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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
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