
WSGE | 87

Solutions for the states of the Visegrad Group 
to improve their energy security

Andrej Vaščík

Faculty of Political Sciences and International Relations  
of Matej Bel University 

Banska Bystrica

andrej.vascik@umb.sk

Abstract
The content of the article is focused on the issue of the energy security 

of the Visegrad Group states (in the article acronym V-4 is used). The ar-
ticle contains description of the energy crisis of 2009 which had the ne-
gative impact on the economy of the V-4 states. The article is an attempt 
to propose the best solutions for  the V-4 states to  improve their energy 
security and preclude the energy crisis in the future. 
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The assured energy security is important part of the economy in each 
state. In the case of interruption of energy supplies the industry can´t work 
that´s why the whole economy can collapse. The energy security is very 
important issue as for  the V-4 states. The gas crisis of 2009 in V4 states 
began when Ukraine and Russia failed to reach an agreement on gas prices 
and supplies. For that reason Russia decided to cut gas flows to Central 
Europe via Ukraine at the beginning of January 2009. Slovakia „declared 
a state of emergency, following a halting of gas supplies from Russia over-
night“, transit pipeline from Russia to Bohemia „was halted from midni-
ght“, Hungary decided to  limit „natural gas consumption by industrial 
users“ and Poland was forced to „cut gas supplies to industrial clients“ (18 
countries affected by..., 2009). As we see, the crisis of 2009 was evidence 
that critical energy dependence on only one supplier – Russia and on only 
one transit country – Ukraine can threaten the  safety status of  the  V-4 
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in the economic sphere. That´s why diversification of energy sources, sup-
pliers and  transit states are important challenges for  the  V4 to  improve 
security of their economies. In this article we analyse which are the best 
possibilities and  solutions for   improving of  energy security of  the  V-4 
member states.

Many analysts and politicians call for the increase of using alternati-
ve sources of  energy to  reduce dependence on  Russian oil and  gas. But 
the alternative sources of  energy have problems, they are not so effecti-
ve as for energy production and  the production is more expensive than 
in thecase of fossil fuels. Moreover, many analysts and politicians ignore 
the  fact that they are not so ecologically clean. For instance, as for bio-
fuels and biomass according to David Tilman, a professor at the depart-
ment of ecology, evolution and behaviour at the University of Minnesota, 
corn used for biofuels production „requires nitrogen fertilisers and some 
of that comes on as ammonia, which is volatilised into the air“ and it can 
cause „health impact on people“ (Jha, 2009). We can´t ignore the fact ne-
ither that the soil is needed for the production of biomass and biofuels. It 
can threaten the production of  food (Vaščík, 2010). That´s why we rec-
kon that the biomass and biofuels are not a solution for improving energy 
security of  the V-4 states. The Czech president Václav Klaus didn´t sign 
the bill which implement the directive of the EU. According to this direc-
tive the EU states must increase the share of used biofuels with the goal 
to reduce dependence on fossil fuels. V. Klaus said he didn´t sign the bill 
because the EU ignore negative effects of biofuels and biomass for ecology 
and „health of man“ (Klaus nepodepsal další novelu..., 2011). We consider 
it as an important step and the other states of the V-4 should adopt this 
position and call together for the EU to change its policy and re-evaluate 
its position towards biofuels and biomass. As we have seen, the biofuels are 
not a good solution for improving the energy security of the V-4.  

As we see, the alternative sources have many problems and the nuc-
lear energy seems to be the only effective solution how to reduce too big 
dependence on oil and gas. The critics can tell us that although nuclear 
power plants produce clean energy and have high performance they also 
produce dangerous nuclear waste. It can´t be problem in  the  future be-
cause the scientists of   prestigious universities in  the U.S.A. have recen-
tly developed new TWR reactors which process the nuclear waste (TR10: 
Traveling-Wave Reactor..., 2009). For that reason it was very important 
that during the meeting in the city of Visegrad in October 2011 the presi-
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dents of the V-4 states „agreed that the region currently had no alternative 
to nuclear power“ (Visegrad Four presidents say..., 2011). It´s very impor-
tant that the presidents found common attitude. It´s necessary to support 
nuclear energy in  the V-4 formate by one common voice towards Brus-
sels within the EU context because nowadays we hear many critical voices 
in the influencial EU states towards nuclear energy like Germany (Germa-
ny to abandon..., 2011) or Italy (Brevini, 2011). 

On the other hand nuclear energy is only partial solution. It reduces 
dependence on one source of energy, Russian oil and gas, but doesn´t re-
duce dependence on one supplier, Russia. V-4 states are very dependent 
on Russian uranium. The Russian company TVEL has granted a  license 
for  exporting of  nuclear fuel to  Czech Republic, Hungary and  Slovakia 
until 11th April 2016 (Tvel to be awarded..., 2011). These problems can 
be resolved through using of hydro-energy. The hydro-energy has a great 
potential but it´s still not completly used. 29.4 percent of the energy po-
tential of the Slovak rivers is still not used (Construction of hydropower 
plants is..., 2010). The potential of hydro-energy in Bohemia is not fully 
used neither. Many facilities are obsolete. „Most of these big facilities were 
made back in the 1950s, so it makes sense to do the renovations. It brings 
efficiency and  a  potential increase in  output.“ (ČEZ invests in..., 2011). 
Moreover, Ukraine, which is the neighbour of the V-4, has high potential 
as for hydro-energy. Hungary „intends to build a hydroelectric power sta-
tion in the Ukrainian territory and to import electric power produced by 
it“ (Zielys, 2009). That´s why we think the states of the V-4 should promote 
common projects of developing hydro-energy and try to interconnect their 
electric grid with Ukraine as potential exporter of hydro-energy to the V-4. 
Managing director Igor Gallo of section in Slovenská Elektrizačná Preno-
sová Sústava, society which oversee the electric transmission in Slovakia, 
said Slovakia plans to build „2x400kV interconnection in Veľké Kapušany 
in Slovakia, which is close to both the Ukrainian and Hungarian borders“ 
(Liptáková, 2011). As we see there´s high potential of using hydro-energy 
by V-4 states and Ukraine. And if the grids of the V-4 and Ukraine were 
interconnected we think it would help to reduce dependence on Russian 
energy sources.

Except for  initiatives the goal of which is to find other sources than 
oil and gas the V-4 states have tried to develop support mechanism in ti-
mes of energy crises so that one state could help another one in the case 
of energy shortage. For instance, Poland has tried to promote the initia-



90 | WSGE

tive on  the  EU level. Poland proposed solidarity mechanism according 
to which „violating the energy security of one country represents a threat 
to the entire European community“ (Geden et al., 2006) In February 2010 
the V-4 held energy security summit in Budapest. It resulted in declaration 
which called  „for emergency plans to be drawn up including an EU soli-
darity mechanism in the event of an energy crisis“. The states should have 
recognized principle that „violating the energy security of one country re-
presents a  threat to  the entire European community“ (Kron, 2010). On 
the other hand it´s hard to imagine that these initiatives could be realized. 
Because these kinds of plans „suppose the construction of joint energy sto-
rage, joint networks applying to gas, oil, electricity, as well as a mutual re-
action in emergency situations“ (Geden et al, 2006). It´s very hard to ima-
gine to centralize energy storage on the EU level which would distribute 
energy according to needs of state. That means in fact loss of sovereignty 
if the EU should decide how to distribute energy to states in case of emer-
gency. Even the  principle „violating the  energy security of  one country 
represents a threat to the entire European community“ is problem. What 
does „violating the energy security mean“? For example, when the Russian 
initiative called Nord Stream pipeline will help improve energy security 
for some EU members like Germany. Because  in cases of conflicts concer-
ning price between Russia and Ukraine or Belarus Germany will still rece-
ive Russian gas because Nord Stream bypass those two states. On the other 
hand it´s a threat for the V-4 because Nord Stream bypass their territories. 
They will lose their status as transition states, they will become only consu-
mers which means they will be more easily blackmailed by Russia because 
of  their statute. As we see the  „solidarity mechanism“ proposed by V-4 
states can´t be realized in situation when the member states are not able 
to define „common threat to the Community“. 

The important thing how to solve energy problems is to build new oil 
and gas pipelines, to build new transport routes. We can say the V-4 states 
have achieved some success as for building new pipelines. During the V-4 
summit held in Budapest in February 2011 political leaders of the mem-
ber states „issued a number of directives, including diversifying the na-
tural gas and oil supply to Europe, developing a  southern energy corri-
dor, promoting north-south interconnections through all V4 countries“ 
(McNally, 2010). The north-south interconnection, which means intercon-
nection of northern LNG1 terminals in Poland with the other V-4 states 

1 Liquified natural gas.
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and LNG terminals in Croatia, can help reduce dependence on Russian 
oil and gas because V-4 states would be able to import these commodities 
from other parts of the world. Through the LNG terminals the V-4 would 
be able to import oil and gas from Norway or the Caspian Sea. High Level 
Expert Group with the participation of Poland, Bohemia, Slovakia, Hun-
gary, Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia (as an observer) was set up. The goal 
of the group was to make an action plan as for the development of inter-
connections of gas, electricity and oil sectors (A Common Energy Poli-
cy..., 2011). On 28th January 2011 the prime minister of Hungary Viktor 
Orbán and  his Slovak counterpart Iveta Radičová signed an agreement 
for a section of the North-South gas pipeline that crosses their countries 
(Prime ministers to seal..., 2011). During the same month a  letter of  in-
tent to build Polish-Slovak section was signed by the transport operators 
(The North-South gas corridor..., 2011). On 14th September Czech Prime 
Minister Petr Nečas and his Polish counterpart Donald Tusk inaugurated 
Czech-Polish section. Half of  the  cost was paid by the EU Commission 
(Thompson, 2011). It´s also the important aspect of the V-4 energy secu-
rity. The V-4 states should act united within the EU to gain more support 
for their initiatives from Brussels. In 2010 the EU gave no support to the 
Hungarian-Croatian gas pipeline „despite the fact that a seventh pipeline 
is to be built between Belgium and Holland, even though there are already 
six lines between the two countries“ and the „EU supported the Visegrád 
Region with little more than one percent of its overall budget of five bil-
lion Euros“ (Féhér, 2010). We reckon the  absence of  lobbying activities 
are the main problem why the EU has granted so little amount of money 
for  the  V-4 energy projects. European Round Table2 is important lobby 
group of  industrialists which influence decisions of  the  EU institutions. 
It encompasses many western energy companies like BP, Total, E.ON etc. 
But on the other hand Hungarian energy company MOL is the only V-4 
member within the ERT (Members by Country, 2011). Well, it´s very im-
portant so that the other energy companies of the V-4 became members. 
If there were more V-4 energy companies in  the ERT we think the V-4 
lobbying would be influential in the EU and that´s why V-4 would receive 
greater support of the EU institutions. Except for lobbying there´s also one 
problem as for building new pipeline routes. These projects can´t resolve 
the problem of the dependency on Russia. It´s impossible because the total 
amount of oil and gas passing through these pipelines is very low in com-

2 We will use the acronym ERT.
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parison with Russian systems. Jakub Skavron, an energy analyst with Ro-
land Berger Strategy Consultants, said after the inauguration of the Polish-
-Czech section within the North-South interconnection: „To call a pipeline 
with capacity of 0.3 percent of Russian gas supplies or 2 percent of Czech 
and  Polish annual gas demand an a  important step toward Russian gas 
independence is a little bit exaggerated” (Thompson, 2011).

For conclusion, we can say it´s not good solution for the V-4 to replace 
the  fossil fuels massively by alternative sources. As we see the alternati-
ve sources pose ecological and health problems like biofuels. That´s why 
the V-4 should take common attitude and persuade the EU that biofuels 
are not a good solution. The V-4 should promote the development of nuc-
lear energy. As we see it has pespectives. On the other hand it´s important 
to support the use of other sources of energy like water. It can reduce de-
pendence on Russian fuels. Within this context the interconnection with 
Ukraine is highly perspective. The  V-4 should continue in  diversifica-
tion of transport routes. For these project V-4 can receive EU finance but 
the lobbying power must be increased. On the other hand, as we see, it´s 
hard to fully reduce energy dependence on Russia.

References
1. 18 countries affected by Russia-Ukraine gas row. 2009 [online]. Reu-

ters. [cit. 31. 10. 2011].  
2. http://www.reuters.com/article/2009/01/07/uk-russia-ukraine-gas-

-factbox-idUKTRE5062Q520090107?sp=true 
3. A COMMON ENERGY POLICY & V4 FOREIGN RELATIONS. 2011 

[online]. Brat MUN. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 
4. http://bratmun.sk/doc/V4%20-%20Study%20Guide.pdf 
5. BREVINI B. 2011. [online]. The day Italians finally said no to Silvio 

Berlusconi. The Guardian. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 
6. http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2011/jun/14/silvio-ber-

lusconi-italian-referendum 
7. Construction of hydropower plants is at a standstill in Slovakia. 2010. 

[online]. Energia.sk.  [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 
8. http://www.energia.sk/weekly-energy-review/vsetky-sekcie/construc-

tion-of-hydropower-plants-is-at-a-standstill-in-slovakia/0748/ 
9. ČEZ invests in dam energy. 2011. [online]. The Prague Post. [cit. 31. 



WSGE | 93

10. 2011].  http://www.praguepost.com/business/7212-energy:-Œez-
invests-in-dam-energy.html  

10. FÉHÉR P. G. 2010. [online]. A union within the Union. HetiValasz. [cit. 
31. 10. 2011].  http://hetivalasz.hu/english_world_affairs/a-union-
within-the-union-25929 

11. GEDEN O. et al. 2006. [online]. Perspectives for the European Union´s 
External Energy Policy. German Institute for International and Security 
Affairs. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 

12. http://www.swp-berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/arbeitspa-
piere/External_KS_Energy_Policy__Dez_OG_.pdf 

13. Germany to abandon nuclear power by 2022. 2011. [online]. USA To-
day. [cit. 31. 10. 2011].  http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2011-
05-30-germany-nuclear-power_n.htm 

14. JHA A. 2009. [online]. Biofuels more harmful to humans than petrol 
and diesel, warn scientists. The Guardian. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 

15. http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/feb/02/biofuels-health 
16. Klaus nepodepsal další novelu, vadí mu slepé přejímání direktiv EU.  

2011. [online]. Novinky.cz. [cit. 31. 10. 2011].   
17. http://www.novinky.cz/domaci/238442-klaus-nepodepsal-dalsi-

novelu-vadi-mu-slepe-prejimani-direktiv-eu.html?ref=zpravy-dne
18. KRON R. 2010. [online]. The Visegrád Group Revival: Time for Wa-

shington to Take Notice? Central Europe Digest.  [cit. 31. 10. 2011].  
19. http://www.cepa.org/ced/view.aspx?record_id=235&printview=1 
20. LIPTÁKOVÁ J. 2011. [online]. Forging better energy links in central Eu-

rope. The Slovak Spectator [cit. 31. 10. 2011].  
21. http://spectator.sme.sk/articles/view/42104/22/forging_better_ener-

gy_links_in_central_europe.html 
22. MCNALLY C. 2010. [online]. New possibilities for the Visegrad Group. 

Center for Strategic and International Studies. [31. 10. 2011]. 
23. http://csis.org/blog/new-possibilities-visegrad-group 
24. Members by Country. 2011. [online]. European Round Table. [cit. 31. 

10. 2011]. http://www.ert.be/members_by_country.aspx 
25. Prime ministers to  seal North-South gas corridor. 2011. [online]. 

Euractiv. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. http://www.euractiv.com/energy/prime-
ministers-seal-north-south-gas-corridor-news-501765 



94 | WSGE

26. The North-South gas corridor as a  priority issue for  the  Visegrad 
Group. 2011. [online]. Center for Eastern Studies. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 

27. http://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/ceweekly/2011-02-02/north-
south-gas-corridor-a-priority-issue-visegrad-group 

28. THOMPSON E. 2011. [online]. Gas pipeline links ČR, Poland Inter-
national partnership is first of many steps in North-South gas corri-
dor. The Prague Post. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. http://www.praguepost.com/
business/10381-gas-pipeline-links-cr-poland.html 

29. TR10: Traveling-Wave Reactor. 2009. [online]. Technology Review. 
[cit. 31. 10. 2011].

30. http://www.technologyreview.com/energy/22114/  
31. Tvel to be awarded license to export nuclear fuel to Europe and Arme-

nia. 2011. [online]. ARKA News Agency. [cit. 31. 10. 2011].  
32. http://www.rosatom.ru/wps/wcm/connect/rosatom/rosatomsite.eng/

presscentre/nuclear_industry/01ced80048acd897b580fddb97771387 
33. VAŠČÍK. 2010. [online]. Energetická kríza 2009 – implikácie pre SR. 

Project ARES. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 
34. http://www.projectares.sk/index.php?option=com_content&task=vie

w&id=1290&Itemid=420
35. Visegrad Four presidents say no alternative to  nuclear power. 2011. 

[online]. China Central Television. [cit. 31. 10. 2011]. 
36. http://english.cntv.cn/20111010/105123.shtml 
37. ZIELYS, P. 2009. RELATIONS BETWEEN VISEGRAD STATES AND 

UKRAINE: A “TWO SPEED” CENTRAL EUROPE. In UNISCI Dis-
cussion Papers, January 2009. ISSN 1696-2206. 51 p.


