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Abstract
Drawing on interview and survey data and an analysis of the party’s manifestos, the paper
looks at developments in the Norwegian Progress Party’s (FrP) position on the European
Union (EU) since 1973 in order to ascertain to what extent the party can be said to be
Eurosceptic, and what type of Euroscepticism it exhibits. It demonstrates that in the Progress
Party’s ambiguous stance towards the EU there is a discernible Euroscepticism which is
characterized by an aversion to the deepening of integration, the EU’s social dimension, EU
bureaucracy, EU regulation and foreign policy cooperation, and that since the 1990s, there
has been a considerable shift towards Euroscepticism within the party’s rank and file. Among
the existing Euroscepticism typologies, it is argued that the Progress Party’s position on
Europe comes closest to revisionist Euroscepticism, preferring the EU as it was preMaastricht, as the party acknowledges the need for supranational cooperation in certain areas,
especially in economic policy, but is sceptical about the political integration which has taken
place in the EU in recent years.
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Introduction
The Norwegian Progress Party (Fremskrittspartiet - FrP) has, since it was founded in 1973,
never given out any clear signals that it is particularly enthusiastic or negative about
European integration. Before the referendum on Norwegian European Union (EU)
membership in 1994, the party stance was ‘Yes to the EC, no to union’,2 and since 1997, the
party has refrained from taking a position on the issue, casting its stance as ‘neutral’.

Much has changed in the EU since Maastricht and in the Progress Party since the 1993
election and the Norwegian referendum on EU membership in 1994. European integration is
no longer purely a matter of economic cooperation, synonymous with ‘more market and less
state’, but has multiple political dimensions tied to it, ranging from social policy to security
policy. Moreover, with its membership having risen from 12 to 27, the EU has become more
supranational in character, with extended use of majority voting throughout its decisionmaking structures. Meanwhile, in Norway, the Progress Party has become one of the three
largest parties in the party system, having consistently polled above 14 percent of the vote in
all the general elections since 1997 (see Table 2 below for an overview of the development of
the party’s electoral fortunes). In the September 2009 general election, the Progress Party
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The party was sceptical to increased political integration, i.e. the changes introduced by the Maastricht Treaty,
which transformed the EC into the EU.
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achieved its best ever electoral result, as it won 22.9 percent of the vote and gained 41 of the
169 seats in the Norwegian parliament, the Storting.

Political scientists have commonly included the Progress Party in studies of the European
radical right3 (RR) party family (e.g. Ignazi 2003; Betz 1994; Oesch 2008; Swank & Betz
2003; Bjørklund & Andersen 2002), due to shared characteristics such as a neo-liberal
economic position, a key feature of Kitschelt’s radical right parties’ ‘winning formula’
(Kitschelt & McGann 1995),4 focus on stricter asylum and immigration policy, welfare
chauvinism, strong leadership and populist political style. Moreover, in elections, the
Progress Party appears to ‘feed from the same sources’ as other parties in the radical right
party (RRP) family (Andersen & Bjørklund 2000: 220). The Progress Party draws a
disproportionate amount of its support from the youngest strata of the electorate, men, the
working or middle class, private sector employees and people on low or medium incomes. Its
voters are less likely to be highly educated and commonly harbour anti-system and antiimmigration sentiments (Widfeldt 2000; Bjørklund 2007).

These similarities notwithstanding, the Progress Party’s stance on European integration is one
of the elements that sets the party apart from the RR grouping. Whereas most other RRPs,
such as the French Front National (FN), The Austrian Freedom Party (FPÖ) and the Danish
People’s Party (DF), are Eurosceptic, the Progress Party stands out in its seeming lack of
Euroscepticism. For the 1994 referendum on membership the Progress Party advocated
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the parties on the right of the mainstream right in Europe.
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It should be noted that Kitschelt’s radical right thesis has been refuted (e.g. Eatwell 2003) and modified
(Kitschelt 2004; De Lange 2007).
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Norwegian entry to the European Union5 and since 1997, it has refrained from taking a stand
on the issue of Europe.

Due to the Progress Party’s reluctance to take a stand on the issue of EU membership, very
little is known about its position on European integration,6 and this has created some
confusion in the literature.7 To bridge this gap, this paper aims to achieve a fuller
understanding of the Progress Party’s position on Europe: to uncover whether the Progress
Party can be classed as Eurosceptic and if so, what kind of Euroscepticism the party exhibits.
Thus, the paper contributes to the literature on radical right parties.8 The paper is also
complementary to Tarditi’s (2010) case study of the Scottish National Party’s European
position, as both papers trace the evolution of party positions on the EU. Moreover, the
analysis of the Progress Party’s stance aims to assess existing Euroscepticism typologies,
their strengths and their shortcomings, thereby contributing to the continuing discussion
about Euroscepticism conceptualizations. In addition, the paper provides a contribution to
knowledge in the context of the political situation in Norway. With the four Eurosceptic
parties having generated 21.8 percent of the votes in the last general election and the two proEU parties having achieved 52.6 percent (see Table 1 below for details on party positions), it
is clear that the EU-‘neutral’ Progress, with its 22.9 percent of the vote, is in a pivotal
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Progress Party will continue to be compared with other RRPs in the future.
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position when it comes to making or breaking a future application for EU membership in the
Storting.9

The paper is structured as follows. First, it presents the research questions and the data and
methods used in the study. Secondly, it gives a review of the literature on conceptualizations
of Euroscepticism, presenting the three typologies which are used in the analysis. Thirdly, the
paper gives an account of the history of the Progress Party’s handling of the EU issue, and in
the fourth section, the findings of the interview and survey are reported. It concludes with a
discussion of the findings. For the purposes of the paper, Euroscepticism is defined as ‘the
idea of contingent or qualified, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to
the process of European integration’ (Taggart 1998: 366).

The Research Questions, Data and Methods
The objective of the paper is to achieve a fuller understanding of the Progress Party’s stance
on European integration, as well as testing the most prominent typologies in the
Euroscepticism literature. Specifically, the paper aims to address the following two questions:
Is the Progress Party Eurosceptic? And if it is, what type of Euroscepticism does it exhibit?

The study utilizes both qualitative and quantitative data, employing a concurrent triangulation
mixed methods research design in order to maximize the validity of the findings and
strengthen the conclusions. The first source of data used is party manifestos.10 Although
manifestos are very beneficial in that they first, provide valuable insight into the official,
9
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their cooperation agreements, which are built on so-called ‘suicide clauses’ on the EU issue (Sitter 2005).
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taken from the CD-ROM Vi vil…! Norske partiprogrammer 1884-2001, compiled by the Norwegian Social
Science Databank (NSD), and the most recent manifestos are sourced from the Progress Party’s website.
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recorded position of parties at different points in time and second, are products of democratic
processes within the parties, they also carry considerable weaknesses. Firstly, the attention
devoted to Europe and the EU in each of the manifestos from 1973 up until present day varies
considerably from document to document. This makes it particularly difficult to make any
inferences about the party’s stance on the European Communities (EC) the first couple of
decades of the party’s existence, when Europe was barely mentioned in the manifestos. 11 To
address these gaps, Saglie’s (2002) study of the Norwegian parties’ EU stances and strategies
is a valuable source: it compliments the manifesto analysis well in the mapping of the
development of the party’s official position. Furthermore, because party manifestos do not
offer much information about internal struggles and dissidence, a triangulation strategy is
used to get a fuller picture of the Progress Party’s position on Europe.

An elite survey, conducted by the author, probing the individual Storting representatives’
(MPs) attitudes towards the EU and EU membership is used to ascertain the extent to which
the party is divided on the question of EU membership and the party MPs are homogeneous
in their opinions and attitudes towards various EU initiatives and policies. The survey
questionnaires were distributed to all the 169 MPs in the Storting in November 2006 and
contained one open-ended and nine closed-ended questions about the individuals’ attitudes
towards EU membership, various EU initiatives, and arguments for and against Norwegian
EU membership. The survey generated an overall response rate of 53 percent and among the
Progress Party respondents 63 percent (24 of 38 MPs).

Finally, to supplement the findings from the manifestos and the survey, data from a semistructured, in-depth interview with the Progress Party’s foreign policy spokesman (FPS),
11

It should be noted that this was the case for all the Norwegian Storting parties, as the issue was off the agenda
from after the first referendum on membership in 1972 to 1989, when European integration had started to gather
speed as a result of the developments introduced in the Single European Act in 1986.
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Morten Høglund,12 is used. The topics for the interview centred around the development of
the Progress Party’s position on the EU and its context and contents. The following section
reviews the different Euroscepticism typologies found in the literature.

Types of Euroscepticism
Taggart and Szczerbiak’s (2001) soft/hard dichotomy is perhaps the most widely known and
used conceptualization in the literature. Hard Euroscepticism entails rejection of or principal
objection to European integration, whereas the soft variety encompasses opposition to certain
aspects of the integration process. In other words, to be classified as a hard Eurosceptic, one
would either have to be against one’s country’s membership of the EU, thus advocating
withdrawal if already a member or opposition to joining if a non-member, or oppose
European policy initiatives to such an extent that membership would, by implication, be
untenable. Soft Eurosceptics, on the other hand, commonly oppose one or several aspects of
the EU and/or the integration process, such as the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and/or Economic and Monetary Union (EMU).
Despite its popularity, the soft/hard distinction has attracted considerable criticism, its major
flaw being its all-inclusiveness.13

Vasilopoulou (2009: 6) argues that it is useful to look at parties’ positions on Europe
according to their (lack of) support for European integration in principle, its current practice
(‘the EU institutional and policy status quo’), and its future (‘the deepening of European
integration’). This differentiation produces three types of Euroscepticism: ‘rejecting’,
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typology, which differentiates between diffuse and specific support for European integration/the EU, see e.g.
Szczerbiak & Taggart (2008); Mudde (2007) and Vasilopoulou (2009).
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‘conditional’ and ‘compromising’ Euroscepticism. The ‘rejecting’ type of Euroscepticism
entails opposition to the principle of European cooperation and thus its practice and future;
the ‘conditional’ type equals support for the principle of European cooperation, but rejection
of the practice and the future; whereas the ‘compromising’ type entails support or acceptance
of the principle and practice of integration, but oppose any further future integration
(Vasilopoulou 2009: 8). A benefit of Vasilopoulou’s conceptualisation is that nuances in
different types of Euroscepticism can be more easily captured than with Taggart and
Szczerbiak’s (2001) hard/soft typology, which produces distinctions based on subjective
estimations because it does not specify towards what parts of the integration process
opposition is directed towards. Nevertheless, Vasilopoulou’s typology fails to compete with
Taggart and Szczerbiak’s (2001) typology in two respects, namely in familiarity and
usability.

Flood (2002a, b) provides another alternative categorization solution. He believes the term is
best used to describe three Eurosceptic positions: the first and softest group, the
‘minimalists’, oppose further integration; the second group, the ‘revisionists’, desire to
reverse integration to a former stage (most commonly before Maastricht); and the third
grouping, the ‘rejectionists’, advocate withdrawal or refuse to join the EU. He also includes
supporters of the EU in his model, as he contends that the Euroscepticism classification
should not be extended to include reformist positions which involve opposition to specific
aspects of the EU but are broadly pro-integration (i.e. policy and/or national interest
variations of ‘soft’ Euroscepticism). Europhile positions are therefore divided into three
different groups (from most pro-EU to least): ‘maximalists’, ‘reformists’ and ‘gradualists’
(also see Flood et al., 2007).
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A benefit of Flood’s (2002a, b) model is that, as it includes both pro-European and antiEuropean attitudes, he avoids problems of separation between supportive and opposing
positions altogether. In other words, an overall pro-European position will not be wrongly
ascribed Euroscepticism. Also, Flood’s labels are more straightforward than those put
forward by Vasilopoulou (2009); the underlying meaning behind ‘revisionist’ and
‘minimalist’ is arguably clearer than ‘conditional’ and ‘compromising’. Conversely, Flood’s
model lacks rigorous definitions, which are the key strength of Vasilopoulou’s model.
Nevertheless, there are many similarities between Vasilopoulou’s typology and Flood’s.
Their ‘rejectionist’ categories are essentially the same, as are Vasilopoulou’s ‘compromisers’
and Flood’s ‘minimalists’. This is expected, as they are the categories at either end of the
Euroscepticism scale. The middle type, the ‘revisionist’ and the ‘conditional’ Euroscepticism
categories, however, differ. Here, the litmus test seems to be whether one accepts the policy
status quo anno 2010 (Vasilopoulou) or wishes to go back to integration pre-Maastricht
(Flood). The question is: which of them can best capture the Progress Party’s
Euroscepticism?

In the subsequent analysis of the Progress Party’s Euroscepticism, the three above
conceptualizations, those of Taggart and Szczerbiak (2001), Vasilopoulou (2009) and Flood
(2002a), are used to establish what type of Euroscepticism the Progress Party exhibits.
Additionally, a critique of the major typologies in the literature is carried out. The next
section communicates the findings of the research, starting with the development of the
party’s stance from the 1970s onwards.

11

The History of the Progress Party’s Position on European Integration
The predecessor of the Progress Party, ‘Anders Langes parti til sterk nedsettelse av skatter,
avgifter og offentlige inngrep’ (Anders Lange’s party for a strong reduction of taxes, duties
and public intervention), was founded in 1973, and was in the early 1970s more like an antitax movement than a regular party (Iversen 1998). Thus, in the 1973 manifesto, there was
little mention of anything other than criticism of the nanny state and calls for reductions in
taxes and state intervention; indeed, there was no mention of the EC or foreign policy at all.
After the divisive and bitter referendum battle which culminated in the people’s first ‘no’ to
EC membership, the issue was removed from the political agenda for the next 14 years:
neither of the parties in the Storting raised the EC issue until the developments surrounding
the EC’s single market in the late 1980s reactivated the debate on European cooperation. In
effect, with the exception of the 1977 manifesto, which in one sentence acknowledges that it
is in national interest to maintain close cooperation with the EC countries, the Progress
Party’s pre-1989 manifestos do not refer in one single instance to the European Free Trade
Association (EFTA), the EC, or Europe. The issue of Europe played in other words an
insignificant part in the party’s programmes in the 1970s and the early 1980s, but the various
central figures in the party had advocated different outcomes in 1972. For example, the
founder and chairman, Anders Lange and his adversary and from 1978 chairman, Carl I
Hagen, were both proponents of EC membership in 1972. The chairman between 1975 and
1978, Arve Lønnum, on the other hand, was opposed (Saglie 2002).

Like in other Norwegian parties, European integration resurfaced as a topic for discussion in
Progress’ party conferences from 1986, after the Single European Act (SEA) had started
thawing the freeze of the EC question. As the issue had been buried throughout the party’s
existence, the Progress Party was the only party in the Storting without a history of the EU

12

issue. Deciding on which line to go with was to prove difficult. The party’s FPS, Morten
Høglund, puts it like this: ‘There were challenges in finding a profile and an identity on the
question. [...] We could not figure out where we belonged’. Despite a clear tendency towards
a pro-European majority within the party in the late 1980s, the Progress Party decided not to
take a stand on membership for the 1989 general election (Saglie 2002). In effect, its 1989
manifesto only advocated the need for a new referendum.

The party took on a clearer ‘yes’ profile after the party conference in April 1990, expressing
particular enthusiasm about the EC’s four freedoms and the single market. But although there
was a majority of roughly two-thirds in favour of EC entry, there were also central figures
within the party who were opposed to membership (Saglie 2002: 102, 104). However, the
‘no’ side kept a relatively low profile. The infamous and ambiguous ‘Yes to the EC, no to
union’ party line was launched in January 1993; it was inspired by Margaret Thatcher’s
support for the liberalist developments introduced in the SEA coupled with opposition to the
Maastricht Treaty’s plans for a political union. The aim was for Norway to negotiate similar
opt-outs to Denmark and try to influence EC development in the future (Saglie 2002). As the
1993 manifesto reflects, the Progress Party’s support was based on the EC’s free market and
competition dimension, the need to partake in EC/European Economic Area (EEA) level
decision-making, the principle of subsidiarity, intergovernmentalism and cooperation on
trans-national environmental issues. The pro-entry standpoint notwithstanding, uncertainty
and scepticism surrounding the EU question was also clearly visible: the manifesto exhibits
several elements of Euroscepticism, most importantly defence of sovereignty through
opposition to union, EMU and supranationalism; scepticism of EC democracy, emphasising
the need to avoid excessive EC bureaucracy; opposition to the EC’s social dimension and
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regulation; agricultural policy, calling for a reduction in EC subsidies and protectionism; and
a preference for Atlantic security policy cooperation.

The ‘yes’ attitude of the youth wing of the Progress Party, the FpU, was clearer and stronger
than in the main party organization in the build-up to the referendum. Its ‘yes’ stance was
adopted already in 1990, and the stance was reaffirmed in 1994 when the negotiation result
was published. It did not invoke much enthusiasm among the young Progress Party members,
however: the volume of sustained agricultural subsidies was criticised and the negotiations
were deemed ‘uninteresting’. They thought too much focus was put on fish and agriculture
and too little on economic and security policy (Saglie 2002: 110).

Table 1
PARTY

Official party positions on EU and EEA membership
EU
MEMBERSHIP
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

INTRA-PARTY
DISSENT*
Conservative Party
None
Labour Party
Anti-EU faction
Progress Party
Anti-EU faction
Liberal Party
Pro-EU faction & antiEEA faction
Christian Democrats
No
Yes
Pro-EU faction & antiEEA faction
Socialist Left Party
No
No
None
Centre Party
No
No
None
* Refers to whether there were any factions in disagreement with the official party stance.
Source: adapted from Saglie (1998: 352)
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EEA
MEMBERSHIP
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Table 2

Progress Party’s electoral results

YEAR
PERCENT*
1973
5.0
1975
0.8*
1977
1.9
1979
1.9*
1981
4.5
1983
5.3*
1985
3.7
1987
10.4*
1989
13.0
1991
6.5*
1993
6.3
1995
10.5*
1997
15.3
1999
12.1*
2001
14.6
2003
16.4*
2005
22.1
2007
17.5*
2009
22.9
2011
11.4*
* Local (municipal) elections
Source: http://www.aardal.info/ and www.nrk.no

The positions of the seven parties represented in the Storting from 1993 are displayed in
Table 1. Like the Labour party, the Progress Party adopted a ‘yes’ stance on both EU and
EEA membership, but struggled with intra-party dissent on full membership.

The Progress Party was facing a difficult time around the time of the referendum, with a poor
election result in 1993 (see Table 2 above) and continuing struggles between the so-called
neo-liberalists and populists within the party (Andersen & Bjørklund 2000). This was, in
other words, a struggle between the free market driven Progress Party members on the one
side, and on the other, the anti-establishment-driven members who were more concerned with
appealing to ‘common people’ than ensuring that the party was adhering to a pure neoliberalist ideology. The disagreements between these two main factions resulted in four of the
party’s ten MPs leaving the party14 and the predominantly neo-liberalist youth wing declaring
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These were so-called neo-liberalists, whereas party chairman Hagen had ended up on the side of the populists.
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its termination15 after the annual party conference in April 1994. Although the conflict did
perhaps affect the Progress Party’s ability to be visible in the debate about the EU, it did not
correspond directly with the divisions over the EU question: Whereas many of the neoliberalists were enthusiastic about EU membership on the basis of the ‘four freedoms’, others
were of the view that the EU was, quite on the contrary, a barrier to free trade. Among the
populists, there were Eurosceptics who worried about national sovereignty and immigration,
and pro-Europeans who were excited about defence and security policy developments in the
EU. As a representative of the populist side, the party chairman, Hagen, was in favour of EC
membership mainly because of the European security policy efforts. In April 1994, he stated
that if it had not been for the security policy aspects of Norwegian membership, then he
would have been indifferent to the whole issue (Harbo 1994b). The same month, he stated
that he was 55 percent for and 45 percent against, apparently directing his opposition towards
the union and the plans for a single currency, as well as the EU’s agricultural and regional
policy (Harbo 1994a, b).

After the referendum on 28 November 1994, which resulted in 52.5 percent of the Norwegian
population rejecting membership, the party resumed its non-position on the EU. Already in
1993, Hagen had declared his desire to revert to a more neutral and toned down stance on
Europe in order to increase the party’s voter appeal. In the light of the electoral losses of
1993, he pointed out that the ‘yes’ stance had been the party’s biggest mistake (Saglie 2002:
115). As a result of this view and the traumatic experiences culminating in the 1994 party
conference, it was decided that a more neutral stance was a better solution for the party than a
muddled ‘yes’ position.16 Since 1997, the Progress Party’s manifestos have defended the
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This decision was repealed by chairman Hagen, and a new leadership loyal to the main organisation was
instated (Saglie 2002).
16
Interview with Morten Høglund, 30/03/09.
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EEA agreement17 and the people’s decision to stay outside the EU, and emphasised the need
to reduce protectionism which hinders cross-border cooperation. Moreover, they state that the
Progress Party accepts the principle of integration, namely the need for supranational
solutions to address trans-national political issues, in areas such as security, the environment
and free-trade. In addition, a few expressions of scepticism towards the EU’s development
are declared in the 2005 manifesto: opposition to the social dimension, and a new emphasis
on the priority of existing security alliances and the relationship to the United States (and
Russia) and retaining sovereignty over the country’s ocean domain and its oil and gas
resources. The 2009 manifesto refrains from directing any criticism at the EU, but merely
states the following: ‘The Norwegian people have twice said no to Norwegian EU
membership, and we will respect the will of the people. The only thing which could
prospectively change this is the result of a new referendum.’

The discussion above has provided a timeline of the Progress Party’s attitude towards
European integration, as reflected by the party’s election manifestos and available secondary
literature. The next section reports the interview and survey findings in order to further
explore the nature of the Progress Party’s Euroscepticism.

The Inside Story: Internal Divisions over the EU
Since the 1994 referendum, it seems that the balance of opinion among Progress Party MPs
has shifted from a ‘yes’ majority to a small ‘no’ majority (see Figure 1 below). Whereas 71
percent of the MPs who participated in the survey report that they voted ‘yes’ in the 1994
referendum, only 38 said they are now in favour of EU membership. The ‘no’ proportion has
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The 2005 manifesto mentions the influence deficit in the EEA agreement, indicating some dissatisfaction with
the current situation, but the other sources used in the study suggest that the EEA agreement enjoys broad
support in the party.
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gone from 25 percent in 1994 to 42 percent in 2006, and 21 of the respondents are unsure
about their preference.18

Figure 1

The changes in Progress Party MPs’ opinions about EU membership 1994-

2006
18
16
14
12
10

1994

8

2006

6
4
2
0
Yes

No

Don't know

Source: Author’s elite survey

Of the EU policy areas listed in the survey (see Table 3 below), support among Progress MPs
is strongest for the EEA agreement, the Schengen agreement and the single market, and
lowest for further enlargements, the CAP and the 2004 enlargement.

18

In 1994, the remaining 4 percent (1 MP) did not vote.
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Table 3

Norwegian MPs’ support for various EU policies

EU policy area
Schengen agreement

FrP MPs’ support

Other MPs’ support
17
71%
16
67%
14
58%
12
50%
9
38%
7
29%
5
21%
3
13%
24
100%

EEA agreement
Single market
EMU
CFSP
2004 enlargement
CAP
Further enlargements
Total

43
66%
41
63%
32
49%
30
46%
38
58%
45
69%
16
25%
33
51%
65
100%

Source: Author’s elite survey

As the Progress Party has consistently defended the status quo since 1994, it is unsurprising
that the EEA agreement enjoys broad support among the party’s MPs. The dominant party
view is that the EEA ‘is by no means perfect, but it is, as the situation is now, the best
alternative for Norway’.19 Moreover, on average, the EEA and Schengen agreements are the
two policy areas which receive most support among all the MPs who participated in the
survey, regardless of party affiliation. That the PP MPs are overall supportive of the
Schengen agreement could indicate positive attitudes towards the strengthening of the
external borders of the EU, and that Schengen is viewed as a means of stopping nonEuropean immigrants before they reach the Norwegian border.

The fact that support for the CAP is low is not very astonishing either, considering the neoliberalist profile of the party and scepticism towards the EU’s ‘socialist’ policies, as well as
the overall low support for the CAP in the Storting. The relatively low backing of a CFSP is
also more or less as expected; FPS Høglund declares that the party ‘was critical when the EU
19
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took a turn in the direction of defence policy’. The division corresponds with the split
mentioned above, between the sceptics worrying about national sovereignty on the one hand,
and those in the party, like Hagen, in favour of European cooperation in the security sphere
on the other. Alternatively, the relatively low support for the CFSP could be explained by the
party’s commitment to close links with the United States and NATO as the primary focus for
Norway’s security and defence policy. The emphasis on this in the 2005 manifesto suggests
this.

What is puzzling about the results, however, is that support for the single market receives
support from only 58 percent of the Progress respondents. Because of the party’s neoliberalism, the free market dimension of the EU is likely to be the major attraction of
European integration, and thus it would be expected that the single market would garner more
support from the party cadres. Additionally, the discrepancy between support for the single
market (58 percent) and the EEA (67 percent), of which the single market is the key feature,
indicates that support for the former should have been higher. So does the fact that 93 percent
of the Conservative respondents, who share the Progress Party’s free market philosophy,
express support for it.

Furthermore, the low support for the eastward enlargements is in line with expectations,
considering the anti-immigrant and welfare chauvinist profile of the party. The Progress
Party’s results of only 29 and 13 percent support for the 2004 and further enlargements
respectively, are strikingly low compared to the average 69 and 50 percent support of the
other parties’ MPs. However, this lack of support is inconsistent with the official party line,
as the party’s FPS maintains that the party is and has been nothing but positive towards past
and future enlargements, notably with the restrictions that were imposed on immigration in
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2004. This indicates a case of incongruence of opinion between the party leadership and the
party members.20

The MPs’ attitudes towards the Euro are interesting because here they are split exactly down
the middle. Also FPS Høglund points out EMU as an issue of disagreement within the party.
Again, it could be worries about sovereignty and identity playing a central role for the
opponents of EMU, like in the British Conservative party, whereas the other half may be
attracted to a monetary union as a result of market economic and/or pragmatic considerations.
As Høglund says, the utilization of a ‘kind of cost/benefit analysis, [considering] what is
right, what is important for Norway’ is quite central to attitude formation on European
integration within the party.21

As Table 4 below shows, the party’s main arguments for joining the EU seem to be increased
competitiveness for Norwegian businesses (79 percent) and partaking in EU decision-making
(67 percent). Among the other MPs, decision-making and maintaining the peace on the
continent are the two most frequently cited ‘yes’ arguments, followed by showing solidarity
with Europe (which only 21 percent of Progress Party MPs support). The economic
argument, however, only attracts support from 42 percent of the non-Progress respondents.
This indicates that economic utility is more central to the Progress Party’s opinion formation
than the other parties, which are more concerned with softer values, such as promoting peace
and solidarity.
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Alternatively, the discrepancy could be down to weaknesses in using mixed methods. In the case of a
qualitative in-depth interview, the findings are inevitably coloured by the respondent’s personal perceptions, and
in a survey, respondents do not necessarily attribute the same meanings to concepts or ideas. In addition, a
survey provides little information about why the respondents give the answers they give. For example, it is not
clear why only 12.5 percent of the Progress Party respondents support further enlargement or which countries’
entry the respondents do not support. It could be Romania and Bulgaria, or the more controversial applicant
country, Turkey.
21
Interview with Morten Høglund, 30/03/09.
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Table 4

Progress Party MPs’ support for ‘yes’ and ‘no’ arguments, in percent (%)

Which of the following arguments for/against Norwegian EU membership do you support?
Positive arguments
Negative arguments
EU membership would help
11 EU membership would add
20
maintain good relations and
unnecessary bureaucracy
46%
83%
peace on the continent
EU membership would improve
12 EU membership would damage
4
relations with Europe
the
agricultural
and
fisheries
50%
17%
sectors
EU membership would enable
16 EU membership would threaten
13
Norway to take part in important
national sovereignty
67%
54%
EU level decision-making
EU membership would give
9 EU membership would rob
5
Norway the chance to join the
Norway of its current influential
38% position in foreign affairs
21%
EMU
EU membership would make
19 EU membership would threaten
1
Norwegian firms more
Norwegian regional policy and
79% municipalities
4%
competitive
EU membership would make
3 EU membership would threaten
1
Norway more influential on the
the
Norwegian
welfare
state
13%
4%
world stage
EU membership would boost the
9 EU membership would be too
11
Norwegian economy
38% expensive
46%
EU membership would show
5 EU membership would threaten
3
Norwegian solidarity with the
Norwegian culture and heritage
21%
13%
less developed parts of Europe
24
24
Total
100%
100%
Source: Author’s elite survey

When it comes to the ‘no’ arguments, criticism of EU bureaucracy (83 percent) and the EU
threatening national sovereignty (54 percent) scores the highest among Progress respondents.
The former is unremarkable when comparing them to the other Norwegian parties; the
bureaucracy argument is overall the most supported ‘no’ argument in all the parties. The
sovereignty argument, however, shows some interesting results; the Progress Party’s concern
about sovereignty is only surpassed by the two ‘hard’ Eurosceptic parties, the Centre party
and the Socialist Left. Furthermore, the lack of concern for the primary sectors among the
Progress Party is another remarkable difference between Progress and the other parties; only
17 percent of Progress Party MPs support the argument, compared to 60 percent of the other
MPs. Moreover, 46 percent of Progress Party MPs agree with the statement that ‘EU
membership would be too expensive’, whereas only 5 percent of the non-Progress
22

respondents agree with the argument. Both the cost argument and the business argument
reinforce the view that attitude formation on Europe within the Progress Party is, to a larger
degree than in the other Norwegian parties, subject to considerations of economic utility and
the promotion of neo-liberalist economics.

The survey results show that the Progress Party’s view on European integration is
characterised by a considerable degree of scepticism and uncertainty. It seems that the party’s
scepticism towards the Maastricht Treaty in the early 1990s, which was expressed as support
for membership but opposition to union, has persisted through the last fifteen years. FPS,
Morten Høglund describes it like this:

‘the integration as regards depth and the ever increasing appetite for new themes,
that’s where there has been a considerable scepticism. So, we feel that the EU’s
appetite, for new areas and so forth, has been too big. [...] From being a
supranational cooperation in some areas of common interest, it has become a
political project, [... and this] is something the party [...] to a large extent has been
opposed to. So in the early nineties, we placed ourselves in a kind of Eurosceptic,
call it British, attitude’.

Hence, it is very clear that the Progress Party and the majority of its parliamentarians, despite
the party’s official non-stance on EU membership, are, at least to some degree, Eurosceptic.
The following section aims to establish what type of Euroscepticism it exhibits.
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Defining the Progress Party’s Euroscepticism: Again a Party With No Home?
It is evident that the Progress Party’s real position on European integration is far from
‘neutral’, as marketed by the party since 1997. At the very least, its position could be
considered ‘soft’ Eurosceptic, meaning contingent or qualified opposition to European
integration or the EU (Taggart & Szczerbiak 2001). However, the divisions within the party
and its reluctance to clarify its position on membership makes it problematic to determine
whether its Euroscepticism is located at the ‘soft’ or the ‘hard’ end of the continuum. This is
because opposition for a party’s country’s membership of the EU has been used as the
qualifying factor to whether it can be considered to harbour ‘hard’ Euroscepticism as opposed
to the ‘soft’ type. This problem also applies to Flood’s (2002a), and arguably also
Vasilopoulou’s (2009) rejectionist categories. It could well be the case that the Progress Party
should be classed as ‘hard’ Eurosceptic (or ‘rejectionist’), as the sum of the Progress Party’s
reservations about the EU is likely to be irreconcilable with membership, as it is difficult to
imagine that Norway would be able to negotiate opt-outs from policy areas of undesired
cooperation if applying for membership a third time. On the other hand, the prevalence of
pragmatic assessments of European cooperation and the seemingly common utilization of
cost/benefit analyses in the Progress Party suggest that it is equally likely that the party would
come down in favour of membership, and as a corollary, on the ‘soft’ end of the scale.

According to the Euroscepticism typology put forward by Vasilopoulou (2009), the Progress
Party would certainly not qualify for ‘rejecting’ Euroscepticism, as the party is in favour of
‘supranational solutions’ to ‘a multitude of political issues’.22 There is, in other words, no
doubt that the Progress Party is supportive of the principle of European cooperation. Whether
to ascribe ‘conditional’ or ‘compromising’ Euroscepticism to the Progress Party becomes

22

From the 2005 manifesto.
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more problematic. On the one hand, the Progress Party clearly does not accept the entire EU
policy status quo, suggesting that the party is ‘conditionally’ Eurosceptic, opposing not only
the future of integration, but also significant elements of its practice. On the other hand, the
party does acknowledge the need to move beyond intergovernmentalism and surrendering
some national sovereignty in order to achieve economic prosperity, and thus ‘compromising’
Euroscepticism seems appropriate. Hence, the Progress Party falls between the two
categories, ‘conditional’ and ‘compromising’ because the typology does not cater for
variance in policy-specific Euroscepticism. This is a weakness in more elaborate typologies
like those put forward by Vasilopoulou (2009) or Kopecky and Mudde (2002), because the
complexity of European integration produces various positions according to support and
opposition to different policy areas. This is the strength of the hard/soft conceptualization,
which acknowledges the many varieties of Euroscepticism along a continuum.

The reason why the ‘conditional’ and the ‘compromising’ types are problematic to apply is
the lack of nuance in the definition of the EU’s practice. Regarding ‘conditional’
Euroscepticism, it is hard to imagine that parties and people who are for the principle of
European integration reject the entire EU policy status quo. And when it comes to
‘compromising’ Euroscepticism, it can be argued that parties that accept the EU’s entire
policy status quo anno 2009 (including economic policy, EMU, social/redistributive policy
and security policy) are likely to be unambiguous about their support for the EU and an ‘ever
closer union’. To the definition of the practice of the EU, it might be appropriate to
differentiate between economic and political integration, or different policy areas (or treaties,
according to Flood 2002a; b). This is supported by the fact that out of all of the existing
typologies examined, the most fitting label for the Progress Party is Flood’s (2002a)
‘revisionist’ Euroscepticism. This is due to the party and its MPs’ overall positive views on
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economic integration and overall critical attitudes towards the political integration which has
taken place post-Maastricht.

Considering that all of these three typologies have their strengths (and weaknesses), the
solution would arguably be to incorporate the best of all three into one model, using Taggart
and Szczerbiak’s familiar hard/soft scale, Flood’s (2002a) straightforward terms, and
Vasilopoulou’s (2009) rigorous definitions. All three already conform to the concept of a
scale, ranging from hard (‘rejectionist’) to soft (‘compromising’/’minimalist’). Flood (2002b)
asserts that reformist positions which involve opposition to single EU policies but are broadly
pro-integration should not be part of any definition or conceptualization of Euroscepticism,
so in the centre of the scale, only opposition to policy areas are included.

The ‘Best of’ the Euroscepticism Typologies

Figure 2

Revisionist

Minimalist

Rejectionist

Political
Social
Dimension

Soft

CFSP

EMU

Justice and
Home Affairs

Single
market

Hard

Economic
Support for the
principle and
practice of the EU.
Rejection of further
integration.

Support for the principle of the
EU. Significant reservations
about EU policies. Rejection of
further integration.

Rejection of the
principle, practice
and future of the
EU. No wish to
participate.

Thus, according to the model, illustrated in Figure 2 above, people or parties who are
sceptical about further integration should be located on the soft end of the scale, and on the
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hard end, those who are opposed to the principle of European integration and do not wish to
partake in it. In the middle of the scale, there are those who are sceptical about significant
parts of the EU policy status quo such as the single market, EMU, the social dimension or the
CFSP. This is different to Vasilopoulou’s ‘conditional’ Euroscepticism, which treated it as an
entity and made operationalization of the categories problematic. The policy-specific
(alternatively treaty-specific) Euroscepticism can be divided into political or economic
‘revisionist’ Euroscepticism.

The ‘best of’ model makes it easier to pinpoint the Progress Party’s Euroscepticism. As
discussed above, it is not ‘hard’ or ‘rejectionist’, as the party has not specified that it is
opposed to membership. It also becomes clear from the model that ‘soft’ or ‘minimalist’ (or
‘compromising’) is not an appropriate label either, as the party’s strong opposition towards
the social dimension, as well as the divisions over the CFSP and EMU,23 places it in the
‘revisionist’ box. As a corollary, it becomes irrelevant to discuss whether the party’s
Euroscepticism is ‘hard’ or ‘soft’; as the ‘revisionist’ position is in the middle,
indeterminably soft or hard. Only if the party was to explicitly state that it is willing to
‘compromise’ and support membership would it be located on the soft end of the scale, and
similarly, only if it decides that its reservations about the EU present barriers to membership,
would it be on the hard side.

Conclusion
The paper has shown that below the surface of the Progress Party’s non-stance on EU
membership, there lies a tangible Euroscepticism which has remained largely unchanged
since the 1990s. Although there is broad support for the EEA and Schengen agreements
23

And potentially to Justice and Home Affairs cooperation, considering the MPs’ opposition towards eastward
enlargements.
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within the party, as well as to the free market idea of the EU, the study shows that the
Progress Party’s attitudes towards the deepening of integration, the EU’s expanding social
dimension, increased regulation and EU bureaucracy are characterised by considerable
scepticism. On the individual level, the party’s MPs also express a marked opposition to the
eastward enlargements, suggesting concerns about immigration from and financial transfers
to poorer European countries, and the majority of the Progress MPs are also worried about
the EU’s large bureaucracy and the loss of sovereignty. When it comes to EMU and the
CFSP, the party is split. Overall, the Progress Party’s Euroscepticism seems to be directed at
the political integration which has taken place during the last two decades, especially policies
which run counter to the party’s neo-liberalist economic position.

The party’s attitude towards the EU is difficult to pin down according to the existing
Euroscepticism typologies, mostly due to its unwillingness to clarify its position on
membership. Whereas

Taggart and

Szczerbiak’s

(2001)

hard/soft

typology and

Vasilopoulou’s (2009) typology fall short of accounting for the Progress Party’s
Euroscepticism, Flood’s ‘revisionist’ category seems to fit the party best. This is because the
Progress Party is particularly sceptical towards political integration, most notably the social
dimension of the EU, and to some extent EMU and the CFSP, policy areas which were all
introduced in the Maastricht treaty. The paper presented a model based on the best of the
three individual typologies, combining Vasilopoulou’s definitions of the principle, practice
and future of integration with Flood’s (2002b) labels along Taggart and Szczerbiak’s
hard/soft scale, while adding a political/economic dimension to policy area-specific
Euroscepticism. According to this model, the Progress Party as a party exhibits ‘political
revisionist’ Euroscepticism. However, it is important to note that the individual Eurosceptics
within the party come from all parts of the hard/soft scale.

28

References
Andersen, J. G. and Bjørklund, T. (2000). Radical Right-Wing Populism in Scandinavia:
From Tax Revolt to Neo-Liberalism and Xenophobia. In: P. Hainsworth (ed.). The Politics of
the Extreme Right: From the Margins to the Mainstream. London: Pinter, pp 193-223.
Betz, H.-G. (1994). Radical Right-Wing Populism in Western Europe. London: Macmillan.
Bjørklund, T. and Andersen, J. G. (2002). Anti-Immigration Parties in Denmark and Norway:
The Progress Parties and the Danish People’s Party. In: M. Schain, A. Zolberg and P. Hossay
(eds.). Shadows over Europe: The Development and Impact of the Extreme Right in Western
Europe, pp107-136.
Bjørklund, T. (2007). Unemployment and the Radical Right in Scandinavia: Beneficial or
Non-Beneficial for Electoral Support? Comparative European Politics, 5, pp 245-263.
De Lange, S. L. 2007. A New Winning Formula? Party Politics, 13 (4), 411-35.
Eatwell, R. 2003. ‘Ten Theories of the Extreme Right’, in Merkl, P. & Weinberg, L.,eds.,
Right-Wing Extremism in the Twenty-First Century. London: Frank Cass.
Flood, C. 2002a. Euroscepticism: A Problematic Concept. Paper presented at the UACES
32nd Annual Conference, Queen’s University Belfast, 2-4 September.
Flood, C. 2002b. ‘The Challenge of Euroscepticism’ in Gower, J. ed., The European Union
Handbook 2nd ed. London: Fitzroy Dearborn.
Flood, C., Soborski, R. and Usherwood, S. 2007. Comparing Conservative Party Alignments
on the EU: British, French and Polish Cases. Paper presented at the UACES 37th Annual
Conference, University of Portsmouth, 3-5 September.
Harbo, H. 1994a. ‘Trolig ja fra Hagen’. Aftenposten 13 April, p 2.
Harbo, H. 1994b. ‘Hagen sier ja til EU – under tvil’. Aftenposten 14 April, p 6.
Ignazi, P. (2003). Extreme Right Parties in Western Europe. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
Iversen, J. M. (1998). Fra Anders Lange til Carl I Hagen: 25 år med Fremskrittspartiet.
Oslo: Millennium.
Kitschelt, H. and McGann, A. (1995). The Radical Right in Western Europe: A Comparative
Analysis. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Kitchelt, H. 2004. Diversification and Reconfiguration of Party Systems in Postindustrial
Democracies. Bonn: Friedrich Ebert Stiftung.
Kopecky, P. and Mudde, C. (2002). The Two Sides of Euroscepticism: Party Positions on
European Integration in East Central Europe. European Union Politics, 3 (3), pp 297-326.

29

Mudde, C. (2007). Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Oesch, D. (2008). Explaining Workers’ Support for Right-Wing Populist Parties in Western
Europe: Evidence from Austria, Belgium, France, Norway and Switzerland. International
Political Science Review, 29 (3), pp 349-373.
Saglie, J. 1998. ‘A Struggle For the Agenda? Norwegian Parties and the European Issue,
1989-1995’ Party Politics, 4 (3), 347-66.
Saglie, J. (2002). Standpunkter og strategi: EU-saken i norsk partipolitikk 1989-1994. Oslo:
Pax.
Sitter, N. (2005). The Norwegian General Election of 12 September 2005. EPERN Election
Briefing No. 20 [online]. Available from:
http://www.sussex.ac.uk/sei/documents/epern-eb-norway2005.pdf [Accessed 28/08/09].
Svåsand, L. (1998). Scandinavian Right-Wing Radicalism. In: H.-G. Betz and S. Immerfall
(eds.). The New Politics of the Right: Neo-Populist Parties and Movements in Established
Democracies, pp 77-93.
Swank, D. and Betz, H.-G. (2003). Globalization, the welfare state and right-wing populism
in Western Europe. Socio-Economic Review, 1 (2), pp 215-245.
Szczerbiak, A. and Taggart, P. (2008). Theorizing Party-Based Euroscepticism: Problems of
Definition, Measurement and Causality. In: A. Szczerbiak and P. Taggart (eds.). Opposing
Europe? The Comparative Party Politics of Euroscepticism. Vol 2: Comparative and
Theoretical Perspectives. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp 238-262.
Taggart, P. and Szczerbiak, A. (2001). Parties, Positions and Europe: Euroscepticism in the
EU Candidate States of Central and Eastern Europe. OERN Working Paper No. 2. Brighton:
Sussex European Institute.
Taggart, P. (1998). A Touchstone of Dissent: Euroscepticism in Contemporary West
European Party Systems. European Journal of Political Research, 33 (3), pp 363-388.
Tarditi, V. (2010). The Scottish National Party‟s changing attitude towards the European
Union. EPERN Working Paper No. 22. Brighton: Sussex European Institute.
Vasilopoulou, S. (2009). Varieties of Euroscepticism: The Case of the European Extreme
Right. Journal of Contemporary European Research, 5 (1), pp 3-23.
Widfeldt, A. (2000). Scandinavia: Mixed Success for the Populist Right. Parliamentary
Affairs, 53, pp 486-500

30

Working Papers in Contemporary European Studies
1.

Vesna Bojicic and David Dyker
Sanctions on Serbia: Sledgehammer or Scalpel

June 1993

2.

Gunther Burghardt
The Future for a European Foreign and Security Policy

August 1993

3.

Xiudian Dai, Alan Cawson, Peter Holmes
Competition, Collaboration & Public Policy: A Case Study of the
European HDTV Strategy

February 1994

4.

Colin Crouch
February 1994
The Future of Unemployment in Western Europe? Reconciling Demands
for Flexibility, Quality and Security

5.

John Edmonds
February 1994
Industrial Relations - Will the European Community Change Everything?

6.

Olli Rehn
The European Community and the Challenge of a Wider Europe

7.

Ulrich Sedelmeier
October 1994
The EU‟s Association Policy towards Central Eastern Europe: Political
and Economic Rationales in Conflict

8.

Mary Kaldor
Rethinking British Defence Policy and Its Economic Implications

February 1995

9.

Alasdair Young
Ideas, Interests and Institutions: The Politics of Liberalisation in the
EC‟s Road Haulage Industry

December 1994

10.

Keith Richardson
Competitiveness in Europe: Cooperation or Conflict?

December 1994

11.

Mike Hobday
The Technological Competence of European Semiconductor Producers

June 1995

12.

Graham Avery
The Commission‟s Perspective on the Enlargement Negotiations

July 1995

13.

Gerda Falkner
The Maastricht Protocol on Social Policy: Theory and Practice

September 1995

14.

Vesna Bojicic, Mary Kaldor, Ivan Vejvoda
Post-War Reconstruction in the Balkans

November 1995

15.

Alasdair Smith, Peter Holmes, Ulrich Sedelmeier,
Edward Smith, Helen Wallace, Alasdair Young
The European Union and Central and Eastern Europe: Pre-Accession
Strategies

July 1994

March 1996

16.

Helen Wallace
From an Island off the North-West Coast of Europe

17.

Indira Konjhodzic
June 1996
Democratic Consolidation of the Political System in Finland, 1945-1970:
Potential Model for the New States of Central and Eastern Europe?
31

March 1996

18.

Antje Wiener and Vince Della Sala
December 1996
Constitution Making and Citizenship Practice - Bridging the Democracy
Gap in the EU?

19.

Helen Wallace and Alasdair Young
Balancing Public and Private Interests Under Duress

December 1996

20.

S. Ran Kim
Evolution of Governance & the Growth Dynamics of the Korean
Semiconductor Industry

April 1997

21.

Tibor Navracsics
A Missing Debate?: Hungary and the European Union

June 1997

22.

Peter Holmes with Jeremy Kempton
Study on the Economic and Industrial Aspects of Anti-Dumping Policy

September 1997

23.

Helen Wallace
Coming to Terms with a Larger Europe: Options for Economic
Integration

January 1998

24.

Mike Hobday, Alan Cawson and S Ran Kim
The Pacific Asian Electronics Industries: Technology Governance
and Implications for Europe

January 1998

25.

Iain Begg
Structural Fund Reform in the Light of Enlargement
CENTRE ON EUROPEAN POLITICAL ECONOMY Working Paper No. 1

August 1998

26.

Mick Dunford and Adrian Smith
Trajectories of Change in Europe‟s Regions: Cohesion,
Divergence and Regional Performance
CENTRE ON EUROPEAN POLITICAL ECONOMY Working Paper No. 2

August 1998

27.

Ray Hudson
What Makes Economically Successful Regions in Europe Successful?
Implications for Transferring Success from West to East
CENTRE ON EUROPEAN POLITICAL ECONOMY Working Paper No. 3

August 1998

28.

Adam Swain
Institutions and Regional Development: Evidence from Hungary and
Ukraine
CENTRE ON EUROPEAN POLITICAL ECONOMY Working Paper No. 4

August 1998

29.

Alasdair Young
Interpretation and „Soft Integration‟ in the Adaptation of the European
Community‟s Foreign Economic Policy
CENTRE ON EUROPEAN POLITICAL ECONOMY Working Paper No. 5

October 1998

30.

Rilka Dragneva
Corporate Governence Through Privatisation: Does Design Matter?

March 1999

31.

Christopher Preston and Arkadiusz Michonski
Negotiating Regulatory Alignment in Central Europe: The Case of the
Poland EU European Conformity Assessment Agreement

March 1999

32.

Jeremy Kempton, Peter Holmes, Cliff Stevenson
Globalisation of Anti-Dumping and the EU
CENTRE ON EUROPEAN POLITICAL ECONOMY Working Paper No. 6

September 1999

32

33.

Alan Mayhew
Financial and Budgetary Implications of the Accession of Central
and East European Countries to the European Union.

March 2000

34.

Aleks Szczerbiak
Public Opinion and Eastward Enlargement - Explaining Declining
Support for EU Membership in Poland

May 2000

35.

Keith Richardson
Big Business and the European Agenda

September 2000

36.

Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart
October 2000
Opposing Europe: Party Systems and Opposition to the Union, the Euro
and Europeanisation
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 1

37.

Alasdair Young, Peter Holmes and Jim Rollo
The European Trade Agenda After Seattle

November 2000

38.

Sławomir Tokarski and Alan Mayhew
Impact Assessment and European Integration Policy

December 2000

39.

Alan Mayhew
Enlargement of the European Union: an Analysis of the Negotiations
with the Central and Eastern European Candidate Countries

December 2000

40.

Pierre Jacquet and Jean Pisani-Ferry
January 2001
Economic Policy Co-ordination in the Eurozone: What has been achieved?
What should be done?

41.

Joseph F. Francois and Machiel Rombout
Trade Effects From The Integration Of The Central And East European
Countries Into The European Union

42.

Peter Holmes and Alasdair Young
February 2001
Emerging Regulatory Challenges to the EU's External Economic Relations

43.

Michael Johnson
March 2001
EU Enlargement and Commercial Policy: Enlargement and the Making
of Commercial Policy

44.

Witold Orłowski and Alan Mayhew
May 2001
The Impact of EU Accession on Enterprise, Adaptation and Institutional
Development in the Countries of Central and Eastern Europe

45.

Adam Lazowski
May 2001
Adaptation of the Polish legal system to European Union law: Selected aspects

46.

Paul Taggart and Aleks Szczerbiak
Parties, Positions and Europe: Euroscepticism in the EU Candidate
States of Central and Eastern Europe
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 2

47.

Paul Webb and Justin Fisher
May 2001
Professionalizing the Millbank Tendency: the Political Sociology of New
Labour's Employees

48.

Aleks Szczerbiak
Europe as a Re-aligning Issue in Polish Politics?: Evidence from
33

February 2001

May 2001

June 2001

the October 2000 Presidential Election
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 3
49.

Agnes Batory
Hungarian Party Identities and the Question of European Integration
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 4

September 2001

50.

Karen Henderson
Euroscepticism or Europhobia: Opposition attitudes to the EU in the
Slovak Republic
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 5

September 2001

51.

Paul Taggart and Aleks Szczerbiak
April 2002
The Party Politics of Euroscepticism in EU Member and Candidate States
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 6.

52.

Alan Mayhew
The Negotiating Position of the European Union on Agriculture, the
Structural Funds and the EU Budget.

April 2002

53.

Aleks Szczerbiak
After the Election, Nearing The Endgame: The Polish Euro-Debate in
the Run Up To The 2003 EU Accession Referendum
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 7.

May 2002

54.

Charlie Lees
'Dark Matter': institutional constraints and the failure of party-based
Euroscepticism in Germany
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 8

June 2002

55.

Pinar Tanlak
Turkey EU Relations in the Post Helsinki phase and the EU
harmonisation laws adopted by the Turkish Grand National Assembly
in August 2002

October 2002

56.

Nick Sitter
Opposing Europe: Euro-Scepticism, Opposition and Party Competition
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 9

October 2002

57.

Hans G. Nilsson
November 2002
Decision Making in EU Justice and Home Affairs: Current Shortcomings
and Reform Possibilities

58.

Adriano Giovannelli
Semipresidentialism: an emerging pan-European model

November 2002

59.

Daniel Naurin
Taking Transparency Seriously

December 2002

60.

Lucia Quaglia
March 2003
Euroscepticism in Italy and centre Right and Right wing political parties
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 10

61.

Francesca Vassallo
Another Europeanisation Case: British Political Activism

March 2003

62.

Kieran Williams, Aleks Szczerbiak, Brigid Fowler
Explaining Lustration in Eastern Europe: a Post-Communist Politics
Approach

March 2003

34

63.

Rasa Spokeviciute
The Impact of EU Membership of The Lithuanian Budget

March 2003

64.

Clive Church
The Contexts of Swiss Opposition to Europe
OPPOSING EUROPE RESEARCH NETWORK Working Paper No. 11

May 2003

65.

Alan Mayhew
The Financial and Budgetary Impact of Enlargement and Accession

May 2003

66.

Przemysław Biskup
Conflicts Between Community and National Laws: An Analysis of the
British Approach

June 2003

67.

Eleonora Crutini
Evolution of Local Systems in the Context of Enlargement

August 2003

68.

Professor Jim Rollo
Agriculture, the Structural Funds and the Budget After Enlargement

August 2003

69.

Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart
October 2003
Theorising Party-Based Euroscepticism: Problems of Definition,
Measurement and Causality
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 12

70.

Nicolo Conti
November 2003
Party Attitudes to European Integration: A Longitudinal Analysis of the
Italian Case
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 13

71.

Paul Lewis
November 2003
The Impact of the Enlargement of the European Union on Central
European Party Systems
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 14

72.

Jonathan P. Aus
Supranational Governance in an “Area of Freedom, Security and
Justice”: Eurodac and the Politics of Biometric Control

December 2003

73.

Juraj Buzalka
Is Rural Populism on the decline? Continuities and Changes in
Twentieth Century Europe: The case of Slovakia

February 2004

74.

Anna Slodka
Eco Labelling in the EU: Lessons for Poland

May 2004

75.

Pasquale Tridico
Institutional Change and Economic Performance in Transition
Economics: The case of Poland

May 2004

76.

Arkadiusz Domagala
August 2004
Humanitarian Intervention: The Utopia of Just War?
The NATO intervention in Kosovo and the restraints of Humanitarian Intervention

77.

Marisol Garcia, Antonio Cardesa Salzmann &Marc Pradel
The European Employment Strategy: An Example of European
35

September 2004

Multi-level Governance
78.

Alan Mayhew
The Financial Framework of the European Union, 2007–2013: New
Policies? New Money?

October 2004

79.

Wojciech Lewandowski
The Influence of the War in Iraq on Transatlantic Relations

October 2004

80.

Susannah Verney
October 2004
The End of Socialist Hegemony: Europe and the Greek Parliamentary
Election of 7th March 2004
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 15

81.

Kenneth Chan
November 2004
Central and Eastern Europe in the 2004 European Parliamentary
Elections: A Not So European Event
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 16

82.

Lionel Marquis
December 2004
The Priming of Referendum Votes on Swiss European Policy
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 17

83.

Lionel Marquis and Karin Gilland Lutz
December 2004
Thinking About and Voting on Swiss Foreign Policy: Does Affective
and Cognitive Involvement Play a Role?
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 18

84.

Nathaniel Copsey and Aleks Szczerbiak
March 2005
The Future of Polish-Ukrainian Relations: Evidence from the June 2004
European Parliament Election Campaign in Poland

85.

Ece Ozlem Atikcan
Citizenship or Denizenship: The Treatment of Third Country Nationals
in the European Union

86.

Aleks Szczerbiak
May 2006
„Social Poland‟ Defeats „Liberal Poland‟?: The September-October 2005
Polish Parliamentary and Presidential Elections

87.

Nathaniel Copsey
Echoes of the Past in Contemporary Politics: the case of
Polish-Ukrainian Relations

October 2006

88.

Lyukba Savkova
Spoilt for Choice, Yet Hard to Get: Voters and Parties at the Bulgarian
2005 Parliamentary Election

November 2006

89.

Tim Bale and Paul Taggart
First Timers Yes, Virgins No: The Roles and Backgrounds
of New Members of the European Parliament

November 2006

90.

Lucia Quaglia
Setting the pace? Private financial interests and European financial
market integration

November 2006

36

May 2006

91.

Tim Bale and Aleks Szczerbiak
Why is there no Christian Democracy in Poland
(and why does this matter)?

92.

Edward Phelps
December 2006
Young Adults and Electoral Turnout in Britain: Towards a Generational
Model of Political Participation

93.

Alan Mayhew
A certain idea of Europe: Can European integration survive
eastern enlargement?

April 2007

94 .

Seán Hanley, Aleks Szczerbiak, Tim Haughton
and Brigid Fowler
Explaining the Success of Centre-Right Parties in Post-Communist
East Central Europe: A Comparative Analysis

May 2007

95.

Dan Hough and Michael Koß
Territory and Electoral Politics in Germany

96.

Lucia Quaglia
Committee Governance in the Financial Sector in the European Union

97.

Lucia Quaglia, Dan Hough and Alan Mayhew
You Can‟t Always Get What You Want, But Do You Sometimes Get
What You Need? The German Presidency of the EU in 2007

98.

Aleks Szczerbiak
Why do Poles love the EU and what do they love about it?: Polish
attitudes towards European integration during the first three years
of EU membership

99.

Francis McGowan
The Contrasting Fortunes of European Studies and EU Studies: Grounds
for Reconciliation?

100.

Aleks Szczerbiak
The birth of a bi-polar party system or a referendum on a polarising
government: The October 2007 Polish parliamentary election

101.

Catharina Sørensen
January 2008
Love me, love me not… A typology of public euroscepticism
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 19

102.

December 2006

May 2007

Lucia Quaglia
Completing the Single Market in Financial services: An Advocacy
Coalition Framework

July 2007

August 2007

November 2007

January 2008

January 2008

February 2008

103.

Aleks Szczerbiak and Monika Bil
May 2008
When in doubt, (re-)turn to domestic politics?
The (non-) impact of the EU on party politics in Poland
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 20

104.

John Palmer
Beyond EU Enlargement-Creating a United European Commonwealth

July 2008

105.

Paul Blokker

September 2008
37

Constitutional Politics, Constitutional Texts and Democratic Variety in
Central and Eastern Europe
106.

Edward Maxfield
September 2008
A New Right for a New Europe? Basescu, the Democrats & Romania‟s centre-right

107.

Emanuele Massetti
November 2008
The Scottish and Welsh Party Systems Ten Years after Devolution: Format, Ideological Polarization
and Structure of Competition

108.

Stefano Braghiroli
Home Sweet Home: Assessing the Weight and Effectiveness
of National Parties‟ Interference on MEPs‟ everyday Activity

December 2008

109.

Christophe Hillion and Alan Mayhew
The Eastern Partnership – something new or window-dressing

January 2009

110.

John FitzGibbon
September 2009
Ireland‟s No to Lisbon: Learning the Lessons from the
failure of the Yes and the Success of the No Side
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 21

111.

Emelie Lilliefeldt
September 2009
Political parties and Gender Balanced Parliamentary Presence in Western Europe: A two-step Fuzzyset Qualitative Comparative Analysis

112.

Valeria Tarditi
January 2010
THE SCOTTISH NATIONAL PARTY‟S CHANGING ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE EUROPEAN UNION
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 22

113.

Stijn van Kessel
February 2010
Swaying the disgruntled floating voter. The rise of populist parties in contemporary Dutch politics.

114.

Peter Holmes and Jim Rollo
EU Internal Market: Shaping a new Commission Agenda 2009-2014.

115.

Alan Mayhew
June 2010
The Economic and Financial Crisis: impacts on an emerging economy – Ukraine

116.

Daniel Keith
The Portuguese Communist Party – Lessons in Resisting Change

117.

Ariadna Ripoll Servent
June 2010
The European Parliament and the „Returns‟ directive: The end of radical contestation; the start of
consensual constraints?

118.

Paul Webb, Tim Bale and Paul Taggart
October 2010
Deliberative Versus Parliamentary Democracy in the UK: An Experimental Study

119.

Alan Mayhew, Kai Oppermann and Dan Hough
German foreign policy and leadership of the EU – „You can‟t always get what
you want … but you sometimes get what you need‟

April 2011

120.

Tim Houwen
The non-European roots of the concept of populism

June 2011

121.

Cas Mudde
August 2011
Sussex v. North Carolina: The Comparative Study of Party Based Euroscepticism
38

April 2010

June 2010

EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 23
122.

Marko Stojic
August 2011
The Changing Nature of Serbian Political Parties‟ Attitudes Towards Serbian EU Membership
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 24

123.

Daniel Keith
September 2011
„When life gives you lemons make lemonade‟: Party organisation and the adaptation of West
European Communist Parties

124.

Marianne Sundlisæter Skinner
October 2011
From Ambiguity to Euroscepticism? A Case Study of the Norwegian Progress Party‟s Position on the
European Union
EUROPEAN PARTIES ELECTIONS AND REFERENDUMS NETWORK Working Paper
No. 25

All Working Papers are downloadable free of charge from the web http://www.sussex.ac.uk/sei/publications/seiworkingpapers.
Otherwise, each Working Paper is £5.00 (unless noted otherwise) plus £1.00 postage and packing per copy in
Europe and £2.00 per copy elsewhere. Payment by credit card or cheque (payable to 'University of Sussex'.

39

