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Abstract: 

 

This work deals with the Europeanization of party programs in new member 

states. Two parties are examined over the period of three consecutive elections. 

A detailed introduction to the research field of Europeanization is given. In the 

second part the Hypothesis are tested. As countries are Poland and Czech 

Republic chosen. For Poland the Platforma Obywatelska will be examined. The 

Czech party is the KDU – CSL. This work tries to prove that Europeanization is 

increasing over time, that different policy areas are Europeanized and European 

integration has gained more importance the longer the EU membership of the 

country is.  

Keywords: EU; Europeanization; Platforma Obywatelska; KDU – CSL; EU 

influence 

 

 

 

Abstrakt: 

 

Tato diplomová práce se zabývá evropeizací stranických programů v nových 

členských státech EU. Jsou zde zkoumány dvě politické strany v období tří po 

sobě následujích voleb. První část práce obsahuje podrobný úvod do oblasti 

výzkumu evropeizace. V druhé části jsou pak ověřovány dané hypotézy. Práce 

se týká dvou zemí, České republiky a Polska. V případě České republiky je 

provedena analýza stranického programu KDU- ČSL, v případě Polska pak 

analýza programu Platformy Obywatelske. Cílem této práce je prokázat, že je 

evropeizace stále intenzivnějším jevem, že došlo k poevropštění různých oblastí 

politiky a že význam evropské integrace roste v souvislosti s délkou členství země 

v EU. 

Klíčová slova: 

Evropská unie, europeizace, Platforma Obywatelska, KDU-ČSL, vliv EU  
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1. Introduction 

  

“In ten years 80 percent of the legislation 

related to economics, maybe also to taxes and 

social affairs, will be of Community origin.” 

Jaques Delor, 1988 

 

Already in 1988 Jeques Delor predicted a growing influence of the 

European Community (EC) on the member states. The EC developed from an 

economical pact after the World War II to a huge multinational including with its 

own governmental institutions. Since the Maastricht treaty in 1992 it is no longer 

just a community the EC transformed to the European Union (EU). With this a lot 

of changes have come along and the power of the European institutions has 

increased.  

 

Even if Delor’s 80 percent may have not been reached to date, the EU is 

nowadays creating its own legislation and policies which are targeting and 

influencing international politics and policies but also domestic spheres (etc.). 

This influence is not only limited to member states, but also affects the accession 

phase – the acquis communautaire – during which prospective members have to 

fulfill criteria defined in the so called Copenhagen Criteria from 1993. According 

to article 48 of the Maastricht treaty or Treaty on European Union a candidate 

state has to commit to the values codified in article two.  

 

Article 48 demands a subscription to the Union's values such as “respect 

for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for 

human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities” (Treaty on 

European Union, Article 2.These criteria illustrate how imprecise European 

formulations can be. In any case a prospective member state has is obliged to 

fulfill these criteria to a level which is satisfactory to the European Commission. 

It is easy to recognize that states in acquis communautaire can be forced to adapt 

and are influenced by this. So far to the obvious but one can certainly assume 

that the influence of the EU has to be seen in a larger scale.  
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Throughout the last two decades, the influence of the EU on member 

states has increasingly become a topic of interest for political science. The term 

Europeanization appeared at the beginning of the nineties and persisted since 

them. Europeanization is a relatively young stream of research. Simplified 

Europeanization means the influence of the European Union (EU) on its member 

states, prospective member states as well on neighboring countries or countries 

who’s domestic logic is somehow tied to that of the EU. Early researches in 

Europeanization were mostly focused on the legal aspects or the adaption of 

directives and EU legislation. 

 

Thus the question of interest is not if there is an Europeanization within the 

member states or if the EU membership is affecting the country as such. From 

the beginning of the nineties a consensus has been reached in academia that 

there is an influence and domestic levels are affected by the EU. A lot of 

researches have been also carried out questioning where an influence is visible, 

how it affects national intuitions and offices or in which way and how quickly 

legislation is adapted. This will be shown in chapter two based on a review of the 

most influential literature and definitions.   

 

This thesis examines the policy level of countries and explores how parties 

adjust their political programs after the accession of their respective state. 

Political parties continue to be the main domestic political actors so it is a matter 

of interest how Europeanized their campaigning and electoral programs are. The 

focus will lie on the question of how visible is Europeanization in the election 

programs of parties and how does this change over different elections. In this 

regard it is also of interest how parties reflect European Integration or which 

European topics they choose as an electoral strategy. On the basis of the theory 

and the literature about Europeanization three hypotheses will be formulated 

(chapter 2.3). 

 

Consequently the question arises, whether EU member states who joined 

at different time show different stages and different patterns of Europeanization. 

On the other hand it is of greater interest if new member states were undergoing 
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similar changes. Various researches have been applied to the older member 

states but Europeanization studies have been only rarely carried out on new 

member states. This paper/thesis is only examines the new member states from 

the 2004 accession period. The aim is to mainly take recent developments into 

account. Therefore only elections after the accession are considered in order to 

find out whether EU membership gains relevance during the campaigning.  

 

 Poland and Czech Republic were chosen as research countries since 

they both mark the Western boarder of Central Europe, joined the European 

Union at the same time, show a relative inconsistency in the party system and 

their party system is seen as not fully consolidated in academic literature. 

Additionally the governmental stability of those two countries is rather weak, even 

if Poland recently improved in this regards.  

 

It should mention that similarities in the political systems of Poland and 

Czech Republic can be found, such as the existence of euroskepticism, 

especially after joining the EU, and the failure to establish a “classic” liberal party. 

Additionally both countries have a two chamber system and a directly elected 

president (Czech Republic since 2013). Last but not least both countries did not 

join the Euro zone. A testing of the formulated hypotheses (see chapter 2.3) will 

be carried out on two parties from the chosen countries over the period of three 

elections.  

 

For the Czech Republic is the Christian Democratic party Křesťanská a 

demokratická unie – Československá strana lidová (KDU-CSL) selected. This 

party has achived relatively stable elections results, even hough it did not enter 

the parilament after the 2010 elections. But since they have been in th present in 

the government after the electiosn in 2002, 2006 and in 2013 elections, they can 

be regarded as an important, established political force. Aditionaly the party has 

is represented in the Senate and local governments. The election manifestos for 

the elections of the chamber of deputies (parliament) in 2006, 2010 and 2013 will 

be considered. 
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 For Poland the Platforma Obywatelska (PO) will be considered. 

Established in 2001 they are already a well established party with stable results 

and two government participations in two consecutive terms (2007 & 2011). Like 

KDU-CSL the PO is member of the European People‘s Party (EPP). PO‘s election 

programs of the years 2005, 2007 and 2011 for the elections to the Sejm 

(parliament) are taken into account. The party made a development from an 

electoral party in 2002 to a consolidated, almost catch all type of party. 

Additionally the system relevance of the party is rooted in their role as the 

strongest oppositional party after the elections 2005. After the 2007 and 2011 

elections the party was the major government. 

 

2. Conceptualizing Europeanization  

     

“(…) Europeanization is the phenomena which 

a range of theoretical approaches have sought to 

explain.” 

Simon Bulmer 2007, p. 47 

  

In general two main concepts of Europeanization are predominant in 

academia. The majority of the scholarly works do not see Europeanization as a 

clearly chronologically defined event. A relevant group of scientist views it as a 

long term process and “not as an outcome variable” (Exadaktylos & Radaelli, 

2012: 19, 31). According to them it might even be sometimes a process with an 

open end but with its own “specific properties” (ibid.). Following this conceptual 

approach it is common to identify the EU’s influence on different aspects of the 

domestic spheres. Radaelli claims it is a process that “affects domestic politics, 

public policy and institutions” (2012: 7). Contrary to this, other scholars see 

Europeanization as an outcome, thus as a defined variable. According to this 

Europeanization can be even measured cardinally. This approach could make it 

possible that one can differentiate between distinct degrees of Europeanization. 

With this approach Europeanization becomes a quantity (ibid.).  
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Furthermore one can differentiate between the bottom-up approach and 

the top-down approach. The bottom up view tries to explain Europeanization form 

the European level. It attempts to examine whether and how member states can 

shape EU institutions. Here, the upload by the member state stays in focus 

(Börzel & Panke, 2010: 406). The analysis is thus carried out within the EU and 

is more suitable to explain the EU itself functions. This is opposed by the top-

down approach which asks the question “how does the EU impact on domestic 

institutions, policies or political processes?” (Börzel & Panke, 2010: 406). It 

focuses on how the EU shapes the states and concentrates on the so called 

download by the member states (also: Landrech, 1994). 

 

It should be mentioned, that there is a combined approach between the 

top down and the bottom up. The so called integrated method or perspective 

acknowledges both uploading and downloading. This is sensible since member 

states are not only passive subjects in the EU, rather active participants who 

operate according to their own interests. Furthermore, it seems to be obvious that 

their domestic levels will be affected by the interaction on EU level. For instance 

when a member state shapes for example European regulatory policies – upload 

its regulations – other member states might have to change their legal and 

administrative structures accordingly. Thus they need to download it from the EU 

(Börzel & Panke, 2010: 406).  

 

As one can see the three different models provide different 

implementations of Europeanization. Thus the focus of the research will depend 

strongly on which of the three approaches is chosen. Research about how EU is 

affecting the domestic level would choose the download perspective. For 

research on how member states affects the EU, or how for example the behavior 

of actors change because of the interaction within the EU structures, the 

uploading approach is sufficient. If one wants to the look at the overall transfer 

between member state and EU the integrated approach is the most suitable one. 

It is obvious that because of its complexity the integrated approach is seldomly 

chosen. In comparison, the top down approach is most frequently used in the 

Europeanization research.   
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For the research on the Europeanization of the party programs the top 

down approach seems to be more suitable since the focus lies on the domestic 

actors. But one should mention that this also includes how the parties want to 

upload ideas to the EU. This can be caused by a top down influence on the party.  

 

2.1. Literature Overview 

 

After chosen a broader concept, there are still many different approaches to 

what Europeanization is and what it means. Furthermore, the question of whether 

to use quantitative or qualitative method arises. The majority of the works about 

Europeanization are of qualitative nature. According to a meta-analysis of 

Exadaktylos and Radaelli, only 3 out of 45 papers are use quantitative analysis 

(201: 24). In the field of EU studies qualitative methods are generally preferred. 

Consequently, these works are mainly focusing on “mechanism-oriented 

explanations” (ibid. 32).  

 

Additionally, there are more articles or volumes published about old member 

states than about new ones (Exadaktylos & Radaelli, 2012: 25). In this field of 

research, states like Germany, Great Britain and France have been from great 

interest. The Balkans and East- Central Europe seem to be partly neglected by 

investigations. However, this does not mean that there are no studies targeting 

this area. For the region of Central Europe the book “The Europeanization of 

Central Europe” (Schimmelpfenning & Sedelmeier ed., 2005) is for example 

notable. It provides a good example of a case study of new member states and 

is based on a comprehensive introduction to the field. The contributors are 

examining on the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovakia. 

 

While most authors are acknowledge that an Europeanization process can 

take place also in a not EU member state (external Europeanization) the focus 

predominately lies on member states (internal Europeanization). In this regard 
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Kohler-Koch mentions that Europeanization should be labeled as Unionization 

(2000: 20). 

 

Even though Europeanization studies are quite young, many academics have 

contributed to the field. “Europeanization and National Politics” (Ladrech) can be 

taken as a basic work with a good introduction to Methodology for 

Europeanization. “Europeanization. New Research Agendas” (Graziano and 

Vink, 2000) provides a good overview, of the history of the theory, the theory 

itself, the methodology and Europeanization in the areas polity, policy and 

politics. Also important for the field is Theofanis Exadaktylos and Claudio M. 

Radelli “Research Design in European Studies” (Ed.) (2012). 

 

 

The limits of Europeanization have also been of interests to researchers. The 

questions whether the limits of Europeanization exist and if so they can be 

identified in different countries, has for example been examined in the article 

“Member State Responses to Europeanization” (Börzel, 2002) or the book 

“Environmental Policy-Making in Britain, Germany and the European Union” 

(Wurzel, 2002). Especially the field of environmental policy has been of scientific 

importance and it seems that to be researched quite toughly. 

 

 

Surprisingly the Europeanization of national parties is not very well 

researched yet. In 2006 Mair stated that “(…) far too little systematic attention 

has been paid to analyzing the indirect impact of Europeanization on parties and 

party systems especially on the domestic level where it is likely to be more 

important”. Still national parties are often left out of the agenda of 

Europeanization. Pogutke’s et. al. “The Europeanization of National Political 

Parties” (ed. 2007) or Ladrech’s article “Understanding Causality and Change in 

Party Politics” (2012) remain as exceptional in the field. It should be mentioned 

that Pogutke et. al. are only examining in their book changes in the organizational 

structures of parties and not on programmatic changes.  
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For the researched parties literature concerning Europeanization is even 

more rare. For the PO Szczerbiak’s and Bil’s article “When in Doubt, (Re-)Turn 

to Domestic Politics? The (Non-)Impact of the EU on Party Politics in Poland” 

(2009) is one of the only articles concerning itself with the Europeanization of 

parties in Poland. In the same volume where this article was published the article 

“Europeanization of Political Parties and the Party System in the Czech Republic” 

(Hloušek & Pšej, 2009) can be found. These two articles are some of the only 

examples of current research on the Europeanization of the parties in Poland and 

Czech Republic. In the Czech case the 2010 and 2013 elections are not 

considered and in the Polish case the 2011 elections are not considered. The 

articles also take the organizational structure into account and the analysis of 

how “How Europe Matters” is carried out mainly quantitatively.   

 

The Manifesto Project Database of the Social Science Research Center Berlin 

(WZB) (online: https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu) might give also useful insight 

while researching Europeanization. For instance, they provide the number of 

times parties mention the EU positively in their program. This data can be helpful 

supporting the qualitative analysis.    

 

2.1.1. Development of the Theory and Theoretical 

Introduction to Europeanization  

 

In the late eighties and the early nineties Europeanization became more 

influential within the academic field. The concept developed out of the study of 

European Integration. Already early debates in the 1960s about European 

Integration within academia showed two different explanatory models. These two 

approaches to European Integration were neo-functionalism and inter-

governmentalism. Until the eighties “the focus was on explaining the processes 

and outcomes of European integration itself” (Börzel & Risse, 2006: 483). 

 

Neo-functionalism seeks to explain European integration from the EU’s 

supranational level. The main actors in this approach are the supranational 
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institutions and non-governmental or non-sate actors. In intergovernmentalist 

approaches the states, or more precisely the governments are seen as the main 

actors of European Integration. Intergovernmentalism is acknowledges realism 

and neorealism as a basis for explaining international relations.   

 

In the nineties Liberal Intergovernmentalism developed as new stream of 

theory and gained great importance for explaining European integration. This 

theory seeks to modernize the integration theory. It is derived from rationalist 

intergovernmentalism, furthermore it is developed from many traditional political 

science schools but in particular from neofunctionalism (Moravcik & 

Schimmelpfennig, 2009: 67-69). It is understood as a “theoretical synthesis” and 

wants to “link multiple theories and factors” (ibid. 68) in order to explain 

integration. The focus lies on the states, who are treated as rational actors. Mainly 

Moravcik’s name is primarily connected with this approach. 

 

In the nineties a second turn in European Integration studies occured. 

Scholars started to study the EU through comparative politics methods. But they 

also started to focus on changes in domestic structures. Changes in national 

politics, decision making processes, policies and the output of EU policy became 

a subject of research (Ladrech, 2010: 9). It can be seen as the beginning of the 

Europeanization studies as such. Due to this some approaches to 

Europeanization are linked very closely to the concept of European Integration.  

 

 

 

2.1.2. Europeanization in demarcation to other EU 

Integration and Globalization  

 

The EU as such has already been of interest in other fields of study. The 

internationalization of sates and their structures etc. is also on the agenda of 
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European Integration studies or Globalization research. Thus the question seems 

to be legitimate whether Europeanization is not a synonym for one of the above. 

Especially since the concept of Europeanization emerged from the European 

Integration agenda. 

  

Risse, Cowles and Caporaso defined Europeanization as “the emergence and 

development at the European level of distinct structures, that is, of political, legal 

and social institutions associated with political problem-solving that formalize 

interactions among the actors, and of policy networks specializing in the creation 

of authoritative European rules” (2001: 2). This definition is taken out of their 

studies about the impact of the EU on the member states. It targets the European 

level and how e.g. institutions or networks were built, but only at the supranational 

level. The aim of the authors is also to observe how “European integration has 

changed member states” (Ibid. 1). Thus they use Europeanization simply as a 

synonym for European Integration. In this sense the introduction of a new term 

Europeanization does not seem to be necessary.   

 

Nevertheless Europeanization has been defined in multiple ways and 

developed as an independent research agenda. Therefore one should be 

cautious and not take Europeanization as a synonym for European Integration, 

because “where European integration is concerned with political and policy 

development at the supranational level, Europeanization is concerned with the 

consequences of this process for the member states and politics within them” 

(Bulmer & Lequesne, 2009: 11). In this understanding European Integration is 

limited to the supranational level and Europeanization describes the 

consequences of the Integration process in the domestic spheres. In this 

publication the author also follows this approach and sees Europeanization as an 

own phenomenon.  

 

In the following parts European Integration will be will mean “the increasing 

density and intensity as well as the gain of the characteristics in the relationship 



11 
 

 

at the level of the EU” (Einsing, 2006: 396). In contrast Europeanization focuses 

the on impacts of European Integration on domestic structures, processes and 

actors (ibid.). 

  

One could ask also whether Europeanization describes the process of 

globalization. Certainly there are similarities between these two phenomena but 

Europeanization implies a more forceful character due to the fact that there are 

multiple EU institutions and legislations which affect domestic levels. Additionally 

it should be taken into account that in the case of member states national 

politicians decided on being part of the EU and with this on being part of the 

European Integration process. While globalization is rather a process which 

comes with weaker institutions and is in a way kind of mandatory (Ladrech, 2010: 

5-7).    

 

 As mentioned above Europeanization studies developed out of the field 

of comparative politics, international relations, European studies and public 

policy. Because of this it is no surprise that so far no unified approach has 

developed (Ladrech, 2010: 14/ Graziano & Vink, 2007, 2008). In the following 

paragraphs different theories and definitions will be introduced. 

 

 

 

 

2.1.3. Theoretical discourse 

 

The early stage of Europeanization research was predominately 

concentrated on the institutional level and dealt with the question how EU policies 

are adapted or how it affected the policy making process in Europe. One should 

mention that Europeanization clearly has its roots in social constructivism, thus 

one can say that it mirrors the constructivist turn in international relation studies 
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in the nineties (Vink & Graziano, 2008: 13). Accordingly it can be also seen as an 

outcome of the constructivist turn of the scholars.  

 

Ladrech provided a first solid theory. He defined it as follows “Europeanization 

is an incremental process reorienting the direction and shape of politics to the 

degree that EC political and economic dynamics become part of the 

organizational logic of national politics and policy-making” (1994: 69). He focuses 

on national actors, structures and processes and due this his understanding of 

Europeanization is quite narrow. In his study, the top down approach can clearly 

be identified and the member states are the primary target of Ladrech‘s research, 

even though he does leave the possibility open to apply Europeanization to other 

states, which are somehow connected to the EU. The focus of his study about 

France lies especially on the “the organizational logic of politics and 

policymaking” (Ladrech, 1994: 71). This allows him to include both “governmental 

and non-governmental actors” (ibid.). Because of this he understands national 

systems as an entity and treats them as configurations. Thus Europeanization 

can have different outcomes in each state. It is even expected that it has different 

effect in different member states because their different organizational logic. 

(Einsing, 2006: 394-395). 

 

Héritier et al. defined Europeanization as “the process of influence deriving 

from European decisions and impacting member states’ policies and political and 

administrative structures” (2001: 3). Following as well the Top Down approach 

they are limiting Europeanization on member states but vague individual actors. 

In general they focus on domestic structures and how these are transforming. 

Overall this approach is follows Ladrech (1994). It also leaves the policy 

entrepreneurs out of the process but it focuses more on The EU decisions. One 

can see that Ladrech’s definition, from the beginning of Europeanization as a 

research agenda, is still used frequently.  

 

For Börzel Europeanization is “a process by which domestic policy areas 

become increasingly subject to European policy-making” (Börzel, 1999: 574). In 

her study she also developed the bottom up, top down approach and the 
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integrated method. However, she is in favor of using a combined approach of 

bottom up and top down. One can see easily see that she limits the concept of 

Europeanization even more than Ladrech does. In her understanding only 

national policy areas are of interests. Furthermore it is important that she 

conceptualizes Europeanization as a process. 

 

Vink and Graziano also provided the field with a very broad understanding 

of Europeanization. They understand it simply as “(…) the domestic adaption to 

European regional integration” (2008: 8). With regional integrations they mean 

closer connections between the countries both in economic and dogmatic or 

political terms. They point out that these connections have been established in 

neighboring countries or in countries which are geographical close to each other. 

It is Important to mention that they do not exclude nonmember states. 

Furthermore their focus is strictly domestic. This concerns research on “how 

European regional integration `feeds back` in national political systems” (Vink & 

Graziano, 2008: 8). They explain further that this adaption can be by any actor 

within the political system and they do not limit their understanding to specific 

players. It is also quite unique that they do not commit to the top down approach 

fully. They accept both approaches as being justified for researching 

Europeanization (ibid. 8). Their understanding follows the logic of Ladrech (1994) 

and Héritier (2001). 

 

The approaches which were mentioned so far are all very similar to each 

other. But also even broader definitions exist. Olsen points out that “(…) 

Europeanization is not a unique process and a sui generis phenomenon. Rather, 

Europeanization is conceptualized in a way that makes it (in principle) possible 

to compare European dynamics with the dynamics of other systems of 

governance” (2002: 922). He states that the different conceptualizations do not 

exclude each other but they concentrate on different areas. For him it is primarily 

important to clarify “what changes” (ibid. 923) and he suggests five different uses: 

Changes in external boundaries (1), developing institutions at the European level 

(2), central penetration of national systems of governance (3), Exporting forms of 
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political organization (4) and a political unification project (5) (ibid.). Especially the 

third use, where Europeanization is viewed from top down, is widespread. Here 

Ladrech’s (1994) definition, which was introduced above, can be seen. Olsen’s 

definition seems to be useful to systematize Europeanization and can help to 

understand other definitions of Europeanization. He is not denying the value of 

any of the definitions but states that Europeanization can have different arenas. 

Accordingly the article is named “The Many Faces of Europeanization”.    

  

Another influential definition is provided by Radaelli. His concept is one of 

the most far reaching ones. He situating Europeanization in a sequence model 

while also understanding it as a process. He systematizes the concept and 

defines Europeanization as follows: “Processes of (a) construction (b) diffusion 

and (c) institutionalisation of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy 

paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and shared beliefs and norms which are 

first defined and consolidated in the making of EU decisions and then 

incorporated in the logic of domestic discourse, identities, political structures and 

public policies” (2003: 30).  In the construction sequence certain practices and 

institutions are developed. This is happening on the EU level. Secondly they are 

then adapted within the member state (diffusion).  He incorporates the EU level 

as well as the domestic level, which is only of interest to Radaelli so the member 

state stays in the focus. But more than this he sees it as a necessary condition 

for the process to be established and strengthened. According to Radealli the last 

phase is strongly connected to the diffusion sequence (Eising, 2006: 395-396). 

 

In contrast to Ladrech he does not refer to political systems as 

configurations but is interested in single elements of the political system. With this 

systematic approach impacts of Europeanization are not only dependent on EU 

structures, processes and the EU Institutions. In his understanding 

Europeanization is also dependent on domestic factors and it is important how 

the factors work together. Additionally he takes the role of persons and policy 

drivers in the process of Europeanization into account. Radealli provides a 

definition where both are included.   
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One can see that compared to others this concept is quite broad, which 

could be criticized for conceptual stretching. In this context Dyson has argued 

“(…) that Europeanization remains a relatively new theoretical interest and has 

produced more questions than answers” (2002: 3). Nevertheless Radaelli argues 

that Europeanization has to be conceptually or theoretically broad because the 

EU seems to touch all areas in the member state or nation state. He states that 

Europeanization as such can explain “cultural change, new identity formation, 

policy change, administrative innovation and even modernization” (2000: 4). 

 

As above mentioned Ladrech provided one of the first definitions of 

Europeanization, which he developed more in later works. In his book 

“Europeanization of National Politics” Ladrech also provides a new understanding 

of Europeanization which is far broader than his earlier work and can be 

understood as close to Radaelli. He states that the Europeanization is the “(…) 

change within a member state whose motivating logic is tied to an EU policy or 

decision-making process. The prime concern of any Europeanization research 

agenda is therefore establishing the causal link, thereby validating the impact of 

the EU on domestic change” (2010: 2). A clear commitment to the top down 

approach can be seen in this conceptualization. The “domestic change” as such 

is not further specified by him. Ladrech explicitly states that Europeanization can 

occur in three dimensions: Policy, Polity and Politics. In this regard it can be seen 

very close to Radealli’s concept.    

 

 

Following also the top-down approach Buller and Gamble state that “(…) 

a situation where distinct modes of European governance have transformed 

aspects of domestic politics” (2002:17). But despite of the similarity to the other 

authors are highlighting out that especially European governance is responsible. 

Thus they include all processes of governing at the EU level. But limit the change 

on domestic politics. Governance studies has become recently more fashionable 
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within the EU studies thus it is not surprising that also governance or multi-

governance approaches to Europeanization have been established.   

 

Also the integrated approach (mentioned above) definition should be 

introduced here as well as a possible way how to deal with Europeanization. As 

pointed out it is chosen rather seldom as a research design. Laffan and Stubb 

refer to Europeanization as “the process whereby national systems (institutions, 

policies, governments) adapt to EU policies and integration more generally, while 

also themselves shaping the European Union” (2003: 70). They are following the 

model that Europeanization is a process resulting out of the integration process 

but on the same they attach great importance on the uploading of the member 

states into the EU. While acting on EU level or while participating in EU meetings 

etc. especially behavior, policies or actors can change, thus it seems to be logical 

to incorporate. Anyway following Olsen this is not denying the top down model. 

Arguing with Olsen it is just pointing on a different aspect of Europeanization. 

 

One alternative approach that should be mentioned here is the the model 

of fit and miss fit. Börzel and Risse are following for example this model. They 

are limiting themselves in their volume to a top down perspective bur they are 

aware of “(…) various feedback loops” in the process of Europeanization (2000: 

1). With this they also acknowledge as well Europeanization as a change in a 

state caused by the EU. They take a domestic influence of the EU as granted and 

are rather interested in “to what degree, in what direction, at what pace, and at 

what point of time” the EU matters (2000: 4). Furthermore they sate that there 

has to be a conflict within the domestic level and the processes at the EU level. 

So change – Europeanization – happens if “(…) some degree of ”miss fit” or 

incompatibility between European-level processes, policies and institutions, on 

the one hand, and domestic-level processes, policies and institutions, on the 

other” (ibid. 3) exists. If a “perfect” fit is given there in the logic of top down no 

Europeanization occurs on the domestic level. Miss fit between the EU and the 

member state gets with this a necessary condition for expecting any change. At 

the same time, there is a second condition other than miss fit. They formulate the 
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condition “(…) there are some facilitating factors – be it actors, be it institutions – 

responding to the adaptational pressure” (ibid.). To summarize: there has to be a 

misfit between the European level and the domestic level but the change itself or 

its shape is dependent on facilitating factors such as actors. A lot of authors of 

Europeanization studies have adopted this model of fit and misfit or take it as 

granted. Especially on the policy level it seems to be a valid model to analyze 

Europeanization. In the area of analyzing party changes this model is also highly 

important. Parties react to a misfit on European levels in their programs and 

structures (etc.). This change does not have to be positive or pro-European.  

 

The above mentioned concept of Risse et al. should be mentioned here 

once more because it is an approach that follows Olsen’s use three. They define 

Europeanization as the “emergence and development at the European level of 

distinct structures of governance, that is, of political legal and social institutions 

associated with political problem solving that formalizes interactions among the 

actors, and of policy networks specializing in the creation of authoritative 

European rules” (Risse et al., 2001: 3). In comparison this concept differs a lot 

from the other previously introduced ones has undergone a myriad of criticism. 

They do not share the opinion that Europeanization causes domestic changes 

caused by Europe. Europeanization is viewed as “institutionalization of the 

political system” (Carter et. al., 2007: 3). Most of the criticism states that the 

concept of Risse et al. is too close or even synonymous to that one of European 

Integration (Einsing, 2006/ Carter 2007).  

 

The theoretical discourse has not been resolved, and so far none of the 

concepts has prevailed. Bulmer and Radaelli also point out that “(…) some 

aspects of what goes under the label of Europeanization are more often than not 

a simple re-branding of classic research themes” (2004: 1). Since the field of 

Europeanization studies has not been able to build or accept one or more 

predominant explanations of the term Europeanization it remains important for a 

study about the changes in a member state to define or adapt one of the 

characterizations. Because of this it is also a common feature of the 
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Europeanization literature to start with the theoretical overview of the meaning of 

the term. On the other hand a consensus has been reached that the EU actually 

causes changes in the member states. Thus if there is any domestic change 

caused by the EU is not a matter of interest and is not a part of the research 

agenda any more. 

 

 

3. “Unpacking” and applying the concept of Europeanization to 

parties 

 

So what does Europeanization actually mean? First of all it is a process which 

might not have a concrete end. Europeanization is not a synonym for European 

Integration. In contrast to European Integration it focuses on the domestic level 

and can occur in every state which is somehow bonded or related closely to EU 

policies. Therefore Europeanization can be seen as a consequence of European 

Integration. Europeanization explains the effects of the integration process on 

actors, structures and processes (Eising, 2006: 396) and it can affect the 

domestic policy, polity and the politics levels.  

 

Europeanization is understood here very close to Hertier, Ladrech and Carter 

et al. In this paper conceptualized as the change of party positions and programs 

brought forward by the ongoing process of European integration. Important is that 

a change is more likely to occur if a miss fit of the party program with the EU 

policies, legislation or the Euro party itself (etc.) is exists.  

  

 The consequences of this process may vary from country to country to 

country because of the cultural term or because of different preconditions. In this 

case especially because of the different nature or heritage of the parties even 

though they are similar to each other.  But also the absorption capacity of a state 

and the structures like offices (etc.) can be reasons for this. As above mentioned 
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a miss fit is necessary, but the shape of Europeanization depends on the 

domestic actors. 

 

In general it should be clear now what Europeanization is or what effects it 

might have, but how could it affect domestic political parties or the party system? 

Since there main area of this study is the domestic political system and since the 

EU elections remain comparably unimportant for parties it seems to be unlikely 

that domestic parties undergo the process of Europeanization. This study will 

argue that parties are influenced by the EU and that this influence intensifies with 

the number of years a member state is part of the EU. 

 

In order to elaborate, a closer look will be taken at the history of the EU its 

structures are taken. More and more policy domains have been removed from 

domestic levels to the EU. To exemplify this, Single European Act (SEA) 1957, 

the Maastricht treaty 1992 and the Lisbon treaty 2007 have been chosen. They 

been selected because they mark some of the most important changes in the 

history of the EU. The SEA created the European single market. With it the EC 

established a common economic zone. As a result economic policies in one 

country have to take the common market into account. Domestic policies have, 

to a certain extended, in accordance with the EU or SEA legislations.  

 

The Maastricht treaty formally established the EU. Along with the change in 

name came more changes and transformations. Firstly the EU parliament gained 

more important and increased its competences. Additionally Euro parties have 

been established. Certainly international party organizations like the European 

People’s Party existed before but with the Maastricht treaty they gained legal 

status in the EU, were formally established in Brussels and are able to receive 

EU funds. This causes a stronger involvement of the parties in the EU structures. 

Furthermore Euro parties have their own election manifestos, statutes and 

general programs. Domestic policy areas are also affected by this treaty. For 

instance government debt and the inflation rate of member states’ currencies is 
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regulated according to the treaty. With the treaty important policy areas have 

been regulated and parties have lost competences in the domestic sphere.   

 

The Lisbon treaty also provides a good example how the European parliament 

increased its powers, especially in the legislative domain. In contrast, the Council 

of ministers lost powers and with this also the national actors. The position of the 

High Representative for the external affairs has been established. Through this 

the EU is no longer represented by the foreign affairs ministers of the member 

states. However, it could be argued how many policy competences the state lost 

because of this. In any case the Lisbon treaty is aimed on further Integration. One 

should also take into account that the treaty developed out of the failed project of 

a European constitution. Thus the process from the constitutional treaty to the 

Lisbon treaty also affected the parties and opinion building within the member 

states.          

 

With these three examples it is clarified that there must be an influence on 

parties because the EU has constantly increased its influence on domestic policy 

spheres. The influence can be direct or indirect (Mair 2007 /Ladrech 2012). Direct 

party change means the establishment of a new party due to a miss fit with the 

EU. These are mostly Eurosceptic parties and are not likely to be successful. It 

is also difficult to identify a party which is established because of the EU since 

this is also highly depended on domestic factors. One example might be the UK 

Independence Party (UKIP) (Larech 2012: 182). Changes in the organizational 

structure (e.g. the establishment of an international office or EU liaison officer 

within the party bureau) are possibly direct changes caused by Europeanization 

(ibid. 182 – 187).  

 

This work is more concerned with indirect change. The research of indirect 

change is concerned either with the changes in the party management or the 

changes for policy choices. Since the Europeanization of party policies or 

programs represent a main topic here three main questions can be identified: 
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When is the EU on purpose used by parties as an election strategy? How 

important is the European Integration for the parties and how does this reflect to 

the need for domestic changes? When does a party change its policy because of 

the influence of the EU on the political system? 

 

3.1. Hypothesis 

 

In the previous parts it has been explained why parties are affected by 

Europeanization. This leads to the necessity to formulate the hypotheses for 

the analysis of the parties. 

 

The first hypothesis is that if Europeanization is a process, the impact of it 

on party programs in Europe is growing over the years. It is expected that in 

the electoral programs “domestic policy areas become increasingly subject to 

European policy-making” (Börzel, 1999: 574). The elections directly after the 

accession are the first elections which are taken into account. In this sense it 

is expected that the last considered electoral programs show the greatest 

impact of Europeanization because it is understood as an “incremental 

process” (Ladrech, 1994: 69). Due to this it is expected that the parties 

increase the references to the EU, provide more elaborate strategies for the 

EU and present for instance more concepts they want to upload to the EU. 

 

The second hypothesis is that different policy areas are Europeanized in 

different ways. This is caused by the fact that Europeanization is here 

understood as an actor centered process. Because of the change in 

predominant topics in electoral campaigns and also sometimes because of a 

change within in the leadership of the party, different policy areas might be 

Europeanized in the different electoral programs. This is what Börzel and 

Risse meant with “facilitating factors – be it actors, be it institutions” (2000: 1). 

Therefore it is from interest if there are any changes of the Europeanized 

topics over the three consecutive elections (see also Ladrech 2012: 182 – 
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188). This connects with the aim to find out when the EU is used as an election 

strategy. 

 

Since Europeanization is also understood as the deriving consequence of 

European Integration (e.g. Einsing 2006: 396) it is expected that the parties 

refer to European Integration increasingly (Hypothesis three). This means that 

over the years they develop more elaborate standpoints regarding these 

topics and provide agendas or strategies for the integration process. In this 

meaning it is already expected that they take the topic of the European 

Integration into account in the electoral programs directly after the accession, 

because this process is of high importance for the country’s future and started 

already in the acquis communautaire. The connected questions here are: 

How essential is the European Integration for the parties, and how do they 

redirect this process to the need of domestic changes? 

 

 

 

3.2. Handling Europeanization and its consequences 

 

The question arises how parties react on Europe in their programs. If a 

miss fit situation between the domestic level and the EU is given three 

possibilities are identified: adaption, uploading or (complete) rejection. 

 

Firstly the party can adapt the European position thus it is advocating the 

change of the domestic legislation (etc.) in their program. In this sense they 

simply adapt or absorb in a top down sense. Secondly the party can be in 

favor of changes in the EU policy. In this regard they want to upload ideas to 

the EU level to create a more desirable position for the country. This behavior 

might lead to a delay in the adaption of European norms. The last and hardest 

possibility is the complete rejection of a certain EU legislation (etc.). In such a 
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situation the party is either for the complete abolishment of an EU-position or 

is claiming to be against it without giving any solution of changing it. 

 

It is expected that the longer countries are members of the EU the more 

they “deal” with the EU, in other words the more they adapt, try to upload or 

reject EU policies. In order to identify this the programs of the two parties will 

be examined. A special focus will be laid on how they deal with important 

European projects or issues. Four main aspects are chosen:  

 

1. How the country reacts on the ongoing integration-process. The 

integration-process is one of the most demanding projects for the domestic 

level. This can create tensions and makes it necessary for a party to take a 

position concerning this topic. As pro-European parties are examined, positive 

remarks according to integration are expected. 

2. How the countries are dealing with the loss of national sovereignty. 

This is an effect of the integration-process and helps to clarify if the party sees 

the EU as a possible threat in certain political areas.   

3. How they reflect the monetary union and if they are dealing with this 

topic. Because of the economic crisis this topic is expected to be strongly 

present in their programs. Last but not least the entrance into the Euro zone 

is a commitment to further European Integration and on the other hand a loss 

national sovereignty.   

4. How the party reflects the accession of new member states. This is 

a domain where the party can express its opinion of how they want to shape 

the future of the EU. It is also an issue which helps to identify how much the 

future of the EU is relevant in their programs.  
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4. Analysis of the party programs 

 

In the following part the analysis of the party programs of the Polish 

Platforma Obywatelska (Civic Forum) (PO) and the Czech Křesťanská a 

demokratická unie – Československá strana lidová (Christian Democratic 

Union – Czechoslovakia people’s party) (KDU – CSL) will be carried out. The 

party programs are taken from the official websites of the parties. The 2005 

program of the PO is not available any more but it can be found at the online 

on the site http://mizerski.com.1  These parties were chosen because they 

were both parties in favor of an EU membership and advocated the accession 

to the EU. They position themselves clearly pro-European. 

 

Both are of relevance in the political and the party system. In Poland the 

PO is since 2007 in a government coalition. The KDU – CSL participated in 

government coalitions in the legislative terms 2002 to 2006, 2006 to 2010 and 

is in the government coalition since the elections 2013. As mentioned earlier 

the KDU – CSL was an extra parliamentary party from 2010 to 2013 but it 

remained an important party within the system since it participated in various 

local governments, was represented in the Senate and returned into the 

chamber of deputies and government after the 2013 elections.  

 

In the considered elections the results of the two parties are relatively 

stable (see Table 1). In the observed terms both parties had to deal with early 

elections, PO in 2007 and the KDU – CSL in the years 2010 and 2013. 

 

 

 

 

                                            
1 Please note that it has been confirmed to the author that this is the original program: 
http://mizerski.com/2007/program-wyborczy-platformy-obywatelskiej-w-wyborach-2005/  
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Year 2001 2005 2007 2011 

PO 12.7 24.14 41.51 39.2 

Year 2002 2006 2010 2013 

KDU-CSL 14.3* 4.4 7.2 6.8 

Table 1: Election results since 2001 (parliament). *Coalition-list with Freedom Union (US). Sources: 
Poland:  Czech Republic: hhtp://www.volby.cz.   

 

In addition to the general pro-European stance both parties can be 

characterized as center-right. Accordingly both of their members of European 

parliament sit in the fraction European People’s Party Group in the European 

Parliament. Additionally both are full members of the EPP (Party).  

 

It is expected that the Europeanization in the party programs increased 

over the years of membership. A direct influence on both party systems is not 

given. In both countries – before and after the accession – no new, successful 

party has been founded because of the EU membership (see: Szczerbiak & 

Bil ,2009/  Hloušek & Pšeja, 2009). It is expected that the electoral programs 

of the parties show a growing influence of the EU over the years. In other 

words that the party programs are more Europeanized. For this the party 

programs will be examined. 

 

 A focus will lie on how much space they devote to EU related issues, how 

they mention European Integration and to what extend they provide an 

agenda or strategy for European Integration. Additionally it will be observed 

how much they relate this to domestic politics. This will be carried out under 

the reflection of the main issue of the election in the electoral campaigns. A 

shift towards Euroscepticism is not expected in the research. Furthermore a 

higher Europeanization of KDU-CSL’s program is expected in 2006 because 

of the upcoming EU presidency 2009. In contrast an increase of the 

Europeanization of PO’s electoral program 2011 is expected due to Poland’s 

and the PO’s chairmanship of the Council of the EU. First the PO will be 

analyzed and afterwards the KDU-CSL.  
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Both countries have a two chambers. In both cases the elections to the 

Senate are not considered because the lower chamber has in both cases the 

legislative power. It will be referred to the Czech lower chamber as the 

parliament or the chamber of deputies and to the Polish one as Sejm or 

parliament. Also presidential elections are not considered because the Czech 

Republic changed its constitution so that first direct presidential elections were 

held in 2013. Anyways it is acknowledge that the presidential elections and 

the behavior of the president can have influences on parties or their campaign. 

This might be the case in Poland for the 2005 elections where both 

parliamentary and presidential elections were held at the same time or in 

Czech Republic in 2013 because the presidential elections were held just ten 

month before the elections for the chamber of deputies. 

 

4.1. Platforma Obywatelska 

 

The PO, founded in 2001, portrayed itself as a pro European party from its 

inception. The first elections in which the party participated are considered 

here, since at the time PO can still be classified as an electoral party. After 

these elections the party was consolidated and emerged as the second 

strongest party in the 2005 elections and consequently was the strongest 

oppositional party in the parliament. In general, the party does not present 

itself as Eurosceptic, which is in any case unlikely for center-right parties. The 

party can be characterized as an office seeking party and as a centralized 

cartel party. The change of the party from an electoral one to an office 

seeking, cartel party is mainly caused because of statue changes in 2003. In 

the 2002 elections the party still had a horizontal structure but it changed to a 

top-down one. Programmatically it almost has a catch-all character (Riishoj, 

2010: 30). The size of the electoral program is fluctuates a lot. In 2005 the 

party presented a rather short program. In 2007 the party had a quite 

elaborate program which consisted of 84 pages. This amount almost doubled 

for the 2011 elections (189 pages).     
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4.1.1. The 2005 electoral program (PO) 

 

In the year 2005 the PO did not devote any chapter only to the EU. This is 

evident with the fact that the EU was not a relevant topic in the campaigning 

of the parties. But it became important after the formation of the apparently 

Eurosceptic minority government of PiS (Szczerbiak & Bill, 2009: 451-452). 

Most commonly references to the EU or EU related issues are discussed in 

party programs within the section dealing with foreign policy. The PO’s 

program in this year was lacking this section completely. Most space 

dedicated to the EU can be found in the sections about agriculture and 

economic. In the program is no agenda for European Integration apparent. 

This seems to be surprising because one can assume that the EU would be 

an important topic just one year after the accession. Additionally the PO 

advocated strongly the entrance to the EU. 

 

This is also evident in the findings of the research of the Manifesto Project 

Database of the Social Science Research Center Berlin (WZB). In 2005 the 

EU was not mentioned in a positive manner of the EU at all (online: 

https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu). This corresponds to the fact that the 

dominant topic in the electoral campaign was the proposal of reshaping 

Poland to a system similar to the French “Fourth Republic” by Kaczynski and 

his party Law and Justice (PiS). PO was attacked because of its liberal values 

and they attacked PiS for reinstalling socialism (Millard, 2007: 213). Directly 

after the accession the EU and European Integration seemed to be less 

important for the electoral campaign. Thus program and the campaign were 

to a lesser extent Europeanized.     

 

The paragraph on security simply states that due to Poland’s membership 

in NATO and the EU is embedded in a larger security concept and therefore 

it is necessary to fight international terrorism with the help of this network. 
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Furthermore European influences on the security policy are not evident. But 

it shows that is the Po already sees the importance to adjust the security policy 

according to the EU. 

 

From an economic point of view the party acknowledges that due to the 

EU membership Poland has entered a market in which it has to compete with 

several other countries. “Poland ahead of all 15 countries of the old European 

Union and, more importantly, competing with us, the new member states. At 

the same time Poland, is one of the most expensive countries in the ten new 

EU member states - in terms of cost of living and cost of doing business.”  

 

Furthermore the party states that the tax system needs to be restored and 

Poland improved as a business location in order to make it more attractive for 

investors. This is also a feature of Europeanization since countries are in 

competition with other member states - a fact that puts pressure on the party. 

In terms of economic policy this means to make the domestic economy more 

attractive for investors compared to other member states. To prove their point 

they state: “Young people graduating, do not try to make a business in Poland, 

but think first of all about going abroad (according to the research 59% of 

Poles aged 15-29 years made such a declaration). (PO 2005: online)”  

 

This statement is transferred to a clear agenda. Due to the competition 

they are advocate market tax reforms such as lowering the taxes, introduction 

of a flat tax rate and the simplification of the Tax system. This should lead to 

lower labor costs and, according to the program, will prevent the economy of 

getting “locked”. This is indirectly a remark to the Integration process. In the 

sense that Poland is integrated in a large concept and that they need to 

become in an equal position towards the other member states.    

 

The section about transport provides an analysis that claims an 

improvement of infrastructure is necessary. In order to achieve this, they 
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advocate using the knowledge of EU experts. This illustrates that they have 

accepted the EU as a possibility to make improvements within the state. The 

use of downloading can also be seen as a commitment to further integration. 

But the party is limits this with the statement “not just those of the European 

Union” (PO, 2005: online). Because of this one can see this as a sign of 

Europeanization but a rather weak one.    

 

The agriculture section is in polish politics quite important because the 

cleavage urban versus rural which remains as one of the most significant 

ones. Additionally the agricultural sector continues to be quite important for 

the economy. The PO provides here as well reference to the EU. They seek 

to represent the “the interests of the Polish countryside in Europe” (PO, 2005: 

online). This statement appears to be rather empty, since they do not 

elaborate further on how this should be managed. Only references to funding 

can be found.  

 

The support the improvement of the use of EU funds in this sector, 

however a certain hesitancy about how to use EU funds can be detected. It 

should be remembered that the country only acceded to the EU one year prior 

to the elections and at the time lacked experience in utilizing EU funds. One 

should take also into account that the new funding period was starting 2007. 

Furthermore they advocate a decentralization of the agricultural policy, 

however this cannot be seen as a feature of Europeanization since it is rooted 

within domestic factors.  

 

In turn the PO intends “to respect the existing arrangements with the 

European Union, to demand reform of the Common Agricultural Policy so that 

it is beneficial to our villages.” (PO, 2005, online). One can detect both a 

willingness to download from the EU but also the aim to upload own ideas to 

the EU. But the ideas to upload are not specified further. But apparently more 

miss fits are provided. The party elaborates further: “We do not agree on a 
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proposed by the EU's way of reform of the sugar market. PO will do anything 

to reform the market that it does not weaken the position of our farmers and 

Polish sugar factories in the European and global market.”  

 

The topic of the sugar prices or the sugar market was one of the mayor 

miss fits already in the accession period. Hereby the PO makes it a domestic 

issue. This is a clear sign of Europeanization since an incompatibility of 

domestic policy with that of the EU is provided. This creates a non-compliance 

situation because the party is not willing to adapt to European policy.    

 

The program is rather weakly Europeanized. The statements about the EU 

are only an indirect commitment to the European Integration. Integration as 

such is not directly mentioned. Therefore the party does not provide any 

agenda for the further integration in Poland. It illustrates that the EU was not 

an important issue directly after the accession. 

 

The party is mostly concerned of how they could prepare the 

entrepreneurs and the agricultural sector for the possible use of EU funds. 

There the EU is seen as a chance to develop the country further especially in 

the agricultural sector and in regards of the infrastructure. Economically the 

PO recognized the increased competition due to the European single market. 

It concludes out of this that the main competitors for Poland can be found in 

Central Europe and that the domestic labor costs have to be adjusted to this 

competition. The party does not seek a solution for this on European level. 

Domestic reforms are the consequences out of this for the PO.  

 

Miss fits are also provided. The biggest concern connected to the EU was 

the inflation of sugar prices, which is reflected in the PO‘s program. Topics 

like joining the monetary Union are not mentioned at all, which is due to the 

rather short membership. In general a kind of uncertainty how to deal with the 

EU can be seen in the program. One reason for this is the relatively young 
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age of the party. The fact that the Europeanization of the program is weak can 

also be seen in the structure of the program. The section about foreign policy 

is badly developed. The content of the program is predominately about 

domestic issues. The priorities of the PO campaigning mainly lie on state 

reforms, just as of their competitors.      

 

4.1.2. The 2007 electoral program (PO) 

 

Compared to 2005 in the elections 2007 the EU became one of the major 

topics again in the electoral campaign. This was mostly driven by the 

controversial course of the PiS led government towards the EU (Szczerbiak 

& Bill, 2009: 452). The election campaign was polarized by the Eurosceptic 

and government party Freedom and Justice (PiS). The topic EU as such and 

European Integration played an important role. Thus the two ideas were in 

open confrontation (Vachudova & Hoogh, 2009: 199). For the first time, the 

PO emerged from the elections as the strongest party and formed a coalition 

government (see table 1). 

 

The fact that the EU issues were important in the campaigning is not 

primarily due to the forthcoming integration process. It was mainly caused by 

the government’s EU policy and its behavior on the European level. But this 

is surely linked to the Integration process as such. Therefore one can 

conclude that the shift towards EU in the campaigning was because of 

domestic factors (Szczerbiak & Bill, 2009: 452). It can be reasoned that the 

Europeanization of the main competitor of the PO Europeanized the domestic 

scene. But the controversial EU course of the governmental party (PiS) 

always needs to be taken into account when one examines the 2007 

elections. The overall Europeanization of the campaigning can be seen as an 

example of indirect Europeanization.  
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The EU was mentioned 55 times positively. This increase of positive 

mentioning can be seen as a reaction of the party to the increasing 

Eurosceptic policy of the PiS.  Therefore, the program in 2007 is more 

Europeanized but not only because of top down EU influence. This evidently 

occurred because the main political competitor showed a miss fit with the EU. 

The PiS party can be taken here as one of the facilitating factors of 

Europeanization and the quantitative increase can be explained by it.  

 

Accordingly the PO dedicated in its election program for the Sejm 

paragraphs to the EU predominately in the chapters Polska w Europie. 

Polityka regionalna, spójność i wzrost (Poland in Europe. Regional policy, 

cohesion and growth), Polska w Europie. Odpowiedzialność za polską wise 

(Poland in Europe. Responsibility for the Polish countryside), Polska w 

Europie. Kultura narodowa, dziedzictwo, polityka kulturalna (Poland in 

Europe. National culture, heritage, cultural policy) and Silna i bezpieczna 

Polska w Unii Europejskie (Strong and secure Poland in the European Union 

to the EU) (PO, 2007). It should be also mentioned that the length of the 

program also increased which makes it more difficult to compare. Additionally 

the 2005 program did not have any chapter about foreign policy and in this 

regards an increase of the mentioning of the EU or European topics is not a 

surprise.  

  

 Already in the introduction the EU is reflected positively. “(…) We want to 

accelerate the march towards Western standards of living and development 

(…). We managed to achieve a great national goal, which is to catch up with 

the peloton countries called Old European Union. We can use these few years 

of special opportunity offered by the first years of our membership of the EU” 

(PO, 2007: 6). The three year membership is accepted as a positive 

experience. The “catch up” with Western countries can be seen as a reference 

to the integration process which gave the possibility for Poland to increase its 

standard of living. This early mentioning of the EU is giving the expectation 

for a high (qualitative) Europeanization, especially compared to the 2005 
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program. One can also see here that the PO is trying to use the EU as a factor 

to criticize the government’s policy. So already in the introduction the EU is 

used as an electoral strategy but in the same time a reflection of the 

Integration process. 

 

The issue of closing the gap between the Old member states and the 

Polish economy is also taken up in the chapter about economy (PO, 2007: 

chapter 4). The state of the economy is perceived as good but the party sees 

that the reason for this is not the government’s policy, but rather the combined 

effect of “(…) grassroots reforms in Polish enterprises in connection with the 

effects of Polish accession to the European Union (...)” (ibid. : 23). In addition 

to the acknowledgement of positive influences on Polish economy more EU 

related goals are formulated in the economic section. The PO is advocates 

that the n+2 rule should be introduced in Poland. This is a direct reference to 

EU’s structural funds and the cohesion fund. The PO is reacts to the top down 

pressure with this. The party shows a reaction in order to avoid a suspension 

of the funding money in the future and advocates the EU regulations to reform 

the public finances (ibid.: 24-25). 

 

Three years after the accession the party also starts dealing with the 

Monetary Union. They state that it would be beneficial for Poland to introduce 

the Euro. At the same time they acknowledge that Poland does not meet all 

of the Maastricht criteria. Especially the budgetary deficit is too high. They put 

the reduction of the deficit as a goal in order to access the Euro-zone. At the 

same time they are concerned about prices jumps in the country should the 

Euro be introduced (PO, 2007: 30). With this they clearly define a pro Europe 

standpoint and distance themselves from the main Eurosceptic competitor 

PiS. This can be also seen in the following parts of the program. So it is again 

a use of the EU as an electoral strategy and in the same time a commitment 

to European Integration.  
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Their program intended for the regional policy includes many references 

to EU funds. The party is concerned that the process of funding goes 

according to the Polish national interests. It is pointed out that a good 

monitoring process should be implemented in order to provide the necessary 

accountability for the money spend (PO, 2007: 55). This is actually a 

requirement of the EU. Therefore it can be seen as an adaption of EU 

demands to the domestic policy program. Furthermore they advocate that the 

state needs reforms to allocate the funding money and that the money is spent 

in correct manners. In fact this a reaction of a too low absorption capacity 

which is a general problem in new member states.  

 

They mostly blame the previous PiS led government for not reducing the 

conflicts between domestic levels and the EU. Miss fits which are 

acknowledge are e.g. necessary reforms to improve the allocation of funds or 

the failure of an implementation of an correct management and monitoring the 

funds (etc.) (PO, 2007: 55-56). The PO wants to download from the EU level 

and shows the will to download.  

 

Like in the 2006 program the PO is afraid of the country lagging behind. 

They state that Poland has “(…) take an active part in the `race for modernity 

and innovation`” (ibid.: 56). This could be understood this in the context of 

globalization but the party explains further “We cannot allow the creation of a 

two-speed EU (…)” (ibid.). With this it becomes a sign of Europeanization. 

Due to the entrance to the EU the party sees the need to modernize Poland 

in order it bring it up to a comparable level with (mainly) the old member states. 

The feature that the main competitors in the EU can be found Central Europe 

disappears. The new goal is to reach the European standards. It is remarkable 

that the PO repeats the necessity of implementing a monitoring process quite 

often. On pages 55, 56 and 57 remarks regarding this topic can be found. In 

accordance with this the implementation of an new cohesion policy following 

EU standards is mentioned, as well as the implementation of the n+2 is rule 

is named again (ibid.: 58). This illustrates that the EU funds are an important 
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factor for the party in their regional policy. They accept the EU as an important 

actor in this domestic policy domain and react on miss fits they discover. 

 

But the PO is not in all points approving EU’s policy in this sense the party 

is disagrees with EU’s common agricultural policy. Instead of adapting to it 

they strive to change it in order to protect the interests “of Polish farmers and 

residents of Polish villages better” (PO, 2007: 59). The upload how EU policy 

should be shaped is not developed further at this. It is only stated that it should 

be shaped according to polish national interests. That is in accordance with 

the fact that the EU is referred to as a possibility to finance reforms in the rural 

and agricultural sector (PO, 2007: 57). 

 

Concerning the reform of the common agricultural policy (CAP) they 

provide a time frame until when the reform should be accomplished. It is 

stated that the European ministers of agriculture should provide a solution 

untill January the first (PO, 2007: 60). They also state that they reject the “so-

called English model” (ibid.) which means the full liberalization of the CAP. 

One of their main goals is to equalize the amount of payments to Poland with 

that of the old member states. The feature to see the EU as a source of finance 

is hereby again given. The strong influence on the development of the reform 

is set as a goal but the party also mentions its Members of European 

Parliament (MEP) for the first time. The fact that the PO sets the influence as 

one of their goals on the new CAP is a strong sign of Europeanization.  

      

In following parts the PO is also taking the structural funds further into 

account. But no mayor miss fits are analyzed by the party. They are seen as 

a chance to develop the countryside further and strengthen its development. 

No clear policy is developed out of this in the program. It is just acknowledge 

as one of the good influences of the EU. One can see in here the try to show 

the citizens the advantage of the EU.  
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Similar patterns to 2006 can also be found in the program. It is no surprise 

that a lot of references to EU policy are found in the section about regional 

development and agricultural policy. These continues to be important 

domestic issue in Poland, as well as the agricultural sector, which is one of 

the strongest within the Polish economy. In 2007 this is also quantitatively this 

visible. These two chapters take together 10 out of 84 pages (8.4%). Thus the 

increased reference has to put in the relation with the space devoted to these 

topics. Qualitatively one can see that the PO is also more elaborate in regards 

with a strategy. Especially the concept for the CAP is more detailed than 

earlier mentioned reforms regarding the EU funds.   

 

A strong commitment to European integration can be found in the chapter 

which deals with cultural policy. The party wants to promote the “concept of 

European citizenship” (PO, 2007: 69). This is a clear reference towards further 

integration of Poland into the EU. But this remark is sticking out of the other 

because with promoting the European citizenship the party promotes a 

concept that narrows down the importance of the nation state. Also they 

advocate a European identity with it.  

 

Later in this chapter the party analyses that the level of government for 

cultural policy is low compared to other EU members (ibid.: 70). Once again 

the party is searching the comparison with the other European countries. This 

demonstrates that they are aiming to bring the country to the average level of 

the EU and have accepted the new competitive situation. Also it shows that 

the EU is seen as an important player within domestic areas and a driving 

force for policies. In this regards the party refers again to the possibility of EU 

funds and grants. They want to use the co-financing of the Structural Funds 

to improve the situation and make the best possible use of the funds. The 

frequent remarks on the Structural Funds and Cohesion fund can be 

explained with start of the new funding period 2007 – 2013. In addition to this 

they want to reform the overall funding of the cultural sector but point out that 
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this should happen “(…) in accordance with the law of the EU, WTO 

regulations etc. (…)” (PO, 2007: 73).  

 

For the PO, the basis of Polish security policy lies in Europe: “The focus of 

foreign policy of the Republic should be in Europe, and in particular the 

European Union” (PO, 2007: 74). It is further stated that the party wants to 

change the country’s course within the EU. The foreign policy of PiS “ (…) 

poorly served our national interests,  did not exploit our potential, did not use 

the opportunities given us membership in the EU State, was conducted 

incompetently, did not meet the legitimate aspirations of the Poles, worsened 

the position and image of our country in Europe and the world.”  

 

This illustrates a strong disagreement with the PiS, which influenced the 

electoral campaigns quite a lot. The fact that PO is concerned about Poland’s 

image in the EU can be seen as a sign of Europeanization of their foreign 

policy and the definite use of the EU as an electoral strategy. This is also due 

to the fact that Poland was mostly perceived negatively by other member 

states in during the time of the PiS government. The PO sees the demand to 

change the image of Polish politics in the community. This demonstrates yet 

again that the PO gives the EU a great deal of importance in their policy. This 

in turn can be seen as an indirect pressure which lead to the will to change 

the foreign policy. The other factor which is at play is certainly the cleavage 

between a pro-European standpoint (PO) and a Eurosceptic one (PiS). So 

one can explain this by the overall Europeanization of the campaign in 2007.  

  

In this regard the PO also advocates a deepening of the European 

Integration. They also provide ideas how this should be accomplished, for 

instance by extending “the treaty clause of solidarity on energy security” (PO, 

2007: 76). The party also refers directly to the Lisbon treaty which was still in 

the negotiating points. They “(…) support the deepening of integration in the 

field of foreign and security policy, establish the office of EU High 
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Representative for Foreign and Security Policy ("European Foreign Minister") 

and the creation of the European External Action Service ("European 

diplomacy")” (ibid.). This is a commitment to an Europeanization of the foreign 

policy of Poland because the party advocates that the EU should get involved 

in a traditional domestic domain. This does not include a favorable stance 

towards European Integration, but also gives incentives as to what they want 

to upload to the EU in order to further the integration process.    

 

The party commits itself to the Lisbon Strategy but is also promotes that 

“Poles should immediately be guaranteed unrestricted access to the EU labor 

market and services” (PO, 2007, 77). The party is afraid that this process 

might be delayed. Poland’s entry was planned for December 2007 so it is no 

surprise that they refer to this topic at this point. 

 

At this time, the PO also takes the budgetary discussions on the EU level 

into account and promises to participate actively in it (PO 2007, 77). Here one 

can see how EU level discussions can have an impact on the national 

electoral program. This is connected with the repetition of the CAP reform. In 

general one can see if it gets to financial issues Europe matters in the 

program. The EU budget is also used to attack the political opponent, which 

is also a sign Europeanization in the program.  

 

Next to lobbying for national interests in Brussels their goal is also to 

increase the number of Poles employed in EU structures. The aim is to 

promote the image of the country through the EU. They also directly refer to 

the Polish presidency of the commission in 2011. It is stated that a stable, 

effective government with a good reputation in the EU is needed. It is 

surprising that the party devotes comparably large amount of the program this 

topic (one paragraph) since at this point the presidency was still 4 years in the 

future. But it can be seen as an additional sign how much the EU course of 
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the PiS government polarized the campaign and thereby turned Europe into 

a topic in the programs.  

 

One can see that Europe mattered in the campaigning in 2007. The PO 

program is full with remarks towards EU and the EU is used increasingly as 

an electoral strategy. Many references especially relating to the EU funds and 

financing can be found in the program. In this regard the party often states 

that they want to bring the legislation of the country into accordance with EU 

policy and acknowledges the need to improve the use of EU funds. In 

comparison to 2005 plans for changing EU policy can be found. This is not 

only caused by the Europeanized election campaigning. Since the last EP 

elections the party also had MEPs and therefore possibilities to influence 

Europe.  

 

All in all the 2007 program is compared to the 2005 program more strongly 

Europeanized. But one should take into account that this is influenced by a 

myriad of factors, such as the controversial course of the previous PiS 

government, the MEP in the party and two years of experience in European 

structures (etc.). As expected, a higher Europeanization is evident. That it is 

higher than expected is caused by domestic factors. This is still in accordance 

with the theory because the PiS can be seen here as one of the “facilitating 

factors” (Börzel & Risse, 2000: 3) of Europeanization. The fact that the EU is 

mentioned in almost every chapter of the program is proof that the EU was 

used as an electoral strategy. The topics where most of the remarks can be 

found are security and foreign affairs policy, regional policy, economic policy, 

agricultural policy and cultural policy. Compared to 2006 more areas are 

Europeanized but the policies which were already affected by the EU are still 

Europeanized.    

      

4.1.3. The 2011 electoral program (PO)  

  



40 
 

 

In the 2011 program the EU disappeared again out of the titles of the 

chapters. Like in 2005 and 2007 the PiS was able to frame the tone of the 

elections. Again they launched the topic of “cultural war” in Poland 

(Tworzecki, 2012: 618). It should be mentioned that the political scene in 

Poland became at this time even more polarized because of the Smolensk 

plane crash. The PO was focused on pointing out the success of the 

government. One of the major messages was that not all promises were 

kept but the “others” are even worse (ibid.: 619). The economic crisis in 

Europe also played a role in the campaigning but to a lesser extent than 

one would expect. The reason for this is that the Polish economy was not 

hit very hard by it (ibid.). 

 

The first remarks to the EU can be found in the chapter about 

Innovation and Social Capital (PO 2011, 56). But this is nothing more than 

a commitment to the European educational policy and the expression of 

the will to allocate European research intuitions. The EU is also mentioned 

as an important source of funding for research and cultural projects (PO, 

2011: 70).  

 

The PO also defends the EU agreement on reducing CO2. “The 

fulfillment of our obligations relating to energy and climate change pact 

negotiated within the European Union, while ensuring that specific national 

interests of our economy, still based largely on energy from coal.” (ibid. 

74). This can be seen as a download but it is also a defense of the 

government’s policy.  

 

Like in 2007 they commit themselves to a common European foreign 

and security policy. They express support for the changes brought by the 

Lisbon treaty, for instance the establishment of the office of the High 

Representative (PO, 2007: 86). In this regard the position of the PO did 

not change. But all references to the EU are rather short and not elaborate 
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upon. In the second half of the program, the first more detailed expression 

can be found: “The first priority is to negotiate an ambitious EU budget for 

2014-2020, which will meet the growing months and the political ambitions 

of the Community treaty, and Poland will give a chance and out the 

distance to richer neighbors. We will ensure equal treatment of all farmers 

under the Common Agricultural Policy. We still have a lot of catching up to 

do. Therefore, despite the crisis we are committed to negotiate support at 

higher extent than 300 billion.” (PO, 2011: 96-97) 

 

The upcoming EU budget negotiations are wit this present in the 

program. Next to the goal to gain more financial support one can see here 

that the party discovered miss fits of Poland in the EU. They admit that the 

country has to “catch up” in regards of the agricultural sector with the other 

countries. Similar remarks were found in the program of 2007.  

 

One can also find commitments to European solidarity in the program. 

The party speaks in favor of it and sees it as a mechanism of stabilization 

(PO, 2007: 98-99). This is an indirect reference to further European 

Integration. The party wants to accomplish something in accordance with 

EU legislation is a general tendency which was even stronger in 2007, but 

is still mentioned frequently. This is a sign that the party broadly accepted 

the EU legislations. But some miss fits are also evident. For instance the 

party wants the qualification of Polish nurses recognized throughout the 

CEU, which would enable them to work anywhere in the EU without any 

additional studies. This mirrors the interest of a specific group of people in 

Poland and it becomes an indirect Europeanization. This is also an 

instance how different policy areas are Europeanized since this feature is 

missing in the previous programs. 

 

In the section about regional development policy (ibid.: 148) the party 

points out that Poland benefits financially from the EU more than any other 
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country. They also state that during their legislature the use of funds 

improved. This is, in a way, an attempt to underline the pro-European 

stand point in the program. They also pick up on the EU budget 

negotiations and state that “(…) a true community cannot exist without 

solidarity” (ibid.: 149) which can be seen as a commitment to the idea of 

European Integration. In comparison to 2007 the party also points out that 

the use of EU funds is the best in Europe. In the following part it is pointed 

out how the EU funds have positively influenced Poland (ibid.: 151). This 

is an attempt to bring the EU closer to the people and also shows that the 

party believes that the EU is an important factor in domestic policy. In this 

regard their view of politics is – especially concerning finance – 

Europeanized.  

 

If one asks whether Europe was an important factor in the 2011 

program, the answer would be yes but to a lesser extent than in 2007. This 

is quantitatively and qualitatively proven. The program double in length but 

the concepts of EU policy are less detailed. The reasons for this lie in 

different factors and preconditions. In 2007 the party in the opposition and 

in 2011 it was a government one. The 2007 campaign was polarized due 

to the controversial EU policy of the government, which caused one hot 

issue to be indeed Europe. In 2011 the context of the elections was 

different and the topics for the electoral campaigns were chosen 

differently. 

 

 However the PO is still commits to European Integration and wants 

to deepen the process. An agenda or examples how this should be 

achieved is not visible. The EU continues to be important for the 

agricultural policy and the regional development policy. It is also 

acknowledged that the EU is important for the security concept of the 

country. In general Europe matters when it comes to financial issues. The 

reason for this lays in the fact that Poland is one of the largest beneficiaries 
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of EU funds in total numbers. The topic that the country needs to catch up 

with the West is evident again. 

 

 

One can see here that Europeanization is also dependent on 

domestic actors and the political scene. Europe simply did not matter such 

much in this campaign which is evident in the election program. Remarks 

about the EU as such can be still found but to a lesser degree. In contrast 

to 2007, not every chapter mentions the EU. Many parts of the former 

program are repeated but the explanations are not as elaborate as before. 

Therefore a slight decrease of Europeanization can be detected. In 

accordance with this the times the EU was mentioned positively dropped 

from 55 to 33 (https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu/election_parties/3626#).  

Table 3: Positions regarding the EU from 2006 - 2013. Source: PO, 2005, 2007, 2011. 

 2005 2007 2011 

Chapters with EU 

in the title  

---- 4 of 16 ---- 

Table 2 chapters with direct EU concern 

 2005 2007 2011 

Euro Not mentioned Introduction – 

working on 

fulfilling the 

Maastricht 

criteria 

Not mentioned 

directly  

Sovereignty  Not threatened 

by the EU 

Not threatened 

by the EU 

Not threatened 

by the EU 

EU Integration No direct 

mentioning / 

No agenda 

Deepening 

Integration/ 

small agenda  

Promoting 

European 

Citizenship 

New member 

states 

Not mentioned Not mentioned Yes to 

enlargement – 

Croatia should 

join 
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In the agricultural and regional development policy the program still 

shows a high level of Europeanization. All of the three considered 

programs demonstrate that foreign and security policy are affected by the 

EU. However in 2001 the biggest influence of Europeanization is visible 

since the PO advocates a common foreign policy with the other member 

states. In this sense an increasing Europeanization is actually given. The 

way how Europe is chosen as an electoral strategy also changes. In 2011 

the PO defends EU policy. In contrast, the 2007 campaign promoted the 

EU and its positive influences as such. This illustrates the different 

situation the party was in, namely a government party in 2011. This proves 

how facilitating factors are important for Europeanization.  

   

 

 

4.2. Křesťanská a demokratická unie – Československá 

strana lidová 

 

The general references to European Integration and the EU as such 

decreased after the accession to the EU in overall party programs in the 

Czech Republic (Havlik & Vykoupilova, 2008: 184).This is also evident for the 

KDU-CSL. Starting from 2006 it is assumed that the party program with the 

longer membership time became gradually more Europeanized.  

 

4.2.1. The 2006 electoral program (KDU – CSL) 

 

In the 2006 electoral campaigns the EU was not a hot issue. The KDU-

CSL did not play a major role in this campaigning because the main attention 

was drawn to the biggest parties at this the time, the Social democratic CSSD 
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and the ODS. The main focus of the party campaigns lay on economic issues 

and social policies. In general foreign policy and EU issues were mostly 

neglected by the parties (Halousek & Pseja, 2009: 518).   

 

Similar patterns like in PO’s 2005 manifesto exist in the 2006 electoral 

program of the KDU-CSL. In this election the party did not devote own 

paragraphs or chapters to the EU or European Integration. In 2006 the EU 

was mentioned positively 17 times (online: https://manifesto-

project.wzb.eu/election_parties/3599). In 2006’s program main parts about 

the EU and European Integration can be found within the chapter about 

foreign affairs, and less frequent in the chapters about economic, transport 

and agricultural policies (KDU – CSL, 2006).  

 

In the chapter about economic policy the KSU – CSL refers to the issue 

that the Czech Republic is not yet fully part of the agreement on free 

movement of services in the internal market. They point out that there are still 

“barriers to the labor market” and that Czech “citizens are to a large extent” 

still excluded from the single European market (KDU – CSL, 2006: 12).  

 

In the section about transport policy remarks regarding the EU can be also 

found. The party advocates an increase of EU funds in order to improve the 

infrastructure (KDU – CSL, 2006: 18). Along with the other remarks, this hints 

at the fact that the EU and European Integration are accepted as positive 

factors for the development of the country. Similar references can be found in 

the part about agricultural policy. The party advocates development in 

accordance with the EU and especially names the Cohesion Fund as a 

chance for this. The goal is to get the Czech law in accordance to European 

standards for example in the field of Information technology. The objective is 

to crate “(…) legislative acts which would set the common rules within EU” 

(KDU – CSL, 2006: 56). Hereby the party advocates a download from the EU 



46 
 

 

and an adaption of the domestic legislation. All of this proofs that the party is 

willing to download from the EU.  

 

Further commitments to the EU can be found in the program within the 

foreign affairs chapter: “We do not consider European policy as a threat to our 

sovereignty and our interests, but as an opportunity for their fulfilment” (KDU 

– CSL, 2006: 84). The KDU – CSL wants to push forward the European 

Integration but the reflection of this on the domestic level is rather small. They 

stick to more general terms and urge for an improvement of the relationship 

of Czech ministries and the EU. An agenda on how the integration could be 

driven forward is non-existent. 

 

The party aims to reduce “(…) disparities between the economic level of 

the Czech Republic and regions in Western Europe (…)” (KDU – CSL, 2006: 

84) as fast as possible. Besides this they purpose to improve the use of EU 

funds and see them as a possibility to develop the country. They consider to 

be miss fit of the current domestic situation and the EU and propose to abolish 

it. A detailed outline is not provided for this. In general they stay within broader 

terms and goals, however they follow the EU pressure.  

 

The KDU – CSL is in favour of educating domestic actors by the EU and 

at the same time strive to occupy as many high offices within the EU structures 

as possible in order to increase the reputation of the country. Through this 

they promote EU influence on the domestic level. It shows that they see the 

EU as an integral part for the strategy for the country’s future strategy.  

 

It is interesting that they include the membership issue of Turkey. They 

advocate close relations but they do not agree with a membership status of 

the country. It illustrates that they see this issue of foreign policy as important 

for domestic politics even though the membership issue of Turkey is not 

widely discussed in the Czech Republic.  
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Moreover the expectation that the party would refer strongly to the 

upcoming EU presidency is not fulfilled. Only one paragraph can be found 

about the presidency: “The big challenge for us is the fact that the Czech 

Republic will be in the first half of 2009, the President of the EU. For this 

important task we have to prepare the organizational and content. We do have 

to enter the Presidency clearly prioritized.” It demonstrates that the EU 

presidency was not a domestic topic, which was also caused by the fact that 

at the same time of the campaign it lay three years in the future.  

 

The KDU – CSL failed to provide a strategy on how they shape or influence 

Europe in turn. It seems to be that the general interest in the EU directly after 

the accession was rather small and not important for the electoral campaign. 

One can conclude that they see the EU as a chance. They turned the EU into 

a domestic topic and due to this domestic structures should be adapted. In its 

program the party discovers miss fits between the European and domestic 

levels, mainly in the area of domestic structures. They see space for 

improvement regarding the country‘s absorption capacity for EU funds, but 

fails to transform this into a structured domestic policy.  

 

Mostly the EU is seen as a chance to bring the country to a more (mostly 

economical) competitive level with Western countries. The greatest focus lies 

on the Czech position in the EU and the possibility of receiving EU funds. The 

biggest concern is how best make use of the membership. It is remarkable 

that the debate about an EU constitution is not reflected within the program. 

This is due to the short membership, at this time only 2 years, causing the 

influence of the EU to not yet be fully visible. In addition, possible miss fits 

with the EU policies or strategies were not discovered yet. European 

integration matters, however not enough to make the party use it frequently 

as an electoral strategy. The expectation that they would provide a strategy 

for the integration process directly post-accession is therefore not fulfilled.   

Because of this the 2006 program is Europeanized rather weakly.  
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4.2.2. The 2010 electoral program (KDU – CSL) 

 

The 2010 campaign was mainly under the influence of the Greek crisis and 

the economic crisis in Europe. Due to this the KDU-CSL, as one of the smaller 

parties, was not able to dominate any topic in the general campaigning. 

Therefore the electoral campaign was polarized by the Social democrats 

(CSSD) and the conservative, Eurosceptic ODS. These were also the two 

parties that also received most of the media attention. The “Greek Scenario” 

was used in the electoral campaign. This resulted in focusing on the decrease 

of the public debts and deficit in the campaigns of the parties (Stegmaier & 

Vlachova, 2011: 239).    

 

The space devoted to the EU increased (four pages devoted to the EU) 

while the length of the program decreased (55 pages). Herby the party 

devoted ca. 7.27% of its program directly to EU topics. Quantitatively there is 

an obvious increase of the Europeanization (see also table 2, chapter 3.2.3). 

This is also evident in the findings of the Manifesto Project Database. The 

times the EU was mentioned positively increased from 17 times in 2006 to 33 

times in 2010 (https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu/parties/899). One of the 

reasons for this increase can be seen in the crisis, which is a facilitating factor 

in this sense. 

 

Under the headline Společnost spravedlnosti a bezpeč (Justice, society 

and Security) the party devotes two subchapters soley to the EU: Doma v 

Evropě (In Europe at home) and Spolehliví spojenci v silné EU (Reliable allies 

in a strong EU) (KDU – CSL 2010, online). The greatest concern of the 
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chapter Doma v Evropě is to show what chances the EU brings for Czech 

Republic. The Christian Democrats see the EU as possibility to improve the 

country’s economy, energy policy and safety policy. But the EU is also an 

opportunity to increase the standards of living which is including the parts 

about environmental policy.  

 

Six years after joining the EU the Christian Democrats acknowledge a wide 

influence of the EU on the country. It is stated that accession “(…) had a far-

reaching impact on the transformation of Czech society, economy, legal 

system, etc.”(KDU – CSL, 2010: 24). Hereby they themselves acknowledge 

that the country has been Europeanized. They elaborate further that “(…) the 

level of adoption of good influences, examples and experiences from the West 

much depends on us. A primarily on the willingness and ability of Czech 

political elites undergo self-reflection, to confront the more developed world 

and let pervade his suggestions”(ibid.). Thus the KDU – CSL concedes that 

further Europeanization of the Country is dependent on national actors. This 

is a commitment to further integration. Even more than this they see 

themselves in the duty to shape the influence of the EU on the country. 

 

They advocate that the state and citizens should not neglect the European 

issue. The fact that Europe became a topic due to its chairmanship of the 

Council of Europe in 2009 is seen positively by the party, however they are 

not willing to analyse the presidency itself. A reason for this might be that the 

government failed during, which was negatively perceived by the Czech 

society. This can also be understood as a reference to European Integration. 

As in 2006 integration is still perceived positively. According to the party the 

positive influence of the integration process on the country is visible in 

economics, energy and security. It is new that the names party explicitly the 

advantages of the EU for its citizens. In general this is a commitment to further 

European Integration. Compared to the previous program, these statements 

are more elaborate. But the shift to an elaborate political agenda is still 
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missing. They stay within general terms, such as making the Czech law more 

in compliable with the EU.  

 

The freedom of services is also picked as a topic. The complete 

introduction of the Bollkenstein directive is named as one of their goals. By 

means of this, an adaptation of EU policy is visible in the program, even 

though it was also present in the previous one. This still falls under the aspect 

of committing to the integration process but also a timid attempt to bring the 

EU closer to the people as well as to domestic policy. The complete 

introduction of the Bollkenstein directive would mean an opening of the 

domestic market, but in turn also that the European market is also fully open 

to Czech citizens.  

 

In the energy policy they see the EU as a possibility to strengthen the 

Czech position towards Russia. The energy dependence on Russia present 

in Czech politics an important topic. The KDU-CSL sees the EU as a solution 

in regards to this issue. This can be seen as a further proof that the KDU – 

CSL is consciously use the EU as an electoral strategy. The image of the EU 

as a chance and possibility is omnipresent in the programs.  

 

In accordance with this the party does not alter many points of the former 

program. Their main concern is about EU funds: “EU funds allocated to the 

Czech Republic for the period until the end of 2013 are an important source 

of finance, which is the sole determinate chance to strengthen the 

competitiveness of the Czech economy, enhancing the quality of life and 

mitigate the effects of the financial crisis. The Government must therefore 

devote adequate attention to funds and give them absolute priority. The 

government must use the funds to consistently manage, coordinate and 

monitor.” (KDU – CSL, 2010: 25).  
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They see the funds as an important part of the source of financing the 

state’s policy but at the same time acknowledge that the funds are not used 

correctly. Like in 2006 they still see a conflict between how the EU funds and 

how the EU intended them to use. Again they mostly advocate changes to 

domestic structures. They see a necessity for increasing the absorption 

capacity but it remains widely unclear how they want to implement this. The 

improvement of “(…) the management of EU funds management at all levels” 

(ibid.) became an integral part of their domestic policy program. Already 

mentioned in the previous program, the party refers to this more frequently 

and elaborately in 2010.   

 

In contrast to 2006 they name the Regional Operational Programmes 

(ROP) as one of the main targets for improvement. This improvement should 

be achieved by better and more intensive use of the technical assistance and 

advice of the EU. They want to improve the utilization of funds for the next 

funding period 2014 – 2020. And indeed the Czech Republic has been 

criticized for its lacking structures and too small absorption capacity. With this 

the party folded to the pressure of the EU commission.      

 

The relationship of the KDU-CSL towards the EU seems to be quite 

harmonic when one examines the points outlined above. It is mentioned quite 

often that also the KDU – CSL and the Czech Republic should shape the 

European Union together. In this regard the party also disagrees with the new 

draft of the “(…) anti-discrimination directive” (KDU – CSL, 2006: 38). In their 

opinion it would “restrict the freedom of the individual” (ibid.). This shows that 

they try to politicize EU topics for the domestic campaign. The idea of 

uploading to the EU can be seen here as well.  

 

In regard to the membership of Turkey they still disagree with the EU 

decisions. They reject the full membership of the country and wants to keep it 
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in the privilege partnership program. This is a clear miss fit with the EU 

because negotiations with the EU were to start in 2005. 

 

In general one can say that the Europeanization of the program increased. 

The party devoted more space to the topic EU. Also the explanations are more 

elaborate but it is still put in rather general terms. In the explanation “How to 

do it” clear definitions are missing. The attitude towards European Integration 

did not change and the main problems are seen as getting the domestic law 

in accordance with the EU. EU funds are also an important topics. All of these 

points illustrate that the party see certain miss fits between the domestic levels 

and the EU. Miss fits between the domestic level and the EU, according to the 

party, are seen as the miss use of the EU funds and the Czech legislation, 

which still lags behind in Europeanization. Miss fits between the party itself 

and the EU are the membership of Turkey and the new draft on the anti-

discrimination directive.  

 

The areas of economic policy, foreign and security policy, regional 

development policy and energy policy are the areas where an influence of the 

EU membership is predominately. In this program the KDU – CSL is also uses 

the EU as a strategy. Integration is mentioned more often but a clear strategy 

for European Integration is not evident.       

 

4.2.3. The 2013 electoral program (KDU – CSL) 

 

The election campaign in 2013 was characterized by a decline of the 

established political right (TOP 09 and ODS). In early polls it was already 

obvious that these two former government parties will need to cope with a 

decrease in votes. Moreover the elections were under the sign of political new 

comers ANO and USVIT. The KDU-CSL – not represented in the chamber of 

deputies after 2010 – was again not one of the parties able to dominate the 

main topic of the electoral campaign. The media focused mainly on CSSD 
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and ANO. The campaigns mainly concentrated on fighting corruption. The 

previous first direct presidential elections were also influential (Stegmaier & 

Linek, 2014: 3-4). 

 

In 2013 the space devoted to the EU seems to have decreased again. One 

chapter was devoted to the topic but EU. However the considerable decrease 

of the election program should be considered. Taking this into account the 

quantitative Europeanization stayed at (almost) the same level as in 2006 (see 

table 2 below). The decrease of the election program can have several 

reasons. It could be due to a more populist approach caused by the party not 

being in parliament in the previous legislation period. Because of this the party 

was also lacking stuff and funding. In any case because of the decreased size 

of the program a less elaborate explanations are likely to be expected.    

 

 2006 2010 2013 

Chapters devoted only to the EU  -----  2 of 23 1 of 14 

Table 4: chapters with direct EU concern. 

 

The biggest concentration on European issues can be found in the chapter 

EU and foreign affairs (KDU – CSL, 2013: 11). One of the major concerns are 

the structural funds. One can see a development since 2006. In the first 

program in general funds in general mentioned. In 2010 the party program 

was a bit more specific concerning to regions and in 2013 especially the 

structural funds were mentioned. This interconnected to the events in 2012. 

The flow of funding from the European Commission to Czech Republic was 

suspended because in the auditing report discovered that in 41.82% cases 

the money was not spend in a correct manner. Money from the European 

Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the cohesion fund was suspended. 

 

The KDU – CSL is reacts on this by stating that hey support “full use of EU 

structural funds to boost employment in the regions and rural development 
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(including support for small wineries and farms)” (KDU – CSL, 2006: 11). It is 

a clear answer to the conflict between the use of EU funding and the purpose 

of the funds. One can see that the actions of the commission have found there 

its influence here. The direct reference to the structural funds is a sign of this 

whereas the earlier programs were less specific. Supporting smaller and 

medium sized businesses is also concern of this. The auditing report was also 

criticized as well that bigger business profited from funds while the ERDF aims 

at supporting smaller and medium sized businesses.  

 

The pro-European standpoint is still evident in the program albeit in a 

milder version than in 2010. It is stated that the country should join the 

Monetary Union when the Czech economy is ready. A time frame or a possible 

suggestion how this should be reached is not presented. Similar patterns are 

evident for the economic crisis. Here the only concern on EU related issues 

is a demand for stronger Europe wide regulations of the financial market. This 

can be seen as a gradual Europeanization.  

 

The party still wants to improve the situation of citizens regarding of 

freedom of movement and service. “KDU - CSL supports in particular Czech 

entrepreneurs easier access to services markets of other Member States” 

(KDU – CSL, 2013: 11). This is a strange remark since Czech Republic joined 

the Schengen zone in 2006 and the directive for freedom of movement had 

already been implemented by this time. However the party sees 

disadvantages for Czech citizens. The conflict between the standpoint of the 

party and the EU law is not entirely clear but the party transforms it to an 

electoral issue. The important aspect is that the party sees a miss fit and the 

necessity to react to this falls under the pattern of Europeanization.  

 

A miss fit is existing between the EU regulations and the party’s standpoint 

concerning the immigration policy. Even though the party still advocates the 

right of asylum for political refugees the program in favor of “stricter EU 
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immigration policy (…)” (KDU – CSL 2006: 12). Such passage cannot be 

found in the earlier election program. A reason for this lies in the accession of 

Romania and Bulgaria in 2007. The freedom of movement was also accepted 

by the Czech Republic. But Romanian did not join the Schengen zone. A 

further remark on if or when Romania should join Schengen is not evident. 

 

  Additionally in the period from 2010 to 2013 the immigration towards EU 

from 3rd world countries (mostly from the African continent) reached a new 

peak and countries like Italy brought up the discussion of a new immigration 

policy. In particular the suggestion that other European countries should also 

take responsibility for refugees. Here the influence of European events and 

discussions is clearly detectable. The fact that the KDU – CSL refers to the 

right for political asylum can’t be seen in the context of Europeanization. It is 

rather a reaction to an international crisis and resulting the stream of refugees, 

for instance from Syria. 

 

The party supports the idea for a joint European military force. The party 

downloaded this topic into their domestic sphere, but at the same time it is a 

sign of how the party wants to shape Europe. On the other hand it is also seen 

as a way to limit the influence of the United States in Europe. They 

instrumentalize the EU as a tool to get less dependent on Russia regarding 

Energy and in terms of the security policy the EU is seen as a chance to get 

more independence from the American forces and their security policy. Here 

one can see here the idea of uploading to the EU. Furthermore, the KDU – 

CSL advocates more regional cooperation. They want to strengthen the 

cooperation projects between the countries Germany, Poland, Austria and 

Slovakia. This is not a De-Europeanization but it shows that the importance 

for stronger cooperation with the neighbouring countries is still seen as very 

important.  

 



56 
 

 

 One can conclude that the level of Europeanization has almost stagnated 

since the 2010 program. This was already indicated by the small quantitative 

analysis at the beginning of the chapter. Reasons for this lay in the overall 

decreased size of the program. The election campaigning in 2013 was even 

less concerned with EU topics than the previous one. This goes hand in hand 

with the fact that the EU did not become a more important topic. In some 

regards the KDU – CSL specified its program especially for the EU funds. This 

has to be seen in connection with the suspension of EU funding 2012 

(Volynsky 2012). The relationship of the KDU-CSL towards the EU seems to 

be quite harmonic when one examines the points outlined above. Finally the 

highest peak of Europeanization is reached in 2013, however the difference 

to 2010 is not as large as previously expected. These are examples of how 

Europeanization is influenced by other factors, such as facilitation, domestic 

and global events. 

 

In all programs the party missed to transform the mentioned problems with 

the EU into political agendas and sticks to general and broad formulations. 

Thus one can conclude that there is a definite influence of the EU on the 

programs, but no clearly defined agendas are result from this. This has been 

shown for instance through the examples of European Integration, where the 

party is supports further integration, but fails to show how precisely this should 

occur and as well for the managing of the funds. The EU funds receive a 

comparably large amount of space in the programs but how to react to the 

miss fit with the EU is not explicitly elaborated.  

 2006 2010 2013 

Euro Not mentioned “Introduction 

without delay”  

Entry to the 

monetary Union 

“when the 

economy is 

ready” 
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Sovereignty  Not threatened by 

the EU 

Not 

threatened by 

the EU 

Not threatened 

by the EU 

EU Integration Direct mentioning / 

No agenda 

Deepening 

Integration/ 

small agenda 

No direct 

mentioning / No 

agenda 

New member 

states 

Against Turkish 

membership - only 

with domestic 

referendum 

Against full 

membership 

of Turkey 

Against full 

membership of 

Turkey 

Table 5: Positions regarding the EU from 2006 - 2013. Source: KDU – CSL, 2006, 2010, 2013. 

 

 

5. Conclusion  

 

In the observed programs the PO showed a substantial increase of 

Europeanization between the electoral program 2005 and 2007. This was to 

be expected. In addition, more policy areas have become Europeanized. The 

party was more elaborate in its explanations and showed many ideas to 

upload to the EU level. Surprisingly the EU was not a big concern after the 

accession. The expectation that the party would provide a concept for 

European Integration directly after the accession was not fulfilled. The PO 

used more general terms and simply expressed that the EU is positively 

received.  

 

The PO showed definitely the highest level of Europeanization in 2007. 

This is interrelated with the fact that the EU was a hot issue during the 

campaigning but also because of the controversial Europe course of the PIS 

government. One can see here that the Euroscepticism of one of the major 

parties can drive other parties to include the EU in their program.  
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This can be still considered Europeanization since the party chose specific 

issues where a miss fit with the EU existed or where it defends the EU or its 

values. This shows that Europeanization is highly depended on domestic 

factors. The aspects of the conceptualization of Ladrech (1994: 69) or Börzel 

(1999: 574) (etc.) are proven right with this . In this regard Europeanization 

has to be seen as a process which is unlikely to be the same even in similar 

countries or parties. However it also shows that Europeanization is not 

necessarily an incremental process. As mentioned the level of 

Europeanization of the 2011 program is not as high as in 2007. The first 

Hypothesis is therefore not fulfilled.    

 

That Europeanization is depended on facilitating factors can also be seen 

in the policy areas which are Europeanized in the electoral programs of the 

PO. In all three programs the area of agricultural and regional development 

policy have the highest amount most of references to the EU. This can be 

explained due to two main factors. Firstly the cleavage urban versus rural is 

an important one in Polish politics. Secondly the country receives a lot of 

funding from EU the cohesion fund and the structural funds. This funding 

money is of great importance in these policy areas.     

 

The fact that Europe did not matter that much immediately after the 

accession can be explained by this. Firstly a lack of experience how to deal 

with the EU was present. Additionally the EU as such was not an important 

domestic topic. Furthermore the new funding period had not yet started. As 

has been shown EU funds were an important topic in the election programs 

of both parties. The new funding period for the cohesion fund and the 

structural funds started for example in 2007. As shown in the analysis the EU 

funds are seen by the PO as an important source of finance. In other words 

Europe matters when it comes to money. 
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The policy areas of security and foreign affairs, agricultural, regional 

development and economics are mainly the most Europeanized in the 2007 

and 2011 program. In the 2005 program it was predominately security policy 

and agricultural policy. In this regards Hypothesis two has been proven right. 

It has been proven that different policy areas are differently Europeanized and 

that this can also change over the time. With this it has been once again been 

proven that facilitating factors give the directions of Europeanization. 

 

According to Hypothesis three the mentioning and the dealing with 

European Integration should have increased. While European Integration was 

not a hot issue in the electoral program of the year 2005 it was to a higher 

degree present in 2007. This is in accordance with the general increase of 

Europeanization. In the election program of 2011 it is visible qualitatively, not 

quantitatively. The remarks towards integration are stronger. For instance the 

party promoted European identity and committed more the Lisbon strategy 

than previously. It should be mentioned that the increase between 2007 and 

2011 is gradual. In general a clear agenda for European Integration was not 

provided in any program even though the party did get more specific. In any 

case the hypothesis three is at least partly fulfilled.   

 

  Comparing the party programs of the KDU – CSL is also quite difficult. 

While the PO showed a continuous increase in the length of program the KDU 

– CSL showed the complete opposite trend. Their program decreased from 

90 pages in 2006 to only 13 pages in 2013. Looking at the quantitative 

measures one can see that the EU is less frequently mentioned directly after 

the accession. In the second considered program the party showed a higher 

level of Europeanization while it seemed to stagnate in the program for the 

2013 elections. Since there is no relevant increase of the level of 

Europeanization between the 2010 and 2013 program Hypothesis one is 

proven wrong. This is quantitatively and qualitatively visible.  
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While the biggest concern in 2006 was to make the best possible use of 

the EU and no specific policy areas are predominately Europeanized, this 

changed in 2010. Explicitly the areas of economic policy, foreign and security 

policy, regional development policy and energy policy can be named here as 

Europeanized.  

 

 In this regard it is remarkable that the KDU-CSL is referred to the issue of 

Turkey as a member state in two of their programs. In comparison the PO did 

not include this in their programs (see table three & five). It seems to be 

surprising because the membership of Turkey is not a hot issue in Czech 

politics. The reason for this must be seen in the heritage of the party. The 

KDU-CSL is a Christian Democratic Party and they want to have shape the 

“EU with Christian values” (KDU – CSL, 2006). The PO is not an anticlerical 

party but it lacks the Christian Democratic heritage. In this regard the different 

heritages of the parties supply the motivation for the choice of the topic. While 

the PO did not reflect the issue of a Turkish membership, the 2011 program 

mentioned that they are in favor of enlargement and the Eastern Partnership 

program. The emphasis on the Eastern Partnership program can be explained 

with the fact that Poland shares a boarder with Eastern Europe. In this sense 

the topic is of greater importance in Polish Politics than in Czech. This small 

comparison is provided to show how much Europeanization is depended on 

facilitating factors.  

 

The statement of the KDU – CSL aims for an “EU with Christian values” 

shows on the one hand an example for a situation where the party wants to 

upload beliefs and on the other hand it proofs that the analysis of 

Europeanization should be actor centered. Only if the actors – their beliefs, 

political heritage, etc. – are considered in their domestic political sphere 

Europeanization can be completely understood.      
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Another feature which belongs to the aspect of Europeanization is how to 

shape the EU. In 2006 the party stated that they want to gain influence within 

the structures and thereby globally improve the Czech Republic’s image. This 

statement was not evident in the later program but the question “what to 

change in the EU” by where the KDU – CSL disagrees with Brussels 

increased till 2013. The fact that the KDU – CSL refers increasingly to the EU 

funds supports Hypothesis two: Most of the references concerning the EU 

involve the structural funds. Next to this, the link has been drawn between the 

suspension of the funding in 2012 and 2013. Other policy areas like foreign 

affairs as well show less references to the EU than in 2010. Therefore 

Hypothesis two is proven right because different policy areas are 

Europeanized in the different programs.    

  

The Integration process is positively mentioned in all programs. The most 

remarks regarding the Integration process can be found in the program 2010 

(KDU – CSL). Even though they support Integration their provided agendas 

are rather short. In the last program the party does not refer to this topic 

widely. In the KDU – CSL program 2013 this topic is still evident but only in 

narrow sense. Regarding this one has to take the immense decrease of the 

length of the program into account. It can be concluded that there is no 

increase of the mentioning of European Integration – both qualitatively and 

quantitatively – between the 2010 and 2013 programs. Therefore Hypothesis 

three has been proven valid if one only looks at the programs 2006 and 2010. 

But taking all three programs into account the hypothesis three is been proven 

wrong.   
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