Central European Security
Joshua B. Spero

CHARLES GATI. The Bloc That
Failed: Soviet-East European
Relations in Transition.
Bloomington, IN, Indiana
University Press, 1990.
MICHAEL J. SODARO. Moscow,
Germany, and the West from
Khrushchev to Gorbachev.
Ithaca, NY, Cornell University
Press, 1990.

THE 1989 revolutions in Central and
Eastern Europe came full circle with
the failed coup d'etat in the former
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
from August 19 to 21, 1991. One of
the results of these revolutions is
the rapid change in European security structures. Although it was not-
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ed by surprisingly few among those
observers following the extraordinary pace of change, the mid-February 1991 summit of Hungarian
Prime Minister Jozsef Antall, Czech
and Slovak Federal Republic President Vaclav Havel, and Polish President Lech Walesa in Visegrad,
Hungary, had already marked the

'At the June 7, 1990, Warsaw Pact Political
Consultative Committee meeting in Moscow,
Hungarian Prime Minister Jozsef Antall
declared his country's intention to withdraw from
the Warsaw Pact, stating that it was "a remnant
of European confrontation [that] has lost its main
function." See "Hungary's Antall Addresses
Meeting," MTI (Budapest), June 7, 1990, in
Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily
Report: East Europe (Washington, DC—hereafter,
FBIS-EEU), June 8, 1990, p. 10. The January
1991 meeting of Warsaw Pact foreign ministers in
Budapest sounded the death knell for the
alliance. See F. Luk'yanov, "The Fate of the
Warsaw Pact Is Being Decided," Izvestiya
(Moscow), Jan. 24, 1991.
2
For the sake of consistency, the term
"Triangle" will be used to denote HungarianCzech/Slovak-Polish cooperation. In
discussions with the author over the past year,

beginning of an entirely new kind of
security mechanism. At Visegrad,
for the first-time in the post-Warsaw
Pact era,1 democratically elected
leaders from what has become
known as the Triangle2 convened to
sign a declaration on cooperation.
They promised to undertake concerted efforts to integrate their region into the new Europe,3 and to
collaborate on security policies
—including coordination on military
issues.
Nearly seven centuries ago, the
Polish, Bohemian, and Hungarian
kings met at Visegrad and similarly
agreed to cooperate to reduce tension throughout this region.4 Even
though the Visegrad meeting of
1335 failed to ensure long-term
peace in the region, it represented
an attempt by Central European

specialists from Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
and Poland who have been involved in
negotiations among the three countries have
used the term "Triangle" to describe the Visegrad
cooperative mechanism.
3
"Declaration Accepted at the Tripartite
Summit in Visegrad," MTI, Feb. 15, 1991, in
FBIS-EEU, Feb. 19, 1991, p. 4.
"See references to the 14th-century meeting
in Visegrad of Robert Charles of Hungary, John,
King of Bohemia, and Casimir, King of Poland,
in the "Ceremonial Declaration," MTI,
Feb. 15, 1991, in FBIS-EEU, Feb. 19, 1991,
p. 5. For accounts of the 1335 meetings and
their agreements, see, among other works,
Arminius Vamberg, Hungary: In Ancient,
Medieval, and Modern Times, London, T. Fisher
Unwin, 1886, pp. 162; and Denis Sinor, History
of Hungary, London, George Allen and Unwin,
1959, p. 90.
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leaders to set aside their differences, solidify cultural bonds
among their peoples, and negotiate
agreements to strengthen their governments and countries. The meeting of 1991 had the same goals. As
Prime Minister Antall emphasized,
"common culture, common economic striving, and similar political
institutions" enable the Triangle to
cooperate.5 President Havel also
stressed shortly before the Visegrad summit that". . . we must not
try to overtake one another on this
road to Europe. . . . The success of
any of our countries can be seen as
a success for all of us." 6 President
Walesa added that although ". . .
our countries differ and are advancing on different roads
[if] we cooperate, and we are destined to cooperate, the road leading to Europe
will be faster and less bumpy, and
our joining Western civilization will
be easier and cheaper."7
Despite ethnic disputes and territorial tensions that have long
plagued relations among them,8
these countries are intent on drawing upon common political ideals
and similar dissident and underground experiences to overcome
45 years of Soviet-imposed rule.
Through cooperative efforts, the Triangle countries believe they can
forestall the emergence of instabilities stemming from both the Central European region itself and from
the turmoil that is resulting from the
breakup of the Soviet Union. Such
cooperation also stems from the
need to enhance capabilities for the
Triangle's political, economic, and
military integration into Europe.
Indeed, in the wake of the disintegration brought about by the failed
coup attempt by Soviet hard-liners
in mid-August 1991, the Triangle
began to form a regular consultative group to expedite its "full integration" into West European political and economic structures and to
promote more actively "equal se-

curity" and "human rights" throughout the whole of Europe.9 These efforts were strengthened by a joint
proposal of US Secretary of State
James Baker and German Minister
of Foreign Affairs Hans-Dietrich
Genscher to implement a "EuroAtlantic pact from Vladivostok to
Vancouver."10 Encouraged by the
US-German statement, the Triangle
leaders declared in the October 6,
1991, "Krakow Declaration" their
desire to extend relations with both
5
"Antall on East European Development,"
PAP (Warsaw), June 5, 1990, in FBIS-EEU, June 6,
1990, p. 38.
6
Tibor Kis, "Havel; Joining Together,"
Nepszabadsctg (Budapest), Feb. 13, 1991,
translated in FBIS-EEU, Feb. 19, 1991, p. 1.
7
Mikl6s Ritecz, "Walesa: Let There Be an
Opening," Nepszabadsag, Feb. 13, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-EEU, Feb. 19, 1991, p. 1.
"For background on the evolution of some of
the security problems facing the Visegrad
declaration signatories and some of the
implications for their future security, see Joshua B.
Spero, "The Warsaw-Prague-Budapest
Triangle: Central European Security After the
Visegrad Summit," Fort Leavenworth, KS,
Foreign Military Studies Office/European Military
Studies Office, forthcoming. See also Ewa
Boniecka, "Poland Plus Two," Zycie Warszawy
(Warsaw), Jan. 26-27, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-EEU, Jan. 31, 1991, pp. 34-35: and
Rudolf L. Tokes, "The New Democracies of Central
Europe: Cooperation, Competition, and
Coexistence," presented at the international
workshop on "Formulation of New Security
Policies for Central Europe," Budapest,
June 13-14, 1991 (participants from the
defense ministries and some of the leading
institutes and universities from the Triangle
countries, Western Europe, and the United States
participated in the workshop).

For good overviews of some of the
difficulties inherent in Central European security
cooperation, see Curt Gasteyger, "The
Remaking of Eastern Europe's Security," Survival
(London), March/April 1991, pp. 111-24;
Andrew A. Michta, "East-Central Europe in Search
of Security," SAIS Review (Washington, DC),
Winter-Spring 1991, pp. 59-72; John Orme,
"Security in East Central Europe: Seven
Futures," The Washington Quarterly (Washington,
DC), Summer 1991, pp. 100-01; and Hans
Binnendijk, "The Emerging European Security
Order," ibid., Autumn 1991, p. 77. Although
Gasteyger and Michta question the effectiveness
of Central European regional security efforts
within a broader, more important, and still evolving
collective security system in Europe, their
articles were published before details of the
Visegrad summit could be incorporated into
their analyses.

the European Community (EC) as
associate members and to seek
something more than "diplomatic
liaison" status with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).11
The "Rome Declaration on Peace
and Cooperation," issued by the
heads of state and government in
NATO, signals their serious commitment to increase Central European, East European, and postUSSR integration into NATO's
security structure.12
THE dissolution of the Warsaw Pact
and the Council for Economic Mutual Assistance (CEMA) ended the
postwar bipolar security system in
Europe.13 Europe is now in the

9
For information regarding the Triangle's
emergency meeting in Warsaw on Aug. 20, 1991,
to assess the Soviet coup d'etat, to discuss the
secret mobilization of Triangle armed forces, and
to strengthen their coordinated approach
toward the European Community, see "Polish,
Hungarian, and Czech Ministers Meet," DPA
Communique (Warsaw), Aug. 20, 1991; Maria
Wagrowska, "State of Alert Called Off:
Interview with Defense Minister Piotr
Kotodziejczyk," Rzeczpospolita (Warsaw),
Sept. 11,1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Sept. 17, 1991.
pp. 23-25; Peter Michielson, "Interview with
Polish Foreign Minister Krzysztof Skubiszewski."
NRC Handelsblad (Rotterdam). Sept. 4, 1991,
trans, in FBIS-EEU, Sept. 11, 1991, p. 21; the
interview with President Vaclav Havel, "Unity
Instead of Tussles," Lidove Noviny (Prague),
Aug. 20, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Aug. 22,
1991, p. 7; Hungarian foreign minister Geza
Jeszensky on Kossuth Radio Network
(Budapest), Aug. 21. 1991. trans, in FBIS-EEU,
Aug. 22, 1991, p. 12; and Mary Battiata, "Three
E. European Nations Discuss Soviet Crisis," The
Washington Post, Aug. 22, 1991.

'""Joint Statement by Secretary of State
James A. Baker, III, and Hans-Dietrich Genscher,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal
Republic of Germany," US Department of State,
Washington, DC, Oct. 2, 1991.
11
"The Krak6w Declaration," Section II, p. 1,
Oct. 6, 1991, Krakow, Poland.
12
"Rome Declaration on Peace and
Cooperation," issued by the heads of state and
government participating in the meeting of the
North Atlantic Treaty Council, Rome, Nov. 7-8,
1991.
13
For behind-the-scenes views of the
Warsaw Pact's demise, see Jerzy Rajch, "The
Twilight of the Blocs: An Interview with
Grzegorz Kostrzewa-Zorbas, Deputy Director of
the European Department, Ministry of Foreign
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process of moving to a new, multipolar security system based on bilateral and multilateral arrangements like the Triangle.14
The four books under review
place in historical context the demise of the Warsaw Pact and the
CEMA and help us to understand
some of the security implications of
the emerging Budapest-PragueWarsaw cooperation. In The Bloc
That Failed, Charles Gati presents a
broad picture of the Soviet leaderAffairs," Zolnierz Wolnosci (Warsaw), Sept. 6,
1990, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Oct. 16, 1990, p. 7; and
"Antall Speaks on Plan to End Warsaw Pact,"
Budapest Domestic Service, Oct. 16, 1990, trans
in FBIS-EEU, Oct. 18, 1990, p. 13. For the
agreements ending the Warsaw Pact, see
"Protocol Ending the Validity of the Treaty of
Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance
Signed in Warsaw, May 14, 1955, and of the
Protocol Extending its Validity Signed in Warsaw,
April 26, 1985," Izvestiya, July 3, 1991; and
"Communique," ibid.
For the final session of the CEMA, see
"CEMA Is Ended and Not to Be Superseded by an
Organization of International Economic
Cooperation," Interfax (Moscow), June 27,1991, in
Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily
Report: Soviet Union (Washington, DC—hereafter,
FBIS-SOV), July 2, 1991, p. 6; and Moscow
Central Television First Program Network,
"Organization Disbands," June 28, 1991,
trans, in FBIS-SOV, July 2, 1991, p. 6.
"High-level foreign and defense ministerial
meetings have been indicative of the developing
stages in Triangle security cooperation. For
information on meetings of the three Triangle
foreign ministers, who discussed, among other
important security issues, coordination of bilateral
treaty negotiations with the Soviet Union, see
"Polish, Hungarian, and Czech Ministers Meet,"
loc. cit.; Luk'yanov, loc. cit.; "Treaty
Coordination with USSR," CTK (Prague), June 25,
1991, in FBIS-EEU, June 26, 1991, p. 10; and
"Discuss Soviet Treaties," CTK, June 26, 1991, in
FBIS-EEU, June 27, 1991, p. 12. For
descriptions of the defense ministerial meeting
that focused on increasing trilateral military
cooperation and consultation, see "Kotodzieiczyk
Meets Hungarian, Czech Ministers," PAP,
Aug. 2, 1991, in FBIS-EEU, Aug. 5, 1991, p. 28;
M. Kireyev, "Meeting in Krakow," Krasnaya
Zvezda (Moscow), Aug. 6, 1991; and "Minister
Discusses Regional Security, Technology," MTI,
Sept. 25, 1991, in FBIS-EEU, Sept. 26, 1991,
p. 20. Since March 1991, Triangle defense
ministers have concluded their three respective
bilateral military declarations. See also Brigitte
Sauerwein, "Reforming Central European
Defense: Neither Vacuum nor Buffer,"
International Defense Review (Geneva), No. 8,
1991, pp. 799-801.

ship's inability to enforce its rule
over the new governments that
emerged in Central Europe as a result of the revolutions of 1989. He
found that the satellite regimes fell
when their foreign protector—
undergoing a reform phase—withdrew its support. The result was the
destabilization of those despised
and illegitimate regimes and the
loss of their hold on power. Michael
Sodaro develops this last thesis
thoroughly and meticulously in his
comprehensively documented Moscow, Germany, and the West from
Khrushchev to Gorbachev, which
covers Soviet relations with both East
and West Germany from the construction of the Berlin Wall to Germany's October 1990 unification.
Hungarian-born Andrew Felkay
chose to focus on the relationship
between Moscow and another of its
former "satellites." Although Felkay
looks at Hungary mainly from the
perspective of long-time Hungarian
leader Janos Kadar, he also draws
upon his own experiences. Finally,
Aurel Braun's edited compendium
on Soviet-East European relations
divides the works of its prominent
contributors into two sections, one
on Soviet perspectives and one on
East European concerns. Braun's
lengthy conclusion integrates all
the chapters with a historical overview of Soviet-East European relations, a prescient analysis of the reforms in these countries, and a
discussion of the prospects for regional cooperation.
Several of the books trace the antecedents of the changed Soviet
policy toward Eastern Europe. Gati
(pp. 80-82, 164-66), Sodaro (esp.
pp. 333-34, 354, 360-61), and Karen Dawisha in Braun (p. 15) all
stress the importance of the policy
reassessments toward Eastern Europe advocated by Gorbachev's
advisers. These works reflect the
conventional wisdom, which assumes that changes in the Soviet-

East European relationship in the
mid- to late 1980's resulted from the
influence of such people as Eduard
Shevardnadze, Aleksandr Yakovlev, Georgiy Shakhnazarov, Nikolay
Shishlin, Valentin Falin, Oleg Bogomolov, Aleksandr Bovin, and Vyacheslav Dashichev.
Although changes in Soviet policy were significant, the works under
review stress that it was not Soviet
policies but the overwhelming rejection of Marxism-Leninism by the
peoples of Central and Eastern Europe that led to the revolutions of
1989 (Gati, p. 190; Sodaro, pp.
404-05; and Andrzej Korbonski, in
Braun, pp. 69, 71). But inasmuch as
the illegitimacy of East European
communist regimes was long a feature of political life in the region, the
question then becomes why these
revolutions occurred in 1989 and
not earlier. Gati contends that we
must look to the Soviet domestic crisis, which prevented Moscow from
sustaining its imperial domain in
Eastern Europe (p. 189). The use of
force in the midst of this crisis, says
Gati, would have jeopardized the
very existence of the USSR. Without
the USSR's threat or use of force to
crush internal reform movements,
the communist regimes in Central
Europe quickly lost power.
The Soviet foreign policy goal of
replacing "orthodoxy with reform"
in Eastern Europe in the late 1980's
failed because Gorbachev's advisers overestimated the prospects for
socialism's renewal in Eastern Europe and misread Eastern Europe's
aspirations for freedom from communist rule and Soviet domination.
Harbingers of such change were
evident as early as 1984, when Matyas Szuros, then the Hungarian
communist party secretary responsible for international relations, argued that notwithstanding "extreme circumstances, . . . the
national interests of the individual
socialist states were more impor-
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tant than the unity of the socialist
camp" (Sodaro, p. 308). Mikhail
Gorbachev's admonition to Erich
Honecker on October 8, 1989 (the
40th anniversary of the founding of
the German Democratic Republic),
in East Berlin that "Life punishes
those who come too late" spelled
the beginning of the end of the division of Europe (Sodaro, p. 378).15
This statement prompted the Hungarians, Czechoslovaks, and Poles
to reject Moscow's "unrealistic
goal" of transforming its "sphere of
domination based on the imposition
and exercise of force [into] a sphere
of influence" dependent on "voluntary concessions and mutual interests" (Gati, p. 194) and to pursue independence from the USSR.
Gati held that in the aftermath of
the revolutions of 1989, the "new
geopolitical reality" and the "unpredictability" of a potentially "convulsive Soviet Union" would necessitate "novel security arrangements"
in Eastern Europe (p. 230). These
"novel security arrangements,"
however, have a history that predates the fall of communism. As
Melvin Croan points out in Braun
and Felkay mentions in passing (p.
279), in the 1970's and 1980's, ties
were fostered among Central European opposition movements on the
basis of a common "cultural identity." The leaders who rose from
these movements to positions of
political power since 1989-90 are
linked by this identity, which Croan
believes provides an "integrating
force" for regional ties (in Braun, p.
128). Gati argues as well that these
relationships and a common cultur15

For the rationale underlying Gorbachev's
decision to support Honecker's removal from
power, see the background paper by one of
Gorbachev's former reformist advisers,
Vyacheslav Dashichev, "The Concept of an
All-European House and the German Question,"
delivered in East Berlin during April 1989 in
preparation for Gorbachev's visit to West
Germany. For a published version, see Der
Spiegel (Hamburg), Feb. 5, 1990, pp 142-58.

al identity laid the foundation for"...
the creation of a Central European or a Danubian confederation"
(p. 200).
SINCE the publication of the books
under review, the Central European
region has witnessed accelerated
efforts by Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Poland to cooperate. Thus,
one of the main questions to address in view of increasing "Central
European" and "Danubian" cooperation is what kind of security
structures will replace the Warsaw
Pact and the CEMA.16
The antecedents17 for contempo16
Space limitations preclude extensive
examination of the types of bilateral and
multilateral cooperation involving the Triangle
to emerge over the past several years. To
summarize, in addition to its triangular
relationship, each member has initiated bilateral
ties with countries throughout Europe and the
world. All three countries belong to the
Hexagonale Group, made up of North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) and European
Community (EC) member Italy, neutral Austria,
and nonaligned but disintegrating Yugoslavia. The
Hexagonale Group has been primarily
concerned with trade, cultural, and environmental
issues. Furthermore, the Poles have played a
role in the rebirth of the Baltic or Hansa Group, with
members from Scandinavia, Germany, the
newly independent Baltic countries, and Russia.
These regional groupings and their ongoing
efforts to promote stability for future European
integration are examined at length in Phillip A.
Petersen, "The Challenge to Soviet Strategic
Deployment: An Emerging Vision of European
Security," in Bruce George, Ed., Jane's NATO
Handbook 1990-91, Couldson, Surrey, Great
Britain, Jane's Information Group, Inc., 1990, p. 30;
and Christopher D. Jones, "Czechoslovakia
and the New International System," in Jeffrey D.
Simon, Ed., European Security Policy After the
Revolutions of 1989, Washington, DC, National
Defense University Press, 1991, pp. 307-30.
See also "We Are Revising the Warsaw Treaty," an
interview with Polish foreign minister Krzysztof
Skubiszewski, Gazefa Wyborcza (Warsaw),
July 26, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, July 27,
1991.
17
Early Triangle cooperation can be traced
back to CSFR initiatives. President Havel stated
that "synchronized" efforts should be made for
the CSFR, Poland, and Hungary to return to
Europe. See "Havel Advises 'Synchronized'
Return to Europe," CTK, Jan. 27, 1990, in
FBIS-EEU, Feb. 6, 1990, p. 14. See also Jones,
loc. cit., for a thorough review of the European
"security agenda" promoted by Havel and his
foreign minister Jifi Dienstbier since early 1990.

rary triangular cooperation and the
summits at Visegrad and Krakow
(October 5-6, 1991) evolved from
the summit at Bratislava, Czechoslovakia, on April 9, 1990.18 However, this initiative to expand dialogue
and understanding at the highest
levels among Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary ended in more
disagreement than cooperation.19
Tensions over resurgent nationalism,
ethnic minority disputes, and divergent European integration strategies
surfaced among the Central Europeans. Many of the leaders who raised
such points of contention in Bratislava, however, were either defeated in
subsequent elections or replaced
before Visegrad.20
Though the Bratislava meeting
witnessed an outbreak of pent-up
nationalistic tensions among Hungarians, Czechs, Slovaks, and
Poles, it also symbolized the potential for the newly emerging democracies to work together. Given the
positive impact of change and restructuring then occurring in the
USSR, President Havel, foreign
minister Jifi Dienstbier, and other
I8
The April 1990 Bratislava meeting brought
together regional leaders not seen in the capital of
Slovakia since the 1806 Bratislava Peace
Treaty meeting. See Prague Domestic Service,
Apr. 9, 1990, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Apr. 10,
1990, p. 4.
19
This meeting also brought together the
Italian, Yugoslav, and Austrian foreign ministers as
observers, to form, at that time (with the
Czechs and Hungarians), the Pentagonale Initiative.
20
For more elaboration on some of these
tensions over ethnic minority rights, see Matyas
Szur6s, as quoted in Budapest Domestic
Service, Apr. 9, 1990, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Apr. 10,
1990, p. 7; and Szurdis as quoted in Armin
Wolf, "Report on the Summit," Vienna Domestic
Service, Apr. 10, 1990, trans, in FBIS-EEU,
Apr. 10, 1990, p. 13. However, Hungary and the
CSFR did agree to a joint statement that forms
the basis of rights granted to ethnic minorities in
both countries. For reference to this statement,
see Evelyn Forro, Budapest Domestic Service,
Apr. 9, 1990, in FBIS-EEU, Apr. 10, 1990, p. 7.
For variations in European integration strategies
among the Central European leaders at the
summit, see the "Bratislava Summit News
Conference," Prague Domestic Service,
Apr. 9, 1990, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Apr. 10,
1990, pp. 8-11.
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Triangle leaders realized the time
had come to regain their countries'
historical roles in the heart of Europe. As the Polish press emphasized, this first summit allowed Central Europeans ". . . to believe that
our countries may return to Europe
through the road used by Spain,
Portugal, or Greece, from dictatorship to democracy, from poverty to
wealth."21
Many dramatic events overtook
Europe during the short interval between Bratislava and Visegrad as
Germany began its unification process and power increasingly devolved from the central USSR government to its republics. During his
June 1990 visit to Washington, newly elected Hungarian Prime Minister
Antall advocated Central European
support for German unity in order to
gain future German backing on
economic integration into Europe.22
Growing Polish concerns over continued separation from Western
Europe's emerging security structures and, particularly, Poland's position between an economically
powerful Germany and an increasingly unstable USSR, also underscored the necessity for expanded
Triangle ties.23
The Polish foreign ministry believed there was a practical and
pragmatic need to encourage Triangle cooperation to reduce its increasing worries about isolation. By
July 1990, it determined that growing Polish-CSFR border traffic, for
example, required a better cooper21
Adam Michnik, PAP, Apr. 9, 1990, trans, in
FBIS-EEU. Apr. 12, 1990, p. 48.
22
"lnterview with Newly Elected Hungarian
Prime Minister, Jbzsef Antall," PAP, June 5, 1990,
in FBIS-EEU, June 6, 1990, p. 38.
23
See a speech to the Polish parliament by
Polish foreign minister Krzysztof Skubiszewski in
which he expressed concern about Germany
as an "economic giant" and the USSR as a "great
military arsenal" that is "stricken by economic
collapse." "Skubiszewski Addresses Sejm on
Security Issues," Warsaw Domestic Service,
Feb. 14, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Feb. 15, 1991,
pp. 29-30.

ative mechanism. Therefore, the
Poles initiated a series of high-level
discussions among Triangle members. In July 1990, they jointly sponsored a proposal with the Czechoslovaks and the East Germans to
attempt to "institutionalize the panEuropean process."24 The purpose
of this initiative was to create an institutionalized mechanism whereby
ministers and experts within the Triangle would consistently coordinate political, economic, social
(ethnic), and security policies.
While this was one of the harbingers
for establishing the CSCE's Center
for the Prevention of Conflict in Vienna, it was a meeting of Triangle
deputy foreign ministers in Warsaw
that led to this turning point before
Visegrad.25
On October 17, 1990, deputy foreign ministers Jerzy Makarczyk
(Poland), Imre Szokai (Hungary),
and Lubos Dobrovsky (CSFR), who
became minister of defense the following day, convened in Warsaw at
the Polish foreign ministry's initiative. The goal was to create a consultative committee meeting at the
deputy foreign ministerial level in
24
"ln Favor ot Establishing Pan-European
Institutions," Hospodii'ske Noviny (Prague),
July 12, 1990. trans, in FBIS-EEU, July 16,
1991, p. 2.
Given their concerns over economic
dependency on Moscow, the Hungarians
disagreed about the extent of institutionalizing
such mechanisms and were reluctant to initiate
this particular proposal. These concerns were
expressed in meetings of the author with
Hungarian security policy officials in Oslo,
Norway, in February 1991; and in Warsaw, Poland,
and Budapest, Hungary, in June 1991.
25
The importance of establishing a
mechanism for regular high-level discussions
among Triangle members was emphasized by
Polish foreign ministry officials. The CSCE Center
for the Prevention of Conflict would function as
a "forum for exchanges of military information,
discussion of unusual military activities, and
the conciliation of disputes involving CSCE
member-states." See "London Declaration on
a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance," issued by
the Heads of State and Government
participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic
Council in London on July 5-6, 1990, NATO
Information Service, B-1110, Brussels, p. 7.

order"... to facilitate the solution of
common problems in the region."
Working groups were established
not only to prepare what later became the "Visegrad declaration,"
but also to implement regular Triangle meetings.26
In late January 1991, the three
Triangle foreign ministers met in Budapest for the first time together to
discuss withdrawing from the Warsaw Pact. The meeting produced a
path-breaking joint communique
that expressed "deep concern"
about the January 1991 violence in
Vilnius, Lithuania, and Riga, Latvia,27 stating that" This attempt to
reverse the peaceful transition to
democracy and a rule-of-law-state'
threatens stability in Central and
Eastern Europe." Moreover, Czechoslovakia not only declared its intention to withdraw from the Warsaw
Pact, but it recommended that the
Pact be dissolved. Coupled with a
statement in support of the Western
coalition against Iraq in the Persian
Gulf war, the Triangle's foreign ministers clearly intended to undertake
united, coordinated efforts that
were designed to attract attention in
the East and in the West.28
On January 21, Hungarian defense minister Lajos Fur met his
CSFR counterpart Dobrovsky in
Prague to sign the first of the bilateral military agreements among Triangle members. Both defense min-

26
Budapest Domestic Service, Oct. 18,
1990, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Oct. 22, 1990, p. 1.
Interviews by the author with Grzegorz
Kostrzewa-Zorbas and Andrzej Ananicz, deputy
director for Central Europe, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, in Warsaw, Poland, on June 12, 1991, and
with Ivan Baba, director of policy planning,
Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Budapest,
Hungary, June 18, 1991.

"See Luk'yanov, loc. cit. The Triangle was
responding to the deaths resulting from midJanuary 1991 clashes between supporters of
Lithuania's and Latvia's independence, who were
defending their parliaments and
communications centers, and the central
government's security forces.
28
lbid.
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isters decided to normalize relations between armies, institute
regular contacts, and establish several confidence-building
measures. They agreed that early notification on troop deployments or
large-scale
military
exercises
would reduce potential misunderstandings or conflicts.29 Furthermore, "disproportionate" force deployments on their Western borders
necessitated redeployment under
both countries' new defensive doctrines. Fur and Dobrovsky maintained that their new bilateral military relationship needed to be "free
of secrecy" and, thus, they would
work together to avoid any misperceptions about troop maneuvers.
They also declared that, through
"common effort," their commitment
to aid the Western coalition's fight
against Iraq would lead Hungary to
send a medical unit, and the CSFR,
a chemical warfare defense unit, to
the Persian Gulf.30 These may have
been little more than symbolic commitments to the world outside of
Central Europe, but it demonstrated
that, even under extreme economic
limitations, the Triangle countries
were trying to integrate into Western
security mechanisms.31
THESE undertakings set the stage
for the Visegrad summit. The "Declaration on the Cooperation of the
Hungarian Republic, the Czech
and Slovak Federal Republic, and
the Republic of Poland on the Road
to European Integration" signified
the beginning of a new security entity. Having agreed that Central Eu-

^Peter Vajda, "Interview with Defense
Minister Lajos Fur: More Information from the Gulf,"
Nepszabadsag (Budapest), Jan. 22, 1991,
trans, in FBIS-EEU, Jan. 25, 1991, p. 39.
30
Poland also sent hospital and rescue ships
as part of its commitment to the Gulf alliance.
Nearly 200 medical personnel accompanied
the ships. See "Skubiszewski Addresses Sejm on
Security Issues," loc. cit.
31
See Vajda, loc. cit.

rope must not be perceived as a future "gray, buffer, or neutral zone,"
Antall, Havel, and Walesa resolved
that united efforts among Triangle
members would benefit their own
countries as well as Europe.32 In
addition, by early 1991, these leaders expressed a belief that, to varying degrees, their countries faced a
strategic threat from the instability,
disintegration, and collapse of the
USSR. (This fear proved well founded in light of the attempted coup by
Soviet hard-liners.) Finally, the three
leaders were concerned about the
new political-economic role, influence, and power of a unified Germany. It was against the backdrop
of these international developments
that the Hungarian, Czech/Slovak,
and Polish leaderships established
the "Visegrad" mechanism to better
coordinate their evolving policies.
The Visegrad declaration proposed the Triangle's "total integration into the European political, economic, security, and legislative
order" through the "restoration
of independence, democracy, and
freedom" in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary. By abolishing the
"economic and spiritual structures
of the totalitarian system," each
leader believed that "parliamentary
democracy," "modern constitutional states," and "human rights and
fundamental freedoms" could be
realized in their respective countries. The declaration stated that
32
ln the Polish defense ministry, Janusz
Onyszkiewicz, one of the few senior civilian
defense military officials, recently commented
that if the region became a "gray zone," Poland
would again witness "sharp competition
between other states" that would lead to
"detrimental" internal policies. Furthermore,
"The collapse of the Warsaw Pact does not mean a
reduction in our security at all One should
remember that membership in the Pact would
have drawn us into a major war, and this war
would not have been in defense of our vital
interests." Quoted in Andrzej Medykowski,
"Emerging From the 'Gray Zone'," Polska Zbrojna
(Warsaw), July 25, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU,
Aug. 2, 1991, p. 29.

"The coordination of [the Triangle's]
efforts—bearing in mind their distinct national characteristics—increases the chance of achieving
the desired results." The means by
which the Triangle will attempt to
reach these goals include: new
trading mechanisms, creation of
conditions for the free exchange of
information, publications, and cultural goods and values, coordinated development of telecommunications networks, protection of minority rights, and establishment of
environmental guidelines. As a result, it is " . . . on the basis of their individual concerns and interests,
[that all] shall harmonize their efforts to foster cooperation and close
relations with European institutions
and shall consult on questions concerning their security." The declaration emphasized, however, that
the Triangle's "cooperation in no
way disrupts or limits their existing
relations with other states, nor is it in
any way directed against the interests of any other state." 33
In the summit's aftermath, however, it was not entirely clear either
how the new "Visegrad" mechanism would structure "security" cooperation or how the leaderships
would respond to crises affecting
their countries, either separately or
collectively. Antall tried to clarify
any misperceptions that the Triangle represented an integrated alliance. He stressed that the primary
purpose of the declaration on cooperation was to facilitate the Triangle's achieving "associate status" with the EC, and that it should
not be seen in Europe as "a new organization."34 Havel, by contrast,
offered a more ambiguous state-

33
See "Declaration Accepted at the
Tripartite Summit in Visegrad," loc. cit.
34
lstvan Kulcsar, "Antall Summarizes
Summit," Budapest Domestic Service, Feb. 15,
1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Feb. 19, 1991,
pp. 5-6.
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ment on the issue of a military alliance. He said that if Central Europe
were faced with an "external
threat," its leaders would not only
be consulting trilaterally, but might
also be providing "mutual assistance or something similar" to each
other.35
Polish foreign minister Krzysztof
Skubiszewski also attempted to explain that the Triangle would not become a "military alliance," but
would be a mechanism for "loose
cooperation." To reduce concerns
in Western Europe and Moscow,36
Skubiszewski stated that the Triangle would work to strengthen
"stability" and "security" in Central
Europe. He stressed that triangular
security coordination
primarily
meant closely consulting on the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and
CEMA and on the friendship and
cooperation treaties being negotiated between Moscow and Warsaw, Prague, and Budapest, respectively. At the same time, he
emphasized that Poland, Hungary,
and Czechoslovakia would not render any "immediate [military] assis36
As quoted in MTV Television Network
(Budapest), Feb. 15, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU,
Feb. 19, 1991, p. 11.
36
Before the coup d'etat demonstrated the
extent to which the right wing of the Soviet
Communist party would go to preserve its
power and privileges, the CPSU Central
Committee's International Department had
released a hard-line document on Soviet strategy
toward Eastern Europe. In it, the conservatives
lashed out at those East European leaderships
who appeared to threaten "the military security
of the USSR" through their contacts and
increasing ties to Western organizations and
governments. See "On the Development of the
Situation in Eastern Europe and Our Policy
Toward That Region," Izvestiya TsK KPSS
(Moscow), No. 3, 1991.
3r
See "Skubiszewski on Cooperation with
Hungary, CSFR," PAP, Apr. 17,1991, in FBIS-EEU,
Apr. 18, 1991, p. 29; and "Skubiszewski on
Cooperation with Prague, Budapest,"
Rzeczpospolita, Apr. 18, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-EEU, Apr. 23, 1991, p. 32.
^"Defense Ministers of Czechoslovakia and
Poland, Lubos Dobrovsky and Piotr Kotodziejczyk
Sign Agreement on Main Trends of
Cooperation in the Military Sphere," CTK, Feb. 27,
1991, in FBIS-EEU, Mar. 4, 1991, p. 17.

tance" to each other to meet an impending threat. He did say,
however, that bilateral military
agreements would underpin military relations among the three
countries.37
Shortly after Visegrad, two military bilateral agreements were
signed between Poland and its two
Triangle counterparts. Defense
ministers in both cases were careful
to point out that the agreements neither represented a new military
pact, nor were they a substitute for
the defunct military structures of the
Warsaw Pact. According to Dobrovsky, the military agreement
signed on February 27 between
Czechoslovakia and Poland ". . .
has no aspect of establishing military cooperation in case of threat."
It is intended to lay the foundation
for increasing information flows between both countries and coordination on arms modernization.38 Polish defense minister Piotr Kotodziejczyk reiterated that ". . . our
agreement is not directed against
any country in Europe or the world.
We wish to support each other in
reforming and perfecting our armed
forces, because they are still
necessary." The two countries
signed 18 agreements covering
such areas as military exchanges,
training, and joint research.39
On March 20, Poland and Hungary signed their bilateral military
agreement. It stipulated that there
would be exchanges to share experiences, officer training assistance,
and equipment purchases. Kotodziejczyk commented that "we
have a common interest in speeding up the disarmament processes
that were initiated in Vienna—that is
our most important task and the
best recipe for ensuring security in
Europe."40
BEFORE the August 19-21, 1991
coup d'etat and resulting collapse
of the USSR forced policy-makers

and security specialists to focus almost entirely on internal cohesion,
initial Soviet reactions to the Visegrad summit and its resulting declaration had been mixed. Some USSR
security specialists cautiously supported the evolving triangular cooperation; others expressed ageold fears and paranoia. Some Soviet commentators believed that Triangular cooperation enhanced security and stability similar to the
contributions made by the Hexagonale Group's increased commercial, technological, ecological, agricultural, and cultural ties.41 For
example, Nikolay Shishlin dismissed any concern over a possible threat to the Soviet Union and
stated that " . . . the Prague-Budapest-Warsaw triangle . . . presents
no danger whatsoever—especially
from the point of view of security
policy . . . for the Soviet Union." Furthermore, he said that parts of the
Soviet population remain "contaminated by imperial thinking" and " . . .
continue to consider Eastern Europe
as their own sphere of interest, without even thinking through what the
real interest in this region is for the
Soviet Union."42 Other Soviet views
also underlined the need to overcome "the bloc mentality . . . so
deeply ingrained in our consciousness that we sometimes keep faith
with it even when we want to say the
opposite."43

39

Wiestaw Rosala, "A Working Visit by the
CSFR Foreign Minister," Polska Zbrojna, Feb. 28,
1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Mar. 5, 1991, p. 30.
"""Polish-Hungarian Military Accord,"
Gazeia Wyborcza (Warsaw), Mar. 21, 1991, trans.
in FBIS-EEU, Mar. 27, 1991, p. 26.
41
Aleksandr Bovin, "Political Observer
Opinion: Military Cooperation Ending," Izvestiya,
Feb. 28, 1991; and A. Yazkova, "Two Days
Without Allies; No War So Far," Komsomol'skaya
Pravda, Apr. 2, 1991, trans, in FBIS-SOV,
Apr. 9, 1991, p. 4.
42
Gabor Izbeki, "Political Scientist Who
Works in the CPSU Central Committee," Budapest
Domestic Service, Mar. 24, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-SOV, Mar. 25, 1991, pp. 22-23.
43
(Fn. 43 follows on p. 148.)
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Other Soviet specialists were
more skeptical. One observer stat-.
ed that without the Warsaw Pact,'
the Triangle would face increasing
obstacles concerning the modernization of military equipment. Because each Central European army
had nearly identical Soviet-designed armaments and equipment,
the Triangle would be required to
exchange experiences in personnel training or possibly hold joint exercises with Moscow. The Triangle
should also be expected to bow to
Moscow's sensitivities regarding
future "security partners" (NATO).
Finally, should the Central Europeans attempt to buy Western technology, they would suffer from a
lack of training on such "unfamiliar
and expensive equipment." Consequently, there were good reasons
to maintain cooperation between
Central Europe and the Soviet
Union.44
Before the August coup attempt,
security specialists from both the
USSR and the Triangle generally
contended that regional security
should not be conducted in a
post-Warsaw Pact "vacuum." One
Soviet view advocated "preservation of the consultative structure"
based on the Warsaw Pact's old
mechanism for exchanges of information in lieu of the "dash toward
Europe" and establishment of new
security ties.45 This argument assumed that political, economic, and
ethnic instability in the Triangle
countries should preclude membership in the EC and NATO 4 6 Another Soviet commentator expressed concern that the Triangle's
"orientation" toward Western Eu-

43
Valentin Sharov, "Viewpoint: Troika in
Central Europe," Pravda (Moscow), Jan. 25, 1991;
and F. Luk'yanov, " 'Triple Alliance' in Eastern
Europe," Izvestiya, Feb. 16, 1991.
"Senior Lieutenant S. Yegorov, "Poland:
Looking for a New Defense Concept," Krasnaya
Zvezda, May 9, 1991.
46
Yazkova, loc. cit.

rope would push it into NATO,
thereby directly threatening the
USSR.47 Both arguments are examples of the hard-line thinking of the
past.48
Since the aborted coup attempt,
however, USSR foreign minister Boris Pankin has stated that "We cannot fail to welcome the fact that
neighbors [the Triangle] are looking
for new forms of cooperation and
that they are coming closer together."49 The collapse of the USSR has
therefore impelled the Visegrad signatories to coordinate much more
closely in order to resolve their security problems. By late August, the
Triangle had stepped up efforts to
institutionalize security cooperation
and accelerated its quest to join the
EC and NATO together rather than
separately.50 Since Visegrad, Central European countries have engaged in "systematic political cooperation" and consultations to
gain admission to the EC, both
among themselves and between
each Triangle country and individual West European states.51
This also increasingly took place
against the backdrop of the virtual
collapse of the Soviet market and
the steep rise in prices for Soviet energy, upon which each of these
countries remains dependent.52
But as Paul Marer (in Braun, pp. 98,
100) and Braun (p. 183) contend,
46
To a certain extent, this Soviet reasoning,
although overtaken by the collapse of the USSR,
recognized some of the historical problems
and enmities stirring beneath the surface in the
Triangle: tensions and a possible break
between the Czech lands and Slovakia; the rising
concerns over an economically strained Polish
economy caught between a stabilizing Germany
and the emerging Baltic countries and restive
Russia, Belorussia, and Ukraine; and the civil war
in Yugoslavia and the unrest in Romania
bordering on anxious Hungary.
47
L. Kliusa, "Halfway Point Still Ahead,"
Krasnaya Zvezda, Mar. 27, 1991.
48
Yazkova, loc. cit.
49
"USSR's Pankin Meets Slovak Officials,
Press," Ceskoslovensky Rozhlas (Bratislava),
Oct. 4, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Oct. 7, 1991,
p. 10.

decreased Central European access to Soviet energy and raw materials in the mid- to late 1980's may
have been a blessing in disguise.
Marer and Braun maintain that before the CEMA's demise, Soviet
economic restrictions pushed the
Central Europeans to implement
marketizing reforms, which ultimately put them in a better position
to compete outside of the CEMA
trading mechanism. Although severe economic problems need to
be resolved, the Triangle has at
least begun to develop the economic prerequisites for joining the
50
See "Polish, Hungarian, and Czech
Ministers Meet," loc. cit. and "The Krakow
Declaration," loc. cit. At the October 5-6,
1991, Krakow summit, each Triangle country
signed agreements on "good neighborly
relations, solidarity, and cooperation." Earlier,
CSFR President Havel and Polish President
Watesa met in Prague, where a joint communique
was signed. It stated that". . . the West would
be expected to finance exports of East European
goods to the Soviet Union by direct payment to
the three countries (Czechoslovakia, Poland, and
Hungary) and not by granting credits to the
Soviet Union. See CTK, Sept. 11, 1991, in
FBIS-EEU, Sept. 12, 1991, p. 12. See also
"Jeszenszky Meets Polish, Czech Ministers in
Moscow," MTI, Sept 11, 1991, in FBIS-EEU,
Sept. 11, 1991, p. 13. At this meeting, these
officials discussed "The relation toward the
EC, the new bilateral contracts to be concluded
with Moscow, and cooperation [among]
Budapest, Warsaw, and Prague."
51
See "Skubiszewski on Cooperation with
Hungary, CSFR," loc. cit. There are disagreements
within the EC regarding associate
membership for the Triangle. These
disagreements have to do with the question of
access for Triangle exports to EC markets, but
they also reflect concern that admitting the
Triangle to associate status would prompt
requests for admission by other, even lessdeveloped countries in Europe, especially Russia,
with its massive size, problems, and needs.
See the harsh rebuttal by Danish foreign minister
Uffe Elleman-Jensen to the French EC
delegation in Sten Jensen, "Tough Words Against
the EC," Berlingske Tidande Sondag
(Copenhagen), Sept. 8, 1991, trans, in FBIS-SOV,
Sept. 11, 1991, p. 51.
52
See "On the Development of the Situation
in Eastern Europe and Our Policy Toward That
Region," loc. cit., for elaboration on the "Soviet
energy weapon" as a strategic instrument to
control Eastern Europe's economic future. See
also "Trade With Eastern Europe Continues to
Decline," Interfax, Sept. 25, 1991, in FBIS-SOV,
Sept. 26, 1991, pp. 12-14.
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EC by carrying out difficult economic reform programs.
Antall had stated in Visegrad that
competition among markets was vital for developing "the free movement of capital and labor" and for
pursuing "the acquisition of property." The Hungarian Prime Minister
stressed that all three countries
would broaden "market conditions"
and "ownership relations" internally
as well as across their borders in order to become associate members
of the EC.53 Some of the measures
that the Triangle hopes will lead to
enhanced cooperation with the EC
include the development of a freetrade zone, the formation of a joint
bank to expedite currency exchange, the creation of a finance
and credit corporation, and the
modernization of the transportation systems connecting the three
countries.54
Once Poland gains membership
in the Council of Europe (a certainty
following the October 27,1991, parliamentary elections), a political
prerequisite for associate status in
the EC (not to mention membership
in the West European Union and
NATO), Warsaw will join Budapest
and Prague as members of this organization. In Antall's view, this further consolidates triangular political
relations, demonstrates to West Europeans the region's increased stability, and marks another stage toward the Triangle's peaceful
integration into Europe.55
THE struggle to implement economic stabilization and reform programs has, by necessity, also driv-

^See Kulcsar, loc. cit.; and Jozsef Laszl6,
"Interview with Hungarian Prime Minister J6zsef
Antall," Budapest Domestic Service, Feb. 16,
1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Feb. 19, 1991, p. 12.
^"Interview with Foreign Minister Krzysztof
Skubiszewski: The Necessary Will to Cooperate,"
NArodni Obroda (Bratislava), June 25, 1991,
trans, in FBIS-EEU, July 3, 1991, p. 23.
55
Kulcsar, loc. cit.; and Laszlo, loc. cit.

en the Triangle leaderships to
broaden their understanding of national security. In addition to its traditional military-technical or warfighting dimensions, national security has taken on economic, socio-cultural (ethnic), and environmental dimensions as well.
This expanded view of national
security comes into play when considering the newest concern for Triangle security policy-makers—the
disintegration of the USSR. In postcold war Europe, Triangle security
issues initially reflected the euphoria over liberation from Soviet domination. This period was, however,
extremely short-lived, and in recent
months, security concerns have
shifted focus from the outcome of
the Soviet Communist party's struggle to preserve its monopoly of
power to the following: the possibility that a turbulent transition in the
former Soviet Union could give rise
to economic instability, massive refugee problems, and ethnic conflict
that could spill across borders. In
addition, the problems of how to utilize or discard Soviet assets left behind in each Triangle country after
Soviet military withdrawals; of how
to reach financial settlements with
Moscow that take into account the
environmental damage caused by
the Soviet presence and the military
assets left behind by Soviet forces;
and of how to compensate Poland
for the transit of Soviet troops
from Germany back to the USSR
remain.56
Triangle policy-makers and security specialists believe that instability in the former Soviet Union
threatens emerging democracies
and market reforms in their region
and, for that matter, stability in Europe as a whole.57
The Triangle envisions strengthening its ties to Europe by increasing its commitment to the CSCE. In
turn, as an indication of the importance the CSCE attaches to Central

Europe, it has established its newly
created Secretariat in Prague, an
election-monitoring center in Warsaw, and a conflict-prevention center in Vienna.
NATO has also pledged to increase its support for the CSCE. In
their 1991 Copenhagen declaration, NATO foreign ministers promised to strengthen their organization's relations with the CSCE, to
enhance their role vis-a-vis Central
and Eastern Europe, and thus to establish a commitment on the part of
NATO to work for the security of the
whole of Europe, including the Soviet Union.58
For its part, Moscow has viewed
the CSCE as having an important
role to play in the security of Europe.
Currently, CSCE is the only cooperative security structure that serves
as an umbrella organization for the
US, USSR, and other European
states. It is also a mechanism for
discussions on political, economic,
ethnic, and environmental issues.
DESPITE their efforts to become integrated into all-European institutions, as mentioned above, Triangle
policy-makers and security specialists fear being caught in a "no
man's land" or "security vacuum,"
or fear being seen merely as "buffer
states." They are concerned about
56
"Skubiszewski on Cooperation with
Prague, Budapest," loc. cit.
57
For example, see "Watesa Discusses
Soviet Situation With World Leaders," PAP,
Aug. 20, 1991, in FBIS-SOV, Aug. 2, 1991,
p. 20.
5B
See the "Statement Issued by the North
Atlantic Council Meeting in Ministerial Session,
Copenhagen, June 6-7, 1991. At a press
conference following the meeting, US Secretary of
State James Baker stated that "We believe that
the principles we have announced will make it
clear to the Soviets and to the Central and East
Europeans that NATO is serious about reaching
out to former adversaries to build an
atmosphere of trust and cooperation across
Europe." Press Conference by Secretary of
State James Baker at the Conclusion of the
Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic
Council, Bella Conference Center, June 7, 1991.
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being left alone to face an unstable
Soviet Union on one side and an
economically powerful Germany on
the other. Participation in the CSCE
will not provide the kind of comprehensive security sought by the Triangle, although it certainly can facilitate working together in order to
strengthen the political, economic,
and security (defense) capabilities
of the Triangle countries. This cooperation advantageously positions the Triangle vis-a-vis Western
security mechanisms. Of necessity,
however, these states will look to
NATO as the oldest and most reliable security alliance in Europe.
Already in July 1990, NATO's
London declaration had paved the
way for discussions between East
and West on evolving security policy.59 All the former Warsaw Pact
countries, including the USSR,
have established "regular diplomatic liaison with NATO" and security discussions take place on a regular basis. Equally important, by
developing bilateral and multilateral
relations with West European countries, particularly with Germany, the
Triangle governments dramatically
broadened the scope of their
security policies.60
The October 2, 1991, BakerGenscher statement and NATO's
Rome declaration attest to a commitment to strengthen ties to the
new democracies in Central and
Eastern Europe and the evolving
Soviet Union. Its recommendations
focus on "formalizing" ties between
NATO members and the new democracies by integrating the "liaison" countries into regular ambassadorial, ministerial, and working-level meetings. Participation in
NATO's political and economic
committees, Atlantic Policy Advisory Group policy-planning sessions,

69
See London Declaration on a Transformed
North Atlantic Alliance, loc. cit.

civilian emergency planning sessions, and "Challenges of Modern Society Committee" meetings
would all enhance civilian and military exchanges. This expanded
arena would allow for discussion on
such issues as refugee programs,
disaster relief, defense conversion,
and expanding NATO-CSCE relations.61 In attempting to "formalize"
the Visegrad declaration in Krakow,
the Triangle underscored its determination to "extend relations" with
NATO in accordance with the Baker-Genscher proposal and to
60
The German-Polish Treaty on Good
Neighborliness, Friendship, and Cooperation,
signed on June 17, 1991, stipulated that, inter
alia, guarantees for territorial integrity, border
inviolability, political independence, economic
development—particularly German support for
Poland's efforts to obtain EC associate
membership—and equal minority rights for
citizens living in each other's countries. This
solidified the agreement between both countries
on the permanence of their postwar borders.
See ADN (Berlin), June 17, 1991, trans, in FBISWEU, June 18, 1991, pp. 6-13.

Czechoslovak and German leaders have
also sought to establish closer ties by signing a
friendship and cooperation treaty. Although
tensions exist over the status of the Sudeten
Germans and the question of Slovak
independence, both countries have tried to
overcome historical ethnic and territorial
disputes in order to reach a better understanding.
See "Treaty Between the Federal Republic of
Germany and the Czech and Slovak Federal
Republic on Good Neighborliness and
Friendly Cooperation (Extracts)," ADN, Oct. 7,
1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Oct. 10, 1991,
pp. 11-14; "Dienstbier: No To Slovak Demand
on FRG Treaty," Mladi fronts Dries (Prague),
Sept. 18, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU, Sept. 20,
1991, p. 13; "Sudeten Germans Reject Treaty
With CSFR," ADN, Sept. 20, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-WEU, Sept. 30, 1991, p. 23; and Jifi
Vejvoda, "Conversations at Lany; Interview With
President Vaclav Havel," Ceskoslovensky
Rozhlas, June 23, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU,
June 24, 1991, pp. 11-12.
Hungary has also developed strong ties to
Germany. (Hungary has even been described by
some Germans as " . . . a main bridgehead on
the way toward East European markets.) See
"Foreign Ministry Secretary Views Regional
Security," MTI, May 8, 1991, in FBIS-EEU, May 9,
1991, p. 16; "Antall Continues Visit; Kohl to
Visit Hungary," DPA, July 11, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-WEU, July 12, 1991, p. 23, and "Kohl
Views Possible Hungarian EC Membership," MTI,
July 22, 1991, in FBIS-WEU, July 23, 1991,
p. 10.

strengthen the CSCE process and
its institutions.62
The Triangle's desire to attain
membership in Western security organizations and institutions, particularly in NATO, threatened to place
them in an awkward position vis-avis what is left of the USSR. Until recently, Moscow had insisted on a
clause in the friendship and cooperation treaties with Warsaw,
Prague, and Budapest that would
ban the Triangle countries from joining an alliance directed against the
USSR, i.e., NATO and possibly
even the EC. One Soviet security
specialist had suggested that instead of joining these institutions,
Triangle members forge a "collective security agreement" founded
on "complementing the Helsinki Final Act." Individual states or groups
of states could seek "security guarantees" and "legal help" by means
of a collective European mechanism to be developed through the
CSCE. According to this strategy, a
new "iron curtain" could be avoided
through "the gradual expansion of
West European security structures
in Eastern Europe," thereby reducing the potential for conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe, or "more
likely in the USSR."63 The Triangle
rejected such clauses and arguments as infringements on their
sovereignty. After the August coup
attempt, Moscow no longer insisted
on the inclusion of the clause. Bilateral negotiations should yield
6I
See "Joint Statement by Secretary of State
James A. Baker, III, and Hans-Dietrich Genscher,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal
Republic of Germany," loc. cit. The NATO summit
in Rome on November 7-8, 1991, will consider
the provisions of the Baker-Genscher statement as
it defines its new mission in post-cold war
Europe.
62

See "The Krakow Declaration," loc. cit.,
Section II, p. 1.
63
Csi!la Medgyes, "Interview With Sergey
Karagonov, Deputy Director of the USSR Institute
of Europe: Europe Needs Collective Security,"
Magyar Hirlap (Budapest), June 15,1991, trans, in
FBIS-SOV, June 19, 1991, p. 15.
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friendship and cooperation agreements with Moscow in relatively
short order.64
During this past year, as Braun
presaged (pp. 150-51), Central European policy-makers have also
developed increasingly important
relations with the Soviet republics. It
was hoped that ties to the republics
would help prevent instability on the
Triangle's eastern borders. Even
before the August 1991 coup attempt, a number of agreements
were signed between the Triangle
""Foreign Ministry Official on Talks in
Prague," MTI, Sept. 13, 1991, in FBIS-EEU,
Sept. 17, 1991, p. 23; "Envoy Interviewed on
Soviet Treaty Preparations," Kossuth Radio
(Budapest), Sept. 25, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-EEU, Oct. 2, 1991, p. 20; "Dienstbier,
Pankin Sign Cooperation Treaty," Ceskoslovensky
Rozhlas, Oct. 3, 1991, in FBIS-EEU. Oct. 4,
1991, p. 7; and" 'Breakthrough' in Soviet Relations
Reported," PAP, Oct. 7, 1991, in FBIS-EEU,
Oct. 8, 1991, p. 28.
^See the "Declaration of Friendship and
Good-Neighborly Cooperation Between the Polish
Republic and the Russian Soviet Federated
Socialist Republic," reprinted in Poland in Europe,
Warsaw, Polish Senate Center for International
Studies, Summary of Issues 3 and 4, September
1990-Oanuary 1991; "RSFSR-Polish
Declaration of Friendship Signed," TASS, Oct. 16,
1990, trans, in FBIS-SOV, Oct. 17, 1990, p. 61;
"Declaration on the Principles of Mutual Relations
and Cooperation," original copy of the
agreement signed between Boris Yel'tsin and
Czech and Slovak Federal Assembly
Chairman Alexander Dubcek on May 14, 1991;
"Hungarian-RSFSR Protocol Signed," MTI,
Aug. 28, 1991, in FBIS-EEU, Aug. 29. 1991, p. 12.
Prior to August 1991, agreements had also
been signed between the Triangle countries and
the western Soviet republics, including the
Baltics. See, for example, "Declaration of the
Principles and Main Directions of
Development of Polish-Ukrainian Relations," in
Poland in Europe, op. cit., pp. 38-^11. "Zlenko
on Relations With Hungary, Center," Radio Kiev
International Service, July 11, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-SOV, July 16, 1991, pp. 93-94; "Republic
Signs Cooperation Accord With CSFR,"
Interfax, Aug. 5, 1991, in FBIS-SOV, Aug. 8, 1991,
p. 54.

countries and some of the republics
of the USSR.65 After the coup, the
Triangle countries quickly recognized the independence of Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania,66 and it can
be expected that expanded and
more intense relations with Belorussia, Ukraine, and the Russian federation will follow.67
ALTHOUGH in the past year the Triangle has made great strides in formalizing efforts at regional cooperation, questions remain about the
evolution of the Triangle's cooperation in all its dimensions, but particularly national security. Moreover,
for the Triangle's role to be enhanced in European security, it will
have to develop a mechanism for
lessening international tensions
and responding to potential flashpoints—particularly mass migrat o r the Triangle countries' recognition of
the independence of the Baltic countries, see
"Federal Government Recognizes Baltic
Independence," Ceskoslovensky Rozhlas
(Prague), Aug. 29, 1991, trans, in FBIS-EEU,
Aug. 29, 1991, p. 5; "Diplomatic Relations with
Baltic States Restored," MTI, Sept. 2, 1991, in
FBIS-EEU, Sept. 3, 1991, p. 15; and "Diplomatic

tion—whose source lies mainly in
instability in the East.68
As the books under review show,
the antecedents for this cooperation can be found in the links among
Polish, Czech, and Hungarian dissidents during the communist period.
Present motivations for this cooperation include the desire to confront
together the challenge of being
locked in a region that has traditionally been a focus of competition between Russia and Germany, and to
the desire to rectify some of the historical animosities that so often ended in war and the destruction of
Central Europe. As Polish President
Walesa put it:
We should not represent any
threat to Germany, the Soviet
Union, or to each other. In military
terms, we must deploy for defense, rather than offense. As I
said before, not against someone,
but to deter, and to preserve
our revolutions, our democratic
achievements, and our development69

Ties with Latvia Restored," PAP, Sept. 2, 1991,
in FBIS-EEU, Sept. 2, 1991, p. 25; "Diplomatic
Relations Reestablished with Estonia," PAP,
Sept. 10,1991, in FBIS-SOV, Sept. 11, 1991, p. 20;
and "Diplomatic Ties With Lithuania
Reestablished," PAP, Sept. 5, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-EEU. Sept. 6, 1991, p. 22.
67
Concern over control of nuclear weapons
and adherence to European arms control
agreements in the post-USSR have arisen
internationally since the aborted Soviet coup
attempt. These issues will increasingly
become essential to future Triangle relations with
Belorussia, Ukraine, and Russia. For
discussion of control over nuclear weapons, see
Peter Kasparov, "Konstantin P. Morozov
Favors Retaining Nuclear Arms," Moscow Central
Television Vostok Program and Orbita
Networks, Sept. 17, 1991, trans, in FBIS-SOV,
Sept. 18, 1991, p. 66.

This proactive stance is shared by
Hungarian and Czechoslovak leaders. It will play a critical role in the
emergence of a stable security regime in Central Europe, in Europe as a whole, and from "Vancouver to Vladivostok."
^For Triangle concerns over mass migration
in the aftermath of the failed Soviet coup, see
Michielson, loc. cit.; and "Hungarian, CSFR,
Polish Refugee Offices to Cooperate," Kossuth
Radio Network, Sept. 29, 1991, trans, in
FBIS-EEU, Oct. 8, 1991, p. 1.
69
Cited in Ritecz, loc. cit.
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