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INSTITUTIONAL POWER IN FOREIGN POLICY. THE VYSHEGRAD GROUP EXPERIENCE AND UKRAINIAN PERSPECTIVE.
The article estimates the foreign policy experience of the Vyshegrad group states through the concept of institutional power. Key problems of Ukrainian foreign policy are identified and a strategy of dealing with them is offered. Main transformations of power balance in Central and Eastern Europe are analyzed.
The magic of “Vyshegrad” is well-known to those Ukrainians who consider themselves Europeans in a variety of senses. Its political significance, unlike vague charm, can be expressed in two ways. First, V4 is a successful political project which resulted in full participation in Euro-Atlantic integration for all initiators. There was hardly shorter way to NATO and the European Union – and Chech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia took full advantage of cooperation among them. V4 thus became not only an institutionalized form for regional cooperation, but also a strategic instrument of foreign policy. 

Secondly, strategic significance of this instrument could be better understood if one takes into account long-lasting regional tendencies. They combine in a complicated manner globalization and integration from the one hand, and localization and fragmentation from the other. Thus a new situation emerges, which is often labeled as either “glocalization” or “fragmegration”. It is quite uncommon for this part of Europe which used to follow strict realistic patterns of politics, being divided between superpowers and recognizing states (or superstates) as only legitimate actors. Dramatic geopolitical changes after the breakup of the Soviet Union changed the whole environment of regional politcs and three former socialist allies were able to follow those changes. Vyshegrad group became an institutialization of foreign policy in a new format.
This new format was certainly enhanced by a long-waiting desire to escape from the Russian sphere of influence, to which European choice became a natural answer. By setting a goal of as-soon-as-possible European intergation, the then Chechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland accepted the need for systemic changes within their societies. That became a first key to a success. Another one was a financial support from and political will of the West. The EU alsmost immidiately signaled its readiness to sign associated parthership agreements and open way for a full membership. Whether neofunctionalism is right or not, political will from both sides in this case played a crucial role. Such a combination of national determination, political circumstances, and effective institutional frameworks resulted in a massive success of V4. This, in turn,  made V4 an example to foolow for those eager to join Euro-Atlantic structures.
Ukraine was for quite a long time absent from this list. Following the initial enthusiasm about cooperation with the West, Ukraine very soon found lack of support, both financial and institutional, growth of internal opposition, and long-term uncertainty in foreign policy. As a result, for about fifteen years Ukrainian foreign policy was guided by principles of “multivectoral partnership”, which did not quite rejected European aspirations, but made them very unclear. What was a question of “when?” for V4, became a question of “whether we should?” for Ukraine.
Following the events of Orange Revolution, the latter was transformed into the question of “under what conditions?” The context has also changed. In 1991 when Vyshegrad group was initiated, Europe was overcoming consequences of the Cold War, with new conflicts emerging in the Balkans, spheres of influence reshaped and alliances reshuffled. Under those circumstances major political risks were coming from revival of Russian power and reestablishment of empire in the Eastern Europe – rather traditional challenges. To many joining NATO and/or the EU seemed like forming another alliance. Later on it became more like shifting value systems. Gradually risks and challenges to security of European states changed. They have become more non-traditional, new, with the growth of migration issues, border controls, ethnic violence, terrorism, crime, and other forms of transnational issues. Euro-Atlantic institutions were transformed in order to meet those challenges. This transformation was the result of joined efforts, including those by the countries of Vyshegrad group. 
Today the EU as well as NATO is not just another alliance. The Euro-Atlantic international system provides a new complex of relations within which some key traditional elements have been replaced and new rules and norms have been established. Ukraine finds itself today in a very different position. Instead of dealing with numerous regional partner-states, as it was the case in the early 1990-ies, Ukraine inevitably faces significant limitation of political perspecitve, following NATO and the EU enlargment and Russian consolidation. It looks like two power centers are forming at the very borders of Ukraine and the chances for regional cooperation are fading away. 
At the very least, this cooperation can no longer be symmetric. This is the primary reason why the V4 experience can not be repeated. In 1991 there were much more considerable opportunities for regional cooperation among states, and Ukraine was planning to use them, pursuing plans for the Baltic and Black Sea cooperation, joining regional organizations and looking for expansion of its political activity in the Central and Eastern Europe. As time went by, countries of the region joined Euro-Atlantic structures, leaving Ukraine with less options. This quasi “isolation” resulted one day in joining GUAM (later GUUAM) as the only alternative to the CIS. Following these changes, today it will not be enough for Ukraine to declare its European choice and pursue steps once taken by V4 countries. Stuctural changes in the region were too considerable and resulted in transforming institutional power balance.
In 1991 Ukraine was in a more favourable position to convert some of its power assets into political and economic outcomes (e.g. nuclear weapons withdrawal, control over transition paths, regional leadership potential) as a result of a dispersed institutional influence. The newly independent states found themselves in networks of bilateral relations, trying to pursue their national interests. The Vyshegrad group was more an exception and followed the general logic of institutional frameworks, under which a totally different rules of power distribution operate. For Ukraine the necessity to develop bilateral ties became an obstacle for other forms of cooperation. This obstacle is not just a technical one – by developing active bilateral ties, Ukraine reoriented its foreign policy towards bilateral problems and solutions. Today a number of difficulties in the Ukrainian-Russian relations indicate a possible miscalculation. The V4 experience tells that there could be another way.
It’s often considered and told that V4 experience could be very helpful for Ukraine in building its relations with the EU and NATO. But – it can be no less valuable in advocating its interests in relations with Russia. The concept of institutional power can be of some help in explaining that. 
The point here is that Ukraine is currently involved in constructing asymmetric relations with two powerful neighbours, which seems to be a key dilemma of its foreign policy. Asymmetry is characterized by a narrowing opportunity to defend national positions against superior partners. That classical problem can not be solved on a bilateral level by a pure interaction of states’ power potentials. European experience demostrates sliding into balance-of-power agreements, under which independence of weaker states is often sacrificed. One of the solutions to this problem is allying among the latters. That seems to be a reason behind V4 initiation. But along with joining potentials, V4 had and still has another important dimension. It provided the participants with additional institutional power: by formalizing multilateral agreements they ensured trust among themselves and got additional opportunities as international organization for dealing with the EU as well as other major partners. That is the core of a modern institution. By expanding norms and agreements, it lessens the advantages of stronger partners and increases power of weaker ones. It was already seen inside the V4 itself: it rapidly became an effective instrument for each party regardless the difference in size, economic potential or military capabilities. 
As has been already mentioned, initiation of V4 followed the broader tendency of reginalization and integration in Europe. That provided the four states with additional opportunities in their relations with the EU as well as bilateral relations with its different member states. Here lies of the major lessons Ukraine can learn from the experience of the Vyshegrad group: institutinal power can help. In particular, it can help: 1) ensure diminishing of anarchy and restricting stronger partners; 2) provide long-term cooperation; 3) strengthen a state’s negotiation position with third countries. 
With that said, we can rethink Ukraine’s efforts in joining the EU. Currently they seem to symbolize the desire to regain European status, a place in Europe. Much less attention is paid to the fact, that it is very important to be able to defend state’s interests within the EU as well. In this case institutionlization of foreign policy becomes not an aim, but an instrument. To convert national capabilities into institutional power a state needs to effctively manage its multilateral commintments. In case of V4 it primarily is about influencing EU  institutions shaping. In case of Ukraine it is primarily about constructing the very basic system of a kind in order to learn how to deal with institutional power.
Following this path, each piece of experience can be of a great value. It is a shortcoming for Ukraine, that it takes part in a limited number of international institutions, especially regional and economic. Broadening in numbers can be a way to learn how to deal with transnational interdependence. The Vyshegrad group in the beginning of the 1990-ies faced the same problem, but had much wider list of options. Ukraine today is limited to the CIS, the Single Economic Space, and GUAM, from which only the Single Economic Space has a needed economic background. That is why participation in the European integration process and, for instance, joining Central European Initiative or the Vyshegrad group possesses an additional value not only by providing alternative directions for cooperation, but by “teaching: Ukraine of how institutional framworks in Europe operate, and how institutional power is exercised.
From this perspective learning from the Vyshegrad experience is seen not just as emulating its success. The task is much more complicated. Ukraine has to use this experience to get ready for a new format of its foreign policy. Bulding asymmetric relations in Europe is fas from a foreign policy paradise. Incorporation into networks of interdependence will be the primary task for Ukraine and the experience of V4 states can help learn how to convert relatively weak inter-state advantages into stronger institutional capabilities.
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