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Signing the agreement on local
border traffic (LBT) between the Republic
of Poland and the Russian Federation was
welcomed by experts as an important step
towards the future visa-free regime
between the European Union and the
Russian Federation often discussed in the
international dialogue. The three years of
LBT mechanism have shown its practical
significance for the development of re-
search and cultural contacts, cooperation
between municipalities and NGOs of the
Kaliningrad region and the borderland
(Pomeranian and Warmian-Masurian)
voivodeships of Poland. When considering
retail trade as a structural element of
economy, it is important to address the
differences in the effect LBT has had on
the development of this sector in the
Kaliningrad region and the neighbouring
Polish  voivode-ships.  According  to
Russian experts, LBT results in 7—20 %
losses in the Kaliningrad region’s retail
sales, whereas in Poland LBT stimulates
retail trade (accounting for 12 % of sales
in the border voivodeships). This article
analyses the role of LBT in the
development of retail trade in the
Kaliningrad region and the Polish border
voivodeships as well as prospects of its
development in view of the changing
geopolitical situation and adjustment of
the currency exchange rates at the end of
2014. Based on statistics and analytical
data, the authors arrive at the conclusion
that the positive effect of LBT outdoes its
negative impact on various sectors of the
border regions’ economies, including
retail trade.
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According to George Friedman’s
classical core-periphery model [24],
border regions of any state are classed
as periphery regions located at signifi-
cant distances from the economic cen-
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tre and the associated potential. Within a national space, the level of socio-
economic development of periphery territories will always be below the na-
tional average, and these regions will require constant financial, technologi-
cal, and other support from the centre. One of the key tools to overcome the
periphery position of border regions is cross-border cooperation. As a result,
two adjacent peripheries of two states can create a transboundary economic
centre, which can become a true economic core. An important criterion for
cross-border cooperation is a level of socioeconomic development of the two
neighbouring territories. These levels have to be comparable and rather high
— otherwise, the process of economic development will be very slow.

Cross-border cooperation starting from local social and economic con-
tacts gradually evolves into a stable and ramified network form of coopera-
tion, which leads to the formation of transboundary forms of spatial organi-
sation of the economy (for instance, euroregions, growth triangles, industrial
districts, transboundary clusters, etc.). Russian scholars have developed sev-
eral areas of studying cross-border cooperation as a mechanism for socioec-
onomic development of border regions classified according to the location of
a territory. A group led by P. Ya. Baklanov [15] studies border regions of
Russia’s Far East. Russia’s border with the CIS countries, especially the
Russia-Ukrainian and Russian-Belarusian borderlands, has been the focus of
studies supervised by L.B. Vardomsky and V. A. Kolosov [16; 20]. Cross-
border cooperation in the Baltic region with Russia’s participation is investi-
gated in Saint Petersburg [9, 10] and Kaliningrad [21].

Until 2015, cross-border cooperation between the Kaliningrad region and
the neighbouring EU countries was characterised by the rapid development of a
networking model, whose key elements were not social groups but rather eco-
nomic entities committed to creating a ramified and stable form of cooperation.
One of the tools to activate cross-border cooperation was local border traffic in-
troduced between the Republic of Poland and the Russian Federation on July 27,
2012. This agreement was not only a breakthrough in Russia-EU relations; it
was also unique for the European Union. Regulation EC 1931/2206 [18], which
was in effect at the time, authorised the Member States to conclude LBT agree-
ments with their non-EU neighbours. The ‘border area’ could not extend more
than 30 (or, in some cases, 50) km from the border. Before the signing of the
Russian-Polish agreement, seven bilateral LBT agreements functioned on the
eastern border of the EU: three agreements with Ukraine (signed by Hungary,
Poland, and Slovakia), two with Russia (Norwayl, Latvia), one between Moldo-
va and Romania, and one between Belarus and Latvia’. The agreement between
the Russian Federation and the Republic of Poland required an amendment to

! Norway is not a member of the EU. However, the country is an integral element of
the common European space, which makes it possible to consider the Russian-Nor-
wegian agreement in this context.

? Belarus has signed a bilateral LBT agreement with not only Latvia, but also Lithuania and
Poland. Only that with Latvia has come into force. Belarusian experts believe that the entry
of LBT agreements into effect has been deliberately obstructed by the Belarusian party for
over two years. All legal procedures have been completed except for one — Belarus has
not sent diplomatic notes affirming its commitment to launch the agreements [3; 17].
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the regulation, since, by mutual agreement between the parties, the LBT area
was extended to the whole territory of the Kaliningrad region and a comparable
territory of Polish border voivodeships’.

Local border traffic as a tool for cooperation between the EU Member
States and their neighbours emerged as a measure to lessen the barrier func-
tion of the external EU border. LBT is targeted at the population of border
regions rather than their economic entities. Its objective is to support social
contacts on both sides of the border.

The agreement between Russia and Poland has been in effect for over
three years, which makes it possible to assess its impact on different sectors of
the economy and social spheres of the border regions of Russia and Poland.
Qualitative studies assessing the role of LBT in the development of border re-
gions have been carried out primarily by the Polish party [6; 19; 25], whereas
such studies produced by Russian authors prove to be insufficient (several
Russian publications on the topic appeared only recently [1; 7; 8]).

Over the past five years, the bilateral traffic has been increasing at the
Russian-Polish border. The introduction of LBT contributed to this process
(fig. 1). In 2010, 1451.5 thousand people crossed the border; in 2012, this
number reached 4073.1 thousand people; in 2014, it accounted for 6565.3
thousand people. Thus, the intensity of border crossing saw a 1.5-fold in-
crease in 2012—2014 and a 4.5-fold increase in 2010—2014.
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Fig. 1. Number of border-crossing movements between Russia
and Poland in 2010—2014

Source: based on [14].

3 On the Polish side, the LBT area includes powiats of two voivodeships — the War-
mian-Masurian voivodeship (cities of Elblag and Olsztyn, and the Elblag, Braniewo,
Lidzbark, Bartoszyce, Olsztyn, Ketrzyn, Mraggowo, Wegorzewo, Gizycko, Goldap,
and Olecko powiats) and the Pomeranian voivodeship (the cities of Gdansk, Gdynia,
and Sopot, and the Nowy Dwor Gdanski and Malbork powiats).
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Since the number of people crossing the border using visas did not in-
crease, LBT accounted for a total dramatic growth in the number of border-
crossing movements. If only 53.9 thousand people (107.8 instances of border
crossing) crossed the border in 2012, the number of border-crossing move-
ments within the LBT regime increased to 4.7 million in 2014 (Table 1).

Table 1
Number of border-crossing movements using the LBT regime
between Russia and Poland in 2013—2014, thousand people
Year | Total Residents of the Republic Residents of Russia’s
of Poland Kaliningrad region

2012 | 107.8 80.5 27.2

2013 3500 2342 1158

2014 | 4700 3025 1675.1

Source: [12; 14].

The LBT regime is used more often by Poles but its popularity with Ka-
liningraders is also steadily increasing (in 2012, the ratio was 80 to 20 in fa-
vour of Poles; in 2014, it was 65 to 35). The popularity of LBT with the res-
idents of the Polish and Russian border regions is supported by the fact that,
out of 2.8 people with LBT permits (941500 Russians and 1900000 Polish
citizens), over 2.3 million people’ used the opportunities offered by LBT.

An assessment of the LBT effect on the development of retail in the bor-
der regions is based on an analysis of the rates of this sector’s development
in these regions. Official statistics suggest that retail turnover in the Kalinin-
grad region — as well as across Russia — was increasing since 2009 in both
absolute and relative terms (Table 2, figure 2).

Table 2

Retail turnover in the Kaliningrad region
and the Russian Federation, billion roubles

2008 2009 | 2010 | 2011 2012 2013
Kaliningrad 76.2 85.9 90.5 | 1008 | 1093 | 118.0
region

Russia 13944.1 | 14599.1 | 16512 | 191043 | 21394.5 | 23685.9

Source: [13].

In the border Polish voivodeships — as well as across Poland — retail
turnover demonstrated diverse trends (Table 3, figure 2).

* This number takes into account the total number of people rather than unique users.
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Table 3

Retail turnover in the Pomeranian and Warmian-Masurian voivodeships,

million zlotys

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Pomeranian  voi-
vodeship 23083.71(25274.69 | 26320.96 | 27329.93 |1 29932.12 | 32111.28
Warmian-Masurian
voivodeship 11534.55|13727.97| 11538.58 | 11132.44 | 12458.39 | 13227.87
Poland 482822.71537264.5| 573597.1 | 570701.1 | 619489.1 | 651873.3

Source: [23].

% of the previous year

120

M
IR\ N

0 \N

100 \\ v =

[0 ¢
85 |

a0 ¢

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
e POland Pomeranian voivodeship
== "Warmian-Masurizn vaiodeship === Ru=sian Federation

=== K aliningrad region

Fig. 2. Annual changes in retail turnover (in comparable prices),
% of the previous year

Drawn up based on [13; 23].

Rates of changes in retail turnover in the Kaliningrad region and the
neighbouring Polish voivodeships demonstrated the opposite trends. The
performance of the Pomeranian voivodeship was the most stable over the
studied period. The region showed an uninterrupted increase in retail, alt-
hough the growth rate was declining throughout the period, except for 2011.
A similar situation was observed in the Kaliningrad region, where growth
rates were more modest than in the neighbouring voivodeship, and a trend
towards their reduction became visible in 2012. The Warmian-Masurian
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voivodeship is characterised by the most pronounced oscillations with steep
reductions being replaced by a rapid growth in retail turnover.

Another important indicator of the retail development is per capita retail
turnover. To make a comparison possible, the values describing the perfor-
mance of Polish regions were converted from zlotys into roubles according
to the annual average exchange rate (Table 4).

Table 4
Per capita retail turnover (actual prices), roubles
2010 2011 2012 2013
Kaliningrad region 96,162 107,127 115,464 123,651

Pomeranian voivodeship 128,801 136, 970 138,339 148,658

Warmian-Masurian

voivodeship 81,926 89,430 89,756 89,812
Russia 115, 584 133, 722 147,553 165,234
Poland 158,568 167,710 166,658 176,299

Calculated based on [13; 23].

Per capita retail turnover in the Kaliningrad region demonstrated higher
growth rates than those in the neighbouring voivodeships. In 2010, the re-
gion’s performance was comparable to that of the Warmian-Masurian voi-
vodeship; however, in 2013, it approached the level of the Pomeranian voi-
vodeship. As to the national level, growth rates increased rapidly in Russia
approaching Poland’s performance, whereas the latter showed only a slight
increase.

These data are indicative of rapid development of trade in both Russia in
general and the Kaliningrad region in particular (this sector of the country’s
economy was considered the most rapidly developing in the world, alongside
that of Brazil). By 2013, the Kaliningrad region had reached the level of the
neighbouring Polish regions approaching 2014 with modest expectations.
Growth rates were decreasing, nevertheless remaining positive. The industry
faced growing competition from Lithuania and Poland.

Let us analyse the effect of local border traffic and the factor of the Kali-
ningrad region’s border position in general on the development of local retail
through considering the Russian-Polish bilateral traffic.

The above-mentioned Polish scholars present data of the total spending
of individuals who crossed the Russian-Polish border in 2010-first six
months of 2013. These values (converted to Russian roubles based on the
average annual exchange rate) are presented in table 5.

In 2010—2013, total spending of individuals during their stays in the
neighbouring regions was steadily increasing. If the spending of Kali-
ninrgaders in Poland increased threefold over three years, the spending of
Poles grew almost fivefold. In 2010, the difference in total spending was
twice as the current level (Kaliningraders’ spending compared to that of
Polish citizens); in the first six months of 2013, the gap narrowed (spending
of Kaliningraders was only 15 % above that of Poles).
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Table 5

Total spending of individuals who crossed the Russian-Polish border
in 2010-first six months of 2013, million roubles

2013

2010 2011 2012 (first six months)

Kaliningraders in Poland 1019.7 1880 3164.4 2356.2
Polish citizens
in the Kaliningrad region 463.5 1136 2 663.8 1817.6

Source: [19].

Based on the data presented in table 5 and the number of border-crossing
movements (figure 1), one can calculate average per capita annual spending
abroad (figure 3).
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=4=— Average spending of a Kaliningrader in Poland (roubles)
== Average spending of a Polish citizen in the Kaliningrad region (roubles)

Fig. 3. Average spending per a person who crossed the Russian-Polish border
in 2012-first six months of 2013

Source: calculated by the authors.

Figure 3 shows that the average spending of a Polish citizen visiting the
Kaliningrad region and of a Kaliningrader visiting Poland changes in oppo-
site directions. The spending of Kaliningraders is rather stable and it shows a
decreasing trend (due to slight inflation observed in the Republic of Poland,
the actual spending of the region’s residents in Poland decreases). However,
the spending of Polish citizens in the Kaliningrad region increased annually,
which proves growing attractiveness of the Kaliningrad region for residents
of the neighbouring Polish voivodeships as a destination for purchasing
goods and services even in view of Russia’s high inflation rate (as compared
to that in Poland). In the first six months of 2013, Kaliningraders spent more
money in Poland than Polish citizens in the Kaliningrad region. However,
anecdotal evidence suggests that Poles caught up with the Russians in 2014.
In 2015, the spending of Polish citizens might surpass that of Kaliningraders.
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As to assessing the losses of regional retail industries from the ‘outflow’
of money across the border, it is reasonable to compare the total spending of
individuals when crossing the Russian-Polish state border and retail turnover
in the corresponding regions. In 2012, Kaliningraders spent approximately
333 million zlotys on goods and services in the border Polish regions. The
retail turnover of the Warmian-Masurian voivodeship reached 13717 million
zlotys over this period. Therefore, the ‘investment’ of the region’s residents
in the voivodeship, which is not considered to be a national economic leader,
is merely 2.5 %. Moreover, the spending of Kaliningraders is not limited to
the voivodeship’s territory. In 2012, the total spending of Poles in the Kali-
ningrad region amounted to 280.4 million zlotys or 2663 million roubles
based on the average annual exchange rate, which also accounts for 2.4 % of
the region’s total retail turnover (109300 million roubles in 2012).

If one assumes that, in 2013 and 2014, the average spending abroad of
both Kaliningraders and Poles was comparable to that of the first six months
of 2013, a simple calculation will show that the ‘investment’ of border re-
gions’ residents into the retail turnover of the neighbouring state did not ex-
ceed 5% in either 2013 or 2014.

Of course, this study does not describe the impact of LBT on the devel-
opment of retail in border regions in full detail. This impact is diverse and
it requires scholars not only to examine data on bilateral traffic but also to
understand the nature of visits to border territories and to study the goals
and objectives, by which Kaliningraders and residents of the neighbouring
Polish regions are guided when using the LBT mechanism. For instance,
Kaliningraders often visit the border Polish regions making the so-called
‘shop tours’ (to purchase food, household appliances and electronic devic-
es, construction materials, etc.), which generate profit for Polish rather
than Kaliningrad retail chains. At the same time, most Polish citizens come
to the Kaliningrad region in search of lower prices for petrol and tobacco.
Geographically, the visits of most Polish citizens were limited to the 10 km
area from the border, where Poles could buy everything they needed. As a
result, Kaliningrad petrol station chains benefited, whereas their Polish
counterparts sustained losses. This creates a situation, when some Kalinin-
grad companies benefit from LBT and others incur losses. Its inverse ver-
sion is observed in Poland.

Another negative consequence of LBT for Russian retailers is the emer-
gence of ‘out-of-car shops’ — people buying groceries and other goods in
Poland in small amounts for reselling in the Kaliningrad region. As a rule,
they sell their goods out of cars, which gave name to the phenomenon. As a
result, retail chains lose part of revenue, which stays in Poland (although the
goods are resold in Russia).

Despite the negative economic consequences of LBT (whose qualitative
assessment requires further studies) for regional retail companies, it can be
concluded based on the above calculations that the losses are not very signif-
icant (below 5% of the region’s retail chain turnover) and are ‘compensated’
by the spending of Polish citizens in the region. Before the adjustment of the
rouble to euro (and zloty) exchange rate, Polish citizens were interested in a
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limited number of goods (tobacco and petrol). Since late 2014, many grocery
items produced in the region became attractive to Poles due to their price
(which was sometimes lower than in Poland) and the quality comparable to
the Polish one.

It can be concluded that the local border traffic mechanism functioning
for three years has a positive effect on the development of social contacts be-
tween Russia and Poland and it is economically beneficial for the population
of both countries. The adverse economic effect on certain regional economic
entities is not significant enough for LBT to become a major threat to their
productive functioning in the region. In the difficult financial and economic
conditions, in which the regional retail industry has been working since late
2014, the local border traffic regime can have a positive effect if Kaliningrad
retailers manage to seize new opportunities that arise during any financial or
economic crisis.

References

1. Anisevich, R., Palmovsky, T., Dragileva, 1. I.. 2013, Vlijanie mestnogo prigra-
nichnogo peredvizhenija na razvitie transgranichnogo turizma mezhdu Respublikoj
Pol'sha i Kaliningradskoj oblast'ju Rossijskoj Federacii [Influence of local border traf-
fic on the development of cross-border tourism between the Republic of Poland and
the Kaliningrad region of the Russian Federation]. In: Nauka i turizm: strategija vzai-
modejstvija [Science and Tourism: the interaction strategy], p. 65—73.

2. Ryabushev, A. 2015, Vklad kaliningradcev v pol'skuju jekonomiku rastet
[The contribution of Kaliningraders to the Polish economy grows], Nezavisimaja
gazeta [The Independent Newspaper], available at: http://www.ng.ru/news/503090.
html (accessed 12.05.2015).

3. Daneiko, E. 2014, Dozhdutsja li belorusy smjagchenija vizovogo rezhima s
ES [Will Belarusians reach the simplification of the visa regime with the EU?],
Deutsche Welle, available at: http://www.dw. de/a-17740616 (accessed 12.05.2015).

4. Lomakin, S. 2014, Druzhim domami? V Pol'she podveli itogi dvuh let dejst-
vija programmy MPP [Are we close friends? Poland summed up the results of the
two-year implementation of the local border traffic programme], Arguments and
Facts, available at: http://www klg. aif.ru/politic/ 1366501 (accessed 21.01.2015).

5. Zegota, K. 2014, Polish-Russian Small Border Traffic in the Context of Rus-
sia-EU Relations, Balt. Reg., no. 3, p. 88—99. DOI: 10.5922/2079-8555-2014-3-8.

6. Dudzinska, K. Dyner, A. M. 2013, Mestnoe prigranichnoe peredvizhenie s
Kaliningradskoj oblast'ju — zadachi, vozmozhnosti i ugrozy [Local border traffic
with the Kaliningrad region — challenges, opportunities and threats], Policy Paper,
no. 29, available at: https://www.pism. pl/files/?id_plik=15092 (accessed 23.04.2015).

7. Kretinin, G., Ostashkova, T. 2012, Maloe prigranichnoe peredvizhenie kak
predmet istoricheskogo issledovanija i sovremennost' [Local border traffic as a sub-
ject of historical research and the present], ActahumanitaricainversitatisSaulensis,
T.14, p. 314—321, available at: http://www.su. lt/bylos/mokslo_leidiniai/acta/
2012 14/ kretinin_ostaskova.pdf (accessed 12.05.2015).

8. Kretinin, G., Mironyuk, D. 2014, Local Border Traffic as a Form of Visa Lib-
eralisation and Territorial Development, Balt. Reg., no 4, p. 27—41. DOL:
10.5922/2074-2079-8555-4-2.

9. Mezhevich, N. M., Zhabrev, A. A. 2011, Prigranichnoe sotrudnichestvo kak
innovacionnaja strategija: na primere Severo-Zapadnogo Federalnogo Okruga Ros-

110



0. Bolychev, I. Gumenyuk, T. Kuznetsova

=
5

sii [Cross-border cooperation as an innovative strategy: the example of the North-
West Federal District of Russia], Pskovskij regionalisticheskij zhurnal [Pskov re-
gional journal], no. 11, p. 32—34.

10. Mezhevich, N. M., 2011, Prigranichnoe sotrudnichestvo: teorija i rossijskaja
regional'naja praktika [Cross-border cooperation: theory and practice of Russian re-
gions], Juzhno-Rossijskij forum: jekonomika, sociologija, politologija, social'no-
jekonomicheskaja geografija [South-Russian Forum: economics, sociology, political
science, and social and economic geography], no 1 (2), p. 24—33.

11. Musevich: poteri kaliningradskih magazinov ot MPD sostavljajut 7—20%
[Musevich: losses for Kaliningrad shops from local border traffic make up 7—
20%], 2013, New Kaliningrad. Ru, available at: http://www.newkaliningrad.ru/
news/economy/2069737-musevich-poteri-kaliningradskikh-setey-ot-prigranichnogo-
dvizheniya-sostavlyayut-720.html (accessed 13.04.2015)

12. Nikolaj Tsukanov: Mestnoe prigranichnoe peredvizhenie — uspeshnyj jek-
speriment, kotoryj nuzhno razvivat' [Nikolay Tsukanov: Local border traffic — a
successful experiment that should be developed], Official site of the Government of
the Kaliningrad region, available at: http://www.gov39.ru/news/101/76187/ (ac-
cessed 21.04.2015).

13. Oborot roznichnoj torgovli po subjektam RF [Retail trade turnover in the
subjects of the Russian Federation], 2015, Federal'naja sluzhba gosudarstvennoj
statistiki [Federal State Statistics Service], available at: http://www.gks.ru/wps/
wcem/connect/rosstat_main/rosstat/ru/statistics/enterprise/retail/# (accessed 21.04.2015).

14. Statystyki SG, 2013, STRAZ GRANICZNA, available at: http://www.straz-
graniczna.pl/wps/portal/tresc?WCM_GLOBAL CONTEXT=/pl/ser = wis-sg/SG_sta-
tystyki_logistyka wspolpraca/Statystyki& WCM_Page.ResetAll=TRUE (accessed
21.05.2015).

15.. Baklanov, P. Ya., Tulokhonov, A. K. (eds.), 2010, Prigranichnye i trans-
granichnye territorii Aziatskoj Rossii i sopredel'nyh stran: (problemy i predposylki
ustojchivogo razvitija) [Cross-border and transborder territories of the Asian part of
Russia and the neighbouring countries: (problems and preconditions for sustainable
development)], Novosibirsk, 610 p.

16. Prigranichnoe sotrudnichestvo regionov Rossii, Belarusi i Ukrainy [Cross-bor-
der cooperation between the regions of Russia, Belarus and Ukraine], 2013, Center for
Integration Studies, Eurasian Development Bank, 100 p., available at: http://www.eabr.
org/general//upload/CI1%20-%20izdania/Proekti%20i%20dokladi/ Prigranichnoe%
20 sotrudnichestvo/doklad 17 ru preview.pdf (accessed 12.05.2015).

17. Danilushkina, T. 2014, Promedlenie s zapuskom prigranichnogo dvizhenija
— podstrahovka dlja belorusskoj vlasti? [A delay in the launch of local border traf-
fic regime — a safety net for the Belarusian authorities?], TYT. By, available at:
http://tourism.  tut. by/news/tourism/692-ekspert-vozmozhno-belarus-zapustit-pri-
granichnoe-dvizhenie-kogda-zakrutit-vse-gajki-v-tamozhennom-zakonodatelstve/
(accessed 12.05.2015).

18. «Reglament (ES) Ne1931/2006 Evropejskogo Parlamenta i Soveta ES ot 20
dekabrja 2006 g. o pravilah mestnogo prigranichnogo peredvizhenija na vneshnih
suhoputnyh granicah gosudarstv-chlenov i ob izmenenii polozhenij Shengenskoj
konvencii» ["Regulation (EC) No 1931/2006 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 20 December 2006 laying down rules on local border traffic at the exter-
nal land borders of the Member States and amending the provisions of the Schengen
Convention"], 2006, available at: http://eurlex. europa. eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.
do?uri=0J:L:2006:405:0001:0022:EN:PDF (accessed 12.05.2015).

19. Rezul'taty vstuplenija v silu soglashenija mezhdu Pravitel'stvom Respubliki
Pol'sha i Pravitel'stvom Rossijskoj Federacii o porjadke mestnogo prigranichnogo

111



Human geography

iy
Y

peredvizhenija. Itogovyj otchet po rezul'tatam issledovanij OOO Laboratorija so-
cial'nyh issledovanij [The results of the entry into force of the agreement between
the Government of the Republic of Poland and the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration on the local border traffic regime. The final report on the results of research
of Social Research Laboratory Ltd.], 2013, Warsaw, September.

20. Kolosov, V. A., Vendina, O. 1. (eds.), 2011, Rossijsko-ukrainskoe pograni-
ch'e: dvadcat' let razdelennogo edinstva [ The Russian-Ukrainian borderland: twenty
years of the separated unity], Moscow, 352 p.

21. Fedorov, G. M., Zverev, Yu. M., Korneevets, V. S. 2013, Rossija na Bal-
tike: 1990— 2012 gody [Russia in the Baltic Sea region: 1990—2012], Kaliningrad.

22. Jekspert «NewsBalt»: Pochemu ritejl Evropy zainteresovan v 1'gotnom
peredvizhenii zhitelej Kaliningrada i Pol'shi/informacionno-analiticheskij portal
[«NewsBalt» Expert: Why are European retailers interested in a privileged border
crossing regime for the residents of Kaliningrad and Poland?/an information and an-
alytical portal], 2012, NewsBalt, available at: http://newsbalt.ru/analytics/2012/05/
yekspert-newsbalt-pochemu-riteyl-evropy-zain/ (accessed 12.05.2015).

23. Gltéwny Urzad Statystyczny Portal Informacyjny, 2015, available at:
http://stat.gov.pl/bdlen/app/dane podgrup.dims?p id=280327&p_token=
0.056759097846224904 (accessed 21.04.2015).

24. Friedmann, J. 1966, Regional Development Policy: A Case Study of Vene-
zuela, MIT Press, 279 p.

25. Malkowski, A. 2014, Matyruchgranicznyjako element ksztaltowaniawspot-
pracytransgranicznej, Research Papers of Wroctaw University of Economics (Prace
Naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego we Wroclawiu), no. 348, p. 190—199.

About the authors

Dr Oleg Bolychev, Director of the Centre for Regional Studies, Kalinin-
grad, Russia.
E-mail: obolychev@vester.ru

Dr Ivan Gumenyuk, Associate Professor, Department of Geography, Na-
ture Management and Spatial Development, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal
University, Russia.

E-mail: IGumeniuk@kantiana.ru

Dr Tatyana Kuznetsova, Associate Professor, Department of Geography,
Nature Management and Spatial Development, Immanuel Kant Baltic Feder-
al University, Russia.

E-mail: Tikuznetsova@kantiana.ru

112



