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Abstract
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is a community-wide policy with large financial transfers to member states, but recent analysis illustrates that CAP is becoming ‘less common’
. That is, although the CAP, it does leave room for member states’ domestic concerns by allowing national support for agriculture. Whereas the old EU member states have witnessed converging levels of domestic agricultural support, the domestic support levels in Central and Eastern European EU countries’ (CEE-8
) show a great dispersion. To answer, why this is happening, this research proposal suggests analysing the developments in two phases. First, statistical analysis on structural and political factors of the CEE-8 countries is performed, to gain an understanding of the domestic developments in agricultural support in the Central European region. Then, two comparative case studies, utilising process tracing and social network analysis, will be conducted on Hungary and Czech Republic, and Slovenia and Estonia respectively. The main hypothesis to be studied concerns the interplay between structural factors and relative bargaining powers of the agricultural lobbies versus the governments. That is, where the rural population is high and the agricultural lobby strong, the domestic financial support for agriculture is high. The EU pressures have been translated differently into national practises, but the European Union has not changed the domestic power balance in agricultural policy-making of the CEE-8. 
Research Questions

Why did the CEE-8 countries adopt and sustain a wide range of national agricultural policies even though they have been under similar pressures from the EU to modernise their agricultural sectors and make them more competitive? 

Specifically, why did the CEE-8 governments offer differential levels of support their agricultural sectors? 
Has the EU conditionality influenced the levels of domestic agricultural support in CEE-8? If so, how?

Empirical Puzzle
Eight Central and Eastern European countries (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia) joined the EU in May 2004. Upon EU accession, the new member states also acceded to the Common Agricultural Policy, which is a common set of rules, laws and institutions. The new member states receive EU support under a simplified support model: each hectare of eligible agricultural land receives the same amount of money.  The total amount one country will receive as CAP support depends on the so-called national envelope, which is based on average national yields, a figure that is based on previous annual yields but agreed politically during the EU accession negotiations. 

In the period 2004-2013, the direct EU payments for the new member states are phased in gradually. In 2004, the countries received 25% of the full EU support rate, with the support rates rising 5% annually until 2013. The EU was reluctant to give the new member states the full EU-15-level agricultural payments immediately. It was believed that the countries’ absorption capacity would not be sufficient to handle the 100% direct supports. The fear of escalating agricultural prices and inflationary pressures led to the gradual implementation of direct CAP support in the new member states.  
However, even though it is important to illustrate the CAP structure with regard to the CEE-8, it should be borne in mind that this research will not concern itself directly with the CAP. Rather, the focus is on the national agricultural policies and domestic agricultural supports.  Thus, it is noteworthy to know that the EU allows for, under certain conditions, domestic agricultural support in the form of state aid (European Council Regulation 794/2004). Furthermore, Council Regulation 583/2004 permits the new members states to give national support for their agricultural producers, on top of the CAP support. In 2004, the so-called national top-up level was 30-55% of the EU direct supports, 60% in 2005, and 65% in 2006. The new member states did, indeed use this possibility. However, this was done in a variety of ways. 
As Table 1 below shows, in 2004 Hungary and Slovenia gave the full possible domestic financial support to their farmers, while the Baltic States and Slovakia gave their farmers far less support. With regard to the old EU member states, the average national support as percentage of total support (EU and national support combined) for agriculture was 25.5% in 2004, with the figure being less than 28% in 11 out of 15 countries
. The CEE-8 average was 35.7% in 2004. Hence, it is clear that the CEE-8 is financing agriculture more from their domestic budgets than the old member states are –and that this financing is done at very different levels in the CEE region.
Table 1: Agricultural Support in CEE-8 in 2004

	
	CZ
	EE
	LT
	LV
	HU
	PL
	SI
	SK

	EU support 2004 (mio €)
	206.8
	58.9
	122.7
	179.9
	254.8
	1151.7
	90.2
	163.2

	National support 2004 (mio €)
	166
	26
	26
	98
	317
	900
	113
	5

	National supp. % of total support
	44.5%
	30.6%
	17.5%
	35.2%
	55.4%
	43.9%
	55.6%
	3.0%


Source: Eurostat and European Commission DG Agriculture
However, the total level of domestic governmental support to agriculture does not give the full picture. It does not explain how domestic resources are divided – and what share of domestic resources is allocated to agriculture. The national support for agriculture as a percentage of government expenditure in the CEE-8 is illustrated in Table 2.
 Table 2: Domestic Support for Agriculture in CEE-8 in 2004
	2004
	CZ
	EE
	LT
	LV
	HU
	PL
	SI
	SK

	Government expenditure (mio €)
	     13 161
	6 036
	 3 209
	3997
	86 863
	38 729
	40 169
	        12 443

	National agricultural support   (mio €)
	166
	26
	26
	98
	317
	900
	113
	5

	National agricultural support % of government expenditure
	0,04%
	0,4%
	0,8%
	2,5%
	1,04%
	0,43%
	0,79%
	0,91%


Source: Eurostat and European Commission DG Agriculture

While this research does not focuse on the differences between the old and new EU member states, it is curious to note that the old EU member states’ support levels are both more uniform and at a lower level than those of the new member states. Table 3 illustrates the national support for agriculture as a percentage of government expenditure in the old member states.
Table 3: Domestic Support for Agriculture in EU-15 in 2004
	2004
	UK
	GR
	IT
	BE
	DE
	ES
	SE
	GR

	Government expenditure 2004 (mio €)
	757132,35
	83801
	663443
	142616
	1039600
	325663
	157643,03
	83801

	National agricultural support (mio €)
	978
	132
	1100
	255
	2007
	721
	323
	132

	National agricultural support % of government expenditure
	0,06%
	0,08%
	0,08%
	0,09%
	0,09%
	0,09%
	0,11%
	0,08%


	2004
	LU
	DK
	FR
	NL
	IE
	PT
	AT
	FI

	Government expenditure 2004 (mio €)
	11647
	108374
	883116
	226877
	50137
	66751
	118664
	76484

	National agricultural support (mio €)
	35
	272
	2291
	813
	554
	350
	902
	1652

	National agricultural support % of government expenditure
	0,13%
	0,14%
	0,14%
	0,17%
	0,38%
	0,24%
	0,38%
	1,09%


Source: Eurostat and European Commission DG Agriculture
Whereas in the old member states the average national support equals approximately 0.46% of the government expenditure (0.22% if the largest providers of national support, Finland, Austria and Ireland are excluded), in CEE-8 the average is 0.86%
.  Indeed, 11 out of 15 old member states use less than 0.5% of their government expenditure to support agriculture, whereas in CEE-8, only three countries out of eight do that.  The differences are significant, since it illustrates the differences between domestic resource allocations between the countries. These differences point towards differences in structural factors, as well as political will with regards to support to agriculture. 
The statistical data points us towards the research questions: 
Why did the CEE-8 countries adopt and sustain a wide range of national agricultural policies even though they have been under similar pressures from the EU to modernise their agricultural sectors and make them more competitive? 

Specifically, why did the CEE-8 governments offer differential levels of support their agricultural sectors? 

Has the EU conditionality influenced the levels of domestic agricultural support in CEE-8? If so, how?

Case selection
For the purposes of this research, I will focus on those Central and Eastern European countries that became EU members in May 2004. These countries share a communist past, economic and political transition in the 1990s, as well as the EU membership from 2004 onwards. Although it would be interesting to look at the differences between the old EU member states and the CEE-8, it is not feasible due to the short period of EU membership for the latter group of countries. As I want to look at the possible effects of europeanisation, it is important to look at a group of countries whose relationship with the EU is similar, both in terms of time and influence. 
To begin with, I will conduct statistical analysis on the factors influencing agricultural support on all of the CEE-8 countries in three different time periods (late communism, post-communism, and EU membership). This will allow me to understand the general direction of change in the agricultural policies of the CEE-8 and influences thereof. 
Further on, I will conduct two paired comparative case studies. The countries are chosen on the basis of Mill’s method of difference. Namely, I will look in detail at the agricultural policies of Hungary and Czech Republic, on the other hand, and Slovenia and Estonia on the other. These case studies are chosen because the pairs of countries are size-wise and economy-wise similar, but their agricultural policies differ from each other. Thus, I control for important structural aspects in order to determine the causes of variation in the dependent variable. In the case studies, I will employ process tracing to construct causal chains. I will also use social network analysis to assess the relative importance of the actors on the resulting agricultural policy and domestic resource distribution. In addition, in the case studies I will be disaggregating the national support for agriculture into its constituent parts according to budget lines (i.e. marketing measures, input support, production support etc). This is important, since the similar amount of domestic support is used differently in these countries – whereas some countries support agricultural marketing and market mechanisms, others gave more support for raw material inputs and as direct production subsidies. These differences clearly illustrate differential incentive structures within the agricultural policies. 
Literature / Theories
To answer why Central and Eastern European countries sustain differential agricultural policies and support their agriculture at different levels even though all of them face the same structural constraints of the CAP, one has to acknowledge that even though the CAP is generally a common, external regime through which agricultural policy of the EU is conducted, there is still room for domestic agricultural policies. Furthermore, the external pressure of the CAP can be held constant for the CEE-8, since all of them faced the same EU conditionality and the timeframe for adjustment. Thus, one has to look for internal features to explain for variation in the domestic agricultural policies. 

What is the relationship between European integration and domestic policies of the Member states? Although scholars have long been aware of the relationship between governmental and intergovernmental policies, recent scholarship considers the specific impact of European Union to member states through the concept of europeanisation. This literature can be categorised broadly into two groups - convergence and divergence. 

As stated earlier, europeanisation literature looks at the ways in which the effects of the EU are felt on the domestic level. The earlier europeanisation literature, derived from the study of Western European countries, focuses on the divergent effects of europeanisation. That is, since the EU pressures are translated through existing national institutions, the results vary. In this vein, Tanja Börzel and Thomas Risse
 argue that the effect of EU depends on the ‘goodness of fit’ of the domestic institutions. Europeanisation can be seen in the changes in the processes, policies and institutions, namely in policies, polity and politics. Christoph Knill and Dirk Lehmkuhl
, on the other hand, attempt to explain the mechanisms of europeanisation. They argue that europeanisation occurs through three channels, namely changes due to institutional incompatibility, changing domestic opportunity structures and by cognitive learning. With regard to Central and Eastern Europe, it is important to note that europeanisation research can convincingly only refer to ‘downloading’, that is, adoption of norms and practises from the EU level. The new member states were able to engage in the process of ‘uploading’, that is, diffusing domestic norms and practises onto the European arena, only upon gaining membership. 

These europeanisation theorists admit that the adaptational pressures that the countries face – and hence the impact of EU itself, depend on the domestic institutions of the countries. Indeed, Husseim Kassim argues that in the case of Western Europe, the effect of the EU has actually resulted in convergence in institutional design of EU coordination, as well as continued divergence in the national operating mechanisms and interests.
 Thus, he is arguing that europeanisation as such is not a linear development. Instead, the countries respond to the new tasks and challenges in their peculiar ways, since the EU challenges and demands are interpreted through existing domestic institutions. 
A newly emerged strand of literature on europeanisation, on the other hand, focuses on the role of conditionality and speed of adjustment in the Central and Eastern European countries. Frank Schimmelfenning and Ulrich Sedelmeier
 argue that because the EU monitored the accession – and because the adoption of the acquis was done very quickly in the CEE, the level of europeanisation is very high in these countries. This argument is taken up also by Heather Grabbe
, who posits that the CEE policy models are more convergent than those of the old member states because of the speed of adjustment, breadth of the EU agenda, as well as to the CEE openness of EU influences. Thus, these europeanisation scholars are of the opinion that the CEE countries’ national policies would be more convergent than those of their Western European counterparts. However, Ulrich Sedelmeier argues elsewhere that the impact of EU is differential across countries and issues. With reference to the new member states, he says that “The EU’s influence on candidates in the context of eastern enlargement was arguably indeed greater than on member states, and induced a certain extent of convergence. Still, the broad pattern suggests that diversity persists, both between eastern and western Europe and within the new member states.
” 
Although the convergence and divergence literatures differ in their outloos regarding national governments’ autonomy, they are characterised by a common flaw. Little of this research explores the causal mechanisms underlying the government policy selection. We must ask, how is the national agricultural policy made, and how important has the EU influence been on the national agricultural policy-making of the CEE-8? 

In order to assess the impact of the EU accession on the agricultural policies of the new member states, it is fundamental to focus on the internal politics of the accession countries. The easiest way is to look at the national economies of the countries, thereby assessing structural factors. The economic arguments for the differentiated responses to the CAP and sustaining national agricultural policies would look at the importance of the sector within the economy, both in relation to the GDP and workforce. In addition, one could look at the differentiated levels of foreign direct investment, as well as the efficiency of the agricultural production.
An extension to the economic argument would be the examination on the ways in which the countries are organised politico-economically. Georg Menz
 and Vivien Schmidt
 argue that the way in which the countries organise their state-society-relations (corporatism or statism) affects the way in which they can operate on the European level – and on how much influence EU has on them domestically. The argument on the varieties of capitalism can shed light to the importance and possible influence of the national agricultural lobbies in determingin agricultural policies. That is, in corporatist countries the government expenditure tends to be higher than in statist countries. Moreover, corporatist countries typically include societal groups in the decision-making process, thus giving them more influence over the budget expenditures.  
When assessing the importance of the domestic sphere and actors on the agricultural policy-making over time in CEE-8, it is important to look at general transition literature. For instance, Herbert Kitschelt et al
 argue that the transition in Central and Eastern Europe was path-dependent. He argued that as a legacy of the pre-war societal order, the communist rule in the Central and Eastern European countries fell into three groupings, bureaucratic-authoritarian communism (Czechoslovakia), national-accommodative communism (Hungary & Slovenia), and patrimonial communism (Romania, Bulgaria). The types of communism resulted into different kinds of transition processes in the respective countries. Similarly, one could look at the ways in which agriculture was organised in the communist period and see if path-dependency exists in agricultural policy. Lerman, Csaki and Feder
 argue for partial path-dependency. They claim that the efficiency and speed of land reform and farm restructuring during the transition period set the stage for the post-transition agricultural policies. Nigel Swain, on the other hand, argues that the different experiences with collective farming created a path-dependency for the transition through a kind of a ‘learning effect’.
 

However compelling, the path-dependent arguments are rather abstract. They posit that a path is being followed but they do not shed the light on as to how and why. A more concrete argument is being furthered by J.C. Sharman
, who argues that the divergent agricultural policies in the CEE countries in the post-communist period are the result of differential strength of agrarian parties, rural trade unions and links with the agrarian bureaucracy. Hence, it is the bargaining power of the rural lobby that influenced the post-communist agricultural policies. This view is supported by Peter Nedergaard, who argues that “strong political voices of farmers will potentially trigger political interventions, the character of which will eventually be decided by the equilibrium between the politicians’ and bureaucrats’ supply of political decisions, on the one hand, and the farmers’ (producers’) and consumers’ and taxpayers’ demands, on the other”
. Basically, the more important and concentrated the benefits for the agricultural sector, and the more diffused and distributed the potential losers of the policy are, the more likely the agricultural sector is to reap benefits. Here the unity and strenght of the agricultural lobby are considered to be the main determinants of national agricultural policies and levels of support to agriculture.
When looking at actors in policy-making, Alan Greer argues that “the key to understanding agricultural policy in Europe therefore is to understand the policies of national governments and the institutional structures through which they are developed, especially those departments directly responsible to the sector.”
 Greer points to the relationship between the national agricultural administration and the lobby groups, as well as to the role of national agricultural parties in formulating agricultural policy. Imre Fertő confirms that role of parties is important in Hungary, where “it can easily be observed that support levels rise on the years of parliamentary elections, and during socialist governments the support levels decrease and during conservative governments increase respectively.”

In conclusion, it can be seen that in order to understand the varied effects of the EU on the agricultural policies of the CEE-8, one must look at the actors, institutions and dynamics of the agricultural sector within each country and how it relates to the society at large. Only by understanding, what determines the particular agricultural policies in the respective countries can one understand the effect that the EU membership may have on the sectoral policy-making and policy outcomes. 

Hence, I will be investigating the domestic politics within the Central and Eastern European countries to determine the extent to which –and in what ways the EU membership has brought about changes into the CEE-8 agricultural policies. As the literature review suggests, it might be that the agricultural policies are, indeed, being influenced by the EU. Yet, the EU influence is translated into continued divergence, not convergence due to national peculiarities. Yet, this cannot be confirmed until the specificities of the countries are examined in detail and the domestic effect of the EU accounted for.  

Hypotheses
The main hypothesis to be studied concerns the interplay of structural factors and the relative bargaining powers of the agricultural lobbies vis-à-vis the governments in CEE-8. 

H1: Where the rural population is large and the relative power of the agricultural lobby vis-à-vis the government is high, the domestic support for agriculture will be high

Competing Hypotheses

The competing hypotheses arise from the literature reviewed above. The most compelling competing hypotheses relate to the role of parties in agricultural policy-making, the relative economic importance of agriculture, the varieties of capitalism and the compliance with EU conditionality. 
The party-centred argument focuses on the instrumental role of agriculture-friendly parties in bringing about high level of agricultural support: 

H2: Where agriculture-oriented parties are in government, the domestic support for the sector is high
The argument of the economic importance of the agricultural sector points us to the second hypothesis: 
H3: Where agriculture is economically important and a significant source of employment, the domestic support for the sector is high.

The varieties of capitalism argument posits that corporatist countries have both higher government expenditures and that they involve societal groups in decision-making more than statist countries. Hence, 

H4: Corporatist countries are more prone to support agriculture domestically than statist countries. 

The final competing hypothesis arises from the EU conditionality literature, applied to the agricultural transition. Namely, 

H5: The governments that respected EU conditionality prior to accession and complied with EU norms from early on, are less prone to support agriculture domestically – they have modernised their agriculture according to EU demands and are hence converging towards the domestic agricultural support of the old member states.
Dependent variable
Domestic support for agriculture, measured as a percentage of government expenditure
Independent variables

Organisation of agricultural interests

IV1: relative strength of agricultural lobby vis-à-vis government

IV2: agriculture-oriented party in the parliament 

Structural variables

IV3: share of agriculture in the GDP

IV4: share of agriculture in employment

IV5: share of rural population as percentage of total population
IV6: politico-economic organisation of the country 

EU pressure
IV7: compliance with EU agricultural acquis

IV8: EU conditionality
Operationalisation of variables, data gathering and data analysis

My dependent variable, domestic support for agriculture measured as a percentage of government expenditure, will be found through calculations based on data from Eurostat and national statistics of each country in question. 

As I will first use statistical methods on all of the CEE-8 countries, and then focus on four countries in a paired way of comparison, I have a two-fold operationalisation of independent variables. 

Statistical analysis on all CEE-8 countries

To begin with, I will use statistical analysis to examine each country longitudinally to see the developments in the domestic agricultural policy. Later on, I will conduct intensive case analysis using process tracing, social network analysis and comparative method to determine the causes of variation in the dependent variable. To do that, I will divide the time between late 1980s until today into three parts, namely ‘late communism (late 1980s until 1989)’, ‘post-communism (1989-2004)’ and ‘EU membership (May 2004 onwards)’. These time periods are important, since this way the EU influence can be isolated from the transition-specific developments. 
For operationalisation of the independent variables, I will initially gather the raw data through process tracing, academic literature, interviews, and using statistical databases. Further on, I will assign values to the data, so that I can run regressions on the independent variables.  
IV1: The independent variable regarding the relative strength of the agricultural lobby will initially be found through secondary literature and archival materials. By applying social network analysis on the agricultural budget process, I can create the structure of the network and hence identify the most important actors in the process.
 Afterwards, I will assign the actors ‘strength values’ from 1 to 5 (1 being low, 5 being high), depending on the relative strength of the actors over the outcomes.   

IV2: The independent variable 2 regarding the agricultural parties in the parliament will be found through background research after which values will be assigned (1 no agriculture-oriented party in the parliament, 2 weakly agriculture-oriented party in the parliament, 3 strong agriculture-oriented party in the parliament, 4 weakly agriculture-oriented party in the government, 5 strongly agriculture-oriented party in the government)
IV3-5: The independent variables 3, 4 and 5 are scaler. They are derived from the statistics of the Eurostat and those of national statistical offices. 

IV6: The independent variable 6, the politico-economic organisation of the country, will be found from academic literature. The values will be assigned accordingly (1 corporatist, 2 weakly corporatist, 3 mixed, 4 weakly neo-liberal, 5 neo-liberal).

IV7: The compliance with EU agricultural acquis will be found in EU membership preparation annual assessment reports, claims made to the European Courts of Justice, as well as in academic literature. The values will be assigned accordingly (1 strong non-compliance, 2 weak non-compliance, 3 mixed compliance and non-compliance, 4 weak compliance, 5 strong compliance)
IV8: The independent variable illustrating the degree of EU pressure will be found in EU association agreements, documents relating to EU accession negotiations, documents related to SAPARD funding, as well as in academic literature. The values will be assigned accordingly (1 no EU pressure, 2 weak EU pressure, 3 moderate EU pressure, 4 medium EU pressure, 5 strong EU pressure)
Case studies

For the case studies, I will, of course, discuss the independent variables as analysed through statistical methods, albeit using more qualitative data. In addition, I will use process tracing and social network analysis to illustrate the influences on agricultural policy and levels of agricultural support in Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovenia and Estonia. 

I will be analysing independent variable 1 in more detail in my case studies. Namely, based on interviews and background research, I will use social network analysis to evaluate the relative strength of the actors on the agricultural policy outcomes. Thus, I can construct models of the policy networks and calculate the relative strength of the actors within the networks. This will help me to illustrate the domestic political game over the distribution of resources and see which actor is likely to be influencing the outcomes the most. 
To obtain data for the social network analysis, I will first map the decision-making process and then do interviews to gain information on the most important actors in the agricultural policy field for the time-frame in question (communism, transition, EU membership). In case I cannot get all the necessary data for the social network analysis through interviews, I will complement it by dummy variables found in secondary literature. I will use the information gathered through interviews (and background research if necessary) to calculate the relative importance of actors by utilising policy network analysis as a tool. To identify my informants, I will first do background research and identify 50 actors, who may be influential actors in the field of agricultural policy of the country in question. These actors are likely to be organisations, such as government ministries, consumer and producer organisations, political parties and companies. Later on, I will construct a list and ask the interview participant to pick 10 most important actors in the field of agricultural policy from the list. Afterwards, I will ask the participant to identify 3 most important actors, and finally name the most important actor affecting agricultural policy. This will allow me to identify the key actors and to calculate their relative strengths. To identify the importance of the actors for each other, I will ask questions pertaining to the strength of the relationship, that is, favours and information. I will ask the respondents which actors they frequently receive information from, and which actors they consider in decision-making. This kind of information exchange is considered important in previous literature, as it is often considered that politicians exchange support for their decisions for expert information from interest groups and other bodies.
 Hence, these questions can illustrate the strength and the direction of the relationship between the actors. 
My interviewees will be civil servants from the Ministries of Agriculture, Permanent Representations to the EU and the European Commission, as well as party officials, heads of agricultural lobbies and academics focusing on agricultural policy. Having worked at the International Affairs Group at the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry in Finland, I have connections both to the Agricultural Ministries in new member states, as well as to the European Commission and agricultural lobbies in capitals and in Brussels. 
In addition to social network analysis, I will use the case studies to look deeper into the national support for agriculture and disaggregate it into its constituent parts. This is important, since the similar amount of domestic support is used differently in these countries – whereas some countries support agricultural marketing and market mechanisms (Czech Republic), others gave more support for raw material inputs and as direct production subsidies (Hungary). The disaggregation of the national support for agriculture can also illustrate the differing preferences of and power relations between the governments and other actors in agricultural policy-making, as well as the differing incentive structures offered by the policy. Additionally, in the case studies I will be focusing more on the EU impact on the CEE-8. I will both examine the recommendations of the EU, acquis transposition, as well as the impact of EU pre-accession measures, such as SAPARD, on the national agricultural policies in the pre-accession period.    
Contribution

Europeanisation in new EU member states is a novel research area. Thus it is marked by lack of research on different sectors of the economy and society. My research will contribute to the europeanisation literature by analysing the effects of EU conditionality on the Central and Eastern European EU member states’ agricultural sectors. By looking at the changes in the domestic agricultural policies of the CEE-9 from the late communist period onwards, one can identify the effects of the EU on the domestic politics, policies and polities. In addition, by cross-country analysis, one can see, how exactly were the EU pressures translated into domestic practises, if they were at all. Further on, my research will have direct policy impact as well, especially with regards to possible further enlargements of the EU. 
Project timeline

As the CEU PhD Scholarship only extends to 36 months, I am aiming to finish my thesis within that time period. My detailed work plan is illustrated below: 

January – May 2007

Background research, further methodology studies, completing coursework
June – August 2007

Background research, learning Czech (intensive language course)

September 2007 – December 2008

Fulfilment of compulsory courses at the CEU, further language studies, background research, writing of literature review 

January – February 2008 

Statistical analysis, writing of first chapter, case study research, interview preparation, further language studies 

March – June 2008 

Interviews and archival research in Budapest, Prague, Tallinn and Ljubljana 
July – December 2008 

Data analysis, writing of case study analysis chapters, teaching assistantship at the CEU
January – June 2008 

Write-up, teaching assistantship at the CEU

July 2008 

Defence 
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