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THE CZECH REPUBLIC 2014 EUROPEAN
PARLIAMENT ELECTION:
VOTERS GONE OUT, NEW PARTIES IN
Abstract:
This article describes and evaluates 2014 Czech European Parliament
(EP) election. Starting with the context of the election, it goes through all relevant party actors participating in the election and introduces them both in general ideological terms as well as in relation towards the European integration.
After results of election are discussed, the article concludes that 2014 EP elecWLRQFRQ¿UPHGUHFHQWFKDQJHVLQWKH&]HFKSDUW\V\VWHP±LQWHUDOLDGHVWDELOL]DWLRQRIWKHV\VWHPDVDZKROHUHFRQ¿JXUDWLRQRQLWVULJKWZLQJDQGHPHUJHQce of populism. Concerning the European message of the election, their results
FRQ¿UPHGWKHLUVHFRQGRUGHUFKDUDFWHU

Key words:
EP election 2014, Czech Republic, ANO 2011, party system, second order
elections, ODS

Introduction
Czech Republic became a member of the EU in 2004 as a part of the biggest wave in the history of EU enlargement. Completion of accession process meant that the popular and simple slogan “Return to the Europe” connected with it
ZDVQRWYDOLGDQ\PRUH±&]HFK5HSXEOLFZDVEDFNRQWUDFNDQGLQVWHDGRIGUHaming about all positive values associated with the “West” the country had to start
a process of “being EU member”. This active membership can be inter alia operaWLRQDOL]HGDVSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQWKH(8SROLWLFDOV\VWHP±HJWKURXJK(3HOHFWLRQV
Both EP elections that took part in the Czech Republic in 2004 and in
2009 [Hloušek, Kaniok 2014] did not bring a lot of positive news regarding
this participation. Czech voters as well as Czech politicians followed the same
approach and the same bad habits that have characterized EP elections in old
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Katarzyna Kobielska
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ACCOUNTABILITY AND THE EUROPEAN
PARLIAMENT ELECTIONS: THE ILLUSION
OF SUPRANATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY
Abstract:
The paper refers to the essential problem of the European political space,
QDPHO\WKHLQVXI¿FLHQWLPSOHPHQWDWLRQVFDOHRIDFFRXQWDELOLW\VWDQGDUGVZKLFK
has a direct effect on the democratization of the European political system, speFL¿FDOO\RQWKHGHPRFUDF\GH¿FLW7KHSDSHUZDVSUHVHQWHGWKHDFFRXQWDELOLW\
standard on the background on the EP election in 2014, with the strong focus on
the relations between the voters and the EP candidates. In the analyses the factors
characterizing the quality of political discourse were considered taking into account both, the electorate political activity (principal±LQWKHPHDQLQJ3ULQFLSDO
$JHQW7KHRU\), as well as the offer of the running politicians (as the DJHQWV).

Key words:
accountability, principal, agent, political system, European Parliament.
Accountability is a politological category that becomes particularly relevant during election campaigns. This is mostly visible in how political actors
allow voters to review their actions and how intensively they interact with the
electorate. Throughout the campaign and during the election itself, political
representatives are subjected to a particularly thorough assessment, as voters
are given an opportunity to effectively express their approval (or disapproval).
This, of course, should not imply that accountability is related only to the elecWRUDOSURFHVV2QWKHFRQWUDU\±LWLVDSHUPDQHQWDQGLQKHUHQWIHDWXUHRIHYHU\
democratic political system. However, (free) election constitutes the one mechanism of democracy which absolutely guarantees the voters a chance to hold
their representatives accountable for their actions. While democratic systems
provide for various tools of ongoing evaluation, such tools are passive in nature and their scope is somewhat narrower. As one might say, they amount to
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indirect, rather than direct assessment of political activity. Most of all, though,
WKHDFWRIYRWLQJHQGVZLWKDVSHFL¿FUHVXOWDSROLWLFLDQLV UH HOHFWHGRULVQRW
Thus, voters give their sanction to particular candidates, who can be rewarded
or criticised for their previous actions. Moreover, the campaign is a time when
FDQGLGDWHVDUHHDJHUWRLQWHUDFW RIWHQGLUHFWO\ ZLWKWKHHOHFWRUDWH±VRPHWKLQJ
they are far less likely to do in between elections.
The issue of accountability is relevant most of all to those bodies within
the political system that are formed as a result of a direct election. This is so
because such election determines who will represent the society and legitimises
the newly chosen representatives to act on a broadly understood political scene.
As such, the question of accountability is relevant also to the supranational leYHO±IRULQVWDQFHWRWKH(XURSHDQ3DUOLDPHQWZKLFKLVWKHRQO\UHSUHVHQWDWLYH
institution within the EU chosen through direct election. Like in case of other
elections, the period prior to the election day sees intense activity on the part of
candidates, as they attempt to garner support of the voters by presenting their
previous achievements and proving their responsibility. They also face the task
of showing how they kept promises made earlier on, or explaining why they
IDLOHGWRGRVR6RPHFDQGLGDWHV¿JKWIRUUHHOHFWLRQZKLOHRWKHUVPDNHWKHLU
¿UVWDWWHPSWDWHDUQLQJWKHVHDWLQWKH(XURSHDQ3DUOLDPHQW6WLOOERWKJURXSV
are subjected to an assessment of their previous activity. In case of the former,
it is H[SRVW in nature (and comes down, broadly speaking, to legitimising theLURXWSXW )RUWKHODWWHULWLVPRVWO\DQH[DQWH judgement, albeit it may entail
some evaluation of their prior public activity in other areas.
/DUJHO\LQVXI¿FLHQWVFRSHRIDFFRXQWDELOLW\VWDQGDUGVVXEVWDQWLDOO\KLQGHUV
their implementation in the European political sphere. Numerous scholars have
HPSKDVLVHGWKHGHPRFUDWLFGH¿FLWWKDWFDQEHREVHUYHGLQVHYHUDONH\ FORVHO\LQterconnected) dimensions, such as accountability, legitimacy and/or representation [Bovens et al. 2010; Hobolt, Tilley 2014; Majone 1996; Majone 1998; Majone
2009 (1); Majone 2009 (2); Menon, Weatherill 2002, Mulgan 2014; Ruszkowski
2010; Scharpf 1996; Sroka 2011; Wojtaszczyk 2011]. If the European political
V\VWHPVXIIHUVIURPDFKURQLFGH¿FLWRIDFFRXQWDELOLW\LWPLJKWEHDQLQWHUHVWLQJ
academic challenge to answer the question of why direct elections to the EP,
and debates preceding them, have not eliminated the aforementioned democratic
GH¿FLW)RUWKHSXUSRVHRIWKLVSDSHU,KDYHIRUPHGDK\SRWKHVLVWKDWDFFRXQWDELOLW\DVVRFLDWHGZLWK(3HOHFWLRQVLVLQHI¿FLHQWEHFDXVHSULQFLSDOVDUHQRWIXOO\
principals, while agents cannot be considered as 100 per cent agents. Hence, what
we have here is a certain political illusion as to the relations between the electorate and its representatives. The purpose of this article is to examine the quality of
relations occurring between principals (voters) and agents (candidates to the EP
and/or MEPs) against the background of political accountability.

The considerations presented in this paper are founded upon the premise
that certain conditions are necessary for the accountability to function:
a) (…) there are legal and formal institutions and mechanisms to hold
governments to account;
E WKHUHDUHFOHDUO\GH¿QHGDJHQWVZKRGHPDQGJRYHUQPHQWDFWLRQ
F  WKHUHDUHFOHDUO\GH¿QHGDJHQWVZKRDUHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUJRYHUQPHQW
action;
d) there are legally established and effective sanctions for those who are
not accountable [Acosta et al. 2013: 12].
The electoral process - including the one on the supranational level,
in case of the European Parliament - occurs in all the above circumstances. Most
of all, there is a mechanism allowing for accountability: the institution of direct
election itself. We also have agents: politicians who wish to be (re)elected MEPs,
and hence have to garner the support of the electorate. Candidates are not novices
RQWKHSROLWLFDOVFHQHWKH\KDYHRSHUDWHGRQLWIRUVRPHWLPHDQGKDYHIXO¿OOHG
FHUWDLQGXWLHVDVSXEOLFRI¿FLDOV7KHUHLVDQHIIHFWLYHVDQFWLRQDFDQGLGDWHPD\
VXFFHHGRUIDLOLQJDUQHULQJVXI¿FLHQWVXSSRUW)LQDOO\WKHUHDUHSULQFLSDOVHPSRwered to sanction the actions of their representatives. Therefore, there is a plane
upon which relations of accountability may occur and be analysed. The examination presented below is based on three theoretical pillars - theory of democracy,
WKHRU\RISROLWLFDOV\VWHPDQGWKHSULQFLSDODJHQWWKHRU\ 3$7 7KH¿UVWRQHKDV
allowed me to focus on issues that are essential to the functioning of democratic
political systems. The second has provided a tool for placing political entities in
the framework of cyclical political activity. The third one, in turn, has facilitated
the analysis of relations between the key actors of a political system.
As this paper has a well developed theoretical framework, it is based
largely on the existing academic literature on the functioning of democracy (as
well as accountability) and the European political sphere. A part of the analysis is accompanied by data from Eurobarometer, as well as two Polish organisations: the CBOS research agency and the Institute of Public Affairs, which
monitors how Polish representatives operate in the European political system.
Wherever possible, I have also utilised large-scale data referring to other EU
member states. However, most of the empirical data presented here refers exclusively to Poland. Still, this does not diminish the value of the research, since
Polish political system is largely representative of most systems that currently
exist in Central and Eastern Europe.
7KHDUWLFOHFRQVLVWVRIWKUHHSDUWVWKH¿UVWRQHSUHVHQWVSDUWLFXODUW\SHV
of accountability. This allows me to connect this concept to the other part of the
subject - European Parliament elections. The second part constitutes an analysis of how principals (voters) execute accountability to sanction the political
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DFWLYLW\RIDJHQWV FDQGLGDWHVWRWKH(3 7KH¿QDOSDUWLVIRFXVHGRQWKH SRWHQtial) representatives and their readiness to be held accountable.
Due to the limited scope of this paper, a number of issues have been only
EULHÀ\PHQWLRQHGZKLOHVRPHRWKHUVZHUHRPLWWHGDOWRJHWKHU$PRQJWKHPRVW
relevant subjects that are not discussed here one can note the question of systemic determinants governing the work of an MEP. Such determinants unquestionably have a certain impact on how MEPs act (in the formal context). Another
issue left out of this article is European multilevel governance, which determines the structural and functional character of the European political system
and shapes relations between all actors on the European scene, where MEPs
function as they execute their mandates. Both these subjects are fairly broad
and well covered in the existing literature. Thus, readers willing to reach for
DGGLWLRQDONQRZOHGJHVKRXOGQRWKDYHDQ\WURXEOHZLWK¿QGLQJVXI¿FLHQWO\LQformative sources.

The concept of accountability is of ancient provenance. It derives from
the Latin terms accomptare (to account for), computare (to sum up) and putare
(to judge, to assess). Although etymology and history place it as a term related
WRDFFRXQWLQJDQG¿QDQFLDODGPLQLVWUDWLRQ>%RYHQV@LQPRGHUQWLPHV
LWLVPRVWRIWHQDVVRFLDWHGZLWKSXEOLFDQGSROLWLFDODFWLYLW\,WVLJQL¿HVWUDQVSDrent and fair management of the public sphere, and the mechanism of holding
SROLWLFLDQVDQGSXEOLFRI¿FLDOVUHVSRQVLEOHWRWKHHOHFWRUDWHSXEOLFRSLQLRQDQG
representative democratic bodies.
7KHHVVHQFHRIDFFRXQWDELOLW\OLHVLQRQH¶VREOLJDWLRQWRDFFRXQWIRURQH¶VDFWLRQVWRWDNHUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUWKHDFWLYLW\RQHXQGHUWDNHVZKHQDFWLQJ
on behalf of the society, as a part of an entity that has been legitimised by the
YRWHUVWRSHUIRUPFHUWDLQWDVNVDQGIXO¿OFHUWDLQSURPLVHV$FFRXQWDELOLW\FDQ
be thought of as (1) a mechanism that encompasses a system of procedures and
institutions; (2) a virtue that characterises the attitudes of people participating
in political processes; or (3) a standard of how the public sphere functions.
The concept can be viewed in a narrow or broad sense. The narrow perspective
shows accountability as, primarily, a mechanism, while attitudes and standards
are treated as additional aspects. Hence, following Mark Bovens [2006: 6],
ZHFDQGH¿QHDFFRXQWDELOLW\LQWKLVVHQVHDVDQLQWHUDFWLRQWKDWHQFRPSDVVHV
the following key elements:
1. a relation between the decision-making body (an actor, agent, politician)
and the forum that evaluates its actions (a principal, voter),
2. in which actors are obliged to

3. explain and justify their conduct,
4. where the forum may pose questions
5. and pass a judgement,
6. while actors may face consequences.
,QVXFKYLHZWKHRFFXUUHQFHRIWKHDERYHPHQWLRQHGVWDJHVWHVWL¿HVWRWKH
IDFWWKDWDFFRXQWDELOLW\IXQFWLRQVDVDVSHFL¿FLQVWUXPHQWRIDSROLWLFDOSURFHVV
The broad perspective pictures accountability as a category without speFL¿HGERUGHUVDQGVFRSHDFRQFHSWZKLFKHQFRPSDVVHVDQXPEHURIVLPLODU
FDWHJRULHVVXFKDVWUDQVSDUHQF\HI¿FLHQF\GHPRFUDF\HIIHFWLYHQHVVUHVSRQVLveness, responsibility, openness and coherence. All these terms de facto constitute criteria, or even indicators with which we can measure how advanced the
process of accountability is. Both perspectives depict the complex, multi-level
nature of accountability which results from the complicated composition of
contemporary political systems and the extent of network-like connections between their actors. This means that any analysis of accountability has to factor
in the position of each entity in the system, as well as the purpose and complexity of the system itself (and/or its sub-systems). As a consequence, literature
of the subject names several types of accountability: horizontal, vertical and
diagonal; direct and indirect; external and internal; social, legal, professional,
ethical, electoral, peer, political, public and many others.
2QHFULWHULRQE\ZKLFKDFFRXQWDELOLW\FDQEHFODVVL¿HGLVWKHVRXUFHRI
interaction between entities participating in the political system. In such division, we can distinguish three types of accountability: horizontal, vertical
DQG GLDJRQDO>2¶'RQQHOO 7KH$QWL&RUUXSWLRQ  %RYHQV @
7KH¿UVWW\SHUHIHUVWRVLWXDWLRQVZKHQSXEOLFRI¿FLDOVDUHOLPLWHGLQWKHLUDFtions and supervised by other public bodies (courts, ombudsman, central bank,
audit agencies, etc.) which may demand explanations and, ultimately, punish an
RI¿FLDOIRULPSURSHUFRQGXFW>7KH$QWL&RUUXSWLRQ@,QRWKHUZRUGV
it describes control mechanisms and the balance of power within the system of
public institutions. Horizontal accountability is therefore typical for inter-institutional relations stemming from standard administrative procedures (for inVWDQFHYRWHRIFRQ¿GHQFHRUVXSHUYLVRU\FRQWURO RUIURPDFDOOIRULQWHUYHQWLRQ
on the part of one actor. The most typical example of horizontal accountabilLW\LV0RQWHVTXLHX¶VWULSDUWLWHPRGHORIVHSDUDWLRQRISRZHUV>àXNRPVNL
119-122], complemented with control and supervisory institutions. This model
of accountability dominates the literature on the functioning of public administration [Bovens et al. 2014: 4]. However, horizontal accountability also includes
administrative accountability, which may take the form of external accountability (that exists parallel to legal supervision and encompasses a number of judiciary, quasi-judiciary or independent institutions) and internal accountability
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(based on internal regulations, statutes, codes of conduct, common practices,
etc.). Horizontal accountability is also described by constitutional law scholars, who analyse legal accountability - that is, the obligation to face legal conVHTXHQFHVRIRQH¶VRZQRURWKHUSHRSOH¶VDFWLRQV/HJDODFFRXQWDELOLW\LVPRVW
commonly associated with infringements of the law.
Accountability can also take on a vertical form which has its source in
H[WHUQDOLQÀXHQFHQDPHO\LQDKLHUDUFKLFDOUHODWLRQEHWZHHQWKHSHUVRQKHOG
accountable and the forum. The essence of this dependence lies in the fact that
the forum (a voter, principal or superior body) is formally entitled to hold its
representatives (agents, politicians) responsible for their actions. This type of
accountability is based on existing regulations, including the act of voting as
DNLQGRIH[WHUQDOLQÀXHQFHH[HUWHGE\WKHHOHFWRUDWHRYHUSROLWLFLDQV$FFRUGLQJ
to standards described by Transparency International, vertical accountabiliW\ HQDEOHV WKH SXEOLF WR H[HFXWH LWV ULJKW WR KROG SXEOLF RI¿FLDOV DFFRXQWDEOH
through the procedure of election, independent media, active civil society and
other, similar channels [The Anti-Corruption... 2009: 33]. Vertical accountability is typically used by political scientists, who believe that ‘(...) accountability
generally denotes a relationship between elected politicians and their voters,
VRPHWLPHV PHGLDWHG E\ SDUWLHV JRYHUQPHQW UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV RU EXUHDXFUDWV¶
[Bovens et al. 2014: 5]. The most common variants of vertical accountability
are political and, even more narrowly, electoral accountability.
The third type is the so-called diagonal accountability, which occurs when
citizens use public institutions to improve supervision of the activities of the authorities, but also when they engage directly in political processes (for example,
through social consultations, budget proposals, monitoring of public spending or
other such actions) [The Anti-Corruption... 2009: 33]. Diagonal accountability is
facultative and functions without any formal pressure stemming from organisational or legal requirements. Its quintessence rests in the participative model of
public policies [Bovens 2006: 20-21]. The nature of this type of accountability is
ZHOOUHÀHFWHGLQGHPRFUDWLFDFFRXQWDELOLW\>$FRVWDHWDO@VRFLDODFFRXQWDELOLW\>$FNHUPDQ@DQGSXEOLFDFFRXQWDELOLW\ZKLFKHPSKDVLVHFLWL]HQV¶
involvement in the process of holding authorities and administration responsible
for their conduct. At the same time, diagonal accountability can be considered
a form of direct accountability, since it relies on actions undertaken directly by
the principal. As indicated by Herbert Simon (et al.), this form is also important,
as the mere existence of control institutions (and procedures they execute on a
GDLO\EDVLV LVQRWVXI¿FLHQWWRPDNHWKHSURFHVVRIDFFRXQWDELOLW\FRPSUHKHQsive and effective. Simon emphasises that if accountability is to be truly implemented, law-makers should act to eliminate passive attitudes in the society
by designing control mechanisms that would include individual stakeholders

in the process of monitoring and evaluating public authorities and administraWLRQ>@)ROORZLQJWKLVDSSURDFK7UDQVSDUHQF\,QWHUQDWLRQDOLQWHUSUHWV
diagonal accountability as “(...) a domain between the vertical and horizontal dimensions. It refers to the phenomenon of direct citizen engagement with
horizontal accountability institutions when provoking better oversight of state
actions. Citizens by-pass cumbersome or compromised formal accountability
systems to engage in policy-making, budgeting, expenditure tracking and other
similar activities” [The Anti-Corruption… 2009: 33].
The catalogue of accountability types can be complemented with several
other forms of cross-sectional nature. One such form is moral (ethical) accountability which shows politicians as subjects responsible for judging their own conduct and establishing an appropriate relationship with their. Such accountability
is a part of political culture understood as a set of patterns of rational behaviour
>àXNRPVNL@,WLVDOVRDYLUWXHH[SHFWHGRIRXUSROLWLFDOUHSUHVHQWDWLYHV
Peer accountability is also a cross-sectional type of this phenomenon. One differentiation worth making here is that in its horizontal dimension, peer accountability is initiated and executed by institutions, while in vertical and diagonal dimensions it is the society at large that acts when certain norms are being violated.
The examination of accountability presented in this paper is focused on
the narrow understanding of this concept - that is, on direct relations that occur
between the key actors of the (European) political system, or, if one considers
the problem of democratisation, between principals and their representatives.
6WLOO,¿QGFRPSHOOLQJWKHFRQFOXVLRQSUHVHQWHGE\+DQQD3LWNLQZKRVWDWHG
WKDW³  LQDGHPRFUDWLFHQYLURQPHQWJRYHUQPHQWRI¿FLDOVDUHDFFRXQWJLYers and most of their actions are open to public scrutiny. It would not be realisWLFKRZHYHUWRH[SHFWDOORI¿FLDOVWRUHVSRQGWRHYHU\FLWL]HQIRUHYHU\RQHRI
their actions” [1967...]. This is why the subjects of the following analysis are
such mechanisms of accountability as enforcement (analysed in the context of
elections) and answerability (understood as deliberation and responsiveness to
stakeholders, customers and clients) [Boström,
öm,
m, Garsten 2008: 6]. These mechaQLVPVRFFXULQVSHFL¿FPRPHQWVRIWKHSROLWLFDOF\FOHDQGUHIHUWRLQWHUDFWLRQV
EHWZHHQVSHFL¿FDFWRUV
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The Principal’s Perspective
As indicated in the introduction, accountability can only occur in an existing, effective system and depends on certain criteria with regard to the functioning of the agent. However, our understanding of this issue is incomplete
unless we also consider the subject of accountability - the principal, the voter.
Voters are the ones who decide which politicians and parties will function on
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the European scene, and who delegate agents and grant them certain decisionPDNLQJFRPSHWHQFHV9RWHUVDUHDOVRWKHRQHVZKRFRQWUROWKHDJHQWV¶RXWSXW
and determine their further political fate [Ruszkowski 2010: 26].
This paper begins with a somewhat provocative hypothesis that European
voters cannot be considered principals in the full meaning of this term. Hence
the question: what behaviours should they exhibit if we are to classify them as
truly responsible principals? There are two simple, frequently used criteria we
can use to assess their involvement in political life: turnout for elections and
their attitude toward a given institution (measured by their knowledge about
FDQGLGDWHVDQGWKHLQVWLWXWLRQLWVHOI ,QSDUWWKLVLVDERXWYRWHUV¶SDUWLFLSDWLRQ
as it is understood by Sartori in his concept of democracy: “Participation, in its
SURSHUVHQVHUHOLHVRQRQH¶VZLOOLQJDFWLYHSHUVRQDOLQYROYHPHQW7KHUHIRUH
it is not about being merely a part of something (which usually comes down
WR EHLQJ HPEURLOHG LQ VRPH HYHQWV  DQG LW LV GH¿QLWHO\ QRW DERXW XQZLOOLQJ
compulsory engagement in something. Participation is a spontaneous action
- the exact opposite of being mobilised” [1994: 148]. In case of the EP elections, participation is a secondary manifestation of political activity, as seen in
6FKXPSHWHU¶VYLVLRQRISURFHGXUDOGHPRFUDF\$VVXFKLWVWHPVIURPDQGDWWKH
VDPHWLPHFURZQVWKHSULPDU\PDQLIHVWDWLRQRQH¶VDWWLWXGHWRZDUGDJLYHQLQstitution and the system as a whole [Schumpeter 1995: 336-337].
Even though the European Parliament is the only body in the European political system that is chosen by citizens in direct election, voters seem to have litWOHLQWHUHVWLQLQÀXHQFLQJLWVVWUXFWXUHDQGFRPSRVLWLRQ6LQFHZKHQWKH¿UVW
GLUHFWHOHFWLRQZDVKHOGWKHWXUQRXWUDWHKDVEHHQFRQVWDQWO\GHFOLQLQJ )LJXUH 
,QLWIHOOWRSHUFHQWQHDUO\SHUFHQWOHVVWKDQLQWKH¿UVWHOHFWLRQ
Worse still, if one disregards countries where voting is compulsory (Belgium,
Cyprus, Greece and Luxembourg), the result is even lower: 38.96%. When analysing turnout rates for each country, it is clear that the citizens of “old” EU countries vote much more frequently than those from the “new” ones. With the exception of Lithuania, where turnout was calculated at 47.35%, none of the Central and
Eastern European states exceeded the average ratio (not even its lower “bound”)
IRUWKHHQWLUH8QLRQ DVSUHVHQWHGLQWKH¿JXUHEHORZ 7KHWZRFRXQWULHVWKDW
came closest were Estonia (36.52%) and Bulgaria (35.84%). Nearly one third of
all eligible voters went to the polls in Romania (32.44%) and Latvia (30.24%). In
Hungary (28.97%), Croatia (25.24%), Slovenia (24.55%) and Poland (23.83%)
only about one in four citizens chose to vote. The lowest turnout rates were recorded in Czech Republic (18.20%) and Slovakia (13.05%).
Among the “old” EU member states, the lowest numbers of people
cast their votes in Portugal, UK and the Netherlands: 33.67%, 35.40% and
37.32% respectively. The country most active in the election was Malta, with

approximately three in four citizens showing up at the polls. Other nations that
clearly exceeded the overall EU average were the Italians (57.22%), the Danes
(56.30%), the Swedes (51.07%) and the Germans (48.01%). In all other member states, the turnout rate was close to the average.
The gap between the “old” and “new” member states proves that the
Union lacks political and cultural coherence. As it turns out, despite substantial structural support (and the accompanying promotion of the European structures) which the EU has provided to its Central and Eastern European members,
and which has directly translated into improved living standards and economic
growth, societies of these countries have so far failed to strengthen pro-European
and civic attitudes. This conclusion is corroborated by the comparison of turnout
UDWHVLQ(3DQGQDWLRQDOSDUOLDPHQWDU\HOHFWLRQV)LUVWO\VRFLHWLHVLGHQWLI\PXFK
more with their national political scenes and consider the EP elections as secondary in importance. Secondly, Central and Eastern Europe still suffer from less
developed civil societies, although Lithuania, Bulgaria and Romania are worth
pointing out as exhibiting the lowest divergence in turnout rates between EP and
national parliamentary elections. Among the “old” EU member states, the British
emerge as the nation most stable in its attitudes - they show consistently low
interest in both types of elections discussed here (with 7 per cent difference in
turnout rates). Across Europe, the divergence in turnout rates varies from about
DGR]HQSHUFHQW )UDQFH,WDO\ WRRYHU )LQODQG'HQPDUN
31%; Sweden: 33%). Greece provides an interesting example of a country where
even the obligation to vote is not enough to mobilise citizens, regardless of which
type of election is considered (59.97 and 62.47% turnout rate respectively).
In Central and Eastern Europe, the divergence was higher than 25%,
with the exception of the three countries mentioned in the previous paragraph.
In Poland, it was recorded at 25%, in Estonia and Hungary at 28%, while
in Latvia at 29%. Next, there is a large gap and even higher differences: 40% in
case of Slovenia and Czech Republic, 41% in Croatia, and as much as 46%
in Slovakia. Interestingly, the turnout rate for national parliamentary election
in the latter states in comparable to that observed in most “older” democracies
(still lower than in Scandinavia or Malta, though).
The data referred to above indicates that the mechanism of election is
only used as a tool of accountability to a limited extent. This is particularly visible in case of the European Parliament elections, which all around Europe draw
noticeably less attention among voters than national parliamentary elections, regardless of how old a given democracy is. This, however, corresponds to and
UHÀHFWVWKHUHVXOWVRIUHVHDUFKFRQGXFWHGE\(XUREDURPHWHUEHIRUHWKHPRVWUHcent EP election, in which people from EU member states were asked about their
identity. 39 per cent of respondents described themselves only as citizens of their
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respective countries (Germans, Danes, Poles, etc.). 51 per cent expressed a “double” identity - primarily, they referred to themselves as nationals of their counWULHV EXW WKH\ DOVR LGHQWL¿HG WKHPVHOYHV DV (XURSHDQV 2QO\  SHU FHQW RI UHspondents considered themselves most of all Europeans, and secondarily, citizens
of a given state.
The second element indicated here as a criterion for verifying the society as the subject of accountability is our knowledge about and attitude toward
WKH(8¶VLQVWLWXWLRQDORUGHU LQDEURDGHUVHQVH DQGWKH(3LWVHOI LQDQDUURZer sense). Research conducted by TNS Opinion one year before the 2014 EP
election brought rather encouraging results. As it turns out, more than half of
all respondents (53 per cent) pointed to the European Parliament as the one inVWLWXWLRQLQWKH(8¶VV\VWHPWKH\DUHPRVWIDPLOLDUZLWKDUHVXOWWKDWSXWVWKH
EP far ahead of any other European body. The second and third most frequently mentioned institutions were the European Central Bank and the European
Commission, both named by 27 per cent of respondents. However, nearly one
third of the people who participated in the research were unable to name any
EU body [One Year to... 2013: 35]. A number of other research projects revealed that we tend to confuse European institutions with one another, and it is
a trend observed not only in the “old” EU member states.
An interesting picture of European voters emerges if one juxtaposes the turnout rates and levels of knowledge about the EP in particular counWULHV )LJXUH 7KHWZRVWDWLVWLFVDUHRIWHQLQYHUVHO\SURSRUWLRQDWHWKHORZHU
the turnout rate, the more knowledge we declare to have about the institution.
This has been true in case of all Central and Eastern European member states:
Slovakia (13.05 vs. 79%), Czech Republic (18.2 vs. 69%), Romania (32.44
vs. 81%), Bulgaria (35.84 vs. 75%), Hungary (28.97 vs. 67%), etc. Among
the “old” EU countries, Portugal provided the most striking case of the same
phenomenon (33.67 vs. 67%). In several states, the tendency is quite the opposite: the percentage of those who voted was larger than of those who declared
familiarity with the EP (Malta: 74.8 vs. 63%; UK: 35.4 vs. 24%; in Sweden,
)UDQFHDQG6SDLQWKHWUHQGZDVWKHVDPHEXWWKHGLYHUJHQFHEHWZHHQWKHWZR
QXPEHUVZDVIDLUO\VPDOO ,WLVGLI¿FXOWWRVWDWHZLWKFHUWDLQW\ZKDWWKHFDXVHRI
such differences in the levels of knowledge about the EP among European naWLRQVLV$Q\DWWHPSWDWGRLQJVRLVUDWKHUDVSHFXODWLRQWKDQD¿UPFRQFOXVLRQ
One possible reason, especially with respect to the “new” member states, is the
combination of cultural factors and a certain uncertainty people feel as to their
knowledge on the subject. It can also stem from the fact that European bodies
were strongly promoted among these societies as their countries underwent the
accession process (which took place in fairly recent past, after all, especially in
case of Romania and Bulgaria).

50 per cent of Europeans who took place in the abovementioned reVHDUFKFRQVLVWHQWO\LGHQWL¿HGWKH(XURSHDQ3DUOLDPHQWDVWKHERG\ZKLFKUHSresented European interests the best. Still, nearly half of them (46 per cent) did
not know when the next direct election would take place. The date of the next
election was known to 34 per cent of respondents, which indicates that societies
were basically aware of the event and, thus, could be considered a conscious
electorate. Once again, however, if the results are considered separately for
each country, it turns out that our knowledge as to the date of the election did
not translate into proportionately high turnout rates - a fact clearly visible with
regard to Central and Eastern European states [Ibidem: 48].
After the 2009 EP election, Eurobarometer conducted a research in orGHUWR¿QGRXWZK\VRPDQ\(XURSHDQVGLGQRWYRWH7KHUHVXOWVUHYHDOHGWKUHH
main categories of reasons: those stemming from general opinions on politics,
SHUVRQDODQG¿QDOO\WKRVHUHODWHGGLUHFWO\WRWKH(8LWVHOI7KH¿UVWFDWHJRU\
was the most frequent one - 53 per cent of respondents said they did not participate in the election because they were generally unhappy with politics (they did
not trust politicians), they thought their vote would not change anything or were
simply not interested in politics. 30 per cent of citizens pointed to reasons related strictly to the EU: lack of knowledge about its structure, discontent with the
DFWLYLW\RIWKH(3DVZHOODVRYHUO\OLPLWHGSXEOLFGHEDWHDQGRULQVXI¿FLHQWO\
informative election campaign [Wybory do Parlamentu Europejskiego 2009].
When analysing European political sphere, Robert Wiszniowski compiled a review of the existing literature on behaviours and motives of the electorate. In it, he pointed out a variety of factors that determine our activity as voters.
He discerned two perspectives - that of voters as individuals, and that of the enYLURQPHQWLQZKLFKWKH\IXQFWLRQ)URPLQGLYLGXDOV¶SRLQWRIYLHZWKHHOHPHQWV
that shape our activity at the polls are related to our knowledge and attitudes toZDUGSROLWLFDOO\VLJQL¿FDQWLVVXHV7KHVHDUHWUXVWWRZDUGWKH(3WKHVHQVHRI
empowerment, interest in elections, approval for the government, political preferences, the level of general knowledge about politics, etc. One additional internal factor comes in the shape of our own perception of the European elections
DVEHLQJVHFRQGDU\LQLPSRUWDQFH7KHHOHFWLRQVZH¿QGSULPDULO\LPSRUWDQWDUH
those on the national level: parliamentary and presidential. The environment,
in turn, encompasses elements such as the voting system, timing of the election
(including the question of whether more than one election occurs in a short space
of time), geographical factors1, etc. [Wiszniowski 2008: 188-214; 226-235].
In his comments on our involvement in European elections, Janusz
Ruszkowski explains our lesser interest in them through several key factors:
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Geographical factors are those related to the administrative division of a country and spatial
distribution of constituencies (e.g. their size).
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(1) the election does not take place on the same day in all EU countries and,
hence, appears less prestigious; (2) voting systems differ across Europe, which
means we lack foundation to build a stronger European identity; (3) election
campaigns are dominated by national political parties; (4) the debate preceding
elections revolves mostly around respective national perspectives; (5) European
structures are too distant and hence abstract to most citizens; (6) election campaigns are not particularly intense and (7) not well funded; (8) EP elections
attract little interest from the media; (9) the EP lacks a clear position and role
within the European political system [Ruszkowski 2010: 124-125]. What is
interesting about this catalogue is that it focuses on shortcomings of the environment rather than voters. It points to shortcomings on the part of politicians
and parties, problems of the voting system and institutional order, as well as the
role of the media which shape the public opinion. This, of course, should not be
an excuse for all the passive citizens. To the contrary - it signals how much the
system is detached from the voters, or, looking from the opposite perspective,
how much the voters are detached from the system. Having in mind such circumstances, one can hardly expect accountability to be truly effective.

parties are strongly involved in evaluating the actions of their MEPs. It can be
perceived as an expression of internal or, to some extent, horizontal accountDELOLW\ DVLWRFFXUVZLWKLQDFHUWDLQSROLWLFDOVWUXFWXUH 7KLVPHDQVWKDWYRWHUV¶
power to hold a candidate accountable is limited right from the outset of the
entire process. Even before the electorate determines the fate of candidates,
all MEPs are assessed by decision-making bodies of their respective parties
>6FKPLWWHWDO@7KLVSURFHVVFRQVWLWXWHVDQLQWHUQDOYHUL¿FDWLRQRI
loyalty, effectiveness, political strategies and further plans. As a result, a given
politician is, or is not, allowed to run for an EP seat. One other element that deWHUPLQHVDFDQGLGDWH¶VFKDQFHIRU UH HOHFWLRQLVKLVKHUSODFHRQWKHOLVWDOVR
decided on by partisan organs. As Ruszkowski pointed out: “(...) potential reelection of an MEP depends much more on his popularity within his national
party than on his previous achievements as an MEP. It is determined by the
leaders of the national party, not his political group in the EP (...)” [2010: 103].
In the 2014 EP election in Poland, as much as 80 per cent of MEPs
(41 people) were cleared to run for re-election2. This means they were subjected to both ex-post and ex-ante evaluation from the voters. Of 51 elected peoSOHQHDUO\KDOI  ZDVUHHOHFWHGIRUWKH¿UVWWLPHZKLOHZHUHUHHOHFWHG
IRUWKHLUWKLUGWHUPRIRI¿FHLQWKH(37KHDERYHPHQWLRQHGSROLWLFLDQVSURYHG
effective either due to their previous actions on the European and/or national
venue, or thanks to an attractive agenda they presented for the future. One other
SRVVLEOHH[SODQDWLRQLVWKDWWKH\VLPSO\EHQH¿WWHGIURPWKHLUSDUWLVDQDI¿OLDtion3+LJKQXPEHURIUHHOHFWHGFDQGLGDWHVWHVWL¿HVWRWKHIDFWWKDWH[SHULHQFH
in European politics is an asset highly regarded by the voters. This view is corroborated by the results of research conducted on EP elections in Poland. As it
turns out, the percentage of people who make a decision based on the candiGDWH¶V QDPH UDWKHU WKDQ RQ KLV SDUWLVDQ DI¿OLDWLRQ KDV LQFUHDVHG ZLWK HYHU\
VXFFHVVLYH(3HOHFWLRQKHOGVRIDU LQLWZDVLQ±LQ
± >%6@$SSDUHQWO\WKHQDPHDQGWKHSXEOLFLPDJHWKDWFRPHV
with it are not without importance. This is particularly true in the light of another statistic - 46 per cent of respondents declared that MEPs had a substanWLDOLPSDFWRQ3RODQG¶VLPDJHLQ(XURSH ZKLOHRQO\SHUFHQWVDLG0(3V

The Agent’s Perspective
In the framework of interactions described here, an MEP is an agent directly legitimised by a principal (a voter) to act on the political scene. His position within the system is, however, somewhat complex. In fact, he enters into
various relations of accountability: electoral accountability, political accountability, direct accountability, internal accountability, external accountability etc.
Moreover, one needs to remember that MEPs operate in a peculiar environment
of multilevel governance, which blurs the structural and functional clarity of
the system. Still, although all this background is important, it should not derail
us from the analytic perspective adopted here, whereby the one crucial element
RIDFFRXQWDELOLW\LVDJHQWV¶UHDGLQHVVWREHKHOGUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHLUDFWLRQV
The key moments in the process are the election and the campaign preceding
it. In principle, the campaign should be the time when our representatives willingly subject themselves to judgement. The question that arises here is: how do
politicians account for their activities? What exactly do they do to this end?
How do they try to garner or maintain the support of the electorate? How is
their input and output evaluated? In other words - how deep is our assessment
and what is its nature (is it ex-ante, ongoing or ex-post)?
Most of all, the actions of candidates are shaped largely by their respective political parties. This refers to both the possibility of running for re-election and the debate preceding the election. It is worth noting here that national
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,QWHUHVWLQJO\RXWRIWKRVH¿UVWWLPHFDQGLGDWHVZHUHUHJLVWHUHGE\RQHSDUW\3ODWIRUPD
Obywatelska (PO, eng. Civic Platform). However, such personal shift in the ranks of its EP
candidates is less surprising when one considers the fact that PO was by far the biggest
winner of the previous EP election, when its members had obtained 25 seats.
Among those who won the EP seats were also well-established politicians, seasoned in
working in important positions (for example, B. Zdrojewski, who prior to the election had
EHHQDPLQLVWHULQWKHJRYHUQPHQW0%RQLDOVRIRUPHUPLQLVWHU$.R]áRZVND5DMHZLF]
JRYHUQPHQW¶VSOHQLSRWHQWLDU\IRUHTXDOWUHDWPHQW DVZHOODVWZRQHZ0(3VZLWKRXWDQ\
H[SHULHQFHLQSROLWLFV =.UDVQRGĊEVNLDQG%:HQWD 
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determined how well Polish interests were represented in the EU) [Ibidem: 4].
$QRWKHUHOHPHQWRIVRPHVLJQL¿FDQFHWRDFFRXQWDELOLW\LVWKHHOHFWLRQ
campaign (most of all, its quality) - the particular time when politicians are
supposed to subject themselves to assessment by the electorate. Unfortunately,
most candidates who base their strategy on ex-ante evaluation make a vital
PLVWDNHULJKWDWWKHVWDUWWKH\¿OOWKHLUDJHQGDVZLWKGHFODUDWLRQVZKLFKDUH
impossible to implement. Moreover, such agendas are frequently vague and
noncommittal. This, of course, is a safe choice if one has in mind the need to
DFFRXQWIRURQH¶VDFWLYLW\EHIRUHWKHQH[WHOHFWLRQ$QRWKHUSUREOHPFRQFHUQV
the debate that occurs throughout the campaign. Since it is conducted primarily
by national parties, it is usually dominated by national rather than European isVXHV)XUWKHUPRUHLWLVIXOORILPSUDFWLFDOLQIHDVLEOHSURSRVDOVDQGGHFODUDWLRQV
that have nothing to do with the competences of an MEP. One example was
provided by J. Kalinowski who, in a rather crude manner, (especially considering his position as an MEP and the standard we expect of the European political
debate) addressed the voters, saying: ‘:KDWDERXWUHJLRQDOURDGV":KDWDERXW
ORFDOURDGV"'RQ¶WZHQHHGWKHP"7KHVHDUHWKHLVVXHVZH¶UHKDQGOLQJQRZ
DQGWKHLVVXHV,¶PVXUHZHZLOOEHKDQGOLQJLQWKHIXWXUH¶2IFRXUVHWKHPHVsage is far from reasonable, as it completely misses the scope of issues tackled
by MEPs. It stems from a populist approach, but also from the expectations
expressed by the electorate of PSL (Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe, eng. Polish
3HRSOH¶V3DUW\ 6WLOOHYHQWKRXJKVXFKDJHQGDZDVFOHDUO\VKDSHGE\DFDOFXODtion of votes, the candidate referred both to his previous activity, and the actions
KHLQWHQGHGWRXQGHUWDNHLQWKHQH[WWHUPRIRI¿FH
$QRWKHUVLJQL¿FDQWVKRUWFRPLQJWKDWKLQGHUVDFFRXQWDELOLW\LVUHODWHGWR
information policy adopted outside the close circles of candidates. Research inGLFDWHVWKDWWKHPHGLDIDLOWRIXO¿OWKHLUHGXFDWLRQDODQGLQIRUPDWLRQDOIXQFWLRQV
1XPHURXVUHVSRQGHQWVVWDWHGWKDWWKHPHGLDSURYLGHGLQVXI¿FLHQWFRYHUDJHRI
the European Parliament and its work, or that information given on the subject
was biased (excessively negative) - there was not enough positive message and
¿UVWKDQGLQIRUPDWLRQRQZKDWWKHUROHRIWKH(3LQWKH(XURSHDQSROLWLFDOV\Vtem is. Moreover, respondents complained that media focused on dominant coXQWULHVVXFKDV*HUPDQ\DQG)UDQFH>:VWU]\PXMąF\VLĊRGJáRVRZDQLD
@)LQDOO\WKH\EHOLHYHGPHGLDPDGHLQVXI¿FLHQWHIIRUWWRPRELOLVHWKHHOHFWRUDWH
[Wiszniowski 2008: 347-348]. All the above-mentioned criticism is particularly relevant in the light of another research which revealed that during the camSDLJQWKHPHGLD RUPRUHVSHFL¿FDOO\79SURJUDPPHV ZHUHWKHPDMRUVRXUFH
of information about parties and candidates for 58 per cent of voters. Slightly
lower number of respondents pointed to TV spots and advertisements (53 per
cent). On the other hand of the spectrum were meetings and direct conversations

with the candidates - 5 and 2 per cent of all answers, respectively. Internet provided information to 16 per cent of respondents. Interestingly, 27 per cent gained
some knowledge from their families and friends. As much as 23 per cent did not
come across any information on any of the parties or candidates [BS/97/2014].
7KHVDPHUHVHDUFKH[DPLQHGYRWHUV¶RSLQLRQVRQWKHHIIHFWLYHQHVVRIWKHFDPpaign. 39 per cent of respondents stated that the campaign did not provide them
with any relevant information about the candidates running for EP seats in their
constituencies. 19 per cent said they only learned very little [Ibidem]. Such numbers force me to conclude that the conduct of the election campaign does not support the process of accountability. As it turns out, neither politicians and parties
nor the media provide a viable platform for genuine accountability to exist on.
Many politicians and analysts emphasise that the campaign starts the day
after the election, when the chosen representatives begin their work and, at the
same time, their effort to be re-elected the next time around. The reality of the
job forces MEPs to be constantly on the move. They perform a part of their duties in Brussels, where they participate in committee sessions and meetings of
political groups and additional plenary sessions. They also work in Strasbourg,
where they sit on twelve several day-long plenary sessions per year. MEPs are
also “spokesmen” for the EU in their respective constituencies4. Although they
are not legally obliged to follow the instructions of their voters, they should take
their opinions into consideration. One also needs to remember that MEPs are
JLYHQIXQGVWRVHWXSWKHLURI¿FHVZKLFKPHDQVWKH\DUHJLYHQPHDQVWRFRQstantly stay in contact with the voters. Hence, the shape of the system in which
MEPs execute their mandate provides a convenient ground for them to subject themselves to ongoing evaluation. However, there are two conditions that
QHHGWREHPHWLIVXFKHYDOXDWLRQLVWRDFWXDOO\RFFXU)LUVWO\0(3VKDYHWRGR
some work which they can later be proud of in front of their voters. Secondly,
they have to keep the electorate constantly informed of their actions. Here, we
can refer to a qualitative research conducted in Poland, which indicates that
MEPs are not widely recognisable, and “(...) even if they are, it is due to reasons
different than their activity in the EU structures. The Poles do not distinguish
MEPs from other Polish politicians who work in various other institutions (...)”
[Dudkiewicz et al. 2013: 8]. According to analyses presented by the Institute
RI3XEOLF$IIDLUV³  LQERWKWKHFXUUHQWDQGWKHSUHYLRXVWHUPRIRI¿FHQRW
all Polish MEPs managed to execute their mandate in a satisfactory manner.
Some were focused too much on national politics and, consequently, neglected
their actual workplace - the European Parliament. Others engaged in work on
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MEPs gather in political groups based on their views, regardless of their nationality. They
execute their mandate independently. Since their prerogatives have increased over the
\HDUVWKHLUDFWLYLW\QRZLQÀXHQFHVRIVSKHUHVRIFLWL]HQ¶VGDLO\OLIHHQYLURQPHQWFRQVXPHU
protection, transport, education, culture, health care, etc.

<ĂƚĂƌǌǇŶĂ<ŽďŝĞůƐŬĂ

ĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƵƌŽƉĞĂŶWĂƌůŝĂŵĞŶƚůĞĐƟŽŶƐ͗dŚĞ/ůůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨ^ƵƉƌĂŶĂƟŽŶĂů͘͘͘

issues which are not particularly relevant to the future of the European Union
DQG3RODQG¶VUROHLQLW2WKHUVVWLOOGLGQRWSRVVHVVVXI¿FLHQWNQRZOHGJHDELOLWLHV
DQGFRQWDFWVWREHDEOHWRLQÀXHQFHGHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVVHV$OOVXFKPDQdates cannot be considered well used. Informing citizens about the functioning
RI(XURSHDQLQVWLWXWLRQVLVHTXDOO\LPSRUWDQWWREHLQJHIIHFWLYHLQLQÀXHQFLQJWKH
GHFLVLRQVPDGHE\WKH(8´>àDGD6]F]HSDQLN@$QDO\VLVRIZRUNGRQH
by MEPs also shows the extent of their accountability. “(...) MEPs are subjected
WROHVVFRQWUROE\WKHSXEOLFRSLQLRQ±WKHPHGLDGRQRWIROORZWKHHYHQWVLQWKH
European Parliament, so it is easier to remain anonymous and not attract any inWHUHVWZLWKRQH¶VVWDWHPHQWVDQGEHKDYLRXU  7KHDFFRXQWDELOLW\RI0(3VLV
different due to (...) lesser external control and, secondly, the complexity of issues tackled by the EP (...)” [Dudkiewicz et al. 2013: 48].
$V LQGLFDWHG E\ WKH SUHVHQWHG GDWD FDQGLGDWHV¶ UHDGLQHVV WR DQVZHU
for their actions to the electorate is relative and depends on external factors.
Most of all, current and/or future candidates are strongly dependant on the will
and decisions made by their political parties. This refers as much to the turning
point in the electoral process - a decision to allow a given person to run in the
EP election - as to the information policy adopted by parties and imposed on
their members. Hence, accountability is strongly determined by internal relations between politicians and their formations - an aspect which is beyond the
LQÀXHQFHRIYRWHUV7KLVPHDQVWKDWWKHHOHFWRUDWHV¶GHFLVLRQPDNLQJSRZHUV
are limited right from the start of the process.
The second factor that weakens the election as a tool of accountability
is the shape and content of the debate preceding the elections. As the campaign
is focused on national or even local issues and dominated by empty promises,
voters have little to no reference points by which they could evaluate and verify
DJLYHQSROLWLFLDQ¶VSHUIRUPDQFHEHIRUHWKHQH[WHOHFWLRQ
)LQDOO\ 3ROLVK 0(3VVKRZLQVXI¿FLHQWDFWLYLW\LQ¿HOGVZKLFKDUHYLtal and relevant to the functioning of the European Parliament. They also fail
to keep voters well informed of their actions. Therefore, even though most of
WKHPKDYHEHHQSRVLWLYHO\YHUL¿HGLQWKHODVWHOHFWLRQ DVWKH\ZHUHUHHOHFWHG
IRUDQRWKHUWHUPRIRI¿FH WKHHIIHFWLYHQHVVRIWKHLUZRUNUHPDLQVGRXEWIXO

clearly fall within the multilevel governance model, they also emphasise the sigQL¿FDQFHRILQFOXGLQJFLWL]HQVLQWKHSURFHVVRIIRUPXODWLQJLPSOHPHQWLQJDQG
evaluating public policies. This can be inferred from the abovementioned list.
)LUVWO\LWSURYLGHVIRUUHODWLRQVEDVHGRQRSHQFRQGXFWRISROLWLFDOSURFHVVDQG
inclusion of individuals (also through implementing standards of accountabilLW\ 7KHQLWSRVWXODWHVHQVXULQJHIIHFWLYHQHVVHI¿FLHQF\DQGFRKHUHQFHRIWKH
system. None of these criteria leave out citizens, although in every case, their
participation can be considered from two perspectives: infrastructure and implementation. The former is related with how the system is organised - for instance,
with the existence of appropriate regulations, solutions and standards. The latter
refers most of all to the activity of political actors: various administrative bodLHVSROLWLFLDQVSDUWLFLSDWLQJLQGLUHFWHOHFWLRQVDQGXOWLPDWHEHQH¿FLDULHVRIDOO
SXEOLFDFWLYLW\FLWL]HQV,IWKHV\VWHPJXDUDQWHHVWKH¿UVWDVSHFW WKDWLVWKHLQstitutional framework), the second one depends on the activity of institutional
actors and voters. Implementing good European governance requires several
key elements: 1) transparency of decision-making processes and access to public information (which are the essential factors of openness); 2) mechanisms
for inclusion of social (and sectoral) actors in decision-making processes; 3)
a responsive model for making decisions (which is a virtue of every effective
and coherent system). Such structure for European governance unquestionably
IRUPVDIUDPHZRUNDQGSRVVLELOLW\IRUOLPLWLQJWKHGHPRFUDWLFGH¿FLWREVHUYHG
so far. Still, the existence of standards, or even their fairly broad promotion5,
GRHVQRWE\LWVHOIPDNHWKHV\VWHPPRUHGHPRFUDWLF7KLVLVFOHDUO\UHÀHFWHGLQ
the picture of the electoral process described earlier in this paper.
In practice, European societies exhibit a very limited willingness to hold
their representatives (current or potential) accountable. Their participation in
the elections - a crucial element of any democratic system - is incidental. Barely
over 30 per cent of European eligible to vote regularly go to the polls. Societies
of Central and Eastern Europe stand out us particularly passive. Moreover, voters possess a limited knowledge of the European Parliament - the institution
in which they put their representatives through direct election. One particularly striking tendency is their propensity to confuse various European instituWLRQV)XUWKHUPRUHWKHLUNQRZOHGJHDERXWWKHLUUHSUHVHQWDWLYHV¶DFWLYLW\DWWKH
European level is far from satisfactory. In the context of the subject discussed
here, a closer look at those citizens who do cast their votes is also revealing PRVW RI WKHP PDNH WKHLU GHFLVLRQV ZLWKRXW SURSHU UHÀHFWLRQ DQG DQDO\VLV RI

Conclusions
Acting through the European Commission, the European Union has made
accountability one of the most important standards for the functioning of the
public sphere. The (XURSHDQ*RYHUQDQFH:KLWH3DSHU[European Commission
@HQXPHUDWHV¿YHEDVLFSULQFLSOHVRIJRRGJRYHUQDQFHRSHQQHVVSDUWLFLpation, effectiveness, accountability and coherence. Although these principles
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5

One example of such promotion in Poland in the period from 2007 to 2013 was a dedicated
Ä+XPDQ &DSLWDO´ 3URJUDPPH IXQGHG IURP WKH (XURSHDQ 6RFLDO )XQG Ä+XPDQ &DSLWDO´
provided support for, among many other projects, public administration, to assist it in
implementing standards of good governance (one of the Programme priorities was titled
„good governance”).
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what each candidate has done so far, and/or intends to do in the future. Rather
than that, they follow the overall image of a given politician. Although the
causes of this „laziness” are actually quite complex and include many other factors, the fact is that such attitude is not conducive to the process of democratising a system through mechanisms of accountability.
The quality of debates conducted during the election campaign indicates that MEPs are not willing to subject themselves to judgement from votHUV)LUVWRIDOOWKHVXEMHFWV DQGZLWKWKHPWKHHQWLUHGLDORJXH WRXFKHGRQE\
current and/or potential MEPs are not particularly relevant. Secondly, it is hard
to speak of an actual dialogue, since candidate limit their efforts to simply informing the electorate about their actions and intentions, without engaging in
a true discussion. Still, even if it is narrowed down to passing information, the
mechanism could be used for the purpose of accountability, if only candidates
were ready to provide information most useful to the voters (for instance, about
WKHLU SUHYLRXV DFKLHYHPHQWV LQ (XURSHDQ SROLWLFV RU DERXW KRZ WKH\ IXO¿OOHG
promises made earlier on) and formulate agendas adequate to their prerogatives
DV0(3V UDWKHUWKDQIRFXVHGRQQDWLRQDOLVVXHV )LQDOO\FDQGLGDWHVWRWKH(3
seats are dependent - both formally and informally - on internal political systems
RIWKHLUFRXQWULHV7KLVIDFWLVUHÀHFWHGLQDQXPEHURIIDFWRUV  GRPLQDQWSRVLtion of national parties; (2) varying national voting systems; (3) national character of the electorate; (4) focus on national issues during the campaign; (5) focus
on national issues during the work in the EP [Ruszkowski 2011: 164].
As indicated above, the relation between MEPs and their principals do
not entail evaluation of their political activity, regardless of whether one conVLGHUV H[DQWH RU H[SRVW DVVHVVPHQW 'HSXWLHV¶ GDLO\ ZRUN LV DOVR QRW HDVLO\
subjected to judgment - it is either poorly reported to the electorate, overly foFXVHGRQQDWLRQDOFRQWH[WRUTXLWHVLPSO\LQVXI¿FLHQW7KLVPHDQVWKH0(3V
do not create circumstances that would allow voters to conduct ongoing evaluation of their actions.
&OHDUO\WKH(XURSHDQSROLWLFDOV\VWHPVXIIHUVIURPDVXEVWDQWLDOGH¿FLW
RIDFFRXQWDELOLW\DVUHÀHFWHGLQYHU\OLPLWHGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIRQHRIWKHEDVLF
standards of democracy. Consequently, EU structures lack strong legitimacy.
Although a crisis of participation has affected most of Europe and is not limited
to „new” members of the Union, it is particularly visible in younger democracies of states that have joined the EU since 2004. This underscores the distance
between the „new” and „old” member states in terms of development of civil
society and pro-European attitudes. While accountability constitutes only one
DUHDLQWKHODUJHUPRUHFRPSOH[SUREOHPRIGHPRFUDWLFGH¿FLWLWLVGH¿QLWHO\
worth more attention on the part of both theorists and practitioners. It is, after
all, a factor that shapes social and institutional order and is required to build
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high political culture.
References:
$FFRXQWDELOLW\ LQ *RYHUQDQFH, http://siteresources.worldbank.org/PUBLICSECTORAN
DGOVERNANCE/Resources/AccountabilityGovernance.pdf (16.08.2014).
Ackerman J.M., 6RFLDO$FFRXQWDELOLW\LQWKH3XEOLF6HFWRU, [in:] Social Development Papers.
3DUWLFLSDWLRQDQGFLYLOHQJDJHPHQW, Paper No. 82/2005, The World Bank.
Acosta A.M., Joshi A., Ramshaw G. (2013), 'HPRFUDWLFDFFRXQWDELOLW\DQGVHUYLFHGHOLYHU\
DGHVNUHYLHZ, Stockholm 2013.
7KH$QWL&RUUXSWLRQ3ODLQ/DQJXDJH*XLGHTransparency International, July 2009.
Boström M., Garsten C. (2008), 2UJDQL]LQJIRU$FFRXQWDELOLW\, [in:] M. Boström, C. Garsten (eds.),
2UJDQL]LQJ7UDQVQDWLRQDO$FFRXQWDELOLW\, Cheltenham: Edward Edgar Publishing Limited.
Bovens M. (2006), $QDO\VLQJ DQG $VVHVLQJ 3XEOLF $FFRXQWDELOLW\, European Governance
Papers, No. C-06-01/2006.
Bovens M. (2007), 1HZ)RUPVRI$FFRXQWDELOLW\DQG(8*RYHUQDQFH, „Comparative European
Politics”, No. 5: 104-120.
Bovens M., Curtin D., Hart P. (2010), 7KH5HDO:RUOGRI(8$FFRXQWDELOLW\:KDW'H¿FLW?,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bovens M., Schillemens T., Goodin R.E. (2014), Public Accountability, [in:] M. Bovens, R.E.
Goodin, T. Schillemens (eds.), 7KH 2[IRUG +DQGERRN $FFRXQWDELOLW\, Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
BS/96/2014 :\ERU\ GR 3DUODPHQWX (XURSHMVNLHJR Z SRZ\ERUF]\FK GHNODUDFMDFK 3RODNyZ,
.RPXQLNDW]%DGDĔ:DUV]DZD&HQWUXP%DGDQLD2SLQLL6SRáHF]QHM
BS/97/2014, 2GELyU NDPSDQLL Z\ERUF]HM L DNW\ZQRĞü SROLW\F]QD Z ,QWHUQHFLH, Komunikat z
EDGDĔ:DUV]DZD&HQWUXP%DGDQLD2SLQLL6SRáHF]QHM
Connors R., Smith T., Hickman C. (2010), =DVDGD 2= 8]\VNLZDQLH UH]XOWDWyZ SU]H]
LQG\ZLGXDOQąLRUJDQL]DF\MQąRGSRZLHG]LDOQRĞü, Warszawa: MT Biznes.
Dahl R.A.(2000), 2GHPRNUDFML, Kraków: Wydawnictwo „Znak”.
'RPDĔVNL+  &]\QQLNLOHJLW\PL]DFMLZNUDMDFK, „Nauka”, 4/2004: 65-98.
(XURSHDQ&LWL]HQVKLS5HSRUW(spring 2014), Standard Eurobarometer 81.
European Commission (2001), (XURSHDQ *RYHUQDQFH $ :KLWH 3DSHU, COM(2001)428,
25 VII 2001.
)RZOHU%  /HJLWLPDF\DQG$FFRXQWDELOLW\LQWKH(8(QODUJHPHQW3ROLWLFDO3HUVSHFWLYHV
IURPWKH&DQGLGDWH6WDWHV [in:] A. Arnull, D. Wincott (eds.), $FFRXQWDELOLW\DQG/HJLWLPDF\
LQWKH(XURSHDQ8QLRQ, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hobolt S.B, Tilley J. (2014), %ODPLQJ(XURSH"5HVSRQVLELOLW\ZLWKRXW$FFRXQWDELOLW\LQWKH
(XURSHDQ8QLRQ, New York: Oxford University Press.
µ,PSXOVLYH¶ DQG µXQVSHFL¿HG¶ DEVWDLQHUV YRWLQJ EDUULHUV DQG LQFHQWLYHV, Eurobarometer
qualitative studies, 23 November 2012.
Kownacki T. (2011), 3DUODPHQW(XURSHMVNLLMHJRURODZEXGRZDQLXV\VWHPXRGSRZLHG]LDOQRĞFL
Z 8QLL (XURSHMVNLHM, [w:] A. Sroka (ed.), 2GSRZLHG]LDOQRĞü Z 8QLL (XURSHMVNLHM
5]HF]\ZLVWRĞüF]\LOX]MD":DUV]DZD2¿F\QD:\GDZQLF]D$635$-5
àDGD$6]F]HSDQLN0  Kandydat idealny, „Analizy i opinie”, nr 134, Instytut Spraw
Publicznych.
Majone G. (1996), 5HJXODWLQJ(XURSH, New York: Routledge.
Majone G. (1998), (XURSH¶VÄ'HPRFUDWLF'H¿FLW´7KH4XHVWLRQRI6WDQGDUGV, „European Law
Journal”, vol. 4 (1): 5-28.
Majone G. (2009) (1), 'LOHPPDV RI (XURSHDQ ,QWHJUDWLRQ 7KH $PELJXLWLHV DQG 3LWIDOOV RI

163

<ĂƚĂƌǌǇŶĂ<ŽďŝĞůƐŬĂ

ĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƵƌŽƉĞĂŶWĂƌůŝĂŵĞŶƚůĞĐƟŽŶƐ͗dŚĞ/ůůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨ^ƵƉƌĂŶĂƟŽŶĂů͘͘͘

,QWHJUDWLRQE\6WHDOWK, New York: Oxford University Press.
Majone G. (2009) (2), (XURSH DV WKH :RXOGEH :RUOG 3RZHU 7KH (8 DW )LIW\, New York:
Cambridge University Press.
McCandless H.E.(2006), $&LWL]HQ¶V*XLGHWR3XEOLF$FFRXQWDELOLW\&KDQJLQJWKH5HODWLRQVKLS
%HWZHHQ&LWL]HQVDQG$XWKRULWLHV, Victoria: Trafford Publishing.
Menon A., Weatherill S. (2002), /HJLWLPDF\$FFRXQWDELOLW\DQG'HOHJDWLRQLQWKH(XURSHDQ
8QLRQ, [in:] A. Arnull, D. Wincott (ed.), $FFRXQWDELOLW\DQG/HJLWLPDF\LQWKH(XURSHDQ
8QLRQ, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Mulgan R. (2014), $FFRXQWDELOLW\'H¿FLWV, [in:] M. Bovens, R.E. Goodin, T. Schillemans (ed.),
7KH2[IRUG+DQGERRNRI3XEOLF$FFRXQWDELOLW\, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
2¶'RQQHOO *$   +RUL]RQWDO $FFRXQWDELOLW\ LQ 1HZ 'HPRFUDFLHV, „Journal of
Democracy”, vol. 9 (3): 112-126.
2QH<HDUWR*RWRWKH(XURSHDQ(OHFWLRQV (2013), European Parliament Euroberometer
(EB/EP 79.5), Brussels: TNS Opinion.
3HOL]]R 5 6WDSHQKXUVW )   *RYHUQPHQW $FFRXQWDELOLW\ DQG /HJLVODWLYH 2YHUVLJKW,
London: Routledge.
Ruszkowski J. (2010), 3DUODPHQW (XURSHMVNL '\QDPLND LQVW\WXFMRQDOQD L NRPSHWHQFMH,
6]F]HFLQ,QVW\WXW3ROLWRORJLLL(XURSHLVW\NL8QLZHUV\WHWX6]F]HFLĔVNLHJR
Sartori G. (1994), 7HRULDGHPRNUDFML, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN.
Schmitt H., Wessels B., van der Eijk C. (2010), 3DUWLHV&DQGLGDWHVDQG9RWHUV,QWKH
(OHFWLRQWRWKH(XURSHDQ3DUOLDPHQW, [in:] $Q$XGLWRI'HPRFUDF\LQWKH(XURSHDQ8QLRQ,
Brussels: European Union Democracy Observatory.
Schumpeter J.A. (1995), .DSLWDOL]P VRFMDOL]P GHPRNUDFMD, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
Naukowe PWN.
6KDUSI)  (FRQRPLFLQWHJUDWLRQGHPRFUDF\DQGWKHZHOIDUHVWDWH,
http://www.mpifg.de/pu/workpap/wp96-2/wp96-2.html, (25.08.2014).
Simon H.A., Thompson V.A.., Smithburg D.W. (2005), Public Administration, New Brunswick:
Transaction Publishers.
Sroka A. (2011), 0RGHO RGSRZLHG]LDOQRĞFL Z 8QLL (XURSHMVNLHM, [in:] Sroka A. (ed.),
2GSRZLHG]LDOQRĞü Z 8QLL (XURSHMVNLHM 5]HF]\ZLVWRĞü F]\ LOX]MD" :DUV]DZD 2¿F\QD
Wydawnicza ASPRA-JR.
Wincott D. (2002), 7KH*RYHUQDQFH:KLWH3DSHUWKH&RPPLVVLRQDQGWKH6HDUFKIRU/HJLWLPDF\,
[in:] A. Arnull, D. Wincott (ed.), $FFRXQWDELOLW\DQG/HJLWLPDF\LQWKH(XURSHDQ8QLRQ,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Wiszniowski R. (2008), (XURSHMVND SU]HVWU]HĔ SROLW\F]QD :URFáDZ :\GDZQLFWZR
8QLZHUV\WHWX:URFáDZVNLHJR
Wojtaszczyk K.A. (2011), 2GSRZLHG]LDOQRĞü SROLW\F]QD Z V\VWHPLH LQVW\WXFMRQDOQ\P 8QLL
(XURSHMVNLHM±Z\PLDUWHRUHW\F]QR±XVWURMRZ\, [w:] A. Sroka (ed.), 2GSRZLHG]LDOQRĞüZ
8QLL(XURSHMVNLHM5]HF]\ZLVWRĞüF]\LOX]MD":DUV]DZD2¿F\QD:\GDZQLF]D$635$-5
:VWU]\PXMąF\ VLĊ RG JáRVRZDQLD ³SRG ZSá\ZHP LPSXOVX´ , ZVWU]\PXMąF\ VLĊ
³EH] VSUHF\]RZDQLD´ SU]HV]NRG\ XWUXGQLDMąFH XG]LDá Z JáRVRZDQLX RUD] ]DFKĊW\
GRXF]HVWQLFWZDZZ\ERUDFK%DGDQLDMDNRĞFLRZH(XUREDURPHWUXOXWHJRU
:\ERU\GR3DUODPHQWX(XURSHMVNLHJR3RZRG\QLHJáRVRZDQLD, Eurobarometer 71.3.

)LJXUH7XUQRXWUDWHLQVHOHFWHG(8FRXQWULHV(3HOHFWLRQYVQDWLRQDO
parliamentary elections

164

165

<ĂƚĂƌǌǇŶĂ<ŽďŝĞůƐŬĂ

)LJXUH7XUQRXWUDWHVDQGOHYHOVRINQRZOHGJHDERXWWKH(3LQSDUWLFXODU
countries

Ä3ROLWLFDO3UHIHUHQFHV´1R

'2,P¿JVKDUH

0DU]HQD&LFKRV]
University of Wroclaw, Poland

POSITIONING STRATEGIES
OF POLISH POLITICAL PARTIES
IN THE 2014 EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT ELECTION

The article concerns an analysis of the types of positioning an electoral
agenda adopted by the Polish political parties during the political campaign before the elections to the European Parliament in 2014. Positioning the electoral
offer has been treated as one of the main elements of the electoral strategies of
SROLWLFDOSDUWLHVDVWKHZD\RIGH¿QLQJWKHLUHOHFWRUDOJRDOVDQGLGHQWLI\LQJWKHir strengths and weaknesses as well as opportunities and threats. The scope of
analysis assumes main Polish political parties represented in the Polish parliament in the years 2011 - 2014 and additionally the party that managed to cross
the entry barrier into the parliamentary market in the EP election in 2014.
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The 2014 European Parliament (EP) election in Poland marks the beJLQQLQJRIDQµHOHFWRUDOPDUDWKRQ¶WKDWZLOOVWUHWFKRYHUPRQWKVDQGHQFRPpass local election (Autumn 2014), presidential election (Summer 2015) and
the national parliamentary election (Autumn 2015). Due to the predominantly
parliamentary character of Polish political system, the last of these events will
EHRIPRVWVLJQL¿FDQFHWRSDUWLFLSDWLQJSDUWLHV$WWKHVDPHWLPHWKHDERYH-mentioned schedule clearly determines the importance of strategies adopted
E\SDUWLHVLQWKH(3HOHFWLRQ7KHUHVXOWRIWKLVHOHFWLRQZLOOFRQVWLWXWHWKH¿UVW
WHVWRIWKHLUHI¿FLHQF\
This article is focused on analysing one very important element of electoral strategies adopted by Polish political parties - the positioning of their elecWRUDODJHQGD3RVLWLRQLQJLVFUXFLDOWRWKHVWUDWHJ\IRUVHYHUDOUHDVRQV)LUVWO\
by positioning its agenda, a party conveys information about its key assets and
UHVRXUFHVRUDWWKHYHU\OHDVWDERXWKRZLWLGHQWL¿HVWKRVHDVVHWVDQGUHVRXUFHV
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