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Europeanization and party research: acritical restatement

*

ROBERT LADRECH

Research published on the subject of Europeanizatil political parties has concentrated
primarily on illustrating evidence of EU-influencedtional party change, whether focusing
on Western or Eastern Europe. If one were to adzarsummary conclusion about the nature
of the overall findings to date, limited to maiestm centre-left and centre-right parties of
government, the verdict would be change at the msrdput core organization and functions
remain intact. There are certainly differences leetwEuropeanization effects in established
parties and party systems in Western Europe anecposmunist parties, but even in the case
of the latter, two recent comparative studies seepresent a similar verdict as with Western
European partiesWhat has been given less attention, if much atisléxplaining exactly
how the EU causes national political party chaggood portion of party Europeanization
studies have employed the framework set out bydat(20023 that proposed five areas for
investigating EU-related party change; the probisrthat the dependent variable may have
been given some thought, but the independent \ariatthe EU and/or itsafluence— was
never really adequately theorized. In other woitds, still an open question as to exactly how
the EU ‘hits’ national parties. What links supraoaal decision-making and legislation to
party organizational change? One may go furtheraaidf the five areas mapped by Ladrech
are themselves sufficient to represent party chamgeight there be additional dynamics not
caught by a focus on changes in rules, internalgpaeiations, and so forth? The intent of
this paper is to engage with these fundamentaksssand in so doing further develop the

direction of party Europeanization studies.

One reason why little attention has been directethé issue otausalityis the fact that

political party research and Europeanization sttieve not overlapped to any great degree.

" A revised version of this working paper will app@akVest European Politicgol. 32,

20009.

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

? Robert Ladrech (2002) ‘Europeanization and PalitRarties: Towards a Framework for Analysigrty
Politics 8 (4): 334349.



Ladrech’s 200ZParty Politicsarticle gave only passing attention to the issueaasality in
party Europeanization, instead setting out andfyusg) five areas for investigation, namely
organization, programme, party-government relatigoatterns of party competition and
relations beyond the national political systenthkt article has been taken as a template for
subsequent research, it is then not surprisingntiwaie effort has been expended in the search
for evidence of change rather than adequately axptahow the EU is responsible. Instead,
the EU — which is evidently a cause of domestiditunsonal and policy Europeanization —
has been assumed to wield a corresponding signdecan those areas of the domestic
political system that have consequences for par8eaple counterfactual reasoning would
reasonably lead one to assume a link between thartelparties in the creation of a Europe
Secretary, or rules governing the rights of MEPsnational party conferences, or the
establishment of a national party liaison to aniliaféd European transnational party
federation. The task is to explain how the meresgmee of the EU triggers party change.
Europeanization studies have only recently emeagea comparative politics-related division
of European integration studies, and party reselashits own traditions and methodologies
in general and in party change in particular (seent¢l 2002), and this may explain why a
more explicit Europeanization approach to explagneausality in party change has not (yet)
developed. This paper aims to strengthen the theakdasis of a party Europeanization
approach by addressing the issue of causality laadnechanism of change. In so doing, it

engages the Europeanization literature by way ksitéiig how the EU influences parties.

In particular, it is argued in this paper that pcéil parties do not easily fit into the establidhe
Europeanization understanding of causality — smediy the misfit hypothesis — nor is
evidence of change readily observable, thus comjptig research methodologies such as
process tracing as well as leading to conclusibasthe EU does not have much of an impact
on parties (Ladrech 2007). Change related to theshth as it occurs in mainstream political
parties in western Europe, is actor-oriented andici& rather than structural;, efforts
expended by party leaderships in relation to the && more often aimed g@reventing
organizational and programmatic developments rdtteer facilitating them; pressure, such as
it is recognized by party leaderships, does notrateafrom a misfit with EU ‘ways of doing
things’, but internally as dissent based on peroaptof politicized threats to the integrity of
the party itself and its electoral strategy. Thaspects of the relationship of national parties
to the EU are explored in more depth and also wedein the context of Ladrech’s 2002

article. The paper is organised into three sectidnsthe section one, the asserted



incompatibility of the misfit hypothesis with natial parties is developed. In section two,
defining EU-related change in parties is preseritedection three, avenues for party research

are proposed.

M echanisms of change and political parties

Top-down Europeanization studies, as ExadaktylasRadaelli concisely summarise, ‘starts
from the presence of integration, controls the ll@fdit/misfit of the EU-level policyvis-a-

vis the Member State and then explains the presenabsemce of domestic change’ (2009:
4). The europeanization and party politics apprpdaanched by Ladrech’s 2002 article,
assumed a generalised impact of the EU on domasiitical systems by pointing to changes
in the dimensions of institutions and policies, amerring that consequences or implications
of these changes would impact political partiess Tiop-down’ approach did not, however,
control for the level of goodness of fit or misfigther, left undeveloped was the notion that
party leaderships would ‘respond’ to these systarthanges with appropriate individual party
adjustments. The systemic changes that were idahtiiamely ‘increased government policy
constraint’ and ‘the public perception of growingelevance of conventional politics’
(Ladrech 2002: 395) were given as contextual orirenmental variables more than as
triggers or precise mechanisms of change. Theleattien went on to map the areas of party
organization and activity where research would awes’ such adjustments (evidence of
Europeanization): organization, programme, partyegoment relations, patterns of party
competition, and relations beyond the nationaltjpali system. To put the case more bluntly,
the article left un-theorised the manner in whiadmestic institutional and policy change
spills over into party change, whether structumrabehavioural. The aim in this paper is to
correct for this lacunae by focusing discussiorttenmechanism(s) of change appropriate for
parties. As stated at the outset, the misfit hypsithis not effective in explaining party
change (which itself requires further consideratisee below), and so an appropriate

mechanism must be identified.

Europeanization studies have developed over thetgragyears such that one might argue that
a ‘standard’ approach has developed. One of theckagepts in what is often labelled ‘top-

down’ Europeanization — distinguishing the direatiof causal influence from the EU to



domestic actors and institutions — is the ‘goodnesdit’ or misfit (Risse, Cowles and
Caporaso 2001). The EU generates pressure on donmesitutions and policies the greater
the difference is between the domestic practice taatl of the EU. Change occurs in the
domestic institution for a variety of reasons, franrecognised need to make domestic
decision-making more efficient in order to enhanoger-governmental bargaining, e.g.
creating an inter-ministerial co-ordination meclsami to re-balancing national and sub-
national relations due to regional actors’ actegtiresources by the EU’s Cohesion policy.
Europeanization and policy change is said to oomirin the form of compliance with EU
directives and regulations, but in managing the segnences of compliance and
implementation, for example in creating new policgtruments or withdrawing state action
in liberalised sectors of the economy. In all obsl examples, the pressure bearing on the
domestic institution or policy area is created bg tost of maintaining standard domestic
practices that are viewed as sub-optimal in achgwpecific or national interests, and/or
unable to achieve compliance with the legal resibditg to implement EU legislation.
Borzel (2005) has suggested a spectrum of chamgging from initial resistance, then
absorption, to more definitive adaptation and evansformation (the latter usually reserved
for post-communist experiences). Misfit as a medmrof change is employed to explain
institutional and policy Europeanization, espeyiallhere the relationship between the EU
and the member state in policy areas is charaeteds hierarchical; in policy areas where the
legal mandate of the EU (or more exact, the Eunog@&@ammission) is weaker, scholars have
posited different mechanisms to explain why certaimovations are adopted or copied from
other member states (the so-called open Method @mbr@ination is often given as an
example of how practices are emulated among mestatss). Pressure arising from a misfit,
then, is advanced as a mechanism to explain howEthecauses change in domestic
institutions and policy areas. Though not elabatabeany substantial degree, Ladrech (2002)
clearly invoked misfit as the mechanism by whiclkegsure is generated in the domestic
political system and therefore leads to changesdprstments in parties. What was not fully
developed was an explanation of exactly how insbial and/or policy Europeanization

‘spills over’ onto party activities such that a ggare’ on parties is created.

So, how does Europe hit political parties? For pags of this paper, attention will focus on
mainstream centre-left and centre-right politicaitigs in the pre-2004 EU member states. It
has already been established that the EU doesineotlg impact political parties, as there is

an absence of a link or channel transmitting EUnaritly into areas of party organization or



activities. The case, such as it exists, of arr@adiimpact, is based on an assumption of party
leadership perceptions of constraints and possdsiligenerated by the EU on the domestic
political system that impacts the achievement ofypgoals. Both a rational and sociological
institutionalist approach is therefore indirectiwoked. Pressure resulting from changes in
areas of the political system that can be explaimethe misfit mechanism, somehow elicits a
response by party leaderships. But how can thithvdease? Let us begin with the argument
that the narrowing of government policy manoeuligbican also manifest itself as a
problem for parties by reducing the options avddator party competition (and thereby
undermining aspects of party government legitima&gyond the fact that globalization
dynamics may also contribute to such a state afraffa methodological issue to be treated in
section three), for some states, liberalizatiothefeconomy has led to a ‘retreat of the state’
and thus removed certain policy areas from partyegunent control, for example monetary
policy in eurozone member states. But let us camnsgbme party-specific factors. First,
mainstream centre-left and centre-right politicartigs are generally pro-EU (an obvious
exception is the British Conservative party). Timsans, at least on a very general level (i.e.
support for the European integration project), ehie; by definition, no pressure as such.
Second, many of the policy areas transferred td&tbewhether in whole or in part, have not
resonated in terms of party competition or generditicisation. Even in the case of EU
Competition Policy, where member states with prowed public sector government
involvement have witnessed reductions in stateaad liberalisation of public utilities, party
policy responses have not challenged the legitineiche EU (even in centre-left parties).
More narrowly focused, one can say that disagreemig the policy orientation of the EU —
a perceived neo-liberal economic policy threatemgfigwing parties’ goals, and immigration
policy for right-wing parties — may generate a fowh supranational/national partisan
competitive pressure. But what can an individudlamal party do about this that does not
undermine its support for the European integrapiacess itself? Consequently, even if party
leaderships and members perceive a policy mistivéen their stated goals and the EU,
drawing attention a) undermines general supporaforo-EU stance and sends mixed cues to
voters (Gabel and Scheve 2007), and b) does nait resany domestic gain in terms of party
goals (this applies both to government and oppmsiparties, whose default position would
be to avoid contestation on issues they themselwessot control).

Another manner in which pressure by a misfit betwE& policies and/or decision-making

styles and national parties might be generateidparties are responding to public opinion on



such matters. Two issues immediately arise: firg,constraints on parties by public attitudes
towards the EU, which if negative are portrayethim literature as euro-sceptic (and there are
varieties of such positions); and second, actualwedge of EU policy positions. In the first
case, in EU member states that have been identiigzbssessing relatively high percentages
of euro-sceptic attitudes (as measured by Eurobetrensurveys, for example), to the extent
one can argue that a constraint on parties’ actevasapparent, for example in inter-party
competition, it may be that parties avoid any n@mtf EU positions, apart from euro-sceptic
parties (Steenbergen and Scott 2004; Van der Brag, der Eijk and Franklin 2007). The
constraint may manifest itself in very public ingovernmental negotiations, such as at an
IGC or summit in which major budgetary allocatioectsions are to be made. But as for
national government negotiations in more routineur@i of Minister deliberations and
relations with the European Parliament in intergrowmnental decision-making, such
constraints disappear. This is explained by thersg@case, that of knowledge of EU policies
themselves. Public knowledge of EU policies and @assion proposals (and even own
government positions on routine Commission legigatproposals) is near zero, unless
domestic media outlets make a point of politicisagspecific Commission proposal. A
‘permissive consensus’ does in fact continue tgter non-historic EU measures, due to the
factual ignorance of domestic public opinion. There, to suggest that domestic public
opinion disagreement with EU policies and proposegislation creates a misfit which

impacts national parties, simply does not standnger scrutiny.

So far | have defined policy misfit between nagibparties and the EU policy orientation and
suggested that where this might be the case, & doegenerate a form of pressure that results
in party change, whether constraining governmemtibr@e in the routine EU policy and
decision-making process nor in terms actions thtibnal parties are able to capitalise upon
for domestic partisan advantage. A final word, titguon policy misfit. In the top-down
approach, the misfit arises after the bargainirag@ss has produced authoritative legislative
outputs. But as organizations for which a compatitenvironment is the norm, parties in
government — which means essentially party leagessh do try and assert national if not
partisan preferences in inter-governmental andr-intitutional bargaining, but this is a

‘bottom-up’ dynamic and we are concerned with tigdown approach.

Policy misfit would, at first glance, seem to bes tmechanism of change most likely to

generate pressure on or within parties. The dismus® far discounts this possibility due to a



lack of domestic pressure on parties that incretmesosts of complying with EU legislation.
Institutional misfit could also be advanced, esakgciin the area of national parliamentary
dynamics. In this case, as mainstream nationaiegagire almost always present in national
parliaments, the Europeanization of national pardiats literature might warrant
investigation (see, e.g., O'Brennan and Raunio R0@7this literature, national parliaments
are considered to be ceding jurisdiction over ddimgsolicy in proportion to the areas
transferred to the EU (in which national executigesitinue to play a part). Again, where
would pressure arise? National parliamentarians imdged acknowledge that areas of
domestic policy are increasingly having authontatdecisions taken beyond their control
(especially asex antecontrol over national executives is rarely exadisn EU member
states). Yet pressure on parties to correct thissdoot emanate from national party
leaderships, as they occupy, when in power, themealt executive that is part of the EU
policy and decision-making process. Parliamentaaytigs in some member states also
develop informal relations with their executive lte kept informed about significant EU
policy issues (Auel and Benz 2007). Pressure doeanse from public opinion aghast at the
diminution of national parliamentary democracy, dese these issues are not widely
perceived by the general public. Consequently,aai®mal parties operate within the national
parliamentary arena, the reduced policy paramégre not generated any pressure to change

(barring essentially cosmetic arrangements sucdeisory EU affairs committees).

Finally, as regard indirect pressure on partieereghis evidence that national party
elites/leaderships are strengthened vis-a-vis ¢se af their party organization by virtue of
EU decision-making. The argument is that as membénsational executives, they have
privileged information on policy negotiations thghu COREPER and Council of Minister
bargaining, a resource unavailable to the reshefparty. In terms of democratic procedures
within parties, party leaderships are said to gatonomy from the rest of the party as well as
to deliberate and affect policy decisions outsifléregular’ party channels. As Carter and
Poguntke (2010: 321) summarise, ‘the logic of imdional negotiations and the growth of
European integration have led party elites gaimoger at the expense of party bodies such
as party executives, parliamentary parties andy gamgresses’. However, they point to the
fact that parties are ‘caught between a rock ahdrd place’, that is, the need for elites in
government to negotiate effectively but also talalyy the principle of accountability to the
party. They point to some usesex anteandex postprocedures intended to correct for the

accountability issue, but recognise that these iar¢he main, ineffective (see also Raunio



2002 and Poguntke et al. 2007). In this case, iilvgeem that a misfit exists between the
need for involvement in supranational and intereggamental bargaining by party elites
versus party traditions of accountability. Eviderafeorganizational adaptation is seen in
some weak efforts at obliging these elites to repweir positions before or (mostly) after
Council meetings. An increase in parties’ own deratic deficit is the consequence of this
two-level activity. Several issues are raised thguire attention from this case of misfit and
institutional or organizational change. The first again a methodological issue, that of
separating multiple sources and attributing cawsailght. Certainly EU decision-making
involves party elites/government ministers, butlecother international organizations, and in
fact the rise of global venues of inter-governmebgagaining has been on the rise since the
Second World War and involves most countries aradhedwvorld; EU member states are not
the exception. Second, there are also a varietycanfses put forward explaining the
‘presidentialization’ of national executives, inrfeular that of prime ministers, that precedes
the increase in activity in EU policy-making frorhet mid-1980s onwards (Poguntke and
Webb 2005). These methodological concerns asidassiue of concern for us is the presence
of a misfit pressure. To be caught between a rockaahard place would suggest that internal
pressure is apparent, and the tension exists ddleet@acknowledgement of allowing party
elites a free hand in international negotiationthatexpense of party democracy. But is there
indeed a ‘pressure’ as such? Evidence collectedgmutted in Poguntke et al. (2007) point
to a cleardisinterestby most party officials in EU policy-making. Fueih surprising as it
may seem, many MPs were content to see party eitesautonomously in international
forums as this was expectedforeign policy makingdespite the domestic consequences).
The disinterest may also be explained by the faat tmany of the policy issues that party
elites/government ministers are obliged to negetigion are not politicised and are left to
COREPER or junior ministers to develop a nationasifion. In cases where a national
position is required from a minister without prares, it appears that a default position is the
party ideology, suggesting that though procedursillgpect, the outcome is not opposed to
what a party position might be (Aspinwall, 2002020 Unless there is clear evidence of
frustration at this state of affairs, it is notalehat there is in fact any internal pressure for
change, and the relatively innocuous mechanisnministerial reporting to a party body is
symbolic and cost-free for the leadership.

Institutional and policy misfit are the two main chanisms of change posited in

europeanization (top-down) research. We have segmational parties, though operating in
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political systems in which policy and institutionBluropeanization has been documented,
have themselves not experienced any spillover tt@se dimensions. But before turning to a
definition and possible causal explanation for Eldded party change, the possibility that the
EU may represent a political opportunity struct{P®S) for parties must be evaluated. In this
understanding of causal mechanisms, the EU wouwdent an attractive resource for a party
or parties that can be translated into a competgigdge in domestic politics. For mainstream
centre-left and centre-right parties, the EU doesatt as a financial resource, and so the
manner in which the EU might be seen as a bersettirough identification with its general
mission, a conferring of legitimacy, or through bgts accrued from compliance with EU
level actors. In general, post-communist partiepeeially those that occupy the political
space of ‘parties of government’, have had a m@hatiip with the EU and EU level parties
(transnational party federations such as the RdrBuropean Socialists-PES or the European
People’s Party-EPP) that has provided such ressurfiee picture is much different in
Western Europe. As with the experience of Eastewnofe, parties emerging from an
authoritarian regime (e.g. Spain, Portugal and Gredéave sought to identify with select
features of the EU, in particular the party feders such as the PES or EPP as a means of
establishing their democratic credentials (throagternal confirmation). In other cases, new
parties may also seek this external blessing, xamgple Forza ltalia and membership in the
EPP and the former Italian Communist Party andmtnbership change to the Socialist
Group in the European Parliaménthese cases are singular episodes of attemptiacpaire
domestic legitimacy partly through external rectigni. As for any other resource that could
be employed in the domestic sphere, there is vitlgy that can be observed in the older party
systems of Western Europe. Measured against the toegvin elections, influence public
policy, aid in recruitment, and so forth, partiesged of the EU is close to nil. We can
conclude, therefore, that unlike interest group® EU does not serve as a very fruitful
political opportunity structure, and, as we shak $elow, is much more likely to serve as a
political liability structure.

Defining Party Change and Its Causal M echanism

3 It is true that new parties winning seats in theedpean Parliament for the first time have had nizggional
resources increased, e.g. salaries, access to auoatian and IT resources, administrative assigtaetc.
However, for purposes of this paper, the focus resnan major established parties of governmenthese are
located in all EU member states.
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At least in the case of parties in older EU mendiates, there does exist a relatively recent
body of literature pointing to some evidence ofrad&in three of the five areas mapped by
Ladrech (2002). Whether organizational, programenati relations with EU actors such as
party federations, the evidence does not amouchémge beyond what Borzel (2005: 59)
might term absorption, rather than adaptation (e&dainly not transformation): ‘Member
states incorporate European requirements into tlogirestic institutions and policies without
substantial modifications of existing structuresl dme logic of political behaviour’. The case
of post-communist parties is sufficiently differéfndbm those in established party systems to
warrant a separate consideration, which space dokesallow in this paper. In this section,
defining exactly what constitutes party Europeatmzra(change) is attempted and in so doing
re-interprets the evidence of change so far advhitehe literature. Next, it is argued that
there exists an indirect EU-related pressure inpidldical parties, but its manifestation is
behavioural rather than structural, thus occul@wipence from most researchers. Finally,
addressing this mechanism of change, or rathegrdiftiating the causal mechanism from the

‘top-down’ misfit mechanism, is developed.

What exactly constitutes change in political partieay seem obvious, yet as Harmel (2002)
states, though ‘there have now been several atteatpiffering and testing explanations for
party organizational change, there have been fewmats to explicitly define what
“organizational change” actually means or includ@is36). In this paper, party change is
defined by materially evident changes such as astenadles and statutes, new references in
manifestos and programmes, but also to internaty pdynamics represented by party
management actions to prevent organizational disequm and electoral setbacks. Party
change that can be traced wholly or in part to Bf8uénce is then both structural and

behavioural, and the Europeanization approachisnpiper proceeds accordingly.

Evidence that the EU impacts political parties hasn usually presented in the formats of
organizational change, i.e. new party offices sashEurope Secretary, statutory changes
allowing MEPs and their delegation leader votegaaity congresses and executive bodies, as
well as the issue of the strengthening of partyeglias discussed above; programmatic
change, i.e. an increase in references to the Elbaspecific EU policies in party manifestos
and programmes (this may include qualitatively mprecise recommendations for EU
change itself); and increased interaction with eeige transnational party federations, i.e.

participation in leadership bodies and working gusymbolic gestures such as euro-party
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symbols in national party literature and links artp web-sites, etc. None of these changes
fundamentally impacts the internal balance or iistion of power inside parties, and these
changes do not enable parties to achieve theirgpyirgoals in any more efficient manner.
Can we say, therefore, that they have derived amsfit between the EU as an international
organization or as a policy initiator? It may be renaccurate to say that parties, as
organizations, make adjustments to changes in tleevironment for purposes of
‘intelligence-gathering’ so as to be forewarnedpoficy developments that may necessitate
an expenditure of resources or even threaten ttegrity of the organization itself. The
organisational changes listed above, while onlyaande of those documented in the
literature, are nevertheless representative ofrtim@r innovations that almost all mainstream
parties whether centrist, centre-left or centrédrigiave implemented. These examples of
party change are of a type, and to be categorisdtieé manner just suggested, that is, as
means of engaging with a new environmental featarthis respect, it may be more of a case
of institutional isomorphism or normative instimialism in which the ‘logic of
appropriateness’ (March and Olsen 1998) influerthesdecisions to create new minor posts
and amend statutes. It may also be initiated byaaning process facilitated by meetings of
party representatives in their respective partgifations. The variation in number and rank of
new positions in parties may be explained by pa#glitions, budgetary considerations, etc.
Party programmes and manifestos have an exterrdieraze in addition to the internal
dynamics that result in policy position adaptatiand have a greater significance for party
fortunes, and are therefore different in kind frthra organizational changes mentioned above.
Changes in programmes and manifestos are trealed.be

There is another category of change exhibited yiqa parties, one that I label behavioural.
‘Change’ may not be the most accurate term to capithat is essentially an innovative
strategy invoked by party leaderships to controh&s of uncertainty’ (Panebianco 1988) that
may be generated indirectly by the EU. In respdaosehanges in the operating environment
of parties — but not directly impacting party aittes — strategies intended to preserve their
traditional pursuits and functions are prioritisedhich themselves have remained
fundamentally unaltered. Institutional actors, franrational institutionalist perspective,
would be expected to resist pressure to changdaptaither by ignoring pressures — if this
cost is lower than adaptation — or by seeking tilo@mce the source of change. In the case of
parties, ignoring the increased relevance of theaBld domestic political issue is growing in

cost, and individual national parties are not irpasition to influence EU policymaking
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themselves. Nevertheless, party leaderships areangpletely powerless, amgflectionas an
internal strategy for managing internal dissentrdw® affairs arises as a rational pursuit.
Deflection consists of actively directing attentioihparty members and voters away from the
EU as an issue or a particular EU policy througkrimal and external means. Internally, this
may manifest itself as a party management issuesxample by diluting or keeping certain
positions off a party manifesto, or scheduling deb@ a congress or other intermediary
executive party body such that the central concefribe leadership are not ‘contaminated’.
These are strategies of ‘muffling’ (Parsons and #&vel2010 forthcoming) or
compartmentalisation (Aylott 2002), which are irded to avoid (deflect) issues over which
party leaderships have no complete control fronsicauinternal turmoil such that it threatens
party fortunes or the internal balance of powes. dim is to reduce organizational and
electoral risk when identification with EU changean become a liability for party
leaderships. Externally, deflection may be obseruedparty leadership support for a
referendum (Oppermann 2009), which turns atteraiway from internal party dynamics and
instead nationalises it. Deflection is inherentlyomservative strategy, emphasising the desire
to preserve the organizational and party systetustguo. Deflection should not be equated
with complete issue avoidance, especially for partin power, and so some degree of
engagement is necessary, but operated only by kesopnel (leadership in or outside

government).

There is undoubtedly an EU impact on the dynamicpasty management. Can this be
conceptualised as a form of change, and if so, what be posited as the mechanism of
change? The impact of the EU in the dimensionsotifypand policy may result from misfit
pressures, but as Borzel and Risse (2007) reminthissis only a pre-condition for change.
Decisions to enact changes are based on a vareitytesvening variables, such as veto
players, political capacity, etc. The pressure thatEU exerts such that it impacts internal
party management derives not from a misfit but framintended politicisation’. It is this
‘unintendedness’ or contingent nature of EU actitms creates the uncertainty for party
leaderships — inside and outside of governmentd-leads to strategies of deflection. By
politicisation | mean instances when either profo$ar a new advance in the European
integration process or a policy initiative, or boifnite internal party dissent and/or public
mobilisation. In some member states, recent palitiarmoil during EU treaty ratifications,
e.g. the 2005 Constitutional treaty and the 2008ban Treaty, were examples of the
politicisation of the integration process. The ntigsbtion against the 2006 Services directive
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was an example of politicisation around a policygmsal. These are but the most high profile
examples of political mobilisation, and in theseasaparty leaderships faced internal dissent
and challenges as well as voter ‘rebellion’. Morelegpread, though, is developing critical
dissent within centre-left and centre-right partieger different aspects of European
integration and EU policy direction. Although udyagbrevented from spilling out publicly
from internal party policy debates, EU initiativesid elections, both EP and national,
increasingly present instances when EU-politicissdes can threaten party stability. As EU
policy competences expand in scope, the possiliildseases that they may be domesticated
into left-right positions, thus presenting partgderships with additional challenges to party
management. Hooghe and Marks (2008) note thatasitrgly a EU left-right politicisation
can cause divisions inside centre-left and cengta-iparties. On the centre-left, the division
is between those who are suspicious of EU neodilqmolicy and demand greater regulation
and those who, however much they recognise thisactexisation, find other reasons for
supporting European integration, particularly inpport of multicultural progress,
environmental regulation, etc. The Services divecivas a good example of this division
inside social democratic parties. On the centrbtyigationalist sentiment — i.e. the protection
of national sovereignty — is pitted against moreeagal support for neo-liberal policies.
Immigration policy and its EU connection — free rament of people — is an example of the
EU dimension, in addition to straightforward sovgngy issues. A consequence of this state
of affairs is a constant level of tension insidesth mainstream parties, with EU initiatives and

elections offering opportunities or flashpoints paritical mobilisation.

The argument so far: party leaderships resort v@rgety of strategies to deflect attention
away from engaging in confrontational EU-relateslisss expressed as dissent within centre-
left and centre-right parties. This phenomenon oarve explained by a misfit in an
institutional, or even policy sense, because akgttpgessions of dissent are preferences, not
fixed institutions or policies, and b) intra-partgechanisms allow for competition over
policy. Let us look more closely at these two paiffthere are, of course, policy differences
between parties, mostly notably the left-right deyi around which a number of specific
policy positions can be mapped. Party identity targe extent is reflected in its overall
policy orientation, and for many voters, a cueasvhat a policy position is or ought to be
can be deduced from its position along the leftirigpectrum. However, this does not mean
that within a party there are not various positionscertain policies or the policy direction of

the leadership, and so in different intra-partyibedhere may be on-going debate, whether
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highly organised in a factional manner or more dydaround a party calendar for policy
deliberation. Consequently, although a party dosgehpolicy positions — expressed to a
certain degree of detail in party manifestos anogmmmes — competitive pressures and
governing dynamics means that these positions amingent. In such an internal
organizational environment, the proposition of raé&ives is the norm, and so different
preferences held by individuals or groups is toelspected as part of the definition of a
modern mainstream party (as opposed to single isat@s). Differing preferences over EU
policy — especially as EU policies cross over itite domestic left-right spectrum — is not
surprising. Second, party leaderships have devdlopErhanisms and rules to channel dissent
over previously agreed policies, usually postponderisions to a party conference or
congress or policy forum. Competitive pressure freithin the domestic political system is
the signal characteristic of a competitive partgtegn; the main difference in regard to the EU
Is the uncertainty it can produce for party leadigs management of dissent. This is the
‘unintended politicisation’ that is activated thgbuconflict with intra-party preferences as
well as with social movement preferences (mobiligatoutside of parties). The EU
‘timescape’ (Goetz and Meyer-Sahling 2009) is belyaontrol of national party leaders,
especially those in opposition, and the pace ofdetision-making (Ekengren 2002) adds to
the uncertainty for party leaders, i.e. EU polievelopments do not operate according to any

one national political cycle.

It is clear, however, that not all national poktigparties are subject to such internal pressures
that party leaderships are obliged to resort tdedebn tactics. This question of ‘variable
impact’ of the EU ‘cause’ may be explained by thesence of certain intervening variables.
In the case of national, mainstream parties ofcére-left and centre-right, there are two
structural variables: a) patterns of party systemuetition; and b) the organizational position

or strength of party leaderships vis-a-vis the oéshe party organization.

Patterns of party system competition: The presehceedible competitor parties to the left of
centre-left parties (e.g. Die Linke in Germany be tSPD) and to the right of centre-right
parties (e.g. FPO in Austria to the OVP). Each hef smaller competitor (or alternative)
parties has established a specific policy staneetity in relation to the EU that corresponds
to the issues shaping contestation over Europedhtmand Marks 2008). Parties such as Die
Linke exert influence within the left wing of thé*B, forcing the party leadership to justify

policy and electoral strategy. Similar dynamicswaa the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden,

16



and to a lesser extent, France. These alternasisteep focus their EU critique less on issues
of sovereignty on a nationalist basis but more ontaue of the neo-liberal orientation of the
Single Market, particularly matters surrounding g Competition Policy. On the right,
parties such as the FPO influence the right winghef OVP, tempting party members and
voters with more pronounced anti-immigration polippsitions. Notions of national
community preservation and a call for greater maioborder control conflict with EU
immigration policy, Single Market freedom of movemeand support for cultural diversity.
In both cases, these alternative parties capitalistne mainstream party’s reticence to define
in detail their own policy positions for risk of @serbating internal dissent, thus leading to
strategies of internal and external deflection.

[a full list of parties to go here]

Organizational position of party leadership: intdrparty organization varies, especially in
relation to the power dynamics between the parfyublic office (MPs), central office (party
executive, where party rules may allow militantsnthuence policy and leadership selection)
and the party on the ground (party members/comrstdies/branches) (Katz and Mair 1993).
The trend within most mainstream parties has bestreagthening of the party in public
office, both in terms of leadership selection amogpamme and manifesto drafting as well as
the position of publically elected members on tlaetys executive (Katz and Mair 2002;
Heidar, Knut and Koole, Ruud 2000). These trianguédationships do vary to a certain
degree, and there are parties that exhibit charsiite at both ends of a spectrum. For
example in the British Labour Party, the party entcal office — the National Executive
Committee (NEC) — has been downgraded in its inamae to the political direction of the
party at the expense of the party in public officel especially by the elected leader. On the
other hand, the French Socialist Party is one efféw major parties in Western Europe in
which the party in central office remains the kegra for party decision-making. The relative
position of the leadership, that is, the powertietes between primarily the leadership in the
party in public office and the statutory positiohaoparty’s militants, explains the degree of
influence the leadership may use to engage in ctedle strategies (this assumption invokes

May'’s ‘law of curvilinear disparity’ (May 1973).

We can hypothesise: the greater a party has coiopetin its wings from a credible far left
or far right party, and party statutes allow pantylitants a medium to high degree of

influence over the party leadership, the more thdypleadership must resort to various
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tactics to contain (deflect) the internal presstm@m de-stabilizing the party’s internal

equilibrium and electoral attractiveness.

Together, these variables contribute toward an nstaieding of the propensity for certain
parties to experience EU-related dissent and fdy peaderships to resort to deflection tactics
in order to preserve party stability. A party suahthe Frenclirarti Socialiste where the
parliamentary party is subservient to the partgantral office (which allows party militants a
high degree of influence) witnessed the failur¢hefleadership to contain dissension over the
EU Constitutional Treaty in 2004 and 2005 and seffechallenges to its very legitimacy.
This does not mean that there is an absence ofasitension in parties without these two
features, simply that the party leadership canrdffo ignore internal calls for more radical
change. It is therefore correct to state that tharipacts parties, but the mechanism in which
this occurs is not pressuredonformto a EU prevailing order; rather, the pressumaasifest

in political eruptions in the domestic politicalngve. The response is not an adjustment in
policy or institutional re-configuration; rathet,is the development of innovative means by
which to contain the potentially disruptive effea$ EU politicisation within the party

organization and its electoral strategy.

New Avenues for the Sudy of Europeanization and Parties

This paper, while critiquing the Europeanizatiord grarties approach produced by Ladrech
(2002), nevertheless does not advocate abanddmengpiproach, simply refining its scope as
well as the theoretical basis, especially with rdgda understanding causality and
mechanisms of change. Briefly, | would like to icate some further avenues for party
Europeanization research.

1. How does the approach developed in this papefer&datonditions in post-communist
EU member states? Do the same EU politicised isguggs onto post-communist
partisan debates?

2. Do parties indeed experience pressure from paédtiEU policy, or are the examples
given in the paper so random as to not indicat®eemgeneral phenomenon?

3. More attention should be given to internal partgisien-making over EU issues in

addition to ‘structural’ change.
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4. Refining and defining ‘party change’, as suggestgddarmel (2002): is the absence
of outward change indicative of a party ‘cease-fir electoral reasons? Again,
research on internal party decision-making is negli

5. Methodological issues: separating domestic or otteer-EU international factors as
causes of party change: how do we identify andbatt causal weight?

6. Do EP elections serve as a channel or safety falvparty leaderships in relation to
EU policy-based challenges, especially for partypsuters and voters presented with

a low-risk (second-order) option?

These are simply some suggestions that could emichunderstanding of how the EU

influences parties, mostly by directing attentioriteinside of the party.

Conclusion

The EU undoubtedly has some effect on nationatipaliparties. | have argued in this paper
that it is the cause of internal management problEmparty leaderships, for which strategies
to contain and deflect challenges to the interoglildrium of the party are developed. The
development of innovative methods of organizatiaealstance to the potentially disruptive
effects of the EU and its policies is evidence ofdpeanization, as defined in this paper.
Anti-EU parties, on the left and the right, are giynreinforced in their core beliefs by EU
initiatives, whether of an institutional or politype. For mainstream centre-left and centre-
right parties, however, the EU can engender intelisgent. This internal dissent is magnified
in terms of its risk to internal stability by theegence of a competitor party on its ‘extreme’
wing, which poses dilemmas for electoral strategywvall (in the case of social democratic
parties, see Kitschelt 1999). Many such far lefd dar right parties have positioned
themselves in an anti-EU policy stance that ressatithin the policy division within the
mainstream party. The ability of a party leadergbipnplement deflection strategies depends
on its position of strength within the party, esp#g in relation to the party in central office,
where party militants, according to the rules dkinal party democracy, may be able to
constrain the leadership in some respects. The E£tlhus acauseof potential disruption
within a particular set of mainstream national iesatt though the response is not one of
structural or identity change; rather, it is a bebaral response by leaderships operating

within in the decision-rules of the party organiaat focusing on removing the specific EU
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politicised item of controversy before it underngngarty internal equilibrium and electoral
fortunes. This explains the unexpectedly low amafnteferences in party manifestos and
lack of sustained analysis in most party program(Resnings 2006). The EU is therefore, in
a manner of speaking, increasingly a political iligb structure for certain mainstream
political parties. It is also apparent that in tentext determining causality in the case of
parties, the misfit hypothesis, such as it has laggted in the dimensions of institutions and
policy, does not accurately explain how and whatllaf pressure is generated on parties. The
intent of this paper has been to advance our utad@lsig of this exceptional phenomenon
within the framework of Europeanization studies, regonsidering what the nature of EU
influence is, and how it impacts parties. It alstdr@sses the undeveloped assumptions

concerning causality in Ladrech’s 2002 party Euempeation framework.
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