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Recent years have seen an upsurge in academic research on the subject of political
party attitudes towards European integration’ and specifically on the emergence of
party-based Euroscepticism.? The formation of the Opposing Europe Research
Network (OERN) three years ago was linked to this burgeoning interest in the impact
of the EU on domestic politics and has provided much of the impetus for its
development. This literature has produced some extremely valuable single country or
party case studies as well as more comparative and theoretical contributions.> Most of
the theoretical controversies that have arisen within the various papers and seminars
on this topic have focussed on two linked issues. Firstly, how does one define and
measure party-based Euroscepticism? Secondly, what is it that causes parties to adopt
Eurosceptic positions and/or Eurosceptic discourses in party competition?

This paper seeks to address and move forward the debate on these two controversial
theoretical issues. It surveys the current literature and attempts to draw conclusions in
terms of where the debate has reached. The paper begins by examining the
definitional controversies and, on the basis of the various approaches surveyed,
attempts to draw some tentative conclusions about how party-based Euroscepticism
should be conceptualised. Section two briefly considers some of the positions and
discourses that have, in our view, been wrongly categorised as party-based
Euroscepticism (by ourselves, among others!). Section three examines whether or not
(and how) it is possible to 'measure' levels of party-based Euroscepticism and
critically evaluates our own earlier attempts to try to do so. Finally, section four
reflects on the academic debate on what causes party-based Euroscepticism. This has
tended to be portrayed (wrongly, in our view) in dichotomous terms as an argument
between those who give priority to ideological-programmatic impulses on the one
hand and those who stress the imperatives of strategic-tactical positioning on the
other. It should be stressed that this is very much a summary of research in progress
and that the conclusions it reaches are tentative ones. It is primarily as a synthesis of|
and our latest contribution to, an ongoing debate rather than the last word.

The paper argues that analysts must be careful to ensure that definitions of party based
Euroscepticism are not over-inclusive and should refer specifically to party attitudes

! See, for example: J. Gaffney, ed. Political Parties and the European Union. London: Routledge.
1996; S. Hix and C. Lord, Political Parties in the European Union. Basingstoke: Macmillan. 1997; L.
Ray, ‘Measuring party orientations towards European integration: Results from an expert survey,’
European Journal of Political Research. Vol 36. 1999. pp283-306; G. Marks and C. Wilson, National
Parties and the Contestation of Europe' in T. Banchoff and Mitchell P. Smith. Legitimacy and the
European Union: The contested polity. London: Routledge. 1999. pp113-133; G. Marks and C. Wilson,
“The past in the present: A cleavage theory of party positions on European integration,” British Journal
of Political Science. Vol 30. 2000. pp433-459; R. Ladrech, ed., Special Issue: The Europeanization of
Party Politics. Party Politics. Vol 8 No 4. July 2002; M. Steenbergen and G. Marks, ‘Dimensions of
Contestation in the European Union,” Comparative Politics Special Issue, Vol 35 No 8. October 2002.
2 See, for example: P. Taggart, 'A Touchstone of Dissent: Euroscepticism in Contemporary Western
European Party Systems', European Journal of Political Research, Vol 33 .1998. pp363-388; Special
issue of European Integration. Vol 22. 2000; N. Sitter, ‘The Politics of Opposition and European
Integration in Scandinavia: Is Euro-Scepticism a Government-Opposition Dynamic?” West European
Politics. Vol 24 No 4. October 2001. pp22-39; P. Kopecky and C. Mudde, 'The Two Sides of
Euroscepticism: Party Positions on European Integration in East Central Europe,’ European Union
Politics. Vol 3 No 3. 2002. pp297-326.

3 See: http://www.sussex.ac.uk/Units/SEl/oern/WorkingPapers/index.html.



towards European integration through the EU in principle and the EU’s current or
future trajectory. The next stage in the process of theory-building is to locate party
based Euroscepticism within a broader typology of party positions on Europe that
breaks down attitudes among pro-integrationist parties. However, the more complex
and fine-grained the typology is the more difficultit is to operationalise. Finally, we
argue that the debate on causality (as well as that on conceptualisation and definition)
has been confused by the conflation of Eurosceptic party positions and the use of
Eurosceptic discourses in inter-party competition. In our view, these two phenomena
need to be clearly distinguished for analytical purposes and have different causal
mechanisms.*

1. What is party-based Euroscepticism?

The term Euroscepticism has emerged relatively recently as a concept derived from
journalistic discourse rather than political science.” Euroscepticism tends to be used as
a generic, catch-all term encapsulating a disparate bundle of attitudes opposed to
European integration in general and opposition to the EU in particular. Consequently,
political scientists who have attempted to borrow and adapt the term to analyse the
impact of European integration on domestic politics and party systems have
encountered a number of conceptual difficulties. This is particularly true when they
have attempted to analyse the phenomenon of Euroscepticism in a comparative (and
especially pan-European) way.

In recent years, several authors have attempted to define the term with greater
precision, with specific reference to its manifestation in party politics. Our own
working definition developed and refined over the last two-and-a-half years built on
Taggart's initial observation that it was used as a term that "expresses the idea of
contingent or qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified
opposition to the process of European integration."® Subsequently, we attempted to
break this concept down to distinguish between principled (Hard) opposition to
European integration and contingent (Soft) opposition, with attitudes towards a
country's membership of the EU being viewed as the ultimate litmus test of whether
one fell into the first or second camp. Consequently, we arrived at the following
definition of party-based Hard Euroscepticism as being: "where there is a principled
opposition to the EU and European integration and therefore can be seen in parties
who think that their counties should withdraw from membership, or whose policies
towards the EU are tantamount to being opposed to the whole project of European

4 The focus of this paper is on how Euroscepticism manifests itself at the elite level, with political
parties being the specific unit of analysis. It does not attempt to extrapolate these findings to the mass
level in order to analyse the conceptualisation, measurement and causality of public Euroscepticism,
nor makes any claims that the analytical framework set out here is transferable in this way. It almost
certainly is not.

5 The Oxford English Dictionary, which defines it as "a person, sp. 2 politician, who is sceptical about
the supposed benefits to Britain of increasing co-operation with the fellow members of the European
Union, esp. one who strongly opposes greater political or economic integration", cites its first usage to
an a June 1986 article in the Times referring to British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher. See: C.
Flood, 'Euroscepticism: A Problematic Concept,' Paper presented to the UACES 32nd Annual
Conference and 7th Research Conference, Queen's University Belfast, 2-4 September 2002. Flood cites
Simon Usherwood as his source for this.

§ See: 'A Touchstone of Dissent'. p365. This is the first reference to the term in the Social Science
Citation Index and, therefore, probably the first attempt in the academic literature to define party-based
Euroscepticism.



integration as it is currently conceived." Party-based Soft Euroscepticism, on the other
hand, was "where there is NOT a principled objection to European integration or EU
membership but where concerns on one (or a number) of policy areas leads to the
expression of qualified opposition to the EU, or where there is a sense that 'national
interest' is currently at odds with the EU trajectory. "7

The Hard-Soft Euroscepticism dichotomy was designed as a (in the end, rather
cumbersome) working definition for the specific purpose of conducting basic,
comparative empirical research on manifestation of Euroscepticism in European party
systems. Although it has been extensively applied (and critiqued) by other
researchers, it is important to bear in mind that it was originally formulated very much
as a work in progress with the explicit objective of stimulating further debate and we
have never been theologically attached to it.

The most comprehensive alternative conceptualisation, based on a critique of our
Hard-Soft distinction, emerged from Kopecky and Mudde.® Kopecky and Mudde's
critique of our working definition was based on two main strands of argument (both
of which, incidentally, we agree with). Firstly, they argued explicitly that our
definition of Soft party-based Euroscepticism was too inclusive and all-encompassing
or, as they put it, "defined (Euroscepticism) in such a broad manner that virtually
every disagreement with any policy decision of the EU can be included." Secondly,
and more implicitly, they argued that support for or opposition EU membership was
not the litmus test that we made it in our Hard-Soft dichotomy and, therefore, not the
key distinction that should be drawn among critics of the European integration
project.

Returning to Taggart's original 1998 conceptualisation, that placed greater emphasis
on attitudes towards European integration per se rather than attitudes for or against
EU membership, they argued for a two-stage distinction. Firstly, between: those
parties that supported or opposed the principle of ceding sovereignty to supranational
bodies (what they describe as the original ideas underlying the EU). Secondly,
between those parties that supported or opposed the planned further extensions of EU
sovereignty (what they call the EU's current or expected future trajectory). On the
basis of these two dichotomies - party attitudes towards both European integration
through the EU in principle and the EU's current or future trajectory - they produced a

four-fold typology of party positions on Europe as follows: .3
Euroenthusiasts Europramatists
(pro-integration and trajectory) (anti-integration, pro-trajectory)
Eurosceptics Eurorejects
(pro-integration, anti-trajectory) (anti-integration, anti-trajectory)

7 See: P. Taggart and A. Szczerbiak, The Party Politics of Euroscepticism in EU Member and
Candidate States, SE1 Working Paper No 51/Opposing Europe Research Network Working Paper No
6, April 2002. Brighton: Sussex European Institute.

§ See: "The Two Sides of Euroscepticism'. An earlier (slightly different) version of this paper appeared
as 'Empty Words or Irreducible Core? Euroscepticism in East Central Europe,' Paper presented to the
97th Annual Meeting of the American Political Scicence Association, 30 August-2 September 2001,
San Francisco.

? See: 'The Two Sides of Euroscepticism.' p300.



In many ways, Kopecky and Mudde's critique and alternative conceptualisation is
very well thought through and moves the debate on defining party-based
Euroscepticism forward in a significant way. We accept that our definition of Soft
party-based Euroscepticism may, indeed, have been too broad and included parties
that were in essence pro-European integration. In particular, we find what we consider
to be their most important argument to be a compelling one. That is, that the key
variables in determining party attitudes should be: firstly, underlying support for or
opposition to the European integration project through the EU per se (rather than a
party's support for or opposition to their country's membership at any given time) and,
secondly, attitudes towards further actual or planned extensions of EU competencies.
In particular, we accept the weakness of using attitudes towards EU membership as
the key definitional variable separating different party positions towards Europe.

This is partly because of our own and others empirical findings on this issue. This
points to the fact that whether or not a party says that it is in favour of their country
being a member of the EU is certainly important at particular moments such as
accession referendums and potentially crucial in terms of the translation of broad
party positions into specific policy outcomes. However, it also suggests that party
attitudes towards EU membership may be a more conjunctural-opportunistic stance
developed in response to short term tactical and medium-term strategic domestic
considerations such as the 'deal’ that their country is currently being offered or relating
to positioning the party during a referendum campaign. For example, Fallend's
account of party-based Euroscepticism in Austria describes how the Green party
came to terms with EU membership after their country voted Yes votes to accession
referendums without really changing their underlying attitudes towards the European
integration project.!® Similarly, in her account of party-based Euroscepticism in
Hungary describes how two parties, the Justice and Life Party and Hungarian
Workers' Party switched their positions on this issue with relative ease in response to
short term tactical coalition considerations."* In Poland the Polish Peasant Party
appears to be determining its attitudes towards the June 2003 EU accession
referendum on the basis of a cost-benefit analysis of the terms negotiated and whether
the government will introduce some specific items of legislation effecting farmers and
rural areas.'? This suggests that attitudes a party's stance on its country's EU
membership is not, in fact, such a caesura as described in our original Hard-Soft
conceptualisation. On other occasions, it may also be simply a paper commitment in
deference to a certain political correctness about attitudes towards EU membership
that masks an underlying hostility to the principle of European integration through the
EU. This could almost certainly explain the attitude of some parties in Central and
Eastern Europe, such as the Slovak National Party, that claim to be pro-EU
membership in principle but whose actions and underlying values suggest a

1 See: F. Fallend, ‘Opposing Europe: Euroscepticism of Political Parties in Austria’ Paper prepared
for the workshop on 'Opposing Europe: Euroscepticism and Political Parties', ECPR Joint Sessions of
Workshops, Turin, 22-27 March 2002. p10.

11 See: A. Batory, “Euroscepticism in the Hungarian Party System’ in P. Taggart and A. Szczerbiak,
eds. Opposing Europe: The Comparative Party Politics of Euroscepticism. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. forthcoming. :

12 See: ‘Warunki ludowcow’, Rzeczpospolita. 14 March 2003.



fundamental hostility to the European integration."® In other words, party attitudes
towards EU membership do not necessarily tell us what that party's deeper position is
on the broader underlying issue of European integration through the EU.

However, while agreeing with the broad thrust of their critique and overall argument,
we also have a number of reservations about the Kopecky/Mudde classificatory
schema. The first of these is a relatively less important terminological one, namely:
that it departs from the existing common usage of the term Euroscepticism by
confining it to a sub-set of what would generally be considered Eurosceptic attitudes.
In the popular sense, the term Eurosceptic generally encompasses both principled and
contingent opposition to the European integration project. (Indeed, many
commentators often use the term even more broadly to refer to virtually any criticism
of the EU, a criticism that we have been accused of in the past.) This is a point that we
consider in greater detail in the next section. Kopecky and Mudde, on the other hand,
refer to principled opponents of European integration either generically as
‘Europhobes’ or specifically if they (logically) combine this with criticism of the EU's
current/future trajectory (ie deepening) as ‘Eurorejects’.14

Secondly, we believe that Kopecky and Mudde's Europragmatist category comprising
 parties that are opposed to European integration in principle but supportive of the
further extensions of EU sovereignty and the deepening of integration project that the
EU's current trajectory envisages, is illogical. The placement of certain parties such as
the Movement for a Democratic Slovakia and the Hungarian Independent
Smallholders Party in this particular category simply reflects the fact that they have
positions on Europe that make them extremely difficult to categorise. In our view, the
fact that there will be certain parties that are difficult to fit neatly into any typology is
something that we simply have to accept rather than inventing separate and illogical
categories for them.

Thirdly, and most importantly, we believe that Kopecky and Mudde's default
Euroenthusiast category is too inclusive and does not really capture the full range of
different approaches to the EU that are encompassed within it. In doing, it produces
strange bedfellows (in the same way that we were rightly accused of doing in our Soft
Eurosceptic category) placing the Polish Peasant Party and Hungarian Fidesz party in
the same box as the Polish Civic Platform and Hungarian Alliance of Free Democrats.
In other words, the Kopecky-Mudde classificatory does not capture the fact that just
as opposition to the European integration project can be both principled and
contingent so can support for it. Any classificatory schema that attempts to be
comprehensive and offer a full-blown typology of party positions (as Kopecky and
Mudde’s typlogy does) must capture and reflect different degrees of enthusiasm for
the European integration project as well as opposition to it. g

13 See: K. Henderson, 'Euroscepticism or Europhobia: Opposition to the EU in the Slovak Republic,’
SEI Working Paper No 50/Opposing Europe Research Network Working Paper No 5, September 2001.
Brighton: Sussex European Institute. p22.

14 gome other academic commentators are more sympathetic to using the terminology in this way.
Katz, for example, implies that a different term (such as Europhobia) may be appropriate for principled
opposition to the European project given that "'scepticism'’ ordinarily refers to doubts or reservations
rather than outright opposition." See: R.S. Katz, ‘Euroscepticism in Parliament: A Comparative
Analysis of the European and National Parliaments', Paper prepared for the workshop on 'Opposing
Europe: Euroscepticism and Political Parties', ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops, Turin, 22-27 March
2002. p2. See also: Euroscepticism or Europhobia.'



Logically, therefore, the next step in terms of building upon our and Kopecky and
Mudde's attempts to conceptualise party-based Euroscepticism (but one that goes
beyond the scope of this paper) is to further break down the category of parties that
are broadly supportive of both the European integration project in principle and the
EU's current trajectory. In other words, it is necessary to locate Eurosceptic party
positions within a broader typology of party positions on Europe that reflect nuances
among the (broadly conceived) Euro-enthusiast bloc of parties. Some commentators
have already made some tentative attempts to try to do this. Conti and Verzichelli, for
example, have (without using this precise terminology) attempted to break down the
pro-European integration camp into principled and contingent Euro-enthusiasts to
mirror the principled and contingent opposition that is to be found among Eurosceptic
parties.'” The most ambitious and comprehensive attempt to develop a classificatory
schema that encompasses a range of party positions on Europe is Flood's (which,
interestingly, deliberately avoids the term Euroscepticism).'® This comprises six
categories (all carrying the prefix EU- rather than Euro-):

® Rejectionist - positions opposed to either (i) membership of the EU or (ii)
participation in some particular institution or policy.

® Revisionist - positions in favour of a retum to the state of affairs before some
major treaty revision either (i) in relation to the entire configuration of the EU or
(ii) in relation to one or more policy areas.

e Minimalist - positions accepting the status quo but resisting further integration
either (i) of the entire structure or (ii) of some particular policy area(s).

® Gradualist - positions supporting further integration either (i) of the system as a
whole or (ii) in some particular policy area(s), so long as the process is taken
slowly and with great care.

® Reformist - positions of constructive engagement, emphasising the need to
improve one or more existing institutions and/or practices.

® Maximalist - positions in favour of pushing forward with the existing processes as
rapidly as is practicable towards higher levels of integration either (i) of the
overall structure or (ii) in some particular policy areas. (all emphases in the
original)

Apart from the epistemological problem that these categories are not necessarily
mutually exclusive and some parties might comfortably be located in more than one
of them, Flood's typology (together with Kopecky and Mudde's) draws our attention
towards one of the generic problems of defining party positions on the European
issue, including Eurosceptic ones. That is: that the more complex and fine-grain the
typology, the more difficult it is to operationalise and categorise the parties. This is
because parties rarely elaborate their policies on the key issues on European
integration in such detail that we can properly categorise them. Put simply, both the
Flood and the Kopecky-Mudde typologies require a lot of data in order to categorise
broad underlying party positions with the degree of precision that is required to fully
operationalise them and this kind of information is often not available. There are, of

15 See: N. Conti and L. Verzichelli. “The European dimension of political discourse in Italy. A
longitudinal analysis of party preferences (1950-2001)” in M. Cotta, ed., /taly and Europe,
forthcoming.

16 See: Euroscepticism.'



course, various strategies that researchers can adopt to circumvent this problem. For
example, Baker et al have attempted to analyse the broad underlying positions of
British parties (particularly the Conservatives) by referring to their broader political
and this approach could be generalised to other parties and party systems."”
Ultimately, however, all of these approaches involve inferring party positions on
Europe from statements on other policy areas or broader ideological positions and,
therefore, involve a high degree of imprecision and second-guessing about what party
positions really are.

Ironically, given that Kopecky and Mudde’s empirical focus is on four Central and
East European EU candidate countries, this kind of data is actually is actually easier to
obtain for parties in current member states. The latter are likely to have had more time
to work out elaborate stances on various EU-related issues so that the researcher can
discem the kind of EU that they are in favour or against with greater precision. In the
candidate states, however, it is difficult to identify a party's stance on either European
integration through the EU in principle or on the EU's current trajectory because most
of them do not articulate them, or simply have not even considered them. Very few
parties have elaborated their positions on the kind of EU they want to quite the extent
of Vaclav Klaus' Civic Democratic Party, the paradigmatic case of a Eurosceptic party
(pro-integration in principle, but anti-the EU's current trajectory) according to
Kopecky and Mudde.'® Henderson illustrates this point very well in a paper discussing
the particular problems of researching party-based Euroscepticism in the context of
the Central and East European candidate states when she argues that "it is likely that
'Europe’ will be viewed through the prism of domestic politics even more strongly in
post-communist states than in westermn Europe.""” In most cases, parties in candidate
states have, indeed, tended to view EU integration almost exclusively through the
prism of the accession negotiations and the kind of 'deal’ that their country is likely to
be offered. The kind of EU that they want to be members of (the kind of subjects
being addressed by the Convention on the Future of Europe, for example) are issues
of pure abstraction to them and therefore rarely addressed in any detail in party
programmes, if at all. Moreover, given the predominant role that domestic politics
plays in determining party positions on Europe, criticisms of the EU in candidate sates
are generally couched in terms of attacking the membership terms and conditions that
are being offered by the EU and that country's government’s approach to the EU

negotiations.zo

Nevertheless, it is possible to overplay the differences between the candidate and
member states. Many parties in the latter also view the European issue primarily 7

17 See, for example: D.Baker A. Gamble and D. Seawright, * Sovereign nations and global markets:
modern British Conservatism and hyperglobalism,” British Journal of Politics and International
Relations. Vol 4 No 3. October 2002. pp399-428. At an Opposing Europe Research Network seminar
held at the LSE on July 31st 2002, Sean Hanley (Brunel University) has argued that another approach
is to analyse a party's underlying cultural-historical orientation.

18 On the Czech Civic Democrats see: S. Hanley, ‘Party Institutionalisation and Centre Right
Euroscepticism in East Central Europe: The Case of the Civic Democratic Party in the Czech
Republic,” Paper presented to the ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops, Turin, 22-27 March 2002.

19 See: K. Henderson, ‘Exceptionalism or convergence? Euroscepticism and party systems in Central
and Eastern Europe,' Paper presented to the ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops, Turin, 22-27 March
2002, p9.

% This is not the same as contesting the European integration project as such or the EU's current/future
trajectory and, as Kopecky and Mudde argue, it is incorrect to classify such parties as Eurosceptic. This
point is discussed in more detail in the next section.



through the lens of domestic politics and it is possible to exaggerate the extent to
which they too have elaborated detailed policy positions on a broad range of EU-
related issues. Lees’ analysis of party programmes in the October 2002 German
Bundestag election highlights how little detail was accorded to this issue (and
therefore, of the difficulties of identifying broad, underlying party positions) even in
one of the EU founder states. This is in spite of the fact that German parties have had
several decades when they have been constantly forced to confront the issue of what
kind of EU they want to see.”!

In the short term, therefore, we would argue that Kopecky and Mudde's classificatory
schema should be modified so that it so that it focuses solely on party-based
opposition to European integration, rather than attempting to locate their categories
within a broader classificatory schema of party positions on Europe, and adopts the
more popular usage of the term/convention of referring to Euroscepticism as both
principled and contingent opponents of EU integration. While we think that the basic
two-fold distinction based on the Kopecky and Mudde criteria‘is more workable than
our original Hard-Soft formulation, we would re-formulate it as follows. Hard
Euroscepticism (what Kopecky and Mudde term Eurorejectionism) might be defined
as principled opposition to the project of European integration, in other words, based
on the ceding or transfer of powers to supranational institution such as the EU. Soft
Euroscepticism (what they term simply Euroscepticism) might be re-defined as when
there is not a principled objection to the European integration project transferring
powers to a supranational body such as the EU, but there is opposition to the EU's
current or future planned trajectory based on the further extension of competencies
that the EU is planning to make. This is a short-term theory building exercise and
must, in our view, be only a first step in the larger project of developing a more
comprehensive typology of party positions on Europe that offers a more nuanced
approach to pro-integration as well as anti-integration stances.

2. Opposing Europe or Problematising Furope? What party-based Euroscepticism is
not

As noted above, the term Euroscepticism has been used in an all-encompassing and
over-inclusive way by a number of commentators, including by us. Finally, therefore,
on this issue of definition it is worth discussing briefly a number of problem cases that
those who have been researching this topic have had difficulties with when
considering whether or not to include them in the definition of party-based
Euroscepticism. The examples listed below are intended to be illustrative rather than
exhaustive and there are, no doubt, other such difficult areas that can be added.

i. Criticising the EU for failing to reflect your country's national interests

Does a party criticising the EU for failing to properly reflect its country's national
interests in, for example, budget negotiations (in the case of member states) or
accession negotiations (in the case of candidate states) count as Euroscepticism? We
have been criticised for appearing to include this within our definition of party-based
Euroscepticism ("a sense that national interest is at odds with the EU's current

2! See: C. Lees. The German Bundestag Election of October 2002. Opposing Europe Research
Network/Royal Institute of International Affairs Election Briefing No 8 at
http://www sussex. ac.uk/Units/SEl/oem/ElectionBriefings/index. html.



trajectory") and, therefore, of being over-inclusive. Clearly, it is possible at any given
time for almost any party, however pro-European, to engage in this kind of rhetoric.
On reflection, therefore, we believe that it was incorrect of us to include these kind of
critics of the EU within our definition of party-based Euroscepticism. In other words,
we now reject the idea that criticism of the EU for simply failing to reflect their
country's national interests is sufficient for a party to be described as Eurosceptic.

ii. Criticising specific EU policies

We also accept the criticism made by some commentators that our formulation of Soft
party-based Euroscepticism as outlined above was in danger of including parties that
only have concems about what is going on in one or two EU policy areas. As noted
above, Kopecky and Mudde have argued that "soft Euroscepticism is defined (by
Taggart and Szczerbiak) in such a broad manner that virtually every disagreement
with any policy decision of the EU can be included."? Similarly, in a paper discussing
party-based Euroscepticism in Belgium, Deschouwer and van Assche criticised us for
including "concerns about what is going on in one or in a few policy areas"? within
our definition. In his discussion of party-based Euroscepticism in Finland, Raunio
points out how parties can have individual policies that are against the EU's current
trajectory but nonetheless remain broadly in favour of it and therefore have a broad
underlying party position that is not Eurosceptic. For example, the Finnish Social
Democrats and Green League who opposed a common European defence policy but
broadly support 'deepening' European integration in principle.”* Clearly if a party is
broadly in favour of both European integration through the EU in principle and the
EU's general current trajectory but opposes one particular extension of sovereignty
(to, say, include Common Foreign or Defence Policy) then that does not necessarily
make it Eurosceptic. All of this, of course, begs a series of questions, an important one
being: how many extensions of sovereignty must a party oppose before it can be
categorised as Eurosceptic? In this respect, a certain amount of common sense has to
be applied. There are no simple answers here and clearly further reflection on this
point is necessary. The basic point is that opposing only one or two EU policy areas is
clearly not sufficient to qualify a party as Eurosceptic.

An possible alternative answer is to focus on the quality of the policy being opposed
rather than the quantity. We might want to ask what sorts of policies are being
opposed and to differentiate between ‘core’ and ‘peripheral” areas of policy concern
for the EU. Clearly a party opposed to EMU is more Eurosceptic than a party opposed
to the Common Fisheries Policy. Again, there will be disagreement about what
constitutes core policies but it is clear that picking away at marginal policy
disagreements does not necessary constitute Euroscepticism.

22 Gee: 'The Two Sides of Euroscepticism'’, p300.

2 gee: K. Deschouwer and M. Van Assche, 'Why is there no Euroscepticism in Belgium?' Paper
prepared for ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops workshop on ‘Opposing Europe: Euroscepticism and
political parties,’ Turin, March 22-27 2002. p24.

4 See: T. Raunio, 'The difficult task of opposing EU in Finland', Paper presented to ECPR Joint
Sessions of Workshops workshop on 'Opposing Europe: Euroscepticism and political parties’, Turin,
March 22-27 2002. pp 8 and 11.



iii. Opposing EU enlargement

Although some observers appear to have interpreted it as such,” we have never
explicitly included opposition to EU enlargement as evidence of party-based
Euroscepticism. In our view, opposition to 'widening' the EU contains no necessary
assumptions about the current or future trajectory of the European project in terms of
giving the EU further competencies or 'deepening' integration. Indeed, it can be
argued that (in some Eurosceptic's view, at least) widening and deepening European
integration may actually have conflicting logics so that opposition to enlargement can
(logically, if not necessarily correctly) be equally well adopted by those who oppose
as well as support or oppose 'deeper’ European integration. As Baker et al point out in
their survey of British Conservative MPs, the "strong support of some Eurosceptic
Conservatives for widening the EU to well over 20 countries, carries with it the covert
intent of diluting, weakening and eventually destroying the basis of the whole process
of EU."?® In other words, Eurosceptic parties can support EU enlargement without
necessarily supporting the EU's current or future trajectory; indeed, they may see it as
a way of undermining it!

iv. Criticising the EU for being insufficiently integrationist and/or undemocratic

Another problem area that has puzzled analysts is the issue of whether to categorise as
Eurosceptic those parties that criticise the EU for being insufficiently integrationist?
This is the kind of critique that is often levelled at the EU by New Politics' left parties
such as the Greens and often combined with calls for the 'democratisation’ of the
EU.? 1t is clearly difficult to consider parties that call for the transfer of more
competencies to the EU-level as being opposed to the EU's current/future trajectory in
terms of deepening integration and, therefore, incorrect to categorise them as
Eurosceptic. As to whether or not parties that call for the 'democratisation’ of the EU
should be included in the Eurosceptic category, then it really depends on what
precisely they are referring to as the means to achieve this objective. If they are
calling, for example, for Treaty revisions to repatriate powers to national governments
then this is clearly against the EU's current/future trajectory in terms of deepening
integration and therefore indicative of a Eurosceptic stance. If, on the other hand,
democratisation is synonymous with strengthening supranational institutions such as
the European Parliament (as is often the case with New Politics' left critics of the
EU), then this cannot be interpreted as opposed to the EU's current/future trajectory of
deepening integration and, therefore, not Eurosceptic.

To sum up this part of the argument: we believe that commentators need to be careful
to avoid the temptation of interpreting parties that problematise Europe, opposing
whatever the EU happens to be doing at any given time (however vigorously), with
party-based Euroscepticism. It is clearly perfectly possible for a party to problematise
aspects of European integration without necessarily being a Eurosceptic party. To
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include these parties within definition of party-based Euroscepticism is, indeed,
casting this net too widely. Some commentators have implicitly drawn our attention to
a phenomenon which they refer to as “Euro-criticism’?®: criticising the EU without
being opposed to European integration through the EU. We shall retum to this idea of
parties engaging in Euro-criticism (or, perhaps, Euro-contestation), problematising
Europe without being Eurosceptic, in our later discussion on causal mechanisms.

3. (How) Can party-based Euroscepticism be measured?

The question of definition is, of course, inextricably linked with issues of
measurement and testing propositions about the Jevels of Euroscepticism within
different party systems. Only when one knows who the Eurosceptic (and other) parties
are can one begin to attempt to measure levels of party-based Euroscepticism. But
even assuming that one can define party positions with any degree of precision in this
way, is it possible to measure /evels of Euroscepticism within party systems? In our
previous papers, we included the party's share of the vote at the most recent
parliamentary election, alongside the lists of parties that we considered to be
Eurosceptic. We believe that this remains a valid exercise providing that one can
develop an operationalisable definition of a Eurosceptic party. Vote shares for parties
give can provide us with a crude but simple and clear indicator of the importance of
these Eurosceptic parties within their national party systems although it does not give
us a guide to levels of support for Euroscepticism.

However, we also went on to aggregate the vote share for Eurosceptic parties and, on
this basis, attempt to compare levels of party-based Euroscepticism across Europe.
We then tested a series of propositions on the link between levels of Eursocepticism
in a party system and: public opposition to EU membership, the prospects of
accession to the EU of candidate states, state Iongevity,29 levels of trust in the political
regime, institutions and political actors,”® and type of party system in that country.’
However, commentators such as Deshouwer and Van Assche have questioned the
extent to which electoral results can be used as an indicator of party-based
Euroscepticism at the country level and, more broadly, whether party-based

(!

% Benedetto, for example, uses this term when discussing the Green and Radical Left groupings within
the European Parliament. See: G. Benedetto, Euroscpeticism and the Failure of "Blackmail" Power in
the European Parliament,' Paper presented to ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops workshop on
'Opposing Europe: Euroscepticism and political parties', Turin, March 22-27 2002. pl7.

® See: P.Taggart and A. Szczerbiak. Parties, Positions and Europe: Euroscepticism in the EU
Candidate States of Central and Eastern Europe.' SEI Working Paper No 46/0Opposing Europe Research
Network Working Paper No 2. May 2001.; 'The Party Politics of Euroscepticism in EU Member and
Candidate States'; and P.Taggart and A. Szczerbiak. 'Contemporary Euroscepticism in the Party
Systems of the EU Candidate States of Central and Eastern Europe', European Journal of Political
Research, forthcoming.

% See: P. Taggart and A. Szczerbiak 'Party Politics, Political Support and Europe: Mapping
Euroscepticism in EU Candidate States of Central and Eastern Europe', Paper presented at the Seventh
Biennial International Conference of the European Community Studies Association, 31 May - 2 June,
2001, Madison, Wisconsin.

3 See: 'Party Politics, Political Support and Europe’; and P. Taggart and A. Szczerbiak,
‘Buropeanisation, Euroscepticism and Party Systems: Party-based Euroscepticism in the Candidate
States of Central and Eastern Europe, Perspectives on European Politics and Society. Vol 3 No 1.

2002. pp23-41.



Euroscepticism is a phenomenon that can be measured in a hard and quantitative
32
way.

We have become increasingly sympathetic to the arguments of these critics. While we
still strongly believe that party-based Euroscepticism is a portable concept that can be
compared across countries rather than just relatively within countries, we are now
dubious of whether it is, in fact, possible to 'measure' levels of party-based
Euroscepticism in this way. The reason for this is the varying (generally low) level of
salience of the European issue in terms of: firstly, the extent to which parties use the
issue in inter-party competition (discussed below); secondly, more generally how
much it features in the public debate of political issues; and, thirdly, how much weight
citizens attach to it when determining their voting behaviour.*® For example, a
Eurosceptic party in one country may (hypothetically) obtain 40% of the vote in an
election. However, the party may barely mention the issue in its programme and it
may hardly feature either as an election campaign issue or in the rankings of issues
that voters considered as important when determining how they vote. This is,
arguably, much less significant than a party that obtains 10% of the vote in another
country where the issue was much more salient in all or any of these dimensions.
Consequently, we are now dubious of the value of 'measuring' levels of party-based
Euroscepticism in this way and testing comparative and theoretical propositions on
the basis of such data. To sum up, varying (generally low) levels of salience of the
European issue make it virtually impossible to compare aggregate vote shares across
countries as a means of 'measuring' levels of party-based Euroscepticism.

4. What causes party-based Euroscepticism?

The other major theoretical issue that has vexed analysts of party-based
Euroscepticism is the question of causality. Here the causes identified in the literature
can be broadly divided into those that privilege either ideological-programmatic or
strategic-tactical party competition factors. For example, the approach adopted by
Sitter sees party-based Euroscepticism very much as a question of strategic
positioning, and closely linked to what he terms the 'politics of opposition.”* Another
sub-school of theorists point to the importance of incentives created by political
institutions such as the electoral system, types of legislature or the spatial distribution
of power within the polity.35 On the other hand, in an analysis that considers party
positions on Europe more broadly, Marks et al view party positions in more
ideological-programmatic terms. They argue that the main causes of why parties take
Eurosceptic (or other) positions on Europe are to be found in the historical cleavages
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Christian democratic, liberal, social democratic and conservative.>® In later analyses,
they expand this analysis to include the cleavages reflecting the New Politics' left and
right.*’ In other words, party positions on Europe (particularly when broken down to
individual EU policies) can often be discerned from a party's more general
ideological-programmatic dispositions that is, in turn, rooted in how it positions itself
in terms of historical or contemporary cleavages. In their analysis, Kopecky and
Mudde have attempted to account for the different circumstances in which strategy
and ideology might determine party positions. Ideology, they argue, determines broad
attitudes towards European integration in principle (which they argue is a relative
constant) while strategy determines whether or not a party supports the EU's current
trajectory.>

In our own earlier writings, although we have often been identified as belonging to the
strategic-tactical party competition camp, we have not taken such an unambiguous
stance on this issue. We noted that certain party families have ideological pre-
dispositions to take a Eurosceptic stance (nationalist parties, for example) or not to
take one (social democratic and Christian democratic parties). However, we also
noted that our empirical survey data of parties identified as Eurosceptic (according to
our earlier definitions) found a pattern of strange ideological bedfellows and no linear
relationship between left and right wing location on the political spectrum. We also
found a marked tendency for Eurosceptic parties to be located on the peripheries or
extremes of party politics. Generally, therefore, we identified this as an issue on
which the evidence was inconclusive and requiring further research.

Having reflected on this, we feel that much of this debate has been cast in incorrect
terms. Much of the confusion here stems from the conflation (not least by ourselves
on occasions!) of 'Euroscepticism' as a broad, underlying party position and whether
or not (and how) parties use the European issue (in this case in a contestatory way) as
an element of inter-party competition.39 As Sitter has presciently pointed outin a
paper discussing party-based Euroscepticism in Norway, while “party positions have
(apparently) remained relatively stable on the surface”® since the 1972 EU accession
referendum this is somewhat deceptive because “parties have a degree of freedom in
translating issues (or even cleavages) into party politics.”41 In other words, the
question of how a party determines its underlying position on the European issue is
often different from how that issue has been accommodated into (in this case
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We have come across several examples of when a party holds a broad underlying
position that is Eurosceptic but does not choose to give it prominence in its discourse.
One is the British Conservative Party which, following its June 2001 parliamentary
election defeat decided to play down (indeed, virtually eliminated) the emphasis that it -
gave to the EU issue. At the same time it retained its broad, underlying Soft
Eurosceptic stance on the EU's current/future trajectory; indeed, it elected one of the
‘infamous 'Maastricht rebels' Ian Duncan-Smith, as its leader.** Another example of
this was the Belgian Vlaams Blok party. An analysis of its party programme would
lead one to clearly categorise as a (Soft) Eurosceptic party but Euroscepticism plays
virtually no role in its discourse.* In her discussion of the Hungarian Justice and Life
and Workers Parties, Batory points out how these parties have softened or sharpened
their rhetoric on the European issue to suit their electoral strategy and coalition
tactics. At the same time they have retained the same broad underlying position of
ideological hostility to European integration though the EU.* In our view, therefore,
it is necessary for analytical purposes to clearly separate out these two phenomena:
party position and whether or not (and how) a party chooses to use an issue in inter-
party competition. This is an important distinction not just for the sake of conceptual
and definitional clarity. We also believe that these two distinct phenomena have
different causal mechanisms that explain whether or not - and, more importantly,
under what circumstances — ideological-programmatic factors or strategic-tactical
factors play a role in causing party-based Euroscepticism.*’

In our view, broad, underlying party positions on the issue of European integration
(including Eurosceptic ones) are determined by two factors: firstly, the party's wider
ideological profile and values and, secondly, the perceived interests of its supporters.
The relative importance of the first or second factor is determined by the type of party
that we are talking about and whether it is primarily a more ideological, value-based
goal-seeking or a more pragmatic office-seeking party. A goal-seeking party with
clear ideological and programmatic objectives will obviously privilege the former. A
clientelistic, interest-based office-seeking party, on the other hand will obviously
privilege the latter and undertake a cruder economic cost-benefit analysis of how
European integration is likely to benefit its supporters. In our view, these broad
underlying positions are (generally) quite firmly rooted and, therefore, whatever
rhetorical shifts parties may undertake, remain relatively fixed. This is particularly
true if primarily ideology and values determine them because change would involve
the party engaging in a potentially painful and costly ideological volte-face. For sure,
parties do undertake ideological shifts that can change their underlying positions
(although, admittedly, this is unusual). Indeed, contrary to what Kopecky and Mudde
have argued, parties do change their position even on the principle of European
integration through the EU: the British Labour Party and Greek PASOK party in the
1980s and 1990s are obvious examples. The extent to which parties find it easy to
shift their underlying position on Europe, therefore, depends on the extent to which

2 Qee: D. Baker, A. Gamble, N. Randall and D. Seawright, ‘Euroscepticism in the British Party / “
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they are primarily policy-seeking or office-seeking, with the latter obviously finding
fundamental ideological shifts easier than the latter.

However, while ideology is a key component in determining broad underlying party
positions on Europe, we also believe that there is no straightforward linear
relationship between general party ideology and party position on Europe. In other
words, it is not possible to ‘read off' a party's position from whatever ideological
family it belongs to. This is partly because, as noted above, some parties are primarily
office rather goal-seeking and, therefore, ideology is a secondary factor in
determining their party position. But there are two other reasons for this that Flood
correctly draws our attention to.* Firstly, because parties can interpret their ideologies
flexibly and a broad ideological orientation can lead to a range of possible outcomes
in terms of party position. Secondly, because the EU, and the European project' more
generally, are themselves extremely malleable. There are many different 'Europes’
embodied in the idea of EU and the project can be interpreted (and, therefore,
supported or opposed) as a liberal, Christian democratic, social democratic,
conservative or even (ethno-)regionalist one to suit one’s likes or dislikes.

Whether or not parties use the European issue as an element of inter-party competition
and how much prominence they give to it, is, on the other hand, determined by a
combination of (electoral) strategic and (coalition) tactical factors. A party's electoral
strategy is, in turn, determined by a number of variables. The list that follows is
intended to be illustrative rather than exhaustive. Firstly, the views of the party's
current supporters and potential target supporters (rather than voters as a whole) views
on the issue European integration and (critically) how much the salience they accord
the issue.*” Secondly, whether it is a catch-all party that is attempting to attracted a
broad swathe of the electorate or a clientelistic or fringe party with a more segmented
electoral strategy. Thirdly, institutional factors such as the type of electoral system
and, critically, whether or not it allow parties to allow to survive and/or secure
parliamentary representation by carving out a niche electorate for themselves or if it
forces them to construct a somewhat broader electoral base. Other institutional factors
that may be important here include: the format and dynamics of party system that the
party operates in; the structure of the state in terms of the spatial distribution of
power; and whether or not and how frequently that country uses referendums.
Fourthly, how its discourse on the European issue and the prominence that it gives the
issue fits in with its broader electoral appeal: a fringe protest party is clearly more
likely to oppose the consensus view on Europe than one that seeks to locate itself
within the political mainstream. Fifthly, the positions taken by its competitors and,
sixthly, the imperatives of party unity and the strength of various intra-party factional
positions will also effect party electoral strategy. A second set of variables
determining the prominence that the party gives to the issue in party competition is
coalition-tactical considerations. These include: the position of its potential coalition
partners (both pre- and post- election), and, specifically, whether or not the party has
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to do 'tone down' its rhetoric in order to secure a place in government (what Sitter
refers to as the 'govemment-opposition dynamic')?

~ As noted above, some of these factors have been identified by other theorists of party-
based Euroscepticism as factors causal of party position.*”® However, we would argue
that they cause parties to give prominence or not to the issue in inter-party
competition rather than determining their broad, underlying positions on this issue.”

We also believe that the same causal mechanisms that determine whether or not and
how a party uses the Buropean issue in party competition can also determine whether
or not a party uses what we have termed above as the rhetoric of 'Euro-contestation'.
This refers to those parties that problematise Europe, use rhetoric that is critical of the
EU, while retaining a broad, underlying position that is supportive of EU integration
in principle or even of the EU's current/future integrationist trajectory. In other words,
electoral strategic or coalition-tactical reasons may cause parties that are supportive of
the EU project to use rhetoric that is highly critical of the EU on occasions.

Conclusion

Definitions of party-based Euroscepticism have, therefore, become sharper since we
set up our initial Hard-Soft conceptualisation. One of the conclusions of this is that
analysts must be careful to ensure that definitions of party-based Euroscepticism are
not over-inclusive and, as Kopecky and Mudde suggest, refer specifically to party
attitudes towards: European integration through the EU in principle and the EU's
current/future integrationist trajectory. At the same time, however, we believe that the
term party-based Euroscepticism should also encompass principled opponents of
European integration through the EU, as it does in the popular discourse on attitudes
towards European integration. We also believe that the next logical sage of theory-
building here involves locating party-based Euroscepticism must be located within a
broader typology that breaks down pro-integrationist parties. However, it is clear that
the more complex and fine-grained such a typology is the more difficult it is to
operationalise because parties often do not go into sufficient detail when elaborating
their European for firm conclusions to be drawn. We have also come to the conclusion
that while vote share gives a crude indication of a party's significance within its party
system, it is not possible to 'measure' levels of party-based Euroscepticism in a
particular country (or, indeed, comparatively) by aggregating vote shares.

Finally, we believe that broad, underlying party positions on Europe need to be
distinguished from whether (and how) parties use the issue in inter-party competition
and that these two phenomena are driven by different causal mechanisms. A party's
broad underlying position on Europe is determined by a blend of the party's ideology
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and what it perceives the interests of interests of its members to be. The relative
importance of the two causal factors depends on whether it is a more ideological,
value-based, goal-oriented party or a more pragmatic, interest-based office-seeking
party. Whether or not (and to what extent) a party uses the issue of Europe in party
competition depends on the party's electoral strategy and coalition-formation and
government participation tactics.

More broadly and ambitiously, we believe that this has broader implications for the
analysis of why parties take the positions they do and why they give prominence in to
certain issues in inter-party competition, that goes beyond the scope of the study of
party-based Euroscepticism. It other words, it potentially provides party scholars with
the first stages of a broader framework for analysing how parties determine party
positions and use issues in party competition. In this sense, we believe that the study
of party-based Euroscepticism can actually make a much larger contribution not
simply to the debate on the impact of European integration on domestic politics but
also, indeed, on the study of party politics in general. The extent to which this
framework is more broadly applicable and generalisable beyond this specific case
depends, of course, on just how distinctive or typical we believe the European issue is.



