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Introduction 

       Following the 1993 break-up of Czechoslovakia into the Czech Republic and 

Slovakia, there was an immediate need to attend to challenging foreign policy issues 

in the two states.  While there were important differences in the situations of the two 

states, the broad categories of challenges that awaited them were similar in their focus. 

In general, their responses to those challenges put the two countries on separate paths 

in foreign policy throughout much of the 1990s.  It may be that the issues that led to 

the break-up of the Czechoslovak state proved too much to overcome in the early 

years after the split.  However, by the early years of the twenty-first century, the 

separate paths moved closer to one another and straightened out in such a way that 

they become parallel.    

       The initial differences in the new geopolitical positions of the two states that 

emerged in 1993 were pronounced.  While the old Czechoslovak state had often 

served as a long, bridge-like link between East and West, the two new countries 

leaned in different geographic directions.  Slovak leaders initially and instinctively 

thought about ties to eastern countries as well as to the Visegrad organization in which 

its future prospects were linked to those of the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary.  

In contrast, the Czech Republic leadership looked westwards to the outstretched, 

embracing arms of well-established European structures.  In a real sense, the Slovak 

path was a more uncertain and wavering one than was the Czech, for Cold War 

organizational structures in the east had broken down.   
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   In light of their contrasting geopolitical orientations, the two new states 

responded differently to common challenges.  First, they confronted common political 

challenges in different ways.  While many of these political pressures were primarily 

domestic ones, they all had an impact on future foreign policy choices and potentialities.  

For example, both states sought to establish functioning political party systems that 

would be capable of proposing consistent foreign policies.  Both were under scrutiny 

from the outside world on the issue of treatment of important minority groups within the 

country.  Further, in each country cultivation of non-governmental organizations that 

could extend the roots of foreign policy debates further into the civil society was an 

important goal.  Different strategies on democratization led the two nations on different 

political paths regarding foreign policy questions. 

A second common challenge for the two emerged from the economic sector.  

Newly elected leaders immediately wrestled with the huge question of converting 

centrally planned economies into ones that reflected the principles of the free market.  

Again, this issue was not exclusively a domestic one.  Success in competing for outside 

loans was contingent on progress in privatization of enterprises, release from fixed price 

controls, and establishment of principles of competitiveness.  By the middle years of the 

decade of the 1990s, prospects for admission to the European Union (EU) beckoned.  

Leadership in the Czech Republic initially put a higher priority both on rapid conversion 

to capitalism and on links to the EU than did the Slovaks. 

Thirdly, location of a dependable national security structure was a common 

problem in the two nations.  The Warsaw Treaty Organization, a structure that had 
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ostensibly assured the protection of the Czechoslovak state did not long survive the end 

of the Cold War.  Given Slovakia’s more eastern location, there was a long debate on the 

question of whether it was more desirable to preserve what was left of ties to its eastern 

neighbors or to respond to overtures from the West.  For the Czech Republic it was more 

obvious that participation in western institutions would be the inevitable next step.  The 

West European Union (WEU), North Atlantic Treaty Alliance (NATO), and the EU’s 

Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) were contenders for that linkage.   

 It should be no surprise that the collective picture of the foreign policies of 

Slovakia and the Czech Republic would be one in which their individual paths diverged 

in the early years after separation but then reconnected.  Their common experience in the 

Czechoslovak state throughout eight decades bore the same contrasting features.  Cultural 

similarities drew them together, but at times bitter political and economic experiences 

pushed them apart.  Once freed from the larger state, they each made quite different 

choices for a number of years.  However, regional and situational forces eventually 

pushed their paths in the world together again. 

 
Political Factors and Foreign Policy of the Two Nation-States 

Czech Republic  
 Creation of an effective, policy-oriented political system was a challenge in the 

early 1990s.  In the Czech Republic there was initially considerable continuity in political 

leadership after January 1993.  Václav Havel remained as President of the smaller state, 

while Václav Klaus continued on as Prime Minister.  The dominant political party of 

Klaus was still the Civic Democratic Party (ODS), an organization that had been born out 

of the Civic Forum so active during the events of 1989.  In general, the Klaus government 
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(1993-97) endorsed all the steps connected with the return to Europe.  The break-up of 

the Czechoslovak state put the Ukraine and Russia further away geographically from the 

Czech Republic.  Thus, the Czechs as early as 1994 joined the Partnership for Peace 

(P4P) and stressed closer links to Poland.1 

 Analysis of political party positions during elections in the 1990s is very revealing 

in terms of the issues and debates that circulated throughout the Czech Republic.  

Political party leaders debated the merits of the move to the West but finally endorsed it.  

The 1998 elections are a useful example.  The Czech Social Democratic Party (ČSSD) 

ended up technically in power, with Miloš Zeman as Prime Minister, but the party needed 

to establish a “Gentlemen’s Agreement” with the ODS in order to function as a 

government.  For the ČSSD there was less emphasis in the election campaign on 

hardheaded defense of national interests and more of a focus on living standards and 

rights of citizens within the country.  This priority on domestic issues led them early on 

to endorse the idea of a referendum prior to entry into either the EU or NATO.  There 

also was a humanitarian component to their view of Czech relations with the outside 

world.  Such a focus led them to upgrade the importance of North-South relations and the 

related role of the UN.  They concluded that Czechs should have a say whenever human 

rights were jeopardized in any part of the world.  While they endorsed EU membership, 

they thought if it in terms of stimulating the Czech economy.  While they favored NATO 

entry, they expressed grave concerns about future location of nuclear weapons on Czech 

territory.   

 During the 1998 election the ODS continued to give a realpolitik cast to its 

statements on foreign policy.  National interests rather than humanitarian concerns were 
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its top priority.  NATO membership could bring increased security for the nation as well 

as trade and technological benefits.  The latter would promote development of the free 

market, a priority for Klaus since the early 1990s.  National economic interests were of 

paramount importance, while crusades connected with globalization and human rights 

were to be carefully examined.  Increased Czech exports through membership in 

international organizations were the desired outcome.  Thus, the party said less than did 

the ČSSD about broader, western-based international organizations that could pull the 

Czech nation beyond the orbit of its national interests.2   

 Attention to the views of the main political parties enriches understandings of the 

Czech point of view on the major foreign and security policy questions of the day.  Czech 

voters in the 2002 elections confirmed the steady march towards inclusion in western 

institutions.  Rejection of the ODS was based in part on the negative reaction to the 

“euroskeptic” views of Klaus on the matter of integration into the EU.  Public support for 

EU membership was confirmed in the results of the June 2003 Referendum.  EU support 

for Czech membership had been offered at the end of 2002. 

 One of the continuing political challenges for the Czech Republic during the 

1990s was the issue of minority rights, a matter that affected the country’s relationship 

with the outside world.  The criteria for entering both NATO and the EU required a 

record of fairness toward key groups within the population.  One major conflict was the 

relationship between Czechs and the Roma.  A number of well-publicized incidents have 

raised questions about Czech attitudes and policies.  For example, the erection of a wall 

by Czechs in Ústí nad Labem in 1999 became a foreign policy incident as well as a 

temporary setback to pursuit of EU membership.  It was clear that the wall was intended 
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to prevent Czechs from having to view the Roma population as well as their life-style.  

Attention to such issues was necessary in light of integration into western institutions.   

 Development of a robust political culture on foreign policy questions remained 

another challenge to the new nation.  One significant new factor was the emergence of a 

visible public opinion on foreign policy questions.  In general, the public was supportive 

of the new linkages with western institutions.  However, there were some differences that 

were significant.  Public opinion polls over time demonstrated a stable level of support 

for EU entry.  However, before 1999 support for entry into NATO was less impressive.3 

Events of 1999 made some difference.  In that year the Czech Republic actually entered 

NATO, and the Kosovo bombing campaign immediately occurred.  Such proximity to the 

wars in the Balkans made Czechs somewhat more likely to think positively about NATO 

entry. 

 There were also unique efforts to build support within the political culture for 

certain foreign policy institutions.  One abiding problem was the negative set of Czech 

attitudes about the role of the military.  Czech resentment of the military is 

understandable in light of the long years of the Soviet military presence after 1968.  Also, 

after 1989 the Soviet military left a catastrophe in many Czech communities. The 

barracks and other facilities were in terrible condition, and individual Soviet units had 

taken anything of value from those locations.  One effort to build more positive Czech 

attitudes about the military took place in South Bohemia.  A citizen group called SAS 

was formed in 1997.  The aim of the group was to demonstrate that the Czech military 

was a contributing instrument in a democratic state rather than merely an instrument of 

power.  The SAS established links to schools and universities with the objective of 
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cultivating a more positive attitude about the Czech military.  They set up conferences 

and also consulted specialists from other nations.  In fact, one result of this activity was 

creation of special ties between the city of Český Krumlov in the Czech Republic and 

Miami Beach in the State of Florida, USA.  A public exchange of ideas about the role of 

the military could generate more informed Czech perspectives about the value of a strong 

defense capability to cope with new threats.4 More positive attitudes about the military 

would facilitate integration into western organizations such as NATO.   

Slovakia 
 Creation of political stability was a greater challenge for Slovakia than it was for 

the Czech Republic.  In the Czech case continuity of leadership from the 1989-93 period 

to the post-1989 period contributed to stability.  In the Slovak case continuity of 

leadership undermined rather than supported stability.  Vladimír Mečiar had been the 

chosen Slovak leader in the two years immediately after the 1989 revolution.  His new 

party, Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (HZDS), did very well in the 1992 elections, 

and this enabled him again to become Prime Minister once Slovakia broke away as an 

independent state in 1993.  He was reluctant to reform in any comprehensive way the 

centrally planned economy, and thus privatization was very slow.  In addition, his 

government included “many of the old regime’s cadres, resources, and xenophobic 

ideologies intact.”5   Mečiar fell from power in the spring of 1994, and a caretaker 

government under Jozef Moravcík managed public affairs until the fall elections.  Again, 

the voters returned Mečiar and the HZDS to power, and this government lasted through 

the next elections in 1998. In this period Mečiar basically put the brakes both on 

democratization and on the movement of the economic system towards free market 

principles.  The political experiences of the first half decade of independence had major 
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consequences for foreign policy, as Slovakia made very slow progress on the criteria that 

both NATO and the EU presented to them.   

 During the 1998-2002 period, the Social Democratic and Christian Union 

(SDKU) took the lead role in government, after the public rebuffed Mečiar for a third 

time.  Mikulaš Dzurinda as Prime Minister gradually moved Slovakia back onto the path 

towards western institutions.  He emerged again as Prime Minister after the fall 2002 

elections, and so the steady movement toward NATO and the EU remained unchanged.  

Mečiar and the HZDS were still prominent and in fact received in 2002 both the largest 

share of the popular vote (19.5%) and the highest number of seats in the legislature (36).  

His rhetoric on foreign policy was more muted in this campaign, but numerous warnings 

emanated from NATO and EU leadership about the implications of a new government in 

which the HZDS played any role at all.  In late September work began on a coalition that 

would include Dzurinda’s SDKU, the Christian Democratic Union (KDH), Alliance for 

New Citizens (ANO), and the Hungarian Coalition (SMK).  In early October this four-

party coalition forged an agreement about executive positions, and the new government 

was in place.  All of these arrangements aimed to keep Slovakia on a steady track in 

establishing its new, western organizational connections in foreign policy.6   

 While the Czechs had received pressure from the outside world on the matter of 

the Roma, Slovaks were criticized for treatment of the Hungarian minority.  Again, the 

Mečiar periods were suspect in this regard.  Otto Ulč
7   explains this situation by noting 

that after 1968 Slovaks were not prominent in the dissident movement that emphasized 

human rights.  Part of the problem was also the lack of experience of Slovaks in the 

Czechoslovak diplomatic corps.  The leaders may have not understood fully the way in 
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which Slovakia’s domestic record on minority relations, the environment, and 

authoritarianism in general influenced foreign perceptions as well as foreign policy 

objectives.8   

 In another related respect, the Slovak government during that period was quite 

centralist on the matter of the rights of regions within the country.  There is some irony in 

this, for the HZDS had been very anti-federalist (anti-centralist) after its emergence in 

April 1991.9  In that earlier time frame, of course, the target had been the alleged 

centralist regime in Prague, since the Czechoslovak state was still intact.  Evidence of 

Mečiar’s centralist policies lies primarily in his policy towards the eastern part of 

Slovakia.  In the mid-1990s that region became interested in participating in a large 

Carpathian Euroregion.  Other players in the Euroregion would include Romania, 

Hungary, Poland, and Ukraine.  However, the Slovak Ministry of the Interior was quite 

critical of that orientation.  In 1995 that Ministry legally abolished the Slovak Carpathian 

Regional Association that had consisted of a number of regional and local governments 

in eastern Slovakia.  As a result, in 1996 the Slovak representatives in the Euroregion 

resigned and Slovakia cancelled its participation.  Mečiar was prompted in these actions 

by a double suspicion.  First, he was suspicious that Košice would lead eastern Slovakia 

to develop its own independent foreign policy.  Second, he feared that Hungary would 

use the Euroregion to exploit the anger of the Slovak Hungarian minority.10   Such 

attitudes and policies of the top leadership would not mesh well with the EU and its 

priority on the rights of regions within countries. 

    However, after the 1998 elections the Slovak leadership path reflected more 

sensitivity toward the political culture.  For example, Slovaks were aware after 1998 of 
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the need to incorporate domestic non-governmental groups (NGO’s) into the increasingly 

public discussion of foreign policy.  This was particularly the case in the efforts to gain 

admission to NATO.  Younger persons were a special target of efforts at political 

socialization.  Teachers in middle schools organized essay contests about the significance 

of NATO.  Organized debates about NATO themes took place in both middle and upper 

schools.  Further, the government set up twelve information centers that were aimed at 

younger persons.  According to one observer, regional projects about NATO by 2002 had 

reached 120,000 students.  Similar discussions were aimed at women’s groups.  For 

example, professional women in Bratislava as well as the Union of Women of Slovakia 

engaged in discussion on the meaning and significance of NATO.  The mass media 

naturally enough also played a role in this process.  Two major national television 

projects were aimed at promoting discussion of NATO themes.  Further, additional 

information projects were beamed at the population through thirty local television 

stations.  There was even an effort to pull experts and specialists into the discussion.11   

The hope was that they would communicate positive attitudes about NATO to their peers 

and even in their publications.  Similarly, after the Nice EU Summit at the end of 2000, 

Slovakia established the National Convention.  Its mission entailed stimulation of a 

national discussion on the EU and Slovak national interests.  The discussion was to be an 

inclusive one in which political party members, academics, churches, interest groups, 

non-governmental organizations, trade unions, municipalities, and regions all played a 

role.12  

Comparison 
 Both countries confronted major political challenges that affected foreign policy 

prospects.  In both cases there was outside scrutiny and suspicion throughout the first 
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decade about the way in which the governments treated key minority groups.  Criteria for 

admission to western organizations required progress in this area.  Both countries also 

experienced major changes in government.  In the Czech case such changes did not affect 

very much the steady process of integration with the West.  Slovak governmental changes 

had more of an impact.  In addition, the continuing presence of Mečiar and the HZDS had 

the net effect of postponing Slovakia’s integration with western institutions until the late 

1990s.  Finally, cultivation of positive attitudes within the political culture became a 

priority once the leadership made the decision to look in a westward direction.  In the 

Czech case this spotlight on political culture was a constant theme throughout the decade, 

but in the Slovak case it was only characteristic of the second half of the decade.    

     
Economic Factors and Foreign Policy of the Two Nation-States 

Czech Republic 
 In the years following the 1989 revolution, the Klaus government made economic 

restructuring in Czechoslovakia into a major priority.  Privatization and the use of 

vouchers placed formerly state-controlled industries in private hands.  Job security 

yielded to the greater uncertainty connected with the free market.  It became more likely 

that industries would rise and fall on their own merits, while artificial control of prices 

was no longer the norm.13 

 Thus, major economic changes had developed their own momentum at the time 

the Czechs separated from Slovakia, and they bore the potential to have a major impact 

on foreign policy.  For example, gaining admission to the EU became a top priority as a 

result of the new geographic and economic developments.  Very soon Brussels presented 

to the eastern countries its list of thirty-one chapters in the acquis communautaire 
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process.  Czech leaders began to meet regularly with EU bureaucrats in order to 

demonstrate progress towards meeting the criteria of each of the chapters.  Periodically, 

usually twice per year, the EU representatives came to the Czech Republic both to inspect 

that progress and to issue judgments about the relative rank of the nation on the list of EU 

prospects from that region.  By the close of the 1990s, the Czech Republic ranked near 

the top of the prospective list of new members, and membership appeared likely by 2004.  

In fact, in October of 2002 the EU Commission announced that the Czech Republic 

would be one of the ten nations admitted in 2004.14  Czech involvement in the EU’s 

PHARE and ERBD investment projects was of particular significance.  Involvement in 

the wider EU market would multiply the steps taken by the Czech government in 

conversion to capitalism and thereby open up additional new investment opportunities in 

other nations. 

 At the same time, eventual EU membership would lead to additional western 

investments, and important ones had come about already in the 1990s.  For example, in 

1994 the German automobile company VolksWagen bought majority control of the old 

Czech mega-company Škoda.  While the agreement did guarantee the Germans majority 

control, it also provided the Czechs with a veto over future policy decisions.15 Similarly, 

Air France took over the Prague Airport Ruzyně and made it into a modern facility.  

Early in the twenty-first century the American company Motorola began construction of a 

factory in Moravia in the area of the Beskydy Mountains.  Much news accompanied the 

buy-out of several well known breweries, including Pilsner Urquell, by South African 

enterprises.  Certainly, one by-product of this western industrial and financial 

involvement would be the rapid infusion of western techniques and know-how in 
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managing an economy on capitalist principles.  All of this would accelerate the type of 

domestic economic restructuring that would more quickly meet EU criteria.   

 The outreach of the changing Czech economy was not confined exclusively to its 

European neighborhood.  For instance, in the mid-1990s the Czech Republic became a 

member of UNESCO.  In that capacity they took a particular interest in the plight of the 

ravaged nations that had emerged from the old Yugoslavia.  This activity led to 

membership as well in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD).  In fact, the Czechs were the first from the Central European region to gain 

membership in that organization.   Linkages between the Czech Republic and the 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) enhanced their reputation for reliability.  In August 

1994, the nation was the first post-communist state to pay off its initial IMF loan.16 

Again, involvement with the larger universe of western capitalist economies outside the 

immediate geographic region paid dividends in terms of domestic economic change. 

 In sum, the revolution of 1989 combined with the loss of Slovakia in 1993 to 

generate a rapid rate of economic change.  Conversion to capitalist economic principles 

was inevitable after the 1989 events, but the process received a number of important 

stimuli.  Interest in joining NATO and the drive for EU membership mandated that the 

nation meet specific criteria in terms of capitalist development.  Investments by western 

firms outside the nation led to collaborative efforts in which Czech managers could more 

fully see the capitalist system in action.  Involvement in the economic projects of a 

number of global organizations, primarily located in the West, expanded Czech horizons 

in a positive way.  All of this offered a powerful economic antidote to the much more 

restricted COMECON framework that was characteristic of the Cold War.            
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Slovakia 
 For a number of reasons, Slovakia looked east for economic links rather than west 

after the 1993 split. This had also been true after the 1989 revolution.  Slovak leaders 

noted that their country was the only Visegrad member that bordered all of the other 

three.  Such a perception encouraged them to think about a potential Slovak role as the 

ideal country to be a bridge between East and West.  The collapse of COMECON led the 

Slovaks to hope for a replacement in the form of special ties with Russia and Ukraine.  

The look eastward made Slovakia “more sensitive to developments in the CIS.”17 At the 

same time, EU import quotas were having a negative impact on certain Slovak industries 

such as a steel mill in Košice, and that created some suspicion about the West.18   

 One concrete manifestation of this economic orientation to the East was 

cultivation of a special link to Russia.  A key motive for this outreach was the plight of 

the Slovak arms industry.  At the time of the 1989 revolution, one hundred eleven of 

Czechoslovakia’s weapons manufacturing plants were in the Slovak area.  As early as 

1990, weapons sales from those plants had declined from 1988 levels from eight billion 

dollars in value to one billion.  This situation prompted Mečiar to travel to Moscow in 

1991 in order to get defense orders to make up some of this loss.19 In fact, the subsequent 

recession became part of the reason that Slovak leaders sought separation from the 

Czechs.  Further, the Slovak military hoped that Russia might give Slovakia licenses to 

sell military hardware to third world countries.20 Eventually, President Yeltsin of Russia 

visited Slovakia in August 1993, and one result was signing of a bilateral state treaty.  In 

addition, the two nations signed a five-year military cooperation agreement.  The latter 

agreement would potentially assist Slovakia economically, for it would help revive their 

arms industry.  One feature of the agreement was the provision that Russia would supply 
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spare parts for the Slovak military.21 Other Slovak goals included development of a 

Slovak role in transporting Russian natural gas to West Europe.  In part, Mečiar hoped 

that the flirtation with Russia might increase Slovakia’s economic importance to the West 

and attract investments from that direction as well.22   

 Cultivation of ties to Ukraine also became part of this new economic strategy.  

Early after the revolution Mečiar sought to build a new railway from Bratislava to 

Ukraine by utilizing the former Soviet rail network.23 By the middle 1990s Slovak leaders 

began to think in broader terms.  Perhaps Ukraine could act as well as the gateway to the 

Russian market.24 For many Slovaks, Ukraine was in a sense still Russia, and thus 

economic policies towards the two were intertwined.       

    In spite of the eastward look in economic policy, western organizations were not 

totally ignored.  For example, in June 1993 Slovakia was accepted into the Council of 

Europe. Then in June 1995, the Mečiar government submitted a membership application 

to the EU.  Reliance on investments from western countries reinforced this economic 

policy dimension.  Key economic investors in the 1990s included, in rank order, 

Germany, Austria, and the Czech Republic.25 Despite Slovakia’s approach to the East, the 

West was in many ways more helpful. 

 Serious discussions with the EU really began in 1997 with the Luxembourg 

Summit.  At that meeting the EU placed Slovakia in a second tier of six nations, and so it 

looked as if they would have to wait longer than their Czech counterparts who ended up 

in the first tier of six.  Contacts with the EU accelerated after the defeat of the Mečiar 

government in 1998.  A multilateral screening process by the EU took place between 

April 1998 and February 1999, and this gave way to more significant bilateral screening 
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procedures between March 1999 and February 2000.26  In the 2000-2002 period Slovakia 

worked its way through most of the thirty-one chapters of the EU’s aquis communautaire.  

For example, discussions about Chapter Four centered on future possibilities that 

foreigners could control Slovak land and corresponding possibilities for Slovaks to 

purchase land within the EU.  Following the 1998 elections the chances of meeting the 

goals of Chapter Six were enhanced, as Slovakia moved more firmly in the direction of 

erecting a market economy.  Chapter Seven on agriculture was a critical one for Slovakia 

as it was for a most of the other nations in the region.  Slovaks sought promises of an 

administrative structure that would ensure protection of their agricultural system.  The 

political transition from the Mečiar government to that of Dzurinda made satisfaction of 

Chapter Thirteen more possible.  That chapter involved worker rights, gender equality, 

racial justice, and other vital categories.  Slovakia received special instructions within the 

framework of Chapter Fifteen.  The EU requested that they accelerate privatization of 

banks as well as natural resource monopolies.  Further, it was expected that Slovakia 

would build up small and medium sized firms while encouraging additional foreign 

investment.27   

Comparison 
 The Czech Republic and Slovakia did move on separate paths in terms of the 

economic dimension of foreign policy for a large share of the first decade after 

separation.  In fact, some of their sharper differences emerged in the four years after the 

1989 revolution prior to the 1993 breakup.  In the post-1993 atmosphere the Czechs 

quickly grabbed on to western organizations in order to map out their future.  Slovakia, 

with its different geographic position and greater nostalgia for the lost economic links to 

the former Soviet Union, cultivated the Ukraine and Russia as part of a general 
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orientation to the east.  Both disappointment with the East and the experience of the 1998 

elections brought the Slovak path much closer to that of the Czechs. One symbol of this 

shift is the progress made by both states in the 1998-2002 period toward membership in 

the EU.  By September 2002 the Czech Republic had closed twenty-five of the thirty 

most significant chapters that led to EU membership.  Surprisingly, Slovakia had closed 

twenty-seven.  Slovakia’s progress had been very rapid, for the Czechs had actually 

closed eighteen of the chapters before Slovakia had.  An important result was that 

Slovakia moved from the second tier of six potential EU members to the first tier of ten 

between 1997 and the autumn of 2002.  The report of the EU Commission on October 9, 

2002, basically treated both countries as if they were at similar levels of preparedness for 

EU entry in early 2004.28 Both countries generally received positive reports and were 

firmly in the group of ten nations to be admitted at the same time in 2004.  

 
National Security Factors and Foreign Policy of the Two States 

Czech Republic 
 Separation from Slovakia led to an immediate series of steps aimed at 

underpinning the national security of the new, smaller Czech state.  Throughout the first 

decade after the separation, the security spotlight shifted from an emphasis no the 

Western European Union (WEU), to the campaign for NATO membership, and later to 

consideration of the role of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the 

EU.29 In addition, Czechs began to involve themselves more fully in  international 

organizations such as the UN, OSCE, and Visegrad.  Thus the national security agenda 

was a crowded one. 
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 Czech discussions about defense policy in the early 1990s centered in part on the 

WEU, an organization that had emerged in 1948 with the Brussels Treaty.  On the one 

hand, EU planners at the beginning of the 1990s envisioned the WEU in a central role in 

assisting Europe to take responsibility for its own security.  On the other hand, others 

hoped that the WEU could help create more consensus with NATO as well as support for 

NATO missions.30  

 By the late 1990s discussions within the Czech Republic about admission to 

NATO overshadowed conversations about the fading WEU.  Admission to NATO in 

1999 brought with it a whole set of new obligations for the nation.  There was a need to 

prepare defense legislation that would move the Czech defense structure toward the level 

of NATO standards.  New military personnel requirements mandated that the Czech 

defense sector prepare courses for all ranks about the changing role of the military.  

Training in the use of radar was also upgraded in importance.  Further, the Czech 

Republic would need to build a crisis command center that would facilitate the rapid 

sharing of information between NATO and the Czech Republic.  It would also be 

necessary for the Czechs to build a system of command and control that paralleled the 

organizations in other NATO countries.31   

 Immediately after expansion to include three new members in 1999, NATO had 

an opportunity to utilize these new national resources during the Kosovo bombing 

campaign.  One lesson of that campaign was increased awareness of the asymmetry of 

capabilities within the alliance.32 America provided eighty per cent of the bombs dropped 

on Kosovo as well as ninety per cent of the weapons.  U. S. airplanes were the only ones 

that could operate in all weather.  Lowered European defense budgets in the 1990s 
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resulted in a situation in which all European NATO members contributed only two-thirds 

of the money that the United States did to defense.  The Czech Republic responded to this 

imbalance by developing a blueprint for change in 2001.  That plan called for a rapid 

upgrade in maneuverability of units, logistical strength, placement of weaponry and 

personnel, ability to resist over a long period, and information command and control.  

Further, the Ministry of Defense drew up a list of four principles that would guide Czech 

participation in NATO.  They included continued involvement of the two North 

American powers in defense of Europe, reliance on NATO as the main guarantor of 

European security, subordination of the CFSP of the EU within the framework of NATO, 

and guaranteed access to NATO capabilities for all EU defense and security missions.33 

Recognition of the important Czech role in NATO was evident in the decision to hold the 

conference of November 2002 in Prague.  At that meeting seven additional nations joined 

the military alliance.  Finally, during the war in Iraq in 2003, the Czechs sent an anti-

biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons unit as well as a field hospital. 

 By the early 1990s, the EU began to outline plans for its own defense structure, 

one that would be independent of the North Atlantic nations that had for so long 

dominated NATO.  These plans centered on creation in 1990 of the Common Foreign and 

Security (CFSP) of the EU.  In 1993 the Treaty of Europe called for the addition to the 

CFSP of permanent officials from the EU Council Secretariat as well as of fifteen 

diplomats from each Foreign Ministry.34   

 In early 2001 the Czech Foreign Minister made a persuasive case for the natural 

harmony between the broad-ranging objectives of the CFSP and the specific, national 

interests of the Czech Republic.35 For him the current spirit of cooperation in Europe was 
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a needed antidote to the suffering of the Czechoslovak nation during the twentieth 

century.  Through the CFSP, the Czech Republic would gain both assistance in its multi-

pronged process of development and also the opportunity to contribute to regional 

problem solving.  He did not envision participation in European and Atlantic structures as 

a threat to Czech national interests.  In particular, the December 2000 Nice Summit 

generated organizational changes in EU institutions that would continue to break down 

the artificial barriers that divided Europe during the Cold War.  Growing European 

military strength would simultaneously contribute to an increase in Czech capabilities.36    

Slovakia 
 In spite of the fact that so much of the defense industry had been located in the 

Slovak areas during the Cold War and into the immediate post-1989 revolution period, 

the leadership experience of Slovaks on defense matters had been relatively thin.  For 

instance, in 1991 Slovak soldiers constituted 34.7% of the federal Czechoslovak army.  

However, the representation of Slovak managers within the Ministry of Defense over 

several years ranged from only 5 to 23%.37  In the early years after separation, Slovaks 

were primarily focused on reestablishing or maintaining ties with the East.  Previously 

mentioned political ties to Russia, Ukraine, and Visegrad seemed to offer them a non-

western prescription for protecting national security.  The Slovaks really only went 

through the motions of taking part in some western security structures.  For example, like 

the Czech Republic they became an Associate Partner in the WEU and regularly attended 

its meetings.  Although Associate Members held no voting power within the 

organization, they did have the right to plan and execute military operations.38 

 Contacts between Slovakia and NATO were minimal and basically centered on 

only a few reciprocal visits by key personnel during the three years before Mečiar fell 
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from grace.  The most important visit by a top NATO figure to Slovakia was the 1996 

trip of Secretary-General Javier Solana.  The most important Slovak trip was that by 

President Kovač to Brussels in 1996 to meet with top NATO personnel.   After the 1998 

elections and the establishment of a new government under Dzurinda, the pace of 

contacts considerably picked up.  In early 2002 alone, Slovakia hosted visits by the 

unified NATO European commander General Dieter Stockman; by General Joseph 

Ralston, the high commander of NATO forces in Europe; and by Deputy NATO Minister 

Nicholas Burns.  In turn, Slovak leaders who made their way to NATO Headquarters 

included incoming Prime Minister Dzurinda in 1998 and President Schuster in 1999 and 

again in 2002.39 

 Another key component of the post-1998, systematic Slovak move towards 

NATO involved the Membership Action Plan (MAP) Process.  In early 1999 Slovakia 

presented a five-point plan that included a strategy for political/economic issues, 

defense/military questions, resources/capabilities, security challenges, and legal matters.  

In April 1999, NATO accepted that MAP and the Slovak government followed suit in 

June of the same year.  The National Program for the process of NATO entry was 

finalized in April 2000.40 Finalization of the MAP process led to many meetings over the 

next few years.  

 Additional activity after 1998 centered on galvanizing public support for entry 

into the military alliance.  Slovakia held a grants competition to enable NGO’s to raise 

public awareness of the significance of NATO entry.  Support for entry came officially 

from a total of seventy-five Roma organizations.  One result of all this activity was a 

relatively high level of public support for joining the organization.  Between the fall of 
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2001 and the spring of 2002, support reflected in public opinion polls rose from 52.2% to 

60.7%, although it declined a bit a few months later.41  All of this attention to visits, 

organizational matters, and public opinion enabled Slovakia to make up for its lack of 

attention and interest in NATO during the mid-1990s. 

 In addition, during the latter part of the 1990s, Slovakia took part in several 

important peacekeeping missions under NATO leadership.  This involvement 

demonstrated that the nation would possess the level of commitment required of new 

NATO members.  After completion of the Dayton Accord on Bosnia in 1995, Slovakia 

sent some military personnel and equipment as part of SFOR to the area of operations.  

At the end of 1997, they sent three Army engineers and five army specialists in the field 

of civil-military cooperation.  In the fall of 2002 they made their first Air Force 

contribution to a NATO mission.  The capabilities they sent included a helicopter unit 

with two helicopters and twenty-one associated personnel.  They promised to keep that 

contingent in Bosnia for the next six months. 

 Involvement in KFOR after the Kosovo bombing campaign in late 1999 was even 

more extensive.  The initial commitment included forty Army engineers, and dispatch of 

an additional four persons at the command level followed one year later.  A major 

upgrade occurred in early 2002 with creation of a five hundred person Czech-Slovak 

rapid reaction battalion.  The Slovak role in that force included twenty per cent of the 

overall membership, and the vast majority of those were doctors, conductors, mechanics, 

and logistics specialists.  The vital missions of that battalion centered on securing the 

Serb-Kosovo border, monitoring a range of activities, assuring stable conditions for the 

return of refugees, policing the civil service, and protecting the Serb minority.42  This 
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particular operation would provide many lessons that would assist Slovakia in making 

important contributions as a full NATO member.  Finally, in the spring of 2003, Slovakia 

dispatched military personnel to the Persian Gulf during the controversial war in Iraq. 

Comparisons 
 Czech pursuit of national security followed a unidirectional path during the first 

decade after separation from Slovakia.  Its leaders thought proactively in each part of the 

decade about a contributing role in the major defense options available at the time.  This 

meant that much of the discussion focused on activity within the framework of WEU in 

the first years after the breakup.  Once NATO admission became a real possibility, the 

Czechs set their eyes on that organization.  Finally, as EU membership approached early 

in the new century, more of the discussion centered on the CFSP, a program that offered 

a European security choice that was independent of American leadership.  In the Slovak 

case the emphasis on re-stoking ties with Ukraine and Russia at first precluded serious 

discussion about western security organizational structures.  Once the 1998 elections 

offered the chance for new policy, Slovakia’s outreach to the West in the defense area  

mainly took the form of a serious effort to join NATO.  Achievement of that goal at the 

end of 2002 enabled Slovakia to adopt the multi-pronged, western-oriented strategy 

utilized by the Czechs for an entire decade. 

 
Conclusion 

 There is remarkable consistency across the range of variables that, for a time, 

divided the two nations.  Those variables include politics, economics, and national 

security.  It is clear that the political variables were the driving force behind the other 

two.  Election outcomes in the Czech Republic and Slovakia were quite different between 
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1992 and 1998.  Those results account primarily for the very different foreign policy 

paths along which the two sets of foreign policy elites traveled prior to 1998.   

Throughout the entire decade Czech political leaders looked to the West for their 

future organizational home.  Political parties debated the pace and nature of the march to 

the West but not its inevitability.  As a result Czech economic connections with the West 

were forged throughout the entire period, and the Czechs kept their sights set on EU 

membership consistently after 1993.  The desire to enter western security structures 

entailed consideration of the WEU at first, then anticipation as well as achievement of 

NATO membership, and finally thorough attention to the CFSP of the EU. 

 Slovak leaders were at first ambivalent and at times negative about connections to 

the West.  In the 1992-98 period they attempted to resuscitate the old economic ties with 

Ukraine and Russia.  At the same time, they maintained a distance from the states that 

were pursuing NATO membership at the earliest possible moment.  Early hopes that the 

Visegrad alliance could provide a measure of security for Slovakia disappeared in 1999 

when the other three members of that alliance joined NATO.  The election of 1998 

changed their foreign policy path in very definite ways.  They engaged in much more 

serious discussions with the EU about progress on the thirty-one chapters of the acquis 

communautaire.  A MAP leading to NATO membership was approved by both that 

organization and the Slovak government.  Although they would end up joining NATO 

three and one half years after the Czechs, both nations would likely enter the EU at the 

same time.  By the fall of 2002, both countries were not walking exactly on the same 

path, but their paths were clearly in view of one another. 
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 In conclusion, it is important, while acknowledging these differences prior to 

1998, not to overstate them.  For example, Timothy Frye43 examined political 

polarization within all of the post-communist countries.  His study covered the 1989-98 

period, and thus it included the time frame in which these two countries were moving in 

different directions.  The political polarization rating for the Czech Republic was 4.4, and 

for Slovakia it was 4.9.  Despite the slightly higher rate for Slovakia, he classifies both 

countries as non-polarized.  The polarized countries included Albania, Belarus, Bulgaria, 

Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Romania, Russia, and Ukraine.  This is a significant conclusion, 

for it helps explain how two nations that seemed to be moving in such different directions 

after 1993 were able to adopt parallel paths by the end of the century.  Perhaps the 

findings also reveal the wisdom of those observers who chose to characterize the divorce 

in 1993 as a “velvet”one.              

             
.   
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