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Introduction 

The growth of the weight of East Asia and Southeast Asia (hereinafter: the Far 

East) in the world economy seems unstoppable. For this macro-region, which is 

becoming the number one economic centre of the world, Europe is the second 

largest trade partner after North America. Due to its specific production culture 

and scarce natural resources, the procurement and trade sales markets of the Far 

East are mostly different geographically (also by continents). 

This short paper is only an examination of what are the natural, economic, 

political and logistical criteria of the goods transportation between the Far East, a 

region more and more appreciated in the foreign trade of Hungary and Europe on 

both traditional and newly created routes. For Hungary, a landlocked country, it 

does matter what routes can offer transportation, which is the most favourable 

from economic aspects and also the most reliable. In our paper, besides the 

analysis of infrastructure and goods flows in the Western Europe/EU/Far East 

relations, we also outline the possible directions and means of Hungary’s joining 

the trans-Eurasian land and combined (sea/land) routes. 

1 Generators and scales of traffic on sea and land routes 

To simplify the issue, transportation between Europe and the Far East can use two 

sea routes (the hardly used one on the Arctic Ocean and the dominant south peri-

Asian leading across the Suez Canal), and a total of three trans-Eurasian railway 

corridors are available for shipping. 

In the time of mechanised transportation, road vehicles have had absolutely no 

or only marginal role until recently, as opposed to railway and sea shipping, in 

the transcontinental Far East–Europe transportation spanning extreme distances. 

The international transit routes, which are in poor condition in many places, are 

only used in certain sections, up to not more than a few hundred or one thousand 

kilometres (IRF Seidenstrassen… 2008). Air cargo transport, with an extremely 

slow pace of development, is negligible as yet, considering the transport volume. 

In the generation of the total volume of cargo traffic, the European Union, 

Russia and China play a dominant role; the other non-EU member European 

countries have a secondary role, as do the states of the Caucasus and Central Asia. 

There is also a tertiary factor (by the extensions of the southern side corridor): 

Iran and Turkey. The faraway Indian subcontinent has a marginal significance 

compared to its economic performance, due to the complicated nature of joining 

the West–East corridor from the peninsula. 
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The largest sender and receiver of goods in the Far East is China; only 3.4% of 

its export volume reaches the European Union on the land corridors, the rest is 

transported on the sea (Table 1). 

The decline of the import needs of the European Union struck by a prolonged 

crisis, and the slowing down of the economic growth of China are expected to 

have an unfavourable impact on the development of the volume of railway cargo 

traffic between Europe and the Far East. 

Table 1 

Breakdown of cargo traffic between the EU 27 and China by transport routes: 

railway corridors and the sea route, 2010–2020 

Corridors To Europe To China Percentage 

change in 

2010–2020, to in 2010 in 2020 in 2010 in 2020 

1,000 

tons 

% 1,000 

tons 

% 1,000 

tons 

% 1,000 

tons 

% Europe China 

TransSiba) 669 1.4 7,438 8.0 419 1.4 2,239 7.5 +6.4 +6.1 

TransSib–

Kazakhstan 

747 1.6 5,520 5.9 463 1.5 1,741 5.8 +4.3 +4.3 

Central corridor 129 0.3 4,086 4.3 78 0.3 1,246 4.1 +4.0 +3.8 

TRACECA 58 0.1 1,172 1.2 38 0.1 379 1.3 +1.2 +1.2 

Railway total 1,603 3.4 18,215 19.5 998 3.3 5,703 18.7 +16.1 +15.4 

Sea route 45,859 96.6 75,150 80.5 29,538 96.3 24,831a) 81.3 –16.1 –15.0 

Grand total 47,462 100.0 93,366 100.0 30,536 100.0 30,534b) 100.0 – – 

Notes: a) – With no information whether this also involves the traffic of the TransSib–Mongolia and 

the TransSib–Manchuria side corridors, or is only valid for the trunk route in Russia. If so, then 

a considerable part of the traffic of the total TransSib system is excluded from the table. On the 

basis of other data it is hardly believable that the traffic of the TransSib–Kazakhstan corridor 

burdened by a break of gauge exceeds that of the TransSib route in both directions; b) – It is 

probably the numerical mistake of the original source which results in the impossible figures, 

i.e. that the volume of the total traffic is just equal in 2020 to that in 2010 and that the weight of 

sea shipping decreases. 

Source: Calculated and constructed by the authors, on the basis of the tons featured in RETRACK 

(2012) Tables 91 and 92. 

Taking the foreign trade of the other countries into consideration, we estimate 

the flow of goods between the Far East and Europe to range between 65 and 70 

million tons in 2012 in the western direction and at least 40–45 million tons 

eastwards. 

An ever larger proportion of goods are shipped in containers. Asia has become 

in the last quarter of a century the most important actor and region in world trade 
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as regards the volume of containers shipped on sea (Erdősi 2010b). Asian ports 

managed only 25% of the container traffic of the world in 1980, and their share 

grew to 52% by 2010. This process is reflected in the development of the volume 

of traffic in the Far East–Europe relation: 

 The traffic volume of containers from the Far East to the ports of Western 

Europe grew by 80% between 2000 and 2006, and reached 7.5 million 

TEUs by 2006. Traffic on the opposite direction (West–East) was approxi-

mately 4 million TEUs; 

 The volume of goods transported by ships from the Far East to the ports of 

the Mediterranean Sea was 3 million TEUs in 2006, while the volume of 

the containers shipped in the opposite direction was 1 million TEU 

(RETRACK, 2012). 

These figures reveal the advantage of the Far East over Europe as regards the 

mass of export transportations. This advantage is the strongest over Southern 

Europe that is least able to compensate with its moderate export the mass of 

goods imported from the Far East. The ports of the Mediterranean (including its 

constituent seas) also handle goods transport of the Carpathian Basin and the 

Southeast European–Alpine region, which is especially import to these areas 

(Erdősi 2005, 2008). 

2 A supplementing or a substituting role? 

The advantages of the peri-continental sea shipping, passing by Eurasia from the 

South, over the transcontinental transport routes running from East to West across 

the Eurasian continent can be seen in several aspects (expenses, reliability, and 

capacity). Despite the improvements made on the land corridors (especially the 

TransSib) and the shortened transport time, sea navigation has been able to 

maintain a 98% share from goods transport over the last two decades. 

The transport linkage (and also semi-global logistics mega-turntable) function 

of Russia between Europe and the Far East is basically served by the system of 

trans-Eurasian railway corridors. As regards the volume of goods transported, this 

“land bridge” has had a modest auxiliary function in comparison with sea 

navigation so far. Nevertheless it may even have some substituting role in certain 

geographical and sub-sectoral segments of the transport market, because 

 in the transportation of “weather sensitive” goods or ones sensitive to the 

salty sea air (Truel 2011), but also because 

 after the rearrangement of the locations of the main Far East departures and 

destinations it is not the islands with no other choice than sea navigation 
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(Japan and Taiwan) but continental China which is the largest generator of 

traffic, and for China railway linkages may have a growing attraction; 

 the railway companies of Russia and other countries will be able, by 

significant technical developments and the creation of well organised 

transport chains, to further decrease the duration and price of shipments and 

also make them so much safer that some of the transportation clients may 

choose railway instead of sea navigation. 

The farther the point of departure and the destination of the shipment from the 

sea ports, the better the chance for land transportation to have a substituting role. 

For example, it is usually not economical to transport export goods produced in 

South China across the busy inland railway network to the TransSib or the central 

trans-Asian corridors and then to Europe; it is more reasonable to ship them from 

the nearest sea ports to the faraway destinations. 

The efficiency of the elements of railways and roads are significantly 

influenced by ownership and organisational relations. As regards the latter, Russia 

and the Central Asian CIS countries have already made the first steps for reform. 

Although in most countries the free access to the services market has already 

become legally possible for other domestic and foreign companies, only a few 

have used this opportunity so far. In most countries, there is still a monopoly that 

is an obstacle to the renewal of the railway, both in technical and operational 

aspects (UNECE… 2012). 

3 The major general problems of transportation on the land 

corridors 

The factors influencing the efficiency of the operation of the trans-Eurasian trans-

port corridors, their usability (and their competitiveness against sea navigation 

after all) include 

 water routes across the landlocked seas and large lakes interrupting the 

continuity of land routes (Black and Caspian sea, Lake Van); 

 special technical norms making the continuous transport of trains 

impossible (track gauges, voltages, different axial pressures) and the poor 

condition of infrastructure; 

 border crossing and customs procedures different by border crossing 

stations and countries, and also various administrative solutions that often 

increase the time of transportation considerably (by 30–50%) (ECMT… 

2004); 
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 unnecessary bypass routes to be constructed because of the political 

tensions among the countries, leading to increased route length and running 

time (e.g. the bypass of Armenia); 

 one of the biggest challenges for all means of transport is to secure an 

acceptable level of safety of life and, above all, property. In this respect, 

some achievements have been made in the field of the protection of railway 

transports (by the employment of armed guards), but the situation in road 

transportation is much more worrying (despite the application of GPS 

devices), not to mention pipelines that are often damaged and drained 

(Transit and International… 2004). 

One of the most serious difficulties of these is the lack of interoperability on 

the railway corridors. The trans-Eurasian corridors are only interoperable, as 

regards the technical parameters and the order of operation, in the successor states 

of the Soviet Union, while the networks adjoining them from Europe or China use 

different systems. The biggest problem resulting from the lack of interoperability 

is the difference in the track gauges, the overcoming/bridging of which (by 

reloading or the change of bogies) is extremely costly. The lack of interoperability 

is also seen in the differences among the lengths of the trains. The cargo trains 

running in Russia, the states of the Caucasus or Central Asia are one and a half 

times longer than in the connected European partner countries or in China. This 

means that the load of a train from a CIS country cannot be transported by a 

European train designed for the standard European tracks (Merger… 2012). 

3.1 The situation and perspectives of the landlocked Central Asian countries 

for the use of the Eurasian transport lines 

The peripheries of the former Soviet Union, mainly coming from their location/ 

geographical features, have many disadvantages in transport, caused by the diffi-

culty to reach sea ports (the country is forced to use sea ports abroad at con-

siderable extra costs, difficulties of crossing the state borders), and also by the 

natural endowments which make the construction and maintenance of land trans-

port difficult or expensive (deserts, semi deserts or high mountains). In order to 

alleviate the problems, good partnership relations are necessary among the 

respective countries (China, Iran, Russia etc.), not only in the political dimension 

but also for effective economic/infrastructural cooperation. Some formal steps 

have already been taken in this field. One of the biggest challenges for the pro-

motion of the trade among several countries along the Southern Route 

/TRACECA is the implementation of the harmonisation of the national customs 

procedures. The six countries of the CAREC, Central Asia Regional Economic 

Cooperation (Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and 
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Mongolia) and China officially created the theoretical basis for the simplification 

of the checks and administrative activities at the border crossing stations by 

making a TIR agreement on international transportation and bi- and multilateral 

agreements on jointly made and simplified customs procedures, but the efficiency 

of the agreements can hardly be felt in real life (www.carecprogram.org, TIR 

Handbook, 2010). Despite the many bi- and multilateral agreements, the official 

cost of crossing the border ranges between 10.6% and 39% of the total transport 

expenses, while the non-official contributions (tips paid into the hands of officers) 

amount to 33% of the official sums on the average. These expenses also weaken 

the competitiveness of the landlocked countries on the world market (Transport 

links… 2006). In addition to the subjective factors, the impacts of the objective 

ones are even more unfavourable in some cases. The transport costs often reach 

40% of the sales price of goods transported by lorries or trucks, which, however, 

is not only the consequence of the large transport distances but also of the cargo 

fees exceeding those of the advanced countries by 70%. A very much problematic 

factor in this respect is that the bulk of the export from the inland countries con-

sists of bulk goods, raw materials that have a large physical volume for their spe-

cific value (e.g. cotton or wool), or, besides being bulky, they even have a big 

weight (e.g. petroleum products, ores, other mining products or in some cases 

cereals). For these products, the transport costs calculated for their specific weight 

are very high, weakening their competitiveness (Joint Study on Developing… 

2008). 

4 Function of the trans-Eurasian railway corridors, the 

connections they create and the features of their infrastructure 

4.1 Characteristics of the infrastructure of the respective corridors 

4.1.1  The TransSib corridor system 

The northernmost corridor joining the Pan-European (PEN) Corridor II is the 

Russian TransSib trunk corridor (Moscow–Vladivostok), which, in the quality, 

practical value and capacity of infrastructure, exceeds all other corridors by far 

(Figure 1, Table 2). Its outstandingly favourable features from technical and 

transport operational aspects include that from the Polish/Belarus border right to 

the Sea of Japan, there is a single (wide) gauge, double track railway line, elec-

trified in its full length, suitable for the transportation of trains that are definitely 

heavy (5 thousand tons) and may be longer than one kilometre. The voltages used 

for traction have not been standardised so far, so the locomotives must be  
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changed in several places even within Russia, or much more expensive, multi-

voltage locomotives must be used. Its unfavourable features include that the lar-

ger part of its capacity is occupied by the foreign trade transport (and also per-

sonal transport) needs of large cities and mining and industrial zones touched by 

the railway line or located along its side-branches, so in order for the route to 

meet the possibly increasing transit function (Table 1), further capacity enlarge-

ments and modernisations will be necessary. 

The TransSib trunk corridor is the dominant transport corridor in the Europe–

Far East relation, whose backbone consists of the Brest–Vladivostok route, but 

whose European side-branches from the Baltic Region and St. Petersburg, and 

also from South Poland/Ukraine reach the main route west of the Volga River or 

in the Ural Mountains area (Trans-Asian Railway 2012). 

From the south branch of the TransSib trunk line, the “TransSib–Kazakhstan 

side corridor” runs out in southeast direction at Petropavlovsk in West Siberia, 

crossing Kazakhstan (and touching the new capital city, Astana), which is con-

tinued in China and leads to the ports of the Bohai Bay/Yellow Sea, after a 

forking behind Lanzhou. The international significance of this side-corridor is 

given by the linking of three countries. For the foreign trade of Kazakhstan, as an 

infrastructure tool allowing the integration into the global economy, it provides an 

eastward access to the world seas, and also creates a direct connection to its most 

prestigious partner, Russia that is the most important both from political and eco-

nomic aspects. A disfavourable aspect of the technical and operational features is 

the relatively low proportion of electrified and double track routes compared to 

the other side-corridors (Table 2), but the biggest obstacle to the continuous 

traffic is the lack of up-to-date technical linkage between the wide and the narrow 

gauge networks at the border crossing station of Dostyk/Alashankau (Eurasian 

Land Bridge… 2012). 

The “TransSib–Mongolia side corridor” running across Mongolia in a 

southeast direction branches out from the trunk corridor in the vicinity of the East 

Siberian Ulan Ude, with the same wide gauge and then continued with normal 

gauge in China right to Beijing. This railway, in addition to providing a “lifeline” 

for Mongolia, a country heavily dependant upon Russia and lately also on China 

supplying vegetable food, is also the most ideal route of the trade between Russia 

and the central part of China, as this is the wide gauge track most approaching the 

Chinese metropolitan region. Its advantage from a technical aspect is that it is 

almost 90% electrified and equipped with two parallel rails (the Mongolian sec-

tion has only one rail). 

The “TransSib–Manchuria” side corridor stemming out in southeast direction 

from the trunk corridor east of Chita is continued in Manchuria. Due to its junc-

tions within Manchuria (eastward and southward), this is the geopolitically most 

sensitive TransSib side corridor. Running in an eastward direction across Man-
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churia, it offers a short transit route via Ussuriysk to the Russian port complex of 

the Vladivostok region (Vostochny, Nahodka). The Manchurian is the eastern-

most TransSib side corridor system, which, despite the two breaks of gauge, is 

attractive for Russia because of its short length for both export/import and transit 

shipments (even besides the fee to be paid to China for the use of the railway), as 

opposed to the much longer line running only in Russian areas (in the vicinity of 

the Amur River). In addition, it is an infrastructure promoting the heavy industry 

cooperations between Manchuria and Russia. In addition to serving Russian and 

Chinese interests, the side branch of this side corridor is of vital importance for 

the international land transportation relations of North Korea (Figure 2, cutout), 

and also for South Korea in the future if the border between the two Koreas will 

be opened permanently (Barrow 2007). 

4.1.2 The central trans-Eurasian corridor 

South of the TransSib, but passing by the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea, there is 

this railway corridor running to China via [Bratislava]–Chop–Donetsk–

Volgograd–Aksarayskaya–Dostyk. It is a corridor consisting of lines from four 

countries, of which three are wide gauge tracks. The only connection to the 

Chinese normal gauge network at Dostyk is used by this corridor as well. The 

mission of the central corridor is to create a transcontinental transportation possi-

bility on a shorter route between the northern part of the Carpathian Basin and 

West China across the south part of the Sarmatian Plain and Kazakhstan (passing 

by the TransSib). Russia is evidently counter-interested in this, although the cen-

tral corridor is far from being a real competitor of the TransSib, as the technical 

problems considerably limit the meeting of the expectations, as just over one-third 

of the route is electrified, and the total of the double-track sections lags far behind 

the trunk line and the side lines of the TransSib network. As regards reliability, 

the side line branching out at Bucharest is the most problematic, as it leads across 

the politically unstable Transnistria in Moldavia. It would be reasonable to create 

a common hub for the Carpathian Basin and its foreground. The most suitable 

location for this purpose – taking, among other things, the transport demands of 

the regional automotive industry into consideration – seems to be Bratislava 

(RETRACK… 2012). 

4.1.3 The TRACECA 

By signing the TRACECA multilateral agreement aiming at the implementation 

of this southernmost trans-Eurasian land corridor, the European Union’s goal was 

to integrate this corridor into the TEN-T, in order to promote interregional rela-
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tions (Ziyadov 2005). The TRACECA is designed to create, by the bypass of 

Russia and the revitalisation of the Medieval Silk Road, the shortest connection 

for the now independent CIS states toward Southeast Europe and the Mediterra-

nean, and also the Far East (primarily to the Chinese ports allowing an access to 

global trade, to the world sea – http://www.traceca-org.org). 

The trunk line of the “New Silk Road” is the section between the Georgian 

port, Poti and the city of Dostyk on the Kazakh/Chinese border, but its eastern 

connection allows an access to Lianyungang (and other ports) via Lanzhou in 

China, while it can be supplemented in the west by various European connections 

from the ports of train ferries navigating on the Black Sea – e.g. to Bratislava 

(Black Sea Region… 2012). 

In its Central Asian section there are two alternative routes from Baku across 

the Caspian Sea (Figure 2). The northern branch (via Aktau) is more advanta-

geous for the trans-Eurasian long-distance international transit and also for 

Kazakhstan, while the south branch, across Turkmenbashi, is more important for 

the southern and eastern part of Central Asia (Table 3), as it links almost half a 

dozen countries and also allows an access to Iran by its southern side branches. 

Figure 2 

Railways in the Caucasian section of the TRACECA 

 

Legend: 1 – Operating wide gauge tracks; 2 – Operating normal gauge tracks; 3 – Non-operating 

wide gauge tracks; 4 – Non-operating normal gauge tracks; 5 – Wide gauge tracks under 

construction; 6 – Normal gauge tracks under construction; 7 – Wide gauge tracks planned; 8 –

Normal gauge tracks planned; 9 – Year of completion of the railway; 10 – State border; 11 – 

Break of gauge at border crossing station. 

Source: Calculated by the authors on the basis of Jane’s World… 2010 and several other studies. 
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The infrastructure of both routes is just as obsolete. Non-physical barriers – 

especially bad management and operation – also contribute to the weak attraction 

of this corridor. The lack of coordination among the different means of transport, 

the lack of information and the heavily loaded ports in Baku and Aktau make the 

Caspian section one of the least reliable links of the corridor. 

In addition to this two-branch trunk line, there are many versions in the plans, 

as the different actors of the larger area of the TRACECA do their best to have 

the route versions most suitable for their own self-interests accepted. 

The geopolitically most sensitive (western) section of the TRACECA is the 

part between the Caspian Sea and the Black Sea/Mediterranean Sea, due to the 

serious conflicts of the Caucasian countries both among themselves and with Tur-

key on the one hand, and because of its macro-regional hub role unfurling in the 

semi-global trade, considered as important by China, Iran, Central Asia and the 

European Union alike on the other hand. For the time being it is fanatical 

nationalism that blocks the making of reasonable and implementable decisions on 

the routes of the corridor in the Caucasian region, on the basis of compromises 

among the neighbour countries. 

Today it is only Georgia and Azerbaijan through which trans-Caucasian rail-

way traffic is free from hindrances (e.g. a direct “logistic express” service 

operates between Poti and Baku [Tschaidse et al. 2001]). To this line, however, 

Armenia can only join through Georgia, because both Azerbaijan and Turkey 

made the formerly unhindered traffic across the Armenian border impossible in 

1994 (Figure 2). This makes Armenia search other routes across Iran, towards 

the world seas (Jane’s… 2010. Armenia).  For creating a connection between the 

Georgian capital city and Turkey, the simplest solution would be to renew and re-

open the southern section of the Tbilisi–Gyumri–Kars railway through Armenia, 

established in the late 19th century. However, the international political forces 

aiming at the isolation of Armenia favour a bypass route that would directly link 

Georgia to Turkey, west of Armenia (Kars–Tbilisi… 2012). This Baku–Tbilisi–

Marabda–Akhalkalaki–Kars – BTAK – railway line, also supported by UNECE/ 

UNESCAP (Figure 2) has a great advantage of allowing Turkey to join in (Euro-

Asian Transport Linkages, 2012; Logistic Processes and Motorways of the Sea II, 

2012). For the creation of the southwestern route version across its own state 

territory, Turkey has two very powerful arguments: 

 the railway tunnel to be completed by 2015, running from Istanbul beneath 

the Strait of Bosporus (which makes the rather costly navigation on the 

Black Sea unnecessary), and 

 the fact that the land corridor can be integrated into the a PEN/TEN-T 

network through Istanbul, across the East Balkan, to the states of Central 

Europe, Greece, and also the other countries of the north shore of the 

Mediterranean Sea. 
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Using its geopolitically very advantageous geographical location and its me-

dium power status, Turkey tries to strengthen its transit role in trans-Eurasian 

goods transportation. For this effort of theirs, they found a partner in China, 

which wishes to reach Europe through Turkey, avoiding the politically risky 

trans-Caucasian route (Engdahl 2012). 

The construction of the TRACECA alternative through Turkey, however, is 

conflicting with the interests of Georgia which has a gateway role on the eastern 

shore of the Black Sea, as it would weaken Georgia’s role in transit. Georgia is 

thus trying to enhance its attractiveness, in addition to the railway reconstruction, 

by the intensive enlargement of its port capacities, increasing their role in sea 

ferry transport. As regards the non-directly interested states, the counter-

interested Russia sees that the New Silk Road is mostly advantageous for Western 

Europe – as a tool for intrusion into the markets of the Caucasian–Central Asian 

countries and for pushing Russia out. Accordingly, as a kind of monopolisation 

and amendment of the project, Moscow politicians – with a rather peculiar inter-

pretation – also consider the St. Petersburg–Moscow–TransSib–Kazakhstan rail-

way chain as part of the New Silk Road, arguing that this route is expected to 

manage a more intensive traffic and also promotes the connection to China 

(Lagerhauskette … 2006). 

As opposed to Russia, Ukraine has significant ambitions about joining the 

TRACECA, so it is even willing to participate in the construction of the BTAK 

railway, in order to bypass Russia (Ukraine und… 2007). 

Kazakhstan with its successful efforts to reach a leading role in Central Asia 

has a vested interest in reaching the Iran network by new railways starting from 

its Caspian (petroleum producing) region, in order to diversify its possible access 

routes to the sea. 

The railway networks of Azerbaijan and Iran have already been connected, 

and on the eastern shore of the Caspian Sea the Kazakhstan–Turkmenistan–Iran 

(Gorgan) line will be completed by 2014 (Iran’s part… 2012). All in all, a 

“breakout”, an access to a warm sea also serves the interests of Russia, as it has 

been stated by the Russian government several times. 

Kazakhstan is trying to make the most use of its mediating/transit role, coming 

from its geographical location, in goods transportation between China and 

(Southeast/Southern) Europe. For Kazakhstan then, the southwestern connection 

allowing an access to the Mediterranean Sea through Turkey has also gained 

strategic importance. In this effort, not only Azerbaijan, but Georgia has also 

become a partner of Kazakhstan (Meeting… 2005). Kazakhstan is looking for 

alternative routes for its wheat export, weakening its dependence on the transit 

across Russia. For this purpose, the necessity to use the would-be BTAK railway 

creating an access to the ports of the Mediterranean Sea has also been raised 

(Patsuria 2012, Khankishiyeva 2012). According to the agreement between the 



 19 

governments of Kazakhstan and Georgia, Kazakhstan would export cereals below 

the global prices to Georgia, in return for the reduced fees to be paid for the use of 

the railway of the Caucasian state (Kazakhstan to cease… 2012). 

As a matter of fact, two countries are masters of using the advantages coming 

from their central location. A real macro-regional, international turntable role is 

that of Azerbaijan. In the Baku region, the west-east TRACECA corridor, 

favoured by the successor states of the Soviet Union and also by Turkey, China 

and the EU, is crossed by a north-south, Russia–Central-East/South Asia corridor 

(Mamedov 2001). 

Kazakhstan has a turntable role in the traffic between Russia and Central Asia, 

and also between China and Central Asia, and China and Russia. In fact, Truel 

(2011) thinks it is not an exaggeration to say that the new capital city, Astana may 

become the new “logistic hub” of Central Asia, and this macro-region might join 

the global supply chain via this city. 

The so much needed development of the corridors briefly featured above is 

delayed mostly by insufficient financing and political opposition. Even the petro-

leum-exporting countries are unable to finance on their own the investments that 

have been planned since the 1990s. They are in bad need of external resources. A 

formal criterion of the access to these resources is the harmonisation of the quality 

management systems to ISS (International Standard System [Grytsenko 2010]) as 

soon as possible. External financing can be really successful if the support of 

those multinational financers is gained that consider the respective infrastructure 

projects as a part of the global network of routes. One of these potential financers 

is the Narvik seated “New Corridor AS” company which considers the Trans Sib 

as a part of the Eurasia–Scandinavia–Atlantic Ocean–North America intermodal 

semi-global transport chain (Figure 3). 

5 Traffic of the corridors, time and cost of transports in railway 

based container transportation 

5.1 The development of intermodal (combined) transportation – with special 

regard to the container block-trains 

Intermodal transportation is not only a possibility but also a necessity on the 

trans-Eurasian corridors, because of the geographical/network endowments. 

Factors making combined transportation indispensable include the impermeability 

of the Korean Peninsula, and the sea between Japan/South Korea and the Russian 

ports. A specific means of intermodal transport are train ferries on the landlocked 

seas (Caspian Sea and Black sea) and on the Lake Van. The most widespread  
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Figure 3 

The semi-global Asia–Europe–North America corridor 

 

Source: Nord-Ost-West Korridor… 2003. 

form of intermodal technology in the respective macro-region is container 

transportation. Of the total volume of container traffic between the Far East and 

Europe, 97% is managed on the peri-Eurasian navigation route across the Strait of 

Suez and only 3% is done on land, by the trans-Eurasian railway corridors. Of the 

total traffic of the latter, more than 75% is done on the TransSib system, the 

proportion of the Central Corridor is 21%, and that of the TRACECA is not more 

than 4% (Shipping Rates… 2008). The transportation of railway containers is 

done on some wagons of traditional cargo trains in the case of weak demand. On 

distances of thousands of kilometres, however, block-trains made up only from 

container-carrying wagons are more efficient, especially for the servicing of 

automotive and computer factories with large transport demands (Development… 

2012). 

In recent years, the supply of block-trains has multiplied – nor only as regards 

their frequency but also the destinations they connect. The trans-Eurasian block-

trains can be categorised into the following groups: those running 

 between port cities (e.g. Vostochny–Hamburg, Shanghai–Antwerp) with a 

21–30 day transit time; 

 between port and non-port hubs (e.g. Nahodka–Berlin, Hamburg–Beijing, 

Nahodka–Buslovskaia, Antwerp–Chongqing) with a 12–15 day transit 

time; 

 between non-sea port big cities (e.g. Lanzhou–Duisburg, Beijing–Berlin, 

Shenyang–Leipzig) with a 16–25 day transit time (Gresley 2011–2012). 
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The large-distance block trains that are much more expensive compared to sea 

transportation are still feasible because they usually transport technical equipment 

of high specific value, mostly in just in time system. (E.g. the city called 

Chongqing by the Yangtze River concentrates more than 20% of the world’s 

laptop, notebook and LCD manufacturing, the largest market for which is 

Western Europe. Trains running to the North Sea carry mostly chemicals on their 

return to China – RETRACK 2012.) 

5.2 Time and cost demand of container transportation  

The time necessary for the delivery of container goods to the railway destinations 

is determined by the category of the trains, the quality of the tracks, the speed 

depending on the traffic management and also by the waiting times due to 

different reasons. The average speed of the container trains is 50–80 km/h (on the 

TransSib trunk line it is 76 km/h), but the waiting times coming from all sorts of 

reasons maximise the distance done by the trains in one day at 800 (max. 1000) 

kilometres – which is not more, on the other hand, than 300–350 kilometres on 

e.g. the Kazakhstan section of the Central Corridor (Russian Railway… 2012). 

Cargo trains are the fastest on the Chinese sections. On the trunk line of the 

TransSib there are increased speed (express) container trains recently, managing 

1200–1300 kilometres per day. The transit time of containers has almost been 

halved since the 1970s/80s (compared to the latest express trains). (E.g. between 

Vostochny and Finland it was reduced from 21 days to 11.5 days, between 

Vostochny and Switzerland from 32 days to 17 days – Transit time from… 2012.) 

Transit time is varied, depending on the length of the respective corridors, the 

quality of the tracks, and also the mode of transportation (Table 4). 

Table 4 

Costs and transit time of a 20’ (feet) <16.5 ton container between Duisburg and 

Lanzhou on the different routes, with the two different transport modes 

Route In single wagons By block-trains 

USD days USD days 

TransSib–Kazakhstan route 6,730 28 3,200 18 

TransSib–Mongolia route 6,705 38 4,700 22 

TransSib–Manchuria route 6,705 39 4,600 20 

Source: Original source called “Freight tariff quotation for single wagon loads; consultants assess-

ment for block trains based on market prices 2011” published in Table 41 of the study on 
RETRACK. 
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As regards the cost of container shipment, the difference between sea naviga-

tion and railway was drastic in the first years of this century. The prices of con-

tainer shipment among the Asian and the European ports, however, almost dou-

bled in 2012 due to the declining traffic, increased fuel prices, natural disasters 

leading to the temporary closing of ports etc. (White–O’Neill 2012). Despite the 

increased costs, the price of sea transportation among the ports of Western 

Europe and East Asia is still only one third or half of the land transport price. If 

there is a need, on the other hand, for a transport not directly between sea ports 

but within a Far East sea port (e.g. Shanghai) and a landlocked European city (e.g. 

Berlin), the costs of combined transport are almost the same at those of the pure 

sea shipment. Between landlocked destinations far away from the seas (e.g. 

Urumqi and Berlin), container block-trains are the cheaper solution (Table 5). 

5.3 Development of the traffic volume on TransSib, results expected from 

technical improvements and operation 

As a manifestation of the process of the thawing of the political tensions and in 

order to increase currency revenues, in the early 1970s, when the Suez Canal be-

came unusable, the Soviet Union announced the railway service called Trans 

Siberian Container Service (TSCS) between the Far East and Western Europe. As 

an effect of the “discount tariff” applied by the Soviet railway company, the first 

peak of the container traffic was in 1987, in the time of the perestroika, with 160 

thousand TEUs. On the Japan–Western Europe route, the east to west transport 

was dominant in the 1980s and the early 1990s, primarily because of the export of 

technical devices. 

After the disintegration of the Soviet Union changes took place in the eco-

nomic and political environment of container services, and also in the institu-

tional/organisational conditions. As a result of the recession in the Russian 

economy and foreign trade, the nadir of the container transport was in 1993, with 

30–35 thousand TEUs (Shirres 2011). The progress after this critical situation 

was induced by the start of the economic growth and the improvement of the 

containers/logistics services, on the one hand, and the state subsidy or the transit 

shipments and the armed protection of the trains, on the other hand. The shift of 

the container traffic induced by Japan from railway to the sea routes decreased the 

growth of the traffic of the TransSib from the mid-1990s, but the new interna-

tional automotive cooperations of different kinds still generated railway or com-

bined container traffic. There were years when 60% of the container traffic of the 

TransSib was already induced by South Korea (European Conference… 2005). 
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In the new century, the proportions of the respective actors (countries with 

transport needs) generating transit has been very hectically changing, due the 

changing pace of economic development and other reasons. Even in the early 

2000s, for example, there was a rapid development of traffic on the Vladivostok–

Vainikkala (Finland) route, generated mainly by the South Korean automotive 

industry (the volume of 124,473 TEUs in 2004 shrank to only 643 TEUs by 

2008). The volume of traffic generated on the TransSib by Japan is still neg-

ligible, as a large part of the country’s industrial production has been outsourced 

to faraway countries. 

The dominant generator of international container traffic on the TransSib is 

now China (Misharin 2008). The volume of the China–Russia railway container 

traffic is 135 thousand TEUs, well above the traffic generated by Japan and South 

Korea together. 

These days, the larger part of the total cargo traffic on the TransSib (an 

annual 200–250 million tons) is made by domestic traffic generated by the spatial 

division of labour among the regions and the supply of the population, but the 

volume of international traffic almost reaches this. Of the international traffic, 

however, only 0.5% (!) is transit traffic, while the proportion of export starting 

from Russia reaches 93%. The share of import to Russia – 6.5% – is negligible 

compared to the export. From container traffic, on the other hand, transit has a 

much more considerable share; still, it only holds position three, lagging far 

behind import and export shipments (Table 6). 

Table 6 

Breakdown of total and container traffic of the TransSib by directions 

(main routes), 2011 

Direction/type of traffic Volume of total traffica) Container traffic 

million tons % TEU % 

Export from Russia 90.2 93.0 142,048 39.0 

Import to Russia 6.3 6.5 189,540 52.1 

International transit 0.5 0.5 32,415b) 8.9 

Total 97.0 100.0 364,003 100.0 

Notes: a) – Data estimated by the authors, on the basis of 69 million tons of registered traffic in the 

first 8 months of 2011; b) – According to the homepage of the Trans Siberian Landbridge: 

10,000 TEUs in 2010. 

Source: Original: RETRACK Interview, Russian logistic experts December 2011 and Freight One 

OJSC Presentation on the 20th CCTT Plenary Meeting, Odessa, 22–29. 10. 2011, published in 

Tables 42 and 45 of the RETRACK study, some data of which served as the basis of calculation 
and compilation by the authors. 
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The total (domestic + international) container traffic of the TransSib reached 

749 thousand TEUs in 2010 (http://www.rail.co/2011/11/29/trans-siberian-land-

bridge), of which almost one half was international. 

Coming from these, by far the largest volume of cargo traffic on the border 

crossing stations along the TransSib flows through the Russian ports of the Far 

East (Vladivostok/Vostochny/Nahodka) – in 96% towards the sea. The second 

busiest is Zabaikalsk, the Russian border crossing station of the TransSib–

Manchuria side corridor, whose special characteristic among the border crossing 

stations featured in Table 6 is the dominance of the inward (western) flow 

induced by the Chinese export goods. Position three is held by a border crossing 

station of the TransSib–Kazakhstan side corridor, Grodekowo, where the number 

railway wagons leaving the country is more than twelve times that of the 

incoming wagons. The least busy is the border crossing station of the TransSib–

Mongolia side corridor, Naushki, where the number of wagons leaving Russia is 

approximately five times the number of wagons arriving at the country. 

All in all, only 5% of the total volume of the border crossing stations examined 

is towards the west (i.e. Russian import and transit) (Table 7). 

Table 7 

Volume of the traffic on the TransSib, measured at border crossing stations 

in 2010 

Direction 1000 loaded wagons across the following border crossing stations 

Zabaikalska) Naushkib) Grodekowoc) Far East ports total 

To the east 173 36 73 715 996 

To the west 13 7 6 26 53 

Proportion of return 
wagons, in % 

8 20 8 4 5 

Notes: a) – A total of 25.5 million tons in 2010 (of which 30% is Russian petroleum exported to 

China), of which 14 million tons by containers; b) – Container goods: 0.6 million tons; c) – A 

total of 12 million tons in 2010, of which 1.2 million tons container goods. 

Source: Freight Two OJSC, Presentation at the 20th CCTT Plenary Meeting, Odessa, 28–29. 10. 

2011. (Published as Table 44 in RETRACK 2012) Original data source of container goods 

unknown. 

The volume of trade between China and Russia was 15 million tons in 2006, 

which grew to 50–60 million tons by 2010, approximately two-thirds of which 

ran through the TransSib, mainly on the branch across Manchuria. 

The structure of goods dominated by mostly domestic demand is rather one-

sided, with a total of two-thirds weight of coal and petroleum/petroleum products 

with a low unit value in the total turnover, while the proportion of manufactured 

http://www.rail.co/2011/11/29/trans-siberian-landbridge
http://www.rail.co/2011/11/29/trans-siberian-landbridge
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industrial goods is only 3% (Freight Two OJSC… 2011). However, also in inter-

national relations, the TransSib is basically a corridor system oriented to the 

export of Russian energy carriers and other raw minerals, as well as lumber and 

metals. 

One group of factors influencing the volume and directions of container traffic 

and the change of the proportion of the respective actors is often changing, which 

makes the planning activity of the transport assigners difficult even in the medium 

run. The most important of these factors is transit tariffs, which are rhapsodically 

changing not only in Russia, but also in other countries. Occasionally, the 

intolerable transit tariffs of one country or another can make the traffic of the total 

of the corridor stagnate or even decline. (This included the unrealistic tariff for 

transit shipments introduced by Poland in the early 2000s.) In other countries the 

amount of VAT is unacceptable. In order to remedy these problems, the interests, 

resources and technologies of the growing number of market actors participating 

in the logistics chain during the container transit should be coordinated. The 

2000s saw changes in the circle of the market actors, namely the operators of the 

block-train services. Formerly, the RŽD (Russian Railways) had enjoyed an 

actual monopoly on the TransSib corridor, but now there are several foreign (Ger-

man, Belorussian, Kazakh etc.) public or private companies on the transport mar-

ket. 

The large number of hardly solvable traffic management/technological 

problems includes (due to the asymmetric nature of import/export volumes) the 

considerable difference between loaded and empty wagons, and wagons of 

different size by direction. The turnover of the ports in the Vladivostok region 

remains below their capacity, so it is not excessive traffic but the deficiencies of 

the organisation of loading, and even more so the lengthy checks concomitant 

with the excessive administration that make containers stay a day or two in the 

ports before they are loaded on trains (Russia’s Vladivostok… 2012). 

Results expected of the technological development and improved management 

of the TransSib may improve the conditions for combined transport. Since the 

completion of electrification along 2003, plans have been made for traffic with 

120 km/h block-trains in the total length of the railway line. (This would make the 

TransSib catch up with the speed norms specified for the European international 

trunk lines.) The technical parameters which may only be altered at huge ex-

penses include the inadequate height of the tunnels, which does not allow the 

shipment of containers loaded on top of each other. For this reason, trains on the 

East Siberian section can only carry one-third the number of containers trans-

ported in the USA. 

In order to reach competitiveness against the sea route, railway companies 

must spend on purchasing large (40’) containers, together with the purchase of the 

special railway wagons adequate for them (with extra loading capacity), and the 
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railway stations must also be re-built in order to be capable of the loading of large 

containers. (Of the 49 loading stations along the railway line, only 13 were 

suitable for the movement of 40’ containers in 2005; by 2012 all of them were up 

to this task.) The transport market of the TransSib–Manchuria (in fact, the 

TransSib trunk line) would be significantly enlarged by a permanent railway 

connection between the two Koreas. 

The transit capacity of the TransSib does not only depend on technological 

developments but also on the organisation of traffic, the cooperation and joint 

efforts of countries interested in transit. In order to handle the international trans-

port problems, the International Coordination Council of Transsiberian Transpor-

tation was founded in 1993. The 80 founding members of this organisation 

include a one and a half dozens of railway companies that contribute to the im-

provement of the efficiency of this corridor (Russian Railways… 2012). 

In order to considerably decrease the time of container transit, the RŽD 

Company announced in 2009 the ambitious programme called “Tans-Siberian in 

Seven Days”. The implementation of the programme, with a total expenditure of 

11 billion USD, would allow a guaranteed maximum 7 days transit time of the 

container trains for the distance of 9000 kilometres by 2015. The realisation of 

this plan, however, is impossible without the decrease of waiting times. The 

simplification of administration and registry at the border crossing stations is 

served by electronic administration (introduced by Naushki among the first ones), 

single documents used in all countries (“On Transit”), but the plans also include 

the implementation of “green corridors” (Shirres 2012). 

From among the other trans-Eurasian corridors, we are only going to deal with 

a few characteristics generating traffic for the TRACECA. 

5.4 A few characteristics of the traffic on the TRACECA 

The traffic volume of the TRACECA is much lower than that of the TransSib, 

mainly because of the several interruptions (sea ferries, gauge breaks), and secon-

darily because of the smaller capacity of the railways and the more limited trans-

port demand of the underdeveloped region along the Central Asian southern sec-

tion of the route. The majority of the traffic is domestic or bilateral; international 

transit is weak for the time being. (With the exception of the Caucasian section: 

three-quarters of the railway transit traffic of Georgia are generated by the 

neighbouring Azerbaijan [Ezugbaia 2007].) The most intensive traffic is managed 

on the East Kazakhstan section, as a result of trade with China (Kazakhstan 

will… 2012), the weakest across the Caspian Sea and Black Sea interrupting the 

land corridor. On most sections of the TRACECA, westward flows are stronger, 

reaching 72–76% in the Caucasian region (Ezugbaia 2007). 



 28 

Across the busiest border crossing station, Dostyk/Alashankau, a total of 11.3 

million tons of goods flowed to China in 2010 (half of this from Kazakhstan); in 

the opposite direction, 3.5 million tons of (predominately Chinese) goods were 

transported to Kazakhstan. The transit capacity of the Chinese–Kazakh border 

was significantly increased by the new Jinghe–Yining–Khorgos–Altynkul’ rail-

way operating between the two countries since 2010 (with a total traffic of 5.5 

million tons already in 2012) (Khorgos… 2012). The new border crossing station 

shortened the route from the Chinese border to Almaty by 520 kilometres (The 

Latest... 2009), increased the transit potential of Kazakhstan (especially in con-

tainer transport), and decreased transit time between West China and Europe 

(Kazakhstan and China… 2012). Of the total container traffic of the Kazakh–

Chinese border in 2010 (186 thousand TEUs), the strongest transit traffic is 

generated by China–Kazakhstan–Central Asia (50,100 TEUs), a significant part 

of which was made by shipments of parts between the automotive plants in South 

Korea (Pusen) and Uzbekistan (Abluk). The West China–Western Europe transit 

lags far behind this with its annual volume of 11–12 thousand TEUs (Rakhimov, 

2011/2012), although this also includes the flow of goods on the Chongqing–

Germany/Holland route (RETRACK… 2012). The Kazakh–Chinese cargo traffic 

is projected to reach 793 thousand TEUs by 2020, while the total cargo traffic will 

be 28.2 million tons in 2015 and 48.5 million tons in 2020. 

5.5 A brief summary of the risks of the peri- and trans-Eurasian 

routes/corridors 

The provision of the transit navigation route on the Artic Ocean is the economic 

interest of the Russian government at any time, due the incomes coming from the 

services offered on this sea (icebreakers, ports, navigation, meteorological/ 

hydrographical forecasts etc.). For this reason, this route has a low level of risk 

both with regards to politics, and the safety of shipments and life. 

Some sections of the southern peri-Eurasian (Suez) sea route (in Southeast 

Asia and the Gulf of Aden) are still risky for cargo and life to a limited extent, 

due the activity of pirates, but the presence of the navy ships of several interested 

countries can already minimise this risk in the near future. Although the political 

risk potential of the Suez Canal is high (depending on how often it is blocked by 

extremist political forces or war actions), the international powers interested in its 

operation are able to guarantee its operability within a short time. 

For trans-Eurasian transit transport, the route least risky from the political 

aspect is the trunk line of the TransSib. China and Russia will be even more 

cooperative in the future in the field of economy, due to their mutual dependence. 

Mongolia will probably not be the “Golden Apple of Discord” of China and 

Russia, either. This will keep the level of political risk low both on the TransSib–
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Manchuria and the TransSib–Mongolia side corridors. The same may be true for 

the TransSib–Kazakhstan side corridor (in fact, for the Central Corridor), as in the 

development of the relationship between China and Kazakhstan, the mutual 

economic interests are more important than the possible tensions coming from the 

religious/ethnic differences. 

What can be risky is the operation of the TRACECA corridor, especially its 

alternative track across the Trans-Caucasus and Turkey. In Central Asia, the 

southern route alternative close to Iran and Afghanistan may be the riskiest of all 

routes from political and ethnical aspects (despite the relative religious homoge-

neity), but the occasional natural disasters (earthquakes, wind-blown sand, storms, 

rock avalanches etc.), and also the unpredictability of the behaviour of some 

tribes increase the risk of transit. 

6 Alternatives for Hungary to join the trans- and peri-Eurasian 

corridors 

As regards the sea routes and land corridors introduced so far, for the foreign 

trade of the Carpathian Basin and within that Hungary, it is only the Suez sea 

routes and the TransSib corridor that have a real significance. Bulk goods and 

large shipments are almost exclusively container goods predominantly transported 

to Hungarian destinations on the sea route, bypassing Asia from the south. For the 

delivery of container goods, the volume of which is negligible compared to that of 

goods shipped on sea, transporters usually use the trunk line of the TransSib via 

Moscow. More than two-thirds of goods from Hungary flow through the mega-

ports of the North Sea (Hamburg, Antwerp, Rotterdam etc.), while the remaining 

one-third is managed by the ports of the northern Adriatic Sea and Constanţa. The 

ports of Bulgaria and Greece are very rarely used by Hungarian foreign trade. 

Why these are the ports through which Hungarian foreign trade to the Far East 

flows and what ports may become significant in the future is determined, and will 

be determined by the combined impact of several factors. 

6.1 “To the sea, Hungarians!” – but where? 

In the first half of the 19
th
 century, in search of relative economic independence 

from the Austrian Empire, Hungarian reform politicians tried to avoid the use of 

the port of Trieste. The Hungarian establishment agreed with Lajos Kossuth’s 

proclamation, “To the sea, Hungarians!”, but there were sharp debates on which 

non-Austrian ports should the railway lead to. The two main versions were 

Constanţa and the nearby Rijeka (Fiume), from which the latter was given a 
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(domestic) railway connection. From the late 19
th
 century on, Rijeka managed the 

major part of the Hungarian overseas foreign trade. The preference of the North 

Adriatic Sea was due to political and economic considerations in the first place, 

and at that time the transport geographical distance mattered a lot in the choice of 

the location of the port. 

In our globalised world – when (transport) geographical distance has lost 

much of its significance – it is a topical and hardly answerable question which 

ports may be the most suitable destinations for Hungary’s foreign trade with the 

Far East. To find the answer, we must take into consideration how the signifi-

cance of distances in different interpretations has changed in the globalising world 

trade and what impacts the new transport organisational/logistics systems have 

had on the choice of the destination ports. 

The significance of (transport) geographical distance, equal to the length of 

route to be managed by ships (in kilometres) has remained in those exceptional 

cases when both the production and the consumption of the shipped goods takes 

place in the destination ports, or their narrower catchment area. 

Economic distance, i.e. the choice of transport tool, port and route on the basis 

of costs incurred during transport, has been more important than geographical for 

quite a while. Transport expenses depend in the first place on the size of the 

transport devices and the ports, the average level of their utilisation, the intensity 

of traffic and the tariff policy of the transportation company taking all these 

factors (also influenced by competition) into consideration. Economic distance 

must be taken into consideration especially in the case of routes where both end 

points are landlocked (but at least one of them is), so goods to the destinations 

can only be delivered by combined transport. For the minimisation of costs, the 

choice of the port (with adequate land transportation linkages for import and 

export) is of vital importance. Economic distance may be up to 30–60% longer 

than transport geographical one if the route incurring the lowest costs is chosen. 

Coming from the fact that transport network distance is no longer an aspect to 

be considered in the design of the transport route, in fact, even economic distance 

is negligible, but the quality and diversity of logistic services are becoming the 

main criterion, and a new concept of distance, the logistic distance has been 

widely accepted. 

The main factors determining the logistic distance include in the first place the 

frequency of scheduled ship lines, and the number of shipping companies and port 

service providers available in the ports, and also the competition that they have in 

the quality of services. The second group of factors is made by port capacity, 

equipment for the loading and handling of special goods, and land/inland water 

connection to the hinterland. The total of the costs from the sender to the 

addressee (transport tariff, costs of port services, official duties and other costs) 

are only factors of tertiary importance, on the one hand because if the first two 
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factors are missing, then no transport can take place at all, and on the other hand 

because for transporters it is more important to optimise the delivery time of the 

shipment to preserve its consistency/soundness, and to have reliable services, 

which is considerably influenced by the traditional partnership between port ser-

vice providers and shipping companies. The accessibility of duty free zones, 

available in some ports only, may also be attractive. In sea navigation, a more and 

more important factor in logistic distance is the depth of water in the ports (and 

partly the length of the quays, and berths), which determine the size of the ser-

viceable ships. Mega-ships transporting the newest containers can only use a few 

ports for the time being, among which there is a larger “logistic distance” than 

among formerly used ports (suitable for the servicing of smaller ships). 

The vanishing dominance of the choice of ports based on geographical dis-

tance and transport costs is clearly demonstrated by the fact that the largest share 

of trade between Hungary and the Far East is not managed through the (Adriatic) 

ports in the vicinity of the sea route, but through the farther Atlantic rim, North 

Sea ports. 

The North Sea (Range/ARA) ports have reached, by the creation of a logistic 

system adapting to the globalising economy and favouring efficiency above all, 

and also exploiting their economies of scale, an unassailable advantage that have 

in many respects almost secured their monopoly in the field. Their highly 

developed and extra-high capacity infra- and suprastructure, their frequent ship-

ping on several routes, and the quality of their diverse services make these mega-

ports inimitable in Europe for a while. New, large capacity “heavy railways” 

(Betuwe, Iron Rhine) and motorways have been built towards their nearby catch-

ment area, the Ruhrgebiet, and the capacity of the formerly built railways and 

roads in their hinterland reaching right to East-Central Europe has been enlarged, 

while the attraction of the inland waterways has not decreased. 

With a view to the rising transportation costs (due to increasing fuel prices and 

other reasons) and the aspects of the environment, it would be reasonable in the 

future to provide the servicing of Hungary more and more from the geographi-

cally much closer Adriatic Sea and Black Sea (and maybe Aegean Sea) ports, 

which can be made attractive with adequate technical improvements. The realisa-

tion of this effort may be promoted by the spreading of the hub and spoke logistic 

system. The role of the Mediterranean hub may be increased in the future by the 

construction of huge Chinese distribution and logistic centres (in South Greece, 

on islands, in Sicily etc.), from where the Chinese export goods may be farther 

transported by feeder ships to the Balkan ports, and from these ports products 

could continue their journey on land routes to the Carpathian Basin. What extent 

this new goods flow will reach and how much it will decrease the traffic of the 

North Sea ports will basically depend on future economic growth, and also on the 

goods structure of the Chinese foreign trade to Europe. 
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For the Carpathian Basin (including Hungary), the ports of the landlocked seas 

and marginal seas of the Mediterranean (Adriatic, Aegean Sea, Black Sea) can 

serve as gateways. The leading ports in these seas are, both in capacity and 

volume of traffic, Trieste and Constanţa, but the ever sharper competition, the 

reconstruction of the railways leading to them, the construction of new 

motorways and the boom of inland navigation may change the capacity and the 

order of importance of the ports in the future. 

Although Constanţa is at a larger geographical distance from Budapest than 

Trieste, it has the great advantage of the adjoining Danubian waterway on which 

bulk goods can be cheaply transported, i.e. the economic distance is much smaller 

than that of the other ports (Table 7). It has a further advantage in having ample 

space for developments and it has traditionally good connections to Asia. Rijeka’s 

gateway potential and attraction for Hungary may significantly strengthen in the 

future if the mountain section of the Zagreb–Fiume railway is diverted to 

straighter lines with milder slopes, and if the transport capacity is significantly 

enlarged. The modern port of Koper will be able to keep its positions especially in 

container traffic. Ploče can be an important port for Hungary only if the 

infrastructure of Corridor Vc is constructed. (However, the construction of the 

motorway in Bosnia and Herzegovina, part of this project, seems to be unrealistic 

for the time being.) Thessaly has traffic below its capacity, but it has not been a 

regularly used port of Hungarian foreign trade since World War I. The least 

probable is the strengthening of the traffic between Bar in Montenegro and 

Hungary. The depreciated Belgrade–Bar railway is not part of any PEN/TEN-T 

corridor. Bar will not be competitive against Ploče in the combined (sea/land) 

transportation between the Far East and Hungary (Erdősi 2009). 

7 Technical, logistic and transport policy problems of Hungary’s 

joining the trans-Eurasian railway corridors 

For Hungary those trans-Eurasian corridors may be relevant to which the country 

can potentially join (the TransSib and the Central Corridor). (The TRACECA can 

only have a very much subordinate supplementary role even in the best case, irre-

spective of whether the European gateway of the route alternatives is Constanţa, 

Varna or Istanbul.) 

From Moscow to Western Europe (across Poland, Slovakia and Hungary), 

several international trunk lines join the TransSib. Of these, of outstanding 

importance is the TEN-T II (Nizhny Novgorod–Moscow–Minsk–Warsaw–Berlin) 

corridor railway. The trunk line [Moscow]–Kiev–Lviv–Krakow–Dresden/Berlin, 

across South Poland to Germany, forms Corridor III. The corridor railway marked  



  

 



 34 

V.a to southwest from Lviv, to Uzhgorod–Chop–Čierna nad Tisou–Poprad–

Bratislava, is the main line for the joining of Slovakia (Figure 4). 

The Hungarian normal gauge railway joins the European extension of the 

TransSib at Záhony (the wide gauge railway extended to Hungary across the 

Tisza River from the Transcarpathian town of Chop). Goods reloading in the 

years following World War II was limited to the station of Záhony and served the 

Soviet army in the first place, and also the management of the war reparation 

transports from Hungary. By the intensification of the Soviet–Hungarian foreign 

trade, Záhony more and more became the scene of bilateral goods exchange after 

1949. For the development of heavy industry in Hungary, a growing volume of  

 

Figure 4 

East-Central European international railway corridors joining 

the TransSib in Moscow 

 

Source: Edited by Erdősi, 2012. 
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coke, iron ore, crude iron and composition metals came from the Soviet Union. 

Also, the Hungarian textile industry, paper and wood industry acquired their raw 

materials form the east in the first place. In return, Hungary transported raw 

materials of foods, canned foods, fruits but also buses and machinery on this 

railway (Bajor 2009). 

The volume of bilateral goods exchange reached 4–5 million tons as soon as in 

the middle of the 1950s, and Záhony was not enough for the movement of goods. 

The reloading capacity had to be enlarged, and so from 1957 to 1965 an 

approximately 28-kilometre long reloading zone was created by the extension of 

the wide gauge railway beyond the border. Traffic volume reached 13.6 million 

tons by 1979. Despite the number of government decrees made on the processing 

of the imported raw materials on the spot, no location of significant industrial 

plants was made, just as no waterway was constructed on the Tisza River that 

could have been integrated into the transport of imported mass goods (Bajor 

2008). 

The slowing down of economic development slowly decreased the traffic in 

the reloading centre already in the 1980s. In the 1990s Hungary turned its back to 

Russia and the states of the CIS (the foreign trade of the country has had a strong 

Western European orientation from that time on), which shrank the traffic of the 

reloading centre to just one-third. Although the market of the CIS has become 

more significant in the recent years, the traffic of the reloading centre, despite the 

growth, was in 2011 still only a quarter of the peak in 1979. Although the 

Hungarian governments theoretically supported the location of industry and the 

foundation of industrial parks in the reloading zone in the 1990s and 2000s, only 

moderate achievements have been made. Meanwhile, the railway infrastructure 

and the reloading equipment became rather obsolete, so they are in need of 

renewal or replacement in accordance with the new technological requirements. 

The importance of foreign trade to the CIS region and the Far East (especially 

China) is in all probabilities going to increase, together with the role of Záhony in 

international goods transportation. The contiguous European motorway network 

is now only 60 kilometres away from the town. If the motorway is constructed 

right to the border to Ukraine, the role of land transportation will increase in the 

land traffic generated by the reloading centre in Hungary. As the chance of the 

construction of Ukrainian section of the motorway is negligible in the foreseeable 

future, international road transportation can only moderately decrease the propor-

tion of the railway from total traffic. 

The traffic of the East Hungarian reloading zone – generated by transit traffic 

in the first place – can be influenced by the competitors operating in the neighbour 

countries. 
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7.1 Competitors of the Záhony district 

Only a few reloading centres were established at the western/southwestern border 

of the former Soviet Union, all of which had an intensive traffic. After the 1990s, 

the border was opened at a number of new places for railway traffic, but their 

turnover is low, and reloading usually takes place at the border crossing station 

(Figure 5). The overwhelming majority of these stations (in Poland or Romania) 

have no real impact on the Hungarian east–west transit. Even the railway 

reloading station in Sighetu Marmaţiei, west of the Carpathians, in the Ukrainian–

Romanian–Hungarian triple border region, mainly serves Western Romania, and 

to a lesser extent (by transit) Serbia, Macedonia and Greece. 

Among the neighbour countries, the most direct competitor of Záhony in the 

mediation of transit between Eastern and Central–Western Europe is the nearest 

reloading station operating in the Slovakian Čierna nad Tisou. This reloading 

centre is located only 8 kilometres from Záhony as the crow flies, but its advan-

tage is due not to the better quality of its technical infrastructure but to the fact 

that transit transport is much cheaper across Slovakia than across Hungary. 

The reloading centre in the Southeast Polish Medyka/Przemyśl and the railway 

running to Krakow from this place has hardly had any impact on the transit traffic 

of the Hungarian reloading centre (and the east–west and northeast–southwest 

transit traffic in Hungary), because it predominantly carries transit traffic 

generated by Germany and the Atlantic region of Western Europe, and to a 

smaller extent also by the north region of the Czech Republic. 

7.2 Possible impact of the wide gauge railways planned in East-Central 

Europe on Hungary 

In the major reloading zones of the surrounding countries (similarly to Hungary), 

the wide gauge railway was built to a length of 8–10 kilometres (e.g. Corridors II, 

III and IX) on the Polish and Romanian side. In addition to these short sections, 

the smooth supply of heavy industry with raw materials necessitated in two 

countries the construction of long wide gauge railway sections to the centre of the 

country. 

From the border crossing station Hrubieszów in Southeast Poland right to the 

edge of the Silesian industrial region, to the railway station of Sławków 

Południowy/Olkusz situated only 30 kilometres away from Katowice, a wide 

gauge railway was built in 1979. This railway line (with its almost 400 kilometres 

length), unmatched in East-Central Europe (and which had no passenger traffic 

originally), was necessary for the transport of Soviet iron ore to metallurgy plants in 

Poland and sulphuric ore (pyrite) to the Soviet chemical industry on the way back. 
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Figure 5 

Railway border crossing stations at the meeting point of wide- and normal gauge 

railway networks 

 

Legend: a) – Breaks in gauge; b) – Border crossings of international significance; 

c) – Main international railway lines. 
Source: Authors’ construction. 
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After the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the transport of these minerals across 

the Ukrainian border dropped to almost zero and the domestic transport of coal 

was not significant, either. 

By the intensification of the Ukrainian–Polish trade relations, the turnover of 

this special railway grew from 4.4 million tons in 2001 to 8.6 million tons by 

2007 (Erdősi 2010a). This dynamic growth, however, had an unbalanced structure 

as regards transport directions. As opposed to the negligible volume of West–East 

traffic, the import of mass products (mainly iron ore) transported from Ukraine 

makes the bulk of the turnover. (The precious Polish pyrite is now mainly sold – 

at a higher price – in Western Europe – www.pkp-lhs.pl) 

In Czechoslovakia, the railway connecting the Ukrainian Uzhgorod to 

Banovce was eliminated after World War II. Between the two World Wars, this 

had been the track on which southeast-northwest long-distance domestic transport 

was conducted (when Transcarpathia, now part of Ukraine, belonged to 

Czechoslovakia). Instead, Čierna nad Tisou became a new border crossing station 

and a reloading centre was established behind it. 

In the vicinity of the second biggest city in Slovakia, Košice, a metallurgy plant 

was built in the 1960s that had no raw materials within the country. From Mate-

jovce next to the border of Ukraine to Haniska, an 80-kilometre long wide gauge 

railway was built in 1960, which transported iron ore and coke without reloading 

from the Soviet Union. This railway was electrified in 1978. 

Induced by the favourable tendencies of trade among the CIS countries (in-

cluding Ukraine) and East-Central Europe, plans have been made for the 

enlargement of the wide gauge railway network to west by substantial new sec-

tions: 

 In Slovakia besides the important trunk line running from Košice to 

Bratislava, across Poprad in the north, or in the south, close to the border, 

right to the hydroelectric plant on the Danube River in Gabčikovo, and also 

to Bratislava. 

 The continuation of the former line to Linz in Austria (for the supply of the 

VOEST metallurgy plant in Linz with iron ore); 

 Extension of the already existing South Polish wide gauge railway to the 

Czech–Silesian heavy industry centre, Ostrava. 

These railways are expected to transport raw materials from the east to their 

nearby regions at a lower price than the present ones, as there is no need for 

reloading. Also, the manufactured goods and agricultural products could reach the 

eastern market with better conditions. The relocation of the reloading centres into 

the foreground of Western Europe can be advantageous for both the operators of 

the transit and other beneficiaries (industrial plants). The new reloading places 

would be built with efficient and environment friendly technologies up to the 
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requirements of the 21
st
 century and the reloading activity at their destinations can 

have a favourable impact on local/regional employment as well. (It must also be 

taken into consideration, on the other hand, that the stations along the Ukrainian 

border will be nothing more than simple stops after their reloading functions are 

lost.) 

As a response to these challenges of the neighbourhood, in Hungary too an 

idea has been raised for the construction of the Záhony–Budapest–Gabčikovo–

Bratislava wide gauge railway. 

For Hungary, however, a country with scarce resources of raw materials and 

energy carriers, it is a basic economic issue to become the transport/logistic 

centre of East-Central Europe. The country does not only need the incomes 

directly deriving from this, but also the revenues coming from the industrial 

processing of a part of the transported raw materials. The wide gauge railways to 

be built may have a detrimental impact on Hungary’s position within the trans-

port network of the macro-region. Hungary thus has to seriously consider the 

consequences of the foreign investments described above. 

7.3 Transport geographical endowments influencing the chance 

of the competition for the Central European transport centre role 

The geometrical centre of the network of the main railway lines of Central 

Europe, as it can be seen in Figure 6, is the Vienna/Bratislava region, the most 

easily accessible from all directions. Within the more advanced regions located 

west of this, connections are excellent, but there are serious deficiencies in the 

east. On the eastern side, it is either north or south from where the network can be 

acceded, and for a connection one must travel almost to the centre of the network. 

This macro-region (also including the Balkan Peninsula) has no outstanding 

economic centre. In the northern part of this macro-region, Budapest and Prague 

are not in the hubs of the network but in the centres of smaller regions created by 

partial networks. By the “distortion” (relocation) of the lines of the network, 

however, these capital cities may find themselves in a relevant position. 

In connection with the China–Europe relation (direction) transports we may 

ask the question whether the line of this network starting from the Adriatic Sea 

can be relocated towards Budapest or not (Figure 7). 

A starting point for finding the answer is the Peace Treaty of Trianon. 

Hungary then acknowledged the right of Czechoslovakia to freely transport its 

trains from Bratislava to the Adriatic Sea (to Rijeka) across Western Hungary and 

on the two transverse lines meeting at the Murakeresztúr hub on the southwestern 

(Yugoslav) border. This obligation meant in practice that the former two 

Hungarian railways and the Austrian Semmering railway running from Vienna 
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Figure 6 

Model of the Central European transport network 

 
Source: Edited by Tibor Bajor. 

Figure 7 

The Adriatic port–Vienna line and its network environment 

 
Source: Edited by Tibor Bajor. 
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also to the sea (at Trieste) were intertwined (in the territory of the present 

Slovenia) in a away that they cut off other Hungarian railways from the sea and 

integrated the West Hungarian railway line into the Austrian East Alpine trunk line 

(Figure 8). 

Some of these transport routes have become parts of the TEN-T network, on 

the recommendation of Hungary. These lines, however, were transferred by MÁV 

(Magyar Államvasutak, Hungarian Railways Company) for operation to the 

Austrian–Hungarian private railway company in 2011. In addition, these lines are 

the main lines of the Austrian owned Rail Cargo Hungaria to the ports of the 

north Adriatic Sea. This way, Hungary practically abandoned the utilisation of the 

economic advantages offered by these ports and also becoming the location of 

distribution/processing of goods arriving from China on the sea. 

From a transport logistical point of view it is worth noting that the shipments 

from the North Adriatic ports have their shortest connection to the Danube River, 

the main axis of Central European river transportation (the corridor TEN-T VII) 

at Vienna and Bratislava. Taking the above described transport network into 

consideration, the forwarding of goods coming from the Adriatic ports can use the 

multimodal railway, waterway and aviation infrastructure of the two (nearby) 

capital cities and also in the region of the hydroelectric plant at Gabčikovo. 

While Hungary is not competitive on the aforementioned line, a logistic chain 

built on this, coming from the Far East, would be an excellent contribution to 

strengthening the logistic role of this region in Europe, in accordance with the 

interests of Austria and Slovakia. Such a situation would lead to the birth of a 

commodity logistics concentration with an extremely strong attraction. This 

would in itself have really negative consequence for Hungary. 

The handicap of such a situation would be enhanced by the construction of the 

560-kilometre long wide gauge railway (www.iho.hu) to Bratislava. As a 

consequence of this, Hungary (with the exception of the western counties) would 

find itself on the eastern side of the Central European logistic region (Figure 9), 

outside the European transport connections and in the interest zone of Russia 

again. 

If the wide gauge railway is built in Slovakia, the distribution centre of the 

goods transport from the Far East and Russia to Europe will be relocated 

(“moved”) from the Ukrainian hubs to the west, from which the Slovak and 

Austrian companies will profit. In this case there will be not one single reason for 

the East–West railway transport to stop anywhere is Hungary. If this 

Vienna/Bratislava commodity logistics axis is realised, the model of transport 

network featured in Figure 3 will be distorted to the detriment of Hungary. The 

southern line (Adriatic ports, West Balkans) will strongly gravitate towards 

Vienna. The north line will slightly move towards Bratislava and may divert some 

of the traffic of the Berlin–Warsaw–Minsk route. Most drastically, the eastern line  

http://www.iho.hu/
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Figure 8 

Railway lines and their connections listed in Article 306, Chapter V. 

of Act No. XXXIII. of 1921 

 

Source: Edited by Tibor Bajor. 
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Figure 9 

Impact of the construction of the Slovakian and Hungarian wide gauge railway 

 

Source: Edited by Tibor Bajor. 

would be distorted, as the role of Kyiv would be taken over by Bratislava. In this 

case, Budapest would have significance equal to that of the Ukrainian ex-

distribution centres within the Far Eastern, Russian and European transport 

system. The importance of Budapest could only increase if significant transport 

were realised on the TRACECA corridor and that would be diverted toward 

Bratislava. 

It is clear from the initial Figure 6 that the existing network can most 

reasonably accessed from Moscow in the north and from Istanbul in the south. 

The southern TRACECA route version will not be a major accession point in 

the near future, due to the present Central-Eastern/Caucasian political situation. 

However, we must be prepared for a changed situation, e.g. by the economic 

expansion of Kazakhstan (Figure 10). 

It is the central, east–west line of the network demonstrated in Figure 1 that is 

presently running across Hungary. Because of their locations in the TEN-T 

network, Bratislava and Vienna restrict the possibilities of Budapest (Figure 11). 

Furthermore, Poland is trying to divert the transit traffic from Kyiv to Hungary at 

Lviv, and integrate it into the traffic of Corridor VI at Katowice (Perspektivy… 

2002). If Hungary does not make determined steps, it will be completely pushed 

out of the east–west transit traffic. 
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Corridor X.a (the Zagreb–Maribor–Graz route) allows the bypassing of 

Hungary in a northwest–southeast direction. From Záhony to Italy, the majority of 

transportation takes place across Sopron. The traffic across all other border 

crossing stations is negligible. This is in line with the transport interests of ÖBB 

and Rail Cargo. Sopron, where cargo shipments are collected and distributed, is a 

hub of the GYSEV. The Záhony–Hodoš (Slovenia) block train has not met the 

expectations so far. For the time being, there are negotiations on having approved 

 

Figure 10 

The logistic role of Kazakhstan 

 

Source: Edited by Tibor Bajor. 
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Figure 11 

The TEN-T network in the Carpathian Basin and its region 

 

Source: Edited by Tibor Bajor. 

a North–South European transport corridor, linking the Baltic Region to the Adri-

atic, by the countries concerned (Baltic States, Poland, Slovakia, Austria, Slove-

nia, Croatia). For this, the Katowice– Žilina and the Vienna–Graz section must be 

approved as parts of the TEN-T. In practice, the connection between the Baltic 

Region and the Adriatic Sea is already an operating transport corridor (European 

Commission 2007). This north–south corridor, however, diverts the Southern 

Europe–Russia traffic to Austria before reaching Croatia, already. 

The best solution for the accession to the axis in the north is Moscow–Minsk–

Warsaw–Berlin axis (one of Europe’s most important railway lines). 

It must be clear now that the amendment of the network system featured above 

for the favour of Hungary is not an easy task because of the similar efforts of the 

competitors. Along the ideal line of transport from the Far East to Hungary, there 

are several states in between that assert their own interests. 
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Starting from China, the first significant actor and distribution region is 

Kazakhstan. Already in this country, Hungary must do its best to attract as much 

of the traffic as possible: on the one hand, by having shipments arriving there with 

Hungary specified as a destination; on the other hand, by the organisation of 

direct block trains and the promotion of the opening of “bases”. Although it 

cannot be forecasted precisely as yet when the Asian section of the TRACECA 

becomes a busy transit route, it should be adequately guaranteed well in advance 

that Hungary becomes the main destination in Europe. 

However, if the Yekaterinburg–Narvik–Atlantic Ocean–North America semi-

global transport chain (Figure 3), connected to TransSib, is implemented, then a 

significant part of the shipments from the Far East will not even enter the Central 

European network. This is against the interests of not only Hungary but also the 

other countries of Eastern Europe, and even Germany. It takes joint action to 

counterbalance this grand plan. 

The railway on this route runs from the Ural Mountains, from Yekaterinburg 

to Moscow, but from Chelyabinsk to Kharkiv in Ukraine. If Russia approves the 

use of the trans-Siberian route, the crowdedness of the Moscow hub could be 

significantly decreased, but this would also weaken the position of Poland. On the 

other hand, this line could be joined by the Caucasian region from the south and 

thereby new partners could show up for the Hungarian foreign trade. 

The last large logistic centre, the last large turntable before this line reaches 

the Eastern European region is Moscow, a gateway of two corridors of the Central 

European network (II and IX), and the north-eastern destination of the TEN-T 

network. (If Hungary accepts the recommendation of Russia and proposes that the 

destination of Corridor V of the TEN-T network should be Yekaterinburg instead 

of Kyiv, the capital city of Russia will be much less capable of distortion towards 

Hungary.) The implementation of the Záhony–Moscow “logistic bridge” is 

unrealistic, because of the excessive turnover of Moscow. Russian initiatives for 

the omission of Moscow (e.g. the Záhony–Yekaterinburg direct connection) have 

failed due to the passivity of Hungary. 

The Poles, focusing on their own interests, try to attract some of the East–West 

transit and thereby divert the eastern lines of the network model northwards. 

These initiatives are disadvantageous for Hungary, because the shipments to 

South and Southwest Europe would reach their destinations by bypassing 

Hungary from the west (partly diverted to Corridor VI), through Slovakia (or the 

Czech Republic/Austria). 

The amendment of the network evidently most dangerous for Hungary is the 

construction of a wide gauge railway, on Slovak and Austrian initiative, from the 

Ukrainian border to the Bratislava region (or even farther west). This new line 

would practically isolate Hungary from the centre of the network. It would be just 

as dangerous if Hungary constructed on its own territory the Russian wide gauge 
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railway, because this way it would deprive itself of the possibility to become a 

centre – from the own resources of Hungary –, subordinating the country to the 

Vienna/Bratislava centre. If Hungary implemented a Chinese logistic centre in the 

hinterland of a neighbouring centre abroad (e.g. in Vas county or in the 

Szombathely area), the consequences would be similar. (Not to mention that the 

construction of a new commercial airport there cannot be justified with any 

argument, given a number of unutilised airports, suitable for the reception of 

cargo flights, all over Hungary.) Hungary, nevertheless, must pay attention to the 

“funnel effect”: where and in what direction the mouth of the funnel will be 

opened (Figure 12). In Version I of the east to west transportation, goods run 

across Hungary without stopping and meet the Slovak-Austrian logistic system at 

the western border, with traffic exerting its impacts in that region. In Version II, 

shipments are stopped on entering Hungary and will have impacts for the whole 

territory of the country. For Hungary it is evidently Version II that is desirable. 

Figure 12 

The “funnel effect” in Hungary 

 

Source: Edited by Tibor Bajor. 
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7.4 Possible means of decreasing or preventing of network 

distortions/threats dangerous for Hungary 

By adequate economic and organisational measures, Hungary may be able to 

create a network meeting its own expectations, advantageous for the country. 

The final European location of the exchange of Russian and Far East goods 

has not been found yet. Countries suitable for this role are afraid of one or the 

other foreign trade partner, on the basis of their historical experiences. They only 

want to play a mediating role if the three concerned partners implement their 

foreign trade through them, using their mediation services. Of course this is mu-

tually unacceptable for the three trading partners. A country, on the other hand, 

that is the first to guarantee a joint location for all three partners with the same 

conditions (simultaneously to not blocking the direct relations among the part-

ners) and does not come up with unrealistic economic claims will probably have 

an indispensable position in the network. Russia has had intentions to implement 

the European–Russian trade through Hungary three times so far (in 1940, 1945 

and 2003). 

The presence of the market in itself is necessary but not sufficient condition. In 

accordance with the transportation policy of the EU, all railway transportation 

companies (registered and operating with permission in the Union) must be pro-

vided the same access to the use of the tracks. If Hungary, at the entrance point of 

the Union’s network, founds a Hungarian–Russian–Chinese joint railway trans-

portation venture (maybe with Austrian, Ukrainian or German participation), pro-

viding the necessary background for this, then the country can become a centre of 

not only the Central European network but also of the Far East–Europe transcon-

tinental network. The Hungarian effort thus shrinks the eastern side of the Central 

European network and moves the location of the centre eastward. In this case 

Hungary can become an intercontinental transport hub, one of the main economic 

activities of which is transport logistics and commercial logistics. 

The Hungarian government is unable on its own two break out of the forced 

position in the European–Asian (within that: Central European) transport net-

work. This causes considerable economic damages for the country. Since the 

1990s, when the role of Záhony was consciously depreciated, for political 

considerations, the intercontinental transit routes have been gradually moving 

away form Hungary. The former transport logistical roles of the Hungarian cen-

tres are gradually taken over by Vienna and Bratislava. (The positions of Buda-

pest have worsened recently even in air transport against the above two capital 

cities.) This makes the revision and amendment of the government decisions of 

the recent years necessary. It is a vested interest of Hungary to provide Hungarian 

transport companies with a direct access to the sea navigation routes, and also to 

divert the Asian and Russian transport routes towards Hungary, parallel to the 
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provision of direct economic relations. In cooperation with the Austrian ÖBB, a 

railway transportation company should be registered in Hungary, together with 

the railway companies of Russia, China and other Far East countries. The EU 

regulations would entitle such a company to carry out transportation services with 

its own railway vehicles in the whole of Europe. This would safeguard, among 

other things, interoperability. 

If the attempt to change the present position of Hungary fails, then the “New 

Silk Road”, becoming busy in the future, will run far from the country, and the 

destination of the East-Central European section will be Vienna. 

References 

Bajor, T. 2008: A határ menti ipari fejlesztés kérdései (Issues of the industrial developments in 

border areas). In: Galó, M. – Kiss, L. A. – Kukla, K. – N. Szabó, J. (eds.): A tudásteremtő fakul-

tás eredményei. Inventárium 2008. Nyíregyháza, Nyíregyházi Főiskola Gazdasági és Tár-

sadalomtudományi Kara. pp. 269–274. 

Bajor, T. 2009: Záhony, a vasút és a vasúti átrakó [Záhony, the railway and the railway reload 

centre]. Ph.D. thesis. Pécsi Tudományegyetem Közgazdaságtudományi Kar Regionális Politika 

és Gazdaságtani Doktori Iskola. Budapest, 158. p. 

Barrow, K. 2007: Koreas reopen cross-border links. – International Railway Journal. June. p. 4. 

Black Sea Region needs ferryboat services. RailwayPRO. 

http://www.railwaypro.com/wp/?p=9888 [27.03.2013]. 

Development of Asia–Europe Rail Container Transport through Block-trains – Trans-Asian Railway 

Northern Corridor – ESCAP 2012.  – 

http://www.unescap.org/ttdw/common/TIS/TAR/ContainerBlock-tr... 

DVZ – Deutsche Verkehrzeitung, 2004. 12. p. 18. 

Euro-Asian Transport Linkages: Paving the Way for a More Efficient Euro-Asian Transport. 2012. 

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, United Nations, New York and Geneva. 

www.unece.org/trans/main/eatl.html [27.03.2013]. 

ECMT/UNECE Seminar. Intermodal Transport between Europe and Asia: Opportunities and 

Challenges. – Hosted by the Ministry of Transport of Ukraine. – Kiev, 27–28. September 2004. 

Engdahl, F. W. 2012: China’s Land Bridge to Turkey Creates New Eurasian Geopolitical Potentials. 

 http://rense.com/general95/chinas.html 

Erdősi, F. 2005: A Balkán közlekedésének főbb jellemzői [The main characteristics of transportation 

in the Balkans Peninsula]. Pécs, PTE TTK Földrajzi Intézet. (Balkán Füzetek, 3). 

Erdősi, F. 2008: Kelet-Európa országainak vízi közlekedése [Water transportation in the Eastern 

European countries]. Pécs, MTA Regionális Kutatások Központja. 

Erdősi, F. 2009: Kelet-Európa közlekedése [Transportation of Eastern Europe].Budapest–Pécs, 

Dialóg Campus Kiadó. 

Erdősi, F. 2010a: A visegrádi országok vasúti közlekedése [Railway transportation of the Visegrád 

countries]. – Budapest, MÁV Zrt. Vezérigazgatóság. 

Erdősi, F. 2010b: Közlekedésföldrajz [Transport geography]. In: Tóth, J. (ed.): Világföldrajz. Buda-

pest, Akadémiai Kiadó. 

Eurasian Land Bridge.  2012. – http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lanzhou-Xinjiang_Railway. 

European Commission 2007: Az európai közlekedéspolitika 2001. évi fehér könyvének felülvizs-

gálata [Revision of the White Paper of European transport policy 2001]. (2007/C146/13). 



 50 

European Conference for Ministers of Transport’s “Globalisation: Europe–Asia Links Synthesis 

Report and Political Decision Required”. April 26, 2005.  

http://www.cemt.org/online/council/2005/CM2005o 

Ezugbaia, E. 2007: Eine moderne Eisenbahn für ein modernes Georgien. – Zeitschrift der OSShD, 

2. pp. 1–7. 

Freight Two OJSC, Presentation at the 20th CCTT Plenary Meeting, Odessa, 28–29. 10. 2011. 

Gresley, N. 2011–2012: Europe to Asia freight and vv.  

 http://www.railpage.com.au/f-p1711175.htm 

Grytsenko, S. 2010: EBRD to support railway transport reform in Kazakhstan.  

http://www.ebrd.com/pages/news/press/2010/101201.shtml 

Iran’s part of Kazakhstan–Turkmenistan–Iran railway to wrap up by October (2012) – Payvand Iran 

News. – http://www.payvand.com/news/12/apr/1275.html 

IRF Seidenstraßen – Programm bekommt Unterstützung von der Türkei. – IRF, 2008. 3. p. 4–5. 

Jane’s World Railways 2010. – jwr.janes.com 

Joint Study on Developing Euro-Asian Transport Linkage. – Economic Commission for Europe/ 

Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific/United Nations. – New York and 

Geneva, 2008. 

Kars–Tbilisi–Baku railway (2012). – http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kars-Tbilisi-Baku_railway 

Kazakhstan and China Develop Cooperation in the Railway Transportation Sector. 

http://www.rzd-partner.com/news/2012/06/16/377831.html 

Kazakhstan to cease rivalry to Russia and Ukraine’s grain exports in the Black Sea region. – Rail-

way Days – wider Black Sea Area Railway Investment Summit 9–10 October 2012. Bucharest. 

Kazakhstan will speed up shipment of Chinese cargos. http://en.tengrinews.kz/companies/ 

Kazakhstan-will-speed-up-shipment-of-Chinese-cargoes--8929/ [27.03.2013]. 

Khankishiyeva, E. 2012. Central Asia’s market to open with Baku–Tbilisi–Kars railway. – 

http://en.trend.az/capital/analytical/2079265.html [27.03.2013]. 

Khorgos (Chorgos) – http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/khorgos 

Lagerhauskette in Ost-Europa. – DVZ, 2006. 10. p. 4. 

Logistic Processes and Motorways of the Sea II. Country Profile – Georgia. 2012.   

http://www.traceca-org.org/fileadmin/fm-dam/TAREP/65ta/Country_Profiles/Full_CPs/GE_ 

CP_en.pdf [27. 03.2013]. 

Mamedov, S. 2001: Die Azerbaidschanische Eisenbahn am Kreuzweg zwischen Europa und Asien. 

– Zeitschrift der OSShD, 3. p. 1–8. 

Meeting of the EU-Black Sea–Caspian Basin Expert Working Group on Transport Infrastructure on 

December 13, 2005 in Kiev. 

Merger of Multimodal and Inter Rail Transport – CCTT (2012). 

http://www.transsibcouncil.com/en/index.news.multimodalmerge.html 

Misharin, A. S. 2008: Ministry of Transport of the Russian Federation. – XVII Plenary Meeting of 

the Coordinating Council on Transsiberian Transportation, Prague. 

Nord-Ost–West Korridor Amerika–Nordeuropa–Fernost. – DVZ, 8 December 2003. 

Patsuria, N. 2012: Kazakh wheat to be exported through Baku–Tbilisi–Karsi railway.  

 http://www.georgianews.ge/business/10575-kazakh-wheat-to-be-exported-through-baku-tbilisi-

karsi-railway-.html [27.03.2013]. 

Perspektivy razvitija i strateicheskie reshenija PKP Cargo v svjazi s vstupleinem Pol’shi v 

Evropejjskijj Sojuz i globalizaciejj mirovojj ehkonomiki, Bjulleten’ OSZhD 2002/1. 

Rakhimov, K. – B. Rakhimov 2010/2011: USAID Regional Trade Liberalization and Customs 

Project (RTLC). Multimodal Operations along the Western Europe – Western China Transport 

Corridor. – Minsk/Almaty–Bishkek. 

RETRACK. Potential for Eurasian land bridge corridors & logistics developments along the 

corridors. – European Commission DG TREN 2007–2012. Author: Davydenko, I. et al. 



 51 

Russia’s Vladivostok Container Growth Outpaces Rivals. 

 http://article.wn.com/view/2012/01/23/Russias_Vladivostok_cont… 

Russian Railways (2012) – http://www.org.rzd.ru/statice/public/rzdeng?STRUCTURE_ID-87 

Shipping Rates Between Asia and Europe Going Up, Way Up! – GRI (General Rate Increase) from 

1st March 2008. http://www.enterthependa.com/blog/2012/02/19/shipping-rates-be 

Shirres, D. 2011: Trans Siberian Landbridge. – The rail engineer.  

http://www.rail.co/2011/11/29/trans-siberian-landbridge/ 

The Latest Development of International Railway Transport Corridors in China. – UNESCAP 

EGM, Nov. 4–5, 2009, Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan. 

TIR Handbook. Customs Convention on the International Transport of Goods Under Cover of TIR 

Carnets (TIR Convention, 1975). 2010. United Nations, New York–Geneva.   

http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/tir/handbook/english/newtirhand/TIR-6Rev9_En.pdf 

[28.03.2013]. 

Trans-Asian Railway (2012). – http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trans-Asian_Railway 

Transit and International Multimodal Transport, Integrated Border Management, Corridor Transport 

and Trade. Information by the TRACECA National Secretary 2004.  

 http://www.worldbank.org 

Transit time from Nahodka–Vostochnaya and Zabaikalsk (2012). 

http://rtdr.org/news/logistics/Transsib_foreign_trade_container_traff. 

Transport links between Europe & Asia. European Conference of Ministers of Transport (ECMT) 

OECD, 2006. 

Truel, C. 2011: Shipping from East Asia to Europe by land. – Can Central Asia be integrated into 

the global supply chain? – http://www.supplychainknowledge.asia/articles/20110329_1 

Tschaidse et al. 2001: Das Gutaufkommen nimmt auf der georgischen Strecke des Traseka-

Korridors zu. – Zeitschrift der OSShD, 2. p. 19–24. 

Ukraine und die neue türkische Eisenbahnlinie. – DVZ. 2007. 8. p. 6. 

UNECE/UNESCAP: Operation of road and rail networks in the SPECA region and identification of 

major bottlenecks (Item 4.4 of the Agenda) Almaty, 25–26 April 2012. 

White, D. – O’Neill, S. 2012. Shipping rates between Asia and Europe going up, way up! – GRI 

(General Rate Increase) from 1st March 2012.   

http://www.enterthepanda.com/blog/2012/02/19/shipping-rates-between-asia-and-europe-going-

up-way-up-gri-general-rate-increase-from-1st-march-2012/ [11.03.2013]. 

Ziyadov, T. 2005: Azerbaijan – The New Silk Roads. – http://www.silkroadstudies.  

org/new/docs/publications/GCA/GCAPUB-10.pdf 

www.pkp-lhs.pl 

http://www.rail.co/2011/11/29/trans-siberian-landbridge 

http://www.traceca-org.org 

www.carecprogram.org 

http://www.org.rzd.ru/statice/public/rzdeng?STRUCTURE
http://www.supplychainknowledge/
http://www.rail.co/2011/11/29/trans-siberian-landbridge


The Discussion Papers series of the CERS Institute for Regional Studies of the 

Hungarian Academy of Sciences was launched in 1986 to publish summaries of research 

findings on regional and urban development by Institute staff. 

The series has 5 or 6 regular issues a year, as well as Special issues. It will be of 

interest to geographers, economists, sociologists, experts of law and political sciences, 

historians and everybody else who is, in one way or another, engaged in the research of 

spatial aspects of socio-economic development and planning. 

The series is published by the Institute for Regional Studies. 

Individual copies are available on request at the Institute. 

 

 

 

Postal address 

CERS Institute for Regional Studies of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences 

P.O. Box 199, 7601 PÉCS, HUNGARY 

 Phone: (36–72) 523 800 

 Fax: (36–72) 523 806 

www.rkk.hu 

 

 

 

Director 

Éva PERGER 

 

 

Editor 

Gábor LUX 

lux@rkk.hu 

 

 

 
 



Papers published in the Discussion Papers series 

Discussion Papers / Specials 

BENKŐNÉ LODNER, Dorottya (ed.) (1988): Environmental Control and Policy: Proceedings of the 

Hungarian–Polish Seminar in the Theoretical Problems of Environmental Control and Policy 

OROSZ, Éva (ed.) (1988): Spatial Organisation and Regional Development Papers of the 6 th Polish–Hungarian 

geographical Seminar 

DURÓ, Annamária (ed.) (1993): Spatial Research and the Social–Political Changes: Papers of the 7th Polish–

Hungarian Seminar 

DURÓ, Annamária (ed.) (1999): Spatial Research in Support of the European Integration. Proceedings of the 

11th Polish–Hungarian Geographical Seminar (Mátraháza, Hungary 17–22 September, 1998) 

GÁL, Zoltán (ed.) (2001): Role of the Regions in the Enlarging European Union 

HORVÁTH, Gyula (ed.) (2002): Regional Challenges of the Transition in Bulgaria and Hungary 

KOVÁCS, András Donát (ed.) (2004): New Aspects of Regional Transformation and the Urban-Rural 

Relationship 

BARANYI, Béla (ed.) (2005): Hungarian–Romanian and Hungarian–Ukrainian border regions as areas of co-

operation along the external borders of Europe 

ENYEDI, György – KOVÁCS, Zoltán (eds.) (2006): Social Changes and Social Sustainability in Historical 

Urban Centres. The Case of Central Europe 

KOVÁCS, András Donát (ed.) (2007): Regionality and/or locality 

SZIRMAI, Viktória (ed.) (2007): Social Inequalities in Urban Areas and Globalisation. The Case of Central 

Europe 

ILLÉS, Iván (2008): Visions and Strategies in the Carpathian Area (VASICA) 

GÁL, Zoltán – RÁCZ, Szilárd (eds.) (2008): Socio-Economic Analysis of the Carpathian Area 

KOVÁCS, András Donát (ed.) (2009): Old and new borderlines/frontiers/margins 

Discussion Papers 

No. 1 OROSZ, Éva (1986): Critical Issues in the Development of Hungarian Public Health with Special 
Regard to Spatial Differences 

No. 2 ENYEDI, György – ZENTAI, Viola (1986): Environmental Policy in Hungary 

No. 3 HAJDÚ, Zoltán (1987): Administrative Division and Administrative Geography in Hungary 

No. 4 SIKOS T., Tamás (1987): Investigations of Social Infrastructure in Rural Settlements of Borsod 

County 

No. 5 HORVÁTH, Gyula (1987): Development of the Regional Management of the Economy in East-

Central Europe 

No. 6 PÁLNÉ KOVÁCS, Ilona (1988): Chance of Local Independence in Hungary 

No. 7 FARAGÓ, László – HRUBI, László (1988): Development Possibilities of Backward Areas in 

Hungary 

No. 8 SZÖRÉNYINÉ KUKORELLI, Irén (1990): Role of the Accessibility in Development and 

Functioning of Settlements 

No. 9 ENYEDI, György (1990): New Basis for Regional and Urban Policies in East-Central Europe 

No. 10 RECHNITZER, János (1990): Regional Spread of Computer Technology in Hungary  

No. 11 SIKOS T., Tamás (1992): Types of Social Infrastructure in Hungary (to be not published) 

No. 12 HORVÁTH, Gyula – HRUBI, László (1992): Restructuring and Regional Policy in Hungary 

No. 13 ERDŐSI, Ferenc (1992): Transportation Effects on Spatial Structure of Hungary 

No. 14 PÁLNÉ KOVÁCS, Ilona (1992): The Basic Political and Structural Problems in the Workings of 

Local Governments in Hungary 

No. 15 PFEIL, Edit (1992): Local Governments and System Change. The Case of a Regional Centre 

No. 16 HORVÁTH, Gyula (1992): Culture and Urban Development (The Case of Pécs) 



No. 17 HAJDÚ, Zoltán (1993): Settlement Network Development Policy in Hungary in the Period of State 

Socialism (1949–1985) 

No. 18 KOVÁCS, Teréz (1993): Borderland Situation as It Is Seen by a Sociologist 

No. 19 HRUBI, L. – KRAFTNÉ SOMOGYI, Gabriella (eds.) (1994): Small and medium-sized firms and the 

role of private industry in Hungary 

No. 20 BENKŐNÉ Lodner, Dorottya (1995): The Legal-Administrative Questions of Environmental 

Protection in the Republic of Hungary 

No. 21  ENYEDI, György (1998): Transformation in Central European Postsocialist Cities 

No. 22  HAJDÚ, Zoltán (1998): Changes in the Politico-Geographical Position of Hungary in the 20th Century 

No. 23 HORVÁTH, Gyula (1998): Regional and Cohesion Policy in Hungary 

No. 24 BUDAY-SÁNTHA, Attila (1998): Sustainable Agricultural Development in the Region of the Lake 

Balaton 

No. 25 LADOS, Mihály (1998): Future Perspective for Local Government Finance in Hungary 

No. 26 NAGY, Erika (1999): Fall and Revival of City Centre Retailing: Planning an Urban Function in 

Leicester, Britain 

No. 27 BELUSZKY, Pál (1999): The Hungarian Urban Network at the End of the Second Millennium 

No. 28 RÁCZ, Lajos (1999): Climate History of Hungary Since the 16th Century: Past, Present and Future 

No. 29 RAVE, Simone (1999): Regional Development in Hungary and Its Preparation for the Structural 

Funds  

No. 30 BARTA, Györgyi (1999): Industrial Restructuring in the Budapest Agglomeration 

No. 31 BARANYI, Béla – BALCSÓK, István – DANCS, László – MEZŐ, Barna (1999): Borderland 

Situation and Peripherality in the North-Eastern Part of the Great Hungarian Plain 

No. 32 RECHNITZER, János (2000): The Features of the Transition of Hungary’s Regional System 

No. 33 MURÁNYI, István–PÉTER, Judit–SZARVÁK, Tibor–SZOBOSZLAI, Zsolt (2000): Civil 

Organisations and Regional Identity in the South Hungarian Great Plain 

No. 34 KOVÁCS, Teréz (2001): Rural Development in Hungary 

No. 35 PÁLNÉ, Kovács Ilona (2001): Regional Development and Governance in Hungary 

No. 36 NAGY, Imre (2001): Cross-Border Co-operation in the Border Region of the Southern Great Plain of 

Hungary 

No. 37 BELUSZKY, Pál (2002): The Spatial Differences of Modernisation in Hungary at the Beginning of 

the 20th Century 

No. 38 BARANYI, Béla (2002): Before Schengen – Ready for Schengen. Euroregional Organisations and 

New Interregional Formations at the Eastern Borders of Hungary 

No. 39 KERESZTÉLY, Krisztina (2002): The Role of the State in the Urban Development of Budapest 

No. 40 HORVÁTH, Gyula (2002): Report on the Research Results of the Centre for Regional  Studies of the 

Hungarian Academy of Sciences 

No. 41 SZIRMAI, Viktoria – A. GERGELY, András – BARÁTH, Gabriella–MOLNÁR, Balázs – 

SZÉPVÖLGYI, Ákos (2003): The City and its Environment: Competition and/or Co-operation? (A 

Hungarian Case Study) 

No. 42 CSATÁRI, Bálint – KANALAS, Imre – NAGY, Gábor – SZARVÁK, Tibor (2004): Regions in 

Information Society – a Hungarian Case-Study 

No. 43 FARAGÓ, László (2004): The General Theory of Public (Spatial) Planning (The Social Technique for 

Creating the Future) 

No. 44 HAJDÚ, Zoltán (2004): Carpathian Basin and the Development of the Hungarian Landscape Theory 

Until 1948 

No. 45 GÁL, Zoltán (2004): Spatial Development and the Expanding European Integration of the Hungarian 

Banking System 

No. 46 BELUSZKY, Pál – GYŐRI, Róbert (2005): The Hungarian Urban Network in the Beginning of the 

20th Century 

No. 47 G. FEKETE, Éva (2005): Long-term Unemployment and Its Alleviation in Rural Areas 

No. 48 SOMLYÓDYNÉ PFEIL, Edit (2006): Changes in The Organisational Framework of Cooperation 

Within Urban Areas in Hungary 

No. 49 MEZEI, István (2006): Chances of Hungarian–Slovak Cross-Border Relations 



No. 50 RECHNITZER, János – SMAHÓ, Melinda (2006): Regional Characteristics of Human Resources in 

Hungary During the Transition 

No. 51 BARTA, Györgyi – BELUSZKY, Pál – CZIRFUSZ, Márton – GYŐRI, Róbert – KUKELY, György 

(2006): Rehabilitating the Brownfield Zones of Budapest 

No. 52 GROSZ, András (2006): Clusterisation Processes in the Hungarian Automotive Industry 

No. 53 FEKETE, G. Éva – HARGITAI, Judit – JÁSZ, Krisztina – SZARVÁK, Tibor – SZOBOSZLAI, Zsolt 

(2006): Idealistic Vision or Reality? Life-long learning among Romany ethnic groups 

No. 54 BARTA, Györgyi (ed.) (2006): Hungary – the New Border of the European Union 

No. 55 GÁL, Zoltán (2006): Banking Functions of the Hungarian Urban Network in the Early 20th Century. 

No. 56 SZÖRÉNYINÉ, Kukorelli Irén (2006): Relation Analysis in Rural Space – A Research Method for 

Exploring the Spatial Structure in Hungary 

No. 57 MAUREL, Marie-Claude – PÓLA, Péter (2007): Local System and Spatial Change – The Case of 

Bóly in South Transdanubia 

No. 58 SZIRMAI, Viktória (2007): The Social Characteristics of Hungarian Historic City Centres 

No. 59 ERDŐSI, Ferenc – GÁL, Zoltán – GIPP, Christoph – VARJÚ, Viktor (2007): Path Dependency or 

Route Flexibility in Demand Responsive Transport? The Case Study of TWIST project 

No. 60 PÓLA, Péter (2007): The Economic Chambers and the Enforcement of  Local Economic Interests 

No. 61 BUDAY-SÁNTHA, Attila (2007): Development Issues of the Balaton Region 

No. 62 LUX, Gábor (2008): Industrial Development, Public Policy and Spatial Differentiation in Central 

Europe: Continuities and Change 

No. 63 MEZEI, Cecília (2008): The Role of Hungarian Local Governments in Local Economic Development 

No. 64 NAGY, Gábor (2008): The State of the Info-communication Markets in Dél-Alföld Region – Hungary 

No. 65 HORVÁTH, Gyula (2008): Regional Transformation in Russia 

No. 66 BELUSZKY, Pál – SIKOS T., Tamás (2008): Changing Village-Typology of  Rural Settlements in 

Hungary at the Beginning of the Third Millennium 

No. 67 CSIZMADIA, Zoltán – GROSZ, András (2008): Regional Innovation System in West Transdanubia 

No. 68 HARDI, Tamás (ed.) (2008): Transborder Movements and Relations in the Slovakian–Hungarian 

Border Regions 

No. 69 ERDŐSI, Ferenc (2008): Global and Regional Roles of the Russian Transport Infrastructures 

No. 70 CSIZMADIA, Zoltán (2009): Cooperation and Innovativity: the Network Foundations of the Regional 

System of Innovation 

No. 71 HAJDÚ, Zoltán – LUX, Gábor – PÁLNÉ KOVÁCS, Ilona – SOMLYÓDYNÉ PFEIL, Edit (2009): 

Local Dimensions of a Wider European Neighbourhood: Crossborder Relations and Civil Society in 
the Hungarian–Ukrainian Border Arean 

No. 72 HORVÁTH, Gyula (2009): Cohesion deficiencies in Eastern and Central Europe. Inequalities of 

regional research area 

No. 73 PÁLNÉ KOVÁCS, Ilona –VARJÚ, Viktor (eds.) (2009): Governance for Sustainability – Two Case 

Studies from Hungary 

No. 74 SZÉPVÖLGYI, Ákos (2009): The Effects of the Information Society on Spatial Development – 

Hungarian Case Study 

No. 75 BARÁTH, Gabriella (2009): The Relation Systems of Metropolitan Areas 

No. 76 MEZEI, István (2009): The Development of the Urban Network in Slovakia 

No. 77 CARDOSO, Ana Margarida Martins (2009): Territorial Planning, its Actors and Instruments. The 

Portuguese & Hungarian Planning System 

No. 78 KOVÁCS, Katalin – CARTWRIGHT, Andrew (2010): Controlled Decentralisation: Institution-

Building and Regional Development in Hungary 

No. 79 DURAY, Balázs – MEZEI, István – NAGY, Imre – PÁNOVICS, Attila (eds.) (2010): Environmental 

Policy and the Institutional System of Environment Protection in the Carpathian Basin 

No. 80 ERDŐSI, Ferenc (2010): Closing up, Keeping up or Lagging Behind? The Fundamental Problems and 

Spatial Differences of Air Navigation in East-Europe 

No. 81 HORVÁTH, Gyula (2010): Territorial cohesion in the Carpathian basin: trends and tasks 

No. 82 HARDI, Tamás (2010): Cities, Regions and Transborder Mobility Along and Across the Border 

No. 83 PÁLNÉ KOVÁCS, Ilona (2011): Local Governance in Hungary – the Balance of the Last 20 Years 



No. 84 BARTA, Györgyi – CSIZMADIA, Zoltán – DEÁK, Csaba – DŐRY, Tibor – KISS, Anett – 

LENGYEL, Balázs (2011): R&D Cooperation between Universities and Enterprises 

No. 85 CSIZMADIA, Zoltán – GROSZ, András (2011): Innovation and Cooperation Networks in Hungary 

No. 86 HORVÁTH, Gyula (2012): The German Mezzogiorno? Supplements to the Natural History of East 

German Regional Development 

No. 87 UZZOLI, Annamária (2012): Impact of economic crisis on life span and its spatial inequalities in 

Hungary 

No. 88 HAJDÚ, Zoltán (2012): The Romanian settlement policy during the period of state socialism 

No. 89 CHEVALIER, Pascal – DEDEIRE, Marc – KOVÁCS, Dezső – PÓLA, Péter (2012): The implemen-

tation of the Leader programme in Central Europe: Between a local development approach and 

political instrumentalisation 

No. 90 GÁL, Zoltán – LUX, Gábor – ILLÉS, Iván (eds.) (2013): Danube Region – Analysis and Long-Term 

Development Trends of the Macro-Region 

No. 91 OCOKOLJIC, Slobodan (2013): Towards EGTC: Evaluating Influence of the Perception of the 

Borders on the Cross-Border Policies and Cooperation in Serbia 

 


