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Abstrakt

TENCEROVA, Veronika.Aky prakticky prinos mala spolupraca Vysehradskepriy,
odkedy vySehradské krajiny vstupili do Eurépskeg®irfdiplomova préaca). Univerzita
Komenského v Bratislave. Fakulta socialnych a ekudnkych vied. Ustav eurdpskych
$tudii a medzinarodnych t¥ahov. Skolité: doc. Jozef Batora, MPhil., PhD.. Obhajoba:
Bratislava, 2010. 103 str. Stupkvalifikacie: Magister (Mgr.).

Cielom mojej diplomovej prace je zistenie, aky prakfickrinos mala spolupraca
zastupcov vlad averejnych Struktdr vo formate Wyadskej Stvorky od vstupu
vySehradskych krajin do Europskej unie. Sustredimaszodpovedanie nastolenej otazky
aj z teoretického, aj z praktickéhdaddiska. Prva kapitola je venovana terminologickym
a historickym vychodiskam kvalitativneho vyskumuagmvaného v tejto praci. Nasledne
sa zameriavam na teoretické zdovodnenie opodstatiemiesta azmyslu/ ¢élu
VySehradskej skupiny v priestore Eurépskej Unieg ak na objasnenie spdsobu tvorby
koalicii spolupracujtcich Statov v EU, @im jednou znich sa zda thyaj V4.
Metodolégia vyskumu je detailne popisana v drukesti druhej kapitoly. Vyskumné
zZistenia obsiahnuté v tretej kapitole 1/ potvrdzuie v sledovanom obdobi bolo
vytvorenych dostatok prilezitosti na rozvijanie elyd&adskej regionalnej spoluprace; 2/
konkretizuju, ako boli tieto prilezitosti zuzitkawg, t.j. aky hmatatey/ prakticky prinos
spolupraca na arovni V4 priniesla, a kto ho pozidilna zaklade vystupov pripadovej
Stadie objasuju, ¢i a akym spdsobom mali zainteresovani aktéri pras@® spoluprace
Statnych uradnikov z vySehradskych krajin v pripciivna vstup do Schengenskej zony
(uvedenej v réznych zdrojoch), alebo ide len o diidevany vykon VySehradskej
skupiny. V Diskusii beriem do Gvahy potencialnynms spoléného vystupovania krajin
V4, ktory nie je hmatatmy, a preto jetazko definovatény;, ako aj niektoré zatfa
nerozvinuté, ale momentalne diskutované oblastiluppace VySehradskej Stvorky.

Nakoniec, zaverma kapitola poskytuje vSeobecny sumar hlavnyckeazist

KlGcové slova VySehradska skupina/ Stvorka, region, spoluprgmakticky prinos,

Eurdpska unia, Schengen



Abstract

TENCEROVA, VeronikaWhat has been the practical contribution of theegisd Four
co-operation since the Visegrad countries entefexlEuropean UnionPMaster Thesis).
Comenius University in Bratislava. Faculty of Sé@ad Economic Sciences. Institute of
European Studies and International Relations. Fhesipervisor: doc. Jozef Batora,
MPhil., PhD.. Thesis defence: Bratislava, 2010. 13 Qualification degree: Master
(Mgr.).

The aim of my thesis is to find out what has bden practical contribution of the co-
operation of representatives of governments andigstructures in the Visegrad Four
format since the Visegrad countries entered theofgan Union. | concentrate on
answering the question raised, both from the thmaileas well as the practical point of
view. The first chapter is devoted to terminologjexad historical points of departure of the
qualitative research performed in the thesis. Cqursetly, | aim at a theoretical reasoning
of a justification of the position and purpose lud tisegrad Group in the European Union
environment; and at an elucidation of a way of ding coalitions of collaborating states
inside the EU, one of which the V4 seems to be et WMethodology of the research is
described in detail in the second part of the seé@irapter. Research findings contained in
the third chapter 1/ confirm that there have beeaough opportunities created for
developing the Visegrad regional co-operation i pleriod observed; 2/ specify how they
have been utilized, i.e. what has been the tanggvbectical contribution produced by the
co-operation at the V4 level, and who have beerbdreficiaries; 3/ clarify, based on the
case study outputs, whether and how a collaboratibrofficers from the Visegrad
countries in preparations for accession to the ISy area (mentioned in various sources)
have benefited actors involved, or one can see gusidealized achievement of the
Visegrad Groupln the Discussion | take into account a potentaitdbution of the V4
countries’ joint performance which is not tangibled thus hard to be defined; as well as
some not yet well-developed but topically debateds of the Visegrad Four co-operation.

Finally, the concluding chapter provides a gensuahmary of the main findings.

Key words Visegrad Group/ Four, region, co-operation, pcattcontribution, European
Union, Schengen



Preface

At the first sight, it may seem that the Visegradoperation is no longer relevant within
the European Union (EU). This is because all catdetonomic, security and political
advantages of being integrated in internationaicstires that the Visegrad countries enjoy
nowadays spring from their membership in the EUd(dhe North-Atlantic Treaty
Organization, of course). Thus they are at disptustiie Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland
and Slovakia regardless of their belonging/ notohging to the Visegrad Group. In
addition, integration of the Visegrad countriesite European political, economic, security
and legislative system was a central constitutova gf their regional co-operation project.
Hence this mission accomplishment had signifieduigd ideological depletion of the V4
(Bil¢ik & Strézay, 2006, p. 18); and yet before the adinih to the EU in May 2004 it had
given rise to a hesitation or scepticism in somatipal commentators’, analysts’ and
politicians’ statements on a possible future fumatg of the V4. However, it is important
to realize that other objectives and prioritiedhsd Visegrad Group were stipulated in the
first Declaration in 1991, and that they have beedated since then. Despite rivalry
between the V4 countries in some areas, seveiakelal contentions (primarily between
Hungarian and Slovak political elites), despitepeomanent institutional structures (except
for the International Visegrad Fund), the VisegFamir as a regional group has persisted
so far. Therefore, the aim of this thesis is tol@sgwhat practical purposes it has served,
I.e. to answer the questiowhat has been the practical contribution of theegiad Four

co-operation since the Visegrad countries entehedduropean Union?

Most of the literature on the topic deals with pties and possibilities of the Visegrad
Group, what should or could be accomplished by meznthis regional co-operation

project, but not what has been done actually. frovak as nobody has summarized
practical results of the Visegrad Four collabomataxhieved for more than five years of
the Visegrad countries’ membership in the EU so tiais thesis aspires to be the first
survey in this regard and thus may become a us#tuimation source for a wide range of

readership.
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Introduction

Visegrad region was successfully incorporated & Eharopean Unidn Except numerous
rights gained; new members of the EU took oveilty to live up to obligations resulting
from the EU-membership responsibly and activelypdmticular, these involve following
the acquis communautaire and contributing to th@lrhent of goals the EU pursue by
performing its policies. Doing so, member statesmaceed individually or they can work
hand in hand with other ones, if appropriate. Regliggroupings inside the EU create
preconditions for such team work and can benefihbers of the grouping, functioning of
the EU and even actors outside the EU. The obgdivhe thesis is to find out how and
for whom the common activity of representativeggofernments and public structures in
the V4 format has been beneficial since the acoessithe Visegrad countries the EU. By
a word “beneficial” | mean offering an advantageanradded value. Simply pihat has
been the practical contribution of the Visegrad Fao-operation since the Visegrad
countries entered the European UnidrRinding answers to this question should help us to

shed light on the issue of why preservation of tegional group in the EU matters.

In order to build the thesis construction on tramept and solid grounds, ambiguous
terminology is explained and a review of the mogpartant moments and indentures of
the Visegrad Four on its way to the EU is madéatlteginning. Afterwards, in regard to
doubts about a relevance of the V4 after joinirgEuropean Union, | target at a reasoning
of a justification of the existence and purposeegfional constellations of member states
in the EU (such as the Visegrad Four) from a themakepoint of view; employing the
multi-level governance concept and the Groupthimkoty. The multi-level governance
concept is applicable to the Visegrad Group’s fiomihg within the EU in the sense that it
reckons with more than two well-known levels of tgame” (domestic and international).
Alternatively speaking, presence of smaller regidmacs in the EU may be understood as
a confirmation of the multi-level governance pressigaking into account variability of
quality and quantity of multiple actors participegiin the EU policy making, interacting in
various formations and directions. One of the paénpurposes of these regional

groupings surviving in the EU environment is a r&thn of number of divergent member

1| use the term European Union (EU) as it is gdhemsed, denominating erstwhile three European
Communities incorporated in the common appellatignthe Treaty on European Union (the Maastricht
Treaty), possessing legal personality accordindp¢oArticle 46 A of the Treaty of Lisbon since 1deenber
2009 in addition.

10



states’ views which should simplify reaching EUdéagreements and decision-making.
According to the Groupthink theory, with growing mier of EU members, decision-
making power should be structured more and more.rbre there are the EU actors, the
more it is difficult to co-ordinate their standptinHence, to ease the EU decision-making,
it is desirable to harmonize particular positioms a certain issue or policy first within
smaller groups/ coalitions of member countried,the debated agenda gets to the EU
official ministerial negotiation and voting tablBy virtue of findings of recent studies
(Mattila, 2008; Naurin, 2008; Van Roozendaal, Ho&li Heetman, 2008) made in the
realm of a coalition-building in the Council of tl&uropean Union (i.e. the Council of
Ministers), the major decision-making and legiskatibody of the EU in the period
examined; | aim also at an elucidation of a wapwfding such coalitionsSpecifically, |
base my first hypothesis upon results of the sufeeysed on the co-operation behaviour
of governmental representatives during the negotiaprocess in the Council of
Minister, elaborated by Daniel Naurin (2008, 36pp.). Threxerled existing coalitions of
co-operating states in the EU. In a comparativesgeative offered by the survey,
relationships between the EU-15 members have redaimore or less the same after the
2004 enlargement, but in the group of ten newcontens new blocs have appeared — the
Baltic trio and the Visegrad Group (Naurin, 20081p).1 assume that the Visegrad Four
has formed a coalition, i.e. a group of states, sehoepresentatives have co-ordinated
their action within the European Union decision-nmakspace.l expect the research to

provide concrete evidence/ examples of this.

Theoretical considerations are followed by a dethitlescription of the methodology
(objectives, structure and proceedings, methoddieahpsources and data collection
procedures used). This predominantly qualitatiseaechi is comprised of the three parts:
1/ assessment of whether necessary institutiorsdopditions/ space for developing the
Visegrad regional co-operation have been createdl avhether conventional meetings of
representatives of the four countries at variougele of government and public
administration have been held in the period obghn& assessment of how this space has
been utilized and converted into specific actiomsdbout five years (what has been the
practical contribution of and who has been bengfiig the V4 co-operation); 3/ single-

2 For the sake of the survey, they were asked reptasives of which member states they most often co
operated with within their working group in orderdevelop a common position.
% | use just a few numerical data.
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case study aimed at eliciting whether a collaboratof officers from the Visegrad
countries in preparations for joining the Schengesa (mentioned in various sources)
have benefited actors involved or, after taking laser look, one can see just an

idealization of the Group’s achievements.

In addition to activities of the International Vggad Fund, practical results of which have
always been easily identifiable by looking at mgri@arojects implemented and recipients
of financial support; before undertaking the reskedrhad known just of one extra case of
a purportedly useful co-operation at the levelhsd V4 - that prior to the four countries’
accession to the Schengen area, praised in priamatysome secondary literature. (Hence
this is the matter of concern for a single-casdysjuThus, based on my actual knowledge
of the topic gained by following mainly news andpective online portals (content of the
Group’s and the Fund’s official web sites); pobii@nalysts’ and university professors’
contributions to the fiefd(in the form of working papers, articles, bookt&®ts, etc.); as
well as from a personal experience in functionifighe International Visegrad Fuhd
formulate the second hypothesis to be confirmedisproved by performing the research:
| suppose that except activities of the Internaloviisegrad Fund and a liaison of the V4
countries’ experts in preparations for accessiontte Schengen area; co-operation of
representatives of governments and public admatisin of all four Visegrad countries
after their entry to the EU has not provided actorgolved with any tangible contribution

(benefit or added value).

Research findings compose the central part of liesis. Finally, | discuss a potential
contribution of the Visegrad Four joint performarmvekich is not tangible and thus hard to
be defined, and some not yet well-developed buic#dly debated areas of the co-

operation within the V4 framework.

* Bileik & Strazay, 2006; Dangerfield, 2008, 2009 zigerkiewicz, 2005; etc.

® | went through a two-month internship at the In&ional Visegrad Fund which lasted from 1 June92@D
31 July 2009 so | had a chance to see how it wookfind out some interesting facts and details @ngain
answers to questions unresolved for me until theditect contact with its personnel and work carrit at
the Fund.
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1 Terminological and historical points of departureof research on the

Visegrad Four co-operation

To build up a coherent and overall picture, it ngportant to clarify basic terminology
inflected in this thesis and summarize historicalestones of the Visegrad Group and

content of the most important official documentshat outset.

1.1 Explanation of the terminology used

The EU as such is an expression and outcome afiragco-operation. However, there are
smaller regions inside the EU, regional groupstaties such as the Visegrad Group which
| deal with in my thesis. Even further type of @ exists in the EU — subnational (intra-
state) regions (composed of self-governing regiomspicipalities, etc.), many of which,
especially those bordering ones, also co-operateagionally as well as in the long term).
For the sake of a clear interpretation of meanmigadjectives used for various levels of
co-operation, a distinction among them (from thedst to the highest level) proposed here
is as follows: subnational, national, regional, &hearl. Under “the Four” | mean the four
Visegrad states. Visegrad Group (VG)/ Visegrad FM#)/ Visegrad co-operation are
labels for four, initially three (before the sptit the Czech and Slovak Federal Republic
into the two independent republics on 1 JanuanBd)l@®st-communist Central European
countries: the Czech Republic, the Republic of Hupgthe Republic of Poland and the
Slovak Republit

® Under the “subnational” level of collaboration osteould comprehend that of particular intra-stagians/
subnational units; under “regional” that of Visegjfdour, Benelux and other regional alignments afest
within the EU or that of states comprising the Ebnfiers with non-EU member states. Co-operatiotieat
level of the European Union is simply labelled &sifopean”. The adjective “Visegrad” in conjunctiaith
any noun means related to the territory of the t@@srcomprising the Visegrad Group. [A root of therd
“Visegrad” (in English), meaning a castle or a adty the hill, is correctly spelled Visegrad in Czeand
Hungarian, Wyszehrad in Polish and VySehrad in &tdanguage ("How to correctly spell ‘'VISEGRAD’,"
n.d., para. 11).]

" Probably for the first time in international dipfacy beyond the V4, the term “Visegrad countriesisw
used by the U.S. Secretary of State James Bak8etember 1991 when he met Visegrad Ministers of
Foreign Affairs in New York (Jeszenszky, In Jagadki (Ed.), 2006, pp. 61-62).
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“One of the few issues on which writers on regiésmei agree is that there is no such thing
as a ‘natural’ region. Regions are social consiwanst whose members define their
boundaries.” (Ravenhill, 2008, pp. 174-175) Accogdito the theory of international
relations, besides geographical closeness; homiygesfestates - social (involving race,
religion, culture and history), economic (meanirydl of economic development and
possibility of integration), political (in the semsf type of a political regime) and external
(embracing common institutions and co-operatiooneign affairs) - is a predisposition
needed to give birth to the regional co-operatiémafis & Newnham, 1998, In Bik &
Strdzay, 2006, p. 6). Based on these theoretiagggitions and assuming that regions
may not be just geographical or administrative cisje“but should be conceived of as
acting subjects in the making (or un-making)...” (tdet 2005, p. 9); the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland and Slovakia have always had,emptie-EU-accession as well as in the

post-EU-accession period, a potential to develep-level co-operation.

In a debate on the purpose of coalition-buildinghwi the EU it is important to jointly
understand what is meant under the term “coaliti@#sically, it is “a temporary alliance
for combined action” (Pearsall, 1998, p. 350). Exmd in more detail, coalition is “a set
of actors that coordinate their behaviour in ortereach goals they have agreed upon”
(Elgstrom et al., 2001, In Naurin, 2008, p°4).

Majority of practical results achieved thanks te to-operation of the VG states after they
joined the EU can be found in the civil society eqgh There are many approaches how to
define civil society. Broadly speaking, it is thertl sector of the life of society, in addition
to the first one represented by a state and thenseone which is a market mechanism
(Krno, Lysy, Mokra, & Ottova, 2007, p. 18). Putamother way, civil society is a set of
institutions and organizations of non-state na{@eamcsi, In Krno et al., 2007, p. 18).
Standing off a direct influence of a state powevil cociety is a characteristic of full-
fledged sovereign citizens’ community who can adtiyparticipate in democratic creation

and control of the state power (Mielecky, In Krrioag, 2007, p. 20). Nevertheless, the

8 Regionalism, as conventionally understood, is rméb process of inter-governmental collaboratioat th
involves more than two states, on a geographiagaiycentrated basis (Ravenhill, 2008, pp. 174-1R5).
should be distinguished from a term regionalizatiwhich refers to an emergence or growth of a déofa
regional economy, to an economic interdependentieinva given geographical area, propelled by cross-
border activities of economic actors, particuldilgns (Ravenhill, 2008, p. 174; Rosamond, 2003.,28).

° “From a functional perspective coalitions reducenplexity in multilateral negotiations, narrowingwn

the number of alternatives and simplifying bargainby reducing the number of parties involved” (fai
1982, In Naurin, 2008, pp. 4-5).
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scope of the joint V4 action has not been confittedarious aspects of the four member
countries’ civil as well as public life. Three oof the four Visegrad countries now
compose the EU Eastern and South-Eastern bordehwineans that they are supposed to
actively participate in performing the European didiourhood Policy and in the
Europeanization process, i.e. in a “diffusion op@nt of forms of political organization
and governance distinct for Europe beyond the Erapperritory’® (Batora, 2005, p. 62).

1.2 Historical background of the Visegrad co-operabn

According to the Visegrad political leaders incumibat the time of establishing the VG,
favourable basis for an intensive development @f Yhsegrad co-operation had been
embodied in “traditional, historically shaped systef mutual contacts, cultural and
spiritual heritage and common roots of religiowsditions” (Declaration on cooperation,
1991). However, in the early 1990s, there had bmeme salient motives propelling
regional collaboration of states generally entitiesl the Central and East European
(hereinafter CEEY as in the case of the VG (but also CEFTA, Certabpean Initiative
and others), besides the historical, geographindl @ultural kinship. On the one hand,
considering that the Visegrad countries had shameidial foreign policy goals (Weda, In
Jagodziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 81) as well, co-operation hadrbin their very interest in order
to cope with security, economic and political chesgfollowing the collapse of
Communism more easily and more quic¢klyOn the other hand, supporting CEE regional

19 Olsen (2002) suggests this understanding of Eamipation is one of five complementary ones. “The
other four include Europeanization as a) changesexiternal territorial boundaries; b) development of
institutions of governance at the European levetentral penetration of national and sub-natiayatems

of governance; and d) a political project aimingaatinified and politically stronger Europe.” (In tBéa,
2005, p. 64) Another well-elaborated definitionEdropeanization, or, rather, EU-ization (Soliozp20p.

7), is offered by Radaelli: “Europeanization cotssisf processes of a) construction, b) diffusiomd a)
institutionalization of formal and informal rulegrocedures, policy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doin
things’, and shared beliefs and norms which ast @efined and consolidated in the EU policy precasd
then incorporated in the logic of domestic (nhatlarad subnational) discourse, identities, polits@mlictures,
and public policies.” (In Featherstone & Radadld$.), 2003, p. 309) (This definition draws uporsedl's
work as well.)

1 Although various differing approaches towards dndeation of Central and East Europe (and even
Europe as such) exist; and the meaning of sucH(&bleas been changed over time, the terms “Central
Europe”, “Central and East Europe” (CEE), have bezgart of the regular political language in th€df
generally understood as composed of post-commBnisipean countries (Ash, In Jagagi (Ed.), 2006,

p. 112). (For a more extensive discussion on CeRtreope, see for example “The puzzle of Centrablpa”

or “Does Central Europe exist?” by T. G. Ash, Igddzirski (Ed.), 2006, pp. 112-116.)

2 However, underground publishing and existencehef Rolish-Czechoslovak Solidarity and the Polish-
Hungarian Solidarity bear evidence of the fact baéchoslovak, Hungarian and Polish oppositionvestsi
and dissidents had already collaborated and causelich other before the fall of the communistmegi
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co-operation projects had also been part of thesEswer to the question of how to
reunite Europe after the fall of the Iron CurtdiBince these poor, fragile new democracies
could not immediately be brought within the Unidime existing EU members decided to
encourage CEE countries to pursue their own...grggas a means to promote stability

and cooperation in the interim” (Aggarwal & Fogar2p03, p. 36

For the first time, the idea to build “a new systah stability in Central Europe”
(Carnogursky, In Jagodmski (Ed.), 2006, p. 34), to establish and maintaim Visegrad
co-operation was proposed by the then Presidethieo€zech and Slovak Federal Republic
Véclav Havel. Founding document formalizing the@ggad co-operation, “Declaration on
co-operation between the Czech and Slovak Fedegaliitic, the Republic of Poland and

the Republic of Hungary in striving for Europeartegration™*

, shortly known as the
Visegrad Declaration, was signed onFebruary 1991 in a Hungarian town Visedrauly
newly elected democratic political leaders: Preasidef the Czech and Slovak Federal
Republic Vaclav Havel, Polish President Lech ¥atand Hungarian Prime Minister
Joézsef Antalf®. Following the fall of the communist regimes inese countries, it set
several targets: to establish “new forms of pdditi@conomic and cultural co-operation”
(Declaration on cooperation, 1991); to fully resetrstate independence, democracy and
freedom; to dissolve all remainders of the formetalitarian systen! to build up

parliamentary democracy and modern state of lalw miarket economy; to respect human

“As early as the late 1970s, the first secret mestiof leading representatives of the Polish Warker
Defence Committee (KOR) and the Czechoslovak Ch&itewere held on the Polish-Czech border...The
Czechoslovak-Hungarian border was just as hot: Tafniterature published by the Czechoslovak exile
community were smuggled from Hungary to Bratislana Prague.” (Vondra, In Jagofigki (Ed.), 2006, p.
79)

13 Except Balkan countries - an area beginning islio chaos in the early 1990s — “the EU would isge
relations with potential (though by no means cajtduture members develop with three new blocs: the
Visegrad group of Central Europe (including Pola@kechoslovakia, and Hungary), the Baltic trio
(Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia), and the Commortheaf Independent States (the former Soviet
republics)” (Aggarwal & Fogarty, 2003, p. 37).

4 unofficial translation of the title from the offad website of the Visegrad Group (Declaration on
cooperation, 1991)

15 4t was the very place where a meeting of thresgkihad taken place on 19 November, 1335...where
centuries ago the kings of Bohemia, Poland and Hrndpad met to discuss peace in this region of
Europe...”(Grabiiski, In JagodZiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 86)...and agreed to cooperate closely in the fields of
politics and commerce” ("Where does the name caora?" n.d., para. 1).

16 An agreement to work such a declaration was madenaeeting of Presidents, Prime Ministers androthe
official representatives from Czechoslovakia, Huggand Poland on 9 April 1990 in Bratislava. (Mieis

of Foreign Affairs of Austria, Italy and Yugoslaviso attended the meeting as observers.) Its ©ohta
been endorsed on 28 December, 1990 during a meefiMinisters of Foreign Affairs (Grahski, In
Jagodaiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 87).

" These all aims had first of all required dissantof institutions of the former socialist blochetWarsaw
Pact and the Council for Mutual Economic Assistaffimh were dissolved in 1991), and departure efedo
armed forces.
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rights and fundamental freedoms; and to fully imeothese countries in the European
political, economic, security and legislative syste~or that reason, practical steps to be
jointly undertaken were stated in the Visegrad Beatlon: to harmonize endeavours of the
Visegrad countries to establish co-operation andecties with European institutions; to
consult issues related to their security; develepcpeful relations among their citizens,
institutions, churches and social organizationssuem optimal conditions for a full

realization of the rights of national minoritiesifig in the Visegrad region; contribute to a
mutually beneficial co-operation of bodies repreéisgnself-governing regions; support

economic co-operation favouring four economic faad (free movement of people,

goods, services and capital); to expand transpantaifrastructure and telecommunication
networks connecting the Visegrad countries; haraetieir energy systems; extend co-
operation in the field of ecology; and to creat@rapriate conditions for an exchange of

information, press and cultural values.

It was especially in the initial period of its eta@nce, till the splitting-up of the Czech and
Slovak Federal Republic, when the VG had playedntst important role during talks
with NATO and the EU ("History of the Visegrad Gmun.d., para. 3). From 1993 to
1998, “the intensity of Visegrad cooperation weadcersignificantly’. Contacts at
parliamentary and expert level continued, but #sling representatives of the Czech and
Slovak governments began to treat the idea of ipalitcooperation among the four
partners with reserve...The mutual atmosphere wathdurpoisoned by tensions in
Slovak-Hungarian relation§” (Jagodaiski (Ed.), 2006, pp. 44-45). In this period,
purposeful Visegrad collaboration at the higheditipal level (presidential and prime

ministerial) involving all four members en bloc ptiaally did not exist. They co-operated

18 After the division of Czechoslovakia, competitiamong the four Visegrad countries on their way to
NATO and the EU was felt in Europe (Kégka-Frybes, In Jagodiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 94). There were fears
that if the Four concentrated too much on the cerafion with each other, joining the EU could béayled
(Walkesa, In Jagod#ski (Ed.), 2006, p. 82).

1% Probably the most serious was the conflict over dam on the Danube at Géovo/Nagymaros. But
there have also emerged disputes over the treawh#imt Hungarian minority living in Slovakia.

20 Neither then (1993-1998) Czech Prime Minister Wadklaus’s scepticism towards this regional grogpin
(except from its economic aspect) did help to impreelations and to put in motion interactivity thie
Visegrad countries. Slovakia faced internal proldemeferring to Vladimir M&ar's authoritative
government (1993-1994, 1994-1998) which negativeflpenced also its international standing. Unlite
Visegrad colleagues, Slovakia was not invited &rtshegotiations on acceding NATO after the Madrid
summit in 1997. Furthermore, based on the Euro@anmission assessment of the internal developments
in candidate countries, the 1997 Luxembourg Eunofgauncil disqualified Slovakia from the first raliof
opening talks on the EU membership. In the firsinay the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Cyprus,
Estonia, and Slovenia were allowed to start netjotia. Although Slovakia was judged relatively favably

in terms of its economic development, it failednbteet Copenhagen political (democratic) criterial@y
2002, p. 50).
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rather in economic matters within the CEFfAvhich was incorporating also other states

(then Slovenia and Romania, Bulgaria since 1999).

Revival of the Visegrad co-operation came at onitk the change of political elites in the
Czech Republic and in Slovakia in 18980n 14 May 1999, Bratislava hosted an official
meeting of the VG Prime Ministers who jointly raafied the aim to integrate the four
countries into the EU and Slovakia into NATO aduhally (Bilcik, 2001). In the Contents
of Visegrad Cooperation, they agreed upon exchasfgaformation, experience and
consultations in the realm of foreign, security aledence policy (especially concerning
the EU integration processes and NATO membersaip)ronmental protection and risks,
infrastructure, telecommunications, transport aoder generation systems, co-operation
in the field of border and immigration affairs, @asch and technological development,
education, culture, sport, activities of youth aridegrad societies in general (Contents,
1999). Initially, laggard Slovakia was receivingpablic and knowledge support from its
Visegrad neighbours in its efforts to catch-up e tcourse of the EU and NATO
accession. But, as efforts in the accession progess accelerated, V4 countries withessed
a certain amount of rivalry agdf In fact, particularly the final phase of negdtias was
too specific for every country, so that a promiserf the December 2002 Prime Ministers’
summit in Smolenicd that the Four would proceed shoulder to shouldetheir way to
the EU membership till the very end of the talksigRak, 2004, p. 2), has stood rather in a

declarative fornf?

21 Ministers of economy of the Visegrad countriesneid) the Central European Free Trade Agreement in
Krakow on 21 December, 1992. It came into effecLdviarch, 1993.

22«The 1999 Helsinki European Council formally reded new Slovak leadership by inviting the country t
start direct negotiations on the accession to e ERybé&, 2002, p. 57) Gradually, Slovakia successfully
caught-up its Visegrad partners in closing the tiagons on 31 policy chapters.

% Each VG country had taken its own (different) sfanmation path and their representatives vied eitbh
other in their EU accession endeavours, espedallye close of the negotiations (Nosko, 2004).

2 following the Copenhagen European Council in Ddzen2002

> However, it is important to realize that “the assien process is based on bilateral...negotiatiohsesm

the EU and the political elites of the applicantiioies” (Grabbe, 2001) and that the 1993 Copenhage
criteria were “elaborated and specified for a cetercandidate country in the framework of the dteda
political dialogue set up in the association agreetsiand in the European Commission’s annual etrahs

of the candidates’ progress” (Ryb&002, p. 49). It is just the EU which has a “gegeping role in
determining when each candidate can progress tmeke stage towards accession” (Grabbe, 2001). As a
matter of fact, the EU applying conditionality tooppective members indirectly encourages not aafiyrms

in the candidate countries, but also competitiotwben them through ranking of “the applicants’ aer
progress, benchmarking in particular policy ar@as, providing examples of best practice that thaiegnts
seek to emulate” (ibid.). Additionally, the EU paeeession policy advice through technical assistanc
offered by the PHARE program and the twinning pamgraimed at helping candidate countries to comply
with membership requirements by learning from memndtates’ experience of framing the legislation and
building the organizational capacity necessarymplément the acquis, involving secondment of odfici
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Consequently, even after the so-called revitaliratn 1998, V4 has been “several times
labelled as a non-perspective artificial group ior@y as an empty shell” (Rusnak, 2004,
p. 1) by some observers, politicians and politmahmentators. Except the aforementioned
rivalry, further noisy confrontation between thes&grad partners flared up. Early in 2002,
the Prime Ministers of the Czech Republic and Stavéollowed by their Polish colleague
and subsequently Ministers of Culture as well refu® participate in Visegrad meetings
(both planned to be held in Hungary) as a readiiorungarian Prime Minister Viktor
Orban’s statements on the Bene$ Decrees soundddeirEuropean Parliament, too.
Nevertheless, the disputes were setflarid the regional constellation was not inhumed at
that time. It has been the very interesting monmetihe process of Visegrad co-operation
since then that even in times of intra-Visegradobitrilateral political clashes provoked by
nationalists who, unfortunately, often get into gownental structures; quadrilateral
Visegrad meetings and communication at various lde\ghat of Prime Ministers,
Presidents, Ministers, experts from Ministries, )eb@ave continued to take place in a full
format. One could notice this for example in Aug8sptember 2009 when Hungarian and
Slovak Presidents did not manage to meet and comeaterbilaterally due to the cooled

political relations, but participated in the Visadrsummit in Poland.

After the Visegrad countries became members of NAZI@ the EW’, their Prime
Ministers met in Kronitiz, Czech Republic, on 12 May 2004 to redefinekiéigeobjectives
of the 1991 Visegrad Declaration. They signed theclaration of Prime Ministers of the
Czech Republic, the Republic of Hungary, the Reipuddl Poland and the Slovak Republic
on co-operation of the Visegrad Group countriegrafheir accession to the European
Union” (hereinafter the Declaration of Prime Mimist) where they stated that the initial
objectives of the Visegrad Declaration were achdeyaresented their determination to
continue in developing the co-operation of the \6lirdries as NATO and EU member
states; and endorsed “Guidelines on the futuresask®isegrad co-operation” (hereinafter
Guidelines). Prime Ministers stipulated further labbration (at the governmental,

presidential and parliamentary level) to be focusedegional activities strengthening the

from the EU member states, is not controlled cdytiat the EU level. So the impact on the acceding
countries’ public administrations preparednesskidy to be diffuse or somewhat random in thatepends
on the experience and assumptions of the individtedaccession advisors of different nationalitied with
different backgrounds. (lbid.)

%5 The Prime Ministers met in June 2002 in Esztergdmmgary.

*" The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland entered DIAT 12 March, 1999; Slovakia on 29 March,
2004. Despite not proceeding at the same pacesimtagration, V4 countries joined the EU altogethe 1
May 2004.
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identity of the Central European region as welbagoint contributing to the fulfilment of
the EU’'s common goals (Declaration of Prime Ministe2004). The 2004 Guidelines
document also set several dimensions of a futureldpment of the Visegrad co-operation
(within the V4 are®, within the EU°, with other partnef8, within NATO and other
international organisatior.

After the admission of the four countries to the,Blisegrad Group has not ceased to
exist, despite further bilateral contentions betwddungarian and Slovak political
representatives, despite not speaking with oneevexternally and proceeding at a
different pace in approaching the obligations r@sglfrom the EU membership (e.g. in
the case of the EURO adoption). Important to pourt “the reasons to suppose that the
VG will not become an automatic platform for coorating positions and speaking with
one voice on the EU stage seem irrefutable...ther®istention for this to happen and
nowhere in official pronouncements on VG cooperattan one find such an aspiration.
The watchword in VG is flexibility, and the ideatlsat VG cooperation mechanisms are
available to identify common interests and policgferences and collectively pursue them
but not to start from the premise that the VG existproduce common positions, either in
EU business or other areas” (Dangerfield, 20085).

8 aimed at culture, education, youth exchange, seiestrengthening the civil dimension through paogs
and resources of the International Visegrad Funftastructure, environment, fight against terrorism
organised crime and illegal migration, cross-borded Schengen co-operation, disaster management,
defence and arms industries, exchange of viewsossilple co-operation in the field of labour andiabc
policy, exchange of experience on developmenti@sgie policy (Guidelines, 2004)

29 concentrated on current issues of common inter@stive contribution to the CFSP (articulating
involvement of the V4 in the enlargement process ianthe EU’s policies towards the East Europeash an
South-East European countries in particular), ciinguexperience in the area of Justice and Honfaiws
Schengen co-operation, visa policy, protection erahagement of the EU external borders, developofent
economic co-operation within the European Econofn@a, consulting national preparations for entethny
EMU, patrticipation in the ESDP as a contributionth@ strengthening of relations between the EU and
NATO (ibid.)

*including a co-operation with interested non-ViseCentral European countries, with the EU and RAT
candidate and aspiring countries, with other regli@roupings, interested third countries and iragomal
organisations (ibid.)

*Lintent on strengthening of a trans-Atlantic salitygand cohesion, consultation and co-operaticthiwithe
OSCE, UN, Council of Europe, OECD, etc.
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2 Theoretical considerations and methodology

In respect to the accession of all Visegrad coestio the EU (and NATO), some political
commentators, analysts and politicians had madéahésor even sceptical statements
regarding a possible future functioning of the Vr example, Tamas Novak (2003), a
researcher at the Hungarian Academy of Sciencesppiaed that it was an open question
whether the Visegrad states would be able to peltindividual ambitions aside in favour
of common interests. According to a former Czech & currently MEP Jan Zahradil
(2004), it was not possible to consider Visegrallea political definition anymore, rather
a geographical delimitation of the area. A resear@nd analyst Andrej Nosko stated in
May 2004 it was probable that the V4 would be megiul after the entry to the EU but
this co-operation would need to be strengthenqukaally at the level of civil society. He
also asserted (and has not been the only one snréispect) that in order to ensure a
permanent encouragement to develop this regionBdbooation, it was necessary to
institutionalise it, to establish a kind of “a baveratically undemanding secretariat” which
would search for possibilities of further co-opeatat the same time (Nosko, 2064).
Moreover, reflections had occurred that inside B¢, Poland would resort to seeking
other partners more corresponding to its size amgpdglitical importance and would
become the first “deserter” from the Visegrad “Clibee for example Kréal, 2003; Pehe,
2004)33

With regard to these doubts, yet before the deteadi concrete practical results of the
Visegrad co-operation and its beneficiaries, | e@mi@te on reasoning of a justification of
the very existence (a position) and purpose of leme¢gional groupings of member states
such as the V4 inside the EU from a theoreticahipoif view; using the multi-level

governance concept and the Groupthink th&ourthermore, by virtue of findings of a
few recent studies made in the realm of a coahtioiding in the Council of the European

Union (the major decision-making and legislativelypof the EU), | aim to elucidate also a

%2 Even public in the Visegrad countries (with aneption of the Poles) had preferred that mutual dafethe
Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovakia shbalte been the same as with every other EU member,
as a survey made in 2003 by the Institute for Rubffairs in Bratislava revealed (see the Apperbix

% However, as one can see, neither has Polandhef/4 behind (the Polish presidency has not hirtlere
functioning of this regional constellation at gloléat, 2005), nor have permanent institutional structtine
addition to the International Visegrad Fund beetaldished, and the V4 has not ceased to exist dfter
member countries’ entry to the EU.

% The theoretical reasoning of Groupthink is appliedthe second time in the part devoted to araintr
Visegrad level of institutionalisation and distriloun of power.
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way of building coalitions of collaborating staiesthe EU, one of which the V4 seems to
be as well. The second part of the chapter containdetailed description of the

methodology for doing research elaborated in tive tthapter.

2.1 Theoretical considerations

* Multi-level governance

The fact that states are not the only importanbraobn the international scene, that non-
state actors (multinational corporations, intemadli governmental as well as non-
governmental organizations, ...) affect the worldrseuof events, has been admitted by
scholars endeavouring to explain European integrgbrocesses being in progress since
the end of the Second World War. They have develoggious ad hoc international
relations theories — federalism, intergovernmesitali neo-functionalism, neo-liberalism,
neo-realism, interdependence theory, social coctstrsm, etc. However, no one of these
competing theoretical concepts has succeededItoegntompass the unprecedented ever-
evolving phenomenon of the European Uritpmll of its internal processes and external
performance. The reason can be found in a messydih probably for that reason
handy®) scholarly model - the “multi-level governance’sthinafter MLG) - “an attempt
to capture the complexity of the EU” (Rosamond, 200. 120), according to which
“different levels of action in the EU require difémt sorts of theory” (Peterson &
Bomberg, In Rosamond, 2003, p. 118). Thus, MLG khowt be seen as an all-
encompassing concept either, but rather as a comeple to traditional schemes of
international relations (Peters & Pierre, 2005/ §).

The MLG model “notes that different patterns ofipgpimaking occur in different areas of
EU activity” (Rosamond, 2003, p. 118) which is “semnted, complex, and populated by
multiple stakeholders” (ibid. p. 119) acting at ferent, often overlapping levels —
subnational, national, regional, European. In otlverds, MLG can be defined as “the

dispersion of authoritative decision-making acrosdtiple territorial levels” (Hooghe &

% The EU “sits between nation states and the intienmal system and arguably transforms both thraitgjh
very existence” (Rosamond, 2003, p. 126).

% Multi-level governance concept is “...tempting artttative in its informality and orientation toward
objectives and outcomes, rather than focused @s ahd formal arrangements...” (Peters & Pierre, 2005
85)
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Marks, 2001, In Rosamond, 2003, p. 120). Moreaver MLG emphasizes that modes and
timing of implementation of the EU law acts is filele (Haas, 1976, p. 208); integration is
uneveri’; and devolution of decision-making competenceffuis across these levels and
across the policy areas, implying that policy astoray move between different tiers of
authority (Rosamond, 2001, p. 120).

This concept is applicable to the question of tleegrad Group’s functioning within the
European Union in the sense that it reckons withentlban two well-known levels of the
“game” (domestic and internation&l) Alternatively speaking, presence of regional
constellations such as the Visegrad Group, BeneNardic Council of Ministers
(hereinafter the Nordic Council), etc. within th&) Enay be understood as a confirmation
of the MLG premises taking into account variabildl quality and quantity of multiple
actors participating in the EU policy making; ame tfact that “authority has not simply
shifted upwards” (Rosamond, 2001, p. 121) away fratonal governments to European
institutions over the past sixty years. Rather,hais become dispersed” (ibid.) among a
variety of private and public; subnational, natipmegional and European agents, affecting
each other in various directions, often simultasgpadhering to several alliances based
on territorial or functional principle, those adinvithin the EU borders, but also those
crossing them and thus connecting the EU membetsnen-members. A telling example
is a parallel participation of all Visegrad couesiin other regional co-operation
mechanisms: Visegrad+, Regional Partnership andtr@lefEuropean Initiativ€. In
addition, Poland is a particularly striking exampdeting simultaneously within the so-
called Weimar Triangle and within the Council oétBaltic Sea States. “The basic idea
here is that in multi-level governance actors, aserand institutions are not ordered
hierarchically but have a more complex and contktulefined relationship...” (Peters &
Pierre, 2005, p. 79).

%" Many examples of unevenness of the European mtiegrprocesses can be found, the most recent and
regarding the Visegrad region is that althoughf@llr countries joined the EU and its internal marie
2004, only Slovakia has adopted the common Europeaency “euro” so far (in January 2009).

% Though, according to the Art.5 and 10 of the E€4ly, “there is no treaty basis for the EU to inéee in
matters of regional cooperation if the specificaaf a cooperation does not fall under the exchusiv
competence of the EU, and as long as the membes dteilitate the achievement of the tasks offbeand
abstain from any measure jeopardising the attaihwielBU objectives” (Brusis, 2002, pp. 71-72).

39| agree with authors claiming there is no needrtiarge the Visegrad GrouBvidently, co-operation with
Slovenia, Austria and other Central, East and S&atst European countries is possible and functional
within other formats mentioned, without a directamporation of these partners into the VG {Bil &
Strazay, 2006, p. 23).
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e Groupthink and coalition-building

There are three basic propositions into which keolge related to the dynamics of the
group decision-makirf§ can be summarized: (1) extremes in the distributié power
within a decision-making group (when power, refggrto an authority and resources, is
highly concentrated or highly diffused among groogmbers) and (2) extremes in the size
of that group (when the policy-making group is venyall or very large) affect the group’s
deliberations (and thus its resolutions and acjieosinterproductively, (3) the integrative
complexity of group deliberations is maximized whgawer concentration and group size
increase together (the group’s inner power cona#otr should be appropriate to the

group size in order to work properly). (Kowert, 20@p. 201-207)

Capturing the third proposition is needed to corhenel the purpose of the coalition-
building within the EU. Simply put, the larger tigeoup in number of its members, the
more hierarchically the power should be structugsd] vice versa, the smaller the group
in number of its members, the more evenly the pasteuld be distributed among them
(the comparatively lesser the formal structure mrdichy of power is required) “for
purposes of coordination if they are to be effextiibid. p. 208)*

The allocation of votes in proportion to the coyistrpopulation in the Council of the
European Union (hereinafter the Council) fits thedry of Groupthink because in this
way, decision-making power in the multi-member EUhierarchically structured. Then,
why does building coalitions of member states i@ @ouncil make sense? Based on the
theory of Groupthink, with growing number of EU mieens, decision-making power
should be structured more and more. One does ned a@y theoretical knowledge
background to understand that the more there ar&thactors, the more it is difficult to
co-ordinate their differing standpoints. “Mechanssror discussing issues and voting
procedures can be adapted to counter the problémsmobers and diversity.” (Kahler,
1992, In Ravenhill, 2008, p. 180) Hence, to easeBU decision-making, it is desirable to

harmonize individual viewpoints of the member stabm a certain issue or policy first

% Initially, the theory of “Groupthink” was propoued by Irving Janis in the early 1970s. Studies by
scholars like Festinger, George, Hart, Hemphillw€d, Zajonc, and others have followed and develcpe
academic debate on the group policy-making.

“ Hemphill similarly asserts, “as group size ince=asgroup members become more and more willing to
accept strong, directive leadership” (ibid. p. 20@pre importantly, they benefit from such leadéosland,

on the other hand, “very small groups benefit framtmore even distribution of power within a groujdid.

p. 207).
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within smaller groups of states, till the debatgérala reaches the EU official ministerial
negotiation and voting table. Although informal,cBuco-ordination of viewpoints has
already become member states’ Permanent Reprasastabutine working procedure in

the Councit? to good effect.

Regional blocs in the EU such as the V4 can sesvih@se smaller groups, coalitions of
states, reducing the number of divergent viewshenigsue to be decided on, in that way
reducing also the number of interlocutors in pghei thus simplifying the process of
reaching an agreement. However, why should theaktioas be founded on the regional
adherence, rather than, for example, on size ofdhbatries, Leftist-Rightist government’s
position, Euro-enthusiasm/ Euro-scepticism, prati-éAmerican stance in the foreign and
security policy or according to any other cleav&g€sn and do the coalitions within the

EU show signs of stability or longevity at all?

Basically, “coalitions may be long-term and cros#ting, covering a range of policy
issues over time, or they may be short-term angeispecific” (Naurin, 2008, p. 6). Some
analysts (Spence, 1995; Cf. Nugent, 1999; Gralb@s3)2argue that rather than permanent
alliances of states co-ordinating their positiond éorming persisting power blocs in the
Council, the pattern is much more likely to be dlwoalitions, shifting issue by issue;
assuming that “countries will get together whemythave common interest on a particular
issue, rather than because of special friendskipsibbe, 2003f. However, survey data
show that “even in a highly professionalized anehs@gly business-like environment like
the Council people are likely to be affected by mterest based factors, such as culture,
language, traditions and historical legacy” (Nap@008, p. 5% It is just the drastic

increase in the number of EU members as a conseguanthe last EU enlargements

2 taking place in several working groups and coneeit during initial stages of the negotiation and
decision-making process (Van Roozendaal, Hosli, &etrhan, 2008, p. 5), subsequently also in the
COREPER, “a filtering point enabling constructiveoedination of member state policies at the EU lleve
while at the same time consulting and instructiagjamal actors as to what is negotiable at the &kelf
(Batora, 2005, p. 55), holding session every week

“3 This is rather a rationalistic view of the coalitibuilding, stressing the importance of actorsatsigic
choices based on their policy interests (MattiR0& p. 3).

4 A constructivist approach emphasizing the sigaifice of actors’ culture and social norms (Mat@@Q8,

p. 3) is proved right here. According to resultstbé survey elaborated by Daniel Naurin from the
Gothenburg University, “correlations between theperation ties and such cultural variables as laggu
popular cultural affinity and religion — in partiam after the 2004 enlargement — also when contpfor a
range of interest based factors, indicate thatkiwéces of coalition partners are not only ratigmaiference-
based calculations. In many cases it may be a senple human motive behind: It is usually easier to
cooperate with people who are more like your déigtorically inherited path dependency mechanisnt a
normative ties could also be at play.” (Naurin, 200. 22)

25



(2004, 2007¥ that “raised the functional demand for more statpalitions” (Naurin,
2008, p. 7) within the Union.

As regards the cleavage of small vs. big EU merataes, generally, it does usually occur
when institutional issues such as establishing st pb the President of the European
Councif®; and when the distribution of votes among memtates is discussed. Extension
of the use of the qualified majority voting is anleoof contention between Euro-sceptics
and Euro-enthusiasts. Matters of a Euro-Atlantipamance, especially in the realm of
defence, foreign and security policy (for example war in Iraq) tend to divide the so-
called American Trojan horses, sometimes ironicafititied Trojan donkeys (Kim, 2003),
from the less Atlanticist-oriented governments. ldger, these countries’ general
positions expressed on the outside in formal palitstatements and votes may be un-
coordinated; states may even take a common stavatde a proposal for diverse reasons
(Naurin, 2008, p. 10). The fact that two or morerdoes take a similar attitude towards an
issue is “not enough to conclude that they havedaatr will act, as a coalition, as they
may formulate and promote their positions indepatige (ibid.) and for different
reason$. After all, “coalition is not just a group of acsowho happen to want the same
thing, but a group which coordinates action” (Ctiriphreys, 2008, In Naurin, 2008, p.
10). EU member states’ governments’ Leftist-Righpssition or party ideology also
“seems to have little to do with the choice of @d@h partners in the Coundl
Geographical proximity is the dominating patterfiNaurin, 2008, p. 4) But “geography is
not much of an explanation in itself” (ibid. p. 19)ying behind these geographical
formulas; cultural factors, historical legacy, anading relations appear to determine the
coalition-building processes in the EU’s major demi-making body in the most

significant way (ibid. pp. 15-21).

“>1n 2004, the four Visegrad states, the “BaltiotiLatvia, Lithuania, Estonia), Cyprus, Malta aBbvenia
joined the EU. Romania and Bulgaria became mentdfdre EU in January 2007.

“5 Small countries opposed the idea of creating &4 giothe President of the European Council in thbade

on the Constitutional Treaty within the Europeann@mtion because they were “afraid that a
president..would listen mostly to the larger countries” (GrabB003). Polish government representative “as
the only one from the V4 expressed her support for the Franco-German prbfurshe creation of the post
of a quasi-permanent president of the European €latbeit conditioned by the necessity of a cleare
specification of his position and competences” (KEH03). Czech, Hungarian and Slovak represemsitiv
were against this concept, and even their positidiverged (ibid.). (After all, the Treaty of Lisbon
established the position of the President of thepgean Council, elected for a maximum of 5 years.)

4" As Helene Sjursen pertinently argued in the 18805, the fact that Austria, Finland and Swedemate
NATO member states did not translate into any cdadeeffort to advocate a particular ‘neutral’ insi
within the Common Foreign and Security Policy, iahad been feared prior to the 1995 EU enlargement
(Brusis, 2002, p. 73).

“8 See for example Naurin, 2008; Mattila, 2008
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Of course, factors such as the prevalence of Ecgptieism or Euro-enthusiasm in the EU
member countries, their general pro- or anti- Acearistance in the foreign and security
policy, etc. influence their behaviour and decisidaken. But it has not been proved that
these inputs would form a basis on which the menskees co-ordinate their decisions
taken at the European stage, many of which are rbalded a “dropped curtain”, before

formal voting, if any voting is held at &l

Results of the recent survey focused on the coatuilding in the Council of Ministers,
i.e. on the co-operation behaviour of governmergptesentativés during the negotiation
process in the Council, asking them representatfeshich member states they most
often co-operate with within their working group ander to develop a common position
(ibid. p. 11}% reveal existing coalitions of states in the Ebl.al comparative perspective
offered by the survey, relationships between thelblstates have remained more or less
the same after the 2004 enlargement, but in thepgod ten newcomers, two new blocs
have appeared — the Baltic trio and the Visegradhties (ibid. p. 14). As regards other
alliances found out in 2006, a North-Core one ideki the United Kingdom, the
Netherlands, Denmark and Sweden, and a South-Gargle is composed of France,
Spain and lItaly (ibid. p. 13). Germany holds togetiisegrad, North-Core and South-
Core groups, through co-operation with Poland tKeand Franc¥. Interestingly, there is
no firm Benelux coalition. “Cyprus and Malta...havaeined Greece in the Southern
periphery” (ibid. p. 14); Slovenia, Austria andlénred have no strong connection to any of

the constellations identified in the survéy.

9 To fully understand this, one should be/ get aittad in general with the way how the Council works
dominant decision-making practice is negotiatingibe closed doors (Naurin, 2008, p. B),the working
groups and afterwards in the two COREPERSs. Mirsstemplicitly vote only in about 20% of the casdsd(i

p. 9). Moreover, some proposals fail “to assembkrge enough majority to go through the Council..cinu
of the action in the Council thus is left outside tvoting records” (ibid. p. 10) and therefore @ésthe
publicity.

*% working within agricultural, foreign and securipolicy, economic policy and internal market issues
(Naurin, 2008)

* For a detailed description and substantiatiorhefrhethodology used in the survey, as well as foitizal
reasoning of other research methods used in pregorveys aimed at the processes of coalition-imgjlth

the Council (based on the Council’s formal votiegards and the like, neglecting a few importanaitebf
the Council’'s working process), see Naurin, 20@3

*24n fact Germany is number one on the Frenchdisnost frequently mentioned cooperation partnans)
France is number one on the German list. Thuspite ®f the fact that France and Germany oftenailhyt
take diverging positions on Commission proposaksy tistill choose to cooperate to develop common
positions in the process” (ibid.). The reason carfdund in “path dependency mechanisms...a histdyical
derived feeling of a ‘duty’ to cooperate” (ibid. 2R2).

%3 See the Appendix 2
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There seems to be an utilizable potential of usefg and efficiency in regional coalitions
of states inside the EU, such as the V4 (benefitiegEU but also these regional alliances
themselves). The practical co-operation at thellefethe VG representatives in the
Council working groups and COREPER, as well asatlével of the V4 governmental
and public administration representatives’ meetihgkl before, after or accompanying
key EU conferences and summiftsear probably the best evidence of this.

Nevertheless, one should be aware it is not thpgser of the V4 to speak with one voice
at the EU stage, to form unitary positions evemyeti After all, not even other regional
groups in the EU function in this manner, whethee thinks of the Benelux or the Nordic
Council “which successfully combines countries witliried interests and approaches to
the EU” (Dangerfield, 2008, p. 658). Rather, the 3hbuld be perceived as “a forum that
enables the participating countries to express @utdinate their positions on a whole
range of issues of common concern” (Simonyi, Inodagski (Ed.), 2006, p. 96) and on
“an array of EU-related issues and policies” (Dafigkl, 2008, p. 657) especially in
favour of the European Union, but also in favouttted Four itself. As the recent survey
revealed, such a forum has been in operation iCthencil. However, further surveys with
updated data are needed to show whether despimgiagadomestic situation (changes of
government, above all) and influence of externatdis®, this co-operation has persisted
even following the 2007 EU enlargement and whethervV4 will continue to co-ordinate

its action in the Council and maybe at other EWifios further orf.

* E.g. meeting of VG Prime Ministers prior to ther&pean Council of December 2004 devoted to a
discussion on the New Financial Perspective offtble informal meeting of VG Ministers of Transport i
October 2008 accompanying the Council session oansport, Telecommunications and Energy;
consultation of V4 senior officials for Europeanfdifs in early October 2009 concerning the ratifma
process of the Lisbon Treaty and institutional ésstesulting from its adoption which preceded theogean
Council session on 29-30 October; and so on. Maedhe VG political elites’ meetings take placeoal
after other international events, to discuss tbeiputs and ways of implementation (for examplenteeting

of VG Ministers of Defence in April 2008, after thNeATO Bucharest summit).

%% State preferences themselves are not formed acawn: membership in the EU itself as well as heot
international cooperation mechanisms has becommpartant influence on how governments define their
interests. (Sandholtz, 1993, In Ravenhill, 2008,98)

*% Last round of interviews within the survey | basg theoretical assumptions regarding coalitiondini
upon was conducted in February — March 2006 (Na@@®®8, pp. 10-11). Although a continuation of the
survey dated 2009 (results have not been publistetdindicate that “the patterns with respect te th
Visegrad countries are fairly stabl@®. Naurin, e-mail communication, 17 December 2009p not dare to
assert definitely that since 2006 the V4 still bh&gn working as a coalition of collaborating EU rbem
states grounded just on the informal communicatod without knowing the terms of this survey
continuation.
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2.2 Methodology

In a comparative perspective offered by the suneyhe coalition-building in the Council

of Ministers, the Union’s major decision-making jofpresented above); relationships
between the EU-15 member states have remained ondess the same after the 2004
enlargement, but in the group of ten newcomers, hew collaborating blocs have
appeared — the Baltic trio and the Visegrad Grawpu¢in, 2008, p. 14). Based upon
findings of this survey implying, inter alia, theatition-building potential of the Visegrad

Group within the EU, | formulate my first hypothgsihe Visegrad Four has formed a
coalition, i.e. a group of states, whose represevea have co-ordinated their action
within the European Union decision-making spateexpect the research to provide

relevant factual evidence.

With the exception of the IVF activities, practicabults of which have always been easily
identifiable by looking at myriad projects implenteth and recipients of financial support;
before undertaking the research | had known jusinef extra case of a purportedly useful
co-operation at the level of the Visegrad Groupat frior to the four countries’ accession
to the Schengen area. This provides an explan&iih to the choice of the topic of
concern for a single-case study comprising thepast of the research and to the second
hypothesis:EExcept activities of the International Visegrad Huand a liaison of the V4
countries’ experts in preparations for accessiontte Schengen area; co-operation of
representatives of governments and public admadistin of all four Visegrad countries
after their entry to the EU has not provided actorgolved with any tangible contribution
(benefit or added value)-or the purpose of eliciting whether the Scheng@parations-
related collaboration mentioned in various soutwss somehow benefited actors involved
or, after taking a closer look, one can see justeraggeration or idealization of the
Group’s achievements; process tracing techniquepied within the case study. Case
study method enables to gain in-depth knowledgenahdividual example (an individual,
group, organization, process or event), “bettereustdinding of the whole by focusing on a
key part” (Gerring, 2007, p. 1). In this thesise ttase study is constructed diachronically,
i.e. “by observing the case or some subset of mitlaise units over time” (ibid. p. 21).
Particulars of the process of undertaking the mebedts parts and respective methodology

are as follows.
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The intuitively attractive argument that region&dds simplify negotiations within larger
and more complex arenas (in this case the Europeanby reducing the number of actors
involved is counteracted by the difficulties thhese regional groupings often have in
reaching a common position (Ravenhill, 2008, p.)2@nce success in solving internal
difficulties of international co-operation mechangoften depends upon their institutional
design (Kahler, 1992, In Ravenhill, 2008, p. 18€i)ce functioning and image of the
Visegrad co-operation has been largely influengethb incumbent political leaders in the
four countries and their willingness or unwillingiseto co-operaté the idea “to further
institutionalise the VG, including creation of acssariat with the ability to independently
formulate and propose (although, of course, notosep possible VG policies, initiatives,
joint positions, and so on” (Dangerfield, 2008,660), or a post of an ambassador (Mr.
Visegrad) who would co-ordinate the Visegrad corapen, has been discussed in the past
(Bil¢ik & Strazay, 2006, p. 20). Nevertheless, the ceraton has continued on flexible
and voluntary grounds without building stable folstauctures (Dzurinda, In Jagodgki
(Ed.), 2006, p. 20). How has the co-operation pfesentatives of governments and public
administration in the VG format been working? Habwere been, without any stable
institutions (such as the Secretariat General,eQelbf Arbitrators, etc. in case of Benelux;
or the Secretary General, the Nordic Committee Goroperation, etc. in case of the
Nordic Council) enough opportunities for consutia and developing regional co-
operation in the V4 framework at all? For the sakeanswering these questions, the
introductory part of the research is aimed to deteleether conventional meetings of
representatives of the four countries at variougel®e of government and public
administration have been held in the period obsgkrvellowing the information gained by
means of personal and e-mail communication withesgntatives of Ministries of Foreign
Affairs (MFASs) of the V4 countries, and of the Imational Visegrad Fund, publicly
accessible official documents of the V4, “Calendaublished at the official website of the
Visegrad Group, International Visegrad Fund websied some secondary literature; |
trace what the actual framework of governments’ auolic administrations’ collaboration
in the Visegrad format, one without permanent commmgtitutional structures (except the

International Visegrad Fund), has looked like.

" When searching for striking negative exampleshef ¢oncrete political representatives’ influencettos
run of the Visegrad co-operation, one can eastglte@ersonalities such as the former Slovak Piifir@ster
Vladimir Megiar, the then Czech Prime Minister Vaclav Klausdongarian Prime Minister Viktor Orbéan.
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Consequently, another portion of the researchrigetad at the ascertainment how these
opportunities to co-operate on the Visegrad redibaais have been utilized and converted
into actions for more than five years; and who beasefited from the practical results of
the collaboration of the four countries’ governnatrand public entities’ representatives.
When doing this exploratory qualitative researcégrutinize first of all text-based primary
sources from the official website of the Visegraw@ such as Annual Reports of the V4
presidencie¥, joint statements, press releases, reports fromtinys, etc. related to the
period in questiott; website of the International Visegrad Fund; otivebsites devoted to
projects resulting from the common official aciie#t of the Visegrad Grofp and
numerous secondary sources, too. Some uncleafoomiation-poor indications or notions
of a practical contribution of the Visegrad co-aigm found are necessarily followed by
searching for related information and additionaldernce, as well as by communication
with representatives of the International Visegfathd and other agencies which have
something to do with the practical outcomes of\We | do not take bilateral or trilateral
actions between or among the Visegrad membersiimotving all four countries) into
consideration in the research; nor do | map achieves of broader groupings of states in
which the Visegrad countries have been particigatinose permanent or those created for
a concrete purpose since these have most assumadigquired existence of the VG as
such. | do not mention plenty of intentions, opisoand goals set by official V4

representatives which have been just proclaimeddbiutealized either.

The objective is to give an overview of practicahtribution of actions initiated or put into
practice thanks to the purposeful co-operationhef ¥4 governments’ or public entities’
representatives since the four states entered thelree most visible and worthwhile in
this sense has been functioning of the Internativieegrad Fund (hereinafter the Fund/
IVF) as such, benefiting enormously broad spectofimecipients, predominantly from the
civil society sector. Hence, its contribution issdebed in a separate section. For sure, it is

%8 Considering the fact that they are official docaitseand outputs of inter-governmental co-operaiiois,a
pity that with the exception of the Polish presicerfJuly 2008 — June 2009), Annual reports of Viadg
presidencies have been usually written in quit®wa level of English. Moreover, Annual Report of the
Slovak presidency held in 2006/2007 was missinthatime | needed it for the sake of the thesisidde|
asked Mr. Marian Varga from the Slovak MFA, Depaiin of Central and Northern Europe and
neighbourhood relations, for sending me this Reptetmet my request, though it is written in Slovak

*¥ These sources are available in the parts of thmsitee“Documents” and “Calendar”.

| assume if there is anything the V4 had succeedexthieve, if there is any significant resulttioé V4
co-operation, Annual Reports of particular presiies and other official outputs of the numerous tings

at the V4 level definitely ought to mention it.
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unimaginable to enumerate all particular projectd acholarships granted by this Fund
herein. So the aim is rather to briefly inform abmain areas it has promoted; types of the
Fund’s programs serving the promotion, and to dhtei its practical purpose. Subsequent
sections are thematic which means that achievemeiitsn the V4 framework are
categorized into specific fields of collaboratiohdve identified by virtue of the research
findings (Europeanization; science, research, ytnatihing and education; culture; media,
tourism; self-government). Firstly, these includemplification of activities co-financed
by the IVF but only those supported repeatedly @sarhthem occasionally and some
persistently); involving partners from all V4 cotas; characterized by longevity;
frequently praised by public officers and observarprimary and secondary sources; and
most of them realized under the auspices or witleragagement of V4 governmental or
other public structur8s Secondly, | have tried to do my best to searchafwl present
independent (not IVF-sponsored) joint VG-level patg and networks which have
produced certain practical outcomes, and orgawizaif which has required public bodies
from the Visegrad countries to act in concert. tehdiscovered just a few such cases; you

can find them all in the thematically arranged st

The last part of the research is the aforementianegle-case study. Case description is
followed by presenting results of data generatddst,Fl compile general information
found in primary and secondary sources about wigaVtG members had done collectively
in the process of preparations for joining the Sgem area. Herein | would like to thank
to some of my respondents who have provided me witine internal unpublished
documents such as minutes from meetings and pegser®. Second, by conducting
unstructured, in-depth interviews with informdfts experts from organizations of the
Slovak Ministry of Interior participating in Expegtoups’ meetings with their counterparts
from the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland (fedusn the preparations of the V4
countries for their entry to the Schengen zone); dsgnaill communication with a
representative of the Czech Ministry of Interionthwa former high-ranked officer then
working at the Migration Office (Ministry of Intest of the Slovak Republic) and one
representative of the Slovak Ministry of Interidsa@ participating in the VG experts’
meetings; | aim to find out whether and how thisoperation had helped (e.g. eased or

®1 |t is almost sure that more examples meeting thesditions and resulting in a tangible added vatmald
be discovered and that those detected by me angiletely exhaustive.
%2 |nformants are “respondents with insiders’ knowjebout the topic” (Marvasti, 2004, p. 16).
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speeded up) to achieve the goal of their activispecessful incorporation of the Visegrad
countries in the Schengen area as soon as podsduasider the format of unstructured,
in-depth interviews as the most appropriate talftiie set goal because they “allow more
fluid interaction between the researcher and tepaedent...respondents are not forced to
choose from a pre-designed range of answers; thstéey can elaborate on their
statements and connect them with other mattersetdvance...this data collection
procedure is simply referred to as ‘talking,” sigmg its informal and conversational
style” (Marvasti, 2004, p. 20). In-depth interviegidoes not limit respondents to a fixed
set of answers, they “can place qualifying condgian their responses” (ibid. p. 21).
During the interview, interviewer and intervieweae &ee to express their views about an
issue (Douglas, 1985, In Marvasti, 2004, p. 22)e ©an see | use a theoretical/ purposive

(i.e. non-random, non-probability) sampling strgteg

There was a Working group for Schengen co-operatiothe symbolic level of Deputy
Ministers of Interior with two practising subgroup&xpert group for SIS Il and Expert
group for implementation of the Dublin acquis -addished in 2003. Director of the
National Central Office SIRENE Slovakia, Departmehtthe International Police Co-
operation, Police Force Presidium of the Ministryrerior of the Slovak Republic; is one
of the Slovak officers who participated in two Rragneetings of the Visegrad countries’
Expert group for SIS Il (in February and July 2Q04% offered me a contact to Mr#iJi
Celikovsky; Head of the Division of co-ordination 8thengen co-operation and border
protection, Department of asylum and migration @gliMinistry of Interior of the Czech
Republic; who also participated in both meetingstta Expert group for SIS ®i and
readily replied to my e-mails. Although the repraséive of the Slovak Police Force
Presidium kindly answered the questions regardoaisy activity and achievements of this
group in the interview conducted on 9 December 2D@8terwards, when being asked and
allowed to review the text containing outputs of ihterview he refused me to use and
publish his name and his statements en bloc, ungitb discuss particularities and specify
his reservations. Hence, in an attempt to shrimigeaof impoverishing effect of this ban
on the information and opinions offered by the &loypublic officer in the interview, |
requested another Slovak member of the Expert gfousIS 1l, Mr. Pavol Maliarik;

Director of the Department of applications, Offminformatics, telecommunications and

% He attended meetings of the V4 Working group fcinéhgen co-operation, too.
% The respondent did not agree with recording ifgsvwon a Dictaphone so | took notes.
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security of the Ministry of Interior of the Slovd&epublic; to answer similar questions. He
preferred e-mail communication to personal intewi@ccordingly, in the part devoted to
the activity of the Expert group for Schengen infation system | use the information

gained by e-mail communication with two of its dirgarticipant®.

To describe activity and reveal an effect or a ficatcontribution of the V4 Expert group
for implementation of the Dublin acquis, initialljhad planned to interview Mr. Bernard
Priecel; Director of the Migration Office, Ministryf Interior of the Slovak Republic; who
had represented Slovakia at meetings of this Experip before the accession to the
Schengen area. But due to his busyness he askedvittsaela Sumilasova; Head of the
Dublin Station at the Migration Office, Ministry dhterior of the Slovak Republic; to
substitute hiff’. Mrs. Zuzana Némethovd; Head of the Division ohgérprint
identification of persons, Department of criminadisidentification, Criminalistic and
Expertise Institute at the Police Force Presidiinistry of Interior of the Slovak
Republic; who participated in the first meetingtioé Visegrad countries’ Expert group for
implementation of the Dublin acquis on 2 April 20@4Prague as an observer (a member
of the delegation sent to this meeting on behalSkifvakia), offered me her piece of
knowledge on the matter as WallFinally, Mrs. Bronislava Bielikova, former Heatltbe
Dublin Station at the Migration Office (Slovak Rdyhia) being present at all six sittings of
the Expert group for implementation of the Dublicqais® provided me with useful

information by e-maff.

| admit a validity of the outcomes generated witthiis case study is limited because of a
small sample of respondents. Moreover, with theeption of one Czech representative,
only Slovak members of the Visegrad Expert groupsevasked. Last but not least, | have

not been allowed to publish findings derived fromecof the interviews. Nevertheless,

%5 | would like to thank to the gentlemen for thedflaboration in the search for information.

% | would like to thank to Mrs. Sumilasova who haeared for the interview (conducted on 18 December
2009, recorded on a Dictaphone); collected informmatequired by me, despite she was not holding her
current position in the period examined yet (shatwlerough materials and talked to Mr. Priecelita fout
details regarding the meetings Mr. Priecel hadhdtid); and helpfully reviewed the text containindputs

of the interview, especially terminology used.

®" The interview with Mrs. Némethova was conducted 16h December 2009 and was recorded on a
Dictaphone.

% The meetings at the level of Directors of Migrati®ffices and Heads of Dublin stations of Visegrad
countries were realized three times in 2004, on@9D5, 2006 and 2007.

% Since Mrs. Bielikova has been working in Luxemigpfor about two years and it would be very difficul
to manage a personal interview, we have commurddates-mail.
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when investigating a practical contribution of tteeoperation of Visegrad experts prior to
the four countries’ entry to the Schengen zoneauehtried to pay heed to details and
factuality in order to be able to draw more or lieggtimate conclusions. In case | did not
identify any concrete example of the contributidritee Expert groups’ activity thanks to
the interviews and e-mail communication with otiformants, it would not be fair to
conclude that common activity of the Expert groupgharge of co-ordination of efforts
targeted at the soonest possible incorporatiorhef\fisegrad countries to the Schengen
area had not produced any tangible outcomes. Hawdgeasmuch as | have been
informed about some benefits the co-operation maddht; regardless of facts and views |
was notified of during the interview which | waduged to publish later on; | can come to

a reasonable conclusion.
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3 Research on the Visegrad Four co-operation sintke Visegrad

countries entered the EU

This chapter contains research findings providingadsessment of whether necessary
institutional preconditions/ space for developihg Visegrad regional co-operation have
been created at all (whether conventional meetigepresentatives of the four countries
at various levels of government and public admiatgin have been held in the period
examined); 2/ comprehensive answer how this spasebben utilized and converted into
specific actions for about five years (what hasnbige practical contribution of and who
has been benefited by the V4 co-operation); 3ftation of whether a collaboration of
officers from the Visegrad countries in preparagiofor joining the Schengen area

(mentioned in various sources) have benefited sdgheolved, and in what way.

3.1 Intra-Visegrad level of institutionalisation ard power distribution

A few days after the VG countries joined the El&itiPrime Ministers confirmed in the
Declaration a will to hold one official summit aareat the end of each presidency (rotating
on a yearly basis in the order Czech Republic, iRhlaiungary, Slovakidj, with Deputy
Ministers of Foreign Affairs meetings preceding agreed to hold occasional informal
Prime Ministers’ and Foreign Ministers’ meetingddre significant international events;
as well as meetings of other Ministers in V4 and-\idrmat™; to intensify communication
of the V4 national Co-ordinators; co-operation @frfanent Representations to the EU,
NATO and other international forums (OECD, UN, WT@ic.); to continue in

development of collaboration utilizing the IVF; $d at the level of Presidents (indefinite

0 The tradition of the country’s presidency (sineéyill June in the subsequent year) was estadtishy
VG Prime Ministers at their summit in Bratislava &4 May 1999, and its co-ordinating role was furthe
stipulated at the Prime Ministers’ summit in Esgten on 29 June 2002, in the Annex to the Content of
Visegrad Cooperation. Within external dimensiory anitiative to hold a (top-level, lower or expértsvel)
meeting in the V4+1 format should have been dismigisst among the VG representatives and aftersvard
presented to a third country by the V4 presidingniner. Within internal dimension, a rule was arrahtiet
expert talks (e.g. at the level of departmentsndfviidual Ministries) would not take place in theegiding
country and that any VG member could summon theegspmeeting. In addition, Ministries themselves
would be in charge of organising their mutual dodleation. At the beginning of its mandate, pregdin
country would set priorities of its presidency,iackof a one-year work plan of the Group, and waiddsult
them with experts. Before the end of the presidenaypdate, Prime Ministers would report on the peegr
of implementation of the priorities (DangerfielddB, p. 645).

" dealing with particular questions in charge ofresponding Ministries
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frequency), to co-operate at the level of Parliaimdmdefinite form and areas of co-
operation) (Declaration of Prime Ministers, 2004).

Except 2006, Prime Ministers had met before endeath presidency. Some Prime
Ministers’ and Foreign Ministers’ meetings ahead iofernational events (such as
European Council’'s gatherings or the accessionamh&hia and Bulgaria to the EU) have
been held, however often in the V4+ format (attehtg foreign partners, e.g. political
representatives of Austria, Slovenia, Benelux, iBaltio, Romania and Bulgaria)..
Ministers and experts from Ministries of cultureveonment, defence, finance etc. have
come together slightly more often than in the pt&decession period, Presidents at least
once a year. The heads of Parliaments of thé*\48d Parliamentary EU Committees of
the Visegrad countries have also held a few mestangce signing of the Declaration of
Prime Ministers. Intensive collaboration has beavetbped especially between the
Ministries of Interior in connection with the ingmration of the Visegrad region in the
Schengen area. Communication of the V4 nationab@aiators have been intensified as
well (they have met more often than before 2004weler, | have not found any publicly
accessible evidence of a more frequent or condedtreollaboration of national Co-
ordinators/ Permanent Representations to NATO #émel anternational forums (except the
EU"). At the level of civil society, the Internationdlisegrad Fund founded in 2000 has
become the most active base for organized co-apenaithin the V4, as well as between
the VG and non-Visegrad countries. Thanks to itdimancing, sessions have been held
and initiatives and projects implemented by youdtiists, scientists, representatives of
municipalities, non-governmental organizations ¢haafter NGOs), schools, etc.
Moreover, following the entry of the Visegrad caugd to the EU, Visegrad co-operation
“gained a new...self-government dimension” (Activity the Polish presidency, 2005)
with the emergence of the Forum of regions of tli& dbuntries in 2004. It is a voluntary
association of municipalities and self-governingioas of the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland and Slovakia; a platform for developing pefation of sub-national administration
units interconnected on the basis of territorialitplture and history; facing similar
challenges regarding their social and economic ldpweent, mainly in the context of the
V4 countries’ membership in the EU ("Férum regiofion.d., para. 2). Since 2004,

2 An agreement institutionalising the Visegrad cemapion at this level was signed on 18 April 2007.
3 Visegrad EU Ambassadors have used to meet on ¢hipdrasis (Rettman, 2010).
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sessions of the Forum of regions accompanied bw#s of Visegrad culture has been
organized by particular Visegrad countries’ self«gming regions on a yearly basis.

Thus, one can see there have been enough oppmsuridr communication and
developing co-operation of representatives of gavents and public administrations in
the V4 format since the VG countries joined the BWhile Prime Ministers’ and

Presidents’ summits are mostly of a symbolic vafaractical content of the Visegrad co-
operation is provided by particular Ministries aowerall co-ordination by Ministries of
Foreign Affairs®. Co-ordinators’ role is an ascertainment of a re#rest in the co-

operation of the Four, initialization and eviderafeproject activities, identification and
interconnection of corresponding expert bodies, ateation of main VG co-operation
areas, and organization of the meetings of thedasiglpolitical representatives of the

Visegrad countries ("Informace o Visegadské sk&pin.d., para. 13).

How is the internal power of making proposals aedisions distributed within the V4?

The existing even distribution corresponds with theposition of the theory of

Groupthink, according to which the smaller the grau number of its members, the more
evenly the power should be distributed among thand (the comparatively lesser the
formal structure or hierarchy of power is requitetere are only four Visegrad members.
Hence, equal say of each member within the Growmneensurate equal financial

contributions of the four countries to the budgéttlme IVF, and rotating one year

presidency of the VG are a suitable pattgrn

" There are no special departments dealing withagenda of the V4 co-operation. Department of Centra
Europe at the MFA of the Czech Republic (ViiRova, Czech MFA, e-mail communication, 12 October
2009), Department of Central and Southern EuropthatPolish MFA (L. Hensel, Polish MFA, e-mail
communication, 16 October 2009) and Department efitl and Northern Europe and neighbourhood
relations at the MFA of the Slovak Republic arelwarge of co-ordinating the co-operation in thefoi4nat.

But the Departments mentioned maintain and devedtggions with other (non-Visegrad) countries adl we
(for example with Slovenia, Austria, LiechtensteBwitzerland etc.) and other Departments at the MFA
depending on a topic discussed, can be involvededls Moreover, there is quite a high level of fluation

of employees at these co-ordinating DepartmentSyHlora, IVF, personal communication, 23 July 2009)
Only at the Hungarian MFA there are relatively &atosts dealing specifically with the V4 agendad():

two people at the Regional Subdivision within the Eoreign and Security Policy Department and ortbet
Consular Department (dealing with the V4 in consufeatters) (K. Kékai, Hungarian MFA, e-mail
communication, 14 October 2009).

> “The rotation of the annual presidencprovides an opportunity for the country holdingaitraise its own
profile on international issues, and to make anaichn the direction the Visegrad Cooperation kintp”
(Simonyi, In Jagod#iski (Ed.), 2006, p. 96)
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* International Visegrad Fund
The decision to establish the IVF was made at m&rmeeting in Javorina (Slovak
Republic) on 16 October 1999. Prime Ministers of&grad countries agreed upon the
“need to create a common Fund to support cults@éntific and promotional projects in
which all four countries participate” (Jagoniki (Ed.), 2006, p. 46) and Bratislava was
chosen as its headquarters. “The main idea behséM was to complement the external
dimension of cooperation with concrete activitieghe internal sphere...Furthermore, the
IVF has been perceived as an important tool forefosy and strengthening the incursion
of VG cooperation into the civic domain and puldwareness.” (Dangerfield, 2008, p.
645) An official agreement establishing the IVF v&gned and the first meeting of the
highest body of the IVF — Conference of Ministefg=oreign Affairs — was held in $in
(Czech Republic) on 9 June 2000. It has a statugterinational organization.

One should realize that the Fund is an executikejgminantly bureaucratic body, not a
policy-making agency which could or should set dlgenda of the Visegrad co-operation.
Nevertheless, although not being “a brain” of thisegrad regional team work, it has
become an irreplaceable segment of the Visegradg@&@onstruction. The IVF has been
the only permanent Visegrad institution, and thly @me putting “into practice what the

V4 has prepared in theory” (Activities of the Czéutesidency, 2008).

Governing bodies of the Fund are the ConferenceMiviisters of Foreign Affair€
(hereinafter the Conference of MFA) and the Countihmbassadorfé. The executive

body is the Executive DirectSrtogether with his/ her Deputy It is a custom that the

1t is the IVF supreme body. Presidency held by oh¢he MFAs rotates in one-year intervals in the
English alphabetical order of the names of the §figé countries. The President schedules place atiedod
the Conference session, at least once a year. dhée@nce of MFA determines the amounts of annual
contributions, approves annual and long term plagarding activities of the Fund, Rules of Procedair
the Secretariat and of the Council of Ambassadmrdget of the IVF and its clearance, rules goveyitire
use of financial means of the Fund, as well as anstatements presented by the Council of Ambassado
(Statute of the IVF, 2000)

It is composed of Ambassadors of the V4 count@esredited to the head of the state whose
plenipotentiary is presiding over the ConferenceMffA, plus a plenipotentiary of this state holding
presidency. The Ambassadors meet at least oncg sikemonths. They prepare drafts of the IVF budget
programs of the Fund’s activities, report on thditization and implementation in the previous yead
submit them for approval to the Conference of MPAditionally, they propose programs and documeats f
sessions of the Conference of MFA, lay down bindijngdelines for the Executive Director’s and hisf h
Deputy’s activity, as well as rules governing thegaration, acceptance and implementation of pi®jec
submitted to the Fund. It can amend the Rules of¢€ture of the Secretariat. (Ibid.)

8 He/ she heads the Secretariat, represents the Burasponsible for implementation of its objeesiyand
participates in sessions of the Council of Ambasea@s an advisory capacity (informs about the Fund
activities, prepares annual statements and cleamafritie IVF budget). (Ibid.)
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Executive Director and the Deputy Executive Direatecumbent simultaneously comes
from two different Visegrad countries. The admirasve body of the Fund is the
Secretaridf. The official language used is English. (Statdtthe IVF, 2000)

As each Visegrad government subsidizes IVF withettpeal sum of money, there is a rule
of distributing roughly even rate of approved fingh contributions to projects among the
applicants from the four countrfés According to Ji Sykora; in charge of V4 Public
Relations, Public Relations of the Fund and ViségraProgram co-ordination; an
underlying philosophy or a reason is to give taygoa of the V4 countries the share they
participate in the IVF budget composition back go@al communication, 23 July 2009).
Therefore, some observers’ suggestions that it dvdd worthy to consider whether
following this rule is not contra-productive as aeds preferring projects of a lower quality
to superior ones (Bilk & Strazay, 2006, p. 23) will most likely not finbacking for
realization. Similarly, if for example Slovakia rged re-counting sum of money put into
the IVF budget on the per capita basis, it wouldehi@ be ready to accept a re-distribution

of power/ re-counting of votes within the Grouglet same time.

Contributions of individual countries to the Fundvl had an increasing tendency over
time. The difference between the first annual budwed the current one is striking.
Initially, each government released EUR 250 00GHerFund’s purposes, thus comprising
its very first EUR 1 million budget. In 2009 inddual countries’ contributions amounted
to EUR 1.25 million. A total annual budget for aay010 is EUR 6 million, composed of
equal EUR 1.5 million contributions of the CzechpRllic, Hungary, Poland and the
Slovak Republic. Growing annual Visegrad countriggbsidies to the Fund as well as
accumulative interest in grants offefédestify to the importance the V4 governments
constantly attach to the activities of the IVF aoda rising popularity among public.

Thanks to the Fund, year after year, more and npoogects of co-operation at the

" Each contracting party has the right to nomin&eoiwn candidate for the position of the Executive
Director and the Deputy Executive Director. Theg appointed by the Conference of MFA. The term of
their office is three years, it can be renewed olbéd.)

8 It provides assistance to sessions of the Cowficdmbassadors and of the Conference of MFA (ibid.)
Ten people altogether led by the Executive Diredod his/ her Deputy (Project Managers, Project
Controllers, Public Relations Officer, Financial Mager, Secretaries) work at the IVF Secretariatearstire
overall functioning of the Fund.

81 See the Appendix 3. Moreover, financial suppoegliscated to non-Visegrad countries as well asdate
has been growing (from roughly 3% in 2005 to 1692008).

8 Number of applicants (in all grant schemes) hageimsed. See the Appendix 4.
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Visegrad level (but also spanning the borders efftiur Visegrad countries) submitted by

various subjects have been realized.

The IVF has been flourishing because of working maacsm relatively independent of
political debates within the VG (Rusnak, 2004, p.This has been proven several times,
for example during the V4 internal crisis early 2002, caused by the attempt of re-
opening of the BeneS Decrees (ibid.), and morentgcan August-September 2009 when
Hungarian-Slovak political communication was brough the boil again due to the
disputes over the Slovak language law and the placontroversial visit of the Hungarian
President in Komarno, a town in southern Slovakia.

3.2 Practical contribution of the Visegrad Four coeperation since the Visegrad
countries entered the EU

As one may see from the observations on the leviektitutionalisation and distribution of

power within the VG, there have been enough oppdrés for discussing and working on
a development of the co-operation in the V4 forniis part of the chapter is to give an
answer to the question how they have been utilareticonverted into tangible results for
more than five last years. The objective is to @nésn overview of practical contribution
of actions initiated or put into practice thanksthe purposeful co-operation of the V4
governments’ or public entities’ representativegsithe four states entered the EU.

3.2.1 International Visegrad Fund

The Fund’'s purpose is to enhance “development ofetl co-operation among V4

countries (and other countries) through the suppbrtommon cultural, scientific and

educational projects, youth exchanges, cross-boptejects and tourism promotion”

8 Although the Fund may be dissolved exclusivelyabynanimous decision of the Conference of MFA
(subject to a prior consent of the participatingrnies), it is easy for each country individuatywithdraw
from the Fund. It may do so at any time. If a coyntithdraws, its membership will be terminated ltvee
months (Statute of the IVF, 2000).
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("About us," n.d., para. &) to create and anchor a sense of Visegrad togetsernd to
promote “common presentation of the States of tbeti@cting Parties in third countries”
(Statute of the IVF, 2000). It provides financimgdctivities of non-governmental entities,
municipalities, schools and universities, as well @ivate companies and individual
citizens (from the Visegrad, and gradually also enand more other than Visegrad
countrie§® through several grant schedfes‘thus significantly promoting the civic
dimension of Visegrad cooperation. The Fund alsmtgrindividual scholarships and artist
residencies which contribute to the exchange ofwsien the V4 region and the
neighbouring countries.” ("The Structure," n.d.rgp&) Generally, “the basic principle of
the Fund is to support projects involving at leasee (or better, all four) countries of the
Visegrad Group” (Jagodzski, In Jagodziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 213) and implementation of
the projects co-financed by the IVF usually affeither wide public or certain categories
of people (interest groups, specialists in varibekls, etc.) in more V4 countries. Thus,
the Fund helps to build social and inter-institnébpartnerships and networks, to establish
people-to-people contacts and relations within\tieeegrad region as well as between the

Visegrad region and non-Visegrad counffies

» Standard Grants
Standard Grants have been promoted since the eginriing of the IVF existence. Areas
supported through the Standard Grants are as fellawltural co-operation, scientific
exchange and research, education, youth exchangss-lborder co-operation and
promotion tourism; albeit practically any field activity of the society can be embraced in
these officially set fields of collaboration (spestents, ecology seminars, sightseeing trips
for pupils, etc.). ("Small Grants/Standard Grantsd., para. 1) “With the exception of

cross-border cooperation, entities from at leaseehVisegrad...countries...must be

8 “In early stages there was a trend that the fungbpsrted mostly education and culture
projects...Applicants from the field of education andture still prevail but the number of scientificojects

is growing... The support for environmental activities is, asllwamong...priorities... Environmental
projects have always had their support since thmtcies are in the same space and indeed are tiyisgive
very similar problems.” (Vagner, In Balogova, 20097)

8 “especially but not exclusively non-EU member esain Eastern Europe, the Western Balkans and the
South Caucasus” ("About us," n.d., para. 2)

% See the actual overview in the Appendix 5

87 “The accession of the Czech Republic, Hungaryambland Slovakia to the European Union to a certain
extent changed the principles on which the Intéonat Visegrad Fund works, which opened the door fo
applicants from other countries as well. Since 20@4titutions and organizations from all EU member
states...can apply for a grant under the same conditi(Jagodziski, In Jagod4iski (Ed.), 2006, p. 213) -
they have to find project partners from at leasi W4 countries, depending on the type of the gramd the
subject matter of the project has to be somehoateelto the VG region (ibid.).
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involved (e.g. a V4 organizer + at least two V4tpars)” in the project realization (ibid.
para. 2), however, “it is advised...to include parsngom all V4 countries” (ibid.). Any
organization or individual in the world (except legldirectly financed from state budgets)
“is eligible for the funding provided that the posed project has ‘Visegrad' features”
(ibid.). Every year there are two deadlines formsiiting projects within the Standard
Grants scheme, in March and in September. The sguired must not represent more
than 50% of total project costs and it has to beenivan EUR 5000, i.e. EUR 5001 at least
(this limit has been changed only recently, inghst it used to be EUR 4001 at least. Time
frame for utilizing the Standard Grant must noteeatwelve months.

* Small Grants

Small Grants have been offered since 2002. Thesavé@o-operation granted and the
eligibility criteria are the same as within the i8tard Grants. Differences can be seen in
frequency of calls for proposals open, amount péricial subsidy and time frame for
implementing projects. There are four deadlinesafgplying for the Small Grant annually
- in March, June, September and December. Nowadasgstees of the Small Grants may
ask for a support up to EUR 5000 that must not covare than 50% of the total project
budget. The grant has to be spent within a peri@ixanonths.

The IVF web site contains lists of approved prgegctot only of those subsidized by the
Standard and Small Grants) and a database of @dteatorganizing project partners that
might be helpful for interested persons and institis in preparing and submitting their

project for the first time.

« Visegrad Strategic Program

The Visegrad Strategic Program (VStP) was estaddish 2005 to support implementation
of important long-term projects of strategic impmte for the Visegrad Group (Rules of
Preparation, 2010). Although priority orientatidos the VStP are defined annually by the
four MFAs, reflecting priorities of particular VGrgsidency (ibid.); in order to ensure
continuity, for instance three out of the four VS§tRorities have been the same in 2008,
2009 and 2010 - sharing V4 know-how with neighbiogitiegions, good governance in the
public sector, and the V4 promotion targeted asimgi awareness of the Visegrad co-
operation. In addition to these, creating bettendttions for scientific research,

environmentally-friendly motif of building a “greeviisegrad”, and Roma inclusion have
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occurred among priority goals of the VStP in theerd years. Grantees (both from
Visegrad as well as non-Visegrad countries) haveotorganize the project with partners
from all other VG countries, within a given timeafne which is 12-36 months (ibid).
Projects within the VStP can be supported by thedFup to 50% of total project costs
(ibid.).

« Visegrad Scholarship Program
The IVF “offers Master's and Post-Master's schoigss awarded to selected scholars for
periods of 1 or 2 semesters (with the exceptiomMaskter's scholarships within the In-
Coming scheme where 1- to 4-semester scholarshaps be awarded)” ("Visegrad
Scholarship Program,” n.d., para. 1), thus “tolifiate academic exchanges...among the
specified countries” (Rules, 2068) Moreover, the Visegrad Scholarship Program (VSP)
benefits not only individuals (young students aedearchers) but also universities and
institutions of academies of sciences receivingeaegous financial subsidy for hosting

them.

The decision to establish the VSP was made by th&dfeign Ministers in 2002 and has
been effective since 2003. So-called Intra-Visegnad Out-Going scholarships have been
available since the very beginning, i.e. sinceabademic year 2003/2004. Intra-Visegrad
scholarships have been directed at “scholars cofnarg one of the V4 countries...who
plan to study in any V4 country other than that tbéir citizenship (at accredited
universities or institutes of the respective naloscademies of sciences)” (ibid. para. 7).
They have operated in favour of development of se¥iad consciousness or a feeling of
regional partnership (BRilk & Strazay, 2006, p. 29) among young scholarsmftbe V4.
The first Out-Going scholarships were initially eféd to postgraduate students from VG
countries going to study outside of the Visegragla®, particularly in Western countries
(Vagner, In Balogova, 2009, p. 2) in the academgary 2003/2004 and 2004/2005.
Following the accession of the Four to the EU, agon of the Out-Going scholarships
has shifted to the East and South-East Europe. @6 on, Czech, Hungarian, Polish
and Slovak “outstanding students or Master's detnaders” ("Visegrad Scholarship
Program,” n.d., para. 9) have been allowed to afplgranting their study or a research
stay in one of the following countries: Albania,enia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and

8 “The country of citizenship shall be differentrinche host country.” (Ibid.)
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Herzegovina, Croatia, Former Yugoslav Republic ohckdonia (FYROM), Georgia,
Kosovo, Moldova, Montenegro, Serbia and Ukrainethini the Out-Going scholarship

program.

In 2004 the scope of the VSP was extended to iechadcalled In-Coming scholarships.
In the academic year 2004/2005, citizens of Belafti®atia, Montenegro, Romania,
Russia, Serbia and Ukraine (Jagadki, In JagodZiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 213) were provided
with an opportunity to spend part of their studigsaccredited universities or institutes of
the respective national academies of sciences inchtries” ("Visegrad Scholarship
Program,” n.d., para. 12). With changing circumstaii and priorities of the VG and thus
of the IVF; target countries of the In-Coming s@rships have been re-set as well.
Nowadays, interested students from Albania, ArmeAerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia, FYROM, Georgia, Kosovo, Maeigo Montenegro, Russian
Federation, Serbia and Ukraine are eligible apptea/Nithin the In-Coming scholarships,
special programs were founded for Ukrainian andaslian students and researchers (the
former in 2005, the latter in 2009). Owing to thgpecific value, they are elaborated into
more detail thereinafter, in the part devoted t® Yhsegrad Group’s involvement in the
Europeanization processes. So isWsegrad+ Programwhich started up in 2008.

« Visegrad Artist Residency Program
The Visegrad Artists Residency Program (VARP) waraved in 2006 and since 2007 it
has benefited artists and authors by “facilitatamyy exchanges for applicants who are
citizens of the Visegrad...countries” ("Visegrad AttResidency Program," n.d., para. 1)
and giving them a chance to seek inspiration, kedgé and contacts; and to compose

their pieces in a new environment during the threeth artist residency).

* Visegrad University Studies Grant
The Visegrad University Studies Grant (VUSG) isigiesd to promote launching and
development of distinctive “university courses tudy programs (i.e. degree programs)
that deal with...phenomena explicitly related to Yheegrad Group countries” ("Visegrad

University Studies Grant,” n.d., para. 1) and “taultigate...inter-university

8 for example Romania and Bulgaria entering the EU
% you can find a gallery containing selected woneated within projects financed from the VARP oa th
IVF website:_http://www.visegradfund.org/galleryniit
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cooperation...particularly but not exclusively in tls®cial studies and humanities”
(International Visegrad Fund welcomes, 2009). SiBa088 the grant program has been
accessible to any public or private university depant, faculty or school in the world

("Visegrad University Studies Grant,” n.d., para.2) able to document a syllabus/
curriculum for such a course/ program, confirm ptanned long-term enrolment (ibid.

para. 2) and “to secure at least two relevant deesirers from two different V4 countries
(other than that of the applicant)” (Internationdkegrad Fund welcomes, 2009). The
amount of support is EUR 15,000 for each selectadse and EUR 50,000 for every

degree program awarded ("Visegrad University Ssu@eant,” n.d., para. 2).

In order to raise awareness about its achievenagatpossibilities it has been offering, the
IVF has developed various promotional activities, ihstance presentations in recipient
countries. In addition, during the Polish preside®©08/2009 the Fund’'s grants and
scholarships were officially presented to EU padnea Brussels for the first time at a
conference on the EU scholarship system addre¥¢exjern Balkans countries (Executive
Report, 2009, p. 2).

In 2010 the IVF is celebrating a significant anmsagy. It will have been ten years since
the Fund started its operation. “The majority o #vents supported by the Fund would
probably never have happened without its help, evthie rest would have been organized
on far smaller scale.” (Jagodzki, In Jagod4iski (Ed.), 2006, p. 213) Moreover, the IVF
with its sponsorship of “cultural, scientific andueational projects, exchanges between
young people, cross-border cooperation and toupissmotion, is a very good example of
the regional dimension reinforcing initiatives dtet European level” (Barrosso, In
Jagodaziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 185).

The functioning of the IVF and its outcomes arerese impressive that sometimes those
who have been acquainted with the Fund stop diffexeng between the Visegrad Group
and the Fund. They somehow forget that it is thiciaf regional co-operation of
representatives of governments and public admatistrs at the level of the V4 “behind
the scene”, not the IVF per se, which is respogrsibt existence of the programs helping
to realize so many valuable ideas, and to whicly thee thanks for supporting their

projects. A telling example is a sentence in ongliegtion for a grant submitted to the
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Fund which | found by accident during my internslapthe IVF: “The purpose is a
popularization of traditional jazz among the staibthe Visegrad Fund”. In fact, there are
no states of the Visegrad Fund, but of the Vise@ealip.

3.2.2 Visegrad Group’s participation in the Europeaization/ EU-ization

The Visegrad countries share a natural geographitarest in widening of common rules
of the EU behind the EU frontiers (Bik & Strazay, 2006, p. 24), thus in the
Europeanization, or, the EU-peization/ EU-izatianis it used by some authors (Ben
Bil¢ik, Duleba, & Najslova, 2008, p. 53; Solioz, 2009,7) due to the notorious disputes
over what is and what is not “Europe”. However,itleuropeanization efforts aimed at
neighbouring East and South-East European regindsaaithe South Caucasus area to a
certain extent as well have not been co-ordinatédiwthe V4 framework. The only
tangible exceptions of the V4 common activities/sgy to the purpose of Europeanization
of countries outside the EU can be found again gtbe activities of the International

Visegrad Fund.

e Scholarships

Within the scholarships offered by the IVF, Visadrin-Coming Scholarship Program
(since 2004} together with special Scholarship Program for iiem students (since

2005) and Scholarship Program for Belarusian stisdemce 2009have played a role in

Europeanization “by widening the horizons of thetrgeneration of leaders/intelligentsia”
(Dangerfield, 2009, p. 12). They have been enaldifigw of young scholars between the
VG member states (being the EU member states ataime time) and non-EU member
states; and a dissemination of knowledge and irdtion about the VG and the EU, inter
alia. These scholarships are supposed to allowestscht the Master’'s or PhD-level and
researchers from East European, Western Balkangh S@aucasus countries and from
Russia to spend part of their university studiegooconduct a part of their research in
Visegrad countries and later bring their experieriaeowledge or even some kind of

know-how back home to be able to tackle the probléme V4 countries have been forced

%1 Students from Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, BetafBosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Georgia, Kosovo
FYROM, Moldova, Montenegro, Russian FederationpBeand Ukraine are eligible applicants for the In-
Coming scholarships.
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to tackle alike in recent past (Report on Actiatief the Czech Presidency, 2004).
Interestingly, “more Ukrainians receive scholarshipnded by the Visegrad Fdtr.than
by the rest of the EU put together” (Kucharczyk &vitt, 2008, p. 21).

Presenting the purpose of In-Coming, Ukrainian Bethrusian scholarships in a way that
they have been designed to allow students and rotma from the non-EU member
countries to experience studying and living in #&¥d, bring knowledge and findings
gained to their homeland and use them for solvimgia problems the VG countries have
been faced with, to be able to improve situatiosame particulars of their public and civil
sectors and import new information, norms and tinigkmay create an impression that
only scholars in the fields of political sciencepromics, international relations, public
policy, and other similar branches potentially hdaen eligible applicants. However,
currently this is not the case. There has beenimiation on the applicants’ study or
research specialization for the last couple of ye&xcept the students of social and
political sciences; students of chemistry, matha@wsatiterature, linguistics, informatics,
etc. have also been granted the scholarships. ®mwrie hand, it is definitely useful to
provide students of natural sciences and othatdiglentioned with the opportunity to get
acquainted with different approaches and infornmatedated to their specialization as well.
On the other hand, it is legitimate to doubt theiftgpeanization impact” in case of such
types of professional orientations of those stughyon doing research in the V4 countries
because these stays have hardly contributed tulilenent of the In-Coming, Ukrainian
and Belarusian scholarships aim — “that the stiedeztirn home...and use what they have
learned to improve the state administration or o#reas of public life in their home

country” (Stankova, 2009a, p. 5).

At the launch of the Visegrad Scholarship Programthie academic year 2003/2004,
Europeanization was promoted in the opposite doecttowards academia of the VG
countries (D. PekarikoV IVF, e-mail communication, 3 February 2010). Sithim the
Out-Going scholarships, Visegrad scholars were sefite educated in Western Europe
and “Europeanized”. Only those focusing on Europedegration, law, and other EU-
related branches in their studies and surveys Wweneg eligible applicants. The same

%2 for the most part from the International VisegFachd
% Dana Pekarikova has been working at the IVF asragr®n Manager in charge of the Visegrad
Scholarship Program, Visegrad Artist Residency Rnogand Visegrad University Studies Grant.
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requirements were defined at the IVF website ferftbld orientation of students from the
V4 willing to apply for the Out-Going scholarshipsthe academic years 2004/2005 and
2005/2006. In-Coming scholarships run by the IMi€s8i2004 have been opened to studies
on Central Europe. In the academic year 2006/26@7visegrad Scholarship Programs
were opened to applicants from any fields of stsidi¢owever, the priority was given to
scholars with the following scope: A) Intra-Visedr&cholarships - Visegrad studies; B)
In-Coming Scholarships - Studies on Central Eur@)eikrainian Scholarship Program -
Enhancing the Region’s Competitiveness. Since thi@re has not been any precedence
over the applicants’ study or research speciabnator, it has not been strictly reviewed
when deciding on applicants to be supported, thabghapplicant’s focus on a problem
present in his/ her homeland might have improveainchs of success. (D. Pekarikova,
IVF, e-mail communication, 3 February 2010) HoweVeis possible that the scope of the

scholarships will be directed purely at politicablesocial sciences again in the future.

“So the exchanges between young people fundedéjyntiernational Visegrad Fund can
be seen as...example of action at the regional ldvettly complementing efforts at the
EU level in the fields of education, culture, aciship and young policy.” (Barrosso, In
Jagodaziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 185) Despite the likelihoodtthéter coming back from the

study or research stay, not all scholars have endead to present new incentives in their
workplaces, public or civil life, or to contributgth their knowledge and experience to the
adjustment of certain standards, norms or rulesl waltheir homeland to those applied in
the EU; they have gotten in touch with differenbmamic, political, social circumstances,
policy styles, opportunities, etc. at least. Thegvéh become potential initiators and

promoters of the Europeanization behind the EUtfeos.

» Visegrad+ Program (Flexible Fund)

The Visegrad+ Program (sometimes called the Flextoind) was launched in 2008 (when
the first call for proposals was announced) “whk goal of maintaining the pro-European
orientation” ("The International Visegrad Fund,dn.para. 4) in selected countries.
Although it is by definition “a grant program credtto administer and finance projects
which contribute to the democratization and tramsfion processes in relevant countries
and regions” ("Regulations for," n.d., Art. 1), osieould remember that “the V4 countries
are still going through a transition in their owivilkc society sectors” (Kucharczyk &

Lovitt, 2008, p. 23) as well as in their public s@s. In addition, is the EU; whose formal
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and informal norms, standards (institutional, le¢g@thnical, etc.), “ways of doing things”
(Radaelli, In Featherstone & Radaelli (Eds.), 2003309) the Union and its members
have been trying to spread to the neighbouringtoeies; democratic? Hence | would
rather not use the term “democratisation” in respefcthe Visegrad+ Program and
generally of the Group’s influence over transformratprocesses in non-EU member
states.

A person or an organization is eligible to applyfinancial support of a project within the
Visegrad+ Program scheme, provided the project dtdmnentails a co-operation of at
least two entities from the two different Visegi@ddup countries ("Regulations for," n.d.,
Art. 5). “Unless stipulated otherwise in the contrahe project will be financed by the
Fund up to 100% of the total project costs” and“time frame for the projects is up to 3
years” (ibid. Art. 8, 9).

The first beneficiary of the Visegrad+ Program vigedarus with a project focusing on
media promotion of the IVF scholarships and suppbrseveral independent Belarusian
newspapers before the parliamentary elections lar8g in September 2008, funded by
EUR 80 000. There have been three calls for prapegthin the Program published so far
and they have only been addressed to Belarus ahthSBut Georgia, Ukraine and some
other non-EU member countries are potential belaeifes during next presidencies of the
V4 because deciding on the target countries dependpriorities of the concrete VG

presidency and the Group’s foreign policy priostids regards a focus of projects within
the Visegrad+ Program, for instance areas contamétk last call for proposals (with the
deadline in October 2009) aimed at sharing expeei@i the VG countries with the target
ones were as follows: reforms in the educationesydicall for Belarus); challenges of the
European integration of V4 countries (call for Saypbcivil society and political parties

(call for Serbia). (J. Sykora, IVF, e-mail commuation, 2 February 2010;

www.visegradfund.org Thus, by combining the VG priorities with the dse of

% The “EU’s democracy deficit” is a huge topic fasclission. Let me mention just one example of the E
lacking in democracy concerning the EU member statezeded in 2004 and their relation to their Easte
neighbours: “In the course of the accession prodies then candidates brought their visa regimas an
foreign trade relations with the East European tieesin line with EU requirements having, naturatio
meet the membership conditions, not so much taudsthem. The very fact that the new member states
responsible for implementing policies and programrmdeveloped without their participation, represemts
challenge to ‘democratic political legitimacy’ pge.” (Duleba, 2007, p. 7)
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beneficiary countries, this program has been foggeihe Europeanization process in the
Union’s neighbourhood.

* Visegrad+ instrument
Not only the scholarships and the Visegrad+ Prograntioned above, but almost all the
grants offered by the IVF (Small, Standard, Strateégisegrad University Studies Grant;
with the exception of the Visegrad Artist Residerggram) are available for applicants
from other, non-Visegrad countries as well; thupliapble (and applied in fact) within a
so-called Visegrad+ (policy) instrument which isedied at the co-operation of individuals
and organizations from the Visegrad region with-autVisegrad partners (most of all
from the East and South-East Europe but also frarsti#)?® There is a condition that a
non-Visegrad grantee has to co-organize the proyebtat least two other partners from
different V4 countries. This ensures a larger regicscope of the co-operation and its
impact. The Visegrad+ instrument which has enalgie@erganizing of various projects
(mainly in the realm of culture, education and agsk) and meetings of high political
representatives in the V4+ format has become attmoNG governments have used for
participating in the Europeanization processeshnterritories of the EU neighbourhood.
Visegrad Summer School (introduced thereinaftetgnalied by young people not only
from the Visegrad countries but from the South @aus region, Belarus, Ukraine,
Romania, Kosovo, etc. as well, is also an examplapplying the Visegrad+ instrument.
The fact that a share in the IVF budget distributedon-Visegrad recipients has increased
since the establishment of the Fund and to datedehed almost 20% of the total IVF

financial spending on grants and scholarships daomomitted.

3.2.3 Contributing to the advancement of sciencegesearch, youth training and

education within the region

Science and research belong to the branches heglclyuraged by the Group and its Fund.
Scholarships and many nonrecurring projects impigeate thanks to the IVF grant

schemes have contributed to the development ohtsfote and research co-operation

% An example of the Visegrad+ project financed by MF is a program of co-operation between medium-
sized Ukrainian and Visegrad cities (Stindl, In@dmaski (Ed.), 2006, p. 100) submitted by the Institote
Society Transformation in Kyiv.
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among individuals and organizations at the V4 I€wedluding conferences, competitions,
common publications, etc.). Except that, a few atipg as well as continuous actions
offering additional possibilities for realizationédadvancement of potential of academia in
the Visegrad countries (including young people) ehamerged and gradually acquired
attention of governmental representatives followsd their consequent approval for
financial support from the IVF budget:

* The Visegrad Group of Academies

Networking and collaboration of Academies of Scesm the V4 countries (Academy of
Sciences of the Czech Republic, Hungarian Academ@octences, Polish Academy of
Sciences and Slovak Academy of Sciences) wasuhsetialised in 2000 and labelled “The
Visegrad Group of Academies”. Delegations of VisejgrAcademies of Sciences
(hereinafter VASshave met (on a rotation basis in order Slovakiandduy, Poland and
the Czech Republic) twice a year until 2005 whenrtbmber of meetings was reduced to
one meeting yearly. In the period of concern fas thesis, i.e. following the Visegrad
countries’ entry to the EU, the VASs established Emglish electronic database of
abstracts of articles and reviews called “Centnaogean Journal of Social Sciences and
Humanities” in October 2004; they have awardedtantiing young researchers with the
“Visegrad Group Academies Young Researcher Awandes2005; organized scientific
conferences, summer schools and training programgdung scientists; developed co-
operation with other scientific bodies (for instarfoom Austria and the United Kingdom);
co-operated when participating in activities ofemmational scientific organisations,
running both at European and worldwide scale; thaye jointly applied for financial
support for several research projects and impleedetitem together; launched its website

in 2007 (http://v4.avcr.el/ etc. These and other common activities stimagatand

allowing scientific and research co-operation amovigegrad countries have been
financed by the VASs themselves and by the IVF al§ \ihttp://v4.avcr.eu/history.php

e Central European Journal of Social Sciences and Huamities
The “Central European Journal of Social Sciences lmnmanities” (hereinafter CEJSH)
was launched in October 2004 as one of the projeetiszed by the Visegrad Group of
Academies. It has been largely co-financed by YHe I'The objective was to establish an
electronic, open-access journal publishing Englbltracts of articles and reviews that
appear mostly in national languages in scientdigrpals devoted to social sciences and
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humanities in Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, &toRepublic as well as in Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, SerbiapvBhia and Ukraine” ("About the
Central European Journal,” n.d., para. 2) and twsboverview and visibility of scholarly
publications unknown even to neighbours due to rgdage barrier and a limited

circulation of many national journals (ibid.). THeEJSH database is available at the

address http://cejsh.icm.edu,@hd to date (mid-February 2010) it has offered@ress to
almost fifteen thousand abstracts published in ntloa@ two hundred scientific journals
covering disciplines such as anthropology, artsatitecture, economics, ethnology, law
and administration, media and communication, pbpdy, political sciences, psychology,
sociology, theology, etc. (see the official CEJSébsite_http://cejsh.icm.edu.plEditorial

and publishing board is composed of one editor feawh Visegrad country’s Academy of

Sciences ("About the Central European Journal,, pata. 4).

* Visegrad Group Academies Young Researcher Award
Based on the decision of the Visegrad Group of Aoads in 2004, every member
Academy of Sciences has been allowed to nominatelaureate awarded the “Visegrad
Group Academies Young Researcher Award” since 200% award consists of “a
diploma and financial means to cover the costsasfigpation in one European scientific
conference” ("Regulations of the Visegrad Group desaies," n.d., para. 10) according to
the particular winner’s preference. Young reseacfrem the V4 countries up to 35 years
and “employed by research units of the V4 Acadefr(iegl. para. 1) are eligible to apply
for the nomination within the internal competitiannounced by their national Academy of
Sciences. Thus, four researchers are awarded esmmhfgr their achievements in one
scientific field set by the VASs (2005 — Social Swes and Humanities; 2006 — Structural
and Evolutionary Biology; 2007 — Physical Sciencel @Astronomy; 2008 — History,
Archaeology and Ethnography; 2009 — Neuroscienoesralated behavioural sciences).

(http://v4.avcr.eu/awards.php

Furthermore, except the IVF scholarships, Visegkdist Residency Program, Visegrad
University Studies Grant and projects once suppdoiethe Fund; several yet traditional
activities promoting Visegrad regional collaboratio the field of education and training,
whether granted by the IVF occasionally or regylariade further worthy contributions to

ambitious young people in the V4 countries:
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e “Olympic Hopes” tournament
An “initiative to integrate young people from neighbouring coestriExecutive Report,
2009, p. 16) and “a separate field of V4 countrgsorts-related co-operation is that of a
system of ‘Olympic Hopes’ competitions for giftedung athletes, resulting from the
memorandum of co-operatiagigned in 1994 in Zakopane” (ibid.) by the VG coiet.
The tournament organized once a year has beenvisgrtby the committee composed of
representatives of respective Ministries and Olyn@ommittees of the Visegrad countries
(2009/2010 Hungarian Presidency, 2009). The coremitas held annual meetings “in one
of the member states to discuss reports draftéalWolg the given year'sournaments, and
to approve the event agenda for the upcoming y@at&cutive Report, 2009, p. 16). The
Olympic Hopessystem has enabled “youathletes to participate in competitions abroad
in order to expand their experience in aahtact with international tournaments” (ibid.),
so to test their sport performances and compane timst with competitors within the
region, before finding themselves at major intdomatl sporting events. | have not found

any evidence it has been co-financed by the IVF.

* Visegrad Youth Association
A broader youth platform co-ordinated in the Vanfiework is represented by the Visegrad
Youth Association (hereinafter VYA). It was estabked by twelve youth organizations
from V4 countries in 2005 (Minarik, 2005), refegirito the tradition of the Visegrad
Youth Confederation — coalition of youth organiea8 from the V4 countries which
started their cooperation in 2001” ("Visegrad Youthsociation," n.d., para. 2). It is a
politically neutral international NGO uniting youttodies and individuals from the VG
countries ("Visegrad Youth Association,"” n.d., paka The official language used within

the scope of the VYA performance is English.

Annual Visegrad Youth Conferences, the major evenganized by the VYC and VYA
later on, have taken place in the Visegrad couninerotation from 2001 till 2007 under
the auspices of VG’s Ministers of Foreign Affairgttw support of the IVF and the
European Commission (Minarik, 2005). They have baeoompanied by workshops,
lectures and seminars enabling exchange of experi@nd development of practical skills
in the realm of NGO management, fundraising, apglyior and administering the EU
structural funds, etc. Depending on a scope ofptiréicular Conference, ambassadors of
the VG countries, representatives of the MFAs atiteroMinistries have attended the
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Conferences and given speeches to the young aedmmthe issues discussed. Since the
seventh Visegrad Youth Conference in Banska BysiricApril 2007, | have not found a

notion of any further Conferences, and the VYA wieb@vww.visegradyouth.ojghas not

been probably updated since 2006. Nevertheless, beramof the VYA (i.e. non-
governmental, mostly youth organizations, speaalianiversity centres and departments,
as well as individuals - “students, graduates, gounofessionals and NGO leaders”
(Lejman, 2005) from the V4 countries) and “obsesvBom other European countries”
(ibid.) (for example Bulgaria, Romania or Croatmady have took a lot from participation
in the Conferences and other VYA doings strengtigmegional co-operation of active

young people and organizations.

* Visegrad Summer School

Likewise the Visegrad Youth Conferences, also tieey§rad Summer School (VSS) - a
two-week interdisciplinary educational program s leeen organized on the annual basis
by the Villa Decius Association in Krakow every ylgince 2002. The VSS has provided
students, graduates, PhD. researchers, NGO leadersyith an opportunity to discuss and
form opinions on current political, social, secyrgéconomic, and cultural issues (Kubasek,
In Jagodaiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 156) “and challenges relevarthe Visegrad Group region,
the European Union and the CEE countries” ("Viseédgammer School 2009", n.d., para.
1) in company with Ambassadors, “recognized acadgnpolitical analysts, journalists
and other regional experts” (Stankova, 2009b, {. Every year about fifty active young
people coming mostly from Visegrad, but also frormsEand South-East European
countries (ibid.), studying or working in the fietd international relations, public policy,
political science, European studies, law, economstxiology, journalism and other
corresponding disciplines have been selected tbcymate in the VSS. During the two

weeks, they have attended lectures and workshtymyy gisits and some cultural program.

The VSS *had its eights edition in 2009, and ashsperhaps deserves the status of a
traditional event” (ibid.). It has gained a contis financial support of the Fund, Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Poland andesl private sponsors. This youth- and
education-oriented co-operation has created aerteltive learning space” (Kubasek, In
Jagodaziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 156) for young people with agmdial to influence or become

% For instance, in 2009 participants have dealt \ititle missile defence system in Poland and the I€zec
Republic, the introduction of the European singleency in Slovakia,” etc. (Stankovéa, 2009b, p. 5).

55



political, cultural, economic or other professiorétes of their countries in the near future
("Visegrad Summer School 2009", n.d., para'1).

“The Visegrad phenomenon has also inspired othathyoivic groups such as the Civil-
Democratic Youth in Slovakia, which has convenedetings of representatives of
politically active youth of V4 conservative parties.Jagello 2000, which holds student
debates on defence and security issues followiagritembership of the V4 countries in
NATO” (Kubasek, In Jagodaski (Ed.), 2006, p. 157), and many others.

3.2.4 Cultural co-operation of the V4 countries

Cultural interactivity within the Visegrad regioisa belongs to the areas widely promoted
by the IVF. The following are projects persistergjyonsored by the IVF, highlighted in
primary and secondary sources and touching a latgkence; plus one art historian
information network not co-financed by the Fundhéive not found any notion of such
sponsorship) but provided by public institutiongnfr the V4 countries. (There have been
plenty of common Visegrad-level projects on literat theatre, fine arts, muSiand other
branches of culture. However, most of them haveimailved patronage or participation
of V4 governmental or other public structures; Inithave many of them succeeded in

receiving a financial injection from the IVF mofeah once.)

* Visegrad Days
A tradition of organizing so-called Visegrad DapskoSice every year (regularly granted
by the IVF) has been maintained after the V4 coesitiaccession to the EU. It is a two-
month cultural festival of “theatre, music and few” (Experts’ Report on the approved or
implemented projects, 2010) produced by authorsaatists from the Visegrad countries.
This series of exhibitions, concerts and theatréopmances has been aimed at spreading
of a feeling of togetherness or fellowship and poting inter-cultural dialogue among

Visegrad citizens and artists ("O festivale," npéta. 4).

97 Useful information related to the VSS and somepoist of previous editions can be found at:
http://www.villa.org.pl/e_index.phpyww.visegradsummerschool.otgvww.visegradsummerschool.eu

% Interesting example is “a Slovak-Czech-Polish-Harian ensemble” (Uhrikova, 2009, p. 8) of four
violoncellists established in 2005 under a labelégrad Cello Quartet. It has regularly sold outceonhalls
throughout the Central Europe, contributed “to faarise local audiences with contemporary classicasic

in V4 countries” (ibid.), become a symbolic expieaof a musical dimension of the VG co-operation.
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* International Visegrad Prize
Since 2005, outstanding achievements of individwald legal entities in developing
cultural co-operation of the VG countries during threvious four years have been
annually awarded the International Visegrad Pr&®ttes of the International Visegrad
Prize, 2004), also known as Visegrad Cultural P{imzeinafter the Prize). Statutes of the
Prize were adopted by V4 Ministers of Culture invember 2004, based on the
recommendation of Visegrad Prime Ministers. Excajploma and badge, an awarded
receives financial acknowledgement of EUR 20 00Ceast, withdrawn from the annual
budget of the IVF (ibid.). Nominations are made thg V4 Ministries of Culture (one
nomination per country) and the winner is choseth gimen the Prize by the Ministers of
Culture (ibid.)® Thanks to the Prize, promoters of cultural co-afien in the Visegrad
region have been appreciated morally as well asenadly and this might serve as a
motivating factor for those involved in the cultulife to make the effort to develop such a

co-operation further on.

» Literary Anthology of Visegrad 4 Countries
Another project approved by Four’s Ministers of @Qu in January 2007 has been aimed
at the propagation of the Visegrad literature. @eration of editors from the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia in selectigges of contemporary literature by
young writers from the VG countries and translatimgm into five language versions (V4
national languages and English) resulted in puligsta book — a collection of these
thirteen literary pieces called the Literary Antbgy of Visegrad 4 Countries - in autumn
2007. The book was presented at international Haok in each Visegrad country: in
November 2007 in Bratislava, in 2008 in Prague, 8&far and Budapest. In 2008, an
English-Arabic version of the Anthology (entitledh& Stories from the Heart of Europe)
was made and presented in co-operation with thetiagy Sphinx Publishing Agency and
the Alexandria Library, inter alia, in January 20@89esentations of the original editions,
financially supported by the IVF again, have beeiterated in 2009 as well. Following

their success, Spanish version and co-operation thite MERCOSUR countries on the

% The first laureate (in March 2005) was “LaszI6dg®ti — an essayist, writer and director of the igaiim
publishing house” (Jagod®ki, In Jagod#iski (Ed.), 2006, p. 215) and a co-author of thaittefound the
Visegrad library (ibid.). In 2006, International I@wal Centre in Krakow was awarded. In 2007,
International Festival THEATRE Plieaeceived the Prize for a systematic presentatfaimeatre plays by
Visegrad authors. Mr. Gyodrgy Spird, a Hungariantevri poet, historian of literature and translategas
awarded in 2008. International Visegrad Prize 2889 been recently given to Vladimir Godar, a Slovak
classical music composer and writer.
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matter is now (late February 2010) being under wision'® (Press Release, 2008;
Experts’ Report on Progress, 2009; Experts’ Reportthe approved or implemented
projects, 2010) The Literary Anthology of VisegrddCountries has not been the only
initiative allowing authors from the Visegrad regido publish their works in several
languages and helping to familiarize the publidwi@izech, Hungarian, Polish and Slovak
literature. Numerous projects supported by the ke served this purpose. For instance,
presenting young Visegrad authors on audio booksbkan granted several times or; two
digitalisation colloquiums of librarians and spdists in charge of information
technologies in respective V4 libraries were orgedi(in Banska Bystrica in 2006 and in
Brno in 2008} for the sake of experience and best practicesirghén the field of
digitalisation of libraries as a method of docunseptotection as well as of improving

public access thereto (Executive Report, 20094p 1%

* Art Historian Information from Central Europe

Art Historian Information from Central Europe (AHE} is an “internet portal run by art
lovers from the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland Stalakia” (In Jagodaski (Ed.),
2006, p. 221) providing “information about curr@vents in the domain of art history in
the Visegrad region” (ibid.) in English. It was ated by International Cultural Centre in
Krakow, in co-operation with Moravian Gallery in rigr, National Office of Cultural
Heritage in Budapest, and Department of Art Histofythe Comenius University in
Bratislava. Many galleries, cultural institutesukes of art, publishing houses, museums,
design studios, foundations, institutes belongmgriversities and academies of sciences,
monuments boards, journals and libraries have gbittee network in order to share
information on their activities. The AHICE portahd been targeted at delivering useful
and updated information on cultural, art historlated happenind®® primarily to

registered partner “institutions with a museum,eaesh, educational or publishing

1% The Literary Anthology is available (and downlohl at:_http://www.kulturpont.hu/v4anthology.pbp
http://www.litcentrum.sk/en/43139

191 The second round of the colloquium was associatidl a workshop hosting participants from non-
Visegrad countries, too.

192 The Visegrad Library project “assumed publicatidriour selected titles of the contemporary litaratof
the V4 countries each year, in all the V4 languagseswell as in French and German” (Experts’ Repart
Progress, 2009). A pilot version focused on sudsstranslations of the V4 literary pieces wasgaitdy
being realized in 2005-2006 thanks to a co-opematibpublishers in the Visegrad countries. However,
have not found any evidence of its outcomes oricoation.

193 including exhibitions, conferences, publicatiores)s for applications for cultural awards, etc.
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activity” ("What is Ahice?," n.d., para. 2), butethnformation on the portal is available
also for individuals®*

3.2.5 Advertising the Visegrad Group - interactiviy in using media

Four's states have been presented and, more implgrthave presented themselves and
the Visegrad Group collectively through mass meHbecept routine brief reports on the
V4 high-level political meetings in newspapers fboth printed and online version),
television or radio news; several websites have laeguainting their followers or random
visitors with the Visegrad reality in a sense. kwstance, by looking at any of the V4

countries’ national versions of the well-known portEurActiv’'®®

with the ending .cz/
.hu/ .pl/ .sk; one can discover that at the tofhefwebsite there are links just to the rest of
the VG member countries’ national versions of thartgd. Another example is an

economically-oriented website__http://visegrad-irtwesnts.blogspot.cotf? or one

concerning waste managem@htwith a separate section publishing news on thetevas
management somehow related to the Visegrad states:

http://wastemanagement.einnews.com/visegrad-grodpiere are surely even more

websites specifically distinguishing the Visegraegion. Moreover, numerous IVF-
sponsored websites have contributed to spread eegten of and knowledge in the
Visegrad Group from different perspectives, be théwse created ad hoc to present
projects implemented within the Fund's grant sch&ffieor those maintained and
upgraded in the long run. One of the most notablbe one interlinked with the EurActiv
portal which, inter alia, brings together inforneatifrom all of its four national versions

and includes some statistics on the V4 countrigaw.visegrad.info Last but not least, of

course, the official portals of the IVF www.visedfand.organd of the Visegrad Group

www.visegradgroup.e(flisting all major events at the Visegrad levebntaining basic

information, official documents, reports from megs, articles and analyses, useful

corresponding links, even a V4 photo gallery artdaaslator, etc.) have been constantly

1% Eor more information, see www.ahice.net
191t is devoted to the EU-related news, commentasralyses, articles, etc.
1% provided by the ITCB Consulting Ltd (economic andnagement consulting company)
197 provided by the European Internet Network
8 e.g. a website of the Visegrad Summer Film Feltivaganized in 2009 for the first time:
http://visegradfilm.com/en/
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updated®. These forms of interactivity in using media atal to advertise the V4 have

been complemented by Four’s own regional TV magazin

* TV magazine “Quartet”
Not a separate Visegrad Group’s TV channel asstheen intended to be credt@dbut a
special TV magazine has been broadcasted at nkfidvhstations of the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland and Slovakia for around last teargelt owes its existence to a
partnership of eight territorial studios of the duntries’ national TV stations (with
public legal status}' founded in 1999 (“Kvarteto,” n.d., para. 2). Thisoss-border
monthly magazine called Quartet has belonged to aingés most important activities
(ibid). Producers have consulted a thematic coraktite magazine and their experience in
annual working meetings (ibid. para. 5). They h#&esn mapping various aspects of
Visegrad citizens’ life and interest in their refages. To be more concrete, particular parts
of the program have been focused on topics suphegentation of new relax centres in the
region, reconstruction of monuments, comparisonarfditions of a parental leave in the
VG states, professional and non-professional myligervice, etc. During the first two
years of broadcasting, each part was composed ghft eeportages, two per country
("Tvorcovia,” n.d., para. 3); afterwards it has ibeeduced to four reportages comprising
one month edition, one per country ("Kvarteto,".nghra. 3). The project and its own
website containing information and archive of thagawine (http://v4tv.guhave been
supported by the IVF since 2002 (ibid.). The Quaarehive is also available on online
portals of the national TV stations involved (e.q.

http://www.stv.sk/videoarchiv/relacia/kvarteto/ Among other activities of the eight

studios’ partnership one can find a festival of pxograms produced by territorial TV

studios from the V4 countries called “The Visegsadl” ("Tvorcovia," n.d., para. 6).

199 Not only official editors (representatives of thé= and MFAs) have replenished the official VG witts
Since November 2006 a private company (Newton mé&tion technology) has been monitoring media in the
four countries on behalf of the VG, searching faleinational information regarding the V4 co-opierat
and publishing outputs of the monitoring at the Website (Zhodnotenie, 2007).

119 plans have been “afoot to establish a Visegraibmeglevision station, inspired by the French-Ganm
channel ARTE...The TV signal would not be encoded] &s reception would be free” (KubaSek, In
Jagodaiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 173). However, these plansugip occurring in experts’ debates repeatedly)
have never been realized.

1 e. regional studios in Ostrava and Brno (CZed and Miskolc (HU), Rzeszéw and Krakow (PL), and
in KoSice and Banska Bystrica (SK)

60



3.2.6 Common tourism promotion

Based on the VG Prime Ministers’ initiative at #ed of 2002, an intensive co-operation
has been developed among National Tourist Boardheofour countries and respective
Ministries'*?, aimed at a common tourism promotion of the Viadgregion at distant
overseas tourist markets “whose tourists are mketylto take a longer roundtrip rather
than visit a single country in the Central Europeagion” (Kincses, In Liptakova, 2009b,
p. 6 Spectator). So, the project of collaboratimmelled “European Quartet - One melody”
has been running since 2003 in accordance wittasB@ned scope of activities, featured
products, and way the work was to be organizedl¢Gal Jagod#iski (Ed.), 2006, p.
163). An originally defined group of target couafi— U.S., Japan and China — has been

widened to include Russia, Brazil and India later o

Representatives of the competent Ministries andie@d National Tourist Boards have
worked out yearly marketing plans containing tirnkeslules and clear specification of the
division of labour among the V4 countries, in othasrds, countries’ responsibility for
performing particular tasks. At their meetings tleywe also discussed topical issues (for
example anti-crisis provisions); and exchangedrmédion and knowledge concerning
tourism, statistical data and results of markeeaeshes. Common promotional activities

have involved launching and updating the websitewauropean-quartet.coavailable in

English, Japanese, Chinese and Portuguese langeesyens; preparation and presentation
of a film spot on the V4 attractions (see http:/imeuropean-gquartet.com/moyigoint

participation in tourist fairs in third marketsyiting travel industry subjects and the press
to study tours to the region (so-called familiaima or “fam” trips and press trips); road
shows in the target countries connected with wargshand exhibitions (see for instance

http://www.european-quartet.com/roadshpwntroducing tourism possibilities to tour

operators, travel agencies and journalists; digion of advertising materials in various
language versions (brochures, maps, etc.); e-legmpiogram for the U.S. travel agents
(nowadays registering more than 2000 participantsthere is a plan to make the program
available also to Russian travel agents in 20 E)rqpean Quartet, 2007; Protocol, 2009;
Krajiny V4 vstupuju, 2010) “The national touristdrds are especially jointly presenting

112 Ministry of Sport and Tourism of the Republic obl&nd, Ministry for Regional Development of the
Czech Republic, Ministry of Local Government of tRepublic of Hungary, Ministry of Economy of the
Slovak Republic
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certain product groups such as capital cities asitical cities, spas, Jewish monuments,
UNESCO sites and MICE (the meetings, incentivesyeations and exhibitions segment
of tourism)” (Luk&ova, In Liptakova, 2009b, p. 6). Initially, a yeatimembership fee”
for the sake of financing the project implementatisas EUR 50 thousand per country
(Galla, In Jagodaski (Ed.), 2006, p. 165). With a rising scope ajjpct-related activities
and their target markets, the common budget has ibeeesased to EUR 240 thousand and
since 2007 to EUR 280 thousand (ibid.; K. Vysloow#l, Czech Tourism, e-mail

communication, 25 January 2010).

Designers of the co-operation within the framewofkhe European Quartet have agreed
that a common course of action, promoting the foountries as an integrated target
destination of tourism, would create a value foteptial tourists (Galla, In Jagodzki
(Ed.), 2006, p. 163; European Quartet, 2067pccording to Mr. Gabor Galla, a CEO of
the Hungarian National Tourist Office, at least€‘ttravel habits of Americans and
Japanese tourists illustrate that the Central Eraopcountries are highly appealing for
tourists as a single package”. (In Jagaski (Ed.), 2006, p. 163}* While competing in
some branches such as attracting foreign compamibgild business in their markets; in
this case the Visegrad countries have managed ttdhpu potential, marketing ideas,
efforts and money together in order to enrich andew their offer of possibilities and

information related to their tourist products.

3.2.7 Self-government dimension of the Visegrad aperation

As already mentioned, the Visegrad Four co-opanagianed its formal self-government
dimension with the emergence of the Forum of region 2004. However, except the
annual sessions enabling discussions and informa&xehange, it has not accomplished
any remarkable practical outcomes. Another projctcollaboration among the VG

countries’ municipalities and self-governing (sudttanal) regions was started up in the

1131t really did as it can be seen in some statisBes the Appendix 6.

144f for example, you meet an American touristirague or Budapest, you can almost be sure thatdre
a tour of more than the Czech Republic or HungAsyfor Japanese, the reason they rush off afténgado
many pictures in one place is that they are detexthto travel to four or five countries in the @gwithin a
week...” (Ibid.)
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same year. Similarly, it has been grounded on dncaraferences but these have been

more focussed on a specific subject.

* VADIS (Visegrad Four for Developing Information Sodety)
Since 2004, V4DIS two-day conference and meetiriggooking groups of experts from
the V4 countries specializing in development obinfation society have comprised an
international part of the annual ISSS/LORIS confegs”™ (Informatizacia, 2007). It has
won Remysl| Sobotka’s patronage (who is the PresidetheSenate of the Parliament of
the Czech Republic) and persistent financial suppbthe IVF. The main organizer is a
Czech NGO (“Czech At Association”) co-operatinghwithe Union of Towns and Cities of
Slovakia, Hungarian National Association of Localtorities and other self-governing
entities, educational and research institutionsp@ations, partner town and cities from the
Four’s countries as well as from some countrieghi®uring the Visegrad region (ibid.).
Representatives of VG national governments andgoaeints have also participated in the
event (ibid.). Topics of concern have included gggoment, e-tourism (with a focus on
municipal attractions and destinations), and ebeitr services for citizens (online public
administration portals). A benefit rests in intdromal exchange of experience in
application of information and communication teclogges in public administration; and
presenting sample cases derived from the four ceshtpraxis. Experience shows that
close collaboration in this area (facilitated bg ¥M4DIS) have contributed to a systematic
development of e-government and to a progress i@ of the information and
communication technologies in the public admintgtraand related services (not only in
the V4 countries, but also in their neighbourhodlibid.; Visegrad Four Conference, 2009;
The V4DIS 2010 Conference, 2009) The conferendaei/4 for Developing Information

Society will have taken place for the seventh timApril 2010

In addition to the practical results of the ViseFeour team work adduced up to this point,
| have found one extra case of a co-operation @M@ countries’ public officers (experts

overseeing preparations for the accession to ther§en area) potentially beneficial. In

15| ORIS (Local and Regional Information Society) famence aimed at town twinning and networking (not
at the Visegrad co-operation per se) has been meghwithin the ISSS (Internet in State Administatand
Self-Government) which is the biggest Czech natioimformation and communication technology
conference._(http://www.loriseu.eunttp://www.isss.c2)/

118 For more information, see the official websitephifwww.v4dis.eu/
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order to elicit whether this collaboration mentidna various sources had been useful in
reality, and in what way, | have decided this tatloe topic of concern for the single-case

study comprising the last part of the research.

3.3 Case study: co-operation in preparations for jming the Schengen area at the level

of the Visegrad Four

At the outset, | consider it necessary to set deaisng jargon found in some official
sources and consequently in some secondary onesimgfto them'’ right: The co-
operation of the Four in preparations for entetlmgSchengen zone has been several times
mistakenly labelled as “enhancétf’ However, the phrase “enhanced co-operation” sefer
to a specific instrument the EU member states (thsh to work more closely and move
forward at a different speed in order to achievaesgoal) are allowed to use under certain
conditions, among them, the enhanced co-operationat be applied to an ambit that falls
within the exclusive Community competefiteat least eight countries had to be involved
in the enhanced co-operation at that fiffjeetc. Obviously, employment of the enhanced
co-operation in this case would have been neithesyant to the acquis communautaire,
nor even possible. Therefore, it would have beemenappropriate to specify the co-
operation at the V4 level herein simply as deepest@ngthened or intensified, if it

deserves these characteristics at all.

117 See for example: Declaration of Visegrad Group iMers of the Interior, 2004; Dangerfield, 2008;
Druldkové, 2007

18 For instance: “On 11 September 2003, V4 Interidmiders agreed to initiate enhanced cooperatidghen
preparations for joining Schengen...” (Declaratio/afegrad Group Ministers of the Interior, 2004); ‘on
Schengen preparations...moves to initiate enhancepecation had already been agreed at a meetingsof V
interior ministers on 11 September 2003. This idetli the establishment of the V4 ‘Working Group for
Schengen Cooperation’ with the brief to ‘check dtiads and modalities for the joint submission bV
states of an application for participation in theh&gen cooperation’...” (Dangerfield, 2008, p. 654);
Drulakové (2007, p. 11) used the phrase “enhancesperation” alike.

19 The Schengen acquis as a part of the EU legislatanl been divided between the first and thircapill
instruments (Free movement, 2009), thus fallingeurttie exclusive competence of the EU and under the
non-exclusive competence in the latter case as#éimee time. The Dublin acquis inflected thereinafftad
belonged just to the first pillar, i.e. under thelasive competence of the EU. (The three-pillancitire of

the EU was abolished by adoption of the Treatyisban.)

120 The Treaty of Amsterdam and the Treaty of Nicerafards laid down rules for launching and managing
enhanced co-operation initiatives (Brusis, 2002,80p81). In the period observed in this chaptirces 2004

till the accession to the Schengen at the end @7 R&ight countries minimum had to participatemnanced
co-operation. The Treaty of Lisbon (effective siricddecember 2009) determines new threshold of nine
countries necessary to establish and practice ertago-operation.
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3.3.1 Case description

The 2004 EU enlargement was the first one by wBichengen became a point dealt with
before the accession itself, during the negotiatalks (Kamierkiewicz (Ed.), 2005, p.
82). Seeds of a co-operation aimed at a simultan@aegration of the Four into the
Schengen system had also started as early as Ible¢ovi! countries entered the EU. These
had included consultations at different levels (igliers of Interior, Deputy Ministers,
experts from the Ministries, Heads of border gupraisd focused on various issues
(asylum policy, problems of illegal migration, sngligg of weapons, etc.). Forasmuch as
analysing the pre-EU-accession period is not theoblof scrutiny in this thesis, | will not
go into more detail. What is important, neverthgles their meeting in September 2003
Visegrad Interior Ministers agreed, inter aliactmsult and co-operate in preparations for
entering the Schengen area; and set up “a jointpgod experts consisting of high-ranked
officers of the Visegrad Group countries respomsilolr the process of accession to the
Schengen system” (Statement of the Ministers ofltherior, 2003). Thus, a Working
group for Schengen co-operation at the level of uUbgfMinisters of Interior with two
subgroups - Expert group for SIS?iand Expert group for implementation of the Dublin
acquid?® - was established (Report on Activities of the &@eePresidency, 2004).

121 51S is an acronym for the Schengen informatiomesysonnecting respective police, judicial and comst
authorities in countries of the Schengen area ¢th eséher as well as to the SIS Central office ira&iourg,
enabling these bodies to communicate, exchange atataco-operate particularly in search for wanted,
missing or undesirable persons and objects. Siapadadity of the original SIS (called SIS 1) was desd for

the twelve EU member states in early 1990s and fieddio needs of eighteen countries maximum later o
(so-called SIS I+)states involved in the 2004 wave of EU enlargenam being prepared to join the
Schengen in 2007 had been supposed to be conrtedtssl SIS of the second generation (SIS II). Hevev
development and launching of the SIS Il has bedsydd several times and it has not been implemestaed
far. Due to the technical problems with the SIS¢moval of further internal borders and thus eydarent

of the Schengen zone in 2007, according to anrailyi agreed schedule, had been endangered. Thaiaks
substitute software solution for the SIS I, a sflerd SISone4all developed and proposed by Portugal
endorsed by the Council in December 2006; nine B&Wmember states (except Cyprus willing to joinyonl
the SIS 1) were connected to the SIS on 1 Septer2d@7 and allowed to join the Schengen in December
2007. (Changes arising from the preparation, 2takladné informacie," n.d., para. 3)

122 Called after the place of signature of the fiesspective enactment - the Dublin Convention (sigined
1990, effective since 1997); the Dublin acquis tetjing asylum and immigration policy and harmongin
corresponding rules is implemented concurrentlyabyEU member states and by those non-EU member
states which are part of the Schengen zone. ltistsnsf a so-called Dublin | effective since la@90s and
Dublin Il legally binding for all new EU and non-Ekhut Schengen member states which joined the EU or
the Schengen area after 2003 when new legislatioDublin related issues was adopted. Thus, dealitiy
asylum seekers; determining responsibility of mendiates for examining asylum applications; layafg
financial burden connected to treatment of asyl@®ksrs and process of asylum administration among
member states out; etc. has been legally regulbje@nd carried out in accordance with the Dublin
Regulation (“Council Regulation (EC) No 343/2003 18 February 2003 establishing the criteria and
mechanisms for determining the Member State rediplenfor examining an asylum application lodged in
one of the Member States by a third-country natipnia all participating countries of the 2004 EU
enlargement, the Visegrad ones inclusive. (Biel&d®®004; World Wide Web)
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Moreover, contact network of legal experts, who ltadhmunicated actual issues and
possible problems concerning the application ofeBgen acquis to national legislation in

correspondence, was created (Report on resulivitees, 2004).

As gaining the EU membership did not mean incorpamain the Schengen area and
implementing whole Schengen acquis at the same tioreparticipation in the Schengen
information system (hereinafter SIS) and differeist regimes with the US (and Canada)
have stimulated co-operation among the V4 statesrgf to achieve the same conditions
in these matters as the old EU members (Drulake®@7, pp. 10-11). At the momentous
time of May 2004, in the afore mentioned Declamatid/isegrad Prime Ministers
encouraged to co-operate, inter alia, in preparatior joining the Schengen. They were
followed by VG Interior Ministers who confirmed théntent to submit applications of the
V4 countries for full participation in the Schengsystem at the same time and in the
Declaration signed in Brussels on 19 June 2004 sitated several general prerequisites
leading to this goal (for example harmonizatiomafional Schengen Action Plans - their
changes and updates, mutual consultations andicatitihs of any facts potentially
causing delays in preparations, etc.). Many ofeéhmmncerned have affirmed that relations
between the VG countries had become much more embype in phase of preparations
for entering the Schengen zone tKaerkiewicz (Ed.), 2005, p. 9), and that continuifld
integration had led to intensified technical anderapional collaboration among the
institutiong®® involved in implementation of the Schengen acquid in co-operation in
justice and home affairs, within the Visegrad framogk and at EU forums as well
(Kazmierkiewicz, Husz, MiSina, & Sloséik, 2006, p. 76; Kamierkiewicz (Ed.), 2005, pp.
9-10).

The V4 Working group for Schengen co-operation dinig together Deputy Ministers of
Interior and some other high-ranked officers of Wieegrad countries, held its initial
session on 21 October 2003. Three meetings in g02-3 February, on 13-14 April, and
on 15-16 June) focused on analyzing and harmoniaatgnal Schengen Action Plans
(hereinafter SAPS¥* followed. (Declaration of Visegrad Group Ministexkthe Interior,
2004)*° The Working group has not held any further session

123 Ministries of Interior, MFAs, border guards andipe forces of the Visegrad states
124 A questionnaire containing fourteen more or lessab questions (such as: Do sufficient financial,
professional and personal capacities for fulfilmehthe SAP exist?) had been worked out and filledy
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Despite of a general - informative and consultativeature of the meetings realized, with
regard to the degree of compatibility among Visdgtates' national SAPs achieved and
the progress made in their implementation by eaate ibid.), applications of the VG
countries for the accession to the Schengen zone submitted jointly at the end of 2004
(Kazmierkiewicz (Ed.), 2005, p. 85). Additionally, reysentatives of the Four approved
the Polish proposal to send a common applicatiorsifoultaneous evaluation of the V4
countries’ readiness for the joint entry to the &afen area expected in 2007 (ibid.). In
autumn 2006, V4 Presidents (in September), Primaidtéirs (in October), Presidents of
Parliaments of the Visegrad states (in Novembed ¥4 Ministers of Foreign Affairs
together with their counterparts from the Balti® tcountries (in November as well)
expressed their firm interest in entering the Sgkearzone in October 2007 in accordance
with the originally agreed schedule, not latertasas being echoed from Brussels due to
the technical problems with the SIS Il at that tirmppealing to the European Commission
and the Council of the EU to reaffirm their commamts, to take measures allowing to
meet this target, and to provide full, updated &radsparent information about the status
of the SIS Il project. At the V4 Prime Ministersiramit on 18 June 2007, participants
concluded they did not agree with Austrian and Garrefforts to keep border controls on
borders of the Visegrad countries even after 1 a@an2008 and such to delay their
inclusion to the Schengen at&a(Zhodnotenie, 2007). Nine new EU member states
(except Cyprus) acceding to the Schengen startedddhe substitute online information
application SISone4all on 1 September 2007 andugtrout September 2007 they passed
evaluations of SIS and SIRENE workplaces. VG states became members of the

Schengen area on 21 December 2807

representatives from each VG member state, asia fmasevaluation of mutual compatibility of natain
SAPs of Visegrad countries.

125 Agenda of the sessions had been communicated twipants by e-mail in advance. To give a clearer
picture of their content; for example in April 20@de Working group adopted a text of few “Rules for
harmonization of Schengen Action Plans of the \ligdgGroup states” according to which national SAPs
were modified and updated in following moths; img2004 delegations exchanged information refetiong
measures taken at national and bilateral levelcudised co-ordination of submitting applications and
possibilities of co-operation in EU structures, swlted visa policies and corresponding bilateraéaments
(e.g. Hungary — Monte Negro, Serbia; Poland — Rug&larus, Ukraine), way of potential co-operatigth

the Benelux and within the Salzburg Forum, amenaadtaft of the Declaration prepared by the Czech
representatives and supposed to be signed by V@&tdia of Interior at their meeting preceding thesson

of the Council of the EU for Justice and Home Afabn 19 July, etc. (Zaznam IV. jednani Pracovni
skupiny, 2004)

126 The Prime Minister of Portugal also attended th@mit in Bratislava. Besides discussing other isshe
informed the V4 partners about the experience ofugal in joining the Schengen zone (Press Statgrivén

+ Portugal, 2007).

12 SIRENE is an acronym for the Supplementary InfaiomaRequest at the National Entries.

128 together with the B3, Malta and Slovenia
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Except the co-operation within the VG, represewésti of public administration and
governments of the Four had consulted Schengeteteliasues also at respective EU
forums; bilaterally; and occasionally in the V4+rfat with colleagues from other - non-
Visegrad - countries (with Baltic trio and Benelokres; Ukraine; within the Salzburg
Forum/ Salzburg Group gathering Ministers of Inderand senior experts and officials
working in the field of Internal Security from Aust, Bulgaria, Romania, Slovenia and the

V4 state$®® within the Regional Partnership; etc.).

3.3.2 Results of the data generated

As already mentioned, by interviewing Slovak expegnhtrusted with the co-operation
within the two V4 Expert groups prior to the intagon of the Visegrad countries to the
Schengen area and by e-mail communication withetlesgerts involved (one Czech two
Slovak ones), | would like to find out whether teclared co-operation had somehow
benefited countries involved or, after taking aselolook, one can see just another

exaggeration or idealization of the Group’s achiegats’>°

» Activity of the V4 Expert group for Schengen Information System
Important to say, the two Prague sessions of theeExgroup for SIS Il initiated by the
Czech Republic (on 12-13 February 2004 and on dh22D04) and attended by both Mr.
Celikovsky (CZ) and Mr. Maliarik (SK), were the onlgnes in fact. Expert group’s
national representations had also communicated-fagieand informally at meetings in
Brussels (P. Maliarik, e-mail communication, 17 felsy 2010).

Mr. Celikovsky admitted that bringing the idea of co-@iimg in preparations for
connecting to the SIS and for joining the Schergea to the V4 format had been an idea
of the Czech side under the Czech presidency,tmegutom its national strategy, i.e. to
enter the Schengen as soon as possible. Later gaiartegration of Poland and Slovakia
(than of the Czech Republic) would have caused siratde difficulties to the Czech

Republic because it would have had to deal witbrapgticated question of creation of the

129 For example, in October 2006 countries of the I8alg Forum expressed their support to the Portigues
solution SISone4all and thus to a common approdiaeer EU member states for early widening of the
Schengen area (Aktivity rezortov ¢@s slovenského predsednictva V4, 2007).

130 For summary information on respondents, dateswe®hs of interviews conducted, see the Appendix 7.
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outer Schengen border with its neighbdtits Therefore, the V4 had been an ideal
grouping for collaboration in this case becauseth&f four countries’ relatively long
common internal borders in the futdfé.The aim of creation of the Expert group for SIS
Il had been the Visegrad states’ mutual co-ordimataking into account the actual state of
the SIS 1l development, and searching for an optimaey of their preparation for entering
the Schengen at the national level. {&likovsky, e-mail communication, 16 December
2009)

As to the first Expert group’s meeting in Februdafp4, national delegations presented the
level of preparedness for joining the Schengen @rgtaded their interest in abolishing
internal border controls and using the SIS as sa®rpossible to a political objective
(Report on the Expert Group for SIS Il, 2004). Rgrants agreed to elaborate their
national SAPs in detail (ibid.). The second meetmguly 2004 devoted to the question of
possible access to data from the SIS was attengleteinbers of the Expert group for SIS
II, V4 legal experts and a representative of theopean Commission Jan Westmar, Head
of the SIS Il project of the European CommissioneDiorate-General Justice and Home
Affairs (hereinafter DG JHA). Legal aspects of gassibility of forbidding residence to a
person who had been refused to reside in any Sehemgmber state, inter alia, was also
discussed by national delegations. In the secortcopthe meeting Mr. Westmar informed
about the actual situation of preparations for ditton to the SIS Il and its possible
variants, and he got acquainted with the commomcstaof the Four’s national
representations assuring him of their intereshedoonest possible access to data from the
SIS. (Report on results of activities, 2004) To suamze the content of the expert
consultations, partners from the Visegrad countniad debated actual situation with the
SIS 11 project implementation and had informed eattter of the status of implementation
works related to the Schengen integration at theoma level (P. Maliarik, e-malil

communication, 17 February 2010).

131 Thanks to the simultaneous entry of the Visegm@uhtries to the Schengen, the Czech Republic had no
had to be concerned with securing its land bordiiss the Czech state bodies had faced much simpler
preparations in this sense.

132 Forasmuch as the issue of entering the Schenges lzad been live at that time, naturally, it hadrbe
discussed at the V4 meetings. Representatived ¥#atountries had declared they were willing tijthe
Schengen even if some of their neighbouring coemtwould not join at the same time. However, théana

of the simultaneous entry had been the most seitablution for every VG country. (P. Maliarik, e-ina
communication, 17 February 2010)
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As regards a contribution or a value generatechbyBxpert group, Mr. Maliarik was not
aware of “any specific result” (e-mail communicatid7 February 2010). However, he
saw some positives in existence of the Expert gmugh as exchanging information or
answering some questions (e.g. means of financimbgse activities had not been
developed only within the scope of the V4, of ceuBut even the few consultations at the
Visegrad level had then partly aided the Czech,gduan, Polish and Slovak officials in
charge of the preparations for Schengen in accaimply the goal. Generally, the Expert
group’s aims had been achieved. As long as onersiiaahels that co-operation and mutual
support had been declared, Mr. Maliarik opineds thjective had been fulfilled. (Ibid.)
Mr. Celikovsky stated the existence of the group hadledsan expert discussion and co-
ordination of preparations at the experts’ leveflécted at the political level later on by
signing the common Declaration of Visegrad Interdnisters in July 2004) but the
preparations for the SIS had been largely com@ddly long-missing specifications
falling under the confidentiality regime. Nevertdss, according to MiCelikovsky, the
fact that all four Visegrad states had been prep&oe connection to the SIS at the same
time, successfully passed the Schengen evaluatid®eptember 2007 and became full-
fledged members of the Schengen area in Deceml®f 2@s a manifestation of the
fulfilment of the Expert group’s aims. (E-mail comamcation, 16 December 2009)
However, one could cast doubts on this formulatsking whether this would not had
been reached without the few experts’ informativeetings and consultations in the V4

framework.

In reality, although the Expert group for SIS Il dhaemained under the Czech
leadership®, following the end of the Czech V4 presidency 20084, the Expert group
was dissolved. Currently, no extraordinary co-openaregarding the SIS Il project is
being developed within the VG. Collaboration of ¢l EU member states is spread at
respective EU forums - within the Council or then@oission. (J.Celikovsky, e-mail

communication, 16 December 2009)

133 An interesting moment did appear at the meetinthefWorking group for Schengen co-operation on 15
June 2004 when national delegations were discussingegular rotating of the V4 presidency, themfro
hands of the Czech Republic to Poland in May 20Pdlish representatives stated they assumed the
chairmanship of the two Expert groups for SIS Idl d&or Dublin acquis should remain in charge of skete

that had initiated and established them, i.e. thec@ Republic. In the end, participants agreedriéloleould
take over presiding to the Working group and the Bxpert subgroups would be led by the Czech Républ
further on (Zaznam IV. jednani Pracovni skupiny)£20
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» Activity of the Expert group for implementation of the Dublin acquis
There were six meetings of the Expert group atdkiel of Directors of Migration Offices
and Heads of Dublin stations of Visegrad countresdized (three times in 2004, once in
2005, 2006 and 2007). Prague hosted the first &tpgtting on 2 April 2004. Since 1
May 2004 all regulations concerning the Dublin atgehave had to be fully applied in the
countries joining the EU and forasmuch as thererwdeen any possibility to negotiate
particular conditions a few weeks before entertmgy EU, Mrs. Némethovéa opined the aim
of this meeting was just to inform each other abiht state of implementation of the
Dublin acquis in Visegrad states prior to the Edession®®. So did Mrs. Sumilasova in
the interview who stated that mainly creation amdning of the Dublin station® in V4
countries was being discussed (how they would beiged personally etc.) and various
relevant information exchanged (how screening effthgerprints would be provided and
sent to the EURODAE® where persons falling under the Dublin Regulatioould be
transmitted, etc.) at the first experts’ meetingawidver, the Dublin acquis would have
been applied in the Visegrad countries regardlésheir mutual consultations because it
had been directly applicable in all EU member stateaning that there had been no need
to transpose it into the national legislature bgm@thg any implementing measures. Thus,
the Prague meeting was informative; it was aboatisf practical information and ideas
of ways of solving concrete problems occurred & mtational level. (M. Sumilasova,
personal communication, 18 December 2009) Althadgh Némethova admitted she was

not able to assess an overall practical contributad the V4 Expert group for

1% The V4 states were found at different stages Hilriient of the Dublin acquis. For example, in casfe
Slovakia, a treaty with the Netherlands had begnesl concerning the co-operation within the PHARE
program resulting in a big twinning program aimédh& implementation of the Dublin acquis as wsllo
the EURODAC as a tool for its fulfilling. In thigspect, representatives of the Migration Officeharge of
establishment and running of the Slovakia basediBD@iation had been advised by the Dutch colleague
The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland had notedigany similar treaties. Moreover, for example the
Czech Republic was facing considerable technicablpms with implementation of the EURODAC at that
time (each country had contracted its own suppfethe system which had to be united for the sake o
entering the EU). Mrs. Némethovéa could not poinnyndetails as she participated only in the firsp&
group’s meeting as an observer but she was sur&kineak representatives offered a lot of matenialated

to the PHARE project to the other sides, at leashé Czech Republic with which the Slovak Repubbs
ever co-operated closely. (Z. Némethova, persammabeunication, 17 December 2009)

135 By entering the EU, the Dublin Regulatibacame legally binding and directly applicable the newly
acceded EU member states. Among others, this ithpliduty for each such a state to establish onenat
contact point, a so-called Dublin station, respolesfor mutual communication related to asylum segk
processing of incoming data and transmitting outgalata; issuing an acknowledgement of receiptvery
incoming transmission; etc. (M. Sumilasova, persooemmunication, 18 December 2009; Bielikova, 2004)
13 EURODAC (an acronym for the European Dactyloscopyy European online system/ a database of
asylum seekers’ and illegal immigrants’ fingerpsilowing their registration, comparisons, et@inlg in
operation since January 2003 (Z. Némethova, persmramunication, 17 December 2009; World Wide
Web).

71



implementation of the Dublin acquis objectivelypstoncluded she was not aware of any
follow-up practical results, agreements or stepkeria (for example change or
harmonization of some working procedures, etc.prathe first meeting. She opined
nothing had been co-ordinated in this regard witmd thanks to the V4 framework prior
to the accession to the Schengen zone because dfrth determination of rules by the
EU. (Personal communication, 17 December 2009)

VG Directors of Migration Offices and Heads of Dimb$tations met on 17 June 2004 in
Bratislava for the second time. They exchangedssital data and consulted actual issues,
for example proposals of bilateral agreements aod-aperation/ non-co-operation with
some “old” EU member states whose representatiwe wying to proceed towards new
EU member states differently than to the old oresegards the operation of the Dublin
stations. Furthermore, a retroactive validity o thublin Regulation had been proposed
and recommended by the European Commission. Actglydiand forasmuch as the new
EU member states had not requested a transitiemaldyp the Regulation should have been
applied to asylum seekers submitting their appbeat three months backwards before 1
May 2004. Consequently, as the position of the pe@o Commission had not been
legally binding because it is not a competent bimdynpose duties on EU member states
in this realm, and the retroactivity were deemedadvantageous for the Visegrad
countries by the experts; Mr. Priecel representimgyvak Republic proposed a common
opposing strategy to be worked out at the levéhefV4 and presented in the forthcoming
(October 2004) Dublin contact committdemeeting in Brussels. The stance was really
presented by the Slovak representative Mrs. Bigksupported by the Czech delegation.
Although Polish and Hungarian representatives walient on the issue, no Visegrad
country applied the retroactivity in the end. Ldmtt not least, since some problems
resulting from the application of the Dublin Redida in new EU member states had been
expected quite naturally, Slovak officers from tggration Office came with an idea to
organize informal meetings in the V4 framework bef@ach official Dublin contact
committee meeting in Brussels and met with a pasitesponse. (M. Sumilasova, personal
communication, 18 December 2009) Usually, thesernwé&tings preceding the EU-level
ones had been managed in fact before entering then8en (B. Bielikova, e-mail

communication, 14 January 2010).

37 The Dublin contact committee gathered experts fallfEU member states working with the Dublin
agenda, once or twice a year (M. Sumilasova, pafsmmmunication, 18 December 2009).
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The next meeting in Budapest on 30 September 2@DAad produced anything significant
according to Mrs. Sumilasové, it was devoted talagstatistical data exchange, problems
arising from the application of the Dublin Regudati(for example using of a national
language in requests received from other membéesytaShe briefed me also on the
content of the fourth Visegrad Expert group’s megptheld in Warsaw on 25 April 2005
which resulted from a need to consult certain qoestopened at the Dublin contact
committee sitting in Brussels on 1 March 2005. taexchange of statistical data and
consulting of applications of some concrete arsicdéthe Dublin Regulation; the Czechs
and the Slovaks informed about legislative charagehe national level, and Slovak and
Hungarian delegation about signing of bilateraleagnents with Austria. Similarly, at the
Prague meeting on 31 October - 2 November 200@gdtbns of the Visegrad countries
(except the Hungarian one) exchanged statisticsdisulissed some concrete issues (for
example, when and how applicants were being infdrmabout starting the Dublin
procedure); and they came to a common positioméstipns sent by the Spaniards and the
Irish ahead of the Dublin contact committee gatigr{regarding an interpretation of
several articles of the Dublin acquis). Polish adfs informed about changes in their
national legislature. Bratislava hosted the meetin@-4 April 2007 where statistical data,
changes in the personnel structure and other irgtom regarding functioning of Dublin
stations in the Visegrad countries were presemieds, the Hungarian delegation informed
about a forthcoming signature of bilateral agreemeith Romania. This was the last
session of the V4 Expert group for implementatiérihe Dublin acquis. However, even
the Dublin contact committee, the EU forum, assewhlih October 2007 for the last time.

(Personal communication, 18 December 2009)

Mrs. Sumilasova would like the readers of the thesi see the point that she is not a
rightful person to assess the impact or effectigenaf the Expert group’s contribution
because she has not been working at the Dubliloistget and, needless to say, she did not
participate in the meetings mentioned above. Howdv@m a personal point of view and
based on the information she has found in thenatenaterials related to the meetings and
she has been made aware of indirectly, Mrs. Sumifasopines the Expert group’s
meetings and communication prior to entering theeigen zone had been useful; had
positively contributed to functioning of the VisegrDublin stations; and in comparison to
the situation the experts would not have beenudting, it had been helpful for public

administration officers in the V4 countries workimgth the Dublin agenda (for those
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high-ranked ones proposing concrete steps in tipdeimentation of the Dublin acquis as
well as for their lower-ranked colleagues executpayticular articles and norms in
practice, for instance border police). Hence, kedshker for giving some concrete examples
of the Expert group’s practical contribution. Extdpe common non-application of
retroactivity of the Dublin Regulation proposed lblge European Commission, a
“gentleman agreement” was concluded among the \thtces in November 2006. The
experts agreed upon that within sending of apptioat for taking back of asylum
seeker§® among the VG bodies, they would attach a recorl toanscript of an interview
with a particular asylum seeker regarding his plafcesidence and his transit route within
the EU member states (it is not a duty resultimgnfithe Dublin acquis) in order to ease
and speed up the process of returning asylum sgekerother words, to prevent an
unnecessary delay of this process. Presenting amdllihg mutual problems at the
meetings had also benefited work of experts ergdustith management of the Dublin
acquis implementation - following the discussiomme inter-state problems within the V4
had been solvéd’. Moreover, Visegrad states started to exchangerrmdtion on
migration flows of foreigners in a written form, ®ming an overview how the asylum

seekers move, which country is usually an entrancka target one for them. (lbid.)

Finally, Mrs. Bielikova, former Head of the Dubl8tation at the Migration Office (Slovak
Republic) being present at all sittings of the Ekgeoup for implementation of the Dublin
acquis, offered me her piece of knowledge, toopfsingly, she heard about existence of
the V4 Working group for Schengen co-operation wita two Expert subgroups for the
first time only from me (e-mail communication, 1dndiary 2010). The point is that the
meetings Mrs. Bielikova took part in while she wasrking at the Migration Office were
organized predominantly within the scope of the AR® project entitled “Information
exchange on Dublin Regulation among V4 countff&ssubmitted by Hungarian Interior
Ministry in 2004 and co-financed by the EU (Eurapgaommission, DG JHA) with

138 according to the Article 16.1 C of the Dublin Rigion No. 343/2003

1391 was informed by Mrs. Sumilasové about one instaof such problem or a state of affairs which had
been improved due to the VG experts’ talks. Butatieed me not to mention it because it had beategtto

a concrete country and its temporary deficiency.

190 ARGO (2002-2006) is an EU action program encomggidministrative cooperation among EU member
states and between them and either a candidatehimdacountry in the fields of external bordersylam,
visas and immigration (allowing for example expesnts with issuing and checking biometric visasaor
harmonisation of the policies listed and relevegidlature). (World Wide Web)

141 A brief notion of the project can be found in tHecument “Aktivity rezortov peas slovenského
predsednictva V4" (2007) which is a part of the wainreport of the VG Slovak presidency 2006/2007.
However, it is not made clear in here which adtgitexplicitly were organized within the ARGO proije
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financial contribution representing almost 60% bé toverall project budget (List of
selected projects, 2004). This project was aimeabeato-operation among the V4 states as
well as between Hungary, Poland and Slovakia onottee hand and Ukraine as their
common neighbour on the other hand. On averageg thieetings were organized in every
capital of Visegrad countries (B. Bielikova, e-maiimmunication, 14 January 2010). Mrs.
Bielikova added: “Yes, there had been some co-tiperbefore, so we were outside of the
ARGO project in Prague on 2 April 2004 at leastt bado not remember particulars”
(ibid.).

Be it co-operation under the auspices of the Wgrkjroup for Schengen co-operation and
its two Expert subgroups or within the V4 projectfanded by the EU, Mrs. Bielikova
sees importance of the co-operation of public efBdrom the Four’s Interior Ministries in
implementing the Dublin acquis in Visegrad courgtriprior to their integration to
Schengen: first of all, it had been possible tohexge information and compare progress
among comparable partn&ls Hence, the co-operation had been practical peeliexce
and the meetings had been instrumental in shari@gofficers’ experience with Dublin
stations in other EU member countries, in solvingyal issues and exchanging statistical
data with a monthly regularity. Mrs. Bielikova sdtthat although she did not remember
any tangible results; the essential point had libenestablishment of personal relations
that had helped to solve concrete mutual casesallysiihe meetings at the V4 level
focused on Dublin agenda had preceded expert digois of the Dublin contact
committee in Brussels and Visegrad partners haeimptied here to harmonize their
attitudes towards some of the topics proposed tamdgpotiated at the EU forum (for
instance the common opinion on the applicationetfoactivity of the Dublin Regulation
in the member states integrated to the EU in 20044l of the project as well as financial
shortening had restricted consultations and mewtiipwever, also a need of such
happenings had been ceased due to the lowering erumib “Dublin applications”

foregoing the Schengen entry. (lbid.)

On the one hand, considering the activity of thedtk group for SIS Il (based on the
information generated by e-mail communication withtwo members), one can hardly

detect its specific practical added value in theppration process of the VG states for

12 Funding had been limited comparably. Moreoveraajflum systems in the VG states were established
after 1989 based on the German and Austrian systamtise Swiss one eventually. (Ibid.)
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connecting to the SIS. On the other hand, thoudiensmaking a closer look at the co-
operation of public officers from the Visegrad cties within the Expert group for
implementation of the Dublin acquis, its practicaintribution cannot be neglected as
interviewing and e-mail communication with the thesis able to adduce concrete examples

of tangible results of their collaboration showed.
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4 Discussion

Annual Reports of particular VG presidencies anideptofficial and publicly available
documents of the Visegrad Group mostly enumeratetings, conferences, working
groups’ sessions, etc. | admit that some of thatglé formal and informal meetings at
various levels, seminars, and other forms of gaieof governmental and public
administration representatives of the V4 countaed often other countries as well which
have not resulted in anything practical or tangfbleoutsiders, could have been beneficial
in terms of sharing experience or information andtual learning from each otHét
However, neither primary nor secondary sourcescanerete about this kind of benefits.
To elicit and describe effect of these declaraticgvities, mostly wrapped in vague and
“embroidering” words; further extensive surveys \abhave to be conducted consisting of
interviewing persons involved, searching for whas lbeen done or changed due to their
“co-operation”. Simply put, “it is difficult to evaate concrete results of non-concrete
actions” (Martyniuk, In Betiet al., 2008, p. 26).

Nevertheless, it is important to remember that softhese numerous Visegrad public
officers’ sessions have led to a harmonizationtafidpoints presented at the respective EU
forums afterwards which has helped the V4 to mékeiliesence felt and to enhance the
perception of the Group in the EU. For instancemivers of Parliamentary committees of
European Affairs of the Visegrad countries calledtiee European Commission and the
Council in their Statement to lower visa costs &itizens of neighbouring countries
“including the citizens of Belarus and the Balkamsorder to contribute to the openness
and democratisation of their societies” (Statemeithe 8" meeting, 2007). To give
another example, joint positions on the expectedni@on Agricultural Policy (CAP)
Health Check effects and on “the allocation of miisbursed CAP budget expenses to the
purpose of covering differences between the EU+id the EU-12" (Executive Report,
2009, p. 19) adopted by VG Ministers of Agricultatethe Poznameeting in September
2008 were later presented at the EU level (ibi@je Four also drafted a joint position
proposing certain changes related to rules of dimtwf the European “Marco Polo

Programme” on freight transport in November 20G8uS opening an opportunity for a

43 These have been focused on diverse issues inighk df energy policy, environment, justice and
implementation of EU law acts, security and defepoéicy, agriculture, small and medium enterprises,
labour market, transport infrastructure and roddtgamigration, crisis management, cohesion polgatent
and industrial property systems and certificatigmefection of cultural heritage, etc.
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greater number of entities from Visegrad Group toes to benefit from related
assistance” (ibid. p. 11). Thanks to this, “in tt@urse of proceedings at the European
Council and its working groups, significant amendtsewere introduced to the draft
resolution on the second Marco Polo programmeatith the benefit of businesses from
Visegrad Group countries” (ibid.). Further instamoé the V4 common activity reflected at
the EU level can be fourid?

Despite of the fact it has often happened that Rbar's officials representing their
countries in EU structures have not come to anemgeat among themselves, they have
used to meet and consult actual agenda routinebug@h, not every time) before or along
with meetings of the Council of Ministers, the Boean Council and other EU forums.
Firstly, | was notified of this by Mr. Sykora frothe IVF in our discussion (July 2009).
Secondly, the research on the preparations ofahe\isegrad countries for entering the
Schengen area has revealed that debates in theavidework had usually preceded
meetings of the Dublin contact committee in Bruss&hirdly, Annual reports of the VG
presidencies and some other sources declare this taé*>. Although the primary focus
of the research on the V4 practical contributiorcsithe Visegrad countries joined the EU
has not been on testing a theory, | would dareldioncthat its findings have confirmed
Daniel Naurin’s premises presented within the tegoal considerations implying, inter
alia, the coalition-building potential of the Visag Group in the EU. Interestingly, the V4
meetings ahead of the EU summits have made fedliasloeven the French President
Nicolas Sarkozy who expressed his concerns oven theearly November 2009: “if they
have to meet regularly before each council, thaticc@aise questions...” (Sarkozy, In

Mahony, 2009). Thus he reacted to the Brusselsussons of Visegrad political leaders

144 1n addition, the V4 has subscribed to severaltjaiitiatives and positions also with other states
regional groupings at EU forums. For instance,08&the Four in conjunction with other EU membates
(Romania and Bulgaria at least) drafted a jointeletcontaining proposals of changes to the ColmeBialicy
implementation system” (Executive report, 2009,5p. “thanks to which the Commission took specific
action to the purpose of improving the Cohesionidyoimplementation system: it proposed regulatory
amendments, and established a task force to rafledhe Cohesion Policy system, consisting of esper
representing member states” (ibid. p. 6). In ARD9, Foreign Ministers of the VG and of Lithuariatvia,
Italy and Slovenia “submitted a letter of appealhtgh representative of the EU, concerning the rteed
liberalise visa regime traffic with West Balkante&' (ibid. p. 2)...

145 permanent V4 representations in Brussels “are emtipg very intensively, including exchange of
experience and consultations on their positioncument EU issues. There are ongoing consultatoons
COEST, COTRA and COASI issues” (Activities of theeCh Presidency, 2008). (COEST means the
Working party on Eastern Europe and Central AsiaTRA is the Working party on transatlantic relagpn
and COASI is the Asia-Oceania working party.) M@ VG Prime Ministers, besides regular presidency
related sittings, have met “on the occasion of Iyesdl European Council sessions...to exchange opsiamn
current affairs, and primarily to draft joint pasits, later presented at EU level meetings” (Exgeureport,
2009, pp. 2-3).

78



about “a last-minute Czech demand for an exemgtimm part of the Lisbon Treaty and

climate change negotiations” (Mahony, 2009).

It is also to the Visegrad Group’s credit as regdumhctioning as a coalition of states that
its highest political representatives have ofteld Isessions en bloc with representatives of
third countries or the EU and thus have often aitezbncert externally® as well as that
special links between Czech, Hungarian, Polish @lodak diplomatic missions in third
countries and international organizations (herégmafOs) have been maintairtéd
(Activity of the Polish presidency, 2005). Othemotries and I0s have been “gradually
establishing contacts with the Visegrad countriesalnise they can see that communicating
with the V4...simplify mutual relations on issues wehe Visegrad countries have a
similar approach or hold identical views” (Svobotta,Jagodziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 225).
The V4 has witnessed an interest of third countfgeg. the Baltic trio and the Benelux
ones, Austria, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Romania, Japathe GUAM countries — Georgia,
Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Moldova) in sharing informati@nd collaboration, what can be
considered to be a proof of an attractiveness isfrgional co-operation (Zhodnotenie,
2007). Thus, the VG has developed relationshipsa@ally with Slovenia and Austria; and
other European regional constellations such a8#émelux and the B3 consisting “chiefly
of an informal exchange of opinions on current pean topics, as well as...on several
concrete common themes” (Paroubek, in: Jages#tzi(Ed.), 2006, p. 15); but also with

146 One can recall meetings such as that on 30 Au2@@6 in Budapest where the VG Prime Ministers
discussed with the President of the European Cosionis]. M. Barroso; on 11 December 2005 when
Budapest hosted the meeting of VG Prime Ministacstae then British Prime Minister Tony Blair; ohan

the VG Foreign Ministers conferred with the Japanekgn Minister on the occasion of the ASEM meeting
(in May 2007 in Hamburg and in May 2009 in Hanaid so on.

147 Except national interests, organizational culame values of the respective MFA; professionaloastiof

a diplomat (wherever he/ she is sent on a missiwe)informed also by corporate culture, profesdiona
language, behavioural codes, socialization pattem@ms and standards shared by the diplomatic
community transnationally (Batora, 2005, pp. 45), 49is desirable to quote a former Polish Ambdssao
Mexico (1993-1999) and a former Hungarian Ambassémthe US (2002-2007) thereto: “In all diplomatic
corps in all countries...there have always been moress formal consultative groups...We — Poland, the
Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary — were notneoted...by any formal coalition apart from the
‘Visegrad Triangle’ which.became a quadrangle. In Europe...Visegrad was unithgrgo political crisis
caused by ideological differences and competitiontlee way to NATO and the EU. Nevertheless, we
ambassadors of the different countries of Centuabfe in Mexico were remote from those troubles tue
cultural and historical closeness of our home ceesitformed a basis for mutual understanding. ‘The
Triangle’ proved a natural ground for meetings,cdssions, and cooperation.” (Kagka-Frybes, In
Jagodaiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 94) “In my current assignmest-ungarian Ambassador to the United States, |
am experiencing a further aspect of Visegrad Caaifmr. For a superpower like the United Stateis, dften
easier to deal with a larger entity than with seraltountries separately, especially if it can bl a
similarity between policy priorities and the cooggre nature of that entity. In the context of Wisegrad
Cooperation there is a whole range of issues t®attS can address with all of us as a group.” (8imadn
Jagodaiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 97)
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such distant partners as Japan. Furthermore, epegsves of incoming EU presidencies
(be it Prime Ministers — most recently in the casd’ortugal and Slovenia; President —
France; or Foreign Minister — Sweden) have beenlady invited to V4 summits
(Activities of the Czech Presidency, 2008; ExeatReport, 2009, p. 2) to present and
discuss priorities of the incoming EU presidencyd aactual course of EU events
concerning also the Visegrad countries (for instatihe accession to the Schengen zone),

and to arrange mutual contacts.

Although these activities could have been useful the parties involved have probably
profited from some of them, it is hard to grasp afefine their practical outcomes.
Therefore, they are not included in the chapter reanzing the VG’s practical
contribution since the Visegrad states entered Ebe However, they are worthy of
mention. Neither have | dealt with bilateral otaieral actions taken within the Group not
involving all V4 members (for example bilateral sseborder co-operation); nor have |
mapped achievements of broader groupings of siatehich the Visegrad countries have
been participating, those permanent (e.g. the RagiBartnership) or those created for a
concrete purpose (for instance the Coalition fosaVEquality’®); since these have most
assumedly not required existence of the VG as ditiier have | not mentioned numerous
intentions, goals and initiatives for potentialag®f co-operation just raised or proclaimed
but not realized, in which outer observers could mave noticed any tangible
achievements so far (concerning e.g. co-ordinatbrofficial development assistance;
common answers to challenges associated with ensegurity; sharing of consular
facilities in distant third countries in Asia, s@aharan Africa or South America for the
purpose of cutting costs; or when looking at thpirations of the Forum of regions to
work out principles of the co-operation in the Coittee of the Regions and to become an
influential opinion-making group in the area of tB&'’s regional policy). Among telling
examples topically under discussion in this regarte can also find the Visegrad Four

18 Since the autumn 2006 the Coalition for Visa Eifwatiomposed of the Visegrad and the Baltic trio
countries has been lobbying the U.S. Congressdattliréhrough the meetings of official representasivof
countries involved and indirectly through institmts and individuals representing compatriots of the
Coalition’s countries living in the U.S.) to ametie U.S. Visa Waiver Program in order to allow visee
travel for its citizens to the United States. Thaalion has asked for support also the EU Commissi
conjunction with the EU presidency. (Drulakova, 20pp. 13-14; Statement of the Visegrad-4 and 838lti
Foreign Ministers, 2006) Except Poland, countrigghgred in the Coalition for Visa Equality were
successfully incorporated into the Visa Waiver Paogin late 2008.
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engagement with the Western Newly Independent S{&NIS): Belarus, Moldova and
Ukraine; and with the Western Balkafts

Some Visegrad political leaders and analysts haressed several times the Visegrad
Group’s commitment to offer a helping hand in tfanmation processes in the WNP§
and declared at the European I&¥elat meetings in the V4 format as well as at the V4
sessions hosting WNIS’ representatives “their suppar WNIS' attempts to further
advance their relations with the EU” (Dangerfi2009, p. 8) (for instance in the form of
statements on the need to increase the size ofrfaddial commitments overall, to address
the imbalance between the resources allocatedet&distern and Southern dimensions of
the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) (ibid.)gtant trade preferences by the EU
and so on). “...it is...completely natural that the neember states should want to adjust
the EU’s Eastern policy to be more in line withith@ational interests. It sounds logical —
and even reasonable from the new member statas gbview — to expect that...they too
should seek to protect their national interestéiwithe EU’s Eastern policy...in reshaping
the EU’s Eastern policy in favour of a more intease structured dialogue...with their
direct neighbours, especially Ukraine, Belarus almb Moldova.” (Duleba, 2007, p. 8)
Furthermore, all V4 countries (together with theltiBatrio, Romania, Bulgaria and
Sweden) have expressed their support for redudsey fees as the first step targeted at
easing the EU visa regime towards Eastern part@@mt Statement of the Foreign
Ministers, 2008); and for strengthening of the EdNifdension called “Eastern Partnership”
which is a Polish-Swedish policy initiative (addsed to Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Georgia, the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine), f@ioed also by Finnish and German

EU presidencies. Following the approval by the [paem Council in June 2008, “this

1994The Western Balkans is an artificial EU term thas been around since 1999. It refers to theafréae
former Yugoslavia (minus Slovenia, plus Albania)ancludes (since February 2008) seven countries:
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenedtosovo, the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia and Albania” (Vorés, 2008, p. 119).

%0 “\e are obliged by our history and by the spifisolidarity to share it with those nations that aetting

out on roads that we have travelled.” (Meller, &yddzhski (Ed.), 2006, pp. 230-231) “We share the same
commitment to promoting the neighbourhood policytied EU towards Eastern Europe...” (Simonyi, In
Jagodaziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 96) “It is in the interest bktwhole of Europe that the principles, practiced a
necessary conditions of democracy, freedom, secarid economic prosperity emerge along the EU’s
eastern and south-eastern borders” (Somogyi, lod¥igki (Ed.), 2006, p. 227).

31 For example, a joint political statement of thes&frad countries on strengthening of the European
Neighbourhood Policy with the aim to support amiriton of the forthcoming German presidency of Eue

to deepen co-operation with Eastern EU neighbouas submitted at the General Affairs and External
Relations Council meeting on 22 January 2007. Td®uchent was discussed at the informal meeting of EU
member states’ Ministers of Foreign Affairs (Gymr)ién Bremen on 30-31 March and appreciated by the
German presidency. (Zhodnotenie, 2007)
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initiative was launched under the Czech EU presigernin May 2009. The main aim of
the partnership is to improve the political andresroic trade relations of six post-Soviet

states of ‘strategic importance’...with EU.” (Strazay Liptakova, 2009a, p. 4)

Despite of the proclaimed interest in the common'svi@volvement, efforts towards the
Eastern policy initiatives have been made by singsegrad countries working on their
own or in conjunction with non-Visegrad partners)ddd being the case in this respect
(Dangerfield, 2009, pp. 15-16%. Except the scholarships and the IVF grants alémta
within the V4+ Program, and meetings held in the+\s&tting; products of the Group’s
intentions for its engagement in the region hawduched just official manifestations of
encouragement, conferences and workshops “to dewaid share ideas and experience,
policy briefs,... studies of specific issues/probleitisid. p. 13). This is not the case just
of the countries falling within the scope of thestean Partnership, but also of the Western
Balkans countries being a part of the StabilizaBod Association Process. Both regions
(belonging to the Union’s foreign and security pglpriorities) have occurred among the
Visegrad Group’s priority areas in official docungnspeeches and in programs of

particular presidencies.

The Four has started to develop a closer co-operatith the Western Balkans since 2006
("Where does the name come from,” n.d., para. 8) iarhas normally happened in
consultation with Austria and Slovenia (Activitiesf the Czech Presidency, 2008).
According to official pronouncements, “the Visegr@doup stands ready to promote the
integration of the countries of the Western Balkanxluding the handling of their
membership applications... The Visegrad countriesrdfieir help and recent expertise in
drawing-up and implementing integration strategi€tie Visegrad Group stands ready,
2009). Definitely, “there are important ways thais&jrad cooperation can serve as a
model of effective regional cooperation” in the Wes Balkans (Strazay, 2007, p. 235).
One such a way can be seen in the case of CEFTdinalty established by the V4 in
early 1990s (later joined by Slovenia, Romania,g@th and Croatia) in order “to adapt
their economies to the single market of the EUid(ilp. 238). (Because of joining the EU
in May 2004, the V4 countries and Slovenia left TBFbehind.) The South-East

152«Despite the V4 announcement in 2005...that a sicait engagement in ‘twinning’ by VG actors would
be a priority aspect of the VG contribution to Eaststates’ Europeanisation, participation of V&tes has
been low so far. In the case of twinning projectsWkraine, for example, there are no projectshgd V4
state...” (Dangerfield, 2009, p. 17)
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European countries have understood “that the remoYatrade barriers and other
protectionist measures is in their common inter@bid.), so the CEFTA project has been
“exported” to this region. A new CEFTA (warmly welned by the EU) was established
by merging of existing bilateral free trade agreetaebetween Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, FYROM, Moldova, Memegro, Romania and Serbia
(including Kosovo at that time) into a single regabtrade agreement in December 2006.
The simplified system of rules has made trade withe region and between the EU and
the region easier (EU welcomes signing, 2006). deee, countries gathered in the new
CEFTA constituting a consolidated market have bexamore attractive for foreign
investments (ibid.). (Bulgaria and Romania hadetove CEFTA due to their admission to
the EU on 1 January 2007.) However, the differented do exist between the two
regions, for instance in ethnic heterogeneity, ll@feeconomic development among the
countries and of preparedness for the EU and NATEession, etc. (Strazay, 2007, p.
236), “are real, and they suggest that the transfevisegrad know-how will have its
limits” (ibid.).

Undoubtedly, based on their experience in the toamstion processes, knowledge of the
East European and the Western Balkans countriegelhsas social, historical, economic
and cultural ties from the past (Duleba & StraZiayJagodziski (Ed.), 2006, p. 146);

Visegrad Group might significantly contribute totamal reforms and Euro-Atlantic

integration efforts of these regions (ibid.; 8K & Strazay, 2006, p. 25). However, with
the exception of the aforementioned IVF prograntd several high-level meetings in the
V4+ format, this “helping hand potential” has naelm commonly utilized by the V4 so

far.

Last but not least, one might suggest that thegtoesild answer not only to what practical
contribution the VG’s has led, but also to whicldesirable realities the Visegrad regional
co-operation has prevented. (Some argue to Bab@divism, for example.) Nevertheless,

I have not dealt with answering this question beedtiis too hypothetical.
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Conclusions

Not always successful attempts (or sometimes remgifs at all) to come to a common
agreement within the V4; occasional bilateral cotgland the so-called dormant phases of
the Visegrad co-operation “bred disillusion abobe treliability of VG cooperation
generally but also cast doubt...on whether the VGntreas would even constitute a
coherent group in the enlarged EU” (DangerfieldD0p. 657). The Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland and Slovakia have truly divergethany respects. But claims that this is
why maintenance of their purposeful regional call@ion does not make sense within the
EU, that the V4 fails to do the trick and therefates futile, are a result of rather

superficial cognisance of this regional grouping #és activities.

Representatives of the four countries at variougel$e of government and public
administration have persistently expressed theitinghess to co-operate in areas of
common interest, and the survey confirmed theiveational meetings have been held in
the period examined. So there have been enoughrtapp@s created for developing the
co-operation within the Visegrad Group. How haveytbeen utilized®hat has been the
practical contribution of the Visegrad Four co-op&on since the Visegrad countries
entered the EU? tried to answer the question both from the tb&oal as well as the

practical point of view in this thesis.

As to the former, | concentrated on justifying thery existence and purpose of smaller
regional groups of member states such as the \ideirtke EU through the prism of the
multi-level governance concept and the Groupthindoty. Obviously, there are more than
two levels of the “game” (domestic, internationalthe current European arena. Regional
groupings are one type of multiple actors partitigain the EU policy making, interacting
in various formations and directions. Nevertheldlsir presence and activity in the EU
environment should not be viewed as something mahin adding up to the overall
complexity of the intra-EU relations and decisioakimg processes. On the contrary,
according to the Groupthink theory, they have tbteptial to reduce number of divergent
member states’ positions which should simplify reag EU-level agreements and
decision-making. By virtue of findings of a few est studies made in the realm of the
coalition-building in the Council of the Europeanibh, | aimed also at an elucidation of a
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way of building these coalitions of collaboratingtes in the EU. Results of the survey
focused on the coalition-building in the Council Ministers, i.e. on the co-operation
behaviour of governmental representatives durimgniégotiation process in the Council,
elaborated by Daniel Naurin from the Gothenburgvigrsity, showed that “geographical
proximity is the dominating pattern” (Naurin, 2048,4). But “geography is not much of
an explanation in itself” (ibid. p. 15). Lying beld these geographical formulas; cultural
factors, historical legacy, and trading relatioppear to determine the coalition-building
processes in the Union’s major decision-making badie most significant way (ibid. pp.

15-21).

As regards the Visegrad Fouit, has formed a coalition, i.e. a group of stateg)ose
representatives have co-ordinated their action imithe European Union decision-making
space, indeed - the first hypothesis was showre toght. Despite of the fact it has often
happened that the Four's officials representingr tbeuntries in EU structures have not
come to an agreement among themselves; they haa tosmeet and consult actual
agenda routinely before or along with meetingshef €ouncil of Ministers, the European
Council and other EU forumsirstly, | was notified of this by Mr. Sykora (imarge of V4
Public Relations, Public Relations of the IVF andégrad+ Program co-ordination) in our
discussion (July 2009). Secondly, the researchhenpteparations of the four Visegrad
countries for entering the Schengen area revedaladdebates in the V4 framework had
usually preceded meetings of the Dublin contactradtee in Brussels; and searching for
the practical contribution of the Visegrad Four ameration brought also examples of
Visegrad-level co-ordination of viewpoints on certssues (they are adduced in the part
of the thesis called Discussion)hirdly, Annual reports of the Visegrad Group
presidencies and some other sources declare thibetotrue. Evidently, the V4
representatives have several times contributed tedaction of number of differing
viewpoints on issues to be decided on at the Ell land to a simplification of reaching
agreements and decision-making in the EU. Althothgh research on the V4 practical
contribution since the Visegrad countries joineel BU was not focused first and foremost
on testing a theory, | would dare to claim thatfitelings confirmed Daniel Naurin’s
premises implying, inter alia, the coalition-buridi potential of the Visegrad Group in the
EU. However, further surveys with updated datarseded in this realm (involving all
current EU member states, finding out which ar@asifically are possible to be subject to

the co-ordination of positions and action withirakitoons of states in the EU, and whether
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a stability and longevity of such alliances mayabhieved). Besides, next investigations of
the intra-EU coalition-building (in the Union’s noaj decision-making and legislative
body/ bodies) should take into account the fact twadecision rights of the European

Parliament were significantly extended by adopthey Treaty of Lisbotr®

What is more, the Visegrad Four co-operation has lieneficial in practice. The research
revealed in which ways and for whoifhe second assumption - that except activities of
the International Visegrad Fund and a liaison of 4 countries’ experts in preparations
for accession to the Schengen area; co-operatiorepfesentatives of governments and
public administration of all four Visegrad countsiafter their entry to the EU has not
provided actors involved with any tangible conttibn (benefit or added value) - was
disproved by the researcbindoubtedly, most of the tangible benefits resgltirom this
co-operation have been brought by functioning ef WF. Therefore the thesis contains,
inter alia, exemplification of the IVF-funded agtigs but only those supported repeatedly
(some of them occasionally and some persistenttwolving partners from all V4
countries; characterized by longevity; frequenttgiged by public officers and observers
in primary and secondary sources; and most of tleatized under the auspices or with an
engagement of V4 governmental or other public stines. However, there have been at
least three independent (not IVF-sponsored) joiBtlgvel projects and networks (briefly
described in the thesis) which have produced eepeactical outcomes, and organization
of which has required public entities from the \gs®l countries to act in concert
(Olympic Hopes tournament, online portal of Art tdisan Information from Central
Europe and project serving the Group’s joint tauripromotion called the European
Quartet). Even if anything else was not achievedgriactice thanks to the purposeful
collaboration developed under the auspices of thepblic servants, one should be aware
that every single cent offered by the IVF is oftedue to the Visegrad Four co-operation
in fact. It was the political decision made withims regional constellation to establish and
provide its own Fund. So have been increments ef Rhnd’'s resources (budgetary
revenues) pooled from the V4 countries’ public fioes, and setting of trends in grants
and scholarships programs. The VG interactivity bisated possibilities and space for
networking, realization of interests and solvinglgems (it sometimes happens that a

problem of one member becomes a problem also éoretst of the Group and vice versa).

13 But in the period observed, the Council of Ministeas truly the major decision-making and legistat
authority of the EU.
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Thematic fields in which the tangible outcomes® Group’s team work was identified
by the research are as follows: Europeanizatioth@fneighbouring East and South-East
European regions and of the South Caucasus adéaregiscience, research, youth training
and education; using media to advertise the V4rigou promotion; application of new
information and communication technologies in theblig administration; and the
preparations of the four countries for the SchermaessionAs regards the co-operation
of the Czech, Hungarian, Polish and Slovak expentsad of the VG states’ entry to the
Schengen zone (elaborated in the case study)aitsigal contribution cannot be denied as
interviewing and e-mail communication with the waetparticipants showed. But it should
not be exaggerated as it can be seen in some saurskeading their readers in this regard.
While more often consultations and more intenserciiration of public officers within
one of the two V4 Expert groups (the Expert groap implementation of the Dublin
acquis) had produced practical shifts in its ddiagd thus in preparations of the Visegrad
countries for joining the Schengen) as argued byhdnds-on respondents; one can hardly
deduce a specific practical added value from thegtively vague positive assessments of

activity of the Expert group for SIS Il made by tiwe experts.

The activities of the International Visegrad Furayé benefited not only the V4 countries
but also the EU as a whole and some countriesdeutiie EU borders. Individuals and
various entities [schools, universities, acadenéssciences, other educational and
research institutes, youth and interest (sportsutsc.) groups, many (mostly non-
governmental) organizations and institutions, tovamsl municipalities, self-governing
(subnational) regions, audiences of cultural evestts] from Visegrad, other EU member
as well as non-EU member states have been prowdbdhe contribution of the Fund’s

grant programs to their lives.

Certain types of the Visegrad scholarships and sinadl the IVF grants have been
available also for applicants from non-Visegradrtaes; thus applicable (and applied in
fact) within the so-called Visegrad+ (policy) ingtment. It has been directed at the co-
operation of individuals and organizations from Yheregion with non-Visegrad partners
(mostly from the East and South-East Europe bwt fitsm Austria and elsewhere). The
Visegrad+ instrument which has enabled co-orgagizifi meetings of high political

representatives and various projects in the V4+mé&ir has become a tool the V4

governments have used for their involvement in Eneopeanization if comprehended in
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terms of export of forms of political organizatiamjes, norms, ideas and ways of doing
things distinct for the Union beyond its territofjhe fact that a share in the IVF budget
distributed to non-Visegrad recipients has incrdasiace the establishment of the Fund
and to date has reached almost 20% of the total fivdncial spending on grants and

scholarships should not be omitted.

The last part of the thesis preceding the Conchssie devoted to a probable contribution
of the Visegrad Four common activity which is nahgible and thus hard to be defined
without casting too many doubts on its validityeaseal benefit or an added value, and to
some not yet well-developed but largely discussedsaof the co-operation in the V4

framework.

Visegrad Group as a regional constellation hathéurpossibilities to move forward, to
develop co-operation within the Visegrad regiormall as with non-Visegrad partners to
the benefit of the V4 countries, the EU and a lafllactors outside the EU. Respective
high political representatives have not made thet lmé the Group’s potential yet.
Nevertheless, this overview of the practical cdmittion of the Visegrad Four co-operation
clearly shows its performance has been meaningknh after the four states entered the
EU.
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Appendix 1
In the event that the Czech Republic, Poland, Hongad Slovakia become members of the

EU, do you think they should create a group witthie EU with closer ties, or should they
have the same ties as with every other EU member?

(in%, survey conducted in 2003 by the InstituteRablic Affairs in Bratislava)
(In Jagodaiski (Ed.), 2006, p. 154)

Czechs Hungarians Poles Slovaks
they should create
a group within the 34 12 50 44
EU with closer ties
they should have
th_e same ties as 42 69 42 48
with every other
EU member
| do not know 24 19 8 8




Appendix 2

The figures are based on the average number of tm@mber state representatives mentioned each
other as co-operation partners in response to tlkstipn: “Which member states do you most often
co-operate with within your working group, in order develop a common position?” The lines
connecting some of the countries indicate that theeye a particularly close relationship, defined as

being top-three on each other rankings. (NauriG820p. 23-24)
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Appendix 3
Rate of financial support of the IVF to projectsdountries
(International Visegrad Fund, 2009, p. 13)

0 Czech Republc £381,481
© Hungary £€999.079
Poland £€920,810
m  Slovakia E£8B2 644
m Ukrgine £ 350,000
serbia £72,990
Belarus £ 57,500
CTher non-va £€229,992




Appendix 4

Deadline | 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 °2008 °° 2009 2000 -09
Indicator altogether
Standard Grants
Number of Applications 236 469 251 267 309 372 466 539 482 3,391
Number of Grants 26 89 91 110 139 172 216 248 240 1,331
Allocated Money (€) 406,317 | 1,523,019 | 1,723,700 | 1,749,693 | 1,623,000 | 1,804,809 | 1,854,200 | 2,146,200 | 2,255,584 15,086,522
Small Grants
Number of Applications 224 372 336 332 395 443 405 2,102
Number of Grants 53 93 133 129 127 155 151 841
Allocated Money (€) 200,894 332,224 467,048 462,045 453,652 559,967 556,412 3,032,242
Visegrad Strategic Programe
Number of Applications 8 11 14 13 46
Number of Grants 2 4 3 7 16
Allocated Money (€) 110,000 190,000 149,350 329,610 778,960
Grants Total 26 89 144 203 272 303 347 406 398 2,188
Allocated Money Grants Total 406,317 | 1,523,019 | 1,924,594 | 2,081,917 | 2,090,168 | 2,376,864 | 2,497,852 | 2,855,517 | 3,141,606 18,897,724
€
Visegrad Scholarships
Number of Applications 61 100 241 182 260 302 1,146
Total Scholarships 27 35 80 68 171 176 557
Allocated Money (€) 246,000 260,000 538,500 459,500 | 1,116,500 | 1,295,500 3,916,000
Visegrad Artist Residency Programe
Number of Applications 29 61 52 142
Number of Residencies 21 24 24 69
Allocated Money (€) 94,500 108,000 | 108,000 310,500
Visegrad Univesity Studies Grant
Number of Applications 33 33
Number of Residencies 12 12
Allocated Money (€) 285,000 285,000
Money allocated total (€) 23,409,224

° Since the launch of the on-line application system, total numbers of applications cannot be compared with the past rounds. As of 2008 incomplete or error applications are not considered.

°° 2009 figures refer only to the 2009 Visegrad Artist Residency Program (i. e. September 2008 deadline).

(International Visegrad Fund, 2009, pp. 10-11)



Appendix 5
Grant schemes currently offered by the Internatidfisegrad Fund
(Basic Facts about the Fund, 2009)

The Fund’s Programs in 2009:
Small Grants (budget of £€512,000) / Standard Grants (budget of £2,200,000)
¢ for projects of cooperation among subjects from V4 countries and other countrigs
* deadlines: 1 and 15 March 1, 1 June, 1 and 15 September and 1 December

Visegrad Strategic Program {budget of £300,000)
* forimportant, long-term strategic projects {see the list of priorities for 2008)
o deadlines: 15 February and 15 May (more: http://www visegradifund.org/grants.html)

Visegrad University Studies Grant (budget of £100,000]
*  for development and launching of university courses/programs that deal with V& countries
e deadline: 10 November {more: http://www.visegradiund.org/curriculum.htmi)

Visegrad Scholarship Program (budget of £1,884,000)
s for Master's and Post-Master’s studies
¢ deadline: 31 January (more: httpSwww.scholarships visegradfund.org)

Visegrad Artist Residency Program = VARP (budget of €108,000)
« J-month residencies for V4 artist in institutions in the other V4 countries
*  deadline: 10 September (more; hitp:/Sartists visepradiund.ors)

Project statistics (as of 1 January 20039}

Year 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | Total
Apps. 236 469 | 475 639 Bd5 712 | 866 | 996 | 900 - 5,038
Grants 26 89 144 | 203 ( 272 | 301 | 347| 406 396 - 2,184
Apps. - - - 61 100 | 241 182 260| 302 - 1,146
Scholarships - - - 27 35 a0 68| 171| 167 - 548
Apps. g - - - - - - 29 61 52 142
VARP z - E = - - - 21 24 24 69




Appendix 6

Number of tourists from Japan and the USA at puddcommodation establishments in the
Visegrad countries 2002-2005 (in thousands)
(Statistical information, 2006, p. 9)

Taurists from Japan at Public Accommodation Establishments
in Central European Countries 2002 — 2005 (In thousands)

CmchRepublic

Tourists from USA at Public Accommodation Establishmanis

in Central European Countries 2002 - 2008 (In thousands)




Appendix 7

Summary information on respondents, dates and mehngerviews conducted within the

case study

date

respondent

nationality

relevance to the Expert
group

means of
communication

9.12.2009

Director of the National Central
Office SIRENE Slovakia,
Department of the International
Police Co-operation, Police
Force Presidium (Ministry of
Interior of the Slovak Republic)

Slovak

Expert group for SIS Il

personal interview
(not recorded,
notes taken in
writing)

16.12.2009

Jifi Celikovsky, Head of the
Division of co-ordination of
Schengen co-operation and
border protection, Department
of asylum and migration policy
(Ministry of Interior of the Czech
Republic)

Czech

Expert group for SIS Il

e-mail

17.2.2010

Pavol Maliarik, Director of the
Department of applications;
Office of informatics,
telecommunications and
security (Ministry of Interior of
the Slovak Republic)

Slovak

Expert group for SIS Il

e-mail

17.12.2009

Zuzana Némethov4, Head of
the Division of fingerprint
identification of persons,
Department of crimilalistic
identification, Criminalistic and
Expertise Institute at the Police
Force Presidium (Ministry of
Interior of the Slovak Republic)

Slovak

Expert group for
implementation of the Dublin
acquis

personal interview
(recorded on a
Dictaphone)

18.12.2009

Michaela Sumilasova, Head of
the Dublin Station at the
Migration Office (Ministry of
Interior of the Slovak Republic)

Slovak

Expert group for
implementation of the Dublin
acquis

personal interview
(recorded on a
Dictaphone)

14.1.2010

Bronislava Bielikova, former
Head of the Dublin Station at
the Migration Office (Slovak
Republic)

Slovak

Expert group for
implementation of the Dublin
acquis

e-mail




