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Abstract
The Czech Republic has been regarded as a little troublemaker of the EU due to its
Eurosceptic stances. This phenomenon was distinct in the 2000s regardless of the state’s
position, whether it was just an EU candidate or already a member state. Around the time,
President Vacláv Klaus and his political party (ODS), as Czech leadership, contributed to
promoting the Eurosceptic governments towards the EU. It could be seen as strange that
such a trait was revealed both in the midst of preparations to join the EU and after its
accession when it is the proper time to present a cooperative attitude. Thus, this thesis
speculates that the skeptical national identity of the Czech Republic has been constructed
throughout history, particularly about 450 years from the Bohemia Kingdom to
Czechoslovakia (1525~1971), and affected then Czech domestic politics to formulate the
official Eurosceptic positions towards the several EU integration matters (constitutional,
security, and monetary integrations). In this context, this master’s thesis aims to find an
objective correlation that Czech identity had an influence on then Czech Euroscepticism.
This way, this thesis expects to advance knowledge concerning Czech identity and its
relevance to European politics.
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INTRODUCTION

“The Czech Republic would dissolve in the European Union like a sugar cube in a
cup of coffee.” This was said by Vaclav Klaus (DPA news agency, 2008), the previous Czech
president and the most well-known Eurosceptic figure in Czech politics, when the Czech
Republic was facing the 2009 EU presidency. Not only this, Czech Euroscepticism has been
already shown several times in official positions of the then Czech government. For example,
Czech Republic has experiences in objection to the EU’s integration efforts, such as the
opposition to the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (TCE) and the Lisbon Treaty,
building the independent European defense force out of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), and the Euro adoption. All of those cases were happening right before
or after the EU accession of the Czech Republic. These facts are intriguing because it was
time for the Czech Republic to express collaborative attitudes toward the EU. However, it
instead chose to get into trouble.
To figure out why this happened this study contains two research targets; Czech
identity and Czech Euroscepticism. The Czech identity, in particular, “Czech skepticism”
has two features. One is “Czech littleness” insisting that Czechs think of themselves as too
weak to change anything (Marek and Baun, 2011). In his study, Brodský argued that this
characteristic was created throughout the ‘interrupted’ Czech history. Czechs found less
opportunity to write their destiny due to foreign oppressions, rather it was foreign powers
which decided about their future (Brodský, 2003). And the other significant feature of Czech
skepticism is “Messianism” talking about hoping that others will rescue the Czech nation
from a dissatisfying situation, rather than it resolves the problem on its own. Also,
“Messianism” contains conformism without pros-and-cons calculation, when something
seems like a quick solution (Brodský, 2001). The curiosity of scholars was not limited to
finding sources of Czech skepticism, but went further to explore how they were reflected in
Czech Euroscepticism.
The Czech Euroscepticism has been shown throughout the last decades of its modern
history. The Eurosceptic view of the Czech Republic has existed even before its EU
accession in 2004. According to a survey conducted from August 1996 to September 2001,
even though the percentage of Czechs supporting joining the EU apparently stayed as a
majority, the percentage of the opposing gradually grew and percent of the undecided still
2

occupied the second largest part (STEM, 2001) 1 . And the Eurobarometer spring survey
regarding the benefit of EU membership showed the Czech Republic as the second most
pessimistic nation among the candidate countries with 32 percent of Czech participants
replying that EU membership will not bring any advantage; this figure was the second
biggest after Estonia (Eurobarometer, 2004)2.
The Euroscepticism of Czech Republic did not end here but continued even after EU
accession. As stated by collected Eurobarometer numerical values from 2004 to 2009, the
percentage viewing the EU as ‘positive’ or ‘fairly positive’ in the Czech Republic marked
lower values than both the EU average and the average of Central & Eastern European
Countries. Moreover, the Czech Republic presented not only a less optimistic perspective on
EU membership as a ‘good thing’, but that its percentage was again lower than that of the
EU and CEECs, and its positive view had slightly declined after 2006 (Marek and Baun,
2011). As we can see, the Czech Republic obviously contained a relatively dubious
viewpoint towards the EU. It could be seen as strange that such a trait was revealed both in
the midst of preparations to join the EU and after its accession when it is the proper time to
present a cooperative attitude.
That is why this study speculates that euro-skepticism in the Czech Republic,
questioning the EU, has been understandably reflected on then Czech domestic politics and
contributed to formulating its official Eurosceptic positions towards the several EU
integration matters. Czech Euroscepticism already has experiences in making the Czech
Republic itself a troublemaker within the EU. Thus, this study would like to analyze why
this could be happening and what the reasons are from a historical view.
To find the main cause this paper presumes that Czech national identity has been
determined by the challenging modern history and will look deep into the record of past facts
such as unwished long foreign governance: 1) 400 years of Habsburg oppression; 2) 6 years
of Nazi German occupation; 3) 43 years of communism and Soviet domination, and two
failed attempts to establish an independent democratic state, the first of which fell victim to
German aggression in 1939 and the second to communist machinations in 1948. Out of these
events Czech national skepticism, especially Czech littleness and messianism, was shaped,
and it was then materialized into the Czech government’s Euroscepticism when a highly

1
2
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cooperative attitude from the Czech Republic was timely needful and likely expected before
and after EU accession between the periods of ‘90s and 2000s.
Thus, this study would like to examine how the Czech identity has evolved to
Euroscepticism from a historical point of view so as to disclose a cause-and-effect
connection between Czech identity and Czech Eurosceptic opinions of the public and the
political parties, especially the Civic Democratic Party (ODS), specifically on EU integration
issues between the ‘90s and 2000s. This paper will treat the correlation between Czech
national identity and Czech Euroscepticism with the help of three cases of the official
Eurosceptic opinions from the Czech Republic toward European integration; 1) the
opposition to the EU’s constitutional integration (TCE and the Lisbon Treaty); 2) the dissent
toward the EU’s security integration (Czech Atlanticism); 3) the unwillingness to join the
EU’s monetary integration (the delay of Euro adoption).
This paper concentrates on the interpretation and description of past events,
specifically how/why Czech skepticism had arisen and how/why it developed into Czech
Euroscepticism. Like all studies, this paper will try to find an objective correlation that Czech
identity had an influence on then Czech Euroscepticism. As paying attention to the Czech
Eurosceptic aspect, we could better understand Czech modern politics. This paper expects
to advance knowledge concerning Czech identity and its relevance to European politics and
may contribute to knowledge with respect to the characteristics of Czech national identity
and their impact on Czech official Euroscepticism towards European integration.

4

1. THEORETICAL APPROACH

1.1 Constructivism
This paper is based on ‘social constructivism’ among other theories of International
Relations to spell out historically formed national identity. ‘Constructivism’ is a social
theory explaining the relationship between agents and structures, or, to put more flesh on,
constructivism treats sovereignty, the influence of human thought and action on state
behavior in international politics (Baylis & Steve & Patricia, 2014). But, before we take a
closer look at ‘constructivism’ itself, it is important to look at the background of the
emergence of it in the discontented then International Relations and their explanations about
international structure. Constructivism was born as a critical theory to complement the most
predominant rational theories, structural realism, known for its other name, neo-realism, and
neo-liberalism.
First of all, neo-realist argues two base characteristics of international politics; first,
there is no enough centralized authority that can impose order to states; second, in such an
anarchical environment, states focus on their survival than cooperation. Neo-realists believe
that cooperation among states in international circumstances is almost impossible; at worst
does not exist. They argue that state cooperation can be highly preserved in the case of
hegemonic stability, where a predominant state can offer creation and surveillance on
institutional rules between states (Reus-smit, 2013). To borrow Waltz’s words, the
international structure is decentralized anarchy where no natural obedience of state is
expected. The international structure is built by coaction between self-origin states, which
are after sovereignty, in other words, which do not want to be constrained by others. In such
a competitive environment, states seek self-help strategies to ensure security. Moreover, in
international structure states are differently placed by inequality depending on economic or
military power. Thus, international politics are defined by concrete superpowers and their
leadership (Waltz, 1979). Like this, neo-realism thinks that as a rational entity states are the
principal actors in the anarchical system, they pursue their ultimate goal, which is survival.
On the other hand, neo-liberalism has a different point of view on the relationship
between international structure and agents in it. The significant neo-liberalistic deviation is
that cooperation among states is possible under anarchy when states are interdependent. Neo5

liberalists argue that self-regarding states can have not only self-protection but also the same
interests in a wide range of international politics from trading to environmental protection.
Mutually shared interests make economic or political interactions sturdy, and, in the end,
this entails interdependence among states (Reus-smit, 2013). Keohane, in his book,
explained that international cooperation is advantageous in interdependent economic and
political conditions. He holds that cooperation can be realized without a hegemon by
establishing international regimes under the condition that fundamental interests are set
among states willing to coordinate their decisions with others’ preferences (Keohane, 1984).
Both neo-realism and neo-liberalism are dissimilar in regard to whether state
cooperation can exist in an anarchical international environment or not. However, they are
very similar in how they regard the connection between agents and international structure.
They perceive that political actors – mainly states – are self-seeking, and their identity and
interests are self-begotten. They naturally stick to maximize their profits by the most
effective strategy to confront the disorderly international arena. Furthermore, they assume
that states conduct social actions with already formed identity, so social relations are not a
decisive component to shape states’ identity and interests. Also, international society is taken
as a stage where individuals or states as players appear and perform according to their readymade identity and interests. Even though these rational theories were dominant in discipline,
their basic view on the relationship between agents and structure was challenged. There was
a wave that believes actors are not individualists who hold fast only to improve their strategic
benefits in society and who usually behave by priorly built identity and interests. The new
scholars stated that actors are innately social that through social interpretations and
intersubjective relations among other actors, they construct their own identities and interests
(Reus-smit, 2013).
To go further, unlike rationalists, constructivists newly attempted to articulate
mutually constitutive relationship between structure and agents that international structure
and states affect each other. Giddens intelligibly accounted for the features of social theory
with reference to structure. He thought structure is a contingent and historical production
and reproduction made by actors’ designed relationships and interpretative interactions
across time and space. For him, the structure is not given. However, it is an output of
constituted relations of social actors and their relatively solid relationship patterns, which is
the social system. He speculated that structure is a bunch of interactions of social actors, and
according to what they decide to maintain or transform, structure changes across the
6

generations (Giddens, 1981). And Wendt, one of the most prominent constructivists, claimed
that anarchical status at the international level is not solely stemmed from the self-help
identity of states. And states’ identity and interests transform under anarchy by building
institutions, developing cooperation, and working hard to alter self-regard identities to
collaborative ones (Wendt, 1992: 395). While Giddens paid attention to that structure can be
modified by interaction alterations of actors over time, Wendt made clear that state identity
also could be amended in anarchical structure to build a cooperative organization.
Regarding structure, constructivism sees the international domain neither as a
battlefield where states show off their power and contend with others to accomplish their
goals, to cite one typical example, survival, nor as a forum where states can bring various
ideas to match with their collective goals, for instance, global security or trading. However
the international structure itself influences agents’ thoughts and identity, and agents reveal
their constructed identity and interests to society. This is a crucial point to which this paper
relates. Because I regard that so many exogenously caused situations and accidents in history
had shaped the Czech Republic’s skeptical identity, and the state’s euro-skeptical stand at
the EU level is also not inherently granted but realized by the state’s skepticism. This paper’s
argument shares the same context with constructivism: such skeptical national identity is not
already given but has been constructed. In this different way, the voice of constructivism got
bigger and more prominent in the discussion of the relation between structure and agents in
international relations.
When we look at the ontological and epistemological base of constructivism, it is
built on two central principles in large part; ‘idealism’ and ‘holism’. In Wendt’s succinct
phrase, socialized ideas of humans such as knowledge, symbols, language, and rules provide
sources to interpret material reality, with and this is called ‘idealism’. According to him, the
birth of structure is chiefly contingent upon interchanged notions between actors; here, states
are considered as primary actors rather than material power. Wendt still made an additional
remark that the identity of actors and interests they pursue in structures are not given from
birth but formed steadily by shared thoughts. He also underlined the holistic tenet of
constructivism by emphasizing social structures made from idea-sharing activities of actors
than individual actors themselves. In this way, he described constructivism as “structural
idealism” (Wendt, 1999). Constructivism presents an unlike ontological and epistemological
view from that of rationalism and as a critical theory to then rational theories constructivism
gradually got enough for its place.
7

Constructivism crucially differs from rationalism not only because it has a different
base but also because it claims actors are selfish and culturally socialized entities that are
grown in communications with others. Here, there is an essential opinion of constructivism
that this paper will focus on: actors’ identities, interests, and strategies of actors are highly
influenced and constructed by norms, values, and ideas of structure where they belong. Also,
constructivists assert that actors’ interests are formed in the course of identity achievement,
so interests are not already given things from the beginning but are constituted through
interactions, behaviors, and experiences of actors within society. Besides, for constructivists,
the structure is not limited in a role as a place where actors compete to take up interests as
much as possible. However, it plays as a domain that offers actors chances to find out who
they are, where they are, and what they are doing (Reus-smit, 2013). Saying that again,
constructivism views world structure as the place where actors construct their own identity.
Here, we will go into more detail concerning ‘identity’. As Wendt defined it as ‘a
property of intentional actors that generates motivational and behavioral dispositions’,
identity results from actors’ self-discovery process throughout collective interactions with
others and actors’ subjective understandings. This means identity is constructed at the base
of actors’ self-understanding in an allowed situation full of intersubjective actions among
agents (Wendt, 1999). In this manner, this study examines Czech skeptical identity is also
molded by the state’s self-examination in international structure throughout history. And
Czech euro-skeptical expressions at the EU level are the state’s behavior resulting from its
identity acquisition. Thus, constructivism puts a more significant emphasis on the social
constitution of agents’ identity and tries to interpret agents’ interests and actions as a
consequence of identity formation under a given condition. How states define themselves
affects how they generate their interests, purposes, and strategies to carry out in the
international domain. Wendt said, ‘identities are the basis of interests’ (Wendt, 1992: 398).
Reus-Smit expounded that state identity springs from sovereignty, which is not a
built-in survival instinct of states, but the construction of states by devising institutional
norms and practices in international structure. He said, “Sovereignty is an institution” in a
sense that the sovereign identity of states varies depending on historical and cultural context
and sovereignty is a sort of interest constituted by what states chase after in anarchy such as
autonomy or non-interference. He added that sovereign identity differs according to the
overall comprehension of sovereignty at that point of time. He believed that history is an
explanatory tool to grasp how the institution of sovereignty has been evolved across time
8

and figure out mutual affections between noteworthy actions of actors and social structure
where they are within (Reus-Smit, 2008). Thus, the constructivist view sees states’ interests,
purposes, behaviors, and strategies in a wild international domain are based on identity set
by ideas and beliefs of actors.
It means constructivists think human consciousness is the decisive element in
drawing up reality, what is currently happening. More specifically, the concept of ‘social
construction’ within constructivism states that actors’ identities and interests are socially
constructed. In other words, they are the product of the cultural environment where they
belong. Moreover, social construction focuses attention on historically produced knowledge
through which people see reality. Man-made history provides clues to understand, define
and make sense of current status (Baylis & Steve & Patricia, 2014). To wrap it up in a
nutshell, the reality is not an objective fact, but a constructed fact, how people perceive it by
socially designed ideas such as identity and interests in shared culture and history. In this
sense, this paper shall draw an analogy that national identity is an outcome of social
construction throughout history in the following sections.
This study concentrates on Czech identity and euro-skepticism formed by history. To
look at general concepts, Euroscepticism has not had a clear definition in an academic
context, but the term was used to indicate ‘a negative point of view towards the EU and
European integration’ with various degrees of skepticism (Forster, 2002). Agnes AlexandreCollier clarified Euroscepticism as a perspective doubting “the utility and viability of
Economic and Political Union”. He fleshed it out with three aspects of Euroscepticism; first,
opposition to the EU’s economic and political consolidation processes; second, opposition
to revision of the EC to the EU in 1993; and third, Eurosceptical stances revealed in
conservative parties (Alexandre-Collier, 1998). And what are the sources of Euroscepticism?
Hooghe and Marks put together the existing studied reasons of Euroscepticism in their
research. As triggers of Euroscepticism, there are; first, national identities worrying over
cultural threat and economic loss; second, political discontent caused by the populism of
domestic politics feeding critical views of the people; third, political skepticism framed by
the media; fourth, individuals’ lack of European identity; fifth, Euroscepticism as a reaction
of people to their national government’s failure; lastly, the tendency of national identity
likely to be revealed in radical right parties (Hooghe and Marks, 2007).
As one of the introduced sources of Euroscepticism, national identity is another
significant concept with which this paper will seriously deal. Identity is a national belonging
9

shaped by shared ideas in the same culture and deeply grounded in the people’s social life.
To mark themselves out from others, people embody a national identity, which is
consistently modified by communal values and characteristics dragged mostly from
experiences, thoughts, and actions people accumulated together. Thus, national identity is
crucially based on shared history, language, and culture to explain not only ‘who we are’,
but ‘what we might become’ (Edensor, 2020). Esparza also noted that national identity is an
outcome of embracing something from the other or dissimilating actor itself from the other.
In the midst of an interactive relationship with the counterpart, national identity is
customarily constructed. Hence, the formation of national disposition can also be influenced
by external elements. He added that the counterpart of state could be individual, state, or
even historical events or eras. Thus, national identity is not an inherent trait of the state.
However, state and individuals within state compose it organically, both internally and
externally (Esparza, 2010). Both papers catch points that this study mainly regards
concerning Czech skepticism as Czech national identity. Because the argument of this paper
is that Czech skepticism has been created not only by historically shared thoughts of various
agents within the state but also by outer force, which the Czech nation could not avoid.
Therefore, the purpose of this research is to clarify and interpret that Czech
skepticism as a national identity had been formulated through unfortunate modern history
and developed into Czech Euroscepticism toward the EU and European integration. Since
Reus-Smit above mentioned that history is a good instrument to investigate interactive
affection between agents and in his other paper described that structure constructivism is a
philosophy requiring interpretive, discursive, and historical modes of analysis (Reus-smit,
2013), to prove the relations between Czech national identity fashioned during its wretched
modern history and Czech euro-skeptical posture at EU this paper will depend on historical
research.

10

2. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

2.1

Historical research
This paper will mainly rely on historical research to conceptualize a cause-and-effect

link between Czech national identity and Czech Euroscepticism. ‘History’ is another vital
concept what this study’s research method relies on. So, there is a requisite to inquire first
into what history is before we go further into what historical research is. Carr expressed in
words that history is a pile of recorded past facts selected and interpreted by people in the
present. In other words, facts have been selectively reborn in the name of history by minute
observations and decisions of historians on how to put them in order or context. Facts are
yet just incidents before they got into people’s hands and trimmed, written, and preserved.
He articulated that to be a part of history facts have to go through historians’ views, positions,
and subjective interpretations in so many years. Historians attempt to disclose facts that
could be regarded as essential moments and transform them into history through thencontemporary eyes (Carr, 2018). Thus, it is a very crucial truth that history consists of
analysis and evaluations based on present peoples’ thoughts. Consequentially, history is a
construction full of facts refracted by people’s minds and understanding achieved in an
environment at that time and then become widely shared.
By extension, Hobsbawm hangs on to shifted roles of history in relevance with the
dramatic economic change (industrialization) and distortion of history to support late politics
or ideologies but did not deny that history is selected and recorded past from voluminous
memories in the present by people. People copy and regenerate the existing history over
generations and interpret it to make it fit into the latest situation and give proper
appropriateness to what is happening now. History is the norm and tradition in itself, which
offer present instructions and continuity. Because people’s society is not isolated from the
past and still operates in many ways, the same as how ancestors did in the past, for instance,
common law. For him, past is experiences singled out to be restored and is, too, restoration
what people’s reconstruction will contribute to and provide authority to their contemporary
understandings (Hobsbawm, 1997). As history is related very closely to human actions,
‘culture’ is another aspect of history. Confino clarified that for historians, ‘culture’ is a key
to solve how people interpret, explain, and explore what was and is ongoing in the human
11

world. Memory is the concept which offers people standard criteria about determination
concerning how to apprehend the past and how to fabricate a shared cultural knowledge from
them and pass it down to generations. So-called ‘collective memories’, people conclude
memories with space for diverse interpretations across time and space (Confino, 1997).
There exist numerous explanations about ‘history’. However, one unambiguous truth
is that history is selectively constructed past underwent very endless effort of people to
interpret what happens and why it happens in their society, and bring out novel norms to
hand over as a clue for understanding, again, future world. In summary, history is a
constitutional practice of human consciousness; it means people by themselves create the
glasses through which they will look at the present, and history, interestingly, reveals itself
with probability and adequacy to comprehend topical incidents. Then now, it is time to tie
history up with International Relations, why it has become so meaningful in this sphere,
especially for constructivists.
Since the end of the Cold War, history has revived in International Relations to
delineate; firstly, the dramatic collapse of bipolarity, which realists believed as a kind of
hegemonic stability; secondly, the focus transmission from power war to ideas in
transnational civil society; lastly, the system change brought by globalization. It was a rise
of historical inquiry of constructivism which reckons to a great extent that historical change
is intimated with actors’ identity and interests constructed by intersubjective ideas and
beliefs in social structure. To trace how the condition has shifted in structure, constructivists
took a diachronic approach to identify the agents’ thoughts at a particular time in a particular
order. To do so, as the clearest way of reasoning, constructivists chose causal and
constitutive relations in one specific context so that consequently, they could generalize their
conclusion. For them, history was an effective device to display norms produced over time
that have dealt with shaping the political practices of actors. Also, history was a device to
introduce to International Relations the idea that human consciousness has been so
influential to political choices in the world (Reus-Smit, 2008).
Not only because of the need to make plain why the radical change happened in the
world, but historical research in IR bore three periods to question and develop explanatory
dissatisfaction in International Relations at that moment. According to Leira and De
Carvalho, there are three generations where historical perspective gradually ground weapon
to confront with then scientific rational theories and extended its leverage. At firstgeneration, right after the Cold War, scholars had to carry the ball to cut into the ahistorical
12

ground of IR. Whereas the early constructivists still took history as a secondary resource,
they criticized that ahistoricism narrows field of vision and insisted that history hint both
ontologically and methodologically by providing a demonstration of important cases to
break through current stasis and with open to other possibilities from a different perspective.
Second-generation constructivists in the 1990s did not grow complacent in that history
possesses substantial efficacy. And they expanded the insistence from the first generation to
the ideas and norms brought about ideational change through case studies, even though they
still used history shallow as evidence of their positions. The third generation sustained
engagement of the prior generation and accelerated their process to make history as a primary
source in IR narratives and shed light on the necessity of having a theoretical base and
general insight of historical research in the IR domain (Leira & De Carvalho, 2016). As we
can see, historical research came to the fore in IR thanks to both external and internal
elements of international politics to improve the explaining world. In other words, what fed
historical examination in IR was the necessity to better interpret the world with drastic
changes and the exertion of constructivists to make IR feel the call for history.
Then what virtually is historical research? In association with history, historical
research deals with individuals, events, situations, ideas, and institutions that happened in a
passage of time and tend to continue onward. This field of study is involved in analyzing
many rules and types of human behavior, even though there is no historical rule, and
produces new conclusions through exploring the past and redefining human perception and
understanding. As history has a chronological dimension, both the past and the present points
have to be connected. Such a temporal perspective provides a more profound comprehension
of interrelationships between the different aspects of human activities (신경림, 2004).
Skinner strived to account for the right way of historical method in his book. For him,
history is neither just a total accumulation of facts nor just a description of evidence that
seems like the most objective. He contended history is the investigation of historians wellacquainted with the then common perception of people to link sequences of events with their
analyses, put an additional explanation to it, and deduce conclusions from disparate facts.
To do so, historians must filter out significant facts and consider how understanding has been
converted in then social circumstances. Besides, he emphasized that historians should
thoroughly search the causal conditions of happenings, rather than the outcome, and interpret
them to give life to facts in context. Accordingly, the main task of historians is to describe
evidence from his point of view and enlarge the historical background by matching temporal
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particles in causal relations. But for connecting particulars of history, historians also
reproduce or replace existing historical sections by discovering new facts and interpretations
(Skinner, 2002). According to descriptions regarding historical research of two previous
scholars, what this paper pursues to demonstrate is that there are causal relations; Czech
Euroscepticism has probably been triggered by the same reason, which is historically
evolved Czech national identity, Czech skepticism.
Lawrence has a little bit more scientific-origin method than Skinner, but she
underlined that historical perspective should not be overlooked in many studies. For this
reason that historical perspective contributes to widening the field of scholars’ vision so that
they could concentrate on historical information to explain differences in attitudes today
from the past. People often forget about the past in misled conclusion inducement by caring
more about riddling future than where the current progress came from. Since historical
perspectives load up to various studies with conclusive details in terms of age, cohort
behavior, and period in which scholars are about to examine, scholars could readily decipher
organizational and cultural phenomena in society today. In this way, she highlighted again
that without historical methodological thinking people could not identify the present context
(Lawrence, 1984). This paper holds the same view that as social phenomena, the Czech
nation’s skepticism and euro-skeptical stance are shared thoughts and behavior of Czech
citizens and have originated from past factors.
Therefore, history as a primary resource for historical research is rooted in factual
information, which historians opt for following his decision. Then through complex study, a
novel causal relationship between facts becomes another understanding of people. This
paper is of the same mind with this point. History is very constitutional that through carefully
examined cause-effect connections, people find new meanings and produce or reproduce
interpretations to be retained in society. As explained above why history is consequential for
historical research and why historical research is of great import in IR studies, this paper,
too, will rely on the historical method, since the objective of this paper is the detection of
two causal relations between variables by catching up with the flow of the Czech history;
first, sad historical moments in Czech Republic has developed skepticism as a sort of
national identity; second, national skepticism has pronounced as euro-skepticism in Czech
politics towards the EU integration efforts.
Similar to the ambition of this paper, some former researchers monitored the
correspondence between history and national identity and politics. There are two cases that
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examined the influence of national history on the state’s foreign policy. First, India’s postindependence foreign policy was greatly impacted by its 200-year dismal colonial history.
Since Britain established the East India Company to gain the upper hand of maritime trade,
India had to suffer national depredation here and there over two centuries. Trade with Britain
was held in the form of plunder and monopoly, domestic agriculture was suitably adjusted
to effective production of materials then Britain preferred (cotton, tea, coffee, even opium
to prepare confrontation with China, etc.), and land revenue was largely driven to cover
Britain’s finance deficit caused by engaging in two World Wars. Even civilian uprising was
brutally suppressed by force, and Britain charged India the cost for subjugation. British
exploitation is not done yet; Britain attempted to compart race, religion, caste, or region to
prevent dangerous identity formation afterward. India’s politics and economy were entirely
pushed around by the United Kingdom; thereby, skepticism toward superpowers and anticolonialism were faded in India’s foreign policy after independence. Those newly emerged
senses of Indian people encouraged India to take a ‘non-alliance’ strategy during the Cold
War but put forth exertions to make cooperation between fledgling nations after
colonialization just like India itself. Through the 1950s and 1960s, India adhered to an
idealistic stance in foreign policy, which seemed so moralistic that it even defined world
peace as its national interest (Dalmia & Malone, 2012).
Captured in this same manner, when a trade dispute occurred between South Korea
and Japan in 2019, Korea also broached in foreign policy anti-Japanese sentiment, which
has been shaped progressively from the Japanese colonial era to this date. The trade war
broke out by the Japanese first punch with removing Korea from the ‘whitelist’ of trusted
trading partners as a reaction to the decision of the Korean supreme court about
compensation for people exploited by Japanese imperialistic companies. Since Korea fast
counter-attacked Japan with the deletion of Japan from the list of trustful trade partners and
Japan started not to export their products to Korea, the trade war is still going on. Deacon
solved this actual condition from the constructivist view that unsolved historical problems
between Korea and Japan have produced and reproduced Korean and Japanese national
identities till today and still cast a long shadow on the Korea-Japan relationship. Constant
history conflicts such as Japanese war crimes during colonialism (comfort women, illegal
workforce drain, etc.), no sincere apology from the Japanese government, territorial issue,
and history distortion of Japanese textbook let Korea entrench anti-Japanese sentiment into
national identity and expand this distrustful emotion toward Japan to diplomacy. On the
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other hand, this matter led Japan to think of Korea as an irrational state living confined in
the past (Deacon, 2021).
Even though these cases are temporarily almost a century far from each other, both
show us a very plain truth that history is the one which has enormous leverage on state’s
identity formation and states conduct at the international level their policy according to own
national identities manufactured through history. The goal of this paper is synonymous with
both prior studies in that it focuses on uncovering historical the correlation between Czech
national skepticism shaped through its gloomy history and Czech euro-skeptical stances at
the EU level. Thus, this paper takes the constructivist view as theory and historical research
as a methodology to analyze the association of Czech identity and politics deeply.
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3. LITERATURE REVIEW

As we know from above that many scholars across time and space tried to definite
what Euroscepticism is; still, defining Euroscepticism has been an important part of social
sciences. Since the word, Euroscepticism, was firstly used by journalists in the UK back in
1980s to name politicians who had hesitancy regarding the European integration, there have
been three problems which made Euroscepticism baffling to harden its scholarship position
in discipline; first, as the term was invented by non-scholars to explain the cynical politics
toward the EU, it had no academic sense at the outset and costed a lot of work to theorize
Euroscepticism as one which indicates phenomenon in politics; second, Euroscepticism was
so obscure term to simplify to what extent the opposition toward European integration should
be, also the term did not demonstrate itself as a clear concept what it is shaped by, how it
happens, what form it takes, etc.; third, scholars had to work with a will to extend the
meaning of Euroscepticism to cover wide range of studies across time and space, because
the word was temporarily coined to be applied to then UK politics in discussion about Single
European Act. By putting in a great deal of effort to conceptualize Euroscepticism as
political action as a whole, to supply explanatory gap concerning the relation between
Eurosceptic attitudes and actions, and to search further the impact of Euroscepticism,
Euroscepticism has been successfully positioned as a part of scholarship full of suggestions
concerning many social studies such as political economy and political psychology (Leruth
& Startin & Usherwood, 2017). And it smoothly grew out of the vague beginning phase.
Despite its strenuous start, now we cannot adequately describe some parts of
European politics without the help of Euroscepticism. Leconte threw light on why
Euroscepticism matters in European politics, even in international politics. Euroscepticism
questions the nature of the EU and decentralizes supranational aspects in the decisionmaking process. As individual states’ possibility to exert their authority at the EU level is
quite scarce, Euroscepticism is a channel of national influence in the EU and calling on the
EU to listen to voices from the national level. At the state level, Euroscepticism also could
reflect the public displeased with the democracy of the system. Furthermore, Euroscepticism
helps make the EU more democratic by discovering legitimacy deficit within the system and,
as Euroscepticism does not believe in the existence of totally empowered supranational
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order, it improves EU governance by correcting power balance between EU institutions.
Moreover, Euroscepticism not only contributes to ride out the recent sluggish policies so that
it could also change the relations with the rest of the world but also send an indirect message
to the world about how regional integration influence the relations between member states
and their transnational organization and how the EU likely to react at future global
governance (Leconte, 2010). Since it was born as a non-professional jargon, Euroscepticism
has consistently bulked up its build in scholarship and became accepted as a full-fledged
phenomenon in European politics.
Many scholars have tried to unravel Euroscepticism as one of the political trends in
the European community. Brack and Startin made Euroscepticism more stand out as
mainstream in European political debate. They stated that before the Maastricht Treaty in
1992, Euroscepticism was very marginal but became powerful as the EU grew with various
incorporating policies such as euro and a massive accession of new states in 2004.
Euroscepticism was clearly spotted during the conversation about constitutional integration,
European Constitution, and the Lisbon Treaty. After the Eurozone crisis in 2008, it became
a significant stream of domestic and European politics. Euroscepticism has been backed up
by the proliferation of skeptical European public opinion, a large number of soft and hard
Eurosceptic parties rejecting to deeper European Union, and a rise of transnational
interactions among Eurosceptic officials within the EU. Already several states used a
referendum to impede the European integration process by their national EU citizens’ voice;
UK’s referendum about EU membership withdrawal is the typical example. Now we cannot
negate the great influence of Euroscepticism within EU institutions, especially the European
Parliament, where the combination of the soft Eurosceptic party has enlarged to the second
largest group in the election 2014 (Brack & Startin, 2015). Like this, Euroscepticism has
established itself apace in European politics as one of the vital expression ways which
represent the thoughts of nations and citizens. On this account, some researchers attempted
even further to classify the drivers of the Eurosceptic phenomenon.
Here Startin and his other colleague analyzed motive powers of Euroscepticism in
Europe. They specialized the cooperation among Eurosceptic parties at the national level
and collaboration of Eurosceptics in EU institutions, in particular EP and took notice of the
role of non-party groups, referendum, and media. The large-scale formation of non-party
groups across Europe gave impetus to the anti-EU wave. It even generated even society
based on immense information exchange and Eurosceptic discourse and action. The
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referendum has functioned as a bridge for EU citizens to convey their Eurosceptic meaning
overtly, whether constitutionally imposed or politically motivated. The referendum holds
such power to affect the decisions held at important times in the EU progress, because it
apparently displayed how their people virtually think about the EU-related issues. I was then
used as a valuable source by Eurosceptic non-party groups and media. Media also is
responsible for shaping and sustaining Eurosceptic public opinions and is a crucial
instrument to burrow Euroscepticism into people’s minds (Usherwood & Startin, 2013). As
evidenced by the evolution of Euroscepticism, today it is a complex development in a
combination of assorted actors and their activities both at the state and the EU levels. It is,
to crown all, an indispensable phenomenon that cannot be ignored to understand European
politics.
Euroscepticism of the EU members is another popular area of this field. Sørensen, in
her working paper, compared the popular Euroscepticism of two EU member states,
Denmark and the UK. For Denmark, the EC membership application was an economical
choice rather than a political choice to get closer to the union. Danish Euroscepticism has
been spotted through referenda starting with the public rejection of the Maastricht Treaty in
1992. And the euro-referendum in 2000 testified to widespread Danish skepticism and
Euroscepticism through a large spectrum of political parties fearful of losing national
sovereignty. Danish popular Euroscepticism resounds when a new EU decision seems to
impact on national identity and interests; therefore, she concluded that Danish
Euroscepticism is sovereignty-based. On the other hand, British Euroscepticism is related
much more to its role and influence as a global player. Primarily British accession was made
in fear of growing leverage of France and West Germany in the community. As a maritime
island country, the UK contains remoteness from the Continent, and as the nation which
covered two-thirds of the lands around the globe in the past, it does not consider itself as a
full member of Europe, but as the actor between the Atlantic and the Continent. The UK still
preserves the ‘superiority feeling’; thus, deeper EU integration such as power-sharing and
consensual politics could be interpreted as a threat to British independence and polity
(Sørensen, 2004).
Wivel went over the grounds of the Danish Eurosceptic position. According to him,
like the UK, Denmark is inter-governmental, seeks a good relationship with the US, and ran
into an upswing of nationalism when immigration issue turned into a full-blown affair.
Nevertheless, Denmark took a different step when the UK was agonizing over leaving the
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EU. Denmark’s attitude toward the EU is quite dissimilar and contradictory in that it has not
accorded with several incorporating policies such as common policies on justice and home
affairs, monetary union, but it is also a reliable supporter of the EU membership and the
implementation of EU regulation. He presented four proper reasons why the Danish
government has kept the accent on soft Eurosceptic attitude. First, as a small state, Denmark
never dreamt of doing a solo play. It, too, encountered German invasion; rather, it places
emphasis on remaining as a member of the EU, even though the EU in itself has plenty of
wrongs. Second, from the two world wars, Denmark got the know-how of making interests
by volunteering for mediation between superpowers, so it finds the EU, a transnational
institution, practical and reassured to play a role as a moderator within. Third, as there is a
growing tendency of participation of numerous actors at the EU level and EU decisionmaking progress has been decentralized step by step, a small-scale state, Denmark, has
obtained a better chance to actively and strategically maximize its benefits within the EU.
Lastly, Denmark knows itself well as a tiny trade-dependent country needing market
opportunities and stability controlled by the EU (Wivel, 2014). Comparing Euroscepticism
in Denmark and the UK is a popular field of study. However, in a more extensive region, the
general Euroscepticism in Scandinavian countries is another famous arena for research.
Raunio pinpointed the tendency that the Nordic countries with egalitarian welfare
systems (Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Finland) were concerned about losing policymaking power (public services, social and gender equality, corporatist collective wage, Etc.),
so they followed to the path of Denmark in opposing deeper EU integration with the
exception of Finland. In addition, he took notice of another paradoxical similarity that the
Nordics became less skeptical and are supportive of their EU membership, but preserve
critical attitudes toward further EU integration. To explain this, he dug into party-based
Euroscepticism among the Nordic countries according to three main party goals – officeseeking, policy-seeking, and vote-seeking. He says, especially, ‘vote-seeking’ to win the
support from their voters, and ‘policy-seeking behavior’ to maximize the influence on public
policy, made the Nordic Euroscepticism. At the same time, Eurosceptical parties in the
Nordics possess the ability to constrain skepticism toward the EU, since their citizens trust
their well-functioning democracy and the EU will not destroy it. As a result, the Nordic
Euroscepticism has been softened; the parties read the atmosphere of the people and saw a
low probability to win, if they maintain a hard-line Eurosceptic view (Raunio, 2007).
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Archer had a little bit divergent thought about the general Euroscepticism in the
Nordics. He saw eye to eye with Raunio, when it comes to that Nordic countries cope with
in a positive attitude to the economic integration because those small states’ governments
respond to dominant interest groups from industrial sectors. However, he introduced another
interesting explanation with respect to the normative part of the Nordic integration
discussion that the Nordics’ Euroscepticism is fairly contingent upon the balance between
backing the EU integration for economic interests and reluctance of reduced national
sovereignty. The tendency why the Nordics would rather accept economic integration than
political integration is related to a concept, ‘Scandinavian exceptionalism’, of national
identity, which causes influence on Eurosceptic electorates in the Nordics. Scandinavian
voters have an affinity for their nations. They wish their governments to maintain controls
on some policy areas such as defense, justice, and monetary union. The Nordic public
substantially trusts their governmental system that they are more partial to pursue interests
by themselves rather than through the EU. For this reason, people often become censorious
when their governments’ stand seems too much complying with the EU and spare no effort
to check the EU integration advance (Archer, 2000). This research well showed that interests
could be restrained by national identity.
More closely to the Czech Republic, Euroscepticism in Central Europe is also an oftexamined subject in this field. Neumayer distinguished three types of Euroscepticism of
political parties in Central Europe (Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic) after 1989
and spelled out what ideology about EU integration each categorized group possesses.
Nevertheless, she asserts that there is no clear relationship between party ideology and party
position because, since 1989, European integration was the effective tool many political
parties in Central Europe used to set up their party identity and bolster their competitiveness
in domestic politics. Thus, Euroscepticism was manifested as party ideology and strategy at
the same time. Also, she picked the birth of ‘Euro-realism’ as a point of sameness among
political parties avoiding Euroscepticism’s label but improving EU-friendly image before
EU accession. Also, she shed light on the shift of the Eurosceptic parties’ role in the Czech
Republic and Poland from that of “critical outsiders” to “critical insiders” after the 2004
European elections (Neumayer, 2007). When there exists research searching out similarities
among Central European countries’ Euroscepticism, justly there is a research finding out
dissimilarities among those countries.
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Toomey conducted a comparative analysis on the difference of Eurosceptic trends
between the Czech Republic, Poland, and Slovakia. He brought two primary reasons. First,
he presented a historical aspect that Euroscepticism arose in all three countries because they
have the disheartened past caused by superpowers’ capture. The Czech Republic and Poland
still remember painful old days of the invasion of Germany; however, there is a little
distinctness in that Czech Republic has shown Euroscepticism originated from a hostility to
Germany resulted from historical incidents like totalitarian exploitation and the post-war
‘Benes Decrees’, while in Poland Euroscepticism was usually generated by people feeling
‘devaluated’ by the Germans and worrying of opportunity loss to the German labor market.
On the other hand, Euroscepticism is lesser in Slovakia because its competitors were
neighboring countries, mainly the Czechs and the Hungarians, which are all newcomers like
Slovakia itself. Second, Euroscepticism was also derived from economic issues. The Czechs
mostly feared negative impact, especially unemployment, on their relatively well-grown
economy. In contrast, Poland and Slovakia, much poorer states, looked on the bright side of
the entry to the EU that it will fetch positive economic effect on employment. Over and
above that, he also tried to tell apart Euroscepticism in these three nations at the elite level.
The notable differentiation was that the Czech elites’ skepticism toward the EU is inspired
by practical problems, for example, EU integration impacts the economy and degradation of
self-rule, while elites’ Euroscepticism in Poland and Slovakia shows ideological aspects.
Polish elites’ Eurosceptic voice was evolved in dread both of damage of national
characteristics such as religion, culture, and tradition, and rapid capitalistic transformation
of people’s mindset. Otherwise, Slovakia’s Euroscepticism at the elite level draws from
evaluating Western values as unneeded ones for the Slovak people (Toomey, 2007).
Comparative studies to come across resemblances and dissimilitudes between Central
European countries were highly requested around the states’ EU accession.
However, scholars also have had a go at the examination of nation-wise
Euroscepticism. Samely, this paper aims to interpret the Czech Euroscepticism development
and expression. There are preceding noticeable works that specifically concentrate on Czech
Euroscepticism and European integration. Many scholars paid attention to the Czech
Republic’s historical reason for Czech citizens’ euro-sceptic positions spotted in the period
before and after EU accession. Firstly, there is a complex book specifically dealing with
Czech skepticism as a single-case study. Havlík and his colleagues threw a light on how
Czech Euroscepticism had been Europeanized with overall descriptions about the
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development of Czech Euroscepticism, party and public Euroscepticism, motivations for
Czech Euroscepticism, and Czech Euroscepticism before and since 2004. They covered the
paradoxical consequence that following the direction of Vaclav Klaus, the most noted
Eurosceptic politician, EU accession was accomplished, and took a closer look into
Eurosceptical narratives of political parties, such as the Communist Party of Bohemia and
Moravia (Komunistická Strana Čech a Moravy, KSČM), the Civic Democratic Party
(Občanská Demokratická Strana, ODS), during the period from mid-‘90s to 2004 accession.
Nonetheless, their main idea is that Czech Euroscepticism had naturally drifted apart from
its historically emerged critical narrative strategies and went through Europeanization, and
consequently has adjusted to the style of Western European Euroscepticism since 2004. They
elaborated that this transformation was an entailed process due to the political socialization
of the EU (Havlík and Hloušek, 2017). In the way that Havlík and Hloušek covered tried to
cover the general drives and evolution of Czech Euroscepticism, other scholars also exerted
themselves to make a contribution to the relation between Czech skepticism and the
Eurosceptical position of the government.
The Czech Republic’s Euroscepticism is proof of national interests based on identity.
We will go into more detail on this point in the following section of the evolution of Czech
Euroscepticism, but according to researchers, there are several historical reasons why the
Czech Republic started to assume a Eurosceptic political character. First, ‘Europeanization’
was an inevitable instrument to go back to “normal order” after long communist governance.
‘Return to Europe’ was the slogan of Czech political parties regardless of political
orientation after 1989 with an expectation to be shoulder to shoulder with the liberal
democratic states in the West. (Riishøj, 2007; Hanley, 2004; Kopecký, 2004). For the Czech
Republic, European integration was a natural next phase to recover the thoroughly injured
nation and exist in its form rather than a choice with total support.
Second, the tragic history of losing sovereignty was another strong drive for the
Czech Republic’s Euro-skepticism. Since the Czech Republic survived under almost 500
years of foreign rule and manipulation, the Czech nation contained self-criticism and a lack
of confidence in that others gave their history and even identity, the feature which
materialized as Czech ‘littleness’ as described above (Riishøj, 2007). Still, the Czech
Republic barely made its way out of this somber victimhood history that the Czech school
system rather teaches to students how their prosperous, democratic nation failed to sustain
sovereignty by outside invaders and plants in students’ minds a strong thought of a rift
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between the country and the rest (Muhovic, 2017). It is certain that history is not a source
that can be excluded, on which this paper also focuses.
Third, Euroscepticism is also a Czech tactic to exercise vigilance in leading powers
in European politics. In the early 1990s, the Czech Republic yearned for NATO affiliation
as a democratic symbol. The dismal historical backdrop brought about the momentous
inclination toward the US built on a positive relationship from WWI. Also, for the Czech
Republic as a small weak state, pro-Americanism was a significant instrument to confront
Germany and France on equal terms (Waisová, 2006). Through Euroscepticism, the Czech
Republic drew a line between ‘old’ and ‘new’ EU countries and raised the Atlanticist
inclination even after the EU accession (Riishøj, 2007). Even though there were several
incidents later, where Czech Atlanticism had a downtrend, Atlanticism based on
Euroscepticism had continuously been valid in the 1990s and 2000s.
For these reasons, the Czech Republic had three different predispositions to protect
its national interests in its foreign policy. There are the pan-Europeanism for European
identity, the federalism for EU integration (Hanley, 2002; Riishøj, 2007), and liberalEuroscepticism for a relationship with the EU (Riishøj, 2007). And these Eurosceptical
ideologies are usually activated by Eurosceptical parties, especially KSČM, ODS, and its
main member Vaclav Klaus. That is why parties professing Euroscepticism are a favorite
theme to take a pulse of Czech Euroscepticism in European politics. This paper will also go
along with afterward in the last sections of the Eurosceptic reaction of the ODS.
A close inspection of the ODS’s position toward the EU before and after the EU
accession is as much a popular topic as the formation of Czech Euroscepticism. By way of
an introduction to the Eurosceptic path of the ODS in the following section of this paper,
two scholars were brought, Hanley and Braun, to look at the background of its actions.
Hanley (2002) assumed the radical growth of Czech Euroscepticism in the ODS should be
mostly taken as a response to rapid change in political structure in Central Europe including
the Czech Republic, since 1989. Also, Braun (2009) had a similar opinion that the
government’s full effort for membership negotiation and a little bit submissive attitude
toward the EU made them more euro-realistic in fear of losing national interests and pride.
The Czech Euro-realism was significantly devised by the political ideology of the leader,
Vaclav Klaus. He and his party interpreted European integration as a centralized rule
primarily authorized by West Europe and as a threat to sovereign interests. Nevertheless, the
limit of Klaus and his party’s Eurosceptical stance turned out to be soft comparing to his
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harsh Eurosceptical arguments. Even for the ODS, the EU membership was the key goal
shared by all parties (Hanley, 2002; Braun, 2009). Gregor and Macková (2015) analyzed
official speeches of Vaclav Klaus through his chairman of the ODS and two president
periods. Klaus consistently remained strong critic, even stronger in his second presidential
term. However, Taggart and Szczerbiak (2002) classified the ODS into soft euro-skepticism
with other political parties in post-communist candidate states. Eventually, according to
them, Czech political Euroscepticism led by Vaclav Klaus and his party was reorganized in
the aspect of balance: EU membership was a key foreign goal to bring security, stabilization,
and economic prosperity to its state, but keeping an eye on the intrusion which may happen
on individual state’s sovereignty and interests.
Otherwise, Hanley’s other interesting work is about a contradiction between Czech
Euroscepticism and a pro-EU result. Hanley endeavored to explain a paradox of the proaccession camp winning the 2003 EU accession referendum in the Czech Republic despite
two robust Eurosceptic parties and Czech Eurosceptical public opinion. He mentioned
European integration was the hottest matter splitting discourses in Czech politics. The ODS
firmly preserved Czech Euroscepticism backing by the weakest support of the public for EU
entry as a candidate country. However, according to a poll introduced in his book, the result
was against the expectation that the majority responded that they trust the EU, although they
seemed skeptical of progressed EU political integration, especially in defense and foreign
policy (Hanley, 2004). He concluded that this happened due to the political-cultural tendency
of Czechs thinking themselves politically belong to Western Europe and evaluating EU
membership as the crucial choice to remove post-communist remainder and become a
qualified player in Europe.
Kratochvíl and Sychra, on the flip side, presented solutions to mitigate Czech
Euroscepticism, when many academics seek to find the reasons for Euroscepticism in the
Czech Republic or to describe Eurosceptic phenomenon in domestic politics. They
recommended two types of answers derived from traditional and new approaches. Firstly,
they pinpointed the Czechs’ relatively defensive attitude toward changes in foreign policy
against traditional values they went after, for instance, the Eastern Partnership, the Western
Balkans, and the access to the EU market. In this connection, they professed that Czech
Euroscepticism would be cool down if the Czech Republic moderates roles both as a member
of the Eastern Partnership and the EU by tying its experience with the EU Presidency and
launch of the Eastern Partnership in Prague if the Czech Republic educes the Visegrad Four’s
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potential to engage in profit maximization in the EU enlargement to the Western Balkans
and more trade openness. Secondly, they insisted the effort of Czech politicians is significant
to put public Euroscepticism to sleep regarding East-West double standards, fair taxation,
and security at EU external borders by getting out the obstacle to communication with people
and appealing that those concerns are well supported by the EU strategies (Kratochvíl &
Sychra, 2019).
Until now, we scoped on the examinations about what Euroscepticism is and how it
has been shown differently in various European regions, but Euroscepticism is not a simple
topic. Apart from what was mentioned above, there is another intriguing research area of
finding the correlation between Euroscepticism and national identity. Carey analyzed the
variation of support for the EU membership according to three conceptualized national
identities; 1) “intensity of the attachment to the nation”; 2) “allegiance to various terminal
communities”; 3) “perception of threat from other culture”. His survey results showed that
the favorable attitude toward the EU evidently dropped as the attachment to the nation
strengthened. This is of importance that national identity does impinge on the
Euroscepticism in the nation. Next, an expected negative relationship between the scales of
territorial entities and the support for the EU was not always validated because some people
felt proud to be their nationals, but also to be Europeans, despite of a partly negative
correlation. Lastly, the more people felt their national identity threatened, the lesser positive
expression toward the EU. Especially, they did not take a fancy to the EU, when the EU was
seen as the external entity menacing their language and culture (Carey, 2002). While Carey
attempted to prove a strong relation between EU support and national identity, Maclaren
presented a little different view on the impact of national identity on the EU support of the
countries’ general public.
His essence does not profoundly depart from Carey’s conclusion that the fear of loss
of national identity and culture exerts influence on negative public opinion toward the EU,
but he rather felt that Euroscepticism does not appear only due to national identity, but other
items complexly play a role. As alternatives, he brought personal economic benefits
contingent upon professions categories, national benefits, and costs meanwhile the EU
integration, and poor information access to the EU. Firstly, the occupational background of
EU citizens partly pertained to the pessimistic feeling toward EU membership. While those
who had better professions personally felt the EU integration give more advantages than
disadvantages in terms of that, they could get better work chances, those with lower
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competencies perceived EU integration as less beneficial that companies would move to
anywhere for cheaper labor in an open market. Secondly, people automatically took the
incorporating efforts of the EU bad when they notice their own countries lose more than win
within the EU; for example, Germany and France invest more finance into the EU budget,
when a bulk of financial aid goes to Southern European states. Lastly, he thought the absence
of information channels for the citizens to the EU is, too, a portion of a negative attitude
toward European integration. Since people do not catch daily updated news from the EU and
have poor knowledge about the EU activities, they determine their supportive manner
according to national political status. In other words, people are likely to oppose the EU
when people do not see sweat what their governments are doing (McLaren, 2004). Thus,
including the threat to national identity and culture, other types of dissatisfaction multiply
form Euroscepticism.
Euroscepticism has leaped forward in speed in European politics, so scholarship
should keep pace at the most with its evolution. As described above, this paper postulates a
historical causal relation between the formation of Czech skepticism and the government’s
official Eurosceptic attitudes toward the EU. This paper aims to be a part of the examination
development in the discipline, International Relations regarding Czech Euroscepticism and
the EU. To do so, in following sections, this paper will sort through Czech modern history
for probabilistic terms seeming like causes for Czech skepticism.
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4. THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF CZECH
SKEPTICISM

As this paper aims to search the correlation between history and Czech skepticism,
here in this section, we will look through the important incidents, specifically, when, where,
and by which superpower Czech national interests or sovereignty were oppressed, in the
Czech Republic’s late 450 years. The evolution of Czech skepticism in history will be
displayed forward order; 1) Anti-Habsburg sentiment (1526~1914); 2) Anti-German
sentiment (1920~1945); 3) Anti-Soviet sentiment (1945~1971).

4.1

ANTI-HABSBURG SENTIMENT

4.1.1 The dawn of Czech aristocratic skepticism (1526~1620)
From 16th century Czech territory due to its geographical (political and military
advantage concerning intervention in close areas of German states) and economic (dense
population, silver mining, and minting (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:213)) potential had been a
concern of dominance among Central European rulers (Czech, Polish, and Hungary) and the
Habsburg was not an exception. In 1526 Czech aristocrats took Ferdinand 1’s pledge to bear
half of the national liability generated by the battle against the Ottoman Empire and to
capitulate on the government limit authority in Bohemian crown lands (Pánek & Tůma,
2018:211), and this was the very start of 400-year of the Habsburg’s oppression. The
Habsburg went back on its words to protect freedom of religion, Prague residence of the
king, a guarantee of posts and rights of Czech autocrats, and debt redemption (Heather &
Shaina, 2013:25). Also solidified the Habsburg’s hereditary dynasty in the Bohemian
kingdom and centralized power by building a bureaucratic administration setup having
precedence over Czech aristocratic organizations and district institutions (권재일, 2015:8487; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:214; Mahoney, 2011:74).
The Czech nobility, burghers, and knights started to fight for the Estate, political, and
religious freedoms against this Ferdinand’s attempt to build a robust central monarchic state
in Central Europe (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:214). The Czech public also vented their
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grievances, as Ferdinand 1 pushed ahead his royal rights to exploit the Czech population’s
economic activities, heavy taxation, and fast reconversion with scant regard for the ethnic
and cultural differences of his new citizens (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:217). The first antiHabsburg unit of lords, who aided with economic and political elements, and royal towns
which were discontented with the Habsburg’s policy in Bohemian Estates was formed, and
stroke a blow for the Bohemian interests (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:218-219) in the
Schmalkaldic War of 1546-1547. This unsuccessful resistance resulted in disarmament,
restriction on rights, confiscation of property, house arrest, deportation, capital punishment,
and political loss of association freedom in 1547. Eventually, the Habsburg just iced on the
cake of its rule over the Czechs by placing monarchical supervisory officers in Prague towns
(권재일, 2015:92-96). Notwithstanding the monarchy’s firm control, the nobles were
tenaciously unyielding about the right to independent confederation (the Bartholomew Diet
of August 1547), and so many religious rebellions occurred across Bohemia and Moravia,
which entailed the exile of many important figures (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:220-221).
The Czechs’ confrontation against the government centralization and the religious
unification had continued until Rudolf II’s the Letter of Majesty (1609) of tentative religious
liberties (Mahoney, 2011:77). And, importantly, around the same time, the Czech language
protection started to sprout both civically (the Scolding of the Slipshod Czech; Okřik na
nedbalého Čecha) and politically (language protection law adopted by the Prague diet of
1615) due to the growing population of foreign employees in the Czech lands both for the
Habsburg government’s service or for private economic reasons (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:223).
After the death of Rudolf II, the oppression on non-Catholics became in Bohemia even
violent. In the end, it got connected into a conference at Prague castle in 1618, where Czech
aristocrats claimed the breach of the Letter of Majesty and the second defenestration of
Prague happened (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:243, Mahoney, 2011:78; Krueger, 2009:25-26). The
Czech autocrats threw royal representatives out of a window, and it was a remarkable
moment that light the fuse of the Czechs’ anti-Habsburg sentiment. This incident led to two
times of battle toward Vienna in 1619 with the support of Frederick V of the Palatinate, who
tried to secure Bohemia for his small imperial principality, but failed (Pánek & Tůma,
2018:245), also in the following year, the army of the Czech Estates was defeated at the
Battle of White Mountain (Bílá Hora) (Mahoney, 2011:78; Heather & Shaina, 2013:25, 27)
by the weak interaction among the Czech aristocrats and incompetence of Frederick (Pánek
& Tůma, 2018:246). The leaders of the protest were executed, nation-wide confiscation and
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expel of non-Catholics, catholicization, elimination of Czech nobles, and formalization of
the German language, and the Czech Chancellery was moved to Vienna (Mahoney,
2011:79). Czech own history and culture were undermined, Czech territory fell into
Habsburg’s absolutism (권재일, 2015:98-102; Heather & Shaina, 2013:26). However, for
the Czech bourgeois, the White Mountain became not only a throwback not to forget the
terrible national humiliation (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:247), but an ethnical watershed to have
a notion of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ (Krueger, 2009:28).

4.1.2 Anti-Habsburg transference into the bourgeois and clerisy
(1620~1790)
Right after the defeat of Bohemian Estates at White Mountain, the year 1620 was a
golden age of the royal absolutism of the Habsburg monarchy in Czech lands (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:270). Later, through the Thirty Years’ War, the collapse of Czech aristocracy
was called forth to such an extent that half of the possession of the Czech nobles was fell
into foreign nobles who stood by the Habsburg, and this meant the doomed future of the
Czech nation without own leadership in politics and cultural development. After the Peace
of Westphalia in 1648, the Habsburg’s absolutism incorporated and dictated the whole Czech
territory by its centralized monarchy system (권재일, 2015:113-114) with severe legislative
measures to halt non-Catholic activities and to search out secret non-Catholics (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:267). The absence of the Czech nobles supporting Czech people resulted in
Germanization in cities and continuous abuse of Czech potentials to make up the deficit for
battles against the Ottoman Empire on the East and the hegemonic race with France on the
West (권재일. 2015:118). The peasants had to go through the heavier burden of taxation
and subject labor (From 1655, the tax burden of Czech versus Austrian lands was 56 : 44,
and this grew to 65 : 35 after 1682. (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:273)), also limitations in life
regarding marriage, moving house, and study (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:268), thus, the Czech
clergy had to stand forward to represent the state instead aristocrats to oppose to the
excessive economic exploitation on the people (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:269). The antiHabsburg sentiment of the Czech people was the anxiety of the monarchy, which had to
check not to be used as a strategy by the different European powers (Pánek & Tůma,
2018:272).
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Under the direction of Charles VI in the Bohemian crown lands, the Pragmatic
Sanction (1720) was enacted, which stipulated the indivisibility of the monarchy. It
occasioned integration of the Czech Lands to the Habsburg and subjugation of the Czech
sovereignty (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:276; Mahoney, 2011:90). On this basis, Maria Theresa
aimed at a total unified state not only of the legal, political, economic section but also
ideology and language (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:292-3). The Czech public offices and courts
were directly connected to the Viennese central institutions, and the traditional Land system
and institutions were dissolved (Mahoney, 2011:95-96; Krueger, 2009:68). The Czech
economic resource and its supplement were newly illuminated through two times of the
Habsburg’s hegemonic competition with Prussia, Eight Years’ War (1740~1748) (Mahoney,
2011:94) and Seven Years’ War (1756~1763), and the responsibility to eke out Czech
identity was transferred to the low-rank nobility and normal people (권재일, 2015:128). And
in this course, it was a question of time that the Bohemia crown kingdom lost its statehood
(Pánek & Tůma, 2018:294). However, identity was not a thing to transform quickly.
The Czech Lands experiencing the growth of enlightened people along with the
development of science (Mahoney, 2011:93, Krueger, 2009:58) and the prevalent concepts
of natural rights and contractual political arrangements (Krueger, 2009:87) was not easy to
tame. Amid more serious revision of administration and centralized bureaucracy in Vienna,
the residual Czech nobility was again at odds with the Habsburg with regional nationalism
insisting autonomy in Czech land, Czech history, recovery of the Czech nation, and led
revival movements of Czech people. However, the autocracy’s anti-Habsburg walk this time
was quite opportunistic and contained selfish motivation for benefits and authority.
Nevertheless, the real animosity started to sprout in cities among bourgeois and intelligentsia
ready to cry out for the restoration of the Czech language and history, Czech people’s
legitimacy (권재일, 2015:128, 132). The better-educated people such as scientists,
journalists, and state clerks still claimed their civil rights, press freedom, autonomous
security, restoration of the Czech language, which disappeared from administration and
higher education, and history, in their home territory (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:303). They
started to bring up their linguistic and cultural Czech identity (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:307).
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4.1.3 Czech ethnic awakening and revival movement (1790~1860)
As the French Revolution (1789) broke out, Francis II (1792-1835) locked down the
Habsburg against the spread of revolution (Mahoney, 2011:103). The German nationalism
fueled by the French Revolution and Napoleon’s expansionism had flown into Central
Europe (권재일, 2015:163). The Czechs began to treat their nationality in an ethnic way,
which language they use and which culture they belong to (Heather & Shaina, 2013:26).
Also, for enlightened Czech aristocrats, the combined concept of language and nation was
an instrument to aver their rights to regional autonomy and a marker to show their loyalty to
the nation (Krueger, 2009:62, 88, 192).
“It is the duty of each of us to defend his homeland fiercely, that means his mother
tongue…” – Jan Nejedlý (Krueger, 2009:60)
Through this process, Czech revival movement had developed from a phase insisting
restoration of language and culture to the next step with political motivation to restore Czech
national rights and statehood (Heather & Shaina, 2013:29; Krueger, 2009:192). Metternich’s
absolutism banned any national sentiment and activities (to define Bohemia, its history, and
people (Krueger, 2009:197)) that could soup up any rights over the nature of the state
(Krueger, 2009:194). However, the excessive centralization (bureaucracy, police, and
censorship on liberalism and the threat of revolution) and Germanization policy (German as
the language of the administration) (Mahoney, 2011:105) rather triggered regional
patriotism among the new citizens, or rather burgher, in the Czech lands (권재일, 2015:164166; Krueger, 2009:68). Reformist Czech nobles and clergies tried hard to acquire the
official status of the Czech language to promote parity of Czech people and culture with that
of Germans and to obtain respect for identity in Bohemia (Krueger, 2009:197,199).
According to the petition, ‘Deduction of the legal continuity of the constitutional rights and
freedoms of the Bohemian Estates of 1847’, which was rejected, it is seen that the Czechs
very wanted to regain the stripped rights and respect from the Vienna (Pánek & Tůma,
2018:320; Mahoney, 2011:110). This petition became the guidebook of the Czech burghers’
political activities.
Right before the Prague revolution in 1848 was bloomed, national awareness
launched prevalently in every part of society (political, cultural, journalistic, and linguistic)
and across the classes (from peasants to aristocrats) to correct the Czechs’ unequal status
and ethnic dangers (the language lost and identity crisis) (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:327).
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National identity became the main concept against the ethnocentric and nationalistic
monarchy and national history as the essence of argument both for the existence of nation
(Pánek & Tůma, 2018:331-332) and the separation of the Czech Lands from the Habsburg
context (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:339). Many scholars also tried to succeed the language
(Mahoney, 2011:106) like Josef Jungmann, who believed the Czech ethnic could exist only
by using Czech, and history like Frantisek Palacky, who interpreted Czech people’s history
in Bohemia and Moravia as a democratic and liberal struggle against German feudalism
(Mahoney, 2011:108-109).
During the revolutionary years of 1848-1849, the Austro-Slavism was the primary
idea among the Czech reformist bourgeoisie (Mahoney, 2011:110), which meant the Slavs
holding a majority in population should equivalently exert the political, economic, and
cultural rights as Germans or Hungarians, and the Habsburg monarchy should have become
a constitutional monarchy (권재일, 2015:176; Krueger, 2009:200). The Czech citizen class
continuously requested political participation. At long last, on March 11 1848, in the New
Town’s St Wenceslas Spa restaurant, Prague burghers decided to petition to recuperate
national, liberal, and constitutional rights (Krueger, 2009:207) such as freedom of the press
and religion, independent courthouse, abolition of forced labor and serfdom, officialization
of the Czech language at schools and public offices, and restoration of Czech Council in
Prague. This petition was conveyed to Vienna with a strong appeal for Czech autonomy
within a federalized constitutional monarchy (Mahoney, 2011:111-112). Even though the
Prague revolution achieved a fruit of brief recognition of citizen rights, the Czechs’ efforts
to secure autonomous administration had conflicted with German nationalism. In-between
the Prague Pentecost Riots of the radical Czech citizens were suppressed by the army and
took a bad twist in the Czech revolution, as Vienna declared a state of siege. It prevented the
Bohemian kingdom from negotiating about more extensive administrative independence for
itself (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:346-347; Mahoney, 2011:114). In 1849 prime movers preparing
for another demonstration were caught, and martial law was proclaimed in Prague for the
next four years. As in 1851, the Habsburg introduced new absolutism. Czech citizen rights
obtained by the revolution were all deprived except for equality before the law, freedom of
religion, and abolishment of serfdom. The schools were quickly again Germanized (권재일,
2015: 177-178).
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4.1.4 Czech political struggle for czech nation rights (1860~1914)
Due to the fatal loss in the war with Italy and France in 1859, the national financial
crisis erupted. The Habsburg fastened the centralized state model to strengthen stature in
1861 with the February Patent, which still contained many absolutist elements (권재일,
2015:189; Mahoney, 2011:118). In response to the Austrian disobliging manner, Czech
politicians from both parties of liberalistic ‘The National Party (Starocesi; Narodni strana’)
and democratic progressive ‘The National Liberal Party (Mladocesi; Narodni strana
svobodosmyslna)’ worked for Czech identity and self-determination of their people. In 1862
at Reichstag, a Czech politician, František Ladislav Rieger, firmly hold an inherent right of
the Czech kingdom through a correlation between civil right and ethnic right, but it was flatly
brushed aside (권재일, 2015: 191-193). While the Austro-Hungarian Compromise (1867)
was backed up by German politicians in full swing (119), The Czech National Party
politicians, for example, Frantisek Palacký, persistently struggled for federalization based
on ethnic makeup, historical tradition, and economic needs (권재일, 2015:193). Also, the
party demanded that the Bohemian and Moravian Diets must have approved the compromise
and warned of the sovereignty loss of the Bohemia kingdom (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:369371).
“We Slavs will see the results with really painful hearts, but at the same time, we will
meet them without fear. We already existed before Austria existed, and we will exist even
when Austria no longer exists.” – Frantisek Palacký ‘The Idea of the Austrian State (1865)’
(권재일, 2015:193)
After establishing the Empire of Austria-Hungary, the political activities of the Czech
politicians were divaricated into passive and active politics. First, in passive resistance,
Palacký and Rieger were central figures engaged in independent diplomacy with Russia
(1867) and France (1869) to solicit Czech matter understanding and stimulate the Austrian
government. With the backup of Czech crowds in 1868, Czech national deputies did not
participate in both Reichsrat and the Land Diets. They claimed invalidity of the Empire of
Austria-Hungary adopted by using the name of the Czech nation without consultations with
the Czech ethnic. As Czech resistance continued, the Vienna government declared a national
emergency in Prague in 1868. After all, in 1871, Josef I tried to put the controversy to bed
by a set of 18 fundamental articles defining the constitutional status of Bohemia (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:371-372). In company with this effort, Czechs sought to include self34

determination provisions for the Czech government to take charge of administrative matters
in Czech lands exclusive of diplomacy, finance, and army. However, this plan was brutally
miscarried on the plea of the Austro-Hungarian status quo of the new government. In 1873
the outraged Czech politicians insisted on boycott both in Reichstag and Czech assembly
with the faith that the Czech problem must be solved in the competition of European powers,
and for the Czechs, it is only necessary to be able to continue asserting all rights until an
opportunity comes. Such passive attitude went on hardships of life and faced backlash from
people (권재일, 2015:196-199).
The Young Czech politicians started to question these passive tactics, attempted to
branch off to be active in parliament, and stated that participation in the Vienna government
does not mean relinquishing legal claim to Czech state rights. Their goal was beyond that of
the Old Czechs-to find a gap to set Czech foot within the monarchy and obtain state rights
of the Bohemian Crown (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:377). Though, throughout the 1880’s the
Vienna government did not give up the defensive reaction, and ethnic tension was intensified
between German and Czech political sides (권재일, 2015: 201-202).
In the 1890’s Masaryk Tomas Garrigue was active in Czech politics with a realistic
sight to solve economic and social problems before ethnic problems and democratization
before the federalization of Austria (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:380). The Czech college students’
participation also became vigorous. Students insisted on fundamental reformation for both
Czech and Austria, which lagged behind West Europe, believed in social democracy, and
led anti-Austrian demonstrations oppressed in 1894. As the Young Czechs grew as a big
party at Reichstag, the Austrian government tried to win the party by a new language decree
introducing the Czech language to internal office in Bohemia and Moravia. However, that
policy was struck down by an instant German nationalist opposition (Mahoney, 2011:121).
In the long run, in December 1897, Prague was filled with violent demonstrations to the
point of an emergency state of siege. Afterwards, ethnic disagreement between Czechs and
Germans had sharply enhanced (권재일, 2015:208-213).
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4.2

ANTI-GERMAN SENTIMENT

4.2.1 The fall of the Island of Democracy, Czechoslovakia (1920~1938)
Even as WWI broke out, Masaryk and his accompanies got to prepare nationwide
anti-Habsburg strife under the Vienna government’s suppression weighting and arrange
proper conditions for the establishment of Czechoslovakia in a case of the Habsburg’s defeat
at war (Mahoney, 2011:133-134). The National Committee in 1918 completely ceased proAustria policies and gave a declaration of independence of their state, as soon as AustroHungarian Empire surrendered (권재일, 2015:247,250; Heimann, 2011:35). Masaryk was
elected as the first president of the Czechoslovak coalition government with one step ahead
constitution (1920) than that of the West Europe comprehensive of new rights and freedom
that meet the needs of democratic society (Mahoney, 2011:147) such as the right to work,
social security system, woman suffrage, the marriage law, family protection act, even the
guarantee of other nationalities full rights. For the next 20 years until German aggression in
1939, Czechoslovakia could maintain democratic politics in Central Europe thanks to the
foremost constitution, a harmonious multiparty system in the coalition government, and
developed industry in Czech lands with 60~70 percent of the productivity of the AustroHungarian Empire (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:443; Mahoney, 2011:146; Heather & Shaina,
2013:30; 권재일, 2015:254-255).
Nevertheless, the Czechs’ independent republic did not have a happy ending with the
advent of Adolf Hitler in Germany in 1933, and his propaganda gimmick increased extreme
German nationalism in Czechoslovak society. The German patriotic cultural, sports,
educational organizations, the German National-Socialist Workers' Party, and Sudeten
German Party represented the interests of Hitler in Czechoslovakian domestic politics
(Mahoney, 2011:160, Heather & Shaina, 2013:30; 권재일, 2015:263). As the peace of
Versailles collapsed and the western powers used appeasement policy toward Germany with
no regard for Central Europe, Hitler started to run around as if he owned the place (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:462-463). In 1938 Nazi Germany merged with Austria and to annex the next
target, Czechoslovakia, it took advantage of the Sudeten German Party (SdP) as the fifth
column for a Nazi German invasion in the name of interest and right protection of German
people in Czechoslovakia (권재일, 2015:264; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:470) and as an
instrument to arouse internal instability in the governmental coalition (Pánek & Tůma,
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2018:467). Terrorist commando units organized by the SdP hampered meetings with other
political parties, even planned to attack and assassinate Nazi dissenters (Pánek & Tůma,
2018:469). Finally, the never-to-be-forgotten incident in September 1938, Munich
Agreement, triggered by Germany, and Italy, England, and France that maintained
appeasement diplomacy toward Germany and forced Czechoslovakia to accept German
incorporation of the Sudeten region (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:473) as a preventive action
against another major war on the continent (Mahoney, 2011:161; Heather & Shaina,
2013:31, Heimann, 2011:79-81,83). In the shadow of war, Czechoslovakia had to bite the
bullet in the menace that the West powers will cut military assistance to the Czechs’ national
security unless they do not cooperate (Mahoney, 2011:167).
“History has no parallel for dealing with a sovereign state in such a manner….We
are deserted and betrayed.” “We were not defeated by Hitler, but by our friends.” – Edward
Beneš (Heimann, 2011:83)
Czechoslovakia had no choice but to reach the shameful consensus that meant the
end of its security as a sovereign state. The sole democratic country in Central and East
Europe, Czechoslovakia started to reel under this heavy blow from the superpowers (권재일,
2015:265).

4.2.2 Czech nation-wide resistance against Nazi Germany (1939~1945)
After the success of the Munich Agreement, Hitler aggravated political, military, and
diplomatic pressure on Czechoslovakia, meanwhile plotted an inside split in Czechoslovakia
through sympathetic parties. Henlein’s Sudeten German Party assisted Hitler’s efforts to
seize Czech territory and create a Greater German Reich (Heather & Shaina, 2013:31). The
German units occupied the attained territories as planned, ‘Operation Green’, and
Czechoslovakia was hopelessly isolated (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:481; Mahoney, 2011:163164). This hard bruising moment wrung the Czech citizens’ pride that they cultivated the
state by their own hands and the bitterness over the betrayal of the great powers became an
ineffaceable scar (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:485).
On the other hand, The German occupation went on swimmingly. In March 1939,
Hitler called in Jozef Tiso, the nationalistic leader of Slovakia, and suggested by perforce to
break away from Czechoslovakia. In the same month Emil Hácha, the Czechoslovakian
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president, was summoned to Berlin to notify the German occupation on the northern area of
Moravia and to agree German troop’s entrance to the rest of Czech territory. In the end,
Slovakia was detached, and the Czech land was assigned to the German Empire under the
name of Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:487-488; Mahoney,
2011:170-171; Heimann, 2011:104-109). Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia’s autonomy
was meaningless with deprivation of political, diplomatic, military, and economic selfdetermination (Mahoney, 2011:172; Heimann, 2011:116). Hitler’s long-term objective was
the Germanization of the Czech identity, and short-term was the effective mobilization of
the Czechs’ labor and economy for war (권재일, 2015:281-282; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:489;
Heimann, 2011:128).
As German Reich assumed Czechs are racially poor cousins of Germans. As Czechs
were under the Austrians for a long time, Germans predicated that the Germanization of
Czech culture would be capable (Steinweis, 1991:466-470). Under the pressure of the
German Reich, the Czechs had to stand up to Germany to preserve their history, culture, and
identity. The death of a Charles university student from a bullet wound, Jan Opletal, at the
nation-wide protest honoring Czechoslovak Independence Day triggered a massive student
demonstration at his funeral. However, it was repressed by the Nazis regime with the
execution of student leaders, closure of universities, banishment of over one thousand
students to the concentration camps, and suppression on culture and education (권재일,
2015:284; Mahoney, 2011:173; Heimann, 2011:125-126).
Despite the German crackdown, anti-Nazi resistantance organizations were
established in exile by anti-German politicians like Edvard Beneš. The Political Command
(PÚ ; Politické ústredi) to develop the coordinated campaign with Czech politicians in exile,
the Defence of the Nation (ON; Obrana národa) to found Czechoslovakian army, the Petition
that We Remain Faithful (PVVZ; Petiční výbor Věrni zůstaneme) to reconstruct Republic of
Czechoslovakia based on national underground organizations were built, and those three
systems were combined into the Czech representative resistant organization, the Central
Leadership of Home Resistance (ÚVOD; Ústřední vedeni odboje Domácího, 1940) (권재일,
2015:285; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:492-493; Mahoney, 2011:177, Heimann, 2011:118,126).
Also, around this time, communists such as Klement Gottwald sought to find a new
diplomatic link with the Soviet Union to restore the republic in a socialist manner (Mahoney,
2011:175). In 1941 Czech resistance become wide-range, even industry-wide strikes
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occurred frequently, and anti-Nazi Czech resistance movements completely integrated, as
the Communist Party agreed to coordinate their resistance activities (Mahoney, 2011:178).
On the other side, in 1941 Berlin government as a countermeasure against Czech
resistance movements replaced the governor-general with Reinhard Heydrich, proclaimed
martial law on the whole protectorate, caught hundreds of and sent thousands of resisters to
Nazi concentration camps, tortured members of Ú VOD, and played fear politics to eliminate
the will to resist (Mahoney, 2011:178; Heimann, 2011:134). Agents assassinated Heydrich
by agents from the Czech government in exile in London. However, the extensive retaliation
of the Nazis ensued such as the murder and arrest of civilians, and destruction of the snipers’
villages, Lidice and Lezaky (권재일, 2015:287; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:497; Mahoney,
2011:179; Heimann, 2011:138-139). Meanwhile the Allies’ victory was predicted in 1943,
Czechoslovakia with Moscow reached a bilateral agreement, Czechoslovak-Soviet Pact of
Friendship, Mutual Aid and post-war Cooperation (Heimann, 2011:141; Czechoslovakia-Soviet Union, 1945). This agreement signified that future Czechoslovakia would rely on the
Soviet Union for its independence and security (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:499). It was a quite
natural new diplomatic path for Czechoslovakia who heavily burnt by the West powers
before (권재일, 2015:287; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:496, 117). Also, communist partisans were
very active under severe martial law with soviet support, and they dreamt of seizing great
control in postwar Czechoslovakian politics.
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4.3

ANTI-SOVIET SENTIMENT

4.3.1 The second failure of establishment of democratic government
(1945~1958)
In 1945 Kosice program (Košický vládny program) introduced by left-wingers aimed
at the construction of a new regime, people’s democracy with pro-Soviet policies (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:516), and forbid right-wingers’ political activities (but for five designated
parties) for an excuse of collaboration with the Nazis. The highest state institution, the
National Front (Narodni Fronta), was founded through this program between Moscow and
the Czechoslovak Communist Party (Mahoney, 2011:196; 김신규, 2020:115-116; Heimann,
2011:144,146,155). This political system eliminated the principle of opposition (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:519), and the terms agreed upon within this superior institution had binding
forces on every Member of Parliament and party executives. It was definitely a tool for the
Communist Party to retain an exclusive leadership in Czechoslovakian postwar politics
(권재일, 2015:303-304). The popularity of the Communist Party soared due to its anti-Nazis
image built by domestic resistance of communists, while other nationalists resisted abroad
(김신규, 2020:118). The Communist Party started to take the lead during the nationalization
of two-thirds of key industries such as banks, insurance companies, and mines. In the
meantime, the private economy lost its previous status, and a new social class of small traders
and workers appeared (권재일, 2015:304).
The Soviet’s real character was revealed in 1947 when the US started to provide
economic assistance to postwar Europe in the democratic zone by Truman Doctrine and
Marshall Plan. Czechoslovakia proclaimed its entry into this continental reconstruction plan
to improve its domestic business conditions eroded by its communist performances (poor
harvests, food shortages, growing black market, Etc.), but the Soviet Union immediately
aligned bloc system and compelled Gottwald to cancel the state’s participation (권재일,
2015:306; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:536; Mahoney, 2011:198-199; 김신규, 2020:120;
Heimann, 2011:171). The Soviet Union suggested a disgraceful meeting to compensate
Czechoslovak renunciation of Marshal Plan, and foreign minister, Jan Masaryk, headed to
Moscow (김신규, 2020:120). This was the moment when Czechoslovakia fell into another
superpower’s control again.
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“I went to Moscow as a foreign minister of a sovereign state, but returned home as a
puppet of Stalin.” - Jan Masaryk (김신규, 2020:120)
Alongside with the non-communist parties’ clumsy strife to protect democracy
(Pánek & Tůma, 2018:537) and the Soviet Union’s interference, the Communist Party gave
up parliamentarism (김신규, 2020:121) and smoothly dominated crucial powerful apparatus
and authority for mass mobilization. The non-communists politicians’ resignation as a final
measure to bring down the government in 1948 was accepted by president Beneš under the
pressure of the Communist Party and massive civil strike organized by the party; the new
communist cabinet was successfully appointed by Gottwald’s Czechoslovak coup in late
February (권재일, 2015:309; Pánek & Tůma, 2018:545-547; Mahoney, 2011:199-200;
김신규, 2020:122; Heimann, 2011:172-173). This second democracy failure of
Czechoslovakia is taken as a tragedy to follow the first great tragedy of Munich that the idea
of T. G. Masaryk and Edvard Beneš for democratic Czechoslovakia ruthlessly vanished.
This incident reflects the ‘messianism’ psychology of then Czechoslovak leaders who were
rushing to solve the situation by the protection of the Soviet Union, instead of building their
own pluralistic democracy (Heimann, 2011:175-176). Afterward, Czechoslovakia politically
went through a Stalinist period which was a series of works from Soviet advice to eliminate
every obstacle (people, policies, culture, and history) that could resist or stand in the way of
the transplantation of the new Soviet system (김신규, 2020:124; Heimann, 2011:177-178).
Moreover, Czechoslovakia’s economy and security were subordinated to Soviet by joining
each Soviet’s international organization, The Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
(COMECON) in 1949 (Czechoslovak trade was reoriented from West to East) (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:561, Mahoney, 2011:202) and the Warsaw Pact in 1955 (권재일, 2015:313;
Mahoney, 2011:202). As a result, the dream of democracy shattered again.

4.3.2 The invasion of the Warsaw Pact and the fall of Prague Spring
(1959~1971)
However, it was not the last attempt to accomplish democratic Czechoslovakia. The
combination of the unsolvable economic crisis caused by nationalization (Pánek & Tůma,
2018:584; Heimann, 2011:215; Bischof & Karner & Ruggenthaler, 2009:64)-Planning in the
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absence of a market caused an imbalance between production and consumption, and
economic policies focusing on heavy industrial production led to unreasonable
overinvestment, and state-owned enterprises sought survival rather than profit (김신규,
2020:128; Heimann, 2011:215), and unfair economic integration by COMECON with
agriculture-oriented members-and the realization about the poor situation by comparison
with western capitalist society, and the new postwar generation (Heimann, 2011:215) not
having communist fantasy started to make a liberating wave (권재일, 2015:317-318).
Especially, the new generation of students led anti-governmental riots (Pánek & Tůma,
2018:595; 김신규, 2020:130), and various civil organizations with intellectuals (e.g., the
Czechoslovak Writer’s Union, which Vaclav Havel belong to (Mahoney, 2011:210; 김신규,
2020:130) also started to shout out for reform of the existing system. In a response,
reformists in the Communist Party began to launch de-Stalinized motions-under the direction
of Antonín Novotny government adopted ‘New System of Economic Management (19641966)’ to reintroduce market forces to let determine supply and demand (Heimann,
2011:220)-to produce different interpretation on Marxism and socialistic answers, and to
make plans to improve relations with the West.
Later, the younger active reformist, Alexander Dubček, was nominated as secretarygeneral in 1967 (김신규, 2020:130), and In 1968 the reformers became influential within
the party. Prague Spring had arrived, and the Action Program was prepared for two main
purposes; 1) distribution of political and economic power-pluralistic party system (권재일,
2015:322), power separation of two highest positions (Novotny resigned the post of the first
secretary of the KSČ Central Committee as president of Czechoslovakia (Heimann,
2011:229), reduction of reliability on the Moscow leadership in politics, and introduction of
market economy in the new strategy of co-existence with the Eastern Bloc(권재일,
2015:323); 2) reinforcement of civil right protection-abolition of media control and public
censorship, freedom of speech, and freedom of organization (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:587,600;
Mahoney, 2011:212-213, Heather & Shaina, 2013:31; 김신규, 2020:130, Heimann,
2011:226,229-230,232; Goodman, 1969:46; Bischof & Karner & Ruggenthaler,
2009:39,66). The Action Program’s clarified that the Communist Party’s responsibility is
not to utilize centralized power, but to serve the society demands for socialist development
in the nation (The Action Programme of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, 1968;
권재일, 2015:322; Bischof & Karner & Ruggenthaler, 2009:67-68). By this plan
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Czechoslovakia again sparked the long-cherished desire for Social Democracy (Pánek &
Tůma, 2018:601), and such breakaway was unsurprisingly unacceptable for the Soviet bloc.
In March in Dresden, the Soviet Union instantly warned the Czechoslovak leadership
about its counterrevolutionary policies at the Warsaw Pact conference, which contained the
Czechoslovak matter solely (권재일, 2015:323; Heimann, 2011:232). Even though Dubcek
tried hard to persuade the socialist allies that Czechoslovak domestic situation is not
objective to the transnational communist bond (Warsaw Pact and COMECON) and the
reformist government is a strategy to restore the party’s power (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:602;
Mahoney, 2011:214; Heimann, 2011:233). Despite warning from the March meeting, with
a slogan ‘Socialism with a human face (Socialismus s lidskou tváří)’ the program had been
improved with five sections (‘Czechoslovak Road to Socialism’, the ‘Development of
Socialist Democracy’, the ‘National Economy and the Standard of Living’, the
‘Development of Science, Education and Culture’ and the ‘International Status and Foreign
Policy of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic’ (The Action Programme of the Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia, 1968)). As soon as the plan was finally released in April, the Soviet
Union expressed immediate displeasure by sending a letter to Dubček and moving up
September joint military drill to June (Heimann, 2011:236). In the end, in July in Warsaw
with four other socialist allies (Bulgaria, Hungary, East Germany, and Poland) concluded
‘the Warsaw letter’ stating the Czechoslovak incident as a disturbance to common interests
and system of the communist bloc (권재일, 2015:323) and warning the deviation of
Czechoslovakia to get normalized (media control, ban of anti-socialist organizations, Etc.
(Letter from Warsaw Meeting of Communist Parties Criticizing Czechoslovak Reforms,
1968)) (Mahoney, 2011:215, Heimann, 2011:238-9; Bischof & Karner & Ruggenthaler,
2009:43-45).
According to Brezhnev Doctrine, in 20/21 August, the Moscow government declared
a legal interference in Czechoslovak domestic affairs in the capacity of a neighbor
communist country (Heather & Shaina, 2013:31; 김신규, 2020:133; Bischof & Karner &
Ruggenthaler, 2009:47). The Warsaw pact troops invaded the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic under the pretext of counter-revolution prevention (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:608-9,
Mahoney, 2011:216, Heimann, 2011:241,243). The Warsaw Pact forces firstly applied
pressure to the Czechoslovak government to change the liberalist structure to a pro-Soviet
revolutionary government. The most representative reformists of Czechoslovak government
(Alexander Dubček, National Assembly President Josef Smrkovský, Central Committee
43

member František Kriegal) were seized (권재일, 2015:324; Bischof & Karner &
Ruggenthaler, 2009:49). Under threat from Moscow Czechoslovakia dishonorably
concluded the Moscow Protocol affirming justified intrusion of the Warsaw Pact and the
Soviet army’s presence in Czechoslovak territory without a mention about future withdrawal
(권재일, 2015:325), and Czechoslovak politics were deprived of freedom of decision (Pánek
& Tůma, 2018:613; Heimann, 2011:261; Goodman, 1969:57-58,60, Bischof & Karner &
Ruggenthaler, 2009:158).
“These negotiations occurred in the shadow of tanks and planes” – Josef Smrkovský
(National Assembly President) (Goodman, 1969:58)
Secondly, the Warsaw Pact conducted actions to ‘stabilize’ Czechoslovak
counterrevolutionary society-people protesting all around the country were forcibly
oppressed, Czechoslovak transportation and media (television, radio, newspaper) were
seized (Bischof & Karner & Ruggenthaler, 2009:48), and schools were coerced to teach proSoviet insights (Pánek & Tůma, 2018:611; Goodman, 1969:58-60). The Czechoslovak
government raised an objection to the invasion by adopting an official condemning
statement, but the Soviet Union only pushed forward with the original plan (Bischof &
Karner & Ruggenthaler, 2009:49). By this illegal intrusion of the Warsaw Pact (this
interference, so-called collective self-defense, did not meet the requirement of necessity and
proportionality of force utilization without any evidence that supports Czechoslovak hostile
threat (Goodman, 1969:63,66)) Czechoslovakia remained as a subject state manipulated by
the Soviet Union until 1991.
This paper attempted to describe through this Czech history section that the Czech
nation had bored so unhappy long story by foreign occupation and invasion, cultural
oppression on language, history, and religion, and political manipulation. Elias and Netik
said that these historical factors determined a Czech fundamental characteristic, “an attitude
of acceptance (of authority) on the surface and of resistance within, with individual and
national survival being the overriding aim (Elias & Netik, 1967).” This quotation supports
this paper that the Czech Republic’s euro-skeptical position was not self-induced but a wellgroomed property shaped by the passing of painful years. To discuss this the Czech nation’s
‘resistant acceptance’ to exterior influence, in the following section, this paper aims to
explain the result of this national trait by searching on three euro-skeptical official positions
of the Czech government toward transnational authority, the European Union.
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5. ANALYSIS ON THREE CASES OF CZECH
EUROSCEPTICISM

5.1

The opposition to the EU’s constitutional integration

5.1.1 The refusal of TCE and the Lisbon Treaty
The origin of the EU’s Constitutional integration goes back to the ‘Future of Europe’
debate (2000) (Rovná, 2011:101) and the Laeken Declaration (2001) to remedy weaknesses
of the Treaty of Nice and satisfy the wish of many European decision-makers for the more
democratic EU through constitutionalization (Church & Phinnemore,2007:32). Around the
time the EU was preparing for the huge enlargement-during 2004-07 from 15 to 27 member
states-and the reform for a more effective system was a prerequisite for the final goal of
European integration. In June 2004, the European Council in Brussels adopted the Treaty
establishing a Constitution for Europe, which succeeded all of the treaties that and applied
to date and become the single constitutional consent of the EU (Church &
Phinnemore,2007:34, Jahn, 2015:141-143). In this process, building one European
Constitution was prioritized over the collection of diverse opinions; sure enough,
Eurosceptics relentlessly queried that this integrative move could centralize national
sovereignty and give birth to a superstate. The Constitutional Treaty fell through, as it was
designed to have effect after ratification by all member states and the French and Dutch
electorates rejected it in 2005 (Jahn, 2015:141-142). However, the effort to fulfill
institutional integration was unabated. Eventually, the German Council presidency in 2007
suggested a new intergovernmental conference (IGC) to improve convergence among
member states and inherit the TCE’s innovative spirit. Such a step produced dissatisfaction
of some reluctant countries (the UK, Poland, the Czech Republic) which hoped the TCE just
to be terminated (Church & Phinnemore,2007:37).
Finally, the Treaty of Lisbon was signed in December 2007 with a clarification that
the EU is an entity empowered by the member states, follows the rule of subsidiarity and
proportionality, and guarantees national sovereign and right to exit from the EU (Jahn,
2015:141) to soothe the Euroskeptics’ anxiety (Church & Phinnemore,2007:40).
Nevertheless, Eurosceptic groups in some member states worried about the advent of a
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superstate and postponed the ratification. Especially, the discourses in the Czech politics
were chaotic by the contest between the positive Constitutional Court, which concluded that
the Lisbon Treaty does not contradict the national Constitution and the negative President,
Vaclav Klaus, who stood firm not to sign the Treaty (Zahradil, 2005:115). As the argument
lengthened, the Parliament postponed their vote until early 2009. To secure the Czech
ratification, the European Commission called on Klaus to halt his obstructionism toward
ratification of the Lisbon Treaty (Taylor, 2009). Under the joint attack of the EU and the
Czech Constitutional Court, as a consequence, on 3 November, the president signed off on
Czech ratification (Church & Phinnemore,2007:43), and the Treaty entered into force on 1
December 2009 (Church & Phinnemore,2007:31-32).
The Czech opponents of the TCE used negative rhetoric involving the loss of national
interests and threat to nation-state status within the EU with the shared Constitution
(Rakušanová, 2007:359-360). Of course, Václav Klaus is the main protagonist here. For him,
the word democracy is much relevant to the state; thus, the EU could not offer democracy
with which he could be satisfied. To Klaus, real democracy can be materialized by people’s
affiliation toward their nation and shared feelings of national identity (Klaus, 2005). This is
why he strongly rejected the supranational institution which could undermine national
identity and thought the EU’s task is to assure the liberal single market rather than to
transform itself to the European nation through social integration (Řiháčková & von
Seydlitz, 2007). Thus, his concerns about the Constitutional Treaty took in national
elements; that the Czech Republic would degenerate into a region of Europe; that the
European Constitution would take priority over Czech sovereignty; that joint supranational
sovereignty would also diminish Czech legislative independence; that the Czech authority
would become legal after empowerment from the EU; that voice of the Czech republic would
sound small in qualified majority vote (Coughlan & Klaus, 2005; Rovná, 2011:112; Klaus,
2007).
“We need a ‘New Europe,’ a Europe without Europeanism. We need a Europe of
economic freedom, a Europe of small and non-expanding governments, a Europe without
state paternalism, a Europe without pseudo-moralizing political correctness, a Europe
without intellectual snobbery and elitism, a Europe without supra-national, pan-continental
ambitions. If someone on the other side of the Atlantic would then like to call this Europe
the ‘New Europe,’ it would be useful. Nonetheless, I have to stress, that we are still far away
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from such a ‘New Europe,’ in fact, today we are moving in the opposite direction.” – Václav
Klaus (Klaus, 2004)
Also, a member of ODS, Jan Zahradil, backed up Klaus with the document, “5
Reasons why to say no to European ‘Constitution’”. The reasons were; 1) no mandate for
the adoption of the European Constitution; 2) European Constitution did not close the gap
between the EU and its citizenry; 3) the Constitution could generate supranational authority
over states; 4) and put pressure on national sovereignty; 5) the influence of the Czech
Republic within the EU would be reduced by Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) (Zahradil,
2005). Since the discussion of ratification started in October 2004, Czech discourses in
politics were impacted by referendum failure in France and Dutch; in the end, the treaty
ratification was officially put off in the summer of 2005. However, the opposition of the
Czech president and his party (ODS) did not mean the opposition of the entire country. Some
relevant scholars and experts contested the Euro-skepticism of President Klaus. They
indicated the Eurosceptic criticisms toward the European integration are an idle fear that the
loss of national identity is not anticipated in the recent integration process, the Czech
economy evidently grows after joining the EU, and there is no European manipulation
spotted (Danda & Vavron, 2006).
Contrary to the Czech domestic pro-Euro parties’ lukewarm activities, the Czech
attractive Eurorealism led by Klaus continued to cope with the EU’s desire for constitutional
integration even after the failure of the TCE (Rovná, 2011:112). As the German presidency
prepared the Lisbon Treaty, Mirek Topolánek (ODS politician)’s new central-right
government as the final state to ratify the Treaty launched an internal discussion. The
governing ODS questioned the Lisbon Treaty’s compatibility with the Czech Constitution
and exerted itself to slow down the ratification process (Rovná, 2011:114-115, Kratochvíl
& Braun, 2009:500). Even after the Court concluded that the Treaty does not violate the
state’s Constitution (Kratochvíl & Braun, 2009:501), Klaus continuously denied closing a
deal. Three new political parties in 2009 opposed the Lisbon Treaty, and Klaus established
with Declan Ganley, the Irish leader of Libertas movement, an anti-Lisbon ally (Rovná,
2011:116). Furthermore, seventeen Euroskeptic Senators (16 from ODS) filed a petition to
the Court in September 2009 that the Treaty does not conform with two Czech constitutional
orders; 1) the Article 1 (1) of the Czech Constitution, “a sovereign, unitary, and democratic
rule-of-law based state, founded on respect for the rights and freedoms of man and citizen”;
2) the Article 2 (1) of the Czech Charter of Fundamental Rights and Freedoms, “democratic
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values constitute the foundation of the state, so that it may not be bound either an exclusive
ideology or by a particular religious faith”. They refused to confer national powers to the EU
by a logical argument that the Treaty contradicts both the rule of law and democratic
government principles that it intensifies the confusion by word choices with uncertainty and
that it will constrain the national legislative independence (Rovná, 2011:118).
At the same time, in October 2009, Klaus placed an additional condition to the Lisbon
Treaty for its acceptance. He insisted on an opt-out from the EU Charter of Fundamental
Rights to protect Beneš Decrees by which Czechoslovakia made Sudeten German people
migrate and confiscated their property after the Second World War (Klaus, 2009; Kratochvíl
& Braun, 2009:502). The EU, which was tired enough of prolonged negotiation with the
Czech Republic, took his requirement as a chance. Klaus himself did know that preposterous
postponement of ratification is not advantageous when his office faced several constraints
(the government was a coalition with two smaller pro-EU parties and due to the Czech EU
presidency) (Braun, 2009:6). On 3 November 2009, finally, the EU’s tortuous journey to
create a shared constitution ended by finalizing of the Czech President (Rovná, 2011:119120).
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5.2

The dissent toward the EU’s security integration

5.2.1 Czech Alanticism
“The United States is our most important transatlantic ally. The mutual relations are
at an excellent level in all respects.” - Karel Schwarzenberg (Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the Czech Republic in 2007)
“Relations between the Czech Republic and the USA are above standard. They have
an allied character and are based on shared values and close EU-US relations. Policies of
both countries have many elements in common in terms of security and in promoting
democracy and human rights.” - Jan Kohout (Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Czech
Republic in 2009)
The Czech-USA relation had been fully influenced by the Cold War, particularly by
the Soviet Union (Waisová, 2006:84). After Czechoslovak intention to participate in the
Marshal Plan was withdrawn by the Soviet pressure and the establishment of the Warsaw
Pact, Czech national security notion and foreign policy were reoriented to pro-Soviet
(Cabada & Waisová, 2011:181-182). Also, Czechoslovak was geographically insignificant
during the Cold War, and the Czech frustration about the US, which passed over the Warsaw
Pact’s intervention in Czechoslovakia, played a role in freezing the relation with the US
(Waisová, 2006:84). Even though the relations with the US were cold, the belief that the US
is the key for European security was deeply anchored in the Czechs’ mind since WWII
(Řiháčková, 2005:3). According to a survey, most of Czechs thought the US is important,
that 83% of people in 1995, 81 % in 2000, 83% in 2004, and 78% in 2015 answered the US
army is significant or very significant for liberating Europe (CVVM, 2015)3. Such deeprooted conviction among Czechs underlay the Czech Republic’s friendly approach toward
the US, and the Czech-US relation had got to like at last after the collapse of the bipolar
system and disorganization of the Soviet Union.
The Czechoslovak national goal was reorganized to assure national stability and
security and to make a base for democracy (Waisová, 2006:85). To do so, in 1991,
Czechoslovak with the other two countries (Poland and Hungary) declared cooperation to
join the EU and decided to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). As
Atlanticism of Czechoslovak politicians had grown in the vortex of international incidents
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(the unification of Germany and the collapse of Soviet Union) and in the US, CzechAmerican Madeleine Albright was appointed as Secretary of State of Clinton’s
administration (Waisová, 2006:86), Czechoslovakia selected the NATO’s collective defense
system as security policy, and pro-Americanism became strong (Cabada & Waisová,
2011:183-185; Waisová, 2006:85-86). In 1997 France blame Czech Atlanticism that the
Czech Republic belongs to the American side and is much more interested in the security
provided by the US than the EU (Blocker, 1997).
But it was quite a natural tendency of the Czech Republic which contained hostility
towards Russia (the failure of the Prague Spring), disappointment over West Europe (the
appeasement policy toward Germany and the Munich agreement), and uncertain national
security after the Cold War. Then the Czech Republic regarded the US as the only state by
which it could hold Germany and Russia in check and guarantee national security without
help from England and France (Cabada & Waisová, 2011:188, Waisová, 2006:87). Thus,
NATO membership was needed to move closer to the West against Russia and to moderate
unease from Germany (Gabal & Helsusova & Szayna, 2002:12). NATO membership was
critical for the Czech security reform, and Atlanticism in Czech politics had been developed
further for most of the 1999-2002 period (Khol, 2004:2). In the end, in 1999, the Czech
Republic joined NATO. After the accession to the NATO, the Czech Republic felt that they
are safe from external threats (Řiháčková, 2005:8) and became a fully-fledged democratic
member (Cabada & Waisová, 2011:190). Atlanticism became popular not only among the
politicians before and after NATO enlargement (Waisová, 2006:86) but also among the
public. A survey in 2002 showed, since 1999, public satisfaction about NATO kept on the
rise (CVVM, 2002)4.
Though, Czech Atlanticism had to stagger by US conduction of airstrikes against
Serbia and intervention in Kosovo in 1999 (Řiháčková, 2005:5,10; Gabal & Helsusova &
Szayna, 2002:6-7). The Czech Republic must had been sensitive to seemingly unilateral
decisions of the US when the Czech Republic itself went through the harsh moments
concluded by dogmatic superpowers. For the Czechs the intervention of NATO in Kosovo
was seen in a negative light. It brought to people’s minds the Warsaw Pact’s intervention in
Czechoslovakia happened in 1968 (Cabada & Waisová, 2011:192). In the meantime, in 2001
9/11 terror occurred, the Czech government expressed national sorrow for the tragedy that
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happened in the US and supported the US’ anti-terrorism and intervention in Afghanistan
and Iraq (Cabada & Waisová, 2011:193, Řiháčková, 2005:16; Waisová, 2006:89). The
majority of Czech politicians gave strength to the US military actions (Mareš, 2013:70)
despite public voices of concern regarding the US’ pre-emptive actions, which seemed to
Czechs aggressive (Waisová, 2006:87) and objection from France and Germany within the
EU. Germany warned the pre-emptive intervention would breach international law of
national sovereignty, and with France anticipated it would cause reverse effects with greater
regional instability and more anti-Western terrorism (Gardner, 2003). Nevertheless, the
Czech Republic officially assisted the US with sending its specialized radiation, chemical
and biological protection battalion to Kuwait, then special force and field hospitals to
Afghanistan for counter-terrorist operations led by the NATO (Řiháčková, 2005:16;
Waisová, 2006:91). It was an obvious opposite reaction of the Czech Republic as an EU
candidate, when the other side of Europe, especially France and Germany, did not endorse
any US-led war to terrorism in Iraq (Řiháčková, 2005:9). The doubt of the Czech Atlanticism
flipped quickly to pro-Americanism through the war on terrorism.
The Czech atlanticism was vivid not only in the state’s support for the US’ antiterrorist actions but also within the EU defense integration. The Czech Republic had
remained skeptical towards the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP), especially
toward the European force establishment out of NATO. At the 2002-3 Convention on the
Future of Europe, the Czech Republic, in the position of an EU candidate state, disagreed
over the installation of the independent European defense force (Marek & Baun, 2010:125)
against supportive Germany and France, which are crucial states of the EU (Eichenberg,
2003). The reasons adduced by the Czech Republic were that it could undermine NATO by
establishing a similar competing transnational defense system (Motková & Khol, 2003:2).
“I warn against a sort of treaty overstretch as regards to a collective defense
commitment. To promote stability, we have Berlin Plus in place now. We do not need any
rival alliance” – Jan Kohout (the Government Representative of the Czech Republic in 2002)
(Cameron & Primatarova, 2003)
Atlanticism of the Czech Republic had been unstoppable after the EU accession as
well. In 2007 the Czech Republic agreed to build a radar base of the US National Missile
Defense (NMD) in Czech terriroty. The debate was fierce from 2002 when the US requested
it to 2010 when Obama’s administration canceled this Bush’s plan. While leftist opponents
such as Social Democrats opposed the project in fear of the US expansionism within the EU,
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Topolánek’s right-center government with conservatives supported installing the radar base.
The Czech government redeemed the US radar base as part of the democratic West world’s
defense system and also as an advantage for the Czech security when the US military forces
will secure the area (Mareš, 2013:71-72; Cadier, 2012:206). The Czech arms used to be loyal
to NATO, and such national behaviors were not understandable for the EU before the Czech
government’s EU presidency in 2009. The Czech Republic’s Atlanticism was generally
backed up by foreign policy entrepreneurs who were strong pro-Americanists such as
Alexandr Vondra (minister for European affairs between 2007-2009 and minister of defense
between 2010-2012). This group substantially contributed to amicable Czech-US relations
by helping the Czech government’s overall Atlaticist decisions in the 2000s, such as holding
up military operations of the NATO in Iraq and encouraging the establishment of the US
radar facility (Cadier, 2012:203).
“Prague - The Czech Republic will announce to the Americans that negotiations on
the radar can begin. I can't imagine answering differently. … The response to the American
note does not create a legal obligation to build a radar station. The only answer is that we
are willing to act" – Alexandr Vondra (Bártová, 2007)
For a long time, the Czech Republic kept this dilemma; the ministry of foreign affairs
has been basically pro-EU by the process of Europeanization since the state’s effort to join
the EU, while the ministry of national defense has been Apro-American by US-dependent
tradition concerning security issues since the early 1990s (Cabada & Waisová, 2011:197;
Waisová, 2006:86,88,92). The government of euro-skeptic rightist ODS used to show strong
pro-Americanism and atlanticism in security policy with the exception of Vaclav Klaus, who
was the founder of ODS and a leading euro-skeptic politician supporting the NATO, but as
not much as pro-Atlanticist to say yes to the US foreign policy (Cabada & Waisová,
2011:198, Řiháčková, 2005:11,13,24; Waisová, 2006:92; Mareš, 2013:69; Khol, 2004:3-4).
The Czech Republic had not avoided making the US-favorable resolutions that were at odds
with its public opinion and the EU, and being a conspicuous ally of the US in security matters
(Cadier, 2012:205). By this time Antlantist atmosphere in the Czech Republic continues that
cooperation with NATO and support of its military actions still occupy a considerable part
of Czech security strategy (Mareš, 2013:73-74).
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5.3

The unwillingness to join the EU’s monetary integration

5.3.1 The delay of Euro adoption
The origin of European monetary integration goes back to the Rome Treaty (1957),
where member states set up economic integration goals and concentrated to forming a
customs union (장붕익 et al., 2013:160). Member states strived for the common monetary
policy by signing the European Monetary Agreement in 1958 and holding the Committee of
Governors (CoG) in 1964 (장붕익 et al., 2013:160; Mongelli, 2008:9). Prime Minister of
Luxembourg, Pierre Werner, submitted the Werner Report in 1970 to launch a common
exchange rate mechanism to alleviate fluctuations in the exchange rate due to the collapse
of Bretton Woods (the introduction of an adjustable fixed exchange rate system based on the
US dollar) and to reach an economic and monetary union in upcoming ten years (Mongelli,
2008:10; Delivorias, 2015:2-3). Through it, Europe sought to reduce its dependency on the
dollar and to realize a deeper monetary integration (Delivorias, 2015:2-3). The necessities
of the single currency and the European Central Bank (ECB) were newly raised to the surface
by the report, and the Statute of the ECB was first prepared by the CoG in 1990 (Mongelli,
2008:9). With regard to economic integration, member states were split to two main sides;
while France and Belgium, so-called monetarists, wanted to draw economic collecting by
stable exchange rate and exchange rate system, Germany and the Netherlands, so-called
economists, intended to attain economic integration first, then accomplish stability of
exchange rate through it (Maes, 2002; Ingram, 1973:9). Consequently, in March 1979, the
European Monetary System (EMS set an exchange rate towards the European Currency Unit
for each state by the Exchange Rate Mechanism and also included prevention measures to
maintain the set exchange rates (Delivorias, 2015:3)) was founded (Mongelli, 2008:11;
Delivorias, 2015:3) by the view of France and Belgium and had been in force by the end of
1980s (장붕익 et al., 2013:161-162).
The Single European Act (SEA) was adopted in 1986 to create a single market
(Delivorias, 2015:4). President of the European Commission, Jacques Delors, presented the
Delors Plan (1989) with an ambition to achieve a complete single market till 1992. To do
so, he claimed the Economic Monetary Union (EMU) to maximize the market effect.
Following that, in 1995, the European Council decided ‘euro’ as the name of the single
currency (Delivorias, 2015:4). In 1998 the Council of Ministers concluded fulfillment of the
“Maastricht convergence criteria” (price stability, sound public finances, exchange-rate
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stability, and long-term interest rates (European Commission)) of 11 member states for euro
adoption (Delivorias, 2015:5) and fitness of establishment of the ECB. On 1st January 1999,
the EU introduced the single currency (Mongelli, 2008:12,14), and from January 2002
banned using existing currencies and admitted euro as the only legal tender (장붕익 et al.,
2013:162-163, Delivorias, 2015:5). Otherwise, the convergence criteria were the obligatory
performance of both Eurozone member states and candidate states that seek to adopt the
euro. Moreover, the state could take part in the Economic Monetary Union only if it meets
all four conditions (장붕익 et al., 2013:165).
The Euro adoption means for a state that it entrusts the European supranational
institution such as the European Central Bank with monetary sovereignty; in other words,
the Eurozone state cannot carry on its own monetary policy and exchange rate policy such
as decisions on interest rates and exchange rates (장붕익 et al., 2013:168). And it was a
sensitive issue in the Czech Republic, which had been reluctant just to confer monetary
sovereignty throughout the 2000s.
“The Czech Republic does not have any strictly set date for Euro adoption - a strategy
approved in 2007 now only says that "Euro adoption date will depend on strengthening of
the Czech economy's flexibility and on solving problems associated with public finance
reform”. All in all, largely unreformed systems and a lukewarm reaction from a substantial
part of the elite towards speedy Euro adoption lead us to forecast Euro adoption no sooner
than in 2015.” - Martin Lobotka (Macro analyst) (ERSTES, 2008)
“The deadline for the adoption of the euro in 2014 or 2015 is not realistic due to the
unfavorable development of the state budget.” – Eduard Janota (Minister of Finance in 2009)
(Kubeczka, 2009)
“The Czechs could wait until 2019 when the country celebrates the 100th anniversary
of the Czech, or rather Czechoslovak crown.” - Zdeněk Tůma (Central Bank governor in
2008) (Cameron, 2008)
In 2003 during the preparation for the EU accession, the Czech government adopted
the euro changeover strategy and considered 2009-2010 is a reasonable period to join the
Eurozone. However, in 2007 the plan to introduce the euro in that period was abandoned due
to costs from entering the Eurozone (Ministry of Finance). Before its EU presidency in 2009,
the Czech Republic did not expect to adopt the euro before 2015 because the euro adoption
took second place to build a competitive economy in Czech politics (ERSTES, 2008). Since
2010, when the new government announced that the country would not set a feasible date
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for euro adoption (Ministry of Finance), the Czech Republic has ‘pretended’ that it will
accept the euro as soon as it becomes ready. The Czech Republic had not been willing to
adopt the euro even in its important moments related to the EU (before and after the EU
accession and during the EU presidency).
Now it is a question, why had the Czech Republic delayed euro adoption? The Czech
Republic actually endures the risk of isolation by staying out of the Eurozone and key
European policy debates associated and the marginalization of its influence within the EU
(KAFKADESK, 2019). Even so, the reason why the Czech Republic rather attempted to
preserve its sovereignty contains national elements both in political and ethnic dimensions.
Firstly, in politics, here again, Vaclav Klaus and his allies were the main actors in the
discourses regarding euro adoption in the Czech Republic. Before the EU accession in 2002,
a center-left party, the Czech Social Democratic Party (Česká strana sociálně demokratická
(ČSSD), won the most seats, 70 out of 200, in the parliament, and it was a reflection of a
long for the EU accession. However, Vaclav Klaus’s ODS was the second biggest party with
58 seats with not a big disparity. It probably was a signal that the Czech Republic was not
just excited to join the EU, by extension, the Eurozone. In 2007 ODS regained its authority
and formed a coalition government under Prime Minister Topolánek (ODS member). Since
then, the Czech Republic has displayed a lukewarm response toward euro adoption. In 2010
another following Eurosceptic government under Petr Nečas (ODS Leader) did not seriously
consider the euro adoption and clang to its undesirable position toward monetary integration.
In the meantime, Klaus obtained presidency in 2003 and again in 2008, exerted his power to
shape the Euroskeptic national stance. He appointed Eurosceptic figures to the central bank’s
monetary board to slow down the euro adoption process (Dandashly & Verdun, 2011:1618).
Secondly, the Czechs have an attachment to their self-reliant monetary policy and
their currency, koruna that came through the Greek crisis gently. Also, they are satisfied with
the fine public finances and low level of debt of the state. They believe that those elements
are grounds for their strengthening economy, and by them, they successfully overcame the
euro crisis (KAFKADESK, 2019). According to a survey done in 2010, from 2001 to 2010,
the opposition of people to euro adoption had gradually increased from 23% to 55% (Before
the EU accession, people were rather positive to euro, but after the accession, the supportive
manner started to decrease, and opposition kept its pace with growth. In 2006 the opinions
about to intersect that support marked 45% and opposition 43%. Finally, from 2017
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objection surpassed and grew to mark 55% in 2010) (CVVM, 2010)5 . To sum up, about the
Eurozone membership, the national right to assert independent policy was of greater
importance for the Czech government (Pechova, 2012), and in the middle of the clash
between the national identity and the EU integration, people rather chose to become
suspicious about euro. Therefore, the postponement of euro adoption in the Czech Republic
in the 2000s was triggered by the perfect harmony of the euro-skeptic government seeking
sovereignty and people proud of their state’s way in monetary policy.

5

See Appendix no. 5
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Conclusion

The Czech Republic has been often mentioned as one of the most Eurosceptic
countries within the EU since its EU accession (McEnchroe, 2019) and even the former
eurosceptic president, Vaclav Klaus, noticed that the Eurosceptic positions of government
had turned the country into an unpredictable and unreliable partner (ASPEN Review, 2014).
After the end of the Cold War, the Czech Republic had been desperate for EU membership
for its national reform and survival. By contrast, the country’s history with the EU contains
some precedents when it was unshaken in its Eurosceptic convictions around the 90s and
2000s. During this period, the Czech government, regardless of its position, whether it was
just an EU candidate country or already was an EU member state, several times detained the
EU making considerable efforts to deepen integration. As noted above, for instance, the
Czech government was resistant to the EU’s constitutional (TCE and the Lisbon Treaty),
security (E.g. European defense forces), and monetary integrations (euro adoption), and for
each case, the country did not feel timid against the ponderous countries (Germany and
France) which had played very crucial roles to prepare the framework of the EU and its
development. Thus, this study posed a question; what made the Czech Republic Eurosceptic,
and why the Czech Republic willingly chose to be a difficult ally for the EU.
To reach the answers to the questions this paper selected ‘national identity’ as a tool
to scrutinize the Eurosceptic reactions of the Czech Republic and selected ‘history’ to follow
the path of formation of the skeptical identity. The premise of this paper was that the dim
modern history of the Czech Republic, where it hardly grabbed sovereignty in own hand or
even had to experience the dissolution of the democratic governments attained with
difficulty by superpowers (chronologically the Habsburg Monarchy (1526~1914), Nazi
Germany (1920~1945), and the Soviet Union (1945~1971)), made skepticism deeply root in
national identity, at last, the national skepticism had been expressed as euro-skepticism in
each case of the European integration. In plain language, the accumulated moments where
the Czech people’s will to have a sovereign state for their own was folded under external
pressures made anti-superpowers sentiment entrenched in the Czech nationality, and it had
been naturally displayed towards the EU to protect national identity.
The correlation between the Czech national skepticism and Euroscepticism was
proven throughout three periods of Czech history; 1) 400 years of oppression under the
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Habsburg; 2) 6 years of occupation by Nazi Germany; 3) and 43 years of a communist-era
dominated by the Soviet Union. During the first period, we looked through how Czech
aristocrats strived to preserve the Czech language, culture, and history under the Empire of
Germans (even they went to wars) and to secure national rights and put the Bohemia
kingdom in an equal position with Austria and Hungary, and how the anti-Habsburg
sentiment had passed down from nobility to intelligentsia. During the second era, Czech
people had to taste a bitter experience of losing their first democratic state, Czechoslovakia,
which finally came like a streak of light through livelong Habsburg rule after WW1, by the
ambition of Adolf Hitler’s Nazi Germany to annex Central Europe. Czechoslovakia (one of
the most democratic and richest state in then Europe) was weakly relegated to Protectorate
of Bohemia and Moravia in the indifference of other European countries. Thus, Czech people
had to save their own nation by themselves again. In many conflicts with German people
anti-German sentiment had developed. During the last term, anti-Soviet sentiment had
evolved. Czech people had to despair once again after WW2 in collapsing dream of
democratic government by rising communism according to Soviet plan, and every single
trial of Czechoslovakia to cooperate with the West or reform domestic politics or situation
was frustrated by the Soviet Union. The Czechs had endured about 450 years like a bird,
which could not fully spread wings, in a cage of foreign maltreatment. Under such adverse
conditions, there is nothing strange about the emergence of skepticism in national identity
that they are small and too weak to overcome national challenges by themselves, and that
they perceive superpowers as tentative sovereignty plunderers.
Then, the EU unaffectedly became the following target of the skeptical Czechs who
had to bring up their precarious newborn state after the collapse of communism. That is the
reason why the Czech Republic pursued the EU membership as a solution to secure itself
and to reorganize itself as a proper democratic player in the international arena, but
sometimes ought to show Eurosceptic responses towards integrations in sensitive issues
directed by the supranational authority, which may take sovereignty from it. The Czech
Republic opposed all the three European integration cases not to marginalize national
identity (sovereignty and interests). The governments of the Euroskeptic group in the Czech
Republic around the 90s and 2000s, Vaclav Klaus at the head and his fellows (ODS), did not
fear to advocate that constitutional integration of the EU could generate supranational
authority pressuring on national sovereignty, that security integration could undermine the
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national security strategy (Atlanticism) of the Czech Republic, and that monetary integration
could constrain national discretionary power in determining own monetary policies.
In sum, this study wants to say in the last place that the official euro-skeptic stances
of the Czech Republic towards European integration were not self-induced. They are
possible results of long-term identity construction of the state struggled in defense of its
language, culture, history, rights, freedom, democracy, and sovereignty before many times
stronger entities.
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Appendix no. 1: Probable decisions of Czechs at a referendum on joining the EU (graph)

Source: STEM (2001)
(Translation)
“What decision would you currently make in the event of a referendum on joining the
European Union?”


I would vote in favor of EU membership



I would be against our membership of the EU



I have not yet decided how I would vote
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Appendix no. 2: Benefit of EU Membership (table)

Source: Eurobarometer (2004)

Appendix no. 3: Evaluation of the Importance of the US Army (table)

Source: CVVM (2015)
(Translation)
Table 5a: Evaluation of the Importance of the US Army (%)
First column: Very important / Important / Less important / Unimportant / Do not know
First row: April 1995 / April 2000 / November 2004 / April 2015
Note: percentage in column.
Source: CVVM SOU AV CR, v.v.i., Our company 4 - 13 April 2015, 1011 respondents aged
over 15 years, personal interview.
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Appendix no. 4: Satisfaction and dissatisfaction with CR membership in NATO (table)

Source: CVVM (2002)
(Translation)
Table 1 – Satisfaction and dissatisfaction with CR membership in NATO
First column: Year / Month / Definitely satisfied / Rather satisfied / Rather dissatisfied /
Definitely dissatisfied / Do not know / Satisfied / Dissatisfied
Note: Percentage in the column, the magnitude of the random statistical error is +/- 3
percentage points
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Appendix no. 5: Opinions on the adoption of the euro for the currency of the Czech Republic
(graph)

Source: CVVM (2010)
(Translation)
Graph 7: Opinions on the adoption of the euro for the currency of the Czech Republic


For the euro



Against

Note: "For the euro," the sum of the answers is "strongly agree" and "somewhat agree,"
"Against" is the sum of the answers "strongly disagree" and "somewhat disagree." Up to
100% of the answers are "Do not know."
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