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ing of CEFTA member prime ministers in Poznan, Poland, on 25 November, 
1994, he reaffirmed his opposition to the political interdependence of Visegrad 
countries, claiming that Czechs were only willing to cooperate on trade matters 
within a CEFTA framework. At the meeting’s final press conference, he went so 
far as to say that the Czech Republic now translated “Visegrad” as “CEFTA” in 
its internal dictionary. Klaus denied that there was a lack of cooperation in this 
region; instead, he contended that the Czech Republic was the “driving force” 
behind the economic cooperation embodied in CEFTA. In response, the Polish 
president, Lech Walesa accused him of elevating Czech interests above those of 
Visegrad Group (Fawn 2005). By 2011, Klaus’s view had changed considerably 
and he remarked that the Visegrad cooperation had contributed to strengthen‑
ing the friendship among the four countries. Concerning his previous position, 
he claimed that he had only rejected the idea of the V4 replacing fully‑fledged 
national membership of Western institutions when Western partners had hesi‑
tated to promise EU and NATO membership to the four countries. After EU 
accession, however, the V4 had acquired a new foreign political dimension and 
this permitted the formulation of joint interests and priorities as well as their 
promotion at international level (Lázár 2014).

The former Slovak Prime Minister Vladimír Mečiar was not a Visegrad fan 
either. The Slovak challenge to Visegrad was also ideological but had different 
content. The nationalistic Mečiar antagonised the Hungarian minority in Slova‑
kia, damaging relations with Budapest. His regime’s foreign policy also moved 
away from Euro‑Atlanticism and even made surprising overtures to Russia 
(Harris 2010). Mečiar’s attitude hampered Slovak participation in the Visegrad 
cooperation between 1994 and 1998. Eventually, he also concluded that “in the 
end, sooner or later we will have to cooperate together”(Harris 2010). Despite 
these tensions, internal communication in Visegrad continued to function, dem‑
onstrating the Group’s basic viability. As we have seen, Visegrad Group members 
entered the European Union together, a development that might be understood 
as the ultimate sign of their Western orientation. Nevertheless, this achieve‑
ment also called into question the very grounds for the cooperation’s existence. 
The Visegrad cooperation has frequently been compared with the situation of 
the Benelux states. While the Group admittedly lacks the internal unity of the 
Benelux Union, it has repeatedly succeeded in presenting a more or less united 
position within the European Union, which is a far better outcome than if its 
members were competing with each other.14 Even so, the late 1990s saw the erup‑
tion of a crisis in the Group. Along with Vladimir Mečiar’s views, Hungary’s Or‑
bán government of the late 1990s had the effect of weakening the cooperation. 
Slovak–Hungarian relations had always been seen as a weak point in the Group. 

14	 This opinion was also expressed by former Hungarian foreign affairs minister Geza Jeszenszky on the 
25th anniversary of the establishment of the Visegrad cooperation.
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From the perspective of FIDESZ, Hungary’s governing party, it was vital that 
the country’s foreign policy focus on advancing Hungarian interests. In 1998, 
when Orbán was invited to Washington, it had already been announced that 
Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic would join NATO in the near future 
while Slovakia might be invited later on. In 1999, the European Union added 
that Estonia, Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Cyprus and Slovenia were 
the first six states chosen to begin European integration negotiations. It was 
also noted that these negotiations might be protracted for as long as a decade.15 
This decision gave Orbán’s government a new impetus to focus on strengthen‑
ing regional diplomacy, including the renewal of the Visegrad cooperation and 
reinforcement of ties with Austria in April 2000.16 Orbán declared his aims in 
a speech to the Hungarian national assembly in November of that year:

With all our efforts, we have to try to take part in the cultural, political and 
economic re‑structuring of Central and Eastern Europe. We have to treat the 
neighbouring countries as our partners in the creation of a common Central 
European future. This was our intention when we concentrated on the renewal 
of the Visegrad cooperation beginning with the negotiations with Poland and 
Czech Republic, then with Slovakia after the elections (quoted in Gavra 2003)

The first obstacles to this renewed cooperation came with a statement by 
Orbán on the incompatibility of the existing Benes decrees with European 
integration and the need to adapt to the EU legal system. This issue was seen 
as unacceptably sensitive and, as a result of Orbán’s comment, a meeting of 
Visegrad Group prime ministers scheduled for Budapest in 2002 was suspended 
when Czech and Slovak partners refused to participate. The frozen relations 
between Slovakia and Hungary gradually thawed, and in 2013, Slovak Prime 
Minister Robert Fico and Orbán spoke of “opening a new chapter in the shared 
history of the two countries,” claiming that the relationship between the two 
states was based on “political and personal trust” (Lázár 2014).17 In the same 
year, Slovak Foreign Affairs Minister Miroslav Lajcak added that “Visegrad is 
going strategic, we are more mature. Visegrad makes each of us individually 
and as a group stronger.”18 

Analysing the role of Visegrad Group member representatives more closely, 
it is clear that these politicians have generally hesitated about whether to refer 

15	 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/hel1_en.htm
16	 For more information, see Gábor Gavra (2003): A kormányzó FIDESZ és az EU csatlakozás: igenek és 

nemek, Magyar Narancs, http://magyarnarancs.hu/belpol/a_kormanyzo_fidesz_es_az_eu‑csatlakozas_
igenek_es_nemek-62225

17	 As Lázár (2014) remarks, Fico’s personal position appeared to change after 2006 when he first partici-
pated in a meeting of relevant parties. This seems to have been a formal meeting without substantive 
content. By 2013, the relations had progressed to pragmatic rational cooperation with the participating 
countries making informed and important decisions.

18	 http://www.globsec.org/globsec2013/highlights‑news/globsec‑visegrad‑makes‑us‑stronger‑said‑lajcak/
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to national sovereignty or express anti‑EU sentiments. Orbán and his Slovak 
counterpart Robert Fico have long drawn on sovereigntist narratives while the 
Czech Deputy Prime Minister Andrej Babiš has often also resorted to anti‑EU 
rhetoric. The famous statement of former Polish foreign minister Radek Sikorski 

“I fear German power less than…German inactivity” might, thus, be adapted to 
reflect the positions of some Visegrad leaders: “We fear German power and do 
not care about EU inactivity.”19 There are various reasons for this standpoint. 
Leaving aside the political culture of these states, we can see from the traditions 
of Visegrad Group that this region’s convergence with the core European Union 
can also affect public opinion. Politicians have always sought to understand the 
demands of their citizens, attempting to identify with their feelings and make 
sense of their fears. These demands and fears appear to have been widespread, 
and although prime ministers and presidents have represented different politi‑
cal parties with different priorities, they have easily managed to find common 
ground on certain issues.

Table 3: Party divisions among Visegrad Group political leaders

State
Politician

Party
Prime Minister President

Hungary Orbán, Viktor Áder, János FIDESZ (Hungarian Civic Alliance) 
– conservative, nationalist

Poland Szydlo, Beata Duda, Andrzej Law and Justice (PiS) – 
right-wing, nationalist-conservative

Czech Republic Sobotka, Bohuslav Zeman, Milos Czech Social Democratic Party 
– left-wing, social democratic

Slovakia Fico, Robert Kiska, Andrej Direction – Social Democratic (Smer) – 
left-wing, populist / independent

Source: Edited by the author

This varieties of self‑representation of the Visegrad states and their frequent 
attempts at self‑determination may have added to their differences. Never‑
theless, there have also been common threats which have eliminated these 
conflicts and forced V4 states to focus on practical solutions. The 2009 energy 
crisis demonstrated the gas dependency of the Visegrad member states. These 
countries’ home production falls far short of the volume needed for sufficient 
consumer supplies and their gas and other energy imports rely primarily on 
one country: Russia.20

19	 http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=62423 http://pl2011.eu/en/content/minister‑radoslaw
‑sikorski‑visit‑berlin

20	http://www.visegrad.info/energy‑security‑infrastrucutre/factsheet/energy‑security‑of‑visegrad‑region.
html
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The priorities of each presidency have, thus, included collaboration on energy, 
the Eastern Partnership project, defence cooperation and the development of 
a digital economy. Other important topics are transport infrastructure develop‑
ment, the social dimension of European integration and the fight against tax 
evasion. The crisis in Ukraine in 2014 and the acceptance of the embargo against 
Russia have shown that member states’ interests may vary. While Polish foreign 
policy has tried to ensure Poland avoids all cooperation with Russia, Hungary 
has made moves to strengthen ties through economic cooperation. At a meet‑
ing of prime ministers in Bratislava in May 2014, the Polish prime minister 
expressed his negative standpoint to the Hungarian partner, claiming that the 
V4 cooperation is more than a symbolic representation of a common past and 
future and the threats from Russia cannot be ignored. Hungary’s position on 
the question facing the new Ukrainian government about whether to give “full 
collective rights” and dual citizenship to Hungarians living in the Zakarpattia 
Oblast has also impeded the chances of agreement among the Visegrad Group 
member states and Ukraine. Orbán has himself expressed his support for 
maintaining the territorial integrity of Ukraine; in the context of the Ukrain‑
ian–Russian conflict, this aligns with Russian rhetoric since it suggests that 
the government in Kiev is undemocratic and guilty of discriminating against 
ethnic minorities in Ukraine (Sadecki 2014). Orbán has also been blamed for 
the pending Hungarian position on the Ukrainian–Russian conflict. Although 
Hungarian diplomats co‑authored both the Visegrad Group and EU declara‑
tions which condemned the annexation of Crimea by Russia and supported 
Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity, as Sadecki (2014) points out, 
the Hungarian prime minister has emphasised Hungary’s neutrality as regards 
the Ukrainian–Russian conflicts and tried to avoid any friction in relations with 
Russia since Hungary is in the process of building closer cooperation with the 
energy sector.

Notwithstanding this situation, the year 2015 saw important changes in 
the bilateral relations between Poland and Hungary when after eight years of 
governance, Poland’s Civic Platform party (Platform Obywatelski, PO) lost the 
country’s presidential and the parliamentary elections; these were both claimed 
by the Law and Justice party (Prawo i Sprawedliwość, PiS) in October 2015. After 
an extended period of controversial relations between Poland and Hungary, the 
new governing party and Hungary’s FIDESZ have, thus, revived their friendship. 
While the issue is critical, the Hungarian attitude to Russia remains almost the 
only point of conflict between the two party leaders. The landslide victory of 
Poland’s conservative PiS has allowed the new political elite in Warsaw to make 
changes at an unprecedented pace. Though Polish–Hungarian relations have 
reached a new peak after the change of Polish government, both states have 
become and remain targets for the European Union. Criticism of government 
policies from Brussels only adds fuel to the fire and may strengthen the posi‑
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tions of Eurosceptic hardliners within PiS, who believe that Central Europe has 
to find its own path to prosperity, and this should not be based on catching up 
with Western Europe.

The ultimate proof: European integration

As we have noted, the V4 member states all joined the European Union in 2004. 
By taking this step, they were able to actively shape the future of European 
integration. Visegrad Group representatives work in all EU institutions – the 
Council of the European Union, the European Council, the European Commis‑
sion and European Parliament as well as in the Committee of the Regions, the 
Economic and Social Committee, the Court of Justice of the EU, the General 
Court and the Court of Auditors. Moreover, this European integration has 
played an important role in their economic development. The V4 states joined 
the European Union as relatively poor countries, characterised by their low 
level of per capita GDP when compared to the rest of the EU (especially the 
EU15 countries). EU transfers today provide an important injection into the 
economies of the Visegrad Group countries, however the reality is far from the 
expected convergence. While the financial support of the new member states 
has been critical, the data suggests that there has been no narrowing of the gap 
between Visegrad Group and the most developed EU member states.

Table 4.
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Responsibility for the Council of the European Union presidency is seen as 
an important aspect of EU membership. According to the official presidential 
calendar, the Czech Republic was the first V4 member state to play this role, 
which it occupied between January and June 2009. The country also co‑operated 
closely with France and Sweden in a presidency trio. The three priorities of the 
Czech presidency were the economy, energy and external relations. Here, a com‑
petitive and open Europe was treated as a crucial goal, with the Czechs empha‑
sising the need to deepen the internal market by enhancing the four freedoms 
and improving innovation policy management. Regarding energy and climate 
change, the Czech presidency focused on energy security, including improving 
the reliability of supplies and the creation of an external energy policy. Finally, 
in the area of external action to the EU, the areas promoted were Euro‑Atlantic 
relations, the Eastern Partnership, openness and further enlargement of the 
European Union (Drulak 2008).

Hungary was the second V4 state to take on the EU Council presidency. The 
Hungarian presidency occurred between January and June 2011, constituting 
a presidency trio together with Spain and Belgium. The Hungarian presiden‑
tial agenda focused on four main topics: growth and employment through the 
preservation of the European social model (small and medium enterprises, 
demographics and family policy and the fight against poverty); a stronger 
Europe (food, energy, water initiatives); a citizen‑friendly European Union 
(implementation of the Stockholm Programme; promotion of cultural diversity 
in the EU); and finally, enlargement and neighbourhood policy (Croatia and 
the Western Balkans, the Eastern Partnership).21

In late June 2011, Hungary handed over the presidency to Poland, which, pre‑
sided over the EU Council from July to December 2011 and formed a presidency 
trio with Denmark and Cyprus. Among the priorities of the Polish presidency 
were the EU’s exit from crisis; the EU and its external partners/neighbourhood 
(construed as the reinforcement of the Eastern Partnership and EU expansion) 
and finally, the safety of Europe (to be implemented through the EU’s common 
security and defence policy and external energy policy) (Pawlas 2012).

In line with the presidential timetable, Slovakia has led the EU during the 
second half of 2016, comprising a presidential trio with the Netherlands and 
Malta.

It would seem that the priorities of the V4 states have been closely deter‑
mined by the internal and external challenges facing the European Union. It 
must, however, be pointed out that these priorities have been partly derived 
from the specific internal problems and geopolitical location of each V4 state. 
Among other things, the war in Crimea has called into question attitudes to 
Russia, and the region’s economic policy has been affected by the embargo on 

21	 http://www.eu2011.hu/priorities‑hungarian‑presidency
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Russian products since August 2014. Visegrad Group members have accepted 
this restriction ambivalently given the effects on energy security: after all, all 
these states were dependent on gas supplies from Russia and a huge share of 
their export activity focused on the Russian market.22 

The refugee crisis has led to a renaissance of the Visegrad Group as the 
threat of an increasing number of migrants from the south‑east has required 
a coordinated reaction. The Hungarian prime minister was the first to argue 
for prioritising national interests, and this standpoint was soon taken up by 
the three member states. In February 2016, the states made a joint declara‑
tion concerning a common security policy, closer cooperation with Romania, 
Bulgaria and Macedonia and the plan to stop the refugees at Greece’s borders. 
A so‑called line of defence was to be set up under this agreement. Andrzej Duda, 
the Polish president has also drawn attention to the increasing power of the 
Visegrad Group based largely on the migration crisis. Moreover, Zeman and 
Duda have agreed on the importance of strengthening ties with northern and 
southern states in the CEE region.

Under the new Polish government, the country’s foreign policy has taken on 
a new approach. Instead of the old Ukraine–Lithuania–Belarus (ULB) orienta‑
tion, Duda has addressed these states from a new direction based on the Adriatic 
Sea, Baltic and Black Sea (Czarne morze) triangle. This idea, known as the ABC 
policy, has received support from the Baltic states.23 The strengthening of ties 
among these target regions was confirmed by the visits of the Polish president 
to relevant areas in the first half of 2016. This development has special impor‑
tance since it was greatly influenced by the migration crisis.24

Faced with the Ukrainian crisis and growing fears of Russia’s actions as 
well as the knowledge that certain core EU members might not resist Russian 
aggression firmly in the Black Sea and Baltic regions, Poland has gone looking 
for a regional counterweight. The country has, thus, returned to the geopolitical 
concept of the “Intermarium,” a plan for a military alliance across the Baltic, 
Black and Adriatic seas that was intended to counter Bolshevik and Stalinist 
expansion in the 1920s and 1930s.25 For President Andrzej Duda, who came 
to office in May 2015, this Intermarium‑resembling project is a foreign policy 
goal. This situation has opened up a new path for cooperation, and the result‑

22	As EU members, the Visegrad states have also struggled with the supply of agricultural products. In 
one example, tonnes of unsold apples have remained in Poland while Russian zoos suffer a shortage 
of apple supplies. While this may seem like a marginal concern, the Polish government has had to deal 
with the difficulties of both farmers and traders.

23	 http://www.president.pl/en/news/art,122,president‑starts‑official‑visit‑to‑hungary.html
24	When considering future scenarios for the Central and Eastern European region, Poland’s geopolitical 

ambitions are critical. As Kraev(2016), notes, the Intermarium, a forgotten idea introduced in inter‑war 
Poland, has been reborn in the new foreign policy of the Law and Justice Party that provides scope for 
wider cooperation beyond the framework of Visegrad Group.

25	http://neweasterneurope.eu/articles‑and‑commentary/1976-warsaw‑pivots‑to‑the‑black‑sea
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ing response of Visegrad states to EU initiatives has worried many actors. As 
a consequence, Italian Prime Minister Matteo Renzi has warned V4 members 
that their EU funds will be suspended if they are not willing to accept EU rules 
and regulations. Back in the autumn of 1991, there was a general view within 
the EU that “ideas in the [Visegrad] proposal fully corresponded to their ideas 
for further development of cooperation between the Alliance and Czechoslova‑
kia, Poland and Hungary.”26 Nowadays, this has changed to a perception that 

“Visegrad is like a bad word.”27

From time to time, a question has also arisen about whether there is a real 
threat that Visegrad Group may obstruct the European Union’s decision‑making. 
In this regard, it is highly relevant whether the Group remains an entity with 
four member states or it opens up to absorb more states. The role of this co‑
operation also often comes into question. V4 supports usually agree that the 
Group will remain a cohesive bloc at EU level on some key issues such as energy 
and migration.

On the question of their position within the European Union, it is clear 
that V4 countries are now being taken more seriously than they were previ‑
ously. This is partly because of these states’ opposition to EU migration policy, 
an area where common EU policies have failed to deliver results. In part, this 
failure reflects the reluctance of member states, who are the main parties re‑
sponsible for implementation. The old methods by which strong member states 
pushed through policies have also created a backlash.28 After the EU summit 
in June 2016, Viktor Orbán echoed these sentiments, telling reporters that the 
EU’s democratic legitimacy could only come from member states:

We have to return to the notion that the basis of the EU is not its institutions, 
but its members. The democratic feature[s] of the EU can only be reinforced 
through the member states, and the relationship between the institutions and 
member states must be improved.29

There is a feeling within Brussels institutions that a stronger V4 might also mean 
greater nationalism, populism and even xenophobia in Europe. In a media re‑
port published in September 2016, one senior EU official put it, “If you let the 

26	Former German politician Hans‑Dietrich Genscher made this remark about the Visegrad cooperation at 
a meeting of foreign ministers in Krakow, Poland in November 1991. See Spero 2004: 267.

27	 See the comments of Central European Policy Institute expert Milan Nic in January 2016: http://www.
economist.com/news/europe/21689629-migration‑crisis‑has‑given‑unsettling‑new‑direction‑old‑alliance

‑big‑bad‑visegrad
28	Exemplifying these methods, French President Francois Hollande scheduled a visit to Central Europe in 

2016 to promote European policies as part of a symbolic reaching out to the “East.” This trip was later 
cancelled after the terrorist attack in Nice in July 2016.

29	http://www.visegradgroup.eu/brexit‑could‑amplify‑the
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Poles gang up with Orbán and lead the contributions at the Bratislava summit, 
then we are doomed.”30 This comment partly referred to the current Warsaw gov‑
ernment, which has come under heavy criticism from the EU Commission and 
European Parliament.31 The same official also argued that EU institutions and 
Western member states had to take Central Europe more seriously than in past 
years while also working more closely with Slovak Prime Minister Robert Fico 
and his Czech counterpart Bohuslav Sobotka, who are the “more reasonable” V4 
members: “They [Fico and Sobotka] need our gestures. It is that moment. Think‑
ing you can go to Bratislava, having made your call to Berlin, is not enough.”32

Regarding the potential of V4 members to obstruct voting at the Council 
of the European Union session, current rules dictate that a blocking minority 
must include at least four Council members who together represent more than 
35% of the EU population.33 The extended cooperation among Visegrad Group, 
the Baltic states and countries in the Black Sea region represents a combined 
102 million citizens, however to block the member states’ actions effectively, 
a population of 178 million citizens is required. The Visegrad Group and mem‑
bers of the ABC countries are, thus, still too weak to paralyse the European 
Union’s decision‑making process though they may cause problems. Assuming 
that these states had a common cause with at least one bigger and one smaller 
member state, they could hamper the work of the Council of the European Union.

Concerning the future of EU integration, the expectations of V4 are quite 
diverse and fragmented. While the Poles and Czechs foresee expect more dif‑
ferentiated (multi‑speed) integration, the Hungarians believe that the larger 
member states will dominate increasingly and the Slovaks – the only Eurozone 
country in the group – anticipate a reinforcement of the Euro area.

30	Ibid
31	 Ibid
32	 Ibid
33	 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council‑eu/voting‑system/qualified‑majority/
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The ABC states

Source: http://www.tvn24.pl/magazyn‑tvn24/abc‑sen‑o-potedze‑krajow‑trzech‑morz,25,571
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Table 5: Share of ABC states within the European Union

State Population in thousands (2015)
1 Bulgaria 7.202
2 Croatia 4.225
3 Czech Republic 10.538
4 Estonia 1.313
5 Hungary 9.855
6 Latvia 1.986
7 Lithuania 2.921
8 Poland 38.005
9 Romania 19.870
10 Slovakia 5.421
11 Slovenia 2.062

Total 103.498
EU 28 total 508.293

Share of ABC countries related to EU28 20.36%

Source: https://europa.eu/european‑union/about‑eu/countries_en

The refugee crisis opened up new chapter in the Visegrad cooperation. If the 
response to the embargo against Russia divided the member states, then the fear 
of the growing number of immigrants helped them to strengthen and deepen 
their cooperation. Public opinion and politicians’ standpoints were quite closely 
aligned within the Visegrad member states. The Czech public was roundly op‑
posed to taking in asylum seekers, while Milos Zeman, the country’s populist 
president, claimed that the integration of Muslim refugees was “practically 
impossible.”34 Anti‑migrant sentiment, thus, unified the Visegrad Group of 
Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic. Hungary’s Viktor Orbán 
had already demonstrated the position of himself and his government in the 
late summer of 2015, and in an October 2016 referendum, he hoped to win the 
support of Hungarian voters as well.35 A similar standpoint may be expected 
from Polish politicians such as Jarosław Kaczyński, the leader of the Law and 
Justice Party and a great supporter of Orbán’s policy.

Regarding the future of the Visegrad cooperation and its relations with the 
European Union, the increasing support for nation states and the fragility of 
the Union itself may still lead to unpleasant incidents. As the Hungarian ambas‑
sador to Italy, Péter Paczolay explained in February 2016 at the conference in 

34	 In the past year, the country has accepted just 520 of these refugees. http://www.economist.com/news/
europe/21689629-migration‑crisis‑has‑given‑unsettling‑new‑direction‑old‑alliance‑big‑bad‑visegrad

35	 The results of this referendum are beyond the scope of this study, and thus, we need only note that 
participation in this referendum did not reach the expected threshold. Only 43% of the population took 
part. Nevertheless, the results showed that the majority (98%) of participants wished to stop these 
migrants at Hungary’s borders.
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Forli organized for students, the Visegrad cooperation can be treated as a form 
of “practical solidarity,” but this may be counterbalanced by the culturally and 
historically determined need to preserve the regional self‑perceptions and 
identities of these four states.36

Conclusion

The Visegrad cooperation has a unique position in the Central and Eastern 
European region. The basis of the group is an almost six century‑old history of 
cooperation. The cooperation has survived its years of greatest uncertainty and 
it has managed to overcome obstacles and threats. The founding states stood 
on different sides at the peace summits following the two world wars, however 
after 1945, they were forced to remain in the Soviet bloc. During the Cold War, 
they faced the challenges of belonging to a non‑existent Central Europe and 
being isolated from Western civilisation, and there may be a common sense of 
recovery of a sunken history that the cohesion of these states helps to address.

Looking back over the centuries, we can see that this part of Europe was 
always the playground of the great powers, and the survival of these states was 
strongly influenced by their ability to co‑operate. European integration and 
NATO membership were the ultimate proof of the Western orientation of the 
Visegrad states, and the Visegrad Group has also served as a kind of litmus 
paper or testing ground for the European Union. Remaining alone after the 
collapse of the bipolar system, the three (later four) countries had to focus on 
self‑determination. The Visegrad cooperation framework that has survived for 
the last 25 years was developed, then, based on the methods current when the 
Central European region states were already dealing with the problem of being 
satellite states of the Soviet Union, but they had not yet accepted the norms 
and rules of an integrated Europe. The euphoria of sovereignty and independ‑
ence has sometimes hampered and continues to obstruct acceptance of the 
EU’s operating institutional framework; instead of conforming, these states 
have shown a tendency to propose new norms that may inevitably shock the 
older member states and their diplomats. Even so, given their geopolitical posi‑
tion and the potential advantages they can demonstrate over the other former 
socialist states, these V4 members have managed to preserve their importance 
and position in the European context. Concluding our investigation, we may, 
thus, note that this special type of regional integration has survived a great deal 
and may now serve as a model for other partnerships. As Martonyi Janos, the 
former Hungarian foreign minister puts it:

36	http://www.pecob.eu/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/EN/IDPagina/4943/UT/systemPrint
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V4 is an ad hoc reaction to a very concrete situation and for preparations 
for NATO. We had to ask who we were. We are all Central Europe, and V4… is 
not only [a] regional operation, it is based on specific historical and spiritual 
identity that we now call Central Europe.37

References

Ash, T.G.: The Puzzle of Central Europe http://www.visegradgroup.eu/the‑visegrad‑book/ash
‑timothy‑garton‑the

Bialasiewicz, Luiza (2003): Another Europe: Remembering Habsburg Galicia. Cultural Geogra-
phies, vol. 10 pp. 21–44

Bialasiewicz, Luiza (2009): Europe as/at the border: Trieste and the meaning of Europe. Social 
and Cultural Geography, vol 10(3). pp. 319–333

Big, Bad Visegrad (2016, Jan 30): The Economist: http://www.economist.com/news/
europe/21689629-migration‑crisis‑has‑given‑unsettling‑new‑direction‑old‑alliance‑big‑bad

‑visegrad

De Lombaerde –Van Langenhove Indicators of regional integration, conceptual and methodo-
logical aspects, In: ed. De Lombaerde: Assesment and Measurement of Regional Integration, 
Routledge, Lomdonand New York, 9–42 Dobson, W. (1991): Economic Policy Coordination: 
Requiem or Prologue? Policy Analyses in International Economics, vol 30.

Dostal, Vit (n.d.): Debating V4: A Czech Perspective http://www.cepolicy.org/publications/
debating‑v4-vit‑dostal

Drabek, Z. (1997) Regional and Sub‑Regional Orbán in Central and Eastern Europe: an Overview, 
in Regionalism and the Global Economy: The Case of Central and Eastern Europe. Fondad: 
the Hague, www.fondad.org

Energy Security of Visegrad region (n.d.) Visegrad.info.com, http://www.visegrad.info/energy
‑security‑infrastrucutre/factsheet/energy‑security‑of‑visegrad‑region.html

Fałkowski, Mateusz – Bukalska, Patrycja – Gromadzki, Grzegorz (2003): Yes to Visegrad, In: 
Analyses & Opinions, No. 16, Instytut Spraw Publicznych, Warszawa,

Fawn, Rick (2005): The Czech Republic: A Nation of Velvet, Routledge

Gavra, Gábor (2003): A kormányzó FIDESZ és az EU csatlakozás: igenek és nemek. Magyar Narancs, 
2003/4 http://magyarnarancs.hu/belpol/a_kormanyzo_fidesz_es_az_eu‑csatlakozas_ig-
enek_es_nemek-62225

Gorzelak, Grzegorz (2002): New Models of Polish Regional Policy in a Decentralized State, 
EUROREG, Warsaw University.

Gyarfasova – Meseznikov (2016): Twenty‑five years of the V4 as seen by the public. Institute for 
Public Affairs, Bratislava 15–29

37	 http://www.globsec.org/globsec2013/highlights‑news/globsec‑visegrad‑makes‑us‑stronger‑said‑lajcak/



POLITICS IN CENTRAL EUROPE 12 (2016) 3 139

Haas, E.B.: The Study of Regional Integration: Reflections on the Joy and Anguish of Pretheoriz-
ing, In: International Organization, Vol. 24, No. 4. 609–610

Hans‑Ake Persson (1999): Viadrina to the Odera‑Neisse Line: Historical evolution and regional 
cooperation, in Tagil, Sven, ed.,Regions in Central Europe, Hurst & Company, London.

Harris, Erika (2010): Slovakia since 1989, in Ramet, S, ed., Central and Southeast European Politics 
since 1989, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 182–203

Helsinki European Council (1993, 10 and 11 December): Presidency Conclusions. European Parlia-
ment, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/hel1_en.htm

Horel, Catherine (2011): A középnek mondott Európa, Akadémiai Kiadó pp. 354–365

http://www.globsec.org/globsec2013/highlights‑news/globsec‑visegrad‑makes‑us‑stronger
‑said‑lajcak/

http://www.wordometers.info/world‑population/population‑by‑country

IMF World Economic Outlook Database, http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2016/01/
weodata/index.aspx

Jacobs (2012): Where is Europe? http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/01/09/where‑is
‑europe/

Jovanovic, Miroslav (1998): International Economic Integration, Taylor & Francis

Kazimierczak, Rafal (n.d.): Magazyn TVN24, http://www.tvn24.pl/magazyn‑tvn24/abc‑sen‑o-
potedze‑krajow‑trzech‑morz,25,571

Kiss Gy. Csaba (2000): Közép‑Európa, nemzetek, kisebbségek, Pesti Szalon Kiadó

Kraev, Kamen (2016, 28 April): Warsaw Pivots to the Black Sea. New Eastern Europe: http://
neweasterneurope.eu/articles‑and‑commentary/1976-warsaw‑pivots‑to‑the‑black‑sea

Lázár, Andras (2014): Post‑EU‑Accession Visegrad Cooperation – Results, Rhetoric, Prospects. 
Biztpol Affairs, 22–44.

Lee, Jeong Yeon – Kim, Doyeon (2013): Different Models for Regional Integration: Lessons 
from Total Factor Productivity in Europe, ABDI Working Papers, No. 452, https://think‑asia.
org/bitstream/handle/11540/1212/2013. 12. 13.wp452.different.models.regional.integration.
pdf?sequence=1

Lengyel, László – Suranyi, György (2013): Határátkelés, Kalligram, Budapest‑Pozsony

Lengyel, László (2006): Illeszkedés vagy kiválás?, Osiris, Budapest. 159–161

Nic, Milan – Dostal, Vit (2016, 8 Jan): Central Europe’s Outlook on the EU and Foreign Policy. 
Carnegie Europe, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=62423

Nicolo, Fasolo – Pilloni, Manuela (n.d.): The Visegrad Group between Identity and Post‑Socialist 
Transition – Relations with the EU and contemporary crisis: Portal on Central Eastern and 
Balkan Europe: http://www.pecob.eu/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/EN/IDPagina/4943/
UT/systemPrint

Okey, Robin (1992): Central Europe/ Eastern Europe: Behind the Definitions. Past and Present, 
the Cultural and Political Construction of Europe No. 137: 102–133



140 Friends forever? The Role of the Visegrad Group and European Integration  Andrea Schmidt

Pawlas, Iwona (2015): The Visegrad Countries and European Union Membership, Selected Is-
sues, https://www.google.hu/webhp?sourceid=chrome‑instant & ion=1 & espv=2 & ie=UTF-
8#q=Pawlas%2C+Iwona+(2015)%3 A+The+Visegrad+Countries+and+European+Union+Me
mbership

Pelkmans, Jacques (2006): European Integration, Methods and Economic Analysis. Financial 
Times Management

President of Republic of Poland (2016, 17 March): President starts official visit to Hungary, http://
www.president.pl/en/news/art,122,president‑starts‑official‑visit‑to‑hungary.html

Sadecki, Andrzej (2014): Hungary’s stance on the Ukrainian‑Russian conflict. Osrodek Studiow 
Wschodnich im Marka Karpia, www.osw.waw.pl

Schmidt, Andrea (2011): The Eastern Borders of Europe – Symbolic, Historical and Cultural 
Aspects, in Tuka –Tarrosy, eds., Borderless Europe – Changes, Opportunities, Publikon:Pecs, 
39–54

Schmidt, Andrea (2012) : Piast vagy Jagello? Lengyelország és Európa, in Bretter - Glied – Vörös, 
eds., Az elkötelezett tanító, IDResearch/Publikon: Pécs, 119–127

Schmidt, Andrea (2013): The consequence of the EU enlargement, the new borders of the 
European Union in Milford, Susan – Tarrósy, István, eds. Challenges for the European Union 
in the next decade, 61–76

Publikon: Pecs

Spero, Joshua (2004): Bridging the European Divide (Middle Power Politics and Regional Security 
Dilemmas), Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Szűcs, Jenő (1981): Vázlat Európa három történeti régiójáról, Történelmi Szemle, vol.3. 313-359

Tagil, Sven, ed., Regions in Central Europe, Hurst & Company, London

Andrea Schmidt (PhD in Political Science) is a graduate of the University of Pecs, 
Central European University, State University of New York (Albany, USA) and Bu‑
dapest Business School. She is an assistant professor in the Department of Political 
Science and International Studies at University of Pecs and current visiting lecturer 
at Ivan Franko National University (Lviv, Ukraine). She is also a former visiting 
lecturer at Josai International University (Tokyo, Japan) and the Polish University 
Abroad (London, UK). Andrea’s work focuses on international political economy 
and comparative political studies in the Central and Eastern European region. She 
is the author of several articles and book chapters related to CEE and the post‑Soviet 
region.E‑mail: schmidt.andrea@pte.hu.



POLITICS IN CENTRAL EUROPE 12 (2016) 3 141

GUIDELINES FOR AUTHORS

Politics in Central Europe publishes original, peer‑reviewed manuscripts that provide 
scientific essays focusing on issues in comparative politics, policy analysis, international 
relations and other sub‑disciplines of political science, as well as original theoretical or 
conceptual analyses. All essays must contribute to a broad understanding of the region 
of Central Europe.

Manuscripts should be submitted in electronic version via e‑mail to ladislav.cabada@
mup.cz, preferably in Word format.

Presentation of the paper

Each issue the Politics in Central Europe focuses on one main topic or theme. This theme 
is indicated in advance, at the latest in the previous issue. Besides essays focused on the 
current issue, essays with other themes are welcomed too.

Essays should be written in English (preferably British English).
Essays should not normally exceed 12,000 words in length.

When submitting the essay, please also attach:

 –	 an abstract of 150–200 words, in English, stating precisely the topic under considera‑
tion, the method of argument used in addressing the topic, and the conclusions reached

 –	 a list of up to six keywords suitable for indexing and abstracting purposes
 –	 a brief biographical note about each author, including previous and current institu‑

tional affiliation
 –	 a full postal and e‑mail address, as well as telephone and fax numbers of the author. If 

the manuscript is co‑authored, then please provide the requested information about 
the second author.

All essays are checked by a referee; they undergo a double‑blind peer review. At least 
two external referees review manuscripts. Politics in Central Europe reserves the right to 
reject any manuscript as being unsuitable in topic, style or form, without requesting an 
external review.

In order to ensure anonymity during the peer‑review process, the name(s), title(s), and 
full affiliation(s) of the author(s) should only appear on a separate cover sheet, together 
with her/his preferred mailing address, e‑mail address, telephone and fax numbers.



142 Guidelines for Authors

Politics in Central Europe reserves the right to edit or otherwise alter all contributions, but 
authors will receive proofs for approval before publication.

Style Guidelines
Below are some guidelines for in‑text citations, notes, and references, which authors may 
find useful when preparing manuscripts for submission.

	

Manuscript style guidelines
Authors are urged to write as concisely as possible, but not at the expense of clarity. Descrip‑
tive or explanatory passages, necessary for information but which tend to break up the flow 
of text, should appear in footnotes. For footnotes please use Arabic numbers. Footnotes 
should be placed on the same page as the text reference, with the same number in the essay.

Dates should be in the form of 1 November 2005; 1994-1998; or the 1990 s.

References in the text
In the text, refer to the author(s) name(s) (without initials, unless there are two authors 
with the same name) and year of publication. Unpublished data and personal communi‑
cations (interviews etc.) should include initials and year. Publications which have not yet 
appeared are given a probable year of publication and should be checked at the proofing 
stage on an author query sheet. For example:

Since Bull (1977) has shown that. This is in results attained later (Buzan – Jones – Little 
1993: 117). As contemporary research shows (Wendt 1992), are states the.

Publications by the same author(s) in the same year should be identified with a, b, c (2005a, 
2005 b) closed up to the year and separated by commas. Publications in references that 
include different authors should be separated by a semicolon: (Miller 1994a: 32, 1994 b; 
Gordon 1976). If the year of first publication by a particular author is important, use the 
form: (e.g. Bull 1977/2002: 34). If there are two authors of a publication, separate the 
names by ‘–’ (not ‘and’ or ‘&’). If there are more than two authors, put the name of the first 
author followed by ‘et al.’, or write all names separated with ‘–’ (four authors maximum).

References to unauthorized data from periodicals may be given in brackets in the text 
together with the exact page(s). For example: ‘(quoted in International Security (Summer 
1990: 5).’ If such a reference is included in the reference list, the title of the contribution 
referred to must be provided, and a short title without inverted commas and a year of 
publication is used for in‑text‑referencing (e.g. short title year). As a general rule, an exact 
web address of a particular article can be substituted for its exact page(s).



POLITICS IN CENTRAL EUROPE 12 (2016) 3 143

List of References

References are placed in alphabetical order of authors. Examples of correct forms of refer‑
ences for alphabetical style:

BOOKS:

Single author books:

Diehl, Paul F. (1994): International Peacekeeping. With a new epilogue on Somalia, Bosnia, 
and Cambodia, The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Two or more authors:

Degnbol‑Martinussen, John – Engberg‑Pedersen, Poul (1999): Aid. Understanding Interna‑
tional Development Cooperation, Zed Books, Mellemfolkelight Samvirke, Danish Associa‑
tion for International Cooperation, Copenhagen.

EDITED VOLUMES:

Rittberger, Volker, ed. (1993): Regime Theory and International Relations, Clarendon Press.

CHAPTERS FROM MONOGRAPHS:

George, Alexander L. (2004): Coercive Diplomacy, in Art, Robert J. – Waltz, Kenneth N., 
eds., The Use of Force. Military Power and International Politics. Sixth Edition, 70-76, Row‑
man and Littlefield Publishers.

JOURNAL ARTICLES:

Printed journals:

Haas, Ernst B. (1961): International Integration. The European and the Universal Process. 
International Organization 15 (4): 5–54.

Online editions of journals:

Judt, Tony (2002c): Its Own Worst enemy, The New York Review of Books: available at http://
www.nybooks.com/articles/15632 (15 August 2002).



144 Guidelines for Authors

NEWSPAPER ARTICLES:

Printed editions:

Excerpts From the Pentagon’s Plan: Prevent the Re‑Emergence of a New Rival (1992) The 
New York Times (9 March).

Online editions:

Cooper, Robert (2002): Why We Still Need Empires, The Guardian Unlimited (7 April): 
available at http://www.guardian.co.uk/Archive/Article/0,4273,4388915,00.html (2 
November 2003).

RESEARCH REPORTS AND PAPERS FROM CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGS:

Waisová, Šárka (2005): Czech Security Policy – Between Atlanticism and Europeanization, 
Bratislava: Ministry of Defence, Working Paper No. 05/2.

Illustrations and tables

Supply tables, figures and plates on separate sheets at the end of the article, with their 
position within the text clearly indicated on the page where they are introduced. Provide 
typed captions for figures and plates (including sources and acknowledgements) on 
a separate sheet. Electronic versions should be saved in separate files with the main body 
of text and should be saved preferably in Jpeg format.

Authors are asked to present tables with the minimum use of horizontal rules (usually 
three are sufficient) and to avoid vertical rules except in matrices. It is important to provide 
clear copies of figures (not photocopies or faxes) which can be reproduced by the printer 
and do not require redrawing. Photographs should be preferably black and white gloss 
prints with a wide tonal range.

Book Reviews and Review Essays – Guidelines for Contributing Authors

Politics in Central Europe welcomes reviews of recently published books (i.e. those published 
in the year in which the current issue of Politics in Central Europe was published or in the 
previous year). Authors should submit reviews of works relating to political science and 
other social sciences with the themes focused on (East) Central European issues.

Politics in Central Europe encourages authors to submit either of two types of reviews: 
a book review or a review essay.



POLITICS IN CENTRAL EUROPE 12 (2016) 3 145

When submitting a book review, authors should abide by the following requirements:
 –	 A book review should not exceed 1,500 words
 –	 State clearly the name of the author(s), the title of the book (the subtitle, if any, should 

also be included), the place of publication, the publishing house, the year of publica‑
tion and the number of pages.

 –	 If the reviewed book is the result of a particular event (a conference, workshop, etc.), 
then this should be mentioned in the introductory part of the review

 –	 Review authors should describe the topic of the book under consideration, but not 
at the expense of providing an evaluation of the book and its potential contribution 
to the relevant field of research. In other words, the review should provide a balance 
between description and critical evaluation. The potential audience of the reviewed 
work should also be identified

 –	 An exact page reference should be provided for all direct quotations used in reviewing 
the book.

Contributors of review essays should meet the following requirements:
 –	 A review essay should not exceed 6,000 words. It should also comply with all of the 

above requirements for book reviews
 –	 Authors may either review several books related to a common topic, or provide a re‑

view essay of a single book considered to provide an exceptional contribution to the 
knowledge in a given field of research

 –	 While a review essay should primarily deal with the contents of the book(s) under 
review, Politics in Central Europe encourages authors to use the reviewed material as 
a springboard for their own ideas and thoughts on the subject.




	Prázdná stránka

