute between 
Slovenia and Croatia). By contrast, Slovenia’s admission 
to the EU and to the Schengen Area in 2004 and 2007 
respectively considerably changed the function of its 
previously “external” borders, which resulted in total 
abolition of border checks.

An undoubtedly important indicator of cross-bor-
der cohesion is cross-border traffic or, more precisely, 
the number of cross-border passengers. As mentioned 
above, prior to 1991 west- and northbound destinations 
witnessed relatively heavy cross-border traffic. Between 
1992 and 1995, all Slovene borders saw a consider-
able increase in traffic of passengers (from around 143 
to around 180 millions) even if the period was marked 
by the war in former Yugoslavia, which almost brought 
transit traffic to a standstill. The number of border cross-
ings (that is the number of exits from the country and 
entries into it) rose from around 51 millions to around 
75 millions along the Slovene-Italian border, from 
around 39 millions to around 51 millions along the 
Slovene-Austrian border, and from around 2 millions to 
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around 5 millions along the Slovene-Hungarian border, 
whereas cross-border traffic along the Slovene-Croatian 
border was unchanged, with the number of crossings 
amounting to around 50 millions. As far as total bor-
der crossings after that year are concerned, no major 
changes have been observed: traffic of passengers has 
stayed at the same high level, which means that Slovene 
borders are daily crossed by an average of almost half a 
million people. With 30% of total crossings being done 
by Slovene citizens, Slovene borders are daily crossed 
by around 140,000 Slovene citizens, which accounts for 
7% of Slovenia’s population. To put it differently, each 
Slovene citizen visits a neighbouring country on average 
every fortnight. By 2002, the only changes witnessed 
had been related to the internal distribution of cross-
ings since the number of crossings went down along the 
border with Italy (to around 65 millions) and Hungary 
(to around 4 millions), with the reason most probably 
being the weakening of functional, particularly eco-
nomic motives for a cross-border trip, while the num-
ber of crossings went up along the border with Croatia 
(exceeding 60 millions), where cross-border ties were 
normalized and strengthened. Such a structure had not 
really changed by 2007 when the Slovene Statistical Of-
fice stopped recording the number of crossings along its 
“internal” European borders. 

 In order to determine the basic characteristics of 
Slovene border sections more precisely, the following 
indicators were used: the percentage of total land border 
length, the percentage of border posts, the number of 
border posts per 100 km of border, and the percentage 
of total cross-border traffic by taking into account the 
mean value over a timespan of several years. The ratio 
between the land border length and the percentage of 
cross-border traffic indicates higher or lower traffic in-
tensity in relation to the expected mean value. Even if 
accounting for only 17% of total land border length, the 
border section with Italy records 38% of total cross-bor-
der traffic. In the case of the border section with Austria, 
cross-border traffic proved to be in accordance with our 
expectations (28% of total land border length and the 
same percentage of cross-border traffic), whereas cross-
-border traffic along the border sections with Hungary 
(around 8% of total land border length and 2% of cross-

-border traffic) and Croatia (47% of total land border 
length and 32% of cross-border traffic) was lower than 
expected. The ratio between total land border length 
and the presence of border infrastructure reveals a sligh-
tly different picture: the border section with Italy is more 
than two times more “porous” than the expected mean 
value (17% of total land border and as many as 39% of 
all border posts); the ratios of border porousness of the 
border sections with Austria and Hungary are more or 
less the same, revealing a “normal” physical porousness 
of the border, whereas the porousness of the border sec-
tion with Croatia remains deficient (29% of border posts 
along 47% of total land border length). Such a state of 
affairs is corroborated by the “absolute” indicator rela-
ted to the average number of border posts per 100 km 
of borderline, amounting to around 8  (1 border post per 
12.5 km of borderline) in the case of Slovenia. Along the 
border sections with Austria and Hungary, it amounts to 
around 7, along that with Croatia to around 5 (1 border 
post per 20 km of borderline), and along that with Italy 
to more than 17 (1 border post per less than 6 km of 
borderline).

The above overview of the basic structure of Slove-
ne border sections and their cross-border flows, deri-
ved from available statistical data and complemented 
by a socio-economic analysis of the structure of border 

1992 1995 2002 1992 1995 2002

(Million passengers) (in %)

SLO/I 51.4 74.5 64.9 36.0 41.3 36.3

SLO/A 39.4 50.7 48.6 27.6 28.1 27.1

SLO/H 1.9 4.8 4.1 1.3 2.7 2.3

SLO/CRO 50.2 50.3 61.3 35.1 27.9 34.3

Total 142.9 180.3 178.9 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia

Table 1: Slovenia - structure of border crossings per border section, 1992 – 2002

1 2 3 4

SLO/I 17.4 38.5 17.3 38.0

SLO/A 27.9 26.3 7.4 27.6

SLO/H 7.6 6.6 6.8 2.2

SLO/CRO 47.1 28.6 4.8 32.2

Total 100.0 100.0 7.8   100.0

Table 2: Selected characteristics of the border sections 
of the Republic of Slovenia 

Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia

1 – Percentage of total border length per border section
2 – Percentage of border posts per border section
3 – Number of border posts per 100 km
5 – Percentage of total cross-border traffic per border section
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municipalities on the both sides of the border and their 
similarities and differences, definitely has to be com-
plemented by fieldwork and surveys conducted among 
border populations, especially for the purpose of studies 
of the actual intensity of cross-border ties. Our research 
paid special attention to the state of affairs in the cross-
-border region of Gorizia and partly also that of Istria 
(Bufon, 1995 and 2001b). On the basis of results of the 
survey conducted among people living on both sides 
of the border, we established not only how local popu-
lation perceived their own and the neigbouring border 
areas, but also the direction, intensity and partly also 
the frequency of cross-border ties, with special empha-
sis on the motives for taking cross-border trips. By using 
an integral approach to the study of cross-border areas, 
we were able to carry out typification of border areas 
and their sections according to the intensity of their 
cross-border cohesion and functional complementari-
ty, as well as to verify the hypothesis that neighbouring 
(cross)-border areas are characterized by greater co-
-dependence than individual border sections and more 
distant areas within the same country. In order to obta-
in the level of cross-border cohesion, we first selected 
the key indicators (e.g.: the percentage of respondents 
who stated that they had relatives/friends on the other 
side of the border; the percentage of respondents who 
stated that they visited neighbouring places once a day 
or at least a few times per week; the percentage of re-
spondents who stated that they regularly attended social 
events on the other side of the border; the percentage of 
respondents who stated that they understood/spoke the 
language of the neighbouring country; the percentage of 
respondents who stated that they were daily audience of 
the media of the neighbouring country) and then, on the 
basis of a quantitative standardized scale, determined 
similarities and differences between the indicators and 
total calculated values related to individual border areas 
and its sections. 

Such a method allowed us to rank individual border 
areas according to total cross-border cohesion and to 
determine which indicator proved to be the most impor-
tant. In addition, we used the same data to determine 
whether the values related to individual “pairs” of smal-
ler border sections symmetrically located on the both 
sides of the border exhibited a higher level of internal 
similarity than the one comparing individual smaller 
border sections and mean values of the entire border 
area in question on each side. In the case of Gorizia, 
the hypothesis was confirmed, whereas in the case of 
Istria, its border sections were characterized by higher 
discontinuity, in particular if one compared values rela-
ted to the Slovene-Italian border area on the one hand 
and those related to the Slovene-Croatian border area 
on the other. The comparison between Gorizia and Istria 
also revealed that the latter recorded higher migratory 
mobility of population, which however was not limited 
only to the narrow belt along the border as it was the 

case in Gorizia. The former exhibited a higher level of 
social cohesion between the border populations, as well 
higher intensity of functional cross-border ties. 

TOWARDS A CROSS-BORDER (RE)INTEGRATION: 
CHANGES IN VALUES AND ATTITUDES AFTER 2007

A similar method was used in 2007 when we con-
ducted a telephone survey in which all the Slovene bor-
der areas were included (Bufon, 2008). Unfortunately, 
we did not manage to include the border population 
from the neigbouring countries and, consequently, li-
mited the analysis of similarities and differences in the 
intensity of cross-border integration to the comparison 
between Slovene border areas and their sections. The 
results of the analysis, the aim of which was to examine 
the expectations of the border population as regards an-
ticipated changes in the level of cross-border cohesion 
along different border sections at the time of Slovenia’s 
admission to the Schengen Area, were used as a basis 
for the comparison with the results obtained by re-con-
ducting the survey in 2010. Presented for the first time, 
the results of the comparison are given below. 

As for the impact of Slovenia’s admission to the 
Schengen Area upon the development of cross-border 
ties, the majority of respondents living along the border 
with Italy fell into two groups: one believed that the ties 
were unchanged, the other that they improved (in both 
cases, such an opinion was held by around 42% of re-
spondents). In comparison with the results of the 2007 
survey, there was a small decrease in the number of tho-
se who perceived the event as an opportunity to impro-
ve cross-border ties (their percentage fell from 49% to 
around 43%) and a considerable increase in the number 
of those who perceived it as a factor of deterioration in 
such relations (their percentage rose from around 4% to 
around 13%). An even greater difference was recorded 
in the answers of people living along the border with 
Austria where approximately a half of the respondents 
believed that after Slovenia’s admission to the Schengen 
Area the cross-border ties were unchanged, whereas a 
third believed that they improved, and more than a tenth 
that they deteriorated. 

In comparison with the expectations fostered in 
2007, the percentage of “positively” oriented respon-
dents decreased from more than 48% to around 33%, 
while the percentages of respondents holding “neutral” 
and “negative” viewpoints increased (from around 41% 
to around 50% and from around 4% to around 11% re-
spectively). The most positive attitude towards the im-
pact of Slovenia’s admission to the Schengen Area upon 
the development of cross-border ties was fostered by pe-
ople living along the border with Hungary where 51% of 
respondents believed that they improved, around 44% 
that they were unchanged, and 4% that they deteriora-
ted. This was the only area that witnessed an increase in 
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the “positive” stance in comparison with the expectati-
ons of 2007. Slightly more “optimistic” or, more precise-
ly, less “pessimistic” views were held by the population 
living along the border with Croatia where in 2007 more 
than 52% of respondents believed that the ties would 
deteriorate, whereas in 2010 their percentage fell to aro-
und 39%. Concomitantly, the percentage of respondents 
who saw no changes in the development of cross-border 
relations after 2007 considerably increased (from aro-
und 29% to around 46%).

Being aware that one can get fairly approximate 
answers when it comes to the general assessment of 
changes in cross-border ties, we tried to obtain more 
revealing views of the impact of Slovenia’s admission 
to the Schengen Area upon the following selected ele-
ments of cross-border cohesion: attendance at cultural 
and sporting events held on the other side of the border, 
fostering of personal cross-border contacts, work possi-
bilities, study opportunities, shopping, real estate pur-
chase and cross-border cooperation between municipa-
lities. According to respondents living along the border 
with Italy, the afore-mentioned event had a major im-
pact mostly on study opportunities (57%), cooperation 
between local administrations (52%), cross-border work 
(51%), real estate purchase (49%), shopping (48%) and 
fostering of personal contacts (43%). Respondents living 
along the border with Austria believed that the aboliti-
on of border posts had a major impact on cross-border 
shopping (53%), study opportunities (50%), work (48%) 
and cooperation between border municipalities (46%). 
Respondents living along the border with Hungary per-
ceived the greatest positive changes in cross-border 
cooperation between municipalities (62%) followed 
by the fostering of cross-border contacts (43%), cross-
-border shopping (41%) and attendance at cultural and 
sporting events on the other side of the border (37%). As 

expected, respondents living along the border with Cro-
atia perceived no major positive impacts of Slovenia’s 
admission to the Schengen Area on any of the fields pro-
posed. Interestingly, they even believed that the event 
would have negative impacts upon cross-border emplo-
yment and study opportunities (such an opinion was 
expressed by 54% of respondents).

The survey conducted in 2010 also confirmed that 
a high percentage of people living in Slovene border 
areas were fluent speakers of languages of the neigh-
bouring countries. The neighbours’ tongue was spoken 
and/or understood by as many as 90% of respondents 
living along the border with Italy, 85% of those living 
along the border with Austria, 57% of those living along 
the border with Hungary, and all respondents from the 
Slovene-Croatian border area, which paints almost the 
same picture as the one of 2007. Moreover, all border 
areas in question exhibited widespread belief that it was 
necessary to possess the knowledge of neighbouring 
languages (such an opinion was held by as many as 70-
75% of respondents). The answers to the question whe-
ther it should be obligatory to possess such knowledge 
were slightly more varied, with the statement being su-
pported by around 21% of respondents living along the 
border with Italy and only by 10-15% of respondents 
from other border areas. Widespread knowledge of ne-
ighbours’ languages enables the population of Slovene 
border regions to be fairly regular audience of the me-
dia operating in neighbouring countries. Around 8% of 
respondents living along the border with Italy were re-
gular listeners to Italian radio programmes, around 41% 
were regular watchers of Italian TV programmes, and 
around 10% were regular buyers of Italian newspapers 

2007 I A H CRO

Improved 49.0 48.4 43.0 14.3

Deteriorated   4.4   3.9   1.6 52.4

Unchanged 42.2 40.6 50.6 29.4

No response   4.4   7.1   4.8   3.9

2010 I A H CRO

Improved 42.5 33.4 51.0 12.1

Deteriorated 13.3 11.2   4.0 39.1

Unchanged 42.4 50.2 43.8 45.8

No response   1.8   5.3   1.2   3.0

Table 3: Development of cross-border relations after 
Slovenia’s admission to the Schengen Area as assessed 
in 2007 and 2010 (in %) I A H CRO

Attendance at cultural 
events

32.5 26.9 37.1 22.3

Attendance at sporting 
events

33.4 35.0 37.0 24.7

Fostering of personal 
contacts

42.9 28.6 42.9 28.0

Work possibilities 50.9 48.4 17.0 26.5

Study opportunities 57.1 50.2 30.1 22.3

Shopping 47.5 52.7 40.6 26.3

Real estate purchase 48.8 24.9 34.5 35.8

Cooperation between 
municipalities

52.0 45.8 62.1 32.5

Table 4: Percentage of respondents believing that 
Slovenia’s admission to the Schengen Area had a posi-
tive impact on the development of cross-border ties in 
the following fields 
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or magazines. Slovene border sections with Austria re-
corded slightly lower percentages, in particular when it 
came to TV programmes (around 22%). The percenta-
ges in question were even lower in the case of Slovene 
border sections with Hungary where the percentage of 
regular listeners and watchers varied between 7% and 
11%, whereas the customs in border sections with Cro-
atia were similar to those in border sections with Italy. 

Another interesting aspect of the issue was the com-
parison of the results of the two surveys as regards the 
frequency of visits to places in the neigbouring country as 
it allowed us to examine whether the abolition of border 
posts indeed increased the intensity of functional cross-
-border ties. The table below confirms this hypothesis, 
revealing that all Slovene border areas, including the one 
with Croatia, witnessed a considerable increase in the 
frequency of visits to places on the other side of the bor-
der. The percentage of people who stated that they were 
a very frequent or, more precisely, regular (daily or at 
least weekly) visitors to neighbouring places in Italy inc-
reased from around 19% to around 36%, the percentage 
of those visiting Austria from around 8% to around 12%, 
the percentage of those visiting Hungary from around 
4% to around 8%, and the percentage of those visiting 
Croatia from around 5% to around 7%. The frequency of 
cross-border visits thus witnessed the largest increased 
in the border area with Italy, where it had always been 
high, which testifies to very strong functional cross-bor-
der co-dependence of the area, which was the only one 
where very frequent cross-border visits were in prevalen-
ce. The population of the border area with Austria incre-
ased the number of very frequent visits on the one hand, 

and decreased the number of periodic, monthly visits on 
the other, with the majority of them (56%) visiting places 
on the other side of the border several times per year. Si-
milar changes were recorded in border areas with Hun-
gary and Croatia, where up to two thirds of respondents 
claimed to pay visits to neighbouring places only once or 
a few times per year. The reason for such a change sho-
uld most probably be sought in the fact that in the past 
few years both shopping offers and prices, which used 
to be the two major motives behind cross-border visits, 
became more equalized, whereas there was an increase 
in opportunities to work, study and, last but not least, 
live across the border, which were all activities calling 
for increased spatial mobility. 

Such interpretation was corroborated by answers to 
the question about the motives for visiting neighbou-
ring states, with shopping still being the main reason 
for cross-border visits in all border areas except the one 
with Croatia. Nevertheless, the percentage of respon-
dents who went shopping across the border fell consi-
derably: from around 48% to around 34% in the case 
of the Slovene-Italian border area, from around 48% to 
around 41% in the case of the border area with Austria, 
and from around 45% to around 41% in the case of the 
border area with Hungary. A reverse trend was observed 
only along the border with Croatia (the percentage of 
respondents in question increased from around 9% to 
around 14%). In this border area, however, the second 
most important motive for cross-border visits with the 
purpose of tourism or recreation (trips, holidays, visits 
to restaurants) slightly decreased in frequency, even if 
it was (and still is) far the most important motive in this 
area. By contrast, in all other border areas the importan-
ce of this motive increased (from around 14% to 23% 
along the border with Italy, from around 14% to as many 
as 28% along the border with Austria and from around 
25% to 33% along the border with Hungary), which ob-
viously corroborates the hypothesis that the abolition of 
border posts not only increased the number of cross-
-border trips, but also gave a spur to other basic activiti-
es in the fields of work, cultural events, etc. 

What is also interesting is the fact that visits to rela-
tives and friends recorded unchanged frequency in all 
border areas except that with Croatia where the percen-

I A H CRO

Radio   7.5   6.7   7.2 12.3

TV 40.6 21.7 11.0 30.3

Newspapers 10.3   6.0   3.7   7.0

Table 5: Percentage of respondents who said to be regu-
lar audience of the media of the neighbouring country

I A H CRO

2007 2010 2007 2010 2007 2010 2007 2010

Every day   7.2   9.4   0.4   3.2   0.0   1.2   1.6   1.6

At least once a week 12.0 26.5   7.8   8.9   4.4   7.2   3.6   5.7

At least once a month 33.5 32.9 32.8 25.1 28.1 17.8 20.2 16.6

At least once a year 40.2 26.9 39.5 55.9 51.4 62.7 56.7 66.1

Never   7.1   4.3 19.5   6.8 16.1 11.1 17.9 10.1

Table 6: Frequency of visits to neighbouring places (in %) in 2007 and 2010
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tage of respondents in question increased from around 
16% to around 24%, which testifies to gradual norma-
lization of local cross-border social communication as 
a result of better relations between the two states. The 
work motive gained in importance along the border with 
Austria, reaching the level characteristic of the border 
area with Italy where as early as 2007 around 6% re-
spondents stated that they themselves or one of their 
family members worked in the neighbouring country. 
A considerable increase was observed in the percenta-
ge of people attending cultural events along the border 
with Italy and Croatia (from around 4% to around 14% 
and from around 2% to around 9% respectively), which 
shows that as a result of the “open border” cross-border 
cultural ties with the Slovene minority in Italy have been 
strengthened on the one hand (thus realizing the vision 
of a common Slovene cultural area), and that despite the 
erection of border posts along the border with Croatia 
transitional local social ties between the two countries 
have been re-established and maintained and that such 
a trend will most probably grow stronger after Croatia’s 
envisaged accession to the EU in 2013 on the other. One 
should also mention schooling, accounting for 2% of 
visits to neighbouring places in Italy and 1% to neigh-
bouring places in other border areas. Along the border 
with Italy, more than 2% of respondents stated that their 
reason for entering Italy was transit from mostly Kras and 
also other parts of Primorska to the Slovene coast since 
the route via Trieste was shorter both in terms of distance 
and time. Transit also accounted for 1% of responses 
along the border with Austria and Croatia. These two 
areas also witnessed cross-border visits (1% in each 
case) resulting from the need to purchase medicines and 
the decision to participate in sporting activities, with the 
latter also being an important motive along the border 
with Hungary (accounting for around 2% of responses).

In order to determine the level of cross-border cohe-
sion, one should also take into account social distance 
indicators. The survey conducted in 2010 thus asked the 
population of Slovene border areas whether they would 
like that their neighbours would be people from neigh-
bouring countries. It is negative answers that are most 
expressive of the level of social distance, which is, as it 

can be inferred from the table below, strongly dependent 
on geographical closeness, with the greater the closeness, 
the smaller the distance. Such an observation corrobora-
tes the hypothesis that cross-border social communicati-
on and co-dependence increase the knowledge of one’s 
neighbouring community, thus reducing potential con-
flicts between the two border communities. In addition, 
the survey of data reveals that respondents based the as-
sessment of their neighbours on certain stereotype images 
“ranking” them according to the perceived level of their 
“cultivation” and “congeniality”. Thus it is not surprising 
that in general respondents living in Slovene border areas 
fostered the smallest social distance to Austrians, whom 
an average of 13% of respondents would not want to 
be their neighbours, with this percentage being almost 
halved along the border with Austria and Hungary and 
almost doubled along the border with Italy. The border 
area with Italy fostered the smallest social distance to Ita-
lians, with the result not differing considerably from the 
mean value (around 23% of respondents from all border 
areas would not want Italians to be their neighbours). In 
general, social distance to Hungarians and Croats recor-
ded the highest and most similar values, with the average 
amounting to 26-27%. In both cases, more favourable at-
titudes towards Hungarians and Croats were held by the 
population of the border areas with Hungary and Croa-
tia respectively (in the case of the former, the percentage 
dropped to 13%, in the case of the latter to 19%).

Interesting answers were also obtained when respon-
dents were asked whether in terms of their lifestyle and 
mentality people from Slovene border areas were more 

I A H CRO

2007 2010 2007 2010 2007 2010 2007 2010

Work   5.6   6.2   1.6   6.2   2.0   2.1   3.6   2.6

Shopping 48.2 34.1 48.4 40.6 45.4 40.8   8.7 13.6

Visits to relatives/friends 17.5 18.6 12.1 10.6   8.8   9.6 15.5 24.2

Trips/visits to restaurants 14.3 23.0 13.7 27.9 24.9 33.0 48.4 43.7

Attendance at cultural events   4.0 13.7   2.3   5.5   2.4   5.5   2.4   8.5

Other/No response 10.4   4.4 21.9   9.2 16.5   9.0 21.4   7.4

Table 7: Motives for visiting neigbouring places (in %) in 2007 and 2010

I A H CRO

Italians 18.1 27.8 20.4 26.5

Austrians 21.9   6.1   8.0 15.1

Hungarians 32.4 26.9 13.0 30.5

Croats 29.7 31.8 26.5 19.1

Table 8: Percentage of respondents from Slovene bor-
der areas who would not want their neighbours to be ...
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similar to people from areas on the other side of the bor-
der rather than to Slovenes living in the Slovene interi-
or. The statement was supported by as many as 47-51% 
of respondents in the majority of Slovene border areas, 
with the exception of that with Croatia where only 36% 
of respondents agreed with it. Even higher support was 
expressed for the statement that people living in Slovene 
border areas assumed certain characteristics from their 
neighbours. As many as 66-71% of respondents from 
the majority of Slovene border areas agreed with it, with 
the percentage being considerably lower (around 51%) 
along the border with Croatia. The results of the survey 
also revealed the ethnic structure of respondents, which 
was representative of the border population: in the bor-
der area with Italy, around 90% of respondents declared 
themselves to be Slovenes, around 2% Italians, around 
3% Croats, and around 4% said to belong to other ex-
-Yugoslav nations; in the border area with Austria, Slo-
venes accounted for around 96% of respondents, Ger-
mans for around 2%, and Croats and other ex-Yugoslav 
nations for around 1%; in the border area with Hunga-
ry, around 90% of respondents declared themselves to 
be Slovenes, around 8% Hungarians, and around 1% 
Croats; and in the border area with Croatia, which was 
the most ethnically diverse border area in Slovenia, Slo-
venes accounted for 82% of respondents, Italians for 
around 2%, Germans around 1%, Hungarians around 
4%, Croats around 5%, and other ex-Yugoslav nations 
around 5%. 

CONCLUSION: CALCULATION OF SYNTHETIC 
INDICES FOR DETERMINING THE LEVEL OF CROSS-
BORDER COHESION IN SLOVENE BORDER AREAS 

On the basis of our research into Slovene border are-
as, we conceived synthetic indices for determining the 
level of cross-border cohesion (Bufon, 2008) by joining 
individual indicators into four basic groups: the first was 
related to the expectations of the border population as 
regards the future development of cross-border cohe-
sion (e.g. the percentage of respondents believing that 
after Slovenia’s admission to the EU and the Schengen 
Area cross-border ties would be strengthened); the se-
cond took into account potential factors of cross-border 
cohesion (e.g. the percentage of respondents who stated 
that they had friends or relatives living across the bor-
der); the third was related to the elements of social and 
cultural affinities with the neighbouring area (e.g. the 
percentage of respondents who stated that they spoke 
the neighbours’ language or were regular audience of 
the cross-border media); and the fourth was related to 
the elements of cross-border cohesion (e.g. the percen-
tage of respondents who stated that they were regular 
visitors to neighbouring places owing to work or sho-
pping). On the basis of these sections, we calculated the 
synthetic index expressing the mean value of previously 

calculated mean values of indicators related to indivi-
dual groups. 

The table reveals that the mean values of potential 
and functional cross-border cohesion “calculated” in 
such a manner were the highest in the border area with 
Italy, which also exhibits the highest total cross-border 
cohesion. Ranking second in terms of total cross-border 
cohesion is the border area with Croatia, which is most-
ly a result of a high level of social and cultural affinities. 
Ranking third is the Slovene-Austrian border area, where 
a relatively high level of expectations as regards the fu-
ture development of cross-border ties compensates for a 
relatively low level of potential cross-border cohesion. 
The lowest total level of cross-border cohesion is ex-
hibited by the border area with Hungary largely owing 
to a low level of social and cultural affinities with the 
neighbouring border area. 

The analysis was also applied to sub-areas (3 along 
the border with Italy, 4 along the border with Austria, 2 
along the border with Hungary and 4 along the border 
with Croatia) in order to gain a more precise ranking of 
the Slovene border sections according to total “degree” 
of cross-border cohesion. Distinctively above average 
values of cross-border cohesion were calculated for the 
sub-areas of Gorizia, Istria (along the border with Italy) 
and the easternmost part of Slovenia (along the border 
with Austria), while distinctively below average values 
were obtained for the Gorenjska region (the western-
most part of Slovenia bordering Austria), as well as the 
northern part of Slovenia bordering Hungary, where less 
favourable geographical conditions were an additional 
factor impeding the development of cross-border ties 
and communication. 

The survey presented in this article shows that the 
direction, intensity and type of cross-border ties can 
be not only appropriately studied and qualitatively and 

I A H CRO

Index of “cross-
border expectations”

51.2 54.9 52.1 36.2

Index of potential 
cross-border cohesion

62.3 52.9 58.5 55.7

Index of social and 
cultural affinities

59.3 41.6 28.6 64.4

Index of functional 
cross-border cohesion

20.3 14.4 14.7 14.0

Synthetic mean 
index of cross-border 
cohesion

48.3 41.0 38.5 42.6

Table 9: Synthetic overview of the level of cross-bor-
der cohesion in Slovene border areas (mean values of 
indicators)
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quantitatively assessed, but also compared both in terms 
of time (diachronic approach) and space (synchronic 
approach). The research into this phenomenon should 
be focused on different forms of cross-border coopera-
tion, as well as the impacts of the abolition of political 
borders and liberalization of border regimes upon social 
and spatial ties. The subject gives rise to the question 
of how to plan and implement such institutional, ad-
ministrative and functional regimes that would enable 
the border population and the border area to success-
fully deal with its development dilemmas in the light 
of increasing social and spatial (re)integration of border 
areas and their development into a cross-border region. 

What is of vital importance to such engagement is not 
only a more carefully planned government policy on 
border areas but also the decentralization and (above all 
cross-border) regionalization of local structures of gov-
ernment. Unfortunately, such an approach to social and 
spatial planning in strongly co-dependent border areas 
has not been undertaken yet in Slovenia and its neigh-
bouring environments. Naturally, joint policies should 
also be based on ample research experience and signifi-
cant achievements of international and Slovene science 
in studies related to border issues, social contact and 
impacts of simultaneous evolution of convergent and di-
vergent processes in Slovene contact areas. 
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POVZETEK
Geografija se je z mejami že od nekdaj intenzivno ukvarjala, saj z njimi razlikujemo po eni strani različna homo-

gena ali funkcionalno soodvisna območja (regije), po drugi pa različne upravne in politične enote, ki jih opredeljuje 
skupno upravljanje, »posest« ali družbena opredeljenost oziroma pripadnost (teritorije). Družbene skupine uvelja-
vljajo v prostoru po eni strani »realne« politične, upravne in planske enote oziroma meje, po drugi strani pa »ima-
ginarne« kulturne in družbene meje, ki temeljijo na dojemanju oziroma konstrukciji različnih kulturnih in socialnih 
okolij na podlagi obstoječih življenjskih navad, preteklih zgodovinskih okoliščin in podobno. V času rastoče medna-
rodne integracije in s tem tudi čezmejne povezanosti je bilo v 70. in 80. letih prejšnjega stoletja, posebej v nemškem 
in francoskem okolju, opravljenih veliko empiričnih raziskav, ki so poskusile ugotoviti dejavnike, ki spodbujajo ali 
zavirajo čezmejno sodelovanje. Sodobna politična geografija se zato ne zadovoljuje več le s proučevanjem politič-
nih meja, njihovega nastanka, poteka in spreminjanja, ampak jo vse bolj zanimajo značilnosti in struktura obmejnih 
območij, njihove regionalne razlike in sorodnosti, vplivi političnih dejavnikov na razvoj prostorske in družbene or-
ganizacije obmejnega prebivalstva, smeri njegove prostorske mobilnosti, njegovo vrednotenje in dojemanje lastnega 
in sosednjega okolja, a seveda tudi odnos med državnimi centri in obmejnimi območji in učinki mednarodnega 
povezovanja na razvojne možnosti obmejnih območij ter utrjevanja funkcionalnih in institucionalnih čezmejnih 
vezi. V teh primerih se vse močneje uveljavlja potreba po sposobnosti ustreznega »spodbujanja« in »upravljanja« 
čezmejnega sodelovanja, saj so to tudi območja, v katerih se proces družbene in prostorske (re)integracije danes 
najbolj konkretno udejanja. V tej luči pa se seveda tudi vse močneje uveljavlja potreba po natančnejšem določanju 
tistih instrumentov, s katerimi bi lahko »izmerili« intenziteto čezmejnih družbenih in prostorskih vezi, s tem pa tudi 
učinkovitost oziroma uspešnost politik čezmejnega sodelovanja.

Pregled, ki smo ga opravili v tem članku na primeru Slovenije in dosedanjega raziskovanja slovenskih obmejnih 
območij, dokazuje, da je mogoče smeri, intenziteto in zvrst čezmejnih vezi primerno spremljati, kvalitativno in 
kvantitativno vrednotiti in s tem tudi primerjati, tako v času (diahrono) kot v prostoru (sinhrono). Pri tem gre interes 
raziskovanja tega fenomena usmerjati ne le v proučevanje različnih oblik čezmejnega sodelovanja, ampak tudi učin-
kov odprave političnih meja in liberalizacije mejnih režimov na družbene in prostorske vezi. Odpira se tako novo 
vprašanje planiranja in udejanjanja tiste institucionalne, upravne in funkcionalne ureditve, ki bi obmejnemu prebi-
valstvu in obmejnemu prostoru omogočala, da bo ta lahko uspešno razreševal svoje razvojne dileme v luči rastoče 
družbene in prostorske (re)integracije obmejnih območij in njihovega preraščanja v skupno čezmejno regijo. Pri tem 
sta ključnega pomena načrtnejša vladna politika do obmejnih območij in decentralizacija oziroma regionalizacija 
(tudi ali predvsem čezmejna) lokalne oblasti. Žal v Sloveniji in v sosednjem okolju še vedno močno pogrešamo 
tovrstni pristop pri načrtovanju družbenega in prostorskega razvoja že sedaj močno soodvisnih obmejnih območij. 
Skupne politike pa bi morale seveda temeljiti tudi na obsežni raziskovalni izkušnji in nezanemarljivih dosežkih širše 
mednarodne in slovenske znanosti pri proučevanju problematike obmejnosti in družbenega stika ter sploh učinkov 
sočasnega delovanja konvergentnih in divergentnih procesov v slovenskih kontaktnih prostorih.

Ključne besede: obmejna območja, mere čezmejnih vezi in soodvisnosti, Slovenija
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