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Abstract

The issue of European federalism is a topic musbudised by social scientists as well as by
politicians from EU-member states. In respect te {irocess of European constitution
ratification is obvious that the EU integrationjéetory is not clear at the present time.
Attitudes toward European federalism vary acrosop®l as well as between political parties
within a single country. Czech political partiedtitades to the European federalism are
interesting for numerous reasons. First, the CRephublic represents a new member state in
the EU. Second, the Czech Republic is a state wgtbwn experience of federalism, which
ended at the beginning of the 1990’s. Third, thedbzRepublic is a state with deep tradition of
European federalist thinking.

The paper deals with several questions. First, hmportant is the issue of European
federalism for Czech political parties? Second theeparties’ attitudes to European federalism
based on ideology, or on strategy? Third, how @optirties define the European federalism?
To find the answers, research questions were déwising the following methods: party
program analysis, interviews with party experts] erethods of description and comparison.

" This text was produced as part of the Researcje@rdPolitical parties and representation of
interests in current European democracies (code MBE¥622407)".



INTRODUCTION

The future of the European Union and its systeia msuch-discussed issue in
academia and in politics. The current Union findglf at a point of reflection,
and the future course is unclear. The issue of figao federalism has been
highlighted recently in the context of events sunding the Treaty
Establishing a Constitution for Europe; simply, Eiropean Constitution.

The issue of European federalism is not new to jgean history. Projects for a
federal system in Europe have deep roots in the pasn so, no studies exist
focusing on the positions of the individual policactors on this issue. This
article, therefore, will attempt an analysis of tpesitions on European

federalism of the political parties in the Czeclp&aic.

1. Previous research

Recent research on European federalism has been lmomany of the big
names in political science (Riker 1996; Burgess812®06, Hesse and Wright
(eds.) 1996; Sidjanski 1992, 2000, Heinemann — @rigeld.) 2002; Filippov,

Ordeshook, Shvetsova 2004; Kelemen 2004). Theselasshfocused their
attention chiefly on the many possibilities for ilmmenting the federal system
in Europe, on the positives and negatives of thgerfd mechanisms of
government in the existing European Union, or amoemative discussion of
the entire set of issues. Long neglected were tiiteicdies of individual actors
on the national or European political scene towtirel idea of European
federalism itself, and toward its eventual mechasisn practice. During the
1990s researchers focused on the positions ofigadliparties toward the
process of European integration, with the mosnéte given to those political
parties that, with varying degrees of intensitypost in opposition to the
ongoing process. This research produced the conckEuroskepticism

(Taggart 1998; Taggart and Szczerbiak 2001, 20@2ze8biak and Taggart
2002, 2003, 2004; Kopecky and Mudde 2002; Conti ¥edzichielli 2002;

Conti 2003a, 2003bMany academics also focused on finding and expigini



causal factors for the attitudes of political pestiwithin various frames of
reference (party family, left-right spectrum, pactympetition on the domestic
scene) towards European integration (Marks anddni&00; Hooghe, Marks,
Wilson 2002; Marks, Wilson, Ray 2002; Marks, HoogiNelson, Ewards
2006), and on what degree of importance the is§ugucopean integration
assumes in competition among the parties (Budgé 001, Steenbergen and
Scott 2004, Brandenburg 2004, Hobolt 2004, Sit0€23.

In the Czech Republic, the work of several autltorscentrated first on
the attitude of individual political parties towatike issue of joining the EU
Sedo 2003; Mare$§ 2000, 2003), and later on thetiposiof Czech political
parties on specific topics — the referendum on neesibp (Saradin 2003;
Diirr, Marek and Saradin 2004), elections to theopean Parliament (Saradin
(ed.) 2004), or the Treaty Establishing a Constitutfor Europe. Another
theme mapped out was the general attitudes towardpEanization of the
Czech political parties (Cabada and KraSovec (ed604; Riishgj 2004,
HlouSek 2004; Daték, Fiala, HlouSek (eds.) 2005), but these attduds well
as those above, were not for the most part brokewndinto detailed
conceptualization. Other authors examined theud#s of Czech politicians
toward the general question of European integratad, using a scale of party
positions developed by Taggart and others, attesnpte categorize the
individual Czech political parties (Szczerbiak arabgart 2004; Kopecky and
Mudde 2002; HlouSek and Kogek 2004; Havlik 2006), or propose their own
set of categories (Kopek, Sedo 2003; Durr, Marek and Saradin 2004);
however, more detailed conceptualization and argépéacing in context was
still missing. There was no work at all focusing e political parties that
took a positive attitude toward European integrafio the broadest sense) as
opposed to a skeptical one. There was no reseammydevel on the attitude
of political parties toward the very idea and pi@etof European federalism.
Although many studies exist on possible federahrayements of the ES/EU,
there is no satisfactory analysis of the positiohsndividual political party

actors toward the system as it exists in practice.



2. Theoretical foundations, hypotheses, and methods

The lack of research on the attitudes of politiaators towards European
federalism, and the relative blank slate in thisaaof studies, gave us an
opportunity to address the problem in a numberest ways. First of all it was
necessary to define a time period, and thus lingtrtumber of parties that have
to be studied. The elections to the Chamber of Bepwf the Parliament of
the Czech Republic in 20b2vere chosen as the reference point for the
analysis.

After setting a time period, a suitable theoréticamework had to be
selected. Given the existing state of researchhenfield of political party
attitudes toward European integration, the framéwadopted was that of
cleavage theorgs presented by Marks, Wilson, Hooghe, and othbsargue
that on the basis of ideological location of a pdirican be predicted what the
party’s stance will be on European integration. #ueo tool issalience theory
based on the hypothesis that parties strategieatlghasize the importance of
certain themes while downplaying that of othersuneffort to maximize their
gains.

As for federalism itself, it proved most advaniage to concentrate on
what the term means in theory and in practice.tFivghat the parties
themselves mean by European federalism, how thegepe it, how they
define it. Second, what the party position is op tlontroversial topic of
European federalism as a system appropriate foEtiepean Union: whether
the topic is important to the party, whether theypss unified on the issue, and
also whether the party sees the federal model poppate for the existing
European Union. . On a more specific level, it gdwecessary to thoroughly
define a set of terms to be used in the text: ¢ne European federalisnis
equivalent to the terrkurofederalismand refers to a principle for organizing

the government of the ES/EU. The tefederal model of Europeefers to a

! These elections were held just before this resegamject was begun.



normatively neutral system of organizing governmianthe European Union.
European integrations understood as the process of unifying the Ewope
states which began in the 1950s; this term is wtded to stand above the
term European federalism. The tecorrent European systerefers in the text
to the current European Union; the tefuropean questiomefers to the

general process of European integration and thedean Union.

Three basic hypotheses were put forth:

m Parties that take a positive attitude toward Eeaopintegration also take a
positive attitude toward European federalism.

m Parties that advocate European federalism (asitabku system for the
European Union), regard the issue of European &ider as an important one.
m The issue of European federalism is importantdolitical parties to the
extent that it is an object (instrument) of domeptrty competition.

Confirmation or refutation of these hypotheses wdertaken through a set of
research questions.

Do parties that take a positive view of Europedagration also take a positive
view of European federalism? Do parties that takositive position on the
current European Union also take a positive pasittoward European
federalism? Do parties that take a positive pasito the need for a European
constitution, but are negative toward the contenthe text, take a positive
stance toward European federalism? Do parties densiie current European
Union to be a federal system? Is the issue of EBaongederalism important for
the party? Is the party unified on the issue ofdpean federalism? Is the issue
of European federalism, in the party’s opinion, artgnt to the public? Is the
position of the party on the issue of European rfiddan influenced by the
ideology of the party, or by party strategy (tagfit What is the “debate over
European federalism” all about?



For the first theoretical section, an analyticatatgtive method was taken,
along with comparative methodology. In the partuging on attitudes of
Czech political parties, methods of document amalgnd surveys of party

experts were used.

1. EUROPEAN FEDERALISM

The roots of European federalism reach deep baokhistory, but the idea of
this kind of arrangement in Europe took on new engy in the 1940s. The
reason was the fresh experience of World War Iy #re conviction that a
new, peaceful order must be brought to pass. Is ¢bntext a number of
interest groups and associations sprung up adwgctie ideal of a European
federatior’. The outcome of these articulated ideas was ttablkshment of a
European Community. The birth of the Community weompanied by
disputes betweeffederalistsand intergovernmentalistsDespite the obvious
prevalence of an inter-governmental approach tooflan unification,
federalist ideas were formulated and promoted wethtive success. Among
the evident attempts at “federalization” of the @pgan Commonwealth was a
plan for the creation of a European Defense Comini{hb50), a plan for the
creation of a Political Union (1953), and the Tinds report (1974) — a plan
to create a European Union. These attempts were ordess unsuccessful, as
they ran up against unwillingness by the membedest® take part in a closer,
political integration that would mean a limitatioh existing sovereignty. On
the other hand, successes included the holdingirectdelections to the
European Parliament (1979), stemming from the adopbf the Single
European Act (1986; especially the principle of smmsuality on issues dealing
with the internal market); as well as the Treatytef European Union (1992);
not just on a symbolic level (change in name, flagthem, European
citizenship), but in concrete measures such asrgwsgion of a single currency.
A clear, but so far unsuccessful, attempt at moviregEuropean Union closer

2 Some still exist today: the Union of European Falitsts (UEF), European Movement (EM).



to a federation of European states is the Treatgbishing a Constitution for
Europe (2004).

But what is the meaning of European federalism@eineral federalism
means a system that unites entities that each £rgogertain degree of
autonomy, having their own constitution, parliamesntd legal system. The
units are joined together as part of a whole, whameers, like those of its
component parts, are strictly defined by the feldepastitution. It is a system
that is decentralized to a significant degree.slicharacteristic of a federal
system that the areas of defense, security, amibfopolicy are the domain of
the federal level. The constituent bodies are mepreed on the federal level
through the legislative body, and take part in dgive processes, which,
usually, fall under the majority principle.

Therefore European federalists seek the establishmeorinciple of a
political union that would have the attributes ofealeral state or system of
government: a clear constitution with clearly detinrpowers at the “national”
and “European” levels; in the areas of common defesecurity, and foreign
policy; and a bicameral parliament in which onenchar would represent the
existing national states. The system should be dednon democratic
principles in the sense of political responsibilty elected representatives
responsible to the people. In this text, Europemerfalism is seen as a system
of government for the European Union having theattaristics of a standard
federal system. European federalists, then, arsetiwho advocate such a

model.

2. POSITIONS OF PARTIES ON EUROPEAN
INTEGRATION

Two theoretical concepts have been selected to dredyze the positions of
Czech political parties toward European federafis@ne iscleavage theory

the othersalience theoryThere is also a third prism, offered by Nick &itt

® There are many more existing concepts, see fanghkaJohansson and Tapio (2001).



(2002). These two, or three, theoretical conceptsesto help analyze the
attitudes of the Czech political parties toward® tissue of European

federalism.

2.1 Cleavage Theory

Authors working with cleavage theofy (Marks a Wilson 2000; Hooghe,
Marks, Wilson 2002; Marks, Wilson, Ray 2002; Markspoghe, Nelson,
Ewards 2006) argue that a party’s position on Eeaopintegration can be
predicted on the basis of its ideological location.

Marks, Wilson, and Ray (2002) examine the analysefulness otleavage
theory by confronting it with three alternative hypothes@&tey explain the
positions of parties on European integration oerlgiroblems in terms of
dependence on the national context, on the eldget@itze party takes positions
that increase its chances of getting vitasd on factors of party competition:
while mainstream partiéstend towards preserving the status quo by
minimizing the importance of new issues (Europeaegration), less
important partieStend to adopt more extreme positions on such $ssa&s to
emphasize their importance, and alter the exispagy balance (Marks,
Wilson, Ray 2002). The fact that party positions Western Europe on
European integration are to a great extent infladrzy the existing domestic
party competition led some authors (Marks, Hoodjedson, Edwards 2006) to
examine this thesis for the region of Central aadtérn Europe. They showed
that if the positions of parties in Western Eur@meEuropean integration can
be predicted on the basis of their positions on btkahe issues dominating

domestic politics; i.e. the left-right economic dinsion, and the non-economic

* Theory of social cleavage according to Seymourtidam Lipset and Stein Rokkan in 1967
(Marks and Wilson 2000)

® The authors make the assumption that the positbrise political parties are analogous to
the position of the median voter (Marks, WilsoayR2002).

® The formulation of the hypothesis is dependentnupow the mainstream parties are
classified: in terms of votes, left/right positioor participation in government) (Marks,
Wilson, Ray 2002: 588).

" Small or excluded (Marks, Wilson, Ray 2002)



dimension gew politics (see Hooghe, Marks, Wilson 2002), then this so al
true for the parties in Central and Eastern Eur8pe.it cannot be said that the
same model of explanations applies to parties oti@eand Eastern Europe as
to those of Western Europe. Marks, Hooghe, Nelsod Bwards (2006)
describe the structure of party competition as tivoensiondl using the poles
Left/ Right(first dimension) andsal and Tan (second dimension). If the pole
Gal encompasses the green — alternative — libertgréaties, the poléran
represents the traditionalist — authoritarian -omatlist parties. In the Western
democracies Euroskepticism is said to be bi-ptl@cause it is concentrated in
parties falling under the categorikegt and Tan? The situation is different in
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, wlemm@nomic and non-
economic dimensions are interrelated. The resulhas Euroskeptic attitudes
are concentrated iteft and Tan parties, which are in contrast to Western
Europe interrelated, while pro-European integrajpasitions are represented
by parties of theight and Gal. The authors seek explanations for this in the
mechanisms of transiti6h Euroskepticism in the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe is unipolar, because negative pnsibn European integration
line up with theleft andTan parties. The authors back up their arguments with
examples from the countries in the post-Commurggion, pointing out the
exception of the Czech Civic Democratic Party, \Whialls into the categories

Right-Gal but in the context of the region proves to berttost euroskeptic.

® The first is the left-right economic dimensioneses the attitude of the political actor toward
economic redistribution, welfare, and governmergutation in the economy. The second
dimension is non-economic, or perhaps cultural: diraension callechew politics which
began to establish itself in Western Europe in 1B&0s in the form of ecological parties,
parties defending the rights of minorities, andeothlternative types of parties.

° Marks et. al. (2006) argue that the project oflueopean Union is a centrist project, created
by mainstream parties: Christian democrats, lilserabcial democrats, and conservatives.
Parties of other party families took a negativeitmms on the European project, because for
various reasons they did not take part in it; radieft parties see the integration as a project of
elitist capitalism, while parties of thean pole see European integration as the embodiment of
elitist supranationalism, which undermines naticmgbnomy and traditional values (Marks et.
al. 2006). These parties represent the principglosition to the European project in the
Western democracies.

1% The parties that “lost” during the transition regpent the opposition to the new reforms, or
the newly-instituted system, [and take the positiooriginal — of economic equality and —
traditional — authority]. On the other hand, thenfations that “won” during transition continue
to advocate breaking away from the — traditionphst.



2.2 Salience theory and strategic position

Salience theorys based on the premise that parties strategieafighasize the
importance of some issues, and minimize that oérsthin an effort to achieve
greater — generally defined in the broad senseirsgar profit (Budge et al.
2001, Steenbergen and Scott 2004, Arnold and Pgsiriz006), Brandenburg
2004, Hobolt 2004). If some authors assocsaience theoryrimarily with
election campaigns, and therefore with the gaimhmore votes, others argue
that the gain involves not only electoral victobyt also maintaining hold on
office, or preserving party unity (Steenbergen aBdott 2004). Party
competition, according tealience theoryoften represents a “battle for control
of the agenda”, but at the same time it must cardadefinition of the political
arena; i.e. what is important, salient and what is not (Steenbergen and Scott
2004:167). Steenbergen and Scott point out thategfic manipulation of
issues by parties is limited by factors endemic¢hi® given political system
(Steenbergen and Scott 2004). On the basis oflibwy, Steenberg and Scott
explain the attitudes of political parties towamgr@pean integration in terms of
four distinct hypotheses: first, that the impor&ieé European integration for a
party grows if other parties in the political systetress that issue. Second, that
the greater the distance between the position iy pen European integration
and the position of voters on that same issue dbg importance the party
gives to European integration. Third, if a partydieologically compatible with
other parties, but its position on European intggnais not consistent, the
importance of that issue will be diminished in &empt to improve the party’s
chances in forming a coalition. Fourth, the moredgean integration divides a
party, the less important that issue is for thetypalf, however, internal
differences on the issue are too great, the impoetaf the issue for the party
grows (Steenbergen and Scott 2004: 170-171). Udag from research
carried out by Ray (1984 — 1996), the authors camea number of
conclusions. First, the the systemic salience igvgortant factor; however it
explains only partly why political parties stresisetissue. Second, the
expectations of the electorate influence the pmaliti parties in their

10



understanding of the importance of European integra. Third, the research
revealed that the variable “office-seeking” doest mpbay a role in the
importance given to the issue of European integmatFinally, the research
also showed that until 1992 internal party diffexes on the issue of European
integration played practically no role in decregsior increasing the
importance of the issue. After that, internal padiyisions on European
integration began to have a significant effect.

Both of the approaches described correspond tarafisant degree
with that of Nick Sitter (2002). According to Sittehe process of European
integration is one of the greatest challenges @wewhich parties react under
the influence of a combination of three basic fextdirst, the party’s own
position (and ideology) toward such issues. Secandparty’s particular
electoral strategy. Third, the dynamics of compmtibetween government and
opposition party (Sitter 2002:5). Sitter does nemylthat long-term policy and
ideology play important roles in the adoption ofparty position toward
European integration; nonetheless, the degree tachwithat policy is
particularized — and Sitter works mainly with Ewgkeptic positions — depends
to a marked degree on strategy and tactics (2i0@2:5}>

2.3 Basic models of party positions on integration

Models of party positions on European integrati@ven been classified by
Szczerbiak and Taggart (2002), who defined the tBumoskepticismand
broke it down further intsoftandhard. The original scheme of these authors
served to stimulate debate about the attitudes aditigal parties toward

European integration (in the broadest sense). Tmeept of Kopecky and

1 Until 1992 the issue was not important to the jmlthe same could be said for the political
parties. After 1992 and the signing of the MaahtriEreaty, the issue grew in importance for
both the public and the political parties: where tharties’ position toward European
integration matched that of the public, the partesphasized the topic; where the parties’
position on the issue was “unpopular”, the partiad a tendency to play it down.

12 Sitter thus explains attitudes toward Europeaegration especially in terms of party
competition, and sees euroskepticism as the “pslitif opposition”. Euroskepticism among
parties is according to Sittéa product of the strategic choice of the partythre context of
survival, organization, and attaining office(Sitter 2002:23).

11



Mudde (2002) moved the discussion further. The rdaution of the Kopecky
and Mudde typology was the distinction between didand “practice” in
European integration. On the other hand it is dlear the individual categories
remained in essence very genéralvith a certain degree of simplification, the
categories oEuropragmatismand Euroenthusiasntan be described as pro-
Europeal®. The revised concept by Taggart and Szczerbialo3IR@vas
undoubtedly a qualitatively positive contributiono tthe discussion;
nevertheless, the fact that the typology continsedfocus on only two
relatively negative stances toward European integrdin the general sense)
also demonstrated its limited nature. Subsequetitty,model constructed by
Conti and Verzichielli (2003) contributed by creaftia scale of the negative
and positive stances of political parties towarddpean integration (in the
general sense). However, its limitation is thatrtigpology is based on the
original scheme of Taggart and Szczerbiak. Hergythestion should be posed

whether their categories would not benefit frontiar clarificatiort®.

13 One example is the categomtitophils”, which may include both countries that advocate
the integration of Europe as well as countries whuostivations are based on economic
integration; see Taggart's and Szczerbiak’s csitic(2003).

* 1t may be possible to break this part of the modielvn even further. The criteria for
categorization might be either tf@m itself of European integration or the European dras

an institution; or theeason for supportinghe EU where the party does not support integration
as an ideal in itself. Théorm of integration could be scaled on the basis of viidial
variants/modelsf European system. The reasons for supportingetim®pean Union (with
conscious “non-support” for the idea of Europeaegnation) could be sought for example in
preservation of party integrity, efforts to be arceptable coalition partner, or to improve
election chances.

!> The categoryunctional Europeanismmay be understood in the sensesalience theorya
party considers “the Europe issue” or position @pdrtant, or insofar as it represents a
strategy for the attainment of the party’'s own goabt directly related to integration. The
category of‘functional Euroskepticism’is thus a utilitarian category. It remains to b&eas
whether the equivalent of this category shouldtdristhe so-called “anti-European” parties as
well. Conti and Verzichielli's typology ofunctional Euroskepticism”; that is, the category of
parties with reservations toward European integnai influenced by its aims on the domestic
political scene. The category afientity Europeanism” is a category in which a more detailed
breakdown of positions would be possible, but pesHass than useful. Conti and Verzichielli
include in this category all parties whose positioward European integration is positive in
the sense that European integration is considergmbd in itself. It is evident, however, that —
on the level of the theoretical model at least erehcould exist parties that find European
integration as a value in and of itself, but on tlileer hand are not satisfied with its current
form or direction. In theory there could also exatties that on one hand would agree with the
idea of European integration and use, accordingaoti and Verzichielli, laudatory language

12



3. THE PARTY SYSTEM IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC
The party system in the Czech Republic is at pteaerelatively stabilized
pluralistic competitive party system, which howevar this phase of
development cannot be considered fully consolidatetla — Strmiska
in Malif, Marek 2005:1359; see. Cabada and Sanc 2)Q&edominantly in
regard to the interaction of their individual ast¢Fiala and Hlousek 2003). In
this sense it is also difficult to classify the &8 in terms of existing model
typology of party systems.

The focus of research was elections to the ChamwibBeputies of the
Parliament of the CR in 2002. The elections wetd ba 14 and 15 June 2002,
with 58% of eligible voters coming to the polls.tétal of 29 formations were

registered in the elections, of which six exceetthedl.5% mark

Name of political party % of [valid] votes
Czech Social Democratic Parg$SD) 30,20 %

Civic Democratic Party (ODS) 24,47 %
Communist Party of Czech and Moravia (K8) 18,51 %

Coalition (Christian Democratic Union-CzechoslovRdéople’s Party14,27 %
(KDU-CSL), Freedom Union-Democratic Union (US-DEU)
Association of Independents (SNK) 2,78 %
Green Party (S2) 2,36 %

Tab.2 (source of data: http://www.volby.cz)

Four of the party formations have been stable iestifrom a long-term
standpoint. They are: The Civic Democratic Partyp8) representing the
right; the centrist position is occupied by the iSten Democratic Party —
Czechoslovak People’s Party (KDUBL, often shortened to the “People’s
Party”); the left is divided between the Czech @bbBiemocratic Party((SSD)

as a means of expressing their attitude on thedji@an question”, but on the other hand have
clearly defined opinions about the process of ithtaigration.

16 Cabada and Sanc classify the system as consaljdaeause the total number of parties on
the political scene has been constant. More ompithielem of consolidation of the Czech party
system in Fiala, Petr 2001 “The Czech Republicthis political system transforming or
consolidated Bt'edoevropské politické studig, vol.1, winter 2001.

" The 1.5% mark was chosen as the threshold foiviegestate election funding (see Outly
2003), above which a party can be said to have selaeance.
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and the anti-system, relatively “isolated” Communizarty of Czech and
Moravia (KSCM) (Cabada and Sanc 2005: 150).

The Freedom Union — Democratic Union at first repreed a liberal center-
right position with emphasis on private propertydamarket economics.
Gradually it tried to take the position of a strbhndjberal party oriented

towards the middle class (HlouSek 2005: 450); nogless the party did not
succeed in achieving a stable position on the gaotiical spectrum of the
CR. The Association of Independents (SNK) origmaltesented itself as a
formation coming out of local politics; it gradual(now along with the

European Democrats — ED) began to define itseH kiseral party in the true
center of the political mainstream. Since their ibeigpgs the Greens have
taken positions mainly on ecological themes (Kaefein Malié, Marek 2005:

1579).

4. ANALYSES

4.1 Party documents

Analysis of party documents focused first on pantgtforms for elections to
the Chamber of Deputies CR and the European Patitifiom 1996° to
2006. Attention was focused on the positions oftigsrtoward points
concerning the process Blropean integrationthe European Unionand its
configuration of institutions. Other issues examdineclude the proposed
Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe; tlee European constitution.
Attention was concentrated on issues directly eeldb European federalism
where parties declared their favorable positionopposition on this issue
explicitly in the text. Besides election platfornasialysis was extended to texts
dealing directly with the European question, oriaias long- or short-term

party programs, the quantity and availability ofigthvaried depending on the

'8 The first elections in the independent Czech RBputiter the division of the Czech and
Slovak Federative Republic (1.1.1993).

14



materials produced by the different partlesn the case of the KDGSL/US-

DEU Coalition, documents of both these constitggatips were analyzed.

Analysis of the program documentation of individysdrties showed that

parties focused on the issues of European integraind European Union with

varying degrees of intensity which generally greithwhe approaching entry

of the Czech Republic. All of the parties that he&hts in Parliament during

1992 — 2004 regarded the entry of the Czech Reputib the EU as the main

goal of the CR’s foreign policy. Until 1998 all tdiese parties also advocated
the Czech Republic joining the European Union amsas possible, and did

not offer the alternative of not entering.

Analysis of the election programs and other pddguments revealed a
number of interesting facts. First and foremostlyean the parties dealt with
the issues of European integration and the Europd@ion mostly on the
margins, in generalized formulations. The ODS gadigiypresented itself as a
critic of current European integration and the BPpeaan Union, which it
regarded as too “federalizing”, but it did not defi what it meant by
“federation”. It contradicted its own thesis to somxtent in its campaign for
the EP by arguing that national states would playeeer-greater role in the
European Union. The party focused mainly on thenenuc criteria of
integration. It placed itself explicitly in opposih to the federalists. To the
contrary, the KDUESL (People’s Party) and the US-DEU (in the periatilu
2004) were advocates of federalism. The Peoplaty Bapecially placed great
emphasis on the values aspect of European integraithe PP also presented
their concept of a European political system fowhd® the principle of
European political parties. Both parties, howedenoted their main attention
to issues of European Union institutions, and dit elaborate their positions
on economic issues in terms of the principles &deral order (fiscal union,

budgetary policy, etc.) The position of the Comnstsiwas very critical of the

!9 This variability seemed problematic at first, fiucame to be understood as an advantage,
because it signaled the importance of the issuthéoparty.
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format of the European Union as a result of postEaopean integration. The
Communists declared their support in general foEuaopean integration
encompassing all of the European countries. Undesemt conditions,

however, the Communists do not support a suprametiprinciple for the

European Union. The position of the SNK and latee SNK European
Democrats was not very explicit at first, but thencepts contained in its
platform for elections to the CD CR indicated ttztp's clear leanings toward
a gradually developing federation. After an inigpariod of political searching,
the Greengde factoexpressed support for federal aspects of the Earop
Union (even though they explicitly refused to reaag distinctions between
individual models of unification, regarding them alsolete), which they
underlined by calling for the EU to be given a smathe UN Security Council.
All of the parties except for the ODS and the(f® supported the adoption of
the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europat, with varying degrees of

criticism.

4.2 Interviews with experts

In the spring of 2006, interviews were conductethwixperts of the individual
political parties for European issues. These espadre people within these
parties who took part in developing party positiars EU issues and were
recognized as experts by other party members, msidered themselves to be
such. The conversations had the character of etgtad interview: the experts
gave their answers to eleven open questions (sgermiix). Although the
research was conceived as one interview per piartyye case of the K&V
interviews were held with two experts. The reasmrtliis was lack of unity in
the party on the issue of European integrationtaedEuropean Union, which
was also evident in the ambivalent formulationdifferent party materials.

Interviews with the party experts revealed a nundfenteresting facts. First,

the conversations showed that parties emphasizenth@rtance of the general
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topic of European integration, but do not distisubetween its individual
forms or models. European integration is an impartaeme for parties in its
generaldimensions. Secondly, it was shown that few of éhesperts had a
personal or party-based opinion on the characténeoEuropean arrangement.
From the conversations it was evident that thectopiEuropean federalism is
not emphasized by the parties, even the ones #gatvdth it in their election
and other materials or regard it as part of thelitipal program (KDUCSL,
US-DEU). Although parties address the issue inrtpaity materials, either in
a positive (KDUESL, US-DEU) or negative (ODS) light, the topic istran
important one for them, and the answers from theeds indicated that it was
not important to the public, either. The convermairevealed that the ideas of
the experts on the content of the term are ratbeeigl.

It was also shown that all of the experts surveyetderred the supra-
national model of European system except for th&@Bd part of the K&W.
In favor of an explicitly federal model was the erpfrom the US-DEU, and
for the model of loose federation one of the experts from the ®8. Federal
leanings (with qualification as to actual potentif@r consensus) were
expressed by experts from tiS&SD and SNK European Democrats. Experts
from the KDUCSL and the Greens argued that the special charafter
“European reality” render speculation based on sngtlels meaningless.
The interviews with experts confirmed the partipssitions on the Treaty
Establishing a Constitution for Europe as expressedheir documents.
Positions in favor or against could be divided itwo groups: position toward
the idea of the Treaty and position toward itontent All of the experts
surveyed criticized the content of the text to wagydegrees of explicitness
(except the SNK European Democrats). Agreement thghdea of such a text
in principle was expressed by experts from the KO8I-, US-DEU,CSSD,
the Greens, and one of the & experts. The expert from the SNK European
Democrats emphasized the necessity of a new tieatyhe EU, whether
constitutional or otherwise. The ODS'’s criticismsamhat in terms of content

the treaty institutionalized the direction of th&) Eowards federatiori. The
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second KEM expert was opposed for the reasons containedénparty’s
program and materials.

Lack of unified opinion on European integration amdorms was
confirmed in the case of the K#: the other experts said that the members of
their party are unified on the issue, although thmay differ slightly in regard
to tempo (KDUESL). Because European federalism is not an impbtegic
to the parties, the issue of unified party opin@nfederalism (though not on
integration) has lost relevance. Also losing refeea was the problem
contained in the fourth question (see Appendix)jctvhwas both construed
different ways by the experts, and like the presiquestion tends to be
unimportant to the party. However, the parties thegticribed their position on
European federalism as being founded on stratege We SNK European
Democrats, and part of the K§I. These experts talked about achieving their
goals by means of a federal format for the EU. U DEU expert spoke
words to the effect that the topic is not being bagized at the moment,
because “you can’'t win elections with it". Positsoon federalism based on
ideology were expressed by the experts from the KI38l, CSSD, and one of
the experts from the KOV. The Green Party expert said that their position
was based more on “idealism” than ideology or strat According to all the
surveyed experts, the present European Union is andederation. The
formulation of criteria necessary to constituteeddration was answered only
on a most general level.

The experts all concluded that at the present timeee is no debate
being conducted about European federali§i8D, KDUCSL, Green, US-
DEU); if there is, then only within very narrow cies CSSD, KDUCSL), or
it is being conducted in terms of the promotionspkcial interests by the
individual states (US-DEU, Green).

One interesting finding was the difference in argamtion presented

in the election programs and other party materrakntioning European

federalism, and in their ability to describe or idefit. This difference

18



especially interesting with parties that discussaglabout the proper shape of
European federalism in their election and othertypanaterials, whether
explicitly (KDU-CSL, US-DEU, in the oppositional sense ODS), or inify

by advocating certain reforms (institutional oripg) clearly inspired by the
federal model SSD, Green). A major difference in argumentatiors \&kso
evident in the case of the K®: the answers of one of its experts were
completely identical with the party position, whildat of the second
respondent was the complete opposite. Meanwhilgsistency of position was
found with the SNK European Democrats. The intevgi@lso revealed that
the parties have still formed no concept or outforethe European system, the
European Union, or events on the European levek fdasons for this
circumstance must apparently be sought in whatC®8D expert said at one
point in the interview: that the Czech politicalrjges are numerically and
philosophically weak.

CONCLUSION

Analysis of election programs and other party maleralong with interviews
with experts from parties that received more tha?d of the vote in 2002,
provided answers to specific research questiongherbasis of which it was
possible to confirm or refute a set of hypotheses.

The first two hypotheses presented at the beginairtbis article were
refuted. However, it was possible to confirm hy@silk three.

It cannot be said that parties whose position onogaan integration is
positive must take a positive position on Europtsderalism as wellOn the
basis of the information gathered it was clear that position of the Civic
Democratic Party on European integration is pasjtbut it is sharply negative
towards what it calls European federalism.

It is also clear that parties whose position talw&ie European Union is
positive generally tend to take a basically positattitude toward European
federalism; however, this is not always the casestown by the K&M

“Euro-realists”. A position in favor of Europeandfralism was shown by the
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centrist parties (KDUESL, US-DEU, SNK European Democrats), and by the
ruling Social Democrats after 1998. The positiorthef Green Party, and one
wing of the KM, can also be characterized as positive. All & farties
analyzed took a favorable position on Europeargnatéon in general, except
for the Communists. In this sense it may be posgiblagree with the thesis
posed by Marks and others according to which tlomgept of the European
Union is the creation of the “mainstream” parti€gristian democrats, liberals,
social democrats, and conservatives. This is wieyptrties from these party
families favor European integration. On the oth&ndy it might be possible to
dispute another conclusion by Marks et. al. (20@6tording to which
euroskepticism in the countries of Central and &asEurope is concentrated
in the camgeft andTan, while a positive position is represented by theips
RightandGal, with the exception of the Czech Civic Democr&arty, which
is the most euro-skeptic in the region. It can eduted that the position of the
Civic Democrats on European integratiomat negative, as indicated in party
documents. Nor is it negative toward the form @& éxisting European Union,
with the existing constellation of institutions,caeding to the interview with
the party expert. It can be said that the positibthe Civic Democrats is very
critical towardfurther political unification of the Union, which does noean
however that it would be critical toward unificati@n anintergovernmental
level. The Green Party, which supports Europeaagnation including its

supra-national dimension, can be labeled as songetiian exception.

The second hypothesis, thadrties that advocate European federalism (as a
suitable system for the European Union consider idsaie of European
federalism as importanivas not confirmed, either. Although the KDISL
and the US-DEU in their materials explicitly defeddEuropean federalism,
the experts admitted that the issue had no impoetan the party. In the
materials of the Civic Democrats, European fedemaliwas explicitly
characterized as a threat, but the expert from @B& confirmed that the issue

had no importance in the party. The Social Demsdratheir materials did not
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explicitly name the federal model as the one thdyoaate; however, their
declared position on reform of institutions and coom policy pointed in the
direction of a federal system. But the Social Derabexpert as well denied
that the issue had any importance within the pdttyopean federalism was
treated as important by the SNK European Demoenatsthe “Euro-realist”
wing of the Communists. According to the experémiew, the “Euro-skeptic”
wing of the Communists is very ambivalent (the &ssl important “in the
negative sense”, but it is not seen as critical, twe Communists do not have
an “officially” declared position). All of the expis emphasized the importance

of the general issue of European integration.

The second hypothesis is closely related to thre tiypothesis, thahe issue
of European federalism is important for partiesth@ extent the issue is the
subject of party competitionThe expert responses clearly showed that at the
present time the issue does not represent a supjettument) of party
competition, and in this sense it is not importimtthe parties. To a certain
extent this confirms one of the theses of Steemmersnd Scott (2004), based
on salience theorythat the importance of an issue grows if otherigain the
political system put emphasis on the issue. Iliaarcthat none of the relevant
political parties places emphasis on the issueuobean federalism. The SNK
European Democrats stress it to some extent, butrgevance in the system
is low. A part of the Communists also emphasizeiseae to a certain extent,
but for one the party as a whole is politicallyl&ged, and secondly this is not
the “official” party position. It is interesting & a majority of party experts do
not think that the issue of European federalisimgortant to the Czech public
in general, either. The author was unsuccessf@couiring data that would
measure the attitude of the Czech public towards rtfodels of European
integration; however, on the basis of availableadan the attitudes of the
Czech public toward the Treaty for the Europeandiitution published by the
Center for Research on Public Opinion (CVVM) it wasssible to speculate

that the importance of the issue to the Czech publgreater than the experts
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believe. To the research question “What method etision on the
acceptance/rejection of the Treaty for the Esthbiesnt of a Constitution for
Europe is best for the CR?”, 62% of respondentatedreferendum while
only 22% indicatedParliamentary voteas the best methdd.To another
research question, whether the respondent wouklgakt in a referendum on
the adoption of the European Constitution, 58% hafsé surveyed said yes
(either “definitely yes” or “probably yes”); 27%idano (combining categories
“definitely not” and “probably not”), and 16% saitley didn’t know?* This
would seem to indicate a definite interest on taeg pf the public in one of the
aspects of a federal system. It might thereforadded whether public interest
in the issue of European integration itself is gotater than thought by the
experts, or whether the reason for the assumeddhakterest is not lack of
public information. In this regard we can agairereio CVVM data: queried
about information on the Treaty for a European @tari®on, 5% of those
surveyed said they were well-informed (combinintggaries “very well” and
“well”), while 91% of respondents said they werd mformed (combining the

categories “not very well” and “not at all”); 4%cfi't know?

As for the Treaty Establishing a Constitution farrgpe and the positions of
the individual parties, it was shown that the marthat agreed with the idea of
a European Constitution are thoroughly pro-feddted; parties whose attitude
toward the idea of a constitution was positive, bid¢ not agree with the
content of the Constitution’s text, were also peddral. None of the parties
considers the current European Union to be a fédaraA definition of the
criteria that would make the Union a federation Wamulated by the experts
only on a very general level: policy on internatiblaw, similar economic and
cultural conditions (ODS), federal institutions ygonment, Parliament, courts,
and“many, many other institutions"CSSD),“some basic attributes(KSCM

- the first expert; not answered by the second,dtr@nsfer of competencies”

20 Horékova 2005b: 2% answered “another way”, 14%n“denow”. Data from April 2005.
L Horékova 2005b: data from April 2005
2 Horékova 2005a: data from April 2005.
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and “the way elections are held”(KDU-CSL), “greater and closer
cooperation” (US-DEU), transparent decision-making, reform ofosm
important policies dealing witlfdevelopment of European countries and
European regions”and their democratization (Greens). The responséhéy
expert from the SNK European Democrats was relgtivieorough: basic
unification of tax and social systems, unified &agfion, unified criminal law,
assumption of the defense function of the statewéver, no fundamental
conceptualization of European federalism was foewen in the materials of
the parties that operated with the term directyD(KCSL, US-DEU). The
parties concentrated mostly on institutional referland policies that the
members states of the Union should have in comm@uU(CSL, US-DEU,
CSSD, Green), but focused less on other aspectseqidssible federal system
(for example budgetary policy).

It turned out that the position on European fedgmalwas not divisive
for any of the analyzed parties except th&’K& in which differing currents of
thought on European integration and the EuropeaioriJexist. This was
evident both from the responses of the expertswhstalso explicitly stated by
one of the respondents. The first of those survelgeded any split in opinion

on European integration.

In view of the declared low importance of the isturethe parties (even
in the case of parties that declared European déder their European goal), it
was difficult to answer questions dealing with idgpcal or strategic
approaches to the problem. The difficulty was egbkdrby the lack of clarity
in some of the questions posed for the intervialwgh some simplification it
can be said, therefore, that the experts from tBéN, CSSD, KDUCSL and
ODS characterized their own responses as beingdélron their party’s
ideology. The experts from the SNK European Dentscaad the US-DEU
identified their positions as strategic. The expemn the Greens said that their
position was neither “ideological” nor “strategidiut “idealistic’. The lack of

importance attributed by the experts to the isfuEuropean federalism also
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relates to the fact that, in their opinion, no deba currently taking place over
European federalism, either on the national or peao level. Where
discussion is taking place, it is limited to a oarrgroup of people, using
undefined terminology, as an arena for promoting plarticular interests of
individual states.

Although it is clear that in political science discse a debate over variant
models of the European Union is being conducteded@ms that the political
parties in the Czech Republic studied here areengaged on the issue. This
can apparently be explained by the statement ofafrtbe surveyed experts
concerning the numerical and philosophical weakrmdsthe Czech political

parties.
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APPENDIX

Interview questions

1. Which of the models of European integrationlésest to your party? (Which of the
integration paradigms is closest to your party?)

2. Does your party support the current Europeartesysi.e. the current European
Union?

3. Does your party support a federal model faoga?

4a) Is the position of your party on European fatiem based on the party’s strategy?
4b) Is the position of your party on European fallem based on the party's
ideology?

5. What is the position of your party on the stied European constitution?

6. Is the issue of European federalism importaybur party?

7. Do you think that the issue of European fedgrals important to the public?

8. Is your party unified on the issue of Europgsateralism?

9. According to your party, is the current Eurap&Jnion a federal one?

10a) If so — what are the criteria that make gdefation?

10b) If not — what criteria would have to be fuéfd to make the EU a federation?
11”. What is the debate about, if there is a debavetdituropean federalism”? What

does the term “European federalism — Eurofederalisgan to your party?

" After the first interview the originally formuladequestion on the definition of the term was
changed to the definition of the debate on Eurodederalism. The answer to the original
guestion proved to be clear from the other questinrthe interview.
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