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ABSTRACT

The present paper provides an important contribution to the research of the role of European question in domestic politics of East European neighboring countries (EENC). It examines the support for and opposition to European integration both at public and political parties levels in EENC and explores the influence of party system characteristics of former Soviet republics on the role played by European issue on party interaction. 

The empirical findings show that there is a degree of congruence between public and party attitudes with regard to European question and public pro- and anti-EU attitudes are represented at party level. European stances are largely explained by ethnic and regional factors and to a certain degree by age category. Euroskepticism is mainly spread among pro-Russian/CIS voters and parties, as well as among those willing the restoration of the socialist system and even of the USSR, represented merely by elderly people. Concomitantly, party system characteristics and party interaction in post-Soviet EEN determines the openness of European issue to political maneuvering according to opportunistic party behavior, as well as to government-opposition shift of parties.

INTRODUCTION

The accession of Central and East European (CEE) countries to European Union was accompanied by large scholarly research devoted to the influence of European integration process on developments in post-communist countries. Scholars have been stressing merely the importance of EU membership perspective, in general, and of accession criteria, in particular, for transition process and consolidation of democratic and market economy principles in Central and Eastern Europe.

The recent 2004 enlargement represented a new stage in the study of emerging democracies from post-communist space. After CEE countries became EU members and the borders of European Union moved eastward, scholarly interest in exploring the ‘blind spot’ of the influence of European integration process on domestic developments in its neighboring states has been growing considerably.

The present paper provides an important contribution to the research of the role of European issue
 in domestic politics of East European Neighborhood (EEN) countries. This study represents a first step in providing a comparative analysis of three post-Soviet states: Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine, based on an original database resulted from a 2006 expert survey on political parties
 and on public surveys analyses.

The article aims at examining the support for and opposition to European integration among publics and political parties in EEN and investigating the degree of representation of public European sentiments at party level. Concomitantly, the work explores the influence of party system characteristics from former Soviet republics on the role played by European issue on party interaction.

 For achieving these objectives, the paper starts with the presentation of two major theoretical explanations that guide the article: the linkage between public and political parties’ preferences and theories of issue contestation in a political space. The article then focuses on exploring the relevance of the mentioned-above explanatory models by using public opinion polls from each of the three countries: Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine, and 2006 Timuş expert survey on political parties.

Theoretical reasoning

In order to examine the role played by European issue in domestic politics of East European neighbors, the present article examines two major theoretical approaches to domestic politics and political actors. The first one, based on normative principles of representative democracy, deals with the linkage between public and party preferences in a political space. Mass preferences are considered to influence largely party policy positions. This means that in order to attract more party members and public supporters parties align and mobilize issues to correspond to mass preferences. Therefore, it is expected that policy positions promoted by parties would reflect public preferences in a political space. 

Another major approach derives from theories of political competition and focuses on issue politics. Building on party behavior (from opportunistic to programmatic one) and the characteristics of a certain political system, the emergence of new political issues is expected to provoke different reactions of political forces. So, for example, the European issue can be integrated into the existing (well-established) lines of competition, specifically Left-Right axis (Hix 1999; Marks and Steenbergen 2002; Marks and Wilson 1999, 113-133; Marks et al. 2002) or it can represent a new political cleavage that cross-cuts the existing political dimensions and that is viewed as a maverick issue (Maore and Smith 1993; Sitter 2002). Similarly, parties can perceive the European issue as another dimension on which they can differentiate themselves and compete or it can be hollowed out from political contestation and can be perceived as a valence issue (Grzymala-Busse and Innes 2003; Hughes 2001), on which the majority of political forces achieve a large agreement.

The present paper aims at examining the relevance of the above-mentioned theoretical paradigms in explaining the influence of European issue on public and party politics in post-Soviet EEN. 

Several expectations guide this paper in its empirical investigation. Firstly, I expect to find congruence between public and party attitudes with regard to European question based on the reasoning that parties aim at aligning and mobilizing support on Europe following public preferences on this issue. A special attention will be given to the study of Euroskeptic stances both among voters and parties and to the revealing of factors that determine the existence or the lack of Euroskepticism in each of the three political spaces. The work examines the power of ethnic, regional, and age factors in explaining pro- and anti-European feelings both at public and party levels. The argument in this context is that the existence of a large minority group (especially Russian minorities in the post-Soviet case) whose kin state is not a EU member or candidate state, as well as of a deep regional divide of a country based on ethnic factors, determines a high level of Euroskeptic feelings. Concomitantly, I examine if opposition to EU is highly spread amongst the old generation, opposed to painful market economy reforms and nostalgic for Soviet times socialist system and welfare policies.

Secondly, departing from the fact that the former Soviet party systems are still unstabilized, as compared to the old Western democracies, parties are expected to adopt a more flexible behavior towards the contestation of political dimensions and to express a higher degree of openness to new issues (Bielasiak 2002, 2004; Mair 1997), including the European dimension. Thus, parties are expected to adopt a strategic behavior, aiming at benefiting from newly emerging opportunities in a party system. So, parties would adopt a European stance that would bring them a greater electoral support from the voters with weak party identities, determined by the fleeting political environment of the unstabilized post-communist party systems.

Likewise, because ideological profiles of political parties in the post-Soviet EU neighbors are not well-established (as most of parties, with the exception of non-reformed Communist successors, do not have ‘historically rooted orientations’ (Marks and Wilson 2000, 434)) and political forces usually lack past activity, the expectation is that parties in EEN are not constrained by well-defined identities in their reaction to newly emerging social and political issues, in this case the European issue, as compared to the established Western democracies and even new EU members from CEE (Kopecky and Mudde 2002; Marks and Wilson 2000; Marks et al. 2002; Tsebelis and Garrett 2000).

Concomitantly, the weakly institutionalized party systems in post-Soviet republics determine clientelism and populism to be amongst the dominant characteristics of domestic politics (Kitschelt 2001, 302). In a situation when parties easily form and dissolve, citizens have a low level of support for party institutions and cast their votes primarily on the basis of leaders’ sympathy and their charismas and on electoral slogans, but not judging on party manifestos (in case if these exist as such). As a result, parties do not feel constrained by their voters on implementing step by step all their electoral promises and can afford themselves to adopt a more strategic behavior on European issue that can bring them more public support, even if it might contradict their broad ideological orientation or some specific manifesto positions.

Mass and party support for European integration: congruence or divergence?

In order to examine the relationship between public and party attitudes towards European question, the present paper focuses on public opinion polls from two periods of time: fall 2003 to fall 2004, and fall 2005 to fall 2006. Unfortunately, only in Moldovan case original datasets are available, while in other cases the data is obtained from secondary sources. The available polls do not always address the same questions regarding European Union to allow a better cross-country and cross-time comparison. Also, they mainly do not contain data that would permit to draw a clear relationship between supporters of a certain party (their age, ethnicity or nationality, and regional provenience) and their European stances. Similarly, public surveys do not distinguish between different levels or kinds of Euroskepticism. Yet, this article attempts to provide a broader picture of public and party positions on European issue by using also secondary sources and integrating contextual factors into analysis of the three political spaces.

Several aspects are examined in order to investigate the explanatory power of public preference arguments for the study of party attitudes towards European integration. First of all, I focus on examining the reflection of pro- and anti-European positions from public to party level, particularly looking at Euroskeptic stances. Then, I proceed with an in-depth study of the influence of ethnic and regional factors, as well as of voters’ age category, on attitudes towards Europe both at mass and party levels. Also, the observation of the degree of citizen’s information on EU, in general, and on the costs and benefits of European integration, in particular, would shed light on the readiness of electorates to see their countries inside the European Union and would allow for examining the preference exchange between voters and parties.

The first step of empirical research is the investigation of mass attitudes on European integration. So, figures 1 and 2 illustrate the distribution of support for and opposition to European integration. The analysis of these figures shows that there is a very low opposition towards EU joining among voters from Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine, both in 2003-2004 and 2005-2006. With the exception of Ukraine, the percentage of voters that oppose European integration is bellow 10, with a more or less stable number of opponents and a slightly decreasing number of supporters of EU joining. 

In Ukraine the situation differs significantly, as the number of electorate who considers that Ukraine should not join EU grew from 18 per cent in the fall of 2004 to 31 in the fall of 2006. The percentage of those opposing the adherence to EU is even greater when the question addressed in mass survey does not refer to EU joining in general, but refers to a referendum to be organized in the nearest future on country’s adherence to European Union. 

The available data from Moldovan polls in 2003 and 2006, as well as from Ukraine in 2005, shows the difference in support/opposition to European integration between the two mentioned-above survey questions. In Ukraine, the comparison of the answers to ‘EU joining attitudes’ (48%) and ‘voting in a EU referendum’ (33%) reveals a difference of Europhiles of one third, with a smaller difference (8%) of the electorate ready to vote against European integration. The divergence between the answers given to the two questions on EU is smaller in Moldova, yet the trend is the same. One of the conclusions that can be drawn from this evidence is that when a more specific question on EU accession is addressed (voting in a EU referendum) and the decision should be taken in a short time span (tomorrow, next Sunday), the public in post-Soviet Eastern Europe is not ready to make up its mind on European integration. However, in a longer time-span East European citizens are, in general, supportive of seeing their countries inside the EU borders (‘EU joining attitudes’).

Yet, a closer analysis of causes of support for and opposition to European accession is needed to understand the presented above empirical data.

EUROSKEPTICISM

Because the survey on political parties asked experts to define party positions during the last parliamentary elections, the comparison of public and party attitudes on EU will be drawn on the closest available mass polls to elections dates. The available mass surveys also offer the possibility of comparing public positions before the last parliamentary elections and after, which is important for examining the mobilization of voters by governing/opposition parties during the present parliamentary mandate.

So, the analysis of public attitudes towards Europe in Georgia (see Graph 1 and 2) shows that there are only 4 % of voters in 2004 and 6% in 2006 who oppose EU joining in general. At the same time, there are two parties in Georgian party system that are partly Euroskeptic (Table 1) and that gained together 10% of public support during the last 2004 elections: Democratic Revival Union DAK (3,5) and Labour Party SLP (3,8). 

In Moldova, the anti-EU electorate varies from 6% in 2003 and respectively 9% in 2004 to 8% in 2006, similar to the percentage of electoral support gained by parties that score as being strongly Euroskeptic (Patria–Rodina with 1,2 and Ravnopravie with 1,3). 

Therefore, one might argue that the Euroskeptic feelings of Georgian electorate are represented at party level by DAK and SLP, which also managed to attract voters that were partly or non-Euroskeptic, as they score between 3,5 and respectively 4 on their position towards Europe, while in Moldovan case the percentage of anti-European voters in 2006 is equal to the number of supporters of the two Euroskeptic parties.

In Ukrainian case the situation is different, because here we have stronger Europhobic feelings both at public and party levels. First of all, one is to observe that the number of Ukrainians that are against their country’s joining EU in general grew almost twice from May 2003 (18%) to October 2006 (31%). The number of Euroskeptic electorate that would have voted against during EU joining referendum in December 2005 is even greater (39%).

Concomitantly, there are two strongly Europhobe parties in Ukrainian party system, which are also extreme Leftist: Communist Party of Ukraine KPU (1,15) and Natalya Vitrenko’s Bloc “People’s Opposition” NV–NO (0,3) which together share around 7 % of mass support during 2006 parliamentary elections. And the Party of Regions, which gained the highest percentage of voters’ support in March 2006 (32%) scores as a moderate Euroskeptic party (4,15) in Ukrainian expert survey. 

Unfortunately, the available polls do not allow for distinction between partly Euroskeptic and strongly Euroskeptic voters and for an examination of a convergence of public and party attitudes towards Europe based on this criterion. Therefore, the paper goes now for a deeper analysis that examines the power of some other factors, such as nationality and regional provenience of voters, as well as their age, in explaining the relationship between mass and party European stances.

Age, ethnic and regional factors

According to the largely spread reasoning, from an ethnic point of view Russian minority groups are expected to be the most Euroskeptic ones in the post-communist space, because the existence of a kin state – Russian Federation – which is not an EU member or candidate state, determines them to support another viable alternative to European integration: close cooperation with and integration into Russia–Belarus Union /CIS.

At the same time, it is usually argued that Euroskepticism is also largely spread among the elderly population, opposed to painful market economy reforms. It is considered to represent the homo sovieticus generation, grown up according to Communist dogmas and nostalgic for the Soviet-times socialist system and welfare policies. 

The analysis of the relationship between ethnic identification and European choice shows that in Ukrainian case (December 2005) the number of Russian electorate that is against EU (61%) is twice as big as the Ukrainian voters (Table 2). In Moldovan case, Russians are almost three times more Euroskeptic than the indigenous voters in 2003 (14%, as compared to 5%), with a slight decrease in 2006 (11,8, as compared to 5% of Moldovans). Yet, the proportion of Russians supporting EU joining in Moldova is significant (around 60% in the two examined years), by contrast to Ukraine (only 21%). The statistical investigation of the available Moldovan data from 2003 and 2006 shows that there is a significant level of relationship between nationality and the support for European integration and the low significance value suggests that the choice made on European question really does differ by the nationality of respondents (Table 2.1 and 2.2).

The strong regional division of Ukraine based on ethnic principles also explains the different support for European integration and, likewise, the attitudes towards Russia/CIS from May 2003 poll results (Figure 3). The level of support for EU joining in the West is almost seven times bigger than in the East of Ukraine, while Eastern part is around five times more supportive for a pro-Russian foreign policy. This gives a strong ground for the existence of parties which base their support on specific regional constituencies and ethnic groups. At the same time, the percentage of Ukrainian electorate that supports multilateralism in foreign policy is quite substantial, especially in Central and Eastern Ukraine. This explains mainly how an Eastern-based party, like Party of Regions, which is clearly a pro-Russian party (it scores 8,40 on attitudes towards Russia/CIS in table 1), but also supports multivectoralism in external relations, has a soft Euroskeptic position and managed to gain the largest share of votes during the last 2006 elections.

With regard to voter’s age, one can see from the table 3 a clear trend amongst citizens over 60 years to be the least supportive for European integration. The statistical tests of Moldovan data from the table 3.1 and 3.2 point to the existence of a degree of significance relationship between the age factor and European integration question. However, looking at the number of respondents from table 3 in Ukraine and Moldova of those who answered negatively to European integration, one might observe that the percentage difference between the elders and the rest of age groups is not as substantial as in the case of ethnic factor. 

The analysis of voting patterns shows that elderly population is usually the largest electorate of parties that promote the idea of restoration of socialist regime and closer relations with the former Soviet republics (primarily Russia).
 Therefore, the following statement seems to be true: elderly citizens are less supportive for European integration because they have been grown up during Soviet times and benefited from the Communist welfare system. Yet, from the available data it is hard to distinguish clearly the influence of this factor from the influence of the level of EU information of the older population, for example, in casting its vote on European question, as well as to find further explanations of this phenomenon.

Now, coming back to Georgian case, the analysis of the electorate reveals that a significant Russian minority group is missing and, similarly, the public is not supportive for the restoration of Communist rule and of a closer cooperation with former Soviet republics within the framework of CIS,
 and a potential integration with Russia-Belarus is definitely not relevant in this case, as compared to Ukraine and Moldova. Consequently, the lack of these Euroskeptic factors determines the high public support for European integration in Georgia (even if the perspective of European integration is not a real option for this country in the nearest future) and the lack of strongly Euroskeptic parties that would base their support merely on pro-Russian orientation or on Communist ideology. As mentioned before, according to Timuş 2006 expert survey, only two parties from Georgian political space score as partially Euroskeptic: DAK and SLP. DAK used to be the party of the former leader of Ajara region – Aslan Abashidze, one of supporters of Eduard Shevardnadze. Although the party took part in 2004 parliamentary elections, after its leader lost the ruling power in Ajara and left for Moscow on May 5, 2004, DAK self-dissolved. Therefore, at present there is only one partly Euroskeptic party in Georgian political space – Labour Party, which is also the only Left-wing party. Yet, despite the fact that Labor Party is the most pro-Russian/CIS nowadays according to 2006 expert survey (6,75) and it is basically drawing electoral support from lower class population that has suffered mostly from market reforms, SLP has never made its reluctance towards European integration a central part of its discourse. Moreover, it cooperates actively with the social-democratic European Forum for Democracy and Solidarity. (Nodia and Scholtbach 2006, 132)

Information

Finally, the study of the level of information of East European citizens on EU and on the ‘price’ for joining this institution contributes to the explanation of the willingness of the public to see its country inside the EU borders, as well as voters-parties preference exchange. So, for example, while Georgian electorate appears as the most pro-European one among the three examined countries, in 2006 survey it also confesses having insufficient information on EU (70%), with only 20% of respondents claiming that they have enough information on this subject. Also surprising is the fact that in Georgia there is the lowest percentage of voters that did not make up their mind on EU or did not answer to EU joining question, with Moldova falling somewhere in between Georgia and Ukraine on don’t know/no answer/no vote category  (see Figure 1 and 2). In Ukrainian case, 47% of people declare having sufficient information and 38% having insufficient one on EU joining in the fall of 2005 survey. Interestingly enough, the number of Ukrainians who would vote in a potential referendum against EU is the highest among those who lack sufficient information to make such a decision (22% for, as compared to 43% against), but, at the same time, respondents who confess having sufficient information on EU also represent the majority in voting for European integration (53% for, as compared to 41% against). At the same time, Ukrainian electorate is the most undecided on the future of its country regarding European integration, with almost one third of respondents in May 2003 and also in the fall of 2005 (EU joining referendum), with a decrease of this number to one fifth in the fall of 2006 (see Figure 1 and 2).

Although it is really hard to make a generalization from Georgian and Ukrainian case on the relationship between the level of information of electorate and their choice on EU joining (as this kind of information is missing in Moldovan cases), still the available data offers valuable information.

So, a potential explanation is that the less informed public on the perspective of European integration, such as Georgian one, perceives it in a more idealistic and positive way, without knowing the price of joining EU. At the same time, the fact that close cooperation within CIS and even integration into Russia–Belarus Union is not a preferred option in Georgia makes respondents being more decisive in their pro-Western, and specifically in their pro-European choice, even without having sufficient information on making a judgment on EU joining.
 The analysis of the answers on what do Georgian citizens actually expect from European integration shows that in fact 80% of them name ‘Security guarantees’ and ‘Restoration of territorial integrity,’  and not economic benefits, such as ‘Financial support’ (35%) among the first choices. 

In Ukrainian case, because a closer cooperation with Russia and within CIS is another preferred option by a part of electorate, even if voters do not have sufficient information on EU joining, they anyway are more inclined to vote against it than in favor and to cast their votes for parties that express their pro-Russian preferences. However, among the informed voters, still there is a trend of adopting a pro-European stance.

Therefore, the analysis of the relationship between public and party positions on European question reveals several important findings. First of all, it can be noted that mass pro- and anti-EU attitudes are represented at party level, as the percentage of voters supporting or opposing European integration is more or less the same as the vote share of parties representing the two different groups. Second of all, the adoption of pro- and anti-European stances both at public and party levels is largely explained by ethnic and regional factors and to a certain degree also by age category. So, Euroskepticism is merely shared by pro-Russian/CIS voters and parties, as well as by those willing the restoration of the former socialist system and even of the USSR, who happen to be mostly elderly people. Finally, the analysis of information level of citizens on European Union reveals that in those cases when there is no other preferred option to EU joining by a substantial part of electorate, the percentage of Europhiles is considerably high, as is the case in Georgia, and to some extent in Moldova. By contrast, when closer relations with Russia and deeper integration within CIS, or even a potential union with Russia–Belarus is preferred by an important part of the voters, then even if they do not have sufficient information on EU, they are inclined to vote against it. 

European issue and party competition

Although mass preferences seem to explain largely the share of pro- and anti-European stances at party level, one cannot ignore the importance of party system characteristics and particularly of party interaction in explaining the role played by European issue in domestic politics of post-Soviet EEN. At the same time, public opinion reasoning does not provide plausible explanations for some parties that used to be strongly Euroskeptic, such as the Socialist Party in Ukraine (SPU) in the first part of the 1990s, or the Communists Party of Moldova (PCRM) until 2003 (that relied mostly on electorate nostalgic for Soviet times and wished close relations with Russia/CIS and opposed reforms in accordance to European norms and values), but which shifted later on radically to a pro-European position. Therefore, one should look for justifications inside political competition arena.

Despite the fact that more than 15 years have passed since the declaration of independence of the former post-Soviet republics, party systems in these countries are rather unstable and weakly institutionalized. The openness of political environments to the emergence of new political actors and the relatively high death rate of parties have determined an increased volatility rate and an ephemeral voter’s political identity. In this situation, clientelism and populism appear to be among the major features that describe party behavior in post-Soviet European neighborhood. 

Several public opinion polls from the three examined countries from November 2005 (Ukraine and Georgia) and April 2006 (Georgia and Moldova) show that for voters the primary reason for supporting a certain party is its leader’s sympathy. The public has mainly a cynic attitude towards political parties and their promises, because it considers party manifestos being more or less the same in their contents and promising the same thing, but realizing very few. (IFES 2005) Citizens cast their votes judging primarily on party leader’s charisma and on the slogans emphasize during electoral campaign, and not on party programs. All these aspects determine a low level of public trust in political parties: 37% in Georgia (November 2005) and 20% in Moldova (April 2006). In Ukrainian case, just 13% of citizens during 2005 IFES poll considered that most of the parties have clear policy suggestions, while most of respondents(38%) consider that only some parties have clear policy proposals, and 26% answered that none of political parties have reasonable proposals.

Thus, weakly institutionalized party systems and vaguely defined voters’ political identities lead to a heightened degree of political opportunism and allow political actors to adopt strategic behavior that would address the largest part of country’s electorate (catch-all approach). Concomitantly, the lack of ‘historically rooted orientations,’ such as a well-defined ideological profiles
 and loose links between parties and masses permit political competitors a higher degree of openness to newly emerging issues, such as European question. 

The big picture of political developments from East European Neighborhood shows that the European issue is open to political maneuvering and parties tend to take on the position that would benefit them the most, taking into consideration also the broad public preferences towards European integration.

So, for example, Kuchma’s party of power in Ukraine, despite its clear pro-Russian attitudes, pointed at a simultaneous Russian and European foreign policy orientation, as illustrated by 2004 presidential elections slogan: “To Europe with Russia.” (Kuzio 2004) This approached allowed Kuchma’s party to appeal both to its pro-Russian supporters, as well as to a certain segment of Europhiles. Similarly, Shevardnadze’s party of power, Citizens’ Union of Georgia (CUG), which comprised of both former Communist activists, as well as Westernizers, adopted a catch-all strategy by holding a pro-European orientation, but at the same time not showing a firm anti-Russian/CIS position. 

Yet, both in Georgian as well as in Ukrainian cases before the ‘revolutions,’ because governing parties appealed to a large public stratum, they did not present a clear pro-European stance. This, together with the relationship of parties of power to former Communist nomenklatura, determined the establishment of large opposition alliances in 2003-2004 (National Movement – Democrats in Georgia and, consequently, Our Ukraine) that highlighted as their common denominator their ‘true’ European orientation. 

However, in Republic of Moldova, the governing Communist Party shifted radically towards a pro-European stance before 2005 parliamentary elections, building its whole electoral campaign on the European issue. The European orientation of PCRM was omnipresent: from its declarations about the readiness to reform and become a European-type Left wing party to Voronin’s meetings with neighboring pro-Western leaders from Ukraine, Georgia, and even Romania. Therefore, this strategic behavior of PCRM aimed at gaining more electoral support from Europhile opposition parties and it did not leave any major chances of winning mass support on the basis of its European stance to the freshly emerged political bloc – Democratic Moldova, presented as the central pro-European force.

Hence, in Moldovan case, in the situation when the most important Euroskeptic party – PCRM, took on a positive attitude towards European integration, the salience of European issue does not offer the major political actors the opportunity to differentiate themselves according to their European stances and so to obtain significant benefits during electoral campaigns. As a result, the European question becomes a valence issue, as most of the relevant parties have achieved a large consensus on pro-European course of their countries and this issue is hollowed out from political competition arena. 

A similar situation has been created in Georgia after the Rose Revolution. European integration has not been disputed by the relevant political forces. Yet; Labour Party presents an exception in this respect, as political experts consider it as being partly Euroskeptic, but SPL declared itself as not being against the EU, despite its pro-Russian orientation. (Nodia and Scholtbach 2006, 139) 

Yet, despite the fact that weakly institutionalized party systems from post-Soviet space allow parties to pursue a more flexible and strategic behavior towards the contestation of political issues, their opportunistic approach towards European dimension is determined by the place they hold (or would like to hold) regarding the power: government or opposition. In this respect, the argument raised by scholars in the case of EU member and candidate countries from CEE is applicable also in East European political environments. Party position in a political spectrum (margin-center) (Mair 2000, 27-52; Taggart 1998) as well as its government/opposition relation (Sitter 2002, 12) play an important role in determining the European stance a party may take on.  

So, parties from both ideological poles often endorse Euroskeptic feelings in order to differentiate themselves from the mainstream parties and to protest in this way against the existing political system (e.g. extreme Left parties from Ukraine and Moldova, promoting the idea of return to the Soviet system and close relations with Russia/CIS). At the same time, mainstream parties, specifically once in government, are forced to adopt moderate attitudes towards European integration, even if they are partly Euroskeptic. This is explained by the fact that a ruling party should represent the preferences and interests of large electorate towards Europe, both at national and international levels. Therefore, even if during its opposition period a party held considerable Euroskeptic attitudes, once it won the governing power, it would be constrained in shifting to a moderate form of Euroskepticism or even pro-European feelings, depending on the general trend of public opinion vis-à-vis European question. 

In East European neighboring countries this phenomenon is clearly illustrated by the Socialist Party of Ukraine SPU and the Communists Party of Moldova PCRM. Both SPU and PCRM, being successors of the former ruling Communist parties, promoted anti-capitalist socialist ideas and used the ‘Soviet card’ strategy to appeal to their electorates during their opposition period. Yet, once in power, they were constrained to adopt a more moderate and neutral discourse, including their attitudes towards European norms and values (primarily democratic and market economy principles), as well as towards European integration perspective.

 So, after the leader of SPU – Oleksandr Moroz, was appointed as the speaker of Ukrainian parliament in 1994, his official speeches and party documents have marker a shift towards European social-democratic principles. The new political strategy that SPU embraced for 1998 parliamentary elections brought in a pro-European foreign policy dimension. (Ukraine Update. SPU, 2005) Furthermore, Moroz was one of the founders of non-communist anti-Kuchma opposition – National Salvation Forum, and later one of the players of Orange revolution coalition. In 2006 Timuş survey on Ukrainian parties SPU is presented at center of the European dimension (5,20).
In the case of Communists Party of Moldova the change from an anti- to a pro-European discourse was even more considerable. After getting its first parliamentary mandate in 2001, PCRM understood that it is not able to implement its radical policy provisions (such as granting the Russian the statute of second official language, or even becoming part of Russia–Belarus Union (Electoral Program of PCRM 2001)) because they led to continuous mass protests during the winter-spring of 2002. The conflict between Communists’ policies and Moldovan civil society and public in general culminated when the pro-Russian PCRM was near to sign the Russian project of settling Transnistrian conflict – the Kozak memorandum (November 2003), considered as malefic for Moldova’s integrity and sovereignty and increasing Russia’s influence in the country. The refusal to sign it in the last moment led to the loss of Russia’s backing and changed PCRM’s attitudes towards its former ‘big brother.’ (Budeanu 2003) Afterwards, contrary to any expectations, the governing party shifted to moderate policy positions and affirmed itself on political arena as a pro-European one, declaring also its readiness to reform to become a European-type Left-wing party and even to change its name (Bransten 2005). Nowadays it scores 6,40 out of 10 on EU and EU joining in Timuş 2006 expert survey, though ideologically still most of the experts consider it as being a Left-wing party (2,35 on broad ideological dimension, see table 1).

Therefore, opposition/government shift of SPU and PCRM determines also a move of parties’ stances from Euroskeptic to pro-European ones. However, despite the resulting identity change of parties from anti-capitalist socialist ideas to moderate European-type social-democratic principles and pro-EU orientation, both SPU and PCRM managed to keep and even raise their public support. This is largely explained by weakly developed party identities among post-Soviet citizens and the existing tendency to cast their votes on the basis of leader’s sympathy and trust, but not judging on party programmatic principles.

CONCLUSION

Several major findings can be drawn out from the analysis of how the European question is reflected at public and party levels, as well as its influence on political competition in East European neighboring countries.

Firstly, there is a degree of congruence between public and party attitudes with regard to European question and public pro- and anti-EU attitudes are represented at party level. European stances are largely explained by ethnic and regional factors and to a certain degree by age category. Euroskepticism is mainly spread among pro-Russian/CIS voters and parties, as well as among those willing the restoration of socialist system and even of the USSR, represented merely by elderly people.

The analysis of citizens’ information on EU shows that in those cases when there is no other preferred option to EU joining the number of pro-Europeans is significantly high (e.g. Georgia and, to some extent, Moldova). Contrary, when closer relations with Russia and deeper integration within CIS, or even a potential union with Russia–Belarus is preferred by an important part of voters, then even if they do not have sufficient information on EU, they are inclined to vote against it. 

Secondly, party system characteristics and party interaction in post-Soviet EEN determines the openness of European issue to political maneuvering according to opportunistic party behavior. So, political forces from both ideological poles can adopt diverse pro- and anti-European positions. Yet, government/opposition shift determines political parties to move from radical attitudes towards European integration to some moderate ones, as to represent the interest of the large electorate and of the country as such.
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Table 1

Cross-country party policies analysis

	Country

And year of last election
	Party name
	Party abbre-

viation


	Broad Ideology

(mean)
	EU and European integra-tion (mean)
	Russia

/CIS
	% Vote share last elections

	Georgia

March 2004
	Bloc 'For a New Georgia'
	BAS
	4,78
	6,39
	4,44
	N/Aa

	
	Burjanadze–Democrats
	BD
	5,85
	9,55
	2,30
	,00b

	
	Democratic Revival Union
	DAK
	4,42
	3,50
	8,39
	3,86

	
	Industry will save Georgia
	MGS
	6,35
	6,32
	4,74
	,00c

	
	Labour Party
	SLP
	1,60
	3,80
	6,75
	6,01

	
	New Rights–Novas
	AMA
	6,80
	8,42
	3,30
	7,56 c

	
	Republican Party
	RP
	7,30
	9,26
	1,80
	,00 b

	
	Saakashvili National Movement
	S–NM
	5,80
	9,65
	1,60
	66,24 b

	Moldova

March 2005
	Christian Democratic People's Party
	PPCD
	7,70
	8,70
	1,65
	9,07

	
	Communists Party of Moldova
	PCRM
	2,35
	6,40
	6,40
	45,98

	
	Democratic Moldova Bloc
	BDM
	5,20
	6,55
	5,60
	28,53 d

	
	Democratic Party of Moldova
	PDM
	4,55
	6,45
	5,60
	,00 d

	
	"Patria–Rodina" Bloc
	P.–R.
	2,10
	1,20
	9,70
	4,97

	
	Ravnopravie" Republican Social-Political Movement
	Ravn.
	2,40
	1,30
	9,65
	2,83

	
	Social-Democratic Party of Moldova
	PSDM
	5,15
	6,90
	4,60
	2,92

	
	Social-Liberal Party of Moldova
	PSL
	7,00
	9,10
	1,70
	,00 d

	Ukraine

March 2006
	Communist Party of Ukraine
	KPU
	1,20
	1,15
	9,75
	3,66

	
	Natalya Vitrenko's Bloc "People's Opposition"
	NV–NO
	0,65
	,30
	9,90
	2,93

	
	"Our Ukraine" Bloc
	NU
	6,80
	9,25
	2,30
	13,95

	
	Party of Regions
	PR
	5,65
	4,15
	8,40
	32,14

	
	People's Bloc of Litvin
	NBL
	4,90
	5,40
	5,85
	2,44

	
	Socialist Party of Ukraine
	SPU
	2,90
	5,20
	5,45
	5,69

	
	Yulia Timoshenko's Bloc
	JT
	4,15
	7,65
	2,85
	22,29


a Shevardnadze’s Bloc 'For a New Georgia' did not participate in March 2004 elections, after the Rose Revolution.

b Saakashvili National Movement, Burjanadze – Democrats, and Republican Party formed the electoral bloc ‘National Movement – Democrats.’

c New Rights–Novas and Industry will save Georgia established the electoral bloc ‘Rightist Opposition – Industrialists, Novas.’

d Democratic Party of Moldova and Social-Liberal Party of Moldova were part of Democratic Moldova Bloc in 2005 elections.

Table 2

Distribution of answers according to nationality on the question of a potential referendum on EU Joining in Ukraine 2005 and Moldova 2003, 2006

	Nationality
	Ukraine  12.2005
	Moldova 11.2003
	Moldova 04.2006

	
	for %
	against %
	DK/NA/ NV%
	for %
	against%
	DK/NA/ NV%
	for %
	against%
	DK/NA/ NV%

	Moldovan/Romanian
	-
	-
	
	70
	5
	25
	76
	5
	15

	Russian
	21
	61
	18
	58
	14
	28
	60
	12
	16

	Ukrainian
	36
	34
	30
	60
	9
	31
	54
	16
	20


Table 2.1

Chi-Square Test results on the relationship between nationality and EU attitudes, Moldova 2003

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	24,258a
	6
	,000

	Likelihood Ratio
	21,249
	6
	,002

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	1,057
	1
	,304

	N of Valid Cases
	1162
	
	


a 1 cell (8,3%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4,84.


Table 2.2
Chi-Square Test results on the relationship between nationality and EU attitudes, Moldova 2006

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	106,522a
	6
	,000

	Likelihood Ratio
	95,123
	6
	,000

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	65,236
	1
	,000

	N of Valid Cases
	1507
	
	


a 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7,41.

Table 3

Distribution of answers according to age groups on the question of a potential referendum on EU Joining in Ukraine 2005 and Moldova 2003, 2006

	Age (years)
	Ukraine 12.2005
	Moldova 11.2003
	Moldova 04.2006

	
	for %
	against %
	DK/NA/ NV%
	for %
	against%
	DK/NA/ NV%
	for %
	against %
	DK/NA/ NV%

	18–29
	40
	29
	31
	75
	6
	20
	76
	7
	17

	30–44
	38
	37
	25
	72
	5
	24
	73
	7
	20

	45–59
	34
	43
	23
	70
	6
	24
	72
	8
	21

	>60
	23
	47
	30
	53
	9
	38
	58
	9
	34


Table 3.1

Chi-Square Test results on the relationship between age and EU attitudes, Moldova 2003

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	34,391 a
	6
	,000

	Likelihood Ratio
	33,438
	6
	,000

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	24,358
	1
	,000

	N of Valid Cases
	1161
	
	


a  0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14,70.

Table 3.2

Chi-Square Test results on the relationship between age and EU attitudes, Moldova 2006

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	36,917 a
	6
	,000

	Likelihood Ratio
	35,169
	6
	,000

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	27,990
	1
	,000

	N of Valid Cases
	1506
	
	


a 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 24,66.
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Figure 1

Public attitudes towards EU joining in Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine, 2003-2004
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Figure 2

Public attitudes towards EU joining in Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine, 2005-2006
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Figure 3

Public preferences of Ukrainian foreign policy May 2003
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� European issue is understood in the present paper as the sum of public and party references to EU in general and to any norms and values on which European institutions are based, as well as to European integration process. The synonyms used in this text are Europe, European question and European dimension.


� The expert survey represents the Working Package 3 (WP3) of CONNEX Research Group 3 in the summer 2006 in Georgia (Tbilisi), Moldova (Chisinau), and Ukraine (Kyiv).





�‘Natalia Vitrenko’ Bloc and the Communist Party in Ukraine, as well as Patria-Rodina, Ravnopravie, and Communists Party of Moldova (specifically before its shift in the fall of 2003 to closer relations with the West instead of Russia and the CIS and the declaration of its readiness to reform to an European Left-wing party during the last electoral campaign).


� In April 2006 survey, answering to the question on whether Georgia should remain a member of CIS, 56% of respondents answered ‘probably no’ and ‘definitely no,’ while only 25% considered that Georgia ‘probably’ or ‘definitely’ should remain in CIS. Similarly, Georgians define Russia as the major threat to their country (74%). 


� According to 2006 survey, if they could pick only one organization for Georgia to be a part of, almost 50% would choose European Union, while only 12% - CIS. 





� with the exception, as already mentioned above, of non-reformed Communist successor parties.
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