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Abstract
Increasing support for Eurosceptic parties and movements can be observed in the European Union’s (EU)
member states since 2009, when the economic crisis heavily affected the continent. This process has happened
also within Central and Eastern European countries, especially in Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and
Hungary (collectively referred to as the Visegrad Group countries, or V4 for short). The goal of this paper is an
analysis of far-right Eurosceptic politicians and their attitudes towards EU external actions. Using the Thomas
Diez concept of discursive nodal points (DNPs) and examining European Parliament (EP) debates, literature
about V4 Euroscepticism and media reports, this paper attempts to give answers about their attitudes to aspects
of EU external actions. First, the notion of Euroscepticism is examined and the main difficulties with the
definition are briefly discussed. Then, the methodology of this research and the concept of DNPs are laid out.
The following section pays attention to V4 Eurosceptic politicians’ (V4E) attitudes towards five areas of EU
external actions: EU-Russia relations, EU defence policy, environmental policy, development assistance policy,
and the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) issue. In the conclusion, the author summarises
that V4 Eurosceptics are divided in their positions towards EU external actions. Paradoxically, they are linked
not in the being in opposition towards the EU, but rather in having pro-Russian attitudes and being against any
EU activity that would violate Kremlin’s interests.
Keywords: Constructivism, Euroscepticism, EU`s external action, Visegrad, far-right

1. Introduction
The increase in popularity of Eurosceptic parties and movements among EU member
states has been a subject of debates among scholars and journalist for many years, especially
since the global economic crisis that seriously affected Europe in 2009. One of the most
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important observations is that negative attitudes towards the EU is a part of the “populism
ideology,” meaning that in the EU a marriage between Euroscepticism and populism can be
observed (Eiermann et al., 2017). In the context of populism, Martin Eiermann et al. make the
latter observation, arguing that the so-called Old Continent has been divided into four parts:
Eastern, Western, Southern and Northern Europe. As the authors state, Eastern Europe has
featured an unprecedented increase in societal support for populistic and Eurosceptic parties
since 2000. While they gained an average of 9.2% of the national vote in 2000, their vote
share reached 31.6% in 2017 (2017). Among the Eastern Europe group are the Visegrad
Group (V4) countries: Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary. Thus, this
observation is also true for these countries. Moreover, this increasing societal support for
such parties has pushed mainstream parties towards more populistic and Eurosceptic
positions, as V4 governments are led by the parties that represent negative attitudes towards
the EU, although they are not stringently Eurosceptic (Fidesz in Hungary, Smer in Slovakia,
Ano in Czechia, and PiS in Poland).
Instead of dwelling on this shift, this paper is focused on V4 governing party
competitors that represent the more visible anti-EU attitude, as well as rival mainstream
parties from the far-right. In the researched literature, they are referred to by Christopher
Lord as the untidy right (1998). The focus of this paper is an analysis of far-right V4Es and
their attitudes towards EU external action, and poses several questions: Do these parties take
part in discussions about EU foreign policy? How are their attitudes towards these areas:
negative or critical (or even positive, as it can be observed to some extent among Western
European Eurosceptics (Tereszkiewicz, 2016b))? Are they divergent or similar in their
position towards EU external actions? Answers to these questions are important for two
reasons. First, as Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart mention, knowledge about Eurosceptic
parties and movement is still facile and needs wider and deeper research (2018). Second, the
aforementioned V4 mainstream parties move on the political axis towards far-right
competitors, and therefore could take some elements of the untidy right attitudes about EU
external actions, which may have an impact on EU foreign policy.
Using the Thomas Diez concept of discursive nodal points (DNPs) and examining
European Parliament (EP) debates, literature about V4 Euroscepticism, and media reports,
this paper attempts to answer the above questions. The study is based on the hypothesis that
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V4Es are divided in their attitudes towards EU external actions, ranging from total opposition
to critical acceptance.
The article proceeds as follows: first, the notion of Euroscepticism is examined and
the main difficulties with the definition are briefly discussed. Then, the methodology of this
research and the concept of DNPs are laid out. The following section pays attention to V4Es
attitudes towards five areas of EU external actions: EU-Russia relations, EU defence policy,
environmental policy, development assistance policy, and the Transatlantic Trade and
Investment Partnership (TTIP) issue. The conclusion summarises the main findings and
reflects on the inquiry about V4Es attitudes towards EU external actions, with questions
resulting from the analysis providing a perspective for further research.

2. Euroscepticism: difficulties with defining
Even though there have been many publications about Euroscepticism, there is a
dispute between scholars over what exactly this notion means, and about the scope of opinion
that is within its framework (Szczerbiak and Taggart, 2018). The concept of Euroscepticism
was named into existence by some scholars, but they did so within areas of their research
interest; only a few of them have tried to create a definition that covers the whole spectrum of
Euroscepticism (Leruth et al., 2018). Until now, there has been no commonly accepted
definition of the term (Vasilopoulou, 2018). Differences between definitions focus on the
scale of the opposition against European integration, and also on the future of cooperation
within the European Union (Vasilopoulou, 2011). Furthermore, along with the increase in
Eurosceptic attitudes within European societies, and the more common presence of
Eurosceptic politicians within EU institutions, the scope of their attention must be broader.
These developments create a situation in which it is even harder to define Euroscepticism and
the ideas it contains (Leruth et al., 2018).
Circumstances in which the term “Euroscepticism” has come up are also a source of
problems with defining this notion. The term was created by British journalists who use
academic jargon in their journalistic writing (Spiering, 2004). C. Flood and R. Soborski note
that the usage of the suffix “-ism” creates a situation wherein many people think that
Euroscepticism has some ideological content, which is not true (2018). Even though the first
book about Euroscepticism was published in 1997 (Benoit, 1997), and the first
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conceptualisation of it was done in 1998 by Paul Taggart (2003), it is still difficult to say that
Euroscepticism as a concrete idea exists. However, the definition of Euroscepticism prepared
by Krzysztof Zuba, who says that Euroscepticism is a political attitude that contests the
integration process within any part of Europe (2006), is chosen for the foundation of this
paper. This definition has weaknesses that are common to other definitions of the term
because it emphasises its negative and blurry character. It does not speculate as to why this
negative attitude exists, offer any alternatives to integration, or speculate what end it leads to,
creating confusion over what exactly links Eurosceptic movements and groups, aside from a
negative attitude towards the EU (Leruth et al., 2018). Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart
confirm this problem, remarking that there is little research that analysis on the influence of
Euroscepticism on EU politics (2018). For that reason, the main goal of this paper is to fill in
the research gap in the area of the Visegrad Eurosceptics’ influence on EU external actions.

3. Methodology: Discourse and discursive nodal points
The aforementioned amorphism of Euroscepticism is a problem for scholars. For
many years, they have tried to find analytical tools and approaches that are useful in
researching Eurosceptic parties and movements. In spite of these efforts, most publications
concentrate on comparative analyses of political parties in EU member states (Vasilopoulou,
2018). Considering these methodological problems, this paper uses the potential of the
constructivist approach to research far-right Eurosceptic attitudes towards EU external
actions. This approach has many useful tools that help develop knowledge of Euroscepticism
(Tereszkiewicz, 2016a). One of them is discourse analysis, which is used in this paper to
catch discursive nodal points (DNP).
One of the definitions of the term discourse was created by Thomas Diez, who states
that the discourse is a set of opinions about a particular subject created during a discursive
process. He also notes that there is not one detached discourse about a particular thing or
topic because there are simultaneous diversified discursive streams (1998). In conducting the
study of the discourse about EU external actions, we can abstract the Eurosceptic discourse. It
is possible to define many streams, one of which is the Eurosceptic discourse among
politicians from countries that are members of the Visegrad Group (also known as the
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Visegrad Four, or V4). The main goal of this paper is to study this discourse, and to identify
within it DNPs.
T. Diez also states that knowledge about a topic presented by discourse participants
does not present an objective substance, but creates a subjective picture of this substance.
Therefore, this picture is not always consistent with facts, and various discursive
constructions are possible (1996). Therefore, the V4 Eurosceptic discourse about EU external
actions is not necessary consistent with facts. However, it shows how these Eurosceptic
politicians perceive and conceive the EU’s role on the global scene. Therefore, the analysis of
V4E discourse surrounding EU foreign policy can help to capture their view about a place
that, in their opinion, is predicted for the Union in the international arena. It also helps to
research whether or not they allow the EU to be active in the global scene, and this enables
the verification of the hypothesis that is established by the author.
The main goal for DNPs is to capture the common meaning shaped within the
analysed discourse. According to this concept, streams that exist within one discourse are
interweaving and thereby create new discourses in nodal points. Diez also states that the
analysis of DNPs allows a construction from various discursive streams of a dominant
discourse within a particular group or community (1998). Therefore, the reconstruction of
DNPs found in V4E discourse allows us to develop our knowledge about Euroscepticism.
To construct this discourse, European Parliament debates and related literature about
V4 Euroscepticism were analysed, including media such as websites and newspapers.
Screening of the social media pages of politicians and political parties from this region was
also conducted.
This paper is focused on political parties located on the far right of the spectrum. In
the researched literature, they are named the untidy right (Lord, 1998, Brack, 2012) – their
common feature is being in the opposition towards the EU and the integrating process within
the continent mainly for political and cultural reasons. They stand in the contrast to far-left
Eurosceptic parties that are against the EU mainly for economic reasons (Brack, 2012). We
can count among the untidy right the following parties from V4 countries:
Jobbik Magyarországért Mozgalom, Jobbik (The Movement for a Better
Hungary) from Hungary;
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Wolność (Liberty), Kongres Nowej Prawicy, KNP (The Congress of the New
Right), and Ruch Narodowy, RN (National Movement) from Poland;
Strana svobodných občanů, SSO (Party of Free Citizens) and Svoboda a přímá
demokracie, SPD (Freedom and Direct Democracy) from Czechia; and
Slovenská národná strana, SNS (The Slovak National Party) and Kotleba Ľudová strana Naše Slovensko, ĽSNS (The People's Party – Our Slovakia) from
Slovakia.

4. Relations with Russia
Firstly, it is important to note that almost all untidy right parties are linked with
Russia (ABE, 2018). They get financial or political support from the Kremlin and oligarchs
linked to Vladimir Putin. Moreover, some of the V4Es, like Béla Kovács from Jobbik, Janusz
Korwin-Mikke from Wolność, and Sylwester Chruszcz from RN, are accused of being
Russian operatives (Krekó et al., 2016, Beswick, 2017). Therefore, members of these parties
also present friendly attitudes towards Russia. In Russian-friendly Eurosceptic discourse, we
can identify three streams regarding the neighbour to the east.
The first is the narrative that Russia only defends its interests in Ukraine and Syria,
therefore Europe must understand its activity in these areas and take a neutral position. For
example, Zlatan Balczó (Jobbik), Janusz Korwin-Mikke (Wolność) and Tomio Okamura
(SPD) posit that Russia only defends itself from the supposed aggression stemming from
American involvement in the Maidan revolution, as well as NATO’s advances on Kiev
(Balczó, 2015e, Balczó, 2015a, Balczó 2015, Balczó, 2014b, Korwin-Mikke, 2014, SPD,
2018). V4Es insist that Crimea belongs to Russia because in the past this peninsula was a part
of the tsarist empire. Moreover, they uphold that people decided via a 2014 referendum that
they want to be within the Russian state (Tesařová, 2017, 2017e), thus justifying the stance of
their ally.
In the second stream, V4Es underline the ineffectiveness of sanctions that are used by
the EU against Russia after the Crimea invasion; they state that the Russian economy is in
good condition, by contrast to the EU and its member states (Fiala, 2017). According to
V4Es, negative economic sanctions emasculate EU member-states’ economies (Balczó,
2017b, Balczó, 2015e, Chruszcz and Dziambor, 2014, Švec, 2017, FTV, 2014, Mazurek,
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2015, 2017b). Sometimes they highlight negative influence of sanctions for particular sectors
(e.g. the Jobbik politicians’ focus on farming (Balczó, 2017b), and SPD on tourism (FTV,
2014)).
The third stream is about economic links between Europe and Russia. V4Es stress that
Europe must cooperate with Russia. According to them, instead of being in conflict, the two
sides should trade with each other (Chruszcz and Dziambor, 2014, Fiala, 2017). They also
state that Europe needs Russian fossil fuels (TASR, 2017) and, furthermore, insist that
Europe needs the Kremlin to resolve crucial problems in the neighbourhood. They say it is
impossible to win a war against terrorism (especially with Islamic state (Fiala, 2017)) and to
stabilise the Middle East without cooperating with Russia (2017b, Hutko, 2017, SPD, 2018,
Balczó, 2015e).
With these three discursive streams, we can construct a DNP. All V4Es emphasise
that Europe and Russia are closely related to each other, stating that mutual problems should
be resolved by using diplomatic negotiations instead of negative measures (TASR, 2017,
Balczó, 2015e). For these reasons, V4Es call on the EU and its member states to reset its
policy towards Moscow as Donald Trump did (Balczó, 2017b). If some countries perceive
the Kremlin as a threat, politicians from these countries should work to change that opinion
(Tesařová, 2017). Andrej Danko (SNS) also notes that the V4 and Russia have many things
in common because of Slavic roots (except, of course, Hungary) (2017c).

5. The European Union defence policy
The EU defence policy issue, collaterally to the relationship with Russia, is an area
where V4Es have a similar point of view. Primarily, they are against any EU-related
cooperation in this field. Four reasons, or discursive streams, can be distinguished as to why
they have such negative attitudes towards EU defence policy. First, which is common among
Eurosceptics, is the fear that the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), the
Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and any other cooperation in this area mark a
step towards a European federal state. A crucial part of the Eurosceptic movement and party
persuasion is directed against deeper integration within a potential European state, therefore
they are against closer cooperation in the defence field (Balczó, 2017c, Gergely, 2016, Mach,
2015a, Mach, 2016e, SPD, 2017a, Korwin-Mikke, 2016b, Korwin-Mikke, 2017a, Marusik,
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2017). The second reason has roots in their understanding of why the EU would need PESCO
or a European army. Some parties like Wolność and SPD are convinced that the European
army would be used to suppress member states if Eurosceptic politicians won the electoral
competition and moved for their home countries to secede from the EU (SPD, 2017c,
Korwin-Mikke, 2017c). The third, often used to explain resistance to increasing cooperation
in EU defence matters, is concerned with lobbying. Some Eurosceptic politicians are
convinced that PESCO was established because the military-industrial complex has
persuaded the Commission that they need a new source of money (Kovács, 2016b, Kovács,
2015b). Others see PESCO as a good opportunity to take money by corrupt EU officials
(Korwin-Mikke, 2015b, Korwin-Mikke, 2017b, Korwin-Mikke, 2016a). The final stream
focuses on immigration, especially illegal immigration and any related Islamic terrorism,
which, according to them, is now the most important threat to Europe. These politicians state
that the EU has shown its incapability to resolve the last migration crisis, thereby it has no
right to develop its own military capacity (Kovács, 2016b, Mach, 2016d, Okamura, 2017,
Winnicki, 2017).
Two DNPs can be identified within these discursive streams. Some V4Es believe that
the EU is weak and has no potential to effectively develop military cooperation between its
member states. According to some politicians from Jobbik and Wolność, Brussels could be
easily abused by the military-industrial complex and corrupt politicians to earn extra money.
Other politicians state that the last immigration crisis shows that the EU is ineffectual in the
use of its power, and the last thing it needs is more (Jobbik, SSO, SN, ĽSNS). The second
DNP presents a different interpretation of this policy, wherein the EU is powerful and needs
its own army to build a federal state and preserve its own interests, especially within member
states (SPD, Wolność, KNP).
6. The environmental policy
The discourse about environmental policy shows that V4Es are divided into two
groups. In the first one, there are politicians who support this area of EU activity. This
opinion is common among members of Jobbik, SPD and SNS, whom we will call the “pro”
group. They agree that climate change is a real global problem and that it should be resolved
on the international stage (Balczó, 2014a, Okamura, 2014). In their opinion, the Paris
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agreement that was made within the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change, 21st Conference of the Parties (COP 21) is a good step towards international activity
that helps limit greenhouse gases emission (Balczó, 2015c). Nevertheless, they think that all
measures that will be conducted within the Paris agreement framework make no sense if the
US and China, which are the two main greenhouse gas emitters on Earth, do not take part
(Balczó, 2015f, Balczó, 2015d, 2017a, Balczó, 2017a).
Politicians who think that climate change is a fabrication of scientists, politicians and
businessmen comprise the second, or “anti” group, which includes activists from Wolność,
KNP RN, SSO and ĽSNS. Polish Eurosceptics argue that these changes are not the result of
human activity, which differentiates them from others V4Es (Marusik, 2016, Marusik, 2015,
Iwaszkiewicz, 2017). According to members of these parties, the EU environmental policy is
detrimental to the European economy and, more importantly, to its citizens. This policy
brings higher energy costs as well as increases in taxes and prices of food, limits economic
growth and discourages business in Europe (Mach, 2016b, Mach, 2016c, Iwaszkiewicz, 2017,
Winnicki, 2016, RN, 2016b, 2013). Therefore, this policy increases poverty in Europe and in
the rest of the world (Marusik, 2016, Marusik, 2015). EU environmental policy, by Polish
Eurosceptic accounts, was devised by the “green industry,” corrupt politicians, and scientists
to make money (Iwaszkiewicz, 2017). This side also took part in discussions about the Paris
agreement. In their opinion, this international accord is an effect of the lobbying conducted
by corrupted politicians (Marusik, 2016, Marusik, 2015). However, Petr Mach (SSO) argued
in his statement that the Paris agreement will be completely ineffective because this accord
does not institute any sanctions for breaking its provisions (Mach, 2016c).
Only one DNP can be reconstructed into this discourse. Regardless of the opinion
about climate change, all V4Es agree that EU policy in this area is ineffective and therefore
needs revision. They also have a common opinion that this ineffectiveness brings higher costs
for the European economy and societies. However, they are divided on what the EU should
do. According to the pro group, the US and China must be involved in global activity in this
area. In contrast, the anti group think that EU member states must, as fast as possible, move
out of this policy. They also diverge in the assessment of which sources of energy should be
developed. According to Jobbik, the atomic industry brings energy safety (Balczó, 2014a,
Balczó, 2015f). Members of SPD assert that the future belongs to renewable energy sources
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that should be mixed with fossil fuels (Okamura, 2014). In contrast, Polish Eurosceptics
(Wolność, KNP and RN) focus on the coal industry as the main source of energy (2013),
while members of SNS and ĽSNS maintain that the gas industry is good for the Slovak
economy (2017a).

7. The development assistance policy
V4Es are also divided on the matter of the development assistance policy. The first
group, similarly to the pro-environmental group in composition, are members of Jobbik, SPD
and SNS, who generally think that this policy is necessary and useful (Kovács, 2015a). In
their opinion, the main advantage of this policy is helping limit migration to Europe. If the
EU and its member states help underdeveloped countries improve their economic situation,
people would stay there. Therefore, according to this group of Eurosceptics, it is better to
help abroad, especially in Africa, than have migrants at home (Balczó, 2016, Kovács, 2016c,
2017d, vef, 2017).
The second group, similar to the antis, stay on the position that development
assistance policy is a waste of money. Within this group, two discursive streams can be
distinguished. Some of these politicians criticise this policy from the liberal position, e.g.
members of SSO think that Europe should develop economic relations with these countries
rather that give them development assistance (Mach, 2016f, Mach, 2016g). According to
them, Africa, Caribbean and Pacific countries (ACP) could compete with the EU if they
employed a tax policy (Mach, 2016a). On this same side are members of Wolność and KNP,
because they are against any state activity that need taxpayer money. The second group also
criticises this policy, however, on social grounds. According to members of RN and ĽSNS,
European governments should primarily give financial assistance to poor people at home
rather than help people abroad.
V4Es are also divided in opinion over the development assistance policy, which was
shown by the conducted analysis. A spectrum of opinion ranges from acceptance (because it
stops migration to Europe and also helps bolster the international position of member states
(Jobbik, SPD, SNS) (Kovács, 2016c, SPD, 2017b) to resistance (because it is seen as
promoting European values like gay rights, gender issues, and political correctness (Wolność,
KNP, RN, SSO and ĽSNS)). Regardless of that, we can identify a DNP within V4E discourse
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about the development assistance policy. All politicians agree that this policy is ineffective,
and within such a framework a lot of money is wasted (vef, 2017, SPD, 2017b, Mach, 2016f,
Kovács, 2016a). However, they are divided over the recipe for this policy. One group argues
that the rules that shape this policy should be changed to show transparency. Other politicians
state that this policy, to save taxpayer money or increase social policy in their own countries,
should be limited or abolished.

8. Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership
V4Es are also divided on the issue of TTIP. However, in the aforementioned cases of
the environmental and the development assistance policy, pro and anti groups have exactly
these same members. In contrast, the TTIP issue creates a completely different division.
Members of two parties (SSO and Wolność) support to some extent this EU-US agreement.
The main reason for their support has ideological roots; they support economic freedom and
international trade, so they agree with the concept of free trade with the USA (Mach, 2015b,
Iwaszkiewicz, 2015, Korwin-Mikke, 2015a). Nevertheless, members of these parties have
some reservations about TTIP. For them, this agreement will not create free trade between
Europe and America, but will instead bring new restrictions (Mach, 2014, Korwin-Mikke,
2015a). They point to non-transparency in the negotiation process, voicing special objection
to the arbitration mechanism (the investor-state dispute settlement, or ISDS). In their opinion,
it puts member states’ governments in a weak position during confrontations with
international companies. Politicians form SSO and Wolność also state that European food
standards could be undermined in competition with industrial and, thereby, cheaper US
products (Mach, 2015b, Iwaszkiewicz, 2015, Korwin-Mikke, 2015a).
The rest of the V4Es (Jobbik, RN, SPD, SNS and ĽSNS) are against TTIP. In the
discussion about the partnership with the USA, they use similar arguments, saying that the
agreement is unfavourable for the European economy and profits only international
companies (Balczó, 2014c, Balczó, 2015b, Okamura, 2016, Hrnčíř, 2016, ste, 2016a) (ste,
2016b). Moreover, they predict food security standards will be weakened in Europe because
GMO products are legal in the US, and the American meat industry can use hormones during
the breeding process (Okamura, 2016, Balczó, 2015b, RN, 2016a). They are opposed to TTIP
because it will establish ISDS; in this manner, they are similar to politicians from SSO and
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Wolność. V4Es emphasise that the arbitration mechanism could preclude the implementing
of changes in economic policy when Eurosceptic parties take power in their respective
countries. International investors could use ISDS if future governments make decisions that
limit its gains (Balczó, 2014c, Okamura, 2016, Hrnčíř, 2016, Bosak, 2016).
In TTIP discourse, two common DNPs can be isolated. The first is anxiety about food
standards that are higher in Europe compared to the US, where fears exist that the new
agreement with the USA could decline the food security in their home countries (sometimes
they use exactly these same reasons, e.g. introducing GMOs into the food supply). The
second is the objection to the ISDS mechanism that could limit the potential of future
Eurosceptic governments in member states.

9. Conclusions
The above analysis shows that Eurosceptic politicians from Visegrad Group countries
are divided on their opinions about the EU’s external actions. This divergence concerns two
things: the salience of topics and participation in discussions and attitudes towards particular
areas of EU foreign policy. The author’s research shows two variables that increase the
V4Es’ presence in discussions about EU external actions, the first being representation in the
European Parliament. Jobbik, Wolność and KNP all currently have seats in Brussels.
Parliament members (also known as MEPs) frequently take part in debates about areas of EU
policy because they must show their supporters that they fight actively and consistently for
their interests. Eurosceptics are gathered into small factions (Europe of Freedom and Direct
Democracy, and Europe of Nations and Freedom Group) which are represented in debates, or
are independent and have limited options to be visible. The second variable refers to
individual interests of members of these parties, especially their leaders. If a V4E is focused
on a certain issue, he frequently makes comments on it, as observed by Zoltán Balczó’s
(Jobbik) and Michał Putkiewicz’s (SN) attitudes toward EU environmental policy, and Janusz
Korwin-Mikke’s remarks about CSDP.
If we try generally assessing V4E attitudes towards EU foreign policy, it is apparent
that they are divided in their opinions on it. Some of them have a negative stance toward all
issues (KNP, RN and L’SNS), and others (Wolność and SSO) have negative attitudes
towards EU activity on the international stage while tolerating some activities such as
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external trade policy (most notably TTIP). Others still have critical attitudes towards EU
external actions, albeit not totally negative. Members of Jobbik, SPD and SNS support, to
some extent, the role that is played by the Union in environmental and development
assistance policies. Their objections are concerned with the ineffectiveness of EU institutions,
and therefore they call for some changes in these EU policies.
V4Es have a similar stance on two issues: EU-Russia relations and the EU defence
policy, to which they are opposed. Only one DNP can be distinguished in the discourse about
Russia, largely dealing with mutual problems between Europe and Russia, and the need to
solve them by using diplomatic negotiations instead of negative measures. Two DNPs are
found in the EU defence policy issue, the first being that the EU is weak and has no potential
to effectively develop military cooperation between its member states, and the second being
that the EU is powerful and needs its own army to build a federal state and preserve its own
interests. These DNPs indicate that V4Es are divided in their perceptions of the EU’s
potential in the defence area, although they are united against any EU activeness in this area.
DNPs can be identified within discourses about EU foreign policy as well, especially
with regard to environmental and development assistance policies. There are, once again, two
groups: one (Jobbik, SPD and SNS) has positive attitudes towards these policies (though they
have objections about the effectiveness of these policies), while the second (Wolność, KNP,
RN, L’SNS and SSO) has a wholly negative perception of these policies. Despite this split,
one DNP about that EU policy in these areas being ineffective can be identified, which shows
that some discursive coherence does exist among V4Es. This same situation can be observed
within discourses about TTIP, although the groups consist of different members (Wolność
and SSO are pro, the rest are anti). Two DNPs can be pinpointed in the TTIP issue: anxiety
about food standards and the objection to the ISDS mechanism, though these also show
coherence between V4Es rather than division.
This paper shows that V4Es are divided on their position towards EU external actions.
Therefore, the working hypotheses are confirmed, which show that, to some extent, V4
Euroscepticism is similar to its Western European version. The division over the EU’s
external role can be observed in Euroscepticism in all EU member states, which shows that it
is not a coherent political movement. Paradoxically, V4Es – and likely other Eurosceptics –
are linked not in being in opposition towards the EU, but rather in having pro-Russian
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attitudes and being against any activity that would go against the Kremlin’s interests, such as
sanctions against Russia and EU defence policy. Therefore, further research should be
conducted in two areas: where Eurosceptic politicians see foreign policy competencies for the
EU, and possible connections between Russia and Eurosceptic parties and movements.
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