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I. Research Background and Rationale for the Topic 

1. Research Problem and Relevance 

The doctoral dissertation examines the geopolitical position of a European area that 

classical geopolitical theories placed between the German, Russian and Turkish spheres of 

power, yet which still lacks a single, generally accepted name and geographical definition. In 

both Hungarian and international literature, the term In-Between Europe appears alongside 

several partially overlapping regional concepts, including Mitteleuropa, Zwischeneuropa, East-

Central Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, the Intermarium, and various interpretations of 

peripheral zones and buffer zones. This conceptual plurality is not merely a terminological 

problem: it also indicates that the position, extent and geopolitical function of the area have 

changed over time and that different actors may interpret it according to different spatial logics. 

The relevance of the topic derives from the post-Cold War transformation of the 

international system and, in particular, the security-policy shifts of the past decade and a half. 

China's growing global economic and political weight, the geo-economic networks associated 

with the Belt and Road Initiative, Russia's destabilising activities in Ukraine after 2014 and the 

war launched in 2022, as well as changes in NATO's and the European Union's eastern and 

southeastern neighbourhoods, have all increased the strategic significance of the area under 

study. Alongside the renewed importance of military deterrence and defence, energy security, 

critical infrastructure, cybersecurity, supply chains, migration and societal resilience have also 

become defining elements of the geopolitical environment. 

A significant share of the countries of In-Between Europe are now members of the 

European Union and NATO and therefore, in the classical sense, can no longer simply be 

regarded as a passive buffer zone between Western and Eastern centres of power. Their 

geographical in-betweenness, however, has not disappeared. The area lies at the intersection of 

the Russia-Ukraine war, the security systems of the Baltic and Black Seas, the integration 

processes of the Western Balkans, Turkey's regional presence, and German, European and 

transatlantic economic and security relations. This duality - enduring geographical exposure 

and transformed institutional embeddedness - justifies a contemporary reassessment of the 

geopolitical position of In-Between Europe. 

The significance of the area under study is further enhanced by the transformation of the 

classical meaning of its in-between position during the post-Cold War period. Following the 

dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of the Eastern Bloc, a large share of the In-Between 

European states gradually integrated into Euro-Atlantic institutions, while conflict zones, 

frozen conflicts and divergent geopolitical orientations persisted along the eastern and 
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southeastern peripheries. The Russia-Ukraine war, which escalated in 2022, made this 

structural duality particularly visible: the region is simultaneously an integrated part of the 

European Union and NATO and a point of intersection for several external power, security and 

geo-economic pressures originating from its eastern and southeastern neighbourhoods. This 

warrants examining the area not only as a historical region but also as a contemporary 

geopolitical space with changing functions. 

2. Research Background and Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical base of the research is multidisciplinary. Rather than relying exclusively on 

a single school of geopolitics, it combines complementary approaches to the relationship 

between geographical space and political power. Through the work of Ratzel and Kjellén, 

classical geopolitics highlights the interrelationships among space, the state and power; 

Mackinder's and Spykman's geostrategic theories emphasise continental, rimland and strategic-

access logics; military geography focuses on the military-strategic utilisation of space; the 

security studies literature on the expanding scope of threats and security; and geo-economics 

on the strategic use of economic instruments and dependencies. 

Additionally, the dissertation draws on the literature on grand strategy and small-state 

strategic adaptation, as well as the perspectives of critical and neoclassical geopolitics. Grand 

strategy draws attention to the long-term coordination of state objectives and the various 

resources available, while the small-state literature presents adaptation options for states with 

limited resources, including the logics of balancing, bandwagoning, hedging, shelter and niche 

diplomacy. Critical geopolitics highlights that geopolitical space is not merely an objective 

given, but is also constructed in political texts and discourses. This makes the examination of 

official strategic documents particularly important, as they also reflect the publicly 

communicated spatial perceptions and threat perceptions of state and institutional actors. 

The historical and geopolitical literature related to In-Between Europe is extensive. Penck's 

concept of Zwischeneuropa, Naumann's Mitteleuropa concept, Mackinder's and Spykman's 

strategic spatial theories, Halecki's interpretation of East-Central Europe, the various 

Intermarium concepts, and later civilisational and neo-Eurasian approaches all, in different 

ways but recurrently, attribute a special position to the European zone between the German, 

Russian and Turkish spheres of power. In the Hungarian literature, the works of Bibó, Romsics, 

Bernek and other authors likewise draw attention to the area's small-state fragmentation, 

external power exposure, and opportunities for cooperation and connectivity. 

On the basis of the literature review, the use of the term In-Between-Europe must therefore 

be distinguished at two levels. The first is the analytical level: at this level, the area can be 
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interpreted as a distinct framework of analysis on the basis of its historical and geopolitical 

position between the German, Russian and Turkish spheres of power. The second is the actor 

level, that is, the spatial concepts through which the states concerned and external powers 

themselves describe their geopolitical environment. The dissertation does not seek to create a 

universal or consensual regional definition. The analytical delimitation applied in the research 

treats as its framework of analysis the European space extending from Finland through the 

Baltic region, Central Europe and the Balkans to Greece and Cyprus, and including Belarus and 

Ukraine in the east. The explanatory power of this delimitation rests not on a unified regional 

identity, but on relations with larger geopolitical spheres of power, historical exposure, and 

strategic opportunities and constraints. 

3. Research Gap and Scientific Objective of the Dissertation 

Despite the substantial historical and geopolitical literature on the topic, less explored is the 

question of the spatial categories, threat perceptions and priorities through which the states of 

the region and the external actors shaping their geopolitical environment interpret this same 

space in their current official strategic documents. Previous research typically examines 

regional concepts, great-power aspirations, the foreign and security policy characteristics of 

individual countries, or the problems of particular subregions (e.g. the Baltic region or the 

Balkans) separately. The dissertation's added value lies in connecting these approaches: after 

the conceptual and historical interpretation of space, it compares the strategic documents of 

internal and external actors within a common analytical framework. 

The research therefore pursues two interrelated objectives. First, based on a synthesis of 

the relevant geopolitical theories, it develops a contemporary analytical delimitation that 

enables the examination of the European area between the German, Russian and Turkish 

geopolitical spheres of power. Second, it explores how this area, its subregions, states and major 

geopolitical challenges appear in the official strategic documents of the relevant internal and 

external actors. The research does not seek to construct a universal concept of the region that 

all actors should accept; rather, it establishes an analytical framework and then empirically 

examines the extent to which the actors' own spatial perceptions correspond to it. 

Accordingly, the research gap is not found in examining the security policies of individual 

countries or the region's historical geopolitical position in isolation. Its added value lies in 

connecting the historical-conceptual interpretation of space and the analysis of current strategic 

documents within a unified comparative framework. This makes it possible to examine 

simultaneously which spatial constructions of In-Between Europe have been produced by the 

literature, which subregions and strategic directions external geopolitical actors consider 
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important, and how the states of the area perceive their own security environment and their 

relations with one another. Through this, the research also examines the contemporary empirical 

content of the concept of In-Between Europe. 

4. Research Questions 

(K1) What concepts and geopolitical interpretations have been used to name and 

geographically delimit the In-Between European space up to the present? 

(K2) What overarching geographical spatial concepts appear in the strategic documents 

examined of the countries of the region and the relevant external geopolitical actors? 

(K3) Which geopolitical risks and trends shape the evolution of the security situation, and 

how do they appear in the documents examined? 

(K4) What geopolitical perceptions, strategic objectives and priorities characterise the 

states of In-Between Europe, and on this basis, what similarities and differences can be 

identified in the strategic responses they formulate? 

5. Hypotheses 

(H1) Despite its distinctive characteristics, In-Between Europe does not constitute a 

uniformly defined geopolitical region either in the relevant literature or in the strategic 

documents examined; instead, the area is interpreted through partially overlapping spatial 

concepts of differing geographical extent and function. 

(H2) In the documents of the In-Between European states examined, threat perceptions and 

security-policy priorities display territorially differentiated patterns despite similar socio-

economic structures and historical development paths. These patterns can be interpreted by 

jointly considering geographical relations to conflict zones, external centres of power and 

strategic routes, as well as institutional embeddedness. 

(H3) The strategic perceptions and responses of the In-Between European states examined 

do not form a single pattern characteristic of the region as a whole, but rather partially 

overlapping subregional strategic patterns that can be interpreted along geographical and 

institutional factors. 

 

6. Levels of Analysis 

The research employed three interrelated levels of analysis. The first examined the 

conceptual and geographical interpretation of In-Between Europe: what names and geopolitical 

concepts exist in the literature and what overarching or subregional categories appear in 

strategic documents. This level related to research questions K1-K2 and hypothesis H1. 

The second level of analysis examined geopolitical and security challenges and their 

territorial differentiation. It sought to determine the geographical patterns formed by different 

threats and how these relate to external spheres of power, conflict zones, strategic routes and 

the institutional embeddedness of states. This was the empirical level of analysis for K3 and 

H2. 
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The third level compared the geopolitical perceptions, strategic objectives, priorities and 

responses of the In-Between European states. The aim was not merely to list similarities and 

differences between pairs of countries, but to determine whether geographically and 

institutionally interpretable, partially overlapping strategic patterns emerge. This level related 

to question K4 and hypothesis H3. 

II. Methods Used 

1. Basic Logic of the Document Analysis 
The dissertation combines two main methodological pillars: a review of the literature and 

structured comparative document analysis. The purpose of the literature review was to 

systematise the conceptual and historical delimitations of the area under study, the related 

geopolitical theories, and the interpretive categories of the research. The empirical analysis built 

on this foundation by comparing the publicly articulated conceptions of security space, threat 

perceptions, partnership logics and strategic priorities in relevant state and institutional strategic 

documents. 

Within the framework of document analysis, the empirical procedure applied qualitative 

content analysis supplemented by a standardised keyword search. The keyword search did not 

function as an independent analytical method but as a quantifying and comparative tool 

supporting the qualitative analysis. Raw hit counts do not automatically imply that a given topic 

is more important: each occurrence could be included in the analysis only after examination of 

its immediate textual context. The numerical data therefore support comparability and 

transparency, while meaning is provided by qualitative interpretation. 

2. Selection of Actors and Documents Examined 

Based on the delimitation established in the literature review, the geographical framework 

of the research comprises 24 In-Between European states: Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 

Poland, Belarus, Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary, Ukraine, Romania, Moldova, Serbia, 

Montenegro, Croatia, Slovenia, Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Albania, Kosovo, Bulgaria, 

North Macedonia, Greece and Cyprus. The research identifies the United States, the United 

Kingdom, France, Germany, Russia, Turkey and China as external actors shaping the 

geopolitical environment of the region, along with the European Union and NATO as 

institutional actors. 

The main criteria for selecting documents were recency, validity, public and English-

language accessibility, and functional comparability. The genre of strategic documents differs 

across countries; therefore, inclusion was based not on formal identity of document titles but 

on substantive function: the research examined national security, defence, military, foreign 
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policy or similar policy documents and source materials containing official statements on the 

actor's international environment, geographical orientation, security perceptions, strategic 

priorities or objectives for action. 

The principal cut-off date for the document list was 31 December 2024. The research sought 

to include for each actor the most recent document available and in force by that date that met 

the sampling criteria. Two methodologically justified exceptions were made. In the case of 

Turkey, in the absence of a suitable unified strategy, the set of thematic foreign-policy materials 

published on the official website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs constituted the source unit. 

In the case of China, the appropriate official document became available only after the sample 

had been closed; therefore, the 2026 publication More Just and Equitable Global Governance: 

China's Principles, Proposals and Actions was included. Consequently, the Chinese results must 

be interpreted with a temporal asymmetry. 

Among the 24 geographically defined internal actors, in seven cases - Belarus, Ukraine, 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Slovenia, Greece and Cyprus - no current, public, 

English-language document meeting the sampling criteria could be identified. The actual 

empirical sample therefore comprised 17 internal actors and 9 external actors, a total of 26 

source units. For each included actor, one document or source unit selected in a comparable 

manner formed the basis of the analysis. 

The sampling deliberately examines a corpus of documents fixed at a particular point in 

time. The principal cut-off date of 31 December 2024 is particularly relevant because strategies 

adopted or in force after 2022 already reflect the narratives of a fundamentally changed 

European security environment. However, national strategy-making cycles differ, so it was not 

realistic to include the same type of document adopted in the same year in every case. 

Functional comparability therefore took precedence over formal uniformity. The subsequent 

inclusion of the 2026 Chinese document creates a temporal asymmetry; findings derived from 

it are therefore compared only to a limited extent with the sample closed in 2024. The 

methodological advantage of this decision, however, is that the source material underpinning 

the analysis can be clearly identified for every actor. 

3. Coding, Keyword Search and Qualitative Evaluation 

The analytical categories were derived from the research questions and the literature 

review. The predefined English keywords for analysing spatial perceptions were Central 

Europe, Eastern Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, In-between-Europe, Balkan(s), Baltic(s), 

Carpathian Basin, Visegrad, Three Seas/3SI and Geography. As new relevant categories 

emerged during the qualitative analysis, the list was expanded to include Eurasia, Southeastern 

Europe and Western Balkans, after which these were checked consistently across all documents. 
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In analysing the geopolitical and security environment, the standardised search terms 

included Environment, Threat, Cooperation and Migration. In addition to these keywords, 

qualitative content analysis made it possible to identify recurring topics that were not 

necessarily formulated using the predefined words, including climate change, biodiversity, food 

security, pandemics, frozen conflicts, proxy wars, hybrid and cyber warfare, space warfare, 

terrorism, defence expenditure, illegal migration, financial instability, socio-economic 

disparities, and security issues related to ethnic and religious minorities. 

The coding procedure applied deliberate hit-cleaning rules. Occurrences on covers, in 

tables of contents, chapter and subchapter titles, figure and table captions, appendices, 

bibliographic references or source indications were excluded from the numerical results. Mere 

repetition of a word within a single unit of meaning was likewise not counted as a new hit if it 

contained no new substantive element. An occurrence was counted as a new hit if it linked a 

new actor, geographical space, threat, strategic function, form of cooperation or different 

assessment to the concept in question. Ambiguous keywords were included in the quantitative 

analysis only when the textual context clearly confirmed a geopolitical or security-policy 

meaning. 

The keyword search and qualitative content analysis functioned as complementary but 

separate operations. Numerical hit counts cannot be regarded as direct measures of the strategic 

importance of a topic; their role is to support comparability. Frequent occurrence of a term does 

not in itself demonstrate greater strategic weight, so the immediate textual context of every 

relevant hit also had to be examined. Ambiguous occurrences were included in the quantified 

data only when their geopolitical or security-policy meaning was clear from the context. At the 

same time, the preliminary category system did not remain entirely closed: if the qualitative 

review identified a new spatial category relevant to the research questions, its presence was 

checked consistently across all documents. This is how Eurasia, Southeastern Europe and the 

Western Balkans, for example, were included as separate categories. 

4. Methodological Limitations 

The document analysis does not examine the actors' full, actual foreign and security policy 

behaviour, but the officially approved strategic narratives intended for public consumption. 

Strategic texts are politically edited and often compromise-based documents; they therefore 

cannot be treated as precise reflections of decision-makers' hidden intentions or future 

behaviour. They are, however, suitable for examining self-understanding, threat perceptions, 

priorities and declared spatial conceptions. 

Further limitations include differences among document types, the exclusion of seven 

internal countries, the temporal difference of the Chinese source, and the fact that only one 
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document or source unit per actor was included in the analysis. For this reason, the research 

does not attempt to reconstruct complete national grand strategies, which would require the 

combined examination of military, foreign policy, economic, energy and other sectoral policy 

documents. For the same reason, small-state adaptation categories were not treated as 

independent coding variables: reliably identifying balancing, hedging, shelter or other strategic 

behaviour would require a longer-term examination of actual state decisions beyond declared 

document content. 

III. Scientific Results of the Dissertation 

1. Summary Evaluation of the Hypotheses 

• H1 was confirmed. Neither the literature nor the strategic documents examined reveal a 

single, consensually delimited In-Between Europe. The term itself does not appear in the 

current documents; instead, strategic spatial perceptions are organised around overlapping 

geographical, institutional and functional spatial categories. 

• H2 was confirmed. Threat perceptions and security-policy priorities are territorially 

differentiated and can be related to proximity to conflict zones, external centres of power 

and strategic routes. The influence of geography is not deterministic, however, but operates 

together with institutional, historical, alliance-related and economic factors. 

• H3 was partially confirmed. Three particularly distinct strategic relationships can be 

identified in the northern part of NATO's Eastern Flank, the broader Black Sea region and 

the Western Balkans, but these do not constitute rigid, mutually exclusive subregions. The 

patterns overlap, and several states are simultaneously linked to multiple networks of 

relations. 

2. Scientific Results 

The main results of the dissertation can be summarised as follows: 

1. One of the main scientific results of the research is the distinction between the 

analytical and actor-level interpretations of In-Between Europe. Based on the 

synthesis of the literature, In-Between Europe can be justified as a distinct geopolitical 

framework of analysis, while the document analysis showed that the strategic spatial 

perceptions of the states concerned are organised not around a commonly used concept 

of an In-Between European region, but along multiple, partially intersecting regional, 

institutional and functional spatial categories. 
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2. The research integrates the geopolitical spatial perceptions of the region's states 

and the external actors shaping their geopolitical environment within a unified 

document-analysis framework. The combined application of qualitative content 

analysis and standardised keyword searches made it possible to compare geographical 

spatial concepts, the appearance of external and internal actors, and perceptions of the 

geopolitical and security environment according to the same analytical criteria. The 

empirical novelty of the study therefore lies not in the analysis of individual documents 

as such, but in making them comparable through a unified set of criteria. This made it 

possible to compare geopolitical problems previously examined primarily as separate 

country or regional cases within a common analytical framework. 

3. The document analysis empirically demonstrates that In-Between Europe, as 

conceptualised in the literature, does not appear as an independent and commonly 

used geopolitical spatial category in the official strategic documents of the actors 

examined. Instead, strategic spatial perceptions are organised around smaller, 

functional and partly institutionalised areas. The Baltic region, the Black Sea, NATO's 

Eastern Flank and the Western Balkans become strategically visible because they are 

linked to specific security challenges, military tasks, integration processes or systems 

of cooperation. Consequently, one important theoretical result of the research is that the 

contemporary geopolitical relevance of In-Between Europe cannot be derived from the 

existence of a unified regional identity or a commonly used spatial concept. Instead of 

a static interpretation of the region, the research supports the applicability of a functional 

spatial approach. 

 

4. The research demonstrates that one of the most important determinants of the 

current geopolitical position of the In-Between European states is the combined 

effect of Euro-Atlantic institutional embeddedness and the security relationship 

with Russia. Based on the strategic documents examined, the geopolitical structure of 

the region differs significantly from the historical situation in which In-Between Europe 

was primarily interpreted as a buffer zone located between directly competing German, 

Russian and Turkish imperial spheres of power. A significant share of the states 

examined is now embedded in the institutional systems of the European Union and 

NATO, fundamentally altering the classical in-between position. The dominant 

presence of the European Union and NATO creates strong institutional convergence 

among a significant share of the states examined, while Russia appears as the most 
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important negative state-level geopolitical reference point. This general structure is 

nevertheless territorially differentiated and does not eliminate strategic differences 

within the region. 

5. The study identifies three distinct but non-exclusive subregional strategic patterns: 

strategic relationships associated with the northern part of NATO's Eastern Flank, 

the broader Black Sea region, and the Western Balkans. The patterns show that 

similarities in the strategic perceptions of In-Between European states are not random 

but relate to their geographical position, institutional embeddedness and immediate 

security environment. At the same time, some of the region's central states lie at the 

intersection of several networks of relations, which precludes a rigid subregional 

division. 

6. The research findings show that the relationship between geographical position 

and strategic perceptions is not deterministic. Geographical proximity to conflict 

zones, external spheres of power and strategic routes influences threat perceptions and 

strategic priorities, but this effect operates in interaction with institutional 

embeddedness, alliance relationships, historical experience and economic 

dependencies. 

7. The analysis of how countries appear in one another's strategic documents shows 

that the In-Between European network of relations is not organised around a 

general sense of regional belonging. The density of document-level relationships is 

determined primarily by the war in Ukraine, immediate neighbourhood, regional 

defence cooperation, integration processes, and territorial, historical and national-policy 

conflicts. The internal structure of the region therefore consists of several parallel and 

partially overlapping geopolitical, security-policy and institutional networks of 

relations. 

8. The research findings also demonstrate the broadening of the concept of security. 

Alongside the renewed importance of military threats and classical military defence, 

strategic documents also treat economic dependencies, energy supply, critical 

infrastructure, technological and cybersecurity, supply chains, societal resilience, illegal 

migration and climate change as integral parts of the geopolitical environment. The 

region's strategic exposure is consequently military, political, economic, social and 

technological at the same time. The contemporary geopolitical exposure of In-Between 

Europe therefore cannot be reduced solely to classical military-geographical conditions. 
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The findings set out in points 1-8 also provide an opportunity for a dynamic and 

functional geopolitical interpretation of In-Between Europe, viewing the area not as a 

homogeneous and static region but as a system of interconnected elements performing different 

roles. The Blue Spearhead concept developed in the Discussion section of the doctoral 

dissertation represents a theoretical extension of this approach and can be interpreted as an 

original geopolitical spatial model developed by the author and based on the empirical findings 

of the research. 

 

IV. Key References 
Baru, Sanjaya (2012): Geo-economics and Strategy. Survival, 54(3), 47-58. DOI: 

10.1080/00396338.2012.690978. 

Bernek Ágnes (2010): Geopolitika és/vagy geoökonómia. A 21. század világgazdasági és 

világpolitikai folyamatainak összefüggései. Geopolitika a XXI. században, I. évf. 1. sz., 29-

62. 

Bernek Ágnes (2018): Közép- és Kelet-Európa a 21. század geopolitikai/geoökonómiai 

stratégiáiban. A 20. század Nyugat és Kelet közötti ütközőzónájáról a 21. század eurázsiai 

hídtérségéig. Akadémiai Kiadó, Budapest, 200 p. 

Bibó István (1946): A kelet-európai kisállamok nyomorúsága. Új Magyarország, Budapest, 116 

p. 

Bowen, Glenn A. (2009): Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method. Qualitative 

Research Journal, 9(2), 27-40. DOI: 10.3316/QRJ0902027. 

Brands, Hal (2014): What Good Is Grand Strategy? Power and Purpose in American Statecraft 

from Harry S. Truman to George W. Bush. Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY. 

Brzezinski, Zbigniew (1997): The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geostrategic 

Imperatives. Basic Books, New York, 223 p. 

Buzan, Barry - Wæver, Ole - de Wilde, Jaap (1998): Security: A New Framework for Analysis. 

Lynne Rienner, London. 

Cohen, Saul B. (2009): Geopolitics: The Geography of International Relations. Rowman & 

Littlefield, New York. 

Halecki, Oskar (1962): The Limits and Divisions of European History. University of Notre 

Dame Press, Notre Dame, 242 p. 

Huntington, Samuel P. (1996): The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. 

Simon & Schuster, New York. 

Kaplan, Robert D. (2012): The Revenge of Geography: What the Map Tells Us About Coming 

Conflicts and the Battle Against Fate. Random House, New York, 448 p. 

Khanna, Parag (2017): Konnektográfia. A globális civilizáció jövőjének feltérképezése. HVG 

Könyvek, Budapest. 



 

12 

Kissinger, Henry (1996): Diplomácia. Panem-Grafo, Budapest, 956 p. 

Kitsikis, Dimitri (2002): Une vision géopolitique: la Région intermédiaire. Relations 

internationales, 109, 99-116. 

Kjellén, Rudolf (1916): Staten som lifsform. Stockholm. 

Luttwak, Edward N. (1990): From Geopolitics to Geo-Economics. Logic of Conflict, Grammar 

of Commerce. The National Interest, Summer 1990. 

Mackinder, Halford J. (1904): The Geographical Pivot of History. In: Democratic Ideals and 

Reality. National Defence University Press, Washington, DC, 1996, 175-194. 

Mahan, Alfred Thayer (1890): The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660-1783. 

Magocsi, Paul Robert (1993): Historical Atlas of East Central Europe. University of 

Washington Press, Seattle-London, 218 p. 

Mayring, Philipp (2000): Qualitative Content Analysis. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung / 

Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 1(2), Art. 20. DOI: 10.17169/fqs-1.2.1089. 

Naumann, Friedrich (1915): Mitteleuropa. Georg Reimer, Berlin, 299 p. 

Ó Tuathail, Gearóid - Agnew, John (1992): Geopolitics and Discourse: Practical Geopolitical 

Reasoning in American Foreign Policy. Political Geography, 11(2), 190-204. 

Panke, Diana (2010): Small states in the European Union: structural disadvantages in EU 

policy-making and counter-strategies. Journal of European Public Policy, 17(6), 799-817. 

DOI: 10.1080/13501763.2010.486980. 

Penck, Albrecht (1915): Politisch-geographische Lehren des Krieges. Meereskunde, 9, 24-40. 

Ratzel, Friedrich (1897): Politische Geographie. R. Oldenbourg, München und Leipzig, 715 p. 

Romsics Ignác (2016): Közép- és/vagy Kelet-Európa? Egy definíciós vita, és ami mögötte van. 

Korunk, 27(7), 74-89. 

Scholvin, Sören - Wigell, Mikael (2018): Power politics by economic means: Geoeconomics 

as an analytical approach and foreign policy practice. Comparative Strategy, 37(1), 73-84. 

DOI: 10.1080/01495933.2018.1419729. 

Silove, Nina (2018): Beyond the Buzzword: The Three Meanings of "Grand Strategy". Security 

Studies, 27(1), 27-57. DOI: 10.1080/09636412.2017.1360073. 

Sinnhuber, Karl A. (1954): Central Europe: Mitteleuropa: Europe Centrale: An Analysis of a 

Geographical Term. Transactions and Papers (Institute of British Geographers), 20, 15-39. 

Spykman, Nicholas J. (1944): The Geography of the Peace. Harcourt, Brace and Company, 

New York, 66 p. 

Thorhallsson, Baldur (2011): Domestic Buffer Versus External Shelter: Viability of Small 

States in the New Globalised Economy. European Political Science, 10, 324-336. 



 

13 

V. List of the Author’s and Co-authored Publications Related to the 

Topic 
Béres Bence - Mozga Gábor - Péti Márton - Gossler Judit (2017): Az Európai Unió és a 

magországainak változatos viszonyulása az Új Selyemúthoz és az új kínai gazdasági 

szerepekhez. In: Az Új Selyemút Gazdasági Övezet geostratégiai és földrajzi dimenziói. 

Budapesti Corvinus Egyetem Gazdaságföldrajz, Geoökonómia és Fenntartható Fejlődés 

Intézet, Budapest, 65-92. ISBN: 978-963-503-656-1. 

Péti Márton - Mozga Gábor (2019): A Kárpát-medencei külhoni magyar fejlesztési 

tervdokumentumok gazdaságfejlesztési és nemzetstratégiai üzenetei. In: Gál Zoltán - Ricz 

András (szerk.): A környezet és a határok kutatója - Tiszteletkötet Nagy Imre 65. 

születésnapja alkalmából. Regionális Tudományi Társaság, Szabadka, 137-156. 

Péti Márton - Mozga Gábor (2020): A Kárpát-medencei külhoni magyarlakta térségek egyes 

társadalmi-gazdasági pozíciói. In: Magyarok a Kárpát-medencében 4.: régmúlt és jelen, 27, 

15-29. 

Péti Márton - Mozga Gábor (2023): Nemzeti és etnikai kisebbségi közösségek mint az európai 

fejlesztéspolitika tényezői és erőforrásai. Kisebbségi Szemle, 8(2), 7-40. 

Péti Márton - Mozga Gábor (2023): Problem of Potential? Native Ethnic Minority Communities 

in Development and Spatial Policies. Hungarian Journal of Minority Studies, 6, 31-62. 

Péti Márton - Mozga Gábor - Vara Bálint (2024): Tényező-e az Új Selyemút? - Az Új Selyemút 

gazdasági kezdeményezés néhány óvilági kis állam fejlesztési és biztonsági politikájának 

tükrében. In: Kósa Gábor (szerk.): Gazdaság, történelem és politika a Selyemút mentén. 

ELTE BTK Kínai Tanszék, Budapest, pp. 329-385. ISBN: 978-963-489-752-1. 

Mozga Gábor (2025): Intermarium: a geopolitical narrative of the Three Seas Initiative (3SI) 

[= Międzymorze: geopolityczna narracja inicjatywy Trójmorza (3SI)]. Świat Idei i Polityki 

/ World of Ideas and Politics, 24(2), 83-95. DOI: 10.34767/SIIP.2025.02.06. 

Mozga Gábor (2025): Makroregionális manőverek egy klasszikus ütközőzónában: A Három 

Tenger Kezdeményezés geopolitikai alapjai és kilátásai. Földrajzi Közlemények, 149 (4), 

pp. 217-236. DOI: 10.32643/fk.149.4.1. 

 


