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Abstract

Built upon a methodological assumption that conventional theory of democracy and party politics after
some modifications can be applied to analysing the EU politics, this article offers a case study of the
European Green Party (EGP) by focusing on its three aspects—political programme, organisational
structure and political participation. As the main conclusion, the author argues that the EGP has
evolved into a Euro-party by the end of the EP’s fifth term in terms of certain standards, yet its roles as

a system-maker for the EU’s democratic transformation are still very limited.
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1. Introduction

An interesting question arisen from the increasingly integrated Europe is whether there will be a
European Union (EU) democracy based upon a European civil society or ‘political space’ to follow
(Kohler-Koch 2003-6; Ruzza 2004:12; Ward 2004:ix). To uncover this intelligence puzzle, a commonly
accepted research approach is to extend the conventional theory of democracy and party politics onto
the supranational level of the EU—to examine the roles which political parties play in promoting the
formation of a democratic European system or polity (Sweeney 1984:3-4). Following such a kind of
‘analogical methodology’ (Haas 1970:623), this article takes the European Green Party (EGP) as an
example to investigate whether or to what an extent the forging Euro-parties really matter in the
context of the EU’s democratic transformation as many students may argue (Haas 1958; Marquand
1978; Pridham and Pridham 1981; Hix and Lord 1997; Deth and Poguntke 2001-4; Hix 2006). By
focusing on the EGP’s three aspects—political programme, organisational structure and political
participation—as well as its main constituent parties in Western Europe, it will discuss three
interrelated questions: How much progress has been made for the European Greens in moving
towards a European party thus far? What are the EGP’s contributions and limitations in the
undergoing process of transforming the EU democratically and developing a European civil society?
And consequently, what can we reasonably expect from the interaction of the Europeanising Greens

and an evolving European democracy in a foreseeable future?

2. Conceptual Adaptation and Research Framework

Before turning to the above-raised questions, let me explain or re-define a couple of key words which

will appear often in this article.

2.1 European democracy

The foremost and also probably most controversial concept is ‘European democracy’. This term, in a
singular or plural form, is usually used to describe the democratic system exercised by almost all the
European countries today (Steiner 1998). In this article, however, it refers to the forming institutional
complexity at the EU level or ‘the EU Polity’ constructed over the past 50 years under the inter-
governmental treaties such as the Treaty of Rome (1957), the Treaty of Maastricht (1992), the Treaty
of Nice (2001), and the Treaty Establishing a European Constitution (2004).

Although nobody can offer a universal definition for democracy in today’'s world, any convincing
description of or prescription to contemporary democracy must imply a systematic combination of
certain component elements including democratic ideology or values, institutional framework and
decision-making mechanism. Thus, being a democracy means that several political institutions are

united into a political system or ‘polity’ basing upon and sticking to some core democratic beliefs and
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behaviour principles. Or according to the familiar cliché, democratic governments are of, by and for the
people. In application of this standard, the EU today arguably is a quasi-democracy (Lodge 2005:284)
instead of a pseudo-democracy. Directly-elected European Parliament (EP) since 1979 has attained a
lot of key check-and-balance powers in the EU’s decision-makings such as the budget approval and
the European Commission (EC)’s formation and operation, as well as an equal legislative power in the
policy areas to which Council of Ministers and European Council make the binding decisions by a rule
of Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) based upon the initiatives of the EC (Lodge 1996:9; Smith 1999:63;
Kreppel 2002:89).

It is understandable that democratisation of the EU will be a time-consuming process. The EU—
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)—came into being in 1951 primarily as a regional
economic cooperation and integration organisation. This fact can explain why, economic growth and
efficiency for a long time was the major, if not sole, criterion guiding the development of the EU. Other
issues such as social rights and environmental protection were considered only under the condition
that they were economically-related and consequently often were dealt with in an economic
perspective. More importantly, constitutional basis for the EU was, and to a large extent still is, an
inter-governmental cooperation mechanism based upon the ad hoc mandate-and-power-granting from
its member states. Putting the Council of Ministers—later on plus the European Council—as the
supreme policy-making body and maintaining a consensus rule of decision-making, member states
could control the development of the EU and protect their key national interests. Thus, if this picture
had remained unchanged, there would be arguably no reason to talk about the phenomenon of
‘democratic deficits’. Yet the reality is that European integration was not restricted within the economic
field and a lot of dramatic institutional changes have occurred with the EU, especially following the
Single European Act in 1986 and the European Union Treaty. And as a result, democracy and
legitimacy of the EU’s decision-making as well as itself are in question (Banchoff and Smith 1999;
Eriksen and Fossum 2000). Retrospectively, the EU polity has indeed left far away from ‘a common
subsystem of their members states’ (Reif 1985:1-2), if ever. As for today’s EU, it can be described as
a mixture of representative democracy through the EP and indirective representative democracy

through the national governments of its member states.

2.2 Party democracy

Another crucial word for this study is ‘party democracy’. A next-to-consensus percept in this respect is
that it is indivisible between democracy and political parties (Schattschneider 1942; Epstein 1967;
Sartori 1976; Budge and Keman 1990; Roskin 1991; Katz and Mair 1995), and the closest
approximation to an ideal type in actuality is the West European democracies at the national level (Hix
and Lord 1997:205), though one may contend by arguing that a polity with political party does not
necessarily leads to a democracy (Miller-Rommel 2005). A detailed analysis on the relationship

between democracy and political party, or the basic criteria measuring an ideal ‘party democracy’, is
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beyond the scope for this article. What | want to emphasise here is that the common understandings

above to party democracy provides us another theoretical basis for our further discussion.

It is unthinkable that there would be a European democracy without European parties and a European
party system. One may imagine or even find some examples of direct democracies at the community
level, as many eco-communalists or eco-regionalists did (Sale 1985:96; Pepper 2005). As far as the
EU—the first supranational polity in contemporary world—is concerned, however, the only conceivable
approach to transform itself into a democratic system, in the author’s intelligence, is through
introducing or strengthening the party competition along with interests representation among the
European public and responsibility accountability in the European governance or the ‘EU
Government’, no matter from where the first impetus to such a political change will come, such as the
neo-functionalist ‘economic spillover’ (Hass 1961:369), the ambitious or rational national political
parties (van der Eijk 1994:378-9; Hix and Lord 1997:2), or the politically-awakened ‘Eurocrats’
(Sweeney 1984:156), just to name a few of them.

Thus, we can reasonably assume that political parties will become an increasingly important political
force at the European level and act in comparable manners as they do in the national politics (Hix and
Lord 1997:204-5). Of the key functions for political parties, they include representing the interests of
European citizens along with the social-economic as well as other cleavage dimensions, linking the
European civil society and ‘Eurostate’ through cohering assorted interest groups into a unitary political
framework, recruiting European political elites for the various EU offices, providing democracy and
legitimacy for the EU’s governance via the party competition within and outside of it, especially
through participating in the EP elections. To fulfill these political roles, political parties in the EU
countries have two strategic choices. The first choice is to make themselves more sensitive to the
European issues through programmatic and organisational adjustments (Bomberg 2002), and the
other one is to transform themselves into European or Euro-parties upon which the following section

will discuss in-depth.

2.3 European political party or Europeanisation of political party

The third key concept concerning my study here is ‘European political party’ (Euro-party) or
‘Europeanisation of political party’. Generally speaking, there are two approaches in interpreting the
term ‘European’ or ‘Europeanisation’ (Bomberg 2002:31-2). They respectively emphasise one of the
two aspects of European integration: the emergence and development of transnational or
supranational political institutions at the EU level (Risse et al. 2000), and the response of political
institutions at the national level to the EU institutions’ impacts upon member states (Ladrech 1994:69;
Borzel 1999; Bulmer and Burch 2000:9; Hix and Goetz 2000). Both these approaches are relevant, in
the author’s point of view, to describe and explain the evolution of political parties in the EU countries

in the context of European integration.
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On the one hand, ‘Euro-party’ by definition is a political party activated at the European level with
similar organisation structure and political functions as that at the national level. Thus in the strict
sense, a Euro-party should have a Europe-oriented political programme, a Europe-wide organisation
structure and a EU-centred political participation. Moreover, European division-lines of political
cleavage should replace the national interests as the major basis, along which Euro-parties are
formed and operated., and accordingly there would have as many Euro-parties as the number of eco-
social cleavages rather than the number of member states, upon which a EU party system is
constructed. Undoubtedly, there are rare hope to find such pattern of Euro-parties in the EU today. If
applying these standards less stringently, however, one can easily identify several Euro-parties
infaround the EU polity—especially in the EP politics, such as European People’s Party (EPP), Party
of European Socialists (PES), European Liberal, Democratic and Reform Party (ELDR), and the
EGP—successor of the European Federation of Green Party (EFGP), and so on (Hix and Lord
1997:24; Smith 1999:84; Dietz 2000 and 2002; Kreppel 2002:177). And arguably, a European party
system or ‘party family’ is already there or emerging (Lodge 1996:195; Hix 1999:186).

On the other hand, political parties at the national level, as the term ‘Europeanisation of political party’
indicates, will play a key part in creating Euro-parties or a European party system. As a matter of fact,
the current Euro-parties did not come from nowhere, but from a process in which all the major political
parties in member states—both pro- and anti-European ones—have been involved. In other words,
the formation and development of those Euro-parties appears more like a process of self-
transformation of national political parties, than creation of new ones on the EU level. This fact
suggests that, the maturity or ‘configuration’ of Euro-parties or a European party system can only be a
long process of evolution, which very much depends upon the function-and-power-granting of national
political parties and the development of the EU polity as a whole (Sweeney 1984:154-8; Hix and Lord
1997:215-8).

‘Euro-party’ and ‘Europeanisation of political party’ thus are utilised interchangeably in this article to
conceptualize the ongoing process of Europeanising political parties, though they can be more strictly

differentiated to describe one of the two sides of that phenomenon separately.

3. Research framework

The preceding terminological analysis probably raises more questions than it may have answered, but
upon which we can build a theoretical basis for our further discussion. The EU polity today is not a
democracy in a strict sense of political system at the national level, and there is not any guarantee that
it would eventually become a democracy as such (Deth 2006). Notwithstanding, it is undeniable that
the EU has been moving towards an institutional framework with ever more democratic elements and
is still strongly committed to be an even more democratic one (Kohler-Koch 1999; Wallstrém 2005).
Thus we can safely describe the ‘European democracy’ as an ‘evolving democracy’ without a

predetermined destination. Also, there is no unquestionable causal relationship between political party
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and democracy including a EU democracy. Both our conventional wisdom and actual observation,
however, point to the necessity and significance of Euro-parties for the development of a European
democracy. Although the EU Establishments constitute an institutional skeleton which will constrain
the operation of political parties, the latter can also, to some degree at least, reshape this polity
through responding to it actively or even aggressively. With these general understandings to or
believes in European political parties as the basis, we can start the case study of the EGP by focusing

upon its roles and limitations in the context of an evolving European democracy.

As far as the EGP is concerned, two immediate features are conspicuous. First, it is a typical Euro-
party from the outset. Most of its earliest constituent members were founded with impetus of the first
European election in 1979, and benefited a lot from the relatively open electoral rules for the EP as
well as its nature as a ‘second-order’ election (Reif 1985:28,98; Dietz 2000:200). Second, compared
with other Euro-parties such as the EPP, the PES and the ELDR, it is unique in several aspects. The

EGP is a small, ideology-oriented, and originally anti-system political party (Dietz 2000:204-5).

On the basis of these observations and the theoretical assumptions discussed earlier, we can draw up
a research framework for the EGP by addressing the inter-related questions: How to evaluate the
EGP’s performance as a Euro-party in terms of its political programme, organisational structure and
political participation? What are the roles and limitations of the EGP from a perspective of pressing the
EU towards a democracy? And consequently, to what an extent, the EGP as well as the other Euro-
parties is an independent player in creating a EU democracy? Concretely speaking, a Europe-oriented
political perspective is to measure whether the EGP has offered a convincing systematic explanation
to the challenges which confront Europe today as well as the solutions to them from a Green
perspective, especially that why should and how to make the current European integration as well as
the EU structure more democratic; while a Europe-wide organisation structure and a EU-centred
political participation to measure whether the EGP has the political will and capacity to successfully
translate its political ideas into realisable political initiatives and public policy. Thus in the next two
sections, part one will make a detailed examination of the EGP’s evolution or Europeanisation of
green parties in the EU countries, and part two will go further to pose a theoretical analysis of why the

EGP can only play certain political functions and in certain ways—its roles and limitations.

Hypothesis 1: Considering its ideology-inclined and initial anti-system features, the process of the
EGP’s transforming itself into a Euro-party would be both an ideological and a strategic one. The
Greens’ essentially outward or global thinking probably make it easier than others to develop into a
European-style party (Eckersley 1992; EFGP 1993a; Kelly 1994; Dobson 2000), while disagreements
among its member parties over theoretical interpretation on and practical strategy in adapting to the
speeding-up European integration since the mid-1980s, as many scholars have demonstrated from
the evidence at the national level (Frankland 1992; Poguntke 1993; O Neill 1997; Mtller-Rommel and

Poguntke 2002), would play a significant counteracting part.



Arbeitspapiere - Mannheimer Zentrum fur Europdische Sozialforschung 96

Hypothesis 2: As a small party on the EU stage, in order to improve its participation records, the EGP
very possibly has to increasingly adapts to the rules of European politics instead of to challenge its
direction. If this holds true, a predictable tendency for the EGP is that it will evolve into a more
cooperative, but less distinctive, player in the EU politics. In other words, the EGP’s potential as a
small but imagitive political party in advocating and promoting an alternative EU will decline as the
time goes.

Hypothesis 3: A reasonable explanation to the EGP’s performances as a actor in promoting the EU’s
transformation towards a true democracy more likely lies in the power configuration of European
institutional framework as well as the structural features of the EP politics than in its internal aspects.
To put in another way, in terms of fostering both a European democracy and a EU party system, the

EGP is primarily a system-adapter than a system-maker.

4. Evaluating the EGP as a European Party

As having been prescribed in the foregoing section, a fully-fledged European party should have its
Europe-relevant political perspective, organisation structure and political participation. There is no
exception for the Greens. Thus this part will concentrate upon the three dimensions of the EGP to

measure whether or to what an extent it has developed into a Euro-party.

4.1 Programmatic dimension

One key requirement for a European party is a set of Europe-oriented political perspectives. As for the
EGP, four variables will be examined in the next analysis of its programmatic documents—the five
common manifestos for European elections (1984-2004) and the Guiding Principles of European
Federation of Green Parties (EFGP 1993a). They include a distinctive Green vision of Europe, a clear
and unitary policy on European integration, a systematic criticism on and reform suggestions to the

EU, and a realistic and constructive political strategy.

Attempts to draw up a common statement of ‘Green Europe’ started with the Coordination of
European Green and Radical Parties which was set up around the EP election of 1979. Yet there were
insurmountable disagreements among the Greens, especially between the radical-leftist and the purist
ones (Bomberg 1998:72). As a result, the EGP had no official pan-European platform in the first
European election.

In the Joint Declaration of the European Green Parties and the Paris Declaration issued before the
1984 EP election, the EGP—the reconstructed ‘European Green Coordination’ or ‘European
Greens'—for the first time conceptualised its basic percepts and policy positions in common on
Europe (see Parkin 1989:327-30). In these short documents the Greens criticised the unecological

reality and centralised power structure in economy as well as in society, and demanded for a
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reconstruction of the relationship between the human race and the rest of nature, and between the
rich and the poor, by highlighting the policies such as peace and defense, agriculture, anti-nuclear
energy, sustainable economy, women and human rights, and Third World. Rather than supporting for
European integration, it advocated a federal structure consisting of regions, instead of nation states,
within which diversity will be taken into account and highly respected. In its own words, Europe is ‘a
new Europe, neutral and decentralised, with autonomous regions’ (EGP 1984:1). By doing so, the
EGP presented a contending model of Europe—'Europe of regions’ based on the principles of
ecologism and regionalism (Dietz 2000: 205; Ruzza 2004:119). And unsurprisingly, both the EU and

European integration were even not mentioned, though there was a strong anti-EU flavour in them.

Around the 1989 EP election, some of the EGP’s member parties started shifting towards a position of
more pro-parliamentary participation and pro-European integration, yet the majority of them like the
French Greens maintained an attitude which was criticised by Brice Lalonde, Environmental Minister
at that time, as anti-Europeanism. Besides the obvious themes of environmental protection, energy
resources, the quality of life and anti-nuclearism, it urged solidarity with the Third World, the regions,
the unemployed, the young and the old, and expressed strong reservations about the Single European
Market (SEM), fearing that free-market profiteering would outweigh the social and environmental
dimensions. These rhetorics can be easily found from the EGP’s second common manifesto. In a 8-
page long text, the Greens addressed its main policy positions on sustainable economy, international
solidarity, environment protection, renewable energy, public transport, anti-biotechnology, organic
agriculture, women and men equality, shared and flexible work, human rights, disarmament and
dismilitarisation. This manifesto to a large degree is a mixture of the two declarations issued in 1984.
Its vision on sustainable development is a very green version. ‘Greens are committed to a radical
sharing of wealth—between continents and between generations, not only between classes. This
means shifting economic priorities from consumption to conservation; away from the self-defeating
economic growth of the Single Market and towards sustainable regional economies’ (EGP 1989:3). At
the same time, a regionalist view of Europe still features it. ‘We European Greens ultimately envisage
a new concept for Europe: a Europe of autonomous regions without any borders’ (EGP 1989:1). With
a strong belief that ‘the small is beautiful’, the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP), the SEM, the EEC,
the EU, the EU enlargement, and the EP were mentioned for several times, but all that in a negative
sense. Furthermore, this platform claimed that the Greens ‘acutely aware that the EEC institutions are
deeply undemocratic’, and one of its major missions ‘is to promote the democratisation of all
institutions with our Green vision of Europe’ (EGP 1989:1). In terms of this, there is no substantial

difference between this document and that of 1984.

The Guiding Principles of European Federation of Green Parties adopted at the founding congress of
the EFGP in 1993 has been thus far functioning as the EGP’s basic programme. This document
consists of three parts: ecological development, common security and new citizenship. Under section
one, it explained the EGP’ major policies on ecological economy, world economy and European
economy, advocating a smooth conversion of current economic structure and world economic system.

In part two, it generalised the Greens’ new understanding of peace maintaining and creation in a post-
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Cold War era, stressing that ‘peace is indivisible and should be organised’, and that these goals could
be achieved through creating a new European security system, disarming, and reforming the United
Nations. In the third section, it emphasised that human rights should be expanded and better
protected, especially for women, the minorities and other societal groups in a weak social position.
With having always claimed to be a European rather than a EU political party (Lippelt 2004), there was
no discussion in this document regarding the newly established EU as well as the speeding-up
European integration. Nevertheless, a clear sign for the EGP’s reorientation is it only mentioned ‘a
Europe of regions’ one time, indicating that this theme was being marginalised within the Greens.

The 1994 electoral manifesto titled Electoral Platform of the Green Parties of the European Union
reflected both the EGP’s progress and limitation of green conceptualisation. This document differs
significantly from the Greens’ earlier common statements. It was more comprehensive and detailed
with a text as long as 37 pages, and much less ideology-inclined. This platform placed greater
emphasis on pragmatic alternatives to the EU’s policies of agriculture, transportation, environment,
energy, industry, research and development, economic and social cohesion, internal market,
international trade, production and consumption, cooperation with Third World countries, eliminating
social exclusion, monetary policy, European citizenship, gender equality, and common security.
Furthermore, it demonstrated that the EGP has dramatically reoriented its policy attitude towards the
EU in general and the role of the EP within it in particular. For instance it openly declared that ‘the
Greens are in favour of European integration. The European Union—despite all the well-deserved
criticism, and even if it cannot accomplish pan-European integration on its own—will be an important
factor in this process. The four key concepts of the needed reform are: a pan-European approach,
democracy, social ecology and decentralisation’ (EGP 1994:29). In addition, to change the EU’s
structures, objectives, policies and tools with a green perspective, it insisted that ‘the European
Parliament constitutes with the council the legislative and budgetary authority of the European Union.
The Parliament must have power to initiate legislation, as well as the power of political control over the
Commission’ (EGP 1994:30). It is quite evident that the EGP has adopted a realistic political approach
of ‘reforming the EU from inside’ which puts the EP as the major legitimate channel of institutional
participation. As a result, this document appeared more like a ‘guidebook’ for the next EGP group in
the EP than a reiteration of the Greens’ political precepts and policy views (Bomberg 1998:78).
Consequently, the vision of ‘Europe of regions’ was virtually absent, receiving only a brief paragraph
near the end of the text. In short, it seems that the EGP has shifted its focus from constructing and
promoting an alternative vision of Europe to formulating some achievable policy initiatives on the EU

political stage.

Green Strategy for the 1999 European Elections adopted by the second congress of the EFGP is a
relative short document, with more clearly-defined or professional policy emphasis and generalization
(EGP 1999). In this platform, it stressed that the Greens is devoted to challenge the current direction
of the EU—reflecting the hegemony of transnational capital, maintaining the undemocratic structure
and damaging the environment and social cohesion, and demands political changes in order to

achieve environmentally and socially sustainable development. For this, the Greens is committed to
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working for minimum environmental and social regulations at all levels of economic decision-making to
ensure reconciliation between the economy, the environment and the European social model, realising
a series of environment protection goals such as reducing the CO2 emission and the replacement of
nuclear power by safe and renewable energy sources, promoting institutional reform of the EU to allow
for a more efficient and transparent policy process, advocating an expanded European citizenship to
better protect the fundamental human rights who live in the EU, and extending the EP’s powers of co-
decision to increase the democracy of the EU. To cite its own words, the Green project is to ‘build a
society respectful of fundamental rights and environmental justice’, to ‘increase freedom within the
world of work’, and to ‘deepen democracy by decentralisation and direct participation of people in
decision-making that concerns them’; the Green method is ‘radical, realistic and reformist’; the Green
values are ‘solidarity, innovation, independence and openness’ (EGP 1999:3). A