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                                                                 Abstract: 
Europe has undergone various security changes in the past and needs to prepare itself for managing the 
present and future security challenges appearing on the horizon. Within Central Europe, we can see a 
significant change in its security orientation and a gradual development by continuous involvement in 
security initiatives such as the current EU-led PESCO. This article aims to show the present Visegrad 
Group (V4) interest in maintaining an autonomous European security, as well as to analyse the current 
possibilities and security capabilities of Central European countries. The V4 countries are an important 
part of NATO and the European Union, even though they are small to medium-sized countries with 
limited security capabilities. Participation in the creation of collective security under NATO has a stable, 
several-year position in the countries, but the European Union is on the rise in its security agenda, and 
that is assumed by the V4 countries with its participation in EU initiatives such as PESCO and the 
integrated involvement of the V4 in ongoing military projects. 
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Capabilities.  

Título en Castellano: Desafíos para la cooperación en materia de seguridad y defensa en Europa 
Central: ¿Será capaz la UE de gestionar crisis en la periferia de la UE? 

Resumen: 

Europa ha experimentado varios cambios en materia de seguridad en el pasado y necesita prepararse 
para hacer frente a los retos de seguridad presentes y futuros que se vislumbran en el horizonte. En 
Europa Central podemos observar un cambio significativo en cuestiones de seguridad y un desarrollo 
gradual mediante la participación continua en iniciativas de seguridad como la actual PESCO, dirigida 
por la UE. Este artículo tiene como objetivo mostrar el actual interés de los paises del grupo de 
Visegrado (V4) por mantener una seguridad europea autónoma, así como analizar las actuales 
posibilidades y capacidades de seguridad de los países de Europa Central. Los países del V4 son una 
parte importante de la OTAN y de la Unión Europea, aunque son países pequeños o medianos con 
capacidades de seguridad limitadas. Su participación en la seguridad colectiva en el marco de la OTAN 
está estabilizada, con varios años de duración. Al mismo tiemo la Unión Europea está aumentando su 
programa de seguridad, y eso lo asumen los países del V4 con su participación en iniciativas de la UE 
como la PESCO y su participación integrada en los proyectos militares en curso. 
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1. Introduction 3 

The dimension of security in the European environment is currently one of the most discussed 
topics in recent years. The international environment has become increasingly interconnected 
over the years as a result of ever-increasing globalization, and the environment itself is changing 
dynamically. Due to these changes, the security situation has become increasingly 
unpredictable in the European environment. Cooperation between states, whether under NATO 
or the EU, seems to be the way to deal with the new threats posed by the changing security 
environment. 

As seen in current events, the recent key role of NATO in Europe is emerging. Setting 
the direction of the European Union in the future shows the effort to ensure security with our 
own resources and thus move away from excessive ties to NATO. Likewise, US policies point 
to the need to provide EU security management with its resources as much as possible. We 
believe that the key issue in the future will be the provision of security under the European 
Union, as some initiatives in recent years have tried to develop. The question of European 
security become a question of concern due to past events that have tested the power of Europe 
in its defence. Central Europe was an important space in the cross-section of European history 
when it was on the border of several important territorial units until the end of the Cold War 
when it stood on the border of the Western and Eastern blocs, becoming what is now described 
as a buffer zone. This is also the case today, as the Central European region is tested in terms 
of security. If we mention the events in Ukraine over the past few years, an important feature 
is its position on the eastern border of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European 
Union. If we take into consideration the role of Central Europe in European security, we can 
qualifiy it as relevant. 

 Central European cooperation in the context of European security is a top-down 
initiative. Central Europe countries in the past decade after becoming members of NATO and 
the EU in the past decade have undergone many changes in the field of security and defence 
and nowadays are involved in the processes of shaping European security through many 
activities and capabilities. This kind of membership brings many challenges and involves the 
development of initiatives by these for shaping the security in the European region as a whole 
as well as in Central Europe. Current initiatives under the heading of the European Union are 
developed as top-down initiatives, for example, Permanent Structured Cooperation, or as 
bottom-up initiatives, as it is the case of the European Defence Agency. 

This article is part of a research conducted on the review and identification of 
contemporary security threats (which are mainly hybrid) facing the EU countries, analysing 
proposals and initiatives regarding the search for new cooperation instruments, mechanisms 
formation and construction of new institutions to deal with modern geopolitical and security 
challenges. In this context, it is a reassessment of the security identity created after the Second 
World War and the Cold War, and the security identity that is beginning to take shape after the 
annexation of Crimea by the Russian Federation in 2014. 

The study aims to point out the importance of maintaining an autonomous European 
security, as well as to identify the current possibilities and capabilities of Central European 
countries as an integral part of the European Union and thus also of the European security 
architecture. We will also point out the importance of the newly created security initiatives for 
building the European defence architecture. We relied on qualitative scientific methods, 
primarily on contextual analysis and subsequent synthesis. In addition to these methods, a 
comparative analysis was used in the section dealing with the Central European region—the 

 
3 This study was prepared within the framework of VEGA project nº 1/0149/19 “Security Aspects of Failed States.” 
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defence industry of the V4 countries. The key issues that we will address are: How has European 
security evolved? What role does Central Europe play in European security? What security 
initiatives are the EU currently working on to build/increase its security autonomy? 

There is a rapidly growing literature on the security efforts of 
combination/dismemberment in the European and Euro-Atlantic areas between NATO and the 
EU. The literature concerning NATO security gives a thorough summary of the whole 
spectrum—domestic, foreign, monographs, anthologies, and especially high-quality 
professional articles together with official documents (both from member states and NATO 
itself). Past literature on the European Union was found to be more economic-oriented. At 
present, there is an increasing emphasis on security initiatives, PESCO as an example, where it 
is possible to find many high-quality professional analyses.  

2. Building European security  

By the end of World War II, the Western European countries began to feel the need for security 
guarantees. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) adopted also considered steps for 
future security and defence measures. As M. Holubová states in her book, "the post-war period 
was characterized by profound structural changes also in the balance of power between 
traditional Western democracies and the emergence of a socialist system"4. The dynamics of 
the development of relations and individual attitudes of the winning countries in this period 
showed quite quickly the future direction of the international environment. As was clear, the 
peace talks in Yalta and Potsdam did not prevent the alliance from being split, and previous 
allies became two antagonist blocs. This incompatible spectrum of views ultimately led to the 
division of Europe by the so-called Iron Curtain (after 1948). There was a split between 
capitalism and communism, which was also declared in several speeches of the political leaders. 
"If Stalin, in his February speech, indirectly identified capitalism with war, Churchill made a 
reference to appeasement in March that Western powers should not give way to him as they 
once did in the case of Hitler."5 These clearly confrontational approaches described the new 
situation and the need for security guarantees. It was the ambition of the US and other countries 
by joining themselves under NATO's leadership that appeared to be the most rational step to 
protect the West against the USSR undesirable influences. However, an important fact was that 
the Alliance enrolled members in its ranks regardless of their "war" past, meaning that "NATO 
as an institutional community brought together winners and losers from World War II".6 

On the other hand, the European Common Market, the European Economic Community 
and the European Union were created later, initially focused on the economic aspects of 
cooperation. Today, it covers a wide range of areas, including security and defence developed 
little by little in the post-Cold War period. In the first decade of this century the EU started to 
launch several civilian and military missions in Europe, Asia, and Africa, and created a 
relatively broad institutional framework for cooperation. This area of cooperation was 
recognised more than two decades after its inception as critical and began to attract media 
attention, mainly as a result of current developments in the security situation at home and abroad 
and as a result of the new threats facing the European Twenty-seven. 

The relatively ambitious steps taken by the European Union to build mechanisms and 
military or civilian capabilities after the Maastricht Treaty gradually diminished in intensity, 

 
4 Holubová, Mária (2012): Dejiny veľmocí v rokoch 1914-1945, Banská Bystrica, Univerzita Mateja Bela, Fakulta 
politických vied a medzinárodných vzťahov, pp. 114. 
5 Petruf, Pavol et al. (2000): Atlantická poistka. Bratislava: Ministerstvo obrany Slovenskej republiky, p.13. 
6 Eichler, Jan (2009): Mezinárodní bezpečnost v době globalizace. Praha, Portál, p.59. 
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and security and defence issues subtly receded in favour of economic issues until the events in 
Ukraine in 2013, which fundamentally redefined the security map of Europe. 

The current dynamics of European development reflect the general foreign policy 
interests defined by the magnificent visions for structuring Europe as a global actor. One of the 
characteristics of the "new security agenda" is that it is not just about soft security or "non-
military security", it focusses on hard security and the military sector. Regarding NATO, the 
defense policies and missions of a good part of NATO countries are currently not driven by an 
existential threat and interests in their territorial security but as military assets of a foreign 
policy, either as a country-centred policy or as a response to the securitization of humanitarian 
aid or human rights issues and principles.  

The complex constellation of institutions created during the Cold War has been 
transferred to the post-Cold War period, and there is no reason to expect an easy rationalisation 
and the creation of a "more logical" harmonious relationship among NATO, the OSCE, and the 
EU. In particular, the EU-NATO redefined cooperation will be a central element of the future 
institutional set-up in Europe. 

2.1. Top-down and bottom-up security initiatives—what is the difference? 

As we have seen, European security has been shaped by many geopolitical and power changes 
both in the European region and in the world. According to A. Bjurner, “security is currently 
being established at all levels, ranging from the pan-European dimension to the local security 
environment”.7 Security is being promoted at the central government level by local authorities 
and by a wide range of non-governmental actors. The impetus for this comprehensive security-
building is, therefore, both a top-down and bottom-up process. All activities towards the 
formation of security can be divided into "levels", depending on the direction in which they 
arise. Based on this, we divide the security initiatives into two: those that emerge from top to 
bottom and those that are created from bottom to top.  

2.1.1. Top-down security initiatives 

K. G. Logan associates top-down security initiatives as those taken by the governments of the 
states, defining them as a set of goals developed at the top of the governance structure. He states 
that this model of initiatives is characterized by four key elements or dimensions:  

1. High-level format directives (framework, plans, etc.) 

2. Controlled structure/role based on a set of processes/procedures 

3. Communication structure 

4. Hierarchical decision-making structure8 

To better understand the top-down model within security initiatives, we apply these basic 
features to the recently launched European Union initiative—Permanent Structured 
Cooperation (PESCO),9 a collection of projects on the security, defence, and development 
agenda for 25 member states (out of 27 EU member states) 

1. Framework, plans, etc. – PESCO is both a permanent framework for closer cooperation 
and a structured process to gradually deepen defence cooperation within the Union 
framework. It will be a driver for integration in the field of defence. Each participating 

 
7 Bjurner, Anders (2015). “Reflections and Subregionalism and Wider European Security”, in Building Security 
in Europe´s New Borderlands. New York, Routledge. 
8 Logan, Keith Gregory (2014): Introduction to homeland security. New York, Routledge. 
9 We will be dealing with this initiative in more detail in the last chapter of the work. (author's note) 
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Member State provides a plan for the national contributions and efforts they have agreed to 
make.10 

These national implementation plans are subject to regular assessment. Thus, PESCO as a 
security and defence initiative represents a comprehensive package of projects submitted by 
individual Member States, while the management of these projects is entrusted to specific 
countries. Within each project and set activities, several other countries are involved. While 
achieving the set goals, such groups of states are obliged to inform the headboard about the 
progress and the steps taken by each in the form of annual reports. 

2. Controlled structure/role-based from processes—as mentioned above, PESCO is based 
on defence projects run by member states. However, PESCO has a two-layer structure,11 
where the task of the top level, managed by the Secretariat, is based on preserving coherence 
and aims. On the project level, participating states create a management procedure for each 
project, and here, members probably want to maintain tighter control. The project level is 
the level in which the states themselves are responsible within the individual groups of 
projects—whether as a participant or a leading country—according to the possibilities and 
capabilities of the armed forces of the country. 

3. Communication structure - Concerning the setting of powers within the functioning of 
PESCO, the communication structure is primarily based on annual reports of individual 
participating countries informing the Council about the course and results of the set 
objectives within specific projects. 

4. Decision-making structure - The decision to participate was made voluntarily by each 
participating Member State, and decision-making will remain in the hands of the 
participating Member States in the Council. This is without prejudice to the specific 
character of the security and defence policy of certain EU member states. The Council, 
therefore, has the main decision-making power at the (so-called) Council level, which 
handles the overall policy direction and decision-making, including the assessment on 
whether participating Member States are fulfilling their commitments. Legal acts are 
adopted by unanimity (except decisions regarding the suspension of membership and entry 
of new members, which are taken by qualified majority). Only PESCO members can take 
part in the vote. 

As can be seen from the above points, PESCO fulfils the essence of the top-down initiative, 
both due to the basic fact that it is an initiative of states and their decision to participate, but 
also due to the fulfilment of four key characteristics: framework, structure, decision-making 
and a determining method of communication. However, we believe that this cooperation will 
need to be further deepened to strengthen the various key points, especially because of the 
relatively short time frame since the initiative was launched. 

2.2.2 Bottom-up security initiatives  

On the other hand, analysts and researchers are also working on a second model of security 
initiatives in security research known as the bottom-up security initiative. According to M. 
Kaldor, I. Rangelow, and S. Selchow,12 the bottom-up principle recognizes that external actors 
can only play an “enabling” role in delivering security a supporting the (re)construction of 

 
10 Permanent Structured Cooperation - PESCO deepening defence cooperation among EU member states (2019), 
at https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/pesco_factsheet_november_2019.pdf 
11  What is PESCO? at https://icds.ee/what-is-pesco/. 
12 Kaldor, Mary; Rangelov, Iavor; Selchow, Sabine (2018): EU Global Strategy and Human Security: Rethinking 
Approaches to Conflict, Abingdon, Routledge. 
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authority if needed. This approach may provide a guide for external actors on what strategies 
are most likely to be effective as well as feedback and evaluation for ongoing missions. 

In this case, it is relatively easy to find a suitable example for a bottom-up model, as we 
can say that it is a type of security support activity. We can take, for example, the European 
Defence Agency. According to the official website of the European Defence Agency,13 “one of 
the Agency’s aims is to foster defence cooperation among the European Member States”.  

Thus, EDA is at the service of its members and supports them in commonly agreed 
priority areas through dedicated cooperative projects. As the EDA defines itself as a supporting 
body, its tasks and roles and in the international security field are clear —support and help as 
needed by individual member states of the European Union.  

3. Central Europe and security 

In a global sense, the European region is currently the most institutionalized part of the world. 
The region embodies a set of countries that are members of NATO, the EU, the OSCE, the UN, 
and we can say that it is a unique character on a global scale, not excluding the security sphere. 
B. Buzan and O. Waewer dealing with Europe include the centre-periphery characterization 
where the centre is Western Europe and the periphery is Central Europe and they specifically 
say that "Europe has a center-periphery structure:" “Central Europe organizes itself as 
concentric circles around the West Kernel.”14 

Central Europe has long been an important component in the creation of European 
security. Within Europe, particularly in the Central European region, the participation of some 
small and medium-sized states in the creation of a European security structure has proved to be 
vital. It is important to realize that this region is a buffer zone, the eastern border, whether for 
Europe or the North Atlantic Alliance. The position of these countries requires great attention, 
with an emphasis on their involvement in the security system on the European continent. 

Central Europe as such is primarily made up of a core of four countries, namely the V4 
– the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovakia. This grouping is specific both in terms 
of functioning and in terms of historical interconnectedness. According to A. Cottey, “it was 
characterized by its small size, by the Central European states´ relative homogeneity, by their 
shared sense of historic and geostrategic vulnerability resulting from their location between 
Germany/the West and the (former) Soviet Union, and by their common goal of integration 
with the West”.15 

3.1. NATO's eastern border  

The countries of Central Europe are specific in their position on the geographical and political 
map of the world. As history has shown, the geographical importance of expanding NATO's 
membership base is no less important. As provided in Article 10 of the Washington Treaty, the 
Alliance continues to pursue an open-door policy and accepts all those countries that can 
contribute to the development and maintenance of collective security. The Alliance includes 
Western and Central European states, with the Balkan countries gradually joining. 
Geographically, almost all of Europe is covered, from its northern parts to its southernmost, 
from land-based to coastal states. This geographic feature is what makes operations and 
establishing new partnerships in the Alliance possible. NATO can also operate thanks to 

 
13 Fostering defence cooperation, at https://www.eda.europa.eu/Aboutus/how-we-work. 
14 Buzan, Barry; Wœver, Ole (2003): Regions and Powers. The structure of International Security. Cambridge, 
University Press, p.353. 
15  Cottey, Andrew (1999): Subregional Cooperation in the New Europe: Building Security, Prosperity and 
Solidarity from the Barents to the Black Sea, New York, Palgrave, pp. 70. 
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small/medium-sized countries in many types of environment, and this adds to its importance—
namely, the Central European states. 

If we look at the potential of these states, these states are often limited by their own 
economic strength, the level of GDP, or many other factors. However, "especially small states 
are usually a lesser threat to their neighbours and often have a greater degree of loyalty from 
their citizens" and at the same time "small states can prosper better economically”.16  

What undoubtedly remains an advantage and a driving force of individual states is 
specialisation. In his contribution, D. Vlček describes this ability of small states as "the role of 
an expert: since the possibility of influencing a large range of problems is problematic, they try 
to focus on a specific area and become excellent experts in it”.17 Although small countries are 
unable to cover every single requirement, there are always experts and specialists who 
ultimately excel in some other countries, enabling each country to put together the full range of 
specialists. The Alliance has been able to operate in any condition and successfully meet its 
goals and requirements of the international environment. We perceive this advantage most in 
the armed forces and military groups operating under the NATO flag. Small and medium-sized 
states cannot typologically cover all military units, but they specialize in specific capabilities 
and knowledge, which in turn contribute greatly to the fulfilment of peacekeeping tasks in the 
world. As well as various security alliances in the past, even small states have proven to be 
important in decision-making processes, as the alliance has been a driving force for security in 
the region. 

The V4 countries, namely Slovakia (2004), Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary 
(1999), became part of NATO after the fall of bipolarity, which was a fundamental change in 
the political direction of the countries. The orientation to the West, as it turns out today, has 
opened the door to new alliances and security guarantees. 

However, given the importance of the V4 at the eastern border of NATO, security 
initiatives on this borderline given the importance of the V4 at the eastern border of NATO and 
in light of events concerning the Crimean problem in Ukraine, there is now a pressing need to 
justify security initiatives on this borderline. It is this region, the region of Central Europe, that 
has been exposed to the greatest pressure in the changing European and North Atlantic security 
environment. It is precisely the question of strengthening the Central European region that has 
proved to be crucial in dealing with this new security challenge, thus reaffirming the 
justification for the membership of Central European countries in NATO. During these events, 
a larger number of NATO troops were concentrated in this territory, especially in Poland, and 
at the same time, the armed forces of the V4 armies took part in peacekeeping operations on 
NATO's eastern border. 

The similarity of the eastern "line" can be traced in the past, whether it is the Curzon 
line or the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. These historical similarities point to the importance of the 
Central European region’s insecurity terms. 

To justify the eastern border of NATO and the membership of the V4, it is important to 
pay attention to the statements of state officials, which are largely directly proportional to the 
country's support for NATO. Polish Prime Minister M. Morawiecki told the Financial Times 
that NATO remains "the most important Alliance in the world when it comes to preserving 
freedom and peace. According to Czech Foreign Minister T. Petříček, NATO remains a "key 
element of security". "The EU must strive to become a real geopolitical power, but NATO is 

 
16 Vlček, Dalibor (2014): “Postavenie malých štátov v svetovom politickom systéme – ich niektoré špecifiká”, in 
Bezpečnostné fórum 2014. Banská Bystrica, Belianum, p. 337 – 343, p.339. 
17 Vlček, op.cit. p.340 
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and should remain the backbone of our security on both sides of the Atlantic," said Slovak 
president Z. Čaputová.18 It is precisely such statements that point to the importance of NATO 
as a security organization for smaller states, such as the V4 countries. 

3.2. Defence and security challenges for Central European countries 

As the V4 countries are relatively small states and do not have a directly named enemy, the 
threats to these countries stem primarily from changes in the international environment. The 
current change in the security situation is due to Russia's position and change in the nature of 
its external behaviour, developments in the Balkans, and the ongoing turmoil in the Middle 
East. Nowadays, we can observe the US's efforts to withdraw from the region to direct the EU 
to crisis management on the periphery of the EU. The priority of US policies is focused on the 
Asia-Pacific region. At the same time, the question is a vacuum in the European environment, 
as we can also see the gradual loss of important positions in Russia in Europe, and at the same 
time, there is a reduction—weakening of its power potential in this area. 

Looking back at the past years and the evolution of Russia's position, we can observe 
the increasing aggression in both speeches and proceedings. A ground-breaking, negative point 
in Russia's actions is witnessed during the events in Ukraine since 2014 and later also in the 
gathering of forces along the borders with NATO member countries. In this, we see the greatest 
threat from Russia—its military strength and size, as well as its ability to react quickly and often 
inadequately. As the V4 countries are neighbours and the nearest states to Ukraine, they closely 
monitor the situation and maintain stable and consistent positions with other NATO countries 
in case joint actions against Russia were needed. However, tensions do not seem to diminish 
any time soon, as many analysts have said that the current tensions between Russia and the 
West hve been the greatest since the Cold War. That is why the V4 must remain prepared for 
any possible evolution in their relationship as full members of the Alliance.  

  A positive development in the Balkans is the increasing integration of countries into 
NATO, but the persisting inter-ethnic conflicts are a clear negative factor. One example worth 
mentioning is the constant problem created with the recognition of Kosovo and its impact on 
the security and stability of the region acknowledged by Serbia and by the rest of the world. In 
the past, there have been many major conflicts, including the beginning of the First World War. 
It is not in vain that this region is called a "barrel of gunpowder" and has been perceived as a 
hotspot in Europe. It was created mainly by sharpening and growing nationalism among the 
Balkan states. Therefore, the direction of the region will be very questionable in the future, but 
its integration can be a stabilizing element. J. Bugajski19 speaks of the Balkan region in the eyes 
of America as a threat to regional stability and European integrity, identifying Russia's presence 
in the region as the main reason and stressing the need to avoid escalation of the situation.20 
The Balkan region may be considered a threat to the V4 from the perspective of Article 5 of the 
Treaty due to its geographical proximity to several V4 communities and the existence of V4 
Armed Forces in the region. 

In today's world ranking of economic powers, the US and China are at the top. As shown 
in forecasts and analysts' statements, China as a world power may overtake the US in the 
coming years. Current affairs magazines, such as The Diplomat, The National Interest, and 
Forbes, are also discussing the change in the balance of power between the two countries, with 
the phrase “China beats the US in global leadership” increasingly ringing. The key, in this case, 

 
18 Yar, Lucia (2019): Prežíva NATO klinickú smrť? Čo na to východné krídlo? at 
https://euractiv.sk/section/obrana-a-zahranicie/news/preziva-nato-klinicku-smrt-co-na-to-vychodne-kridlo/. 
19 Bugajski, Janusz (2018): Balkan security and U.S. strategy at https://www.cepa.org/balkan-security-and-us-
trategy.  
20 Ibid.  
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is the magnitude of the force and speed of the country's development. As we can see, the pace 
of economic development in China 21  is becoming rapid and slightly unpredictable, and 
therefore making them increasingly closer to gaining the first position of economic power in 
the world. In the case of overall power, it is likewise important to mention China’s 
assertiveness, which is also increasing—it is now more involved in international affairs and 
expresses its positions compared to its past when it focused primarily on its internal political 
affairs. Although China has a good relationship with the V4 thanks to its many investments, its 
possible economic and complex power growth may affect the power structure in the world and 
thus may trigger changes in NATO positions. If we thoroughly examine this in the case of a 
negative view of this power potential factor, it may be essentially a cycle—as a prediction of 
the development of China's power position into the future: China will become a world leader—
a change in the power structure—a change in NATO's response to China and possible negative 
steps against China's growing assertiveness—threatening good relations with the V4 and thus 
threatening the economy. While the imagined scenario may not likely happen, the change in 
China’s position is highly anticipated in the future. 

In addition to the policies of Russia, the Middle East, and China, the Islamic world is 
also of great concern to ordinary people, considering the (violent) spread of their religion and 
terrorist attacks, a horrendous security threat. The threat of terrorism is now seen as a global 
problem.22 The threat is not based primarily on the geographical position of the countries, 
however, given the occurrence of past attacks in several European cities, it is difficult to predict 
future occurrence as well as the individual time spacing between them. The fact remains that 
“the European Security Strategy has made terrorism one of the key threats to Europe's security. 
Terrorism is a strategic threat to the whole of Europe”.23 As B. Kristian24 states, there is no 
strict rule to define a country more vulnerable to the threat of terrorism. Rather, it is the nature 
of the population—its composition and the author of this article indirectly touches on the issue 
of migration and population mixing as one of the possible reasons for the terrorist threat. For 
example, Switzerland or Ireland are relatively safe because they consider this perspective. From 
this point of view, homogeneity of the population is a factor that reduces the risk of this threat, 
but in the V4 countries, for example in Slovakia, anti-terrorist units are created to prevent 
attacks in the country. 

If we look at globalization25 in the context of security, it can inherently contribute to the 
emergence of security risks or threats. As an example, it is much easier and faster in today’s 
global world to spread the threat of terrorism, as countries and their systems are interconnected. 
There is a widespread movement of people (or free movement as in the EU) and an attack in all 
other NATO / EU countries will affect all other countries. In addition to the free movement of 
people in the European environment, there is also a rapid increase in security threats that the 
countries of Europe have to face. This can be understood through Fukuyama's concept of 
globalization as the end of history, "We are at the end of history because there is only one 
system that will continue to be dominant in world politics and that is the liberal system of the 

 
21 Heisbourg, Francois (2020): “NATO 4.0: The Atlantic Alliance and the Rise of China”, Survival, vol. 62, nº.2, 
pp.83-102. 
22 It is defined as “the deliberate use of violence to create fear and to force public administrations or society to do 
or not to do something”. The aims of terrorism are ideological, religious or political in nature. Eichler, op.cit. p.172 
23 Tarasovič, Vladimír et al. (2004): Panoráma globálneho bezpečnostného prostredia 2003-2004, Bratislava, 
Ministerstvo obrany SR – Inštitút bezpečnostných a obranných štúdií, p.293. 
24  Kristian, Bonnie (2017): Many European countries have no terrorism problem. Why? at 
https://theweek.com/articles/703673/many-european-countries-have-no-terrorism-problem-why. 
25Globalization "is a dynamic process, removing barriers and wiping borders, linking states and continents, and 
creating a whole new framework for international security relations”, Eichler, op.cit. p.99 
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democratic West”. 26  With this statement, we go back to the greatest "enemy" of today's 
terrorist-oriented groups—Muslim—the liberal democracy and liberal rules that unite the 
countries of Europe, including the V4 countries. Globalization and the interconnection of the 
world is one of the reasons why several V4 security measures have been taken in the V4 
territory. This is why the V4 feels more vulnerable in a globalized world, despite the claims of 
globalization being relatively safer. 

The impact on the evolution and change of the international environment is only seen 
to increase in the future due to changes in climate patterns and several environmental problems 
that come with it, such as the availability of drinking water, the drying up of watercourses, 
desertification, land degradation, and the increasing incidence of natural disasters such as 
floods, forest fires, and many more. These environmental problems, particularly concerning the 
availability of drinking water and watercourses, may escalate into conflicts between nations 
over these resources. However, unfavourable living conditions may also have an impact on the 
growth of migration, which, aside from natural conditions, may also be caused by the state of 
war in the country of origin (at present, we mean the situation in the Middle East). We are 
currently watching, experiencing, and trying to cope with a strong refugee crisis, where millions 
of people are flowing into Europe with the prospect of a better life. Their goal is to reach the 
Western European countries being largely the V4 countries’ transit countries only. Although 
V4 is not a target region, it should be noted that “uncontrollable refugee waves with the 
possibility of going into criminal activities in this territory pose a security risk”.27  Migration-
related criminal activities include smuggling (multiple cases recorded), theft and looting or 
antisocial behaviour. However, if we compare the impact of the migration phenomena on 
selected V4 countries, Slovakia with the situation in Hungary, for example, we find that the 
situation is diametrically different. In Hungary, migration represents a far greater security threat 
than in Slovakia and may cause problems for the state's internal policy, along with an increase 
in xenophobic tendencies.  

Another potential threat is the growing disintegration tendencies in Europe, currently 
represented mainly by the withdrawal of the United Kingdom from the European Union, as well 
as the debated issue of Catalonia's separatism. Under the Security Agenda, we understand the 
greatest impact of this disintegration process on the impact on the EU's ability to generate battle 
groups to respond to individual crises. The British Army28 has an estimated 150,000 active 
soldiers and a defence budget of around $55 billion. But what happens when they leave the 
Union? The balance of power will change, the volume of possible funds will be reduced, and 
therefore the requirements for individual contributions may increase, which may also harm the 
V4 countries. It is therefore quite possible that in the future, the mandatory obligation will grow 
to more than 2% of GDP, and this can have a disastrous impact on the state of the economy and 
the development of the V4 armed forces.  

Now, we can see a great demand in the Alliance for mutual cooperation of the armies 
of individual countries and other obligations that follow. However, the variation of technology 
and the issue of commitment can also be viewed as an opportunity for the armed forces to 
develop military capabilities of the V4 countries. Due to changes in the international 
environment, it is necessary to pay increased attention to the material equipment of the armed 
forces so that they can effectively fulfil the set tasks in the context of collective defence and 

 
26 Eichler, op.cit. p.101 
27 Petruf et al., op.cit. p. 65 
28  Najväčšie vojenské mocnosti. Pozrite si 15 najsilnejších armád sveta. at https://hnonline.sk/svet/922401-
najvacsie-vojenske-mocnosti-pozrite-si-15-najsilnejsich-armad-sveta. 
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connection with changes in the security environment. In essence, we can even understand this 
as a kind of motivational element. 

Another characteristic that should be emphasised is the motivation of small states´ 
citizens to be responsible for their own security environment, thus developing national 
awareness in the people and the willingness to defend their homeland. Raising this awareness 
could be ensured by various civil-military activities, in which the security situation and possible 
development scenarios involving civilians would be brought closer to the general population 
(as not everyone is interested in watching TV or reading the news). It is important that the 
armed forces of states also have active support in the ranks of ordinary citizens who will have 
to defend their country if necessary. Denmark, for example, emphasises the system of civil-
military cooperation. A. Dalgaard-Nielsen29 in his study describes several aspects of the Danish 
environment that have triggered the need for civilian and military cooperation; he mentions 
terrorism, natural disasters, and various other threats, emphasising the importance of training, 
education, and information sharing. He refers to this cooperation as an increasingly important 
component in maintaining national security. 

The US in NATO is putting increasing emphasis on the development of EU capabilities.  
Since the arrival of Donald Trump to the presidency, the US has been speaking about reducing 
its contribution to NATO 30 and Europe's need to take on responsibilities for its own security. 
It brings more responsibility to the states of Europe, who should try to rely on themselves, their 
troops, skills, and knowledge.31 In this context, there is a demand for V4 countries to improve 
the quality of their defence assets, which can contribute to the effectiveness of collective 
security, especially for European countries. However, all this must not be seen as an obligation 
but as an opportunity to improve the defence assets and thus improve their position and 
competitiveness, so that the armed forces can better represent V4 on international grounds and 
be considered a reliable and strong partner with other modern armed forces. 

3.3. Individual cooperation of Central European countries—V4 

Since the very beginning of the V4, efforts to develop and strengthen regional cooperation in 
the military and defence context have been in the heart of the group. As Š. Kolmašová stated, 
“their general perception of security threats and strategic culture prevents deeper integration 
into a security community”.32 V4 has been a platform for political consultations on security and 
defence related topics with the focus on stimulating cooperation in various areas of common 
interest such as joint capabilities’ development, interoperability of the V4 Armed Forces 
(education, training, and exercises) and defence industry. 

The highest priority in the past was to focus on joint European integration and 
membership in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. The accession of the Czech Republic, 

 
29 Dalgaard-Nielsen, Anja: “Structures and Cultures— Civil-Military Cooperation in Homeland Security: The 
Danish Cas”, in Brimmer, Esther (ed.)  (2006): Transforming Homeland Security: U.S. and European Approaches, 
Washington, Center for Transatlantic Relations SAIS, pp.95-114 at 
https://pure.fak.dk/ws/files/5599470/Structures_and_Cultures_ch_6_.pdf. 
30 Zeneli also commented on this topic in his article for The National Interest, describing why Europe can no longer 
rely on US funding. Zeneli, Valbona. 2017. Why NATO's European Members Can No Longer Expect America to 
Pick Up the Bill at http://nationalinterest.org/feature/why-natos-european-members-can-no-longer-expect-
america-pick-23351   
31 Interestingly, the downward trend in US contributions is already mentioned by P. Hrivík in his contribution from 
1997 and that "a significant signal is also the significantly declining amounts that the US is planning to invest in 
NATO enlargement, including the modernization of the armed forces of new members". Hrivík, Pavol (1997): 
“Integrácia Slovenska do bezpečnostných štruktúr – výhody a riziká vstupu do NATO”, in Integrácia Slovenskej 
republiky do bezpečnostných štruktúr, Bratislava, Stála konferencia slovenskej inteligencie Slovakia plus, p. 25. 
32 Kolmašová, Šárka (2019): „Competing Norms and Strategic Visions: A Critical Appraisal of V4 Security 
Potential”, Europe-Asia Studies, vol. 71, nº.2, pp. 225-248. 
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Hungary, and Poland to NATO and the willingness to accelerate the Slovak integration led to 
more effective consultations on defence and security issues among the V4 countries. When 
Slovakia became a member of NATO in 2004 and all the V4 countries joined the European 
Union in the same year, the intensity of the V4 cooperation in the area of defence decreased. 

V4 defence cooperation has taken a new direction in recent years when cooperation was 
extended from the coordination of positions to other areas. These areas included several projects 
that started with the intention of improving the viability of the V4. Therefore, substantial 
cooperation in the defence area can be achieved. Some initiatives have been partially 
implemented and have the potential to contribute to improving defence cooperation from a 
long-term perspective. 

One possible way to improve cooperation is to establish a V4 institutional framework 
that would also contribute to better recognition of the region as a whole and improve the 
position of the region within Europe. With the establishment of the so-called Senior Body in 
2014, the first precondition for such a framework has been established. Its objective is to 
coordinate various working groups, joint positions, and projects. This helped to better 
coordinate the positions of V4 countries within NATO and the EU. Despite its positive role, the 
Senior Body is largely considered engaging in duplicate work, competing with V4 political 
director meetings.33 

One of the biggest flagships of V4 cooperation was the establishment of V4 EU BG 
“Battlegroup” (operational in 2016).34 The V4 decided to keep the Battlegroup as a permanent 
unit after its operationalisation, as it was deemed to be mutually beneficial.35 The V4 also 
agreed to prepare this permanent operationalisation in the second half of 2019.36 The V4 EU 
BG is one of the main drivers for improving interoperability and joint defence development of 
the four Central European countries and is also highly valued by the EU and NATO. With the 
accession of Croatia to the second V4 EU BG in 2019 and its preparedness for potential 
participation of other allies and partner countries in the region, the V4 members already started 
discussions about the next operationalization of the Battlegroup expected in 2023.37 

An important precondition for continuous cooperation is the establishment of V4 Joint 
Logistic Support Group Headquarters that could be considered a milestone. The Memorandum 
of Understanding signed in Budapest in 201838 expects the group to achieve low operational 
readiness in 2020 and full operational readiness in 2023. If the JLSG headquarters will be 
concluded as planned, it will provide important support to joint military exercises, logistics for 
the V4 Battlegroup, and might also, in some cases, coordinate defence procurement. 

The development of common protection of the V4 airspace through Cross-Border 
operations could be another successful project as well. Slovakia and the Czech Republic 
finalized a Cross-Border agreement in 2018. However, this project was undermined by Slovakia 

 
33  Krupa, Juraj (2019): Visegrad Four Defense Cooperation: Years of Missed Opportunities, at 
https://warsawinstitute.org/visegrad-four-defense-cooperation-years-missed-opportunities/. 
34 Lorenz, Wojciech (2013): “EU Battle Group: A Chance for a Breakthrough in Visegrad 4 Cooperation?”, 
Bulletin, vol. 492, nº. 39, at  
http://club.bruxelles2.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/BattlegroupETUD@Pism130416.pdf. 
35 Maksak, Hennadiy (2019): V4+Ukraine security cooperation: limits of possible (Ukrainian perspective), at 
https://think.visegradfund.org/fellowship-papers/attachment/tv_maksak/. 
36  European security & Defence (2019): The Visegrad Group’s Role in The European Security System, at 
https://euro-sd.com/2019/05/articles/13041/the-visegrad-groups-role-in-the-european-security-system/. 
37  The Czech V4 Presidency priorities in the defence area, at http://www.army.cz/assets/en/ministry-of-
defence/v4/en_cz-v4-pres-mod-priorities_final.pdf. 
38  V4 ministers sign MoU on industrial policy cooperation (2018), at https://bbj.hu/economy/v4-ministers-sign-
mou-on-industrial-policy-cooperation_148267. 
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after the government released statements against air policing cooperating with the Czech 
Republic and Poland. Slovakia also made other arguments against the presence of NATO troops 
in Slovakia. Poland and Hungary also provided legal barriers that unnecessarily prolonged the 
finalization of the agreement.39 

Major progress has been achieved in the area of joint V4 exercises supported by NATO 
and the US through the European Deterrence Initiative40 and conducted on a qualitatively 
higher level thanks to the attitudes of all the Armed Forces General Staffs. The decision was 
made to conduct one large military exercise and multiple special-purpose exercises per year. It 
adopted the decision to conduct one grand scale military exercise and multiple special-purpose 
exercises per year. Regular participation of US troops and other allies also provides higher value 
to the quality of the exercises. 

With the changes regarding the security environment in and around Europe stemming 
from the assertive behaviour and hybrid warfare by Russia, coupled with the issues of 
migration, terrorism, and failed states, the V4 countries should put more effort into closer 
cooperation in the area of security and defence. Unfortunately, the types of threats to each 
Central European country are beginning to differ. Thanks to NATO and the EU, the V4 
countries are participating in projects that help overcome these differences, but so far none of 
the V4 countries was able to put forward a project that would bring the V4 countries closer 
together in areas of interoperability, concrete defence planning, and acquisitions. Therefore, 
more effort should be put forward in finding common ground towards addressing new threats 
jointly with the allies in NATO and the EU. 

The V4 institutionalized framework, having already been established, tested in practice, 
and recognized in NATO and EU as a stable structure of sub-regional cooperation, was realised 
by the  Central Europeans to be instrumental to their initiatives and could even bring them 
quick, tangible (or at least visible politically and publicly sellable) results.41 As L. Cabada 

stated, “the V4 group remains the most significant format for Central and East-Central 
European regional cooperation today”.42  

This led to a dramatic increase in contacts both on the political and technical/ operational 
level.43 “Motives of V4 states for cooperation on defence issues are directly linked to their 
perception of the security environment and current and future threats and challenges to their 
security”.44 He also stated when it comes to security cooperation, “for participants, it is valuable 
primarily as a tool for political consultations (as roughly equal partners, it should be stressed) 
and formulating a common position on security issues debated within NATO and EU/CSDP”.45 
That helps to increase their impact in these structures and maximize chances of satisfying their 
national interests, much greater than when they act alone or through other multilateral 
arrangements. What could be the impact of V4 defence cooperation evolving in such directions 

 
39 Krupa, op.cit. 
40 “European Deterrence Initiative (EDI) budget request continues to provide funds to support rotational force 
deployments, infrastructure investments, and deliver the right capabilities in key locations throughout Europe”, 
European Deterrence Initiative (2020), at   
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2021/fy2021_EDI_JBook.pdf. 
41 Ušiak, Jaroslav: “Security‑related Cooperation among the V4 States”, Politics in Central Europe, vol. 14, nº. 2 
(2018), pp. 39-56. 
42 Cabada, Ladislav; Waisová, Šárka et al. (2018): Security, Foreign and European Policy of the Visegrad Group, 
Praha, Metropolitan University, p .275. 
43 Madej, Marek (2013): Visegrad Group defense cooperation: what added value for the European capabilities? 
Warsaw, University of Warsaw, Institute of International Relations, at  
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/166134/201319.pdf. 
44 Ibid, pp.7-8 
45 Ibid, pp. 9 
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on the development of European (through NATO and/or EU/CSDP) capabilities? In a 
predictable future, V4 would not constitute the most valuable “island of cooperation” either 
within NATO or the EU. Its input to overall European efforts would most likely be of secondary 
importance and linked rather to maintaining or improving the currently possessed capabilities 
than developing new ones. Nevertheless, it will still constitute a non-negligible element of the 
smart defence. 

3.4. Defence industry 

The defence industry is one of the basic attributes/indicators of countries' military capabilities. 
As mentioned in the previous section, the V4 countries are small to medium-sized states with 
smaller opportunities within the defence industry. In this section, we will look at each V4 
country separately, and, in the end, we will compare these attributes with each other to point 
out the strength of the V4 countries. 

3.4.1. Poland 

According to the official information given by the European Defence Agency,46 Poland has an 
active, medium-sized defence industry. Poland is assessed as self-sufficient in MRO, as well as 
in the manufacture of key land-based systems such as wheeled armoured vehicles (e.g. 
Rosomak), air defence radars, and short-range missiles (e.g. GROM), as well as small and 
medium helicopters. The Polish industry also offers more limited capabilities in the maritime 
domain, including local design and production of logistical support ships, tankers, minehunters, 
small surface vessels, and related naval systems. Adding to the supplies and support to the 
Polish Armed Forces, various indigenous platforms, systems, and munitions are also exported 
to smaller countries in Europe, South America, and the Middle East. In 2013, nearly two-thirds 
of Polish defence exports (US$235 million) reportedly went to the US, reflecting the close ties 
between the two industries.  See below the table of Defence spending in 2012–2019.47  

 
Source: European Defence Agency 

As can be seen in the table above, the percentage of GDP spent on defence varies year-on-year, 
with Poland reaching its highest level at 2.18% of GDP in 2015. Since that year, a gradual 
reduction of expenditures took place, reaching 2.05% of the GDP in the past year, 2019.  

3.4.2. Czech Republic 

Despite its small size, the Czech Republic has a relatively strong arms industry, with several 
historic defence brands, a well-developed production base, a sizeable local workforce, and 

 
46 European Defence Agency (2016): Central and Eastern European countries: measures to enhance balanced 
defence industry in Europe and to address barriers to defence cooperation across Europe, at 
https://eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/documents/rr-1459-eda-central-and-eastern-europe-report---technical-
annex---final.pdf, pp. 87-100 
47 European Defence Agency, op.cit. pp.91 
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advanced technological expertise in a range of specialised areas. Czech defence firms are 
represented by the Defence Security Industry Association (AOBP). The Czech defence 
industry’s largest production centres focus on air systems and military logistics vehicles, with 
a range of full platforms successfully marketed for export abroad, including the L-39 jet trainer, 
L-159 light attack aircraft, TATRA T 6x6, and 8x8 military transport trucks, and tactical heavy 
vehicles. Other key capabilities include aerospace structures, radiolocation systems, IT and 
simulation equipment, military electronics, small arms, and ammunition. Czech firms are also 
active in maintenance, repair, upgrade, and other services, including training and 
demilitarization. Capabilities are by contrast lacking in the field of complete weapons systems 
design and heavy land and armour design or development. The Czech arms industry’s 
capabilities in the maritime domain are also extremely limited, reflecting the country’s 
landlocked geography and the absence of a domestic naval force. 

To illustrate the development of Czech defence expenditure, the table below48 maps the 
range in 2012–2019 with the conversion to a percentage of the gross domestic product.  

 

Source: European Defence Agency 

In the period under review, Czech defence expenditures are relatively small in terms of 
percentages of gross domestic product. While in 2012 the defence expenditure reached 1.02% 
of GDP, in 2014 this expenditure fell to 0.98%, but since that year there has been a continuous 
increase in defence expenditure, reaching 1.26% of GDP in 2019. 

3.4.3. Hungary 

The Hungarian defence sector’s industrial competencies are focused on land systems, 
telecommunications, electronics, and helicopter activities. Although the Hungarian industry 
primarily operates at the system or component level, a few niche platforms have also been 
developed indigenously. The electronics sector has traditionally been the ‘driving force behind 
the defence industry’ in Hungary, with past exports of military communications’ equipment 
and other systems to countries such as India, Libya and Syria. However, one of the significant 
factors in the Hungarian defence industry is the limited domestic demand, which forces 
Hungary to sign international trade and agreements to secure exports. The Hungarian aviation 
sector was involved in offset arrangements with Saab over Hungary’s leasing of the Gripen 
fighter aircraft, although some commentators consider that this arrangement has brought ‘no 
benefits to the domestic aviation sector’, leaving its long-term future in doubt. As a landlocked 
country, Hungary’s defence industrial capabilities in the maritime domain are extremely 
limited, confined to technologies and systems transferable from related work (e.g. 
telecommunications) in the land and aerospace domains.  

 
48 European Defence Agency, op.cit. p. 29. 
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It is clear from the table below49 that Hungary is orienting its finances in a different direction, 
not in improving defence. In seven years, it never even reached the figure of 1% of GDP in 
defence expenditure. Even in 2015, it fell to 0.81% of GDP. 

 

Source: European Defence Agency 

3.4.4. Slovakia 

As a result of economic restructuring and quite limited domestic demand, the profile of the 
Slovak defence industry represents a significant departure from its former pre-1990 standing. 
A small group of manufacturers dominates the country’s production capabilities in aerospace 
C2 systems, military communications, optoelectronics, armoured vehicles, self-propelled 
artillery, missiles, and ammunition. Slovak industry produces some full platforms in the land 
domain, including the Zuzana 2 artillery system (Konštrukta Defence) or Tatrapan 6x6 
armoured vehicle (PPS Group and Vývoj Martin), as well as subsystems and components such 
as high-precision gearboxes (Spinea, Prešov). In aerospace, the sector has proven robust despite 
the international competition, with a wide range of military craft and helicopters, as well as 
developing products such as training simulators (Virtual Reality Media), air traffic management 
and control systems and radars and consoles for both military and civil applications (ALES, 
Trenčín). As Slovakia is a landlocked country, industrial capabilities in the maritime domain 
are highly limited. According to the Slovak Association of the Security and Defence Industry, 
"the goal of the defence industry is not its autonomous operation, but a mutually beneficial 
division of labour, cooperation, and collaboration with each potential partner”.50 Together with 
other small European countries, the Slovak Republic has a medium-sized arm’ industry largely 
dependent on exports because of limited domestic demand. The industry provides supplies to 
the land forces (mainly weapons and munitions), but a good part is relatively outdated, and 
some are even based on 1980 technology. 

Seven key areas can be highlighted as especially important for the Slovak defence industry:  

• Air defence and aviation technology  

• Ammunition and explosives  

• Armoured vehicles and artillery  

• Individual protection  

• Logistic and medical support  

• Small arms   

 
49 European Defence Agency, op.cit. p.54. 
50 Charakteristika, Zbop, (2020), at https://www.zbop.sk/zdruzenie/charakteristika.  
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• Simulators and synthetic environments  

Today, Slovakia is a relatively small exporter of military equipment compared to the Czech 
Republic or the newly created market in Asia, (e.g. Vietnam). Another agreement was signed 
with Romania. These deals are ‘indicative of Slovakia’s requirement to expand its defence 
export base in developing countries given the small size of the domestic market’.51 The table 
below shows the gradual development and defence expenditures in the Slovak Republic.52 As 
can be seen in the period 2013–2014, the Slovak Republic did not reach even the figure of 1% 
of GDP as defence expenditure. However, this is gradually changing, and in 2019, the value 
reached 1.07% of GDP. The government has promised to increase this expenditure to reach the 
figure of 2% of GDP in the foreseeable future, which points to the commitments made to the 
North Atlantic Alliance. 

 

Source: European Defence Agency 

 If we look at the tables evaluating the defence spending within the V4 countries, Poland can 
be characterized as the strongest based on these figures, but this is also based on other 
predispositions—whether in terms of area and population, long-term high defence expenditure 
related to activities to maintain security, etc. On the other hand, we see Hungary, which does 
not compromise sufficient funds for defence in the long run. Slovakia and the Czech Republic 
are analogous in their percentage values of GDP for expenditures, and it is also important to 
note almost identical year-on-year declines in expenditures until 2015. Interestingly, however, 
since 2015, Slovakia has started to lag far behind the Czech Republic in terms of defence 
spending. However, the Czech Republic subsequently recorded a relatively high year-on-year 
increase in GDP reserved for defence. However, if, in total, within all four countries, we take 
into account the years 2014–2015, it is interesting to observe a relatively significant decline in 
defence spending. Since 2015, there has been an increase in spending. For an illustrative 
ranking based on expenditures and their development, we can rank as follows: the highest 
expenditures are achieved by Poland, followed by the Czech Republic, Slovakia; and the very 
lowest expenditures year-on-year are achieved by Hungary. However, as far as Poland is 
concerned, the level of expenditure compared to other V4 countries is also due to geographical 
differences. If we talk about Poland being a coastal state, it spends part of the expenditure on 
maritime safety and is also a space for frequent international exercise activities under the 
leadership of NATO. In this, we see the biggest difference compared to the other three—
inland—V4 countries.  

 

 
51 European Defence Agency, op.cit. 
52 Ibid, pp.113 
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4. Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) as a challenge 

As E. Zamarripa states in her article, “the European Union (EU) has been dealing with particular 
dedication with security and defence issues. In particular, these issues have become increasingly 
relevant since the creation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the 
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). The Treaty of Lisbon, which was ratified in 
2009, established the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) as the successor to the 
ESDP and Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO)”.53 Permanent Structured Cooperation 
(PESCO) is part of the European Union's (EU) security and defence policy, in which 25 of the 
28 national armed forces strive for structural integration. Under Article 42.6 and Protocol 10 of 
the Treaty on European Union, introduced by the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, PESCO has been 
officially launched since December 2017. The initial integration in PESCO format is a group 
of projects that started in 2018 in a three-phase project approval system.54 

PESCO was originally outlined within the Lisbon Treaty, in article 42 (6), where it is 
stated that member states who “fulfil higher criteria and have made binding commitments to 
one another…shall establish permanent structured cooperation within the Union Framework”55 
and in article 46,56 which describes the procedures for participation in “structured cooperation” 
referred to article 42 (6). 

Together with the Coordinated Annual Defence Review (CARD), the European Defence 
Fund, and the Military Planning and Conduct Capability (MPCC), it represents a new 
comprehensive defence package for the EU. PESCO is similar to enhanced cooperation in other 
policy areas in that integration does not require the participation of all EU Member States.57 

The essence of PESCO is to strengthen and improve defence and capabilities in various 
aspects of security and defence to continuously increase the European Union's self-sufficiency 
in security issues, covering a wide range of attributes, from the navy to artillery, healthcare, 
training and information technology to cybersecurity.58 

PESCO should also help strengthen the so-called NATO's European pillar of security 
cooperation, whereby the EU Member States, with its principle of collective defence, remains 
their main guarantor of security. At the same time, they are reaffirming their security and 
defence links with those non-NATO EU Member States. With this close connection to security 
and the security agenda, it may be confirmed that PESCO forms an integral part of the current 
security architecture of Europe, the European Union.  

According to R. Kavanagh, “the need for the EU to support NATO capabilities through 
a Union-wide network of defence-related systems and initiatives has never been more 
pressing”.59 

Nowadays, PESCO is a collection of 47 projects in several categories—whose task is to 
help expand European defence capabilities, skills, and cooperation between the armed forces 

 
53 Zamarripa, Eduardo (2020): “The Permanent Structured Cooperation in the European Union. Its Real Potential 
Value”, in Martín Ramírez J., Biziewski Jerzy (2020): Security and Defence in Europe, p. 87-95. Cham, Springer 
International Publishing AG. 
54 Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic (2019): PESCO, at https://www.mosr.sk/pesco/. 
55  Consolidated texts of the EU treaties as amended by the Treaty of Lisbon at 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228848/7310.p
df, pp. 29. 
56 Ibid., pp.30-31 
57 Member states driven PESCO (2019): About PESCO at https://pesco.europa.eu/. 
58 Ibid. 
59 Kavanagh, Ruairi (2020): EU Defence Faces Significant Challenges Despite Welcome PESCO Additions at 
https://southeusummit.com/europe/eu-defence-faces-significant-challenges-despite-welcome-pesco-additions/. 
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of the participating countries. According to the official statements of individual representatives 
of the Member States of the European Union, the creation of PESCO represents a certain 
"historical milestone in the field of EU security and defence cooperation and is a signal of its 
ability to act”.60 

PESCO also contains 20 commitments 61  that are common to all participating EU 
member states. They aim to increase national defence spending and strengthen cooperation 
between these states. They seek to harmonize defence planning, increase the deployment of 
forces, build defence capabilities, eliminate capability gaps, and implement multinational 
projects.62 

PESCO, or rather a characteristic element of this defence and security cooperation, 
includes multinational projects aimed at building defence capabilities and using them in joint 
EU operations and missions to strengthen its defence and security. The implementation of the 
projects will strengthen the EU's strategic autonomy and its ability to respond to crises. In 
practice, PESCO projects will be translated in science, research, industry, and, last but not least, 
into a close cooperation between individual member countries and their armed forces.63 

On 11 December 2017, the EU Member States issued a declaration on PESCO projects, 
by which they announced the first wave of PESCO projects implemented since the beginning 
of 2018. Among the 49 proposed projects, 17 projects were selected for the first phase, 
including the Euro Artillery project focused on indirect fire support led by the Slovak Republic. 
Since the approval of the first wave of projects, two more waves have passed, the last one in 
November 2019. In total, 47 active projects under the heading PESCO have been adopted to 
date.64  

4.1. PESCO projects 

PESCO is therefore based on the cooperation of member countries voluntarily and works on 
the principle of fulfilling activities within the set projects. Since the beginning of PESCO's 
operation, three phases of project approval have already taken place. These proposals are 
submitted by the Member States themselves. 

If we look at the summary of approved projects,65 it is possible to divide them into 
several basic groups. They are thus included in groups such as: 

1. Training and facilities - This group includes 10 projects approved in all three waves 
(2018, 2019). Two of them are led by Greece, two by Romania and the others are led by 
Germany, Portugal, Hungary, France, Italy, and Poland. These projects are aimed at 
developing the capabilities and skills of the national armed forces, such as the European 
Union Training Mission Competence as a project of Germany, a project focused on 
helicopters tactics training led by Greece, the Integrated European Joint Training and 
Simulation Centre, and the focus of a group led by Hungary, a medical training and 
excellence centre focused on medical support for special operations prepared by Poland, 
and a project focused on commonly regulated education and training for divers under the 
auspices of Romania. 

 
60 Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic, op. cit. 
61 Member states driven PESCO (2020): Binding commitments at https://pesco.europa.eu/binding-commitments/. 
62 Member states driven PESCO, op.cit., 2019 
63 Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic, op.cit. 
64 European Defence Agency (2019): Current list of PESCO projects, at https://www.eda.europa.eu/what-we-
do/our-current-priorities/permanent-structured-cooperation-(PESCO)/current-list-of-pesco-projects. 
65 Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO)'s projects – Overview (2019), at  
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41333/pesco-projects-12-nov-2019.pdf. 
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2. Land, formation, systems - The group of projects (a total of six projects are included here) 
relate to land defence deals with the development of various weapon systems and force 
packages. Within these activities, the member countries are associated with the leadership 
of Italy (two projects), Slovakia, Germany, Estonia, and France.  

3. Maritime - Maritime projects are set up for systems, surveillance, and underwater 
capabilities within 6 projects led by Italy (2 projects), Belgium, Greece, Bulgaria, and 
Portugal 

4. Air systems - Activities in the field of air defence under the heading of PESCO are a total 
of four projects, which are focused on common elements in dedicated areas, aerial systems, 
and combat capabilities in the airspace. These projects are allocated to states led by 
Germany, Spain, Italy, and France. 

5. Cyber, C4ISR - Cyber defence as a current element of security is also included in the 
activities of PESCO in a group of eight projects approved in all three project waves, which 
focus primarily on the development of centres, electronic warfare capabilities, platforms for 
rapid response to threats. This segment of European security is covered by member 
countries led by Greece (2x), Germany, the Czech Republic, Italy, Spain, Lithuania, and 
France. 

6. Enabling, joint - This group of projects approved during all three approval processes 
represents a support segment of PESCO cooperation, as it includes 11 projects focusing on 
medical support, logistics infrastructure, cross-border military mobility, and sharing of 
bases or projects aimed at supporting projects in air-land-maritime-space groups. The 
leading countries for support projects are France (5x), Germany (3x), the Netherlands, 
Austria, and Italy. 

7. Space - The space in cooperation with PESCO member countries is covered by two 
ongoing projects approved in the 2nd wave (November 2018) led by Italy and France. The 
projects focus on the European Military Space Surveillance Awareness Network (led by 
Italy) and the EU Radio Navigation Solution (France as the leading state). 

Although at first glance it may seem that the project categories are too fragmented, the opposite 
is true. If we look at the diversification of threats in the current globalised security environment, 
current security initiatives must be able to respond to (ideally) all, so we think that the structure 
and method of redistribution of individual activities into the above groups of projects is 
justified, logical and especially clear for easy understanding of PESCO functionality settings. 
All of this shows how different perceptions of PESCO are. As J. Hoez states, “it is not this all-
consuming push for a federal European army, but instead is currently just deeper cooperation 
between the states in terms of research and development”.66 

4.2. PESCO challenges 

PESCO, like all other new initiatives, is often criticised by experts, with varying forecasts of 
the development of this security initiative in the future. PESCO is often rated as an unwarranted 
initiative alongside Battle Groups, although their nature and functioning are different; there is 
also talk of duplication about NATO and capability building at its level. The challenge will be 
to demonstrate the legitimacy of this European Union security initiative to maintain 
sustainability and continuity in the future. 

The difficulties involved in creating an autonomous EU military capability lies in 
money. However, one of the biggest challenges for the functioning of PESCO as a separate EU 

 
66 Hoez, Julien (2017): The Reality of Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), at  
https://www.vocaleurope.eu/the-reality-of-permanent-structured-cooperation-pesco/. 
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defence initiative is budget funding. Defence spending, according to R. Kavanagh, “will remain 
dwarfed by the capabilities of nations such as China and the US. The US budget is 
approximately 622 billion dollars, while the European Defence Fund has just 500 million to co-
finance EU projects for 2019 and 2020.”67 

However, PESCO has a stable base of member countries (25 countries) as well as 
maintains the continuity of individual projects. Periods are given for meeting the set projects 
and their subsequent implementation in practice. Likewise, the approval process of individual 
projects points to the interest of the participating countries in developing the capabilities and 
skills not only of their own armed forces but also in cooperation with other countries. The 
number of projects selected in the approval process is several times higher than the final number 
of approved projects—for example, in the first wave of 17 approved projects, a total of 49 were 
submitted.  

Another challenge that we consider important will be the number of individual troops 
assigned to the projects, as this is also one of the aspects that make up the comparison of forces 
with other important players in the international field. Of course, it is not possible to compare 
these troops with the numbers of those in the US or China, but in their complexity and joining 
of the armed forces, there is a relatively large number of individuals involved, which ultimately 
creates a quality basis for meeting the set goals. 

Of course, individual European nations have significant military capabilities, such as 
the UK and France. Despite pledges to remain connected in terms of security, the departure of 
the UK from the EU will also remove its largest and most capable military force. Interestingly, 
in this context of “losing” UK defence forces after Brexit,68 France is increasingly promoting 
EU foreign policy as well as common defence policy. However, it remains an indisputable fact 
that the country is the de facto leader in this domain, as France can be described as one of the 
pillars of the EU as well as a military power on the European continent. In light of the events 
on the British continent in connection with Brexit, it would be interesting to closely monitor 
how Europe will cope with the decline of so many military forces and how the weight of the 
defence in Europe will be redistributed. This aspect will be particularly important for the 
sustainability of PESCO in the future, although it is important to note that the UK is not part of 
PESCO even today. 

The objectives of PESCO will undoubtedly make a difference, particularly for smaller 
nations and in areas such as special operations, cyber, and training. As the development of 
European security demonstrates, the V4 battle groups initiative was just a starting point from 
which other security initiatives can be subsequently developed, including, of course, PESCO.  
Given the development of such initiatives, it can be confirmed that US policies increasingly 
point to Europe's independence in matters of security and at the same time expect to be 
progressivily involved in crisis management on the periphery of the EU. The future of European 
security will therefore be a priority based on the capabilities of the armed forces of European 
countries to cooperate and, in particular, to be prepared to face emerging threats. 

As J. Hardwidge and D. Barrie pointed out, “PESCO is intended to better develop EU 
member states’ defence-industrial base by supporting collaborative research and development 
to meet the needs of their respective armed forces. This is also aimed at providing EU member 
states with improved military capabilities to support the wider defence goals of the Union.”69 

 
67 Kavanagh, op. cit. 
68  Wright, Georgina (2020): UK–EU future relationship: defence and security co-operation at 
https://www.instituteforgovernment.org.uk/explainers/future-relationship-defence-security-cooperation. 
69  Barrie, Douglas, Hardwidge, Jordan (2019): The EU´s PESCO: Here to stay? at 
https://www.iiss.org/blogs/military-balance/2019/12/eu-pesco-hurdles. 
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Given the current set-up of security cooperation, whether at the level of the North Atlantic 
Alliance or the European Union, it will be important to closely monitor the development of 
projects, the ability of states to build on tasks already performed, and the ability and willingness 
of states to cooperate enough so that PESCO is not just another frustrating effort to develop 
Europe's autonomous defence. 

5. Conclusion 

European security issues have never been of greater interest than they are today. The evolution 
of the security environment and the rapid diversification of threats point to the need for a rapid 
response to these changes, which can only be achieved through new security initiatives.  

Recent events and statements of officials have prompted NATO to ensure European 
security through European resources almost alone, highlighting the need for Europe’s 
increasing defence autonomy and security. However, the task is immense because the EU 
security approaches after the Cold War were focused only on soft security issues. 

As mentioned in the first part of this article, the development of security in the European 
continent must consider the evolution of NATO and the European Union. While NATO's 
security guarantees have been present in Europe since the end of World War II, security issues 
began to emerge as fundamental in the European Union much later, with the fall of the Soviet 
Union and the subsequent developments in the European continent in the following years.  

Central Europe represents an important space for both the EU and NATO and can be 
described as their eastern border line. The V4 actively participates in the tasks of both 
organizations, but its members also cooperate and deal with issues of their own security agenda. 
As the individual defence industries of the V4 countries prove, they are small and medium-
sized countries, but their own armed forces have quality divisions and actively participate in 
operations or missions making a contribution to the maintenance of European security. Now 
the questions of hard security and defense, not merely soft security as the EU institutions blindly 
maintained in the last decades, are considered critical if the EU wants to be a credible global 
player. 

European security, its changes and developments today and the ability of states to 
respond to a rapidly changing security environment, is a complex issue that needs to be 
addressed in depth and continuously. As we have shown in the article, new security initiatives 
are being developed within the EU to increase the autonomy of the European region in security 
issues. The challenge of PESCO is how to respond adequately to the rapid changes taking place 
in the present security environment, trying to adapt the EU military activities, historically 
focused only on soft security, to these profound changes in practice. Only then we will say that 
this initiative has been a success and can be justified. 

 However, it will also be important to monitor the developments in the Central European 
region, which has undergone a significant change in its security orientation and is actively 
involved in peacekeeping operations, missions, and activities in the region and Europe in 
general. The V4 must increase its capabilities in cooperation with other member countries in 
NATO and the EU. 

In general, it can be said that V4 has the opportunity to develop its capabilities, acquire 
knowledge and increase its credibility in the international field. Its participation in PESCO has 
the potential to increase the credibility of the European autonomous hard security, but it will be 
necessary to closely monitor the implementation of plans and objectives within defined projects 
and to develop in common new projects, following up and complementing the ongoing projects. 
The most important indicator of PESCO's success in the future will be, in particular, the ability 



Revista UNISCI / UNISCI Journal, Nº 54 (October/Octubre 2020)  

217 
 

of states to apply the acquired knowledge in practice, either at the level of individual armed 
forces or at the EU level for international crisis management operations. 

  

 

           

        Bibliography 

Amadeo, Kimberly (2018): NATO, Its Purpose, History, and Members, The Balance, at 
https://www.thebalance.com/nato-purpose-history-members-and-alliances-3306116.   

Amsterdam treaty, at 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:11997D/TXT. 

Barrie, Douglas, Hardwidge, Jordan (2019): The EU´s PESCO: Here to stay? at 
https://www.iiss.org/blogs/military-balance/2019/12/eu-pesco-hurdles. 

Béraud-Sudreau, Lucie, Efstathiou, Yvonni-Stefania, Hannigan, Conor (2019): Keeping the 
momentum in European defence collaboration: an early assessment of PESCO implementation, 
The International Institute for Strategic Studies, at https://www.iiss.org/-
/media/images/comment/military-balance-blog/2019/may/keeping-the-momentum-in-
european-defence-collaboration---iiss-research-paper.pdf. 

Bjurner, Anders (2015): “Reflections and Subregionalism and Wider European Security”, in 
Building Security in Europe´s New Borderlands, New York, Routledge. 

Blockmans, Steven (2018): “The EU's modular approach to defence: An inclusive, ambitious 
and legally binding PESCO?”, Common Market Law Review, vol. 55, nº. 6, pp. 1785-1826. 

Brattberg, Erik; Valášek, Tomáš (2019): EU Defense Cooperation: Progress Amid 
Transatlantic Concerns, Carnegie endowment for international peace at 
https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/11/21/eu-defense-cooperation-progress-amid-
transatlantic-concerns-pub-80381. 

Bugajski, Janusz (2018): Balkan security and U.S. strategy, at https://www.cepa.org/balkan-
security-and-us-trategy. 

Buzan, Barry; Wœver, Ole (2003): Regions and Powers. The structure of International 
Security, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. 

Buzan, Barry: “Regional Security Complex Theory in the Post-Cold War World “, in 
Söderbaum, F. – Shaw, T.M. (2003): Theories of New Regionalism, London, Palgrave 
Macmillan, pp. 140-159. 

Buzan, Barry et al. (1998): Security: a new framework for analysis, Boulder, Lynne Rienner.  

Cabada, Ladislav; Waisová, Šárka et al. (2018): Security, Foreign and European Policy of the 
Visegrad Group, Praha, Metropolitan University. 

Central and Eastern European countries: measures to enhance balanced defence industry in 
Europe and to address barriers to defence cooperation across Europe, European Defence 
Agency, 2016, at https://eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/documents/rr-1459-eda-central-
and-eastern-europe-report---technical-annex---final.pdf. 

Charakteristika, Zbop, (2020), at https://www.zbop.sk/zdruzenie/charakteristika. 



Revista UNISCI / UNISCI Journal, Nº 54 (October/Octubre 2020)  

218 
 

Consolidated texts of the EU treaties as amended by the Treaty of Lisbon, at 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/228848/7310.pdf. 

Cottey, Andrew (1999): Subregional Cooperation in the New Europe: Building Security, 
Prosperity and Solidarity from the Barents to the Black Sea, New York, Palgrave. 

Current list of PESCO projects, European Defence Agency 2019, at   
https://www.eda.europa.eu/what-we-do/our-current-priorities/permanent-structured-
cooperation-(PESCO)/current-list-of-pesco-projects. 

Dalgaard-Nielsen, Anja: “Structures and Cultures-Civil-Military Cooperation in Homeland 
Security: The Danish Case”, in Brimmer, Esther (ed.) (2006): Transforming Homeland 
Security: U.S. and European Approaches, Washington, Center for Transatlantic Relations 
SAIS, pp. 95-114, at https://pure.fak.dk/ws/files/5599470/Structures_and_Cultures_ch_6_.pdf.  

Eichler, Jan (2005): “Mezinárodní bezpečnost na počátku 21. Století”, in Medzinárodné vzťahy, 
vol. 3, nº 1, pp.8-18. 

Eichler, Jan (2009): Mezinárodní bezpečnost v době globalizace, Praha, Portál. 

EU Defence: the realisation of Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), House of 
Commons library, 2019:  at  
https://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-8149. 

European Deterrence Initiative, 2020, at  
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2021/fy2021_EDI_JBook.
pdf. 
Foreign policy: aims, instruments and achievements, European Parliament (2020), at 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/factsheets/en/sheet/158/foreign-policy-aims-instruments-and-
achievements. 

Eyvazov, Jannatkhan (2011): “Some aspects of the Theory of regional security complexes as 
applied to studies of the political system in the Post-Soviet space”, Central Asia and the 
Caucasus, vol. 12, nº. 2, pp. 17-24. 

Fawn, Rick (2019): “Regional Security and Regional Relations”, in Ramet Sabrina P, 
Hassenstab Christine M.: Central and Southeast European Politics since 1989, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, pp. 509-538. 

Fidler, Jiří; Mareš, Petr (1997): Dějiny NATO, Praha, Paseka.  

Fiott, Daniel (2010): Is Permanent Structured Cooperation a Workable way towards EU 
defence? at   
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/264124529_Is_Permanent_Structured_Cooperation
_a_Workable_Way_towards_EU_Defence. 

Fostering defence cooperation, at https://www.eda.europa.eu/Aboutus/how-we-work. 

Grizold, Anton (2014): “NATO and the contribution of small states”, Politico, at 
https://www.politico.eu/article/nato-and-the-contribution-of-small-states/. 

Heisbourg, Francois (2020): “NATO 4.0: The Atlantic Alliance and the Rise of China”, 
Survival, vol. 62, nº. 2, pp.83-102. 

Hoez, Julien (2017): The Reality of Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), at 
https://www.vocaleurope.eu/the-reality-of-permanent-structured-cooperation-pesco/. 



Revista UNISCI / UNISCI Journal, Nº 54 (October/Octubre 2020)  

219 
 

Holubová, Mária (2012): Dejiny veľmocí v rokoch 1914-1945, Banská Bystrica, Univerzita 
Mateja Bela, Fakulta politických vied a medzinárodných vzťahov. 

Hoscheková, Dagmar (2011): Bezpečnostné komplexy. Bezpečnosť na európskom kontinente. 
Banská Bystrica, Univerzita Mateja Bela, Fakulta politických vied a medzinárodných vzťahov. 

Hrivík, Pavol (1997): “Integrácia Slovenska do bezpečnostných štruktúr – výhody a riziká 
vstupu do NATO”, in Integrácia Slovenskej republiky do bezpečnostných štruktúr, Bratislava, 
Stála konferencia slovenskej inteligencie Slovakia plus. 

Jakobsen, Jo, Halvorsen Thomas: “Geographical and temporal patterns of interstate security 
competition: Global and regional evidence”, International Area Studies Review, vol. 22, nº 3 
(2019), pp.226-246. 

Jimenez-Ugarte, Javier: “From the European Defence Community to Permanent Structured 
Cooperation”, in Martín Ramírez J., Biziewski Jerzy (2020): Security and Defence in Europe, 
Cham, Springer International Publishing AG, pp.77-86. 

Kaldor, Mary Rangelov, Iavor Selchow, Sabine (2018): EU Global Strategy and Human 
Security: Rethinking Approaches to Conflict, Abingdon, Routledge.  

Kavanagh, Ruairi (2020): EU Defence Faces Significant Challenges Despite Welcome PESCO 
Additions at https://southeusummit.com/europe/eu-defence-faces-significant-challenges-
despite-welcome-pesco-additions/. 

Kazharski, Aliaksei (2020): “An ad hoc Regionalism? The Visegrad Four in the "Post-Liberal" 
Age”, Polity, vol. 52, nº. 2, pp. 250-272. 

Kolmašová, Šárka (2019): “Competing Norms and Strategic Visions: A Critical Appraisal of 
V4 Security Potential”, Europe-Asia studies, vol. 71, nº. 2, pp. 225-248. 

Krejčí, Oskar (2009): Geopolitika středoevropského prostoru. Pohled z Prahy a Bratislavy, 
Praha, Professional publishing. 

Kristian, Bonnie (2017): Many European countries have no terrorism problem. Why? at 
https://theweek.com/articles/703673/many-european-countries-have-no-terrorism-problem-
why. 

Krupa, Juraj (2019): Visegrad Four Defense Cooperation: Years of Missed Opportunities at 
https://warsawinstitute.org/visegrad-four-defense-cooperation-years-missed-opportunities/. 

Kucera, Tomas (2019): “What European army? Alliance, security community or postnational 
federation”, International Politics, vol. 56, nº. 3, pp.321-338. 

Lasicová, Jana; Ušiak, Jaroslav (2012): Bezpečnosť ako kategória. Bratislava, Veda. 

Lendvai, Paul; Parcell, Lis: “Yugoslavia without Yugoslavs: The Roots of the Crisis”, 
International Affairs, vol. 67, nº. 2 (1991) pp.251-261. 

Logan, Keith Gregory (2014): Introduction to homeland security. New York, Routledge. 

Lorenz, Wojciech (2013): “EU Battle Group: A Chance for a Breakthrough in Visegrad 4 
Cooperation?”, Bulletin, vol. 492, nº. 39, at http://club.bruxelles2.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2013/04/BattlegroupETUD@Pism130416.pdf. 

Madej, Marek (2013): Visegrad Group defense cooperation: what added value for the 
European capabilities? Warsaw, University of Warsaw, Institute of International Relations, at 
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/166134/201319.pdf. 



Revista UNISCI / UNISCI Journal, Nº 54 (October/Octubre 2020)  

220 
 

Maksak, Hennadiy (2019): V4+Ukraine security cooperation: limits of possible (Ukrainian 
perspective), at https://think.visegradfund.org/fellowship-papers/attachment/tv_maksak/. 

Meijer, Hugo, Wyss, Marco: “Upside down: Reframing European Defence Studies”, 
Cooperation and Conflict, vol. 54, nº. 3 (2019), pp.378-406. 

Member states driven PESCO (2019), About PESCO, at https://pesco.europa.eu/. 

Member states driven PESCO (2020): Binding commitments, at  
https://pesco.europa.eu/binding-commitments/. 

Najväčšie vojenské mocnosti. Pozrite si 15 najsilnejších armád sveta, at 
https://hnonline.sk/svet/922401-najvacsie-vojenske-mocnosti-pozrite-si-15-najsilnejsich-
armad-sveta. 

NATO (2001): Handbook. Brussels, NATO Office of Information and Press.  

Naumescu, Valentin; Nicolescu, Agnes (2018): “The Impact of Brexit on Central and Eastern 
European Security”, Romanian Journal of European Affairs, vol. 18, nº 1, pp.93-112. 

Nečas, Pavel; Ušiak, Jaroslav (2010): Nový prístup k bezpečnosti štátu na začiatku 21. storočia: 
vedecká monografia, Liptovský Mikuláš: Akadémia ozbrojených síl generála Milana Rastislava 
Štefánika v Liptovskom Mikuláši. 

Nocoń, Jaroslaw; Dorosh, Lesia, Ivasechko, Olha (2019): “PESCO as the modern defence 
initiative of the European Union: Positions of western European countries vs positions of 
eastern European countries”, European Journal of Transformation Studies, vol. 7, nº 2, pp. 128-
141. 

Peen Dodt, Annemarie; Whitman, Richard; Wolff, Stefan (2016): Theorising the European 
Union as an International Security Provider. Abingdon, Routledge. 

Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) – factsheet, European Union External Action 
(2019), at https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-Homepage/34226/permanent-
structured-cooperation-pesco-factsheet_en. 

Permanent Structured Cooperation - PESCO deepening defence cooperation among EU 
member states, 2019, at  
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/pesco_factsheet_november_2019.pdf. 

Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO)'s projects – Overview, 2019, at 
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41333/pesco-projects-12-nov-2019.pdf. 

PESCO, Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic (2019), at https://www.mosr.sk/pesco/. 

Petruf, Pavol et al. (2000): Atlantická poistka, Bratislava, Ministerstvo obrany Slovenskej 
republiky 

Piteľová, Lucia; Bencová, Jana (2010): Spoločná zahraničná a bezpečnostná politika EÚ 
a geopolitika, Global politics, at http://www.globalpolitics.cz/clanky/vztah-medzi-rozvojom-
spolocnej-zahranicnej-a-bezpecnostnej-politiky-eu-a-geopolitikou. 

Rosamond, Ben (2000): Theories of European Integration. New York, Palgrave. 

Rutten, Maartje (2001): From St-Malo to Nice. European defence: Core Documents. Paris, 
Institute for security studies, at  
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/cp047e.pdf. 

Tarasovič, Vladimír et al. (2004): Panoráma globálneho bezpečnostného prostredia 2003-
2004, Bratislava, Ministerstvo obrany SR – Inštitút bezpečnostných a obranných štúdií. 



Revista UNISCI / UNISCI Journal, Nº 54 (October/Octubre 2020)  

221 
 

Tavares, Rodrigo (2010): Regional security: the capacity of international organizations, New 
York, Routledge. 

Terem, Peter et al. (2016): Vplyv EÚ a NATO na európsku a globálnu stabilitu a ich význam 
pre bezpečnosť SR. Banská Bystrica, UMB, Fakulta politických vied a medzinárodných 
vzťahov. 

The Czech V4 Presidency priorities in the defence area, at 
http://www.army.cz/assets/en/ministry-of-defence/v4/en_cz-v4-pres-mod-priorities_final.pdf. 

The Visegrad Group’s Role in The European Security System, European security & Defence 
2019, at https://euro-sd.com/2019/05/articles/13041/the-visegrad-groups-role-in-the-european-
security-system/. 

Ušiak, Jaroslav (2018): “Slovakia's perspective on NATO”, Communist and Post-Communist 
Studies, vol. 51, nº. 2, pp. 125-137. 

Ušiak, Jaroslav and Nečas, Pavel: “Societal and Political Sector within the context of State 
Security”, Politicke vedy, vol. 14, nº. 1 (2011), pp. 30-49. 

Ušiak, Jaroslav: Security‑related Cooperation among the V4 States, Politics in Central Europe, 
vol. 14, nº. 2 (2018), pp. 39-56. 

Vlček, Dalibor (2014): “Postavenie malých štátov v svetovom politickom systéme – ich 
niektoré špecifiká”, in Bezpečnostné fórum 2014, Banská Bystrica, Belianum, pp. 337 – 343. 

 V4 ministers sign MoU on industrial policy cooperation (2018), at https://bbj.hu/economy/v4-
ministers-sign-mou-on-industrial-policy-cooperation_148267. 

Waisová, Šárka (2004): “Od národní bezpečnosti k mezinárodní bezpečnosti Kodaňská škola 
na křižovatce strukturálního realismu, anglické školy a sociálního konstruktivismu”, 
Mezinárodní vztahy, vol. 39, nº.3, pp. 66-86. 

Weiss, Tomas (2019): “A small state's anticipation of institutional change: effects of the 
looming Brexit in the areas of the CSDP and internal market”, European security, vol.29, no.1, 
pp.1-15. 

What is PESCO? at https://icds.ee/what-is-pesco/. 

Wright, Georgina (2020): UK–EU future relationship: defence and security co-operation, 
Institute for Government, 25 February 2020, at  
https://www.instituteforgovernment.org.uk/explainers/future-relationship-defence-security-
cooperation. 

Yar, Lucia (2019): Prežíva NATO klinickú smrť? Čo na to východné krídlo? at 
https://euractiv.sk/section/obrana-a-zahranicie/news/preziva-nato-klinicku-smrt-co-na-to-
vychodne-kridlo/. 

Zamarripa, Eduardo (2020): “The Permanent Structured Cooperation in the European Union. 
Its Real Potential Value”, in Martín Ramírez J., Biziewski Jerzy (2020): Security and Defence 
in Europe, pp. 87-95, Cham, Springer International Publishing AG. 

Zeneli, Valbona: “Why NATO's European Members Can No Longer Expect America to Pick 
Up the Bill”, The National Interest, 26 November 2017, at 
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/why-natos-european-members-can-no-longer-expect-
america-pick-23351   

Zima, Amelie (2018): “The political construction of Atlanticism in Central Europe”, Etudes 
Internationales, vol. 49, nº 2, pp. 392-418. 



Revista UNISCI / UNISCI Journal, Nº 54 (October/Octubre 2020)  

222 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


