Causality and M echanisms of Changein Party
Europeanization Research

Robert Ladrech

Keele European Parties Research Unit
(KEPRU)

Working Paper 36

© Robert Ladrech, 2012



ISSN 1475-1569
ISBN 1-899488-77-4

KEPRU Working Papers are published by:

School of Politics, International Relations and Phi losophy (SPIRE)
Keele University

Staffs

ST5 5BG, UK

Fax +44 (0)1782 73 3592
www.keele.ac.uk/kepru

Editor: Prof Kurt Richard Luther ( r.luther@keele.ac.uk )

KEPRU Working Papers are available via SPIRE’s webs ite.

Launched in September 2000, the Keele European Parties Research Unit (KEPRU) was the
first research grouping of its kind in the UK. It brings together the hitherto largely
independent work of Keele researchers focusing on European political parties, and aims:

» to facilitate its members' engagement in high-quality academic research, individually,
collectively in the Unit and in collaboration with cognate research groups and
individuals in the UK and abroad;

» to hold regular conferences, workshops, seminars and guest lectures on topics
related to European political parties;

* to publish a series of parties-related research papers by scholars from Keele and
elsewhere;

» to expand postgraduate training in the study of political parties, principally through
Keele's MA in Parties and Elections and the multinational PhD summer school, with
which its members are closely involved;

* to constitute a source of expertise on European parties and party politics for media
and other interests.

The Unit shares the broader aims of the Keele European Research Centre, of which it is a
part. KERC comprises staff and postgraduates at Keele who are actively conducting
research into the politics of remaking and integrating Europe.

Convenor KEPRU: Prof Kurt Richard Luther (r.luther@keele.ac.uk)

Robert Ladrech is Professor of European Politics at Keele University

(r.Jadrech@keele.ac.uk).

This is an earlier version of a chapter that will appear in: T. Exadaktylos and C. Radaelli,

(eds) (2012) Establishing Causality in Europeanization Research. Basingstoke: Palgrave.



INTRODUCTION

Research on the subject of the European Union and domestic politiyatipange under the
rubric of Europeanization, has engaged two types of change, dimdcindirect. In both
cases, the European Union is understood to be external to the domaettial pgktem onto
which certain dynamics — pressures, policies, etc. — impact lavibar and organization of
political parties. Researchers recognise that ‘something fiona& political systems is
affected by something European’ (Mair 2007: 156) and have set aboutinglddence for
the impact of the EU. The search for evidence of party chahgegh, has overshadowed
efforts at theorizing the primary issue of causality and spegifthe exact mechanisms
leading to party change. This chapter focuses on exactly thesstions, and in so doing,
contributes to a hopefully more rigorous and transferable frankefwo analysis. The first
part of the chapter presents a brief background as to the teseggnda on parties and
Europeanization. The next section engages with the issue of dikdhdirect change and
considers the appropriate mechanisms that propagate both types of cHanglg, a
summary of the insights proffered at this stage is assembledaiftamework for future

analyses of parties more attentive to causal mechanisms.

THE PARTY EUROPEANIZATION AGENDA

The interaction of political party activity and the European Unioruigct many different
facets. Political parties are primarily analysed in théamestic setting, that is, as
organizations competing in national party systems. The Europeanizatearch agenda
therefore seeks to understand if the EU impacts or ‘hits’ dongstiies in some measurable
way and how it does so. This understanding of the direction of change followsgigotvn’
conceptualization of Europeanization dynamics. However, there ishedsohenomenon of
political party activity at the European level, represented byatttivities of transnational
party federations and parliamentary party groups in the Europediani&mt. Generally
speaking, the two levels have been kept methodologically distindt, ibadtandard party

research as well as in Europeanization studies, following theaistt between top-down



and bottom-up directions of change. However, if the European lewatyaof party actors is
evaluated in light of a principle-agent perspective, then developntethis &vel ultimately
represent decisions made by national political parties, even afjofer some degree of
principle-agent loss. In this chapter, it will be argued that grtbe types of change in
domestic party behaviour and organization one should include developmertke at

supranational level (an inter-governmental perspective applied to nationalgbqlérties).

Research published on the subject of Europeanization and polititi@ispaais concentrated
primarily on illustrating evidence of EU-influenced national pattgnge, whether focusing
on Western or Eastern Europe. If one were to advance a summary conclusion abduteghe na
of the overall findings to date, limited to mainstream centitededl centre-right parties of
government, the verdict would be change at the margins, but core otgenaal functions
remain intact. There are certainly differences between Eanigagion effects in established
parties and party systems in Western Europe and post-communist,gartieven in the case
of the latter, two recent comparative studies seem to presantlar verdict as with Western
European partiesWhat has been given less attention, if much at all, is explaiagtly
how the EU influences national political parties such that somedfypkange is generated.
A good portion of party Europeanization studies have employed thevi@ineset out by
Ladrech (2002) that proposed five areas for investigating EU-related pemgnge; the
problem is that the dependent variable may have been given some thoughihe but
independent variable — the EU and/oiintifuence— was never really adequately theorized. In
other words, it is still an open question as to exactly how thénE&J national parties. What
links supranational decision-making and legislation to party organizhtbaage? One may
go further and ask if the five areas mapped by Ladrech areehassufficient to represent
party change, or might there be additional dynamics not caughtfogua on changes in

rules, internal power relations, and so forth? The intent of this paperengage with these

! See the special issuedifurnal of Communist Studies and Transition Pdljtiboes EU Membership Matter?’
25 (4), December 2009, afithe European Union and Party Politics in CentrabaBastern EuropelLewis and
Mansfeldova, eds. (Palgrave 2006).

2 Robert Ladrech (2002) ‘Europeanization and Palitiearties: Towards a Framework for Analysidarty
Politics 8 (4): 334349.



fundamental issues, and in so doing perhaps re-focus the direction oEpespeanization

studies.

One reason why little attention has been directed to the isscauedlityis the fact that
political party research and Europeanization studies have not overlapaey great degree.
Ladrech’s 200Zarty Politicsarticle gave only passing attention to the issue of causality i
party Europeanization, instead setting out and justifying fieasafor investigation, namely
organization, programme, party-government relations, patterns of partgettbam and
relations beyond the national political system. If that artickeldesen taken as a template for
subsequent research, it is then not surprising that more effort éragkgended in the search
for evidence of change rather than adequately explahomghe EU is responsible. Instead,
the EU — which is evidently a cause of domestic institutional andypg&luropeanization —
has been assumed to wield a corresponding significance in those cdréd@& domestic
political system that have consequences for parties. Siroplgerfactual reasoning would
reasonably lead one to assume a link between the EU and parhescieation of a Europe
Secretary, or rules governing the rights of MEPs in nationaly paohferences, or the
establishment of a national party liaison to an affiliated Ewopgansnational party
federation. The task is to explain how the mere presence d&Uheiggers party change.
Europeanization studies have only recently emerged as a comparative pdéites-adevision
of European integration studies, and party research has its owiotradihd methodologies
in general and in party change in particular (see Harmel 2002), anchdlyi explain why a
more explicit Europeanization approach to explaining causality iy ppange has not (yet)
developed. This paper aims to strengthen the theoretical basipartyaEuropeanization
approach by addressing the issue of causality and the mechant$rangk. In so doing, it

engages the Europeanization literature by way establishing how the EU ie§uymnties.

In particular, it is argued in this paper that political partd not easily fit into the
established Europeanization understanding of causality — spdgifitaimisfit hypothesis —
nor is evidence of change readily observable, thus complicatingaleseathodologies such
as process tracing as well as leading to conclusions th&ilihgoes not have much of an
impact on parties (Ladrech 2007). Change related to the EU, siutcbcasrs in mainstream
political parties in western Europe, is actor-oriented and thc#tteer than structural; efforts
expended by party leaderships in relation to the EU are mone aiiteed atpreventing

organizational and programmatic developments rather than facilitéemgy; pressure, such



as it is recognized by party leaderships, does not emanateafromsfit with EU ‘ways of
doing things’, but internally as dissent based on perceptions of padidhreats to the
integrity of the party itself and its electoral strateghe3e aspects of the relationship of
national parties to the EU are explored in more depth and also esviemthe context of
Ladrech’s 2002 article. The paper is organised into three sectioitiBe Isection one, the
asserted incompatibility of the misfit hypothesis with natigraaties is developed. In section
two, defining EU-related change in parties is presented. In sebtiea, avenues for party
research are proposed.

MECHANISMS OF CHANGE AND POLITICAL PARTIES

Top-down Europeanization studies, as Exadaktylos and Radaelli concisehasise, ‘starts
from the presence of integration, controls the level of fitymddfithe EU-level policyis-a-
vis the Member State and then explains the presence or absenceestidahange’ (2009:
4). The europeanization and party politics approach, launched by Ladg8fPsarticle,
assumed a generalised impact of the EU on domestic politicahsy$ty pointing to changes
in the dimensions of institutions and policies, and inferring that consegsi®r implications
of these changes would impact political parties. This ‘top-down’ apprdal not, however,
control for the level of goodness of fit or misfit; rather, left emeloped was the notion that
party leaderships would ‘respond’ to these systemic changes ptfopaiate individual
party adjustments. The systemic changes that were identibetkly ‘increased government
policy constraint’ and ‘the public perception of growing irrelevaoiceonventional politics’
(Ladrech 2002: 395) were given as contextual or environmental variafdes than as
triggers or precise mechanisms of change. The article thehomeo map the areas of party
organization and activity where research would ‘uncover such adjosnfevidence of
Europeanization): organization, programme, party-government relatiotterngaof party
competition, and relations beyond the national political system. Tth@uaise more bluntly,
the article left un-theorised the manner in which domestictuisthal and policy change
spills over into party change, whether structural or behaviouralaifhen this paper is to
correct for this lacunae by focusing discussion on the mechanisfrglsainge appropriate for
parties. As stated at the outset, the misfit hypothesis ieffettive in explaining party
change (which itself requires further consideration, see below),sandn appropriate

mechanism must be identified.



Europeanization studies have developed over the past ten years such that one neighagrg
a ‘standard’ approach has developed. One of the key concepts in whahitabglled ‘top-
down’ Europeanization — distinguishing the direction of causal influerasa the EU to
domestic actors and institutions — is the ‘goodness of fit' orim(Risse, Cowles and
Caporaso 2001). The EU generates pressure on domestic institutignslieies the greater
the difference is between the domestic practice and that dEwheChange occurs in the
domestic institution for a variety of reasons, from a recognistli to make domestic
decision-making more efficient in order to enhance inter-goverrahdrargaining, e.g.
creating an inter-ministerial co-ordination mechanism, to reabadg national and sub-
national relations due to regional actors’ activities resoungethe EU’'s Cohesion policy.
Europeanization and policy change is said to occur not in the forrmngblance with EU
directives and regulations, but in managing the consequences of comphadce
implementation, for example in creating new policy instrumentsithhdrawing state action
in liberalised sectors of the economy. In all of these examplespressure bearing on the
domestic institution or policy area is created by the costahtaning standard domestic
practices that are viewed as sub-optimal in achieving spexifitational interests, and/or
unable to achieve compliance with the legal responsibility to mmgxhe EU legislation.
Borzel (2005) has suggested a spectrum of change, ranging froail iegistance, then
absorption, to more definitive adaptation and even transformationaftbe Wisually reserved
for post-communist experiences). Misfit as a mechanism of chang@ployed to explain
institutional and policy Europeanization, especially where the oakip between the EU
and the member state in policy areas is characterisec@sdhical; in policy areas where
the legal mandate of the EU (or more exact, the European Comm)igsiweaker, scholars
have posited different mechanisms to explain why certain innovatiersdapted or copied
from other member states (the so-called open Method of Co-ordinatiftersgiven as an
example of how practices are emulated among member statssgufe arising from a misfit,
then, is advanced as a mechanism to explain how the EU causes ahashg@estic
institutions and policy areas. Though not elaborated to any substantial degireehL{Z002)
clearly invoked misfit as the mechanism by which pressuresiergted in the domestic
political system and therefore leads to changes or adjustinepdsties. What was not fully
developed was an explanation of exactly how institutional and/or policgpEanization
‘spills over’ onto party activities such that a pressure’ on parties is created.

So, how does Europe hit political parties? For purposes of this papetjaxttwill focus on



mainstream centre-left and centre-right political partieghénpre-2004 EU member states. It
has already been established that the EU does not directlytipglaical parties, as there is
an absence of a link or channel transmitting EU authority into afgaarty organization or
activities. The case, such as it exists, of an indirect imgaobgded on an assumption of party
leadership perceptions of constraints and possibilities gendrptdte EU on the domestic
political system that impacts the achievement of party g8alth a rational and sociological
institutionalist approach is therefore indirectly invoked. Presseselting from changes in
areas of the political system that can be explained by thé mechanism, somehow elicits
a response by party leaderships. But how can this be the case? Let us lhethia aigument
that the narrowing of government policy manoeuvrability can alsoifes itself as a
problem for parties by reducing the options available for partypetitron (and thereby
undermining aspects of party government legitimacy). Beyond ttetliat globalization
dynamics may also contribute to such a state of affairs (aos@ogical issue to be treated
in section three), for some states, liberalization of the ecorfamyled to a ‘retreat of the
state’ and thus removed certain policy areas from party goestnoontrol, for example
monetary policy in eurozone member states. But let us considerstyespecific factors.
First, mainstream centre-left and centre-right political ipartare generally pro-EU (an
obvious exception is the British Conservative party). This meaneasit bn a very general
level (i.e. support for the European integration project), thetsyidefinition, no pressure as
such. Second, many of the policy areas transferred to the EU, whetlvbole or in part,
have not resonated in terms of party competition or general psdtimn. Even in the case of
EU Competition Policy, where member states with pronounced publior sgavernment
involvement have witnessed reductions in state aid and liberalisatfrbbé utilities, party
policy responses have not challenged the legitimacy of the EU {jewantre-left parties).
More narrowly focused, one can say that disagreement with the policy orientatienEdf t

a perceived neo-liberal economic policy threatening left-wingggmgoals, and immigration
policy for right-wing parties — may generate a form of sugtianal/national partisan
competitive pressure. But what can an individual national party do ateuhat does not
undermine its support for the European integration process itself?dqbensly, even if party
leaderships and members perceive a policy misfit between dta¢éed goals and the EU,
drawing attention a) undermines general support for a pro-EU stadcgends mixed cues to
voters (Gabel and Scheve 2007), and b) does not result in any domiestictgems of party
goals (this applies both to government and opposition parties, whose gefsititin would

be to avoid contestation on issues they themselves cannot control).



Another manner in which pressure by a misfit between EU pslamel/or decision-making
styles and national parties might be generated is if pangesesponding to public opinion on
such matters. Two issues immediately arise: first, the @ntt on parties by public
attitudes towards the EU, which if negative are portrayed ititdnature as euro-sceptic (and
there are varieties of such positions); and second, actual knowledge of EU polionpobi
the first case, in EU member states that have been identffipdssessing relatively high
percentages of euro-sceptic attitudes (as measured by Ean@tee surveys, for example),
to the extent one can argue that a constraint on parties’ actmap@arent, for example in
inter-party competition, it may be that parties avoid any moerdf EU positions, apart from
euro-sceptic parties (Steenbergen and Scott 2004; Van der Brug, VBikdand Franklin
2007). The constraint may manifest itself in very public inter-govermah negotiations,
such as at an IGC or summit in which major budgetary allocdtgarsions are to be made.
But as for national government negotiations in more routine Councilrotdr deliberations
and relations with the European Parliament in inter-governmentaiaiemaking, such
constraints disappear. This is explained by the second case, kmatwdédge of EU policies
themselves. Public knowledge of EU policies and Commission proposals {andoen
government positions on routine Commission legislative proposals) iszeea, unless
domestic media outlets make a point of politicising a specific r@ission proposal. A
‘permissive consensus’ does in fact continue to exist for non-higbrimeasures, due to the
factual ignorance of domestic public opinion. Therefore, to suggestdtdmestic public
opinion disagreement with EU policies and proposed legislation createssfit which

impacts national parties, simply does not stand up under scrutiny.

So far | have defined policy misfit between national pawries the EU policy orientation

and suggested that where this might be the case, it does not gantenateof pressure that
results in party change, whether constraining government actiohe iroaitine EU policy

and decision-making process nor in terms actions that nationagaré able to capitalise
upon for domestic partisan advantage. A final word, though, on policy misfit. In the top-down
approach, the misfit arises after the bargaining processrbdsged authoritative legislative
outputs. But as organizations for which a competitive environment iadira, parties in
government — which means essentially party leaderships — do tryssed national if not
partisan preferences in inter-governmental and inter-institutioaagaining, but this is a

‘bottom-up’ dynamic and we are concerned with the top-down approach.



Policy misfit would, at first glance, seem to be the mechamtrohange most likely to
generate pressure on or within parties. The discussion so far discounts thidifyahséio a
lack of domestic pressure on parties that increases the costengdlying with EU
legislation. Institutional misfit could also be advanced, especiallthe area of national
parliamentary dynamics. In this case, as mainstream natpardes are almost always
present in national parliaments, the Europeanization of national panfiariterature might
warrant investigation (see, e.g., O'Brennan and Raunio 2007). In tématdire, national
parliaments are considered to be ceding jurisdiction over domestig poficoportion to the
areas transferred to the EU (in which national executives continpéy a part). Again,
where would pressure arise? National parliamentarians maydiagkaowledge that areas of
domestic policy are increasingly having authoritative decisiakent beyond their control
(especially aex antecontrol over national executives is rarely exercised in EU lmeem
states). Yet pressure on parties to correct this does notatamémom national party
leaderships, as they occupy, when in power, the national executivis thart of the EU
policy and decision-making process. Parliamentary parties in sosmber states also
develop informal relations with their executive to be kept informeaut significant EU
policy issues (Auel and Benz 2007). Pressure does not arise from qquibien aghast at the
diminution of national parliamentary democracy, because thesesisgge not widely
perceived by the general public. Consequently, as national papteste within the national
parliamentary arena, the reduced policy parameters have netaggd any pressure to

change (barring essentially cosmetic arrangements such as wdilisaffairs committees).

Finally, as regard indirect pressure on parties, there ideese that national party
elites/leaderships are strengthened vis-a-vis the rest ofgaey organization by virtue of
EU decision-making. The argument is that as members of natigealiteves, they have
privileged information on policy negotiations through COREPER and Coohddinister
bargaining, a resource unavailable to the rest of the partgrrivs of democratic procedures
within parties, party leaderships are said to gain autonomy fiemest of the party as well
as to deliberate and affect policy decisions outside of ‘regpéaty channels. As Carter and
Poguntke (2010: 321) summarise, ‘the logic of international negotiationthargtowth of
European integration have led party elites gaining power at the explepagy bodies such
as party executives, parliamentary parties and party coegreb®owever, they point to the

fact that parties are ‘caught between a rock and a hard plaatis, the need for elites in



government to negotiate effectively but also to abide by the phinof accountability to the
party. They point to some useseX{ anteandex postprocedures intended to correct for the
accountability issue, but recognise that these are, in the maiifectne (see also Raunio
2002 and Poguntke et al. 2007). In this case, it would seem that aexisfg between the
need for involvement in supranational and inter-governmental bargaiginmatby elites
versus party traditions of accountability. Evidence of organizatiadaptation is seen in
some weak efforts at obliging these elites to report theitipas before or (mostly) after
Council meetings. An increase in parties’ own democratic itledithe consequence of this
two-level activity. Several issues are raised that reqiiemtion from this case of misfit and
institutional or organizational change. The first is again a methodalogsue, that of
separating multiple sources and attributing causal weight. iQlgrtBU decision-making
involves party elites/government ministers, but so do other internbtiogyanizations, and in
fact the rise of global venues of inter-governmental bargainingpées on the rise since the
Second World War and involves most countries around the world; EU metatesr are not
the exception. Second, there are also a variety of causes putrdoexplaining the
‘presidentialization’ of national executives, in particular thgbrohe ministers, that precedes
the increase in activity in EU policy-making from the mid-1980s am& (Poguntke and
Webb 2005). These methodological concerns aside, the issue of concern for us i®tioe pres
of a misfit pressure. To be caught between a rock and a hard place would swgestrnal
pressure is apparent, and the tension exists due to the acknowlatigérabowing party
elites a free hand in international negotiations at the expemsetgfdemocracy. But is there
indeed a ‘pressure’ as such? Evidence collected and reported in Pogiuatk€2007) point
to a cleardisinterestby most party officials in EU policy-making. Further, surpgsas it
may seem, many MPs were content to see party eliteaud@homously in international
forums as this was expectedforeign policy makingdespite the domestic consequences).
The disinterest may also be explained by the fact that mattyegbolicy issues that party
elites/government ministers are obliged to negotiate upon are natipetitand are left to
COREPER or junior ministers to develop a national position. In cakesewa national
position is required from a minister without prior cues, it appéwtsa default position is the
party ideology, suggesting that though procedurally suspect, the ouisamée opposed to
what a party position might be (Aspinwall, 2002, 2007). Unless therkas evidence of
frustration at this state of affairs, it is not clear thetre is in fact any internal pressure for
change, and the relatively innocuous mechanisms of ministeriatirgptw a party body is

symbolic and cost-free for the leadership.



Institutional and policy misfit are the two main mechanisms ofngbaposited in
europeanization (top-down) research. We have seen that national, phadiggh operating in
political systems in which policy and institutional Europeanization besen documented,
have themselves not experienced any spillover from these dimensions. Battbeforg to a
definition and possible causal explanation for EU-related party change, thelppskadi the
EU may represent a political opportunity structure (POS) faiigzamust be evaluated. In
this understanding of causal mechanisms, the EU presents ativattrasource for a party or
parties that can be translated into a competitive edge in donpedtics. For mainstream
centre-left and centre-right parties, the EU does not act emmacial resource, and so the
manner in which the EU might be seen as a benefit is throughfickindn with its general
mission, a conferring of legitimacy, or through benefits actifuem compliance with EU
level actors. In general, post-communist parties, especially thaseoccupy the political
space of ‘parties of government’, have had a relationship WwiHet) and EU level parties
(transnational party federations such as the Party of EuropesadiS§ts-PES or the European
People’s Party-EPP) that has provided such resources. The pictarecks different in
Western Europe. As with the experience of Eastern Europe, pammerging from an
authoritarian regime (e.g. Spain, Portugal and Greece) have douglantify with select
features of the EU, in particular the party federations su¢heaRES or EPP as a means of
establishing their democratic credentials (through exteordlrmation). In other cases, new
parties may also seek this external blessing, for exampla Ratia and membership in the
EPP and the former Italian Communist Party and its memberblaipge to the Socialist
Group in the European Parliaménfhese cases are singular episodes of attempting to
acquire domestic legitimacy partly through external recagnitAs for any other resource
that could be employed in the domestic sphere, there is vilg\thiat can be observed in the
older party systems of Western Europe. Measured against théoneedelections, influence
public policy, aid in recruitment, and so forth, parties’ need of theskclose to nil. We can
conclude, therefore, that unlike interest groups, the EU does not se@every fruitful
political opportunity structure, and, as we shall see below, is mach likely to serve as a

political liability structure.

% |t is true that new parties winning seats in thedpean Parliament for the first time have had wizgional
resources increased, e.g. salaries, access to auoatian and IT resources, administrative assigametc.
However, for purposes of this paper, the focus mesnan major established parties of governmenthese are
located in all EU member states.



DEFINING PART CHANGE AND ITSCAUSAL MECHANISM S

At least in the case of parties in older EU member sttess does exist a relatively recent
body of literature pointing to some evidence of change in thréleediive areas mapped by
Ladrech (2002). Whether organizational, programmatic or relatiotis Bl actors such as
party federations, the evidence does not amount to change beyond dvbelt 005: 59)
might term absorption, rather than adaptation (and certainly notdrarefon): ‘Member
states incorporate European requirements into their domestiatiosist and policies without
substantial modifications of existing structures and the logpolitical behaviour’. The case
of post-communist parties is sufficiently different from thosestablished party systems to
warrant a separate consideration, which space does not allow jmages. In this section,
defining exactly what constitutes party Europeanization (chasgajempted and in so doing
re-interprets the evidence of change so far advanced intéhatdire. Next, it is argued that
there exists an indirect EU-related pressure inside polpagles, but its manifestation is
behavioural rather than structural, thus occulting evidence from massarchers. Finally,
addressing this mechanism of change, or rather differentiatingatisal mechanism from the

‘top-down’ misfit mechanism, is developed.

What exactly constitutes change in political parties magnsaavious, yet as Harmel (2002)
states, though ‘there have now been several attempts at gféerthtesting explanations for
party organizational change, there have been few attempts tacitxptiefine what

“organizational change” actually means or includes’ (136). In thpemaparty change is
defined by materially evident changes such as amended rules antesstaew references in
manifestos and programmes, but also to internal party dynampresented by party
management actions to prevent organizational disequilibrium and elesttbacks. Party
change that can be traced wholly or in part to EU influence is lmeh structural and

behavioural, and the Europeanization approach in this paper proceeds accordingly.

Evidence that the EU impacts political parties has been usuabented in the formats of
organizational change, i.e. new party offices such as Europe &@gcrstiatutory changes
allowing MEPs and their delegation leader votes at party congrasgeexecutive bodies, as
well as the issue of the strengthening of party eliteslissussed above; programmatic
change, i.e. an increase in references to the EU and/or spEtifipolicies in party

manifestos and programmes (this may include qualitatively momspreecommendations



for EU change itself); and increased interaction with respectransnational party
federations, i.e. participation in leadership bodies and working groupfobygngestures
such as euro-party symbols in national party literature and linksidy web-sites, etc. None
of these changes fundamentally impacts the internal balancetmowdien of power inside
parties, and these changes do not enable parties to achieve thanymoals in any more
efficient manner. Can we say, therefore, that they have derwedd misfit between the EU
as an international organization or as a policy initiator?ay tme more accurate to say that
parties, as organizations, make adjustments to changes in their erantdiempurposes of
‘intelligence-gathering’ so as to be forewarned of policy tigueents that may necessitate
an expenditure of resources or even threaten the integrity of gamimation itself. The
organisational changes listed above, while only a sample of thosenelo®d in the
literature, are nevertheless representative of the minor innové#tahalmost all mainstream
parties whether centrist, centre-left or centre-right, hay@lemented. These examples of
party change are of a type, and to be categorised in the manhsuggested, that is, as
means of engaging with a new environmental feature. In thect, it may be more of a
case of institutional isomorphism or normative institutionalismwimich the ‘logic of
appropriateness’ (March and Olsen 1998) influences the decisionsate new minor posts
and amend statutes. It may also be initiated by a learninggsréaelitated by meetings of
party representatives in their respective party federatiims variation in number and rank
of new positions in parties may be explained by party traditions,et@ggconsiderations,
etc. Party programmes and manifestos have an external adieaddition to the internal
dynamics that result in policy position adaptation, and have a gegtaficance for party
fortunes, and are therefore different in kind from the organizatiomahges mentioned

above. Changes in programmes and manifestos are treated below.

There is another category of change exhibited by political partes that | label
behavioural. ‘Change’ may not be the most accurate term to caphateis essentially an
innovative strategy invoked by party leaderships to control ‘zonesunmertainty’
(Panebianco 1988) that may be generated indirectly by the EU. In redpartsanges in the
operating environment of parties — but not directly impacting patiyites — strategies
intended to preserve their traditional pursuits and functions aretigadtiwhich themselves
have remained fundamentally unaltered. Institutional actors, fronicaahinstitutionalist
perspective, would be expected to resist pressure to change or ddaptbg ignoring

pressures — if this cost is lower than adaptation — or by geékimfluence the source of



change. In the case of parties, ignoring the increased nelevat the EU as a domestic
political issue is growing in cost, and individual national parti€srat in a position to
influence EU policymaking themselves. Nevertheless, partyetshgbs are not completely
powerless, andeflectionas an internal strategy for managing internal dissent dveaftairs
arises as a rational pursuit. Deflection consists of actidalgcting attention of party
members and voters away from the EU as an issue or a parktilpolicy through internal
and external means. Internally, this may manifest itself party management issue, for
example by diluting or keeping certain positions off a party feata, or scheduling debate
at a congress or other intermediary executive party body sucthéheentral concerns of the
leadership are not ‘contaminated’. These are strategies oflimyuf(Parsons and Weber
2010 forthcoming) or compartmentalisation (Aylott 2002), which are intendeavoid
(deflect) issues over which party leaderships have no complet®lclmoi causing internal
turmoil such that it threatens party fortunes or the internahbalaf power. Its aim is to
reduce organizational and electoral risk when identificatioh &l changes can become a
liability for party leaderships. Externally, deflection may digserved in party leadership
support for a referendum (Oppermann 2009), which turns attention awaynbemal party
dynamics and instead nationalises it. Deflection is inherentlgo@servative strategy,
emphasising the desire to preserve the organizational and pstdynsstatus quo. Deflection
should not be equated with complete issue avoidance, especially fes pantiower, and so
some degree of engagement is necessary, but operated only pgrkegnel (leadership in

or outside government).

There is undoubtedly an EU impact on the dynamics of party manage@eantthis be
conceptualised as a form of change, and if so, what can be pasitd® mechanism of
change? The impact of the EU in the dimensions of polity and polgyresult from misfit
pressures, but as Borzel and Risse (2007) remind us, this is ordycarmlition for change.
Decisions to enact changes are based on a variety of integveaiiables, such as veto
players, political capacity, etc. The pressure that the ¥dgte such that it impacts internal
party management derives not from a misfit but from ‘unintendedigisdition’. It is this
‘unintendedness’ or contingent nature of EU actions that creates theaimy for party
leaderships — inside and outside of government — and leads to sgaiegieflection. By
politicisation | mean instances when either proposals for a neanadvin the European
integration process or a policy initiative, or both, ignite internalypdissent and/or public

mobilisation. In some member states, recent political turmoil duEldgreaty ratifications,



e.g. the 2005 Constitutional treaty and the 2009 Lisbon Treaty, wemapées of the

politicisation of the integration process. The mobilisation agamesP006 Services directive

was an example of politicisation around a policy proposal. These are but the most high prof

examples of political mobilisation, and in these cases partigtships faced internal dissent
and challenges as well as voter ‘rebellion’. More widespread, thasigleveloping critical
dissent within centre-left and centre-right parties over differaspects of European
integration and EU policy direction. Although usually prevented frortirgpiout publicly
from internal party policy debates, EU initiatives and electidiegh EP and national,
increasingly present instances when EU-politicised issuethoeaiten party stability. As EU
policy competences expand in scope, the possibility increasdbelyanay be domesticated
into left-right positions, thus presenting party leaderships vdthitianal challenges to party
management. Hooghe and Marks (2008) note that increasingly af&tight politicisation
can cause divisions inside centre-left and centre-right pa@ireshe centre-left, the division
is between those who are suspicious of EU neo-liberal policy emertt greater regulation
and those who, however much they recognise this characterisation, Herdreasons for
supporting European integration, particularly in support of multicultysadgress,
environmental regulation, etc. The Services directive was a gadpdx of this division
inside social democratic parties. On the centre-right, natiosaligiment — i.e. the protection
of national sovereignty — is pitted against more general supportefotibveral policies.
Immigration policy and its EU connection — free movement of peoplear example of the
EU dimension, in addition to straightforward sovereignty issues. Aecuesice of this state
of affairs is a constant level of tension inside these maimstpaaties, with EU initiatives

and elections offering opportunities or flashpoints for political mobilisation.

The argument so far: party leaderships resort to a varfesyrategies to deflect attention
away from engaging in confrontational EU-related issues esguless dissent within centre-
left and centre-right parties. This phenomenon cannot be explained roigfia in an
institutional, or even policy sense, because a) the expressionseasftdiss preferences, not
fixed institutions or policies, and b) intra-party mechanismewalfor competition over
policy. Let us look more closely at these two points. There aruwse, policy differences
between parties, mostly notably the left-right divide, around hvisicnumber of specific
policy positions can be mapped. Party identity to a large extamflested in its overall
policy orientation, and for many voters, a cue as to what a polictiqrog or ought to be

can be deduced from its position along the left-right spectrum. HoyéN®g does not mean



that within a party there are not various positions on certain @®laithe policy direction of
the leadership, and so in different intra-party bodies there may-geing debate, whether
highly organised in a factional manner or more orderly around § paléndar for policy
deliberation. Consequently, although a party does have policy positiempressed to a
certain degree of detail in party manifestos and programmasmpetitive pressures and
governing dynamics means that these positions are contingent. In asucinternal
organizational environment, the proposition of alternatives is the norm, cantifferent
preferences held by individuals or groups is to be expected as pidme definition of a
modern mainstream party (as opposed to single issue partidgyirigiforeferences over EU
policy — especially as EU policies cross over into the domesticight spectrum — is not
surprising. Second, party leaderships have developed mechanisms emdorudhannel
dissent over previously agreed policies, usually postponing decisiansattdy conference or
congress or policy forum. Competitive pressure from within the darnaslitical system is
the signal characteristic of a competitive party systds®;main difference in regard to the
EU is the uncertainty it can produce for party leaderships’ nesmext of dissent. This is the
‘unintended politicisation’ that is activated through conflict witira-party preferences as
well as with social movement preferences (mobilisation outsidganfies). The EU
‘timescape’ (Goetz and Meyer-Sahling 2009) is beyond control of natparty leaders,
especially those in opposition, and the pace of EU decision-makingdie2002) adds to
the uncertainty for party leaders, i.e. EU policy developments do nte@ecording to any

one national political cycle.

It is clear, however, that not all national political parties subject to such internal pressures
that party leaderships are obliged to resort to deflectioncgaclihis question of ‘variable
impact’ of the EU ‘cause’ may be explained by the presehcertain intervening variables.
In the case of national, mainstream parties of the centredeftcentre-right, there are two
structural variables: a) patterns of party system competitot b) the organizational
position or strength of party leaderships vis-a-vis the rest of the party atjamiz

Patterns of party system competition: The presence of credibipeatitor parties to the left
of centre-left parties (e.g. Die Linke in Germany to the B&ml to the right of centre-right
parties (e.g. FPO in Austria to the OVP). Each of the smabiepetitor (or alternative)
parties has established a specific policy stance/identigiation to the EU that corresponds

to the issues shaping contestation over Europe (Hooghe and Marks 20083. 2@h as Die



Linke exert influence within the left wing of the SPD, forciihg party leadership to justify
policy and electoral strategy. Similar dynamics occuheNetherlands, Denmark, Sweden,
and to a lesser extent, France. These alternative partiestf@u&U critique less on issues
of sovereignty on a nationalist basis but more on a critique of thvdibezal orientation of
the Single Market, particularly matters surrounding the EU CétigrePolicy. On the right,
parties such as the FPO influence the right wing of the OVP, irsgnparty members and
voters with more pronounced anti-immigration policy positions. Notionsnational
community preservation and a call for greater national border cocwrdlict with EU
immigration policy, Single Market freedom of movement, and supportuitural diversity.
In both cases, these alternative parties capitalise on the mmamgparty’s reticence to define
in detail their own policy positions for risk of exacerbating iraeissent, thus leading to
strategies of internal and external deflection.

[a full list of parties to go here]

Organizational position of party leadership: internal party orgéioiz varies, especially in
relation to the power dynamics between the party in public offiittes), central office (party
executive, where party rules may allow militants to influgmaiécy and leadership selection)
and the party on the ground (party members/constituencies/branshésa(id Mair 1993).
The trend within most mainstream parties has been a strengtheinthe party in public
office, both in terms of leadership selection and programme and stanii@fting as well as
the position of publically elected members on the party’s exec(itiaez and Mair 2002;
Heidar, Knut and Koole, Ruud 2000). These triangular relationships dotwaaycertain
degree, and there are parties that exhibit characteridtibstla ends of a spectrum. For
example in the British Labour Party, the party in central efficthe National Executive
Committee (NEC) — has been downgraded in its importance to theaddlirection of the
party at the expense of the party in public office and espetigltiie elected leader. On the
other hand, the French Socialist Party is one of the few majoepartWestern Europe in
which the party in central office remains the key arena fotypadecision-making. The
relative position of the leadership, that is, the power relationwelea primarily the
leadership in the party in public office and the statutory positiom @harty’s militants,
explains the degree of influence the leadership may use to engage in defteatemies (this
assumption invokes May'’s ‘law of curvilinear disparity’ (May 1973).

We can hypothesise: the greater a party has competitios amniggs from a credible far left



or far right party, and party statutes allow party milsaat medium to high degree of
influence over the party leadership, the more the party leadenshst resort to various
tactics to contain (deflect) the internal pressure from deligiabi the party’s internal

equilibrium and electoral attractiveness.

Together, these variables contribute toward an understanding of thengtgder certain
parties to experience EU-related dissent and for party lgsigerto resort to deflection
tactics in order to preserve party stability. A party suskha FrenchParti Socialiste where
the parliamentary party is subservient to the party in cepoffade (which allows party
militants a high degree of influence) withessed the failuréhe leadership to contain
dissension over the EU Constitutional Treaty in 2004 and 2005 and suffatkshghs to its
very legitimacy. This does not mean that there is an absendamitdr dension in parties
without these two features, simply that the party leadershipft@nd & ignore internal calls
for more radical change. It is therefore correct to dtae the EU impacts parties, but the
mechanism in which this occurs is not pressureotrformto a EU prevailing order; rather,
the pressure is manifest in political eruptions in the domestittccabsphere. The response is
not an adjustment in policy or institutional re-configuration; rathies the development of
innovative means by which to contain the potentially disruptive sffecEU politicisation

within the party organization and its electoral strategy.

NEW AVENUESFOR THE STUDY OF EUROPEANIZATION AND PARTIES

This paper, while critiquing the Europeanization and parties approach pibyd.adrech
(2002), nevertheless does not advocate abandoning the approach, simply itsfgstoge as
well as the theoretical basis, especially with regard to msteteling causality and
mechanisms of change. Briefly, | would like to indicate somééuravenues for party
Europeanization research.

1. How does the approach developed in this paper relate to conditions in post-communist
EU member states? Do the same EU politicised issues mappost@ommunist
partisan debates?

2. Do parties indeed experience pressure from politicised EU poli@are the examples

given in the paper so random as to not indicate a more general phenomenon?



3. More attention should be given to internal party decision-making oveis&ilés in
addition to ‘structural’ change.

4. Refining and defining ‘party change’, as suggested by Hard0€l2): is the absence
of outward change indicative of a party ‘cease-fire’ for teled reasons? Again,
research on internal party decision-making is required.

5. Methodological issues: separating domestic or other non-EU interakfactors as
causes of party change: how do we identify and attribute causal weight?

6. Do EP elections serve as a channel or safety valve for padgidships in relation to
EU policy-based challenges, especially for party supporters@eds presented with

a low-risk (second-order) option?

These are simply some suggestions that could enrich our understandwogv dhe EU

influences parties, mostly by directing attention toitiséde of the party.

CONCLUSION

The EU undoubtedly has some effect on national political parties. ldrgued in this paper
that it is the cause of internal management problems for pesgetships, for which
strategies to contain and deflect challenges to the imtexpalibrium of the party are
developed. The development of innovative methods of organizational residtartbe
potentially disruptive effects of the EU and its policies isdlente of Europeanization, as
defined in this paper. Anti-EU patrties, on the left and the rigyiet simply reinforced in their
core beliefs by EU initiatives, whether of an institutional origyotype. For mainstream
centre-left and centre-right parties, however, the EU caerater internal dissent. This
internal dissent is magnified in terms of its risk to intersiability by the presence of a
competitor party on its ‘extreme’ wing, which poses dilemmaselectoral strategy as well
(in the case of social democratic parties, see Kitschelt 1888)y such far left and far right
parties have positioned themselves in an anti-EU policy stanteebanates within the
policy division within the mainstream party. The ability of atpdeadership to implement
deflection strategies depends on its position of strength withipattig, especially in relation
to the party in central office, where party militants, acaggdo the rules of internal party
democracy, may be able to constrain the leadership in some redpectU is thus aause
of potential disruption within a particular set of mainstream natipagies, though the

response is not one of structural or identity change; ratheraitbshavioural response by



leaderships operating within in the decision-rules of the partynaai#on, focusing on
removing the specific EU politicised item of controversy befbtendermines party internal
equilibrium and electoral fortunes. This explains the unexpectedlyatoaunt of references
in party manifestos and lack of sustained analysis in mosy paogrammes (Pennings
2006). The EU is therefore, in a manner of speaking, increasingly a politichiylistsucture
for certain mainstream political parties. It is also appatleat in the context determining
causality in the case of parties, the misfit hypothesish siscit has been applied in the
dimensions of institutions and policy, does not accurately explain molWwwdat kind of
pressure is generated on parties. The intent of this papemhdws to advance our
understanding of this exceptional phenomenon within the framework of Eurpgeéami
studies, by reconsidering what the nature of EU influence is, andthoyacts parties. It
also addresses the undeveloped assumptions concerning causality chlsad@®2 party

Europeanization framework.
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