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Over the past decade the post-communist states of East and Central Europe have been
engaged in a great project: the development of democratic governance. This is a multi-faceted,
complex task which requires devising and perfecting free and fair political party competition,
establishing representative legislative bodies, promoting effective executive power, and creating
judicial processes that protect against illegal or unconstitutional processes. This complicated
process, moreover, takes place in a volatile environment shaped by communism's legacy of
political confusion, economic disarray, and ethnic tensions. Yet there is evidence of positive
political development which deserves careful analysis.

We view institutionalization, professionalization, and political party development as
critical factors in the creation and consolidation of democratic governance. By
institutionalization, we refer to the establishment of structures with an evolving and increasing
capacity to process citizens' demands and to produce viable public policies. Related to
institutionalization but distinct from it is the process of professionalization, whereby individuals
within institutional frameworks develop specialized roles and capabilities. Within parliaments,
these two processes are closely tied to the development of strong political party systems, which
provide many of the internal institutional structures that shape parliamentary development.

These challenges are especially significant in the parliaments of former communist states
since parliaments under communism were “minimal” institutions that served as “facades” and
“rubber-stamp” legitimating bodies. They possessed little independence or identity and engaged
in few if any of the interest articulation and aggregation functions associated with parliaments in
democratic states. Since the ruling party directed the policy process, the members of parliament
functioned primarily as spokespeople for the party and did not develop skills in policy analysis
and bargaining. Finally, while deputies did acquire experience within a political party setting,
that experience proved less than useful in the context of a system in which no party monopolizes
power. Communist-era parliaments thus provided little in the way of useful institutionalization,
professionalization or party development for the democratic era that followed.

To many observers, these high initial barriers appeared likely to retard the necessary
processes and perpetuate instability (Offe 1991; Agh 1995). Others expected that the incentives
of new institutional conditions--an independent parliament and a competitive party system--

would quickly force political leaders to learn new skills and develop new patterns of behavior



(Przeworski 1991; Longley 1996). These questions of institutionalization, professionalization
and party development have received attention from a number of authors through a variety of
methods including opinion surveys (Rose and Haerpfer 1996), electoral results (Turnovec 1995;
Toka 1997), surveys of party organization (Kopecky 1995) and other indicators (Green and Leff
1997). One element missing in the study of institutionalization in the parliaments of new
democracies has been close attention to changes in what deputies themselves think about the
institutions closest to them. Kitschelt et al use data from a 1995 survey of party elites, but the
survey's questionnaire focuses almost exclusively on opinions toward policy questions rather
than institutional and professional questions (Kitschelt, Mansfeldova et al. 1997). Kopecky
explores the institutional questions, including deputies’ opinions toward party and parliamentary
organization in the Czech Republic, but his work rests only on a single survey. It thus provides
an excellent snapshot, but does not permit any direct assessment of change over time (Kopecky
1995).

This paper uses a unique time-series of three surveys conducted over the 1993-1998
period from nearly all deputies of major parties in the parliament of the Czech Republic. It shows
the extent to which deputies’ opinions on parliamentary and party institutions remained relatively
stable over time, first from the middle to the end of the 1992-1996 parliamentary terms and then
from the 1992-1996 term to the 1996-1998 term. The paper focuses on three critical areas of
deputy behavior: daily activity, decision-making, and influence. In each of the three areas, it finds
similar results. For the most part, the opinions of deputies remained very stable over the five year
period. What changes did occur between 1993 and 1996 tended to taper off--or even reverse
slightly--by 1998. The following sections offer a first cut at the recently available data which
shed light on the legislative and political learning processes among the new deputies as they

shape and are shaped by the changing parliamentary institutional and political party environment.

Background

This paper focuses on the results of three nearly identical surveys, one conducted in

February of 1993 and sponsored by the Sociological Institute of the Czech Academy of Sciences
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together with the Center for Electoral Studies of the University of Amsterdam (SI/CES), a second
conducted in March of 1996 and sponsored by the Czech Sociological Institute together with East
Carolina University and Charles University in Prague (SI/ECU/CU), and a third conducted in
March of 1998 and sponsored by the Czech Sociological Institute. The paper supplements these
three surveys with two others, one sponsored by the University of Leiden in early 1994 (Leiden)
and the second sponsored by IREX and the University of Notre Dame in late 1996 (IREX/ND).
The surveys that form the basis of this paper span the most critical period of political
development in the Czech Republic and one of the key periods of development for politics in the
Czech lands in the twentieth century. Surveys of Czech deputies began just one month after the
Czech Republic became independent and just over three years after the collapse of
Czechoslovakia's communist regime in late 1989. A full understanding of the surveys' findings

requires a brief recapitulation of events that occurred before and during this period.

1989 through 1992

The period from late 1989 until 1993 saw the establishment of a groundwork for a
democratic political life. The development progressed in stages. During 1990 the country
experienced a radical reconfiguration of political institutions within the communist institutional
framework and the successful conduct of free elections. The political mobilization of the early
part of the year found organization and expression in the Civic Forum (OF), a loosely
coordinated mass movement that won a majority of seats in the first freely elected Czech
parliament. Four other parties also succeeded in gaining parliamentary representation in those
elections: a severely reorganized and far smaller Communist Party (KS N), a regionalist party
representing the areas of Moravia and Silesia (HSD-SMS) and a Christian Democratic party
(KDU) that campaigned in coalition with the Czech People's Party (N SL) that had survived the
communist era as a satellite party subject to the direction of the KSN.

Between late 1990 and early 1992 a parliamentary coalition of the OF and the KDU-NSL
(along with their Slovak counterparts) undertook the challenging task of establishing the specific
legal framework for a democratic political system and a market economy. At the same time, the
OF underwent significant changes, splitting into three major streams and a large number of other

minor formations. With this fragmentation, however, came increased organization of the



component parts and the emergence of political parties that more closely resembled their
counterparts in advanced industrial democracy. The other Czech parties in parliament also
experienced splits--albeit none quite as fundamental--and consequently underwent reorganization
into more coherent political organizations.

The deputies elected in 1990 bore little resemblance to the common picture of deputies
either in Communist-dominated parliaments or those of advanced western democracies. In
contrast to the Communist era parliaments in which a system of guaranteed representation had
produced a broad distribution of deputies from all social classes, occupational groups,
educational levels, ages, and genders, the method of democratic election actually produced a
more demographically homogenous body with considerably fewer industrial and agricultural
workers and women. In contrast to western parliaments, however, the 1990 Czech parliament
contained an extremely high representation of deputies with backgrounds outside the political
and administrative spheres, particularly those with experience in the educational and cultural
spheres. This phenomenon proved short-lived, however. Many of these deputies had occupied
positions far down the electoral lists of their parties, and their election came about through a
combination of unexpectedly high support and vacancies created by those who would not or
could not serve. Many of these "accidental" or "surprise" members found legislative roles
fulfilling, but many found the responsibilities burdensome or disillusioning due to the full-time
work, having to interact in part with members of the old communist order, and political
divisiveness. Among the disgruntled, many did not seek or accept positions on their parties’
electoral lists in 1992 (Olson, 1994; Mansfeldova, 1998).

The 1992 elections witnessed a "process of maturation of the political
system"(Mansfeldova, 1998). Candidates hailed more from political party organizations than
from movements or social groups and many had experience in sub-national levels of the
governmental and political administrations. Although their political experience was limited, it
exceeded that of their predecessors and included participation in politics at a wide range of levels
ranging from local municipal councils to ministerial positions in the previous government. By the
1992 elections, the demographics of parliament had moved further toward the norm of western
democracies with the median member of parliament being a college-educated male in his mid-to-

late 40's.



The parties and coalitions elected to parliament in the June 1992 elections included the
core elements of all of the parties elected in 1990: the HSD-SMS, the KDU-N SL, the Civic
Democratic Party (ODS), which inherited the largest single share of support from the fragmented
OF, and the much smaller Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA), which also emerged from Civic
Forum (OF). The Communist Party also gained seats as the predominant party in a coalition
known as the Left Bloc (LB). The parliament also included a left-of-center coalition called the
Liberal Social Union (LSU), a left-of-center Social Democratic Party (NSSD), and the
nationally-oriented Republican Party (SPR-RSN). With the exception of the ODS which held
38% of seats in the Czech parliament and the LB which held 18%, the remaining six parties all
hovered between 7% and 8%. Within this crowded and fragmented field, ODS joined with ODA
and KDU-NSL to form a bare majority coalition. This majority coalition proved unable to find a
compromise with its counterpart in Slovakia and the two sides quickly agreed on the dissolution
of Czechoslovakia. Under the new Czech constitution, the parliament elected in 1992 became
the highest legislative body in the new Czech Republic when it became independent on 1 January

1993.

1993 through 1998

The surveys taken in the Czech parliament during February1993 provide a snapshot of the
attitudes and expectations of 68% the Czech parliament's deputies (136 out of 200) during the
second month of the independent Czech Republic and only the eighth month of their
parliamentary term. For many--if not most--deputies, this was also their eighth month in any sort
of elected legislative body. Fewer than 40% of the deputies in this parliament had served in the
1990 Czech parliament or as the Czech Republic's deputies in either house of the 1990 Federal
parliament. Of the respondents to the survey, nearly 40% had never before served in any
legislative body at any level.

In addition to limited parliamentary experience, the 1993 survey also begins from a basis
of high fragmentation. The eight electoral subjects receiving parliamentary seats in 1992

together included twelve parties, and a wave of early defections quickly followed the opening of



parliament." By early 1993 the parliament included representatives from at least thirteen distinct
parties and a number of deputies who claimed no party affiliation. As Table 1 indicates, the 1993
SI/CES survey includes representatives from eleven of those parties and more than 50% of the
deputies from five of the eight largest parties. The 1996 SI/ECU/CU surveys provide even better
coverage, with nearly 50% of deputies from the eight largest parties and rates over 80% for some
of the larger delegations. The 1994 Leiden survey represents the largest sample and includes
nearly 80% of deputies for all major parties. The smaller 1996 IREX/ND survey covers nearly
50% of deputies for the larger parties in parliament.
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

A series of political scandals within the Czech Republic's governing parties in 1997
resulted in further reshuffling of party deputies and an increase in fragmentation. The Civic
Democratic Party (ODS), the party with the largest delegation in parliament, split into two nearly
equal halves, the larger of which retained the ODS title and the smaller of which adopted the
name Freedom Union (US). The smaller Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA) also suffered
significant splintering during this period. Several of its deputies joined US while others
disclaimed party affiliation. The March 1998 SI survey offers extremely good coverage of this
newly chaotic environment, with nearly 75% coverage of every party in parliament except the

extreme Republican Party, whose deputies followed their party's policy of avoiding surveys.

What do deputies do?

In the broad macro-political analyses of policy-making and party competition, the simple
day to day patterns of deputy activity easily can be overlooked. In most cases this oversight does
little harm, but it is precisely these patterns that shape the behavior of the legislative body as a
whole, and the reinforcement of such patterns over time can produce a legislative "corporate

culture" that shapes the behavior of the institution.

'In a particularly confusing transformation, the parliamentary delegation of the Left Block coalition (LB) split into to
two groups, one with a large parliamentary delegation and virtually nonexistent extra-parliamentary organization (the
Party of the Left Bloc or SLB) and a second with a smaller parliamentary organization but the vast organizational
structure of the Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia (KSNM) which had organized the original LB coalition.

6



What are deputies most important tasks?

The 1993 SI/CES and 1996 SI/ECU/CU surveys ask deputies to estimate the allocation of
their work time in hours into thirteen categories. Table 2 shows the responses to this question
after being consolidated into the four categories of legislative work (preparation for and
participation in legislative sessions and committees), party work (activity in the party
parliamentary group and in the local and national branches of the party), external contacts (time
spent with representatives of the government, bureaucracy, and other parties) and constituency
work (correspondence and contact with voters). Legislative work occupied the largest single
bloc of time in both periods®-- accounting for 43% of the total in 1993 and rising slightly to 45%
in 1996--suggesting the emergence of a "working parliament" as early as 1993 and its further
deepening over time. Party activity also occupied significant amounts of deputies' time, though
not as much as legislative work and party activity declined measurably between 1993 and 1996.
It is notable that within that category time spent on party activity at the national level accounted
for most of the drop in party activity, though the relative amount spent on party work at the local
and parliamentary level also dropped to a small degree. Both constituency work and external
contacts occupied considerably smaller amounts of deputies' time than legislative or party work,
but both of these increased slightly, apparently filling time previously occupied by party activity.
Time allocation within individual parties varied to some degree from the overall averages, but
these variances are extremely small and there is virtually no difference among parties in the rank
order of these activities in terms of their relative time consumption.

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The 1998 SI survey asks an identical set of questions but asks deputies to distinguish
between periods when parliament is in and out of session. As Table 2 shows, the in- and out-of-
session allocations of deputies' time show predictable differences. Overall, deputies spent twice
as much time on legislative work when parliament is in session than when it is out of session,

and compensated by reducing the time they spend working with their parties and their

*The 1993 and 1996 questions differ slightly to the extent that the 1993 survey asks deputies to report time spent per
week on particular activities while the 1996 asks them for the percentage of time they spend on those same activities.
Table 2 equalizes the two by calculating the percentage of time occupied by each particular activity for individual
deputies. (Although the 1996 question asks deputies to calculate the percentages themselves, the responses of a
significant number of deputies totaled well over 100%. For three deputies the total percentages claimed for all
activities summed to over 200%.



constituents. As in 1993 and 1996, these rates show almost no variation across party lines.
Significant differences appear only with regard to the constituent contact of the Freedom Union
(US), a party which had only recently formed and which lacked extensive local-level
organization. Furthermore, although the new phrasing of the question prevents a specific
comparison with the 1993 and 1996 results, approximations show only minor differences over
time. Time spent on party tasks shows a clear decline from 1993 and perhaps a mild decline
from 1996 as well, whereas time spent on constituent tasks shows a notable increase from both
1993 and 1996. A closer examination of the 1998 figures suggests that the increase in
constituent work may reflect the influx of a new cohort of deputies with a stronger inclination to
reach out to voters. Deputies new to parliament in 1996 term spent almost 20% more time with

constituents when parliament was out of session than did their more experienced counterparts.

What are parliament's most important tasks?

Reinforcing these reports of time allocation are deputies' evaluations of the importance of
their tasks. These questions involve four categories of activity: legislative and budget tasks,
checks on government activity, checks on presidential activity; and accommodation of the
demands of citizens and social groups. The results of the surveys appear in Table 3. When
asked to assess the importance of these activities on a nine point scale, deputies from all parties
in all three surveys between 1993 and 1998 gave the highest set of marks to legislative and
budget tasks. Deputies consistently gave the second highest set of marks to controlling the
government. As might be expected in this category, opposition deputies attached more
importance to the controlling the government than did members of the governing coalition,
though the scores suggest that their concern receded slightly between 1993 and 1996 and
remained at the lower level in 1998. Cooperating with citizens and social groups occupied a
position of only intermediate importance for the deputies of most parties, and declined across all
parties from 1993 to 1996 and remained low in 1998. The least important of the four activities
was the control of presidential activities. Already the lowest ranked category for all parties
except LB in 1993, this category's importance dropped dramatically from an average level of 5.8
on the 9 point scale to an extremely low 2.8 in 1996 and 3.0 in 1998. The reason for this drop

can be found in the transformation of presidential-parliamentary relations during this period.



Whereas Vaclav Havel had played an extremely active role in policy-making as the first president
of Czechoslovakia (J iOinsky, 1998) and may have provoked a degree of wariness among deputies
(particularly deputies of the Communist Party), he played a far less prominent political role in the
presidency of the newly independent Czech Republic and was frequently overshadowed by the
republic's assertive prime minister, Vaclav Klaus. A nearly identical question asked in the
IREX/ND survey also confirms the durability of this shift and, replicating the results of the 1996
SI/ECU/CU survey with high precision.

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Does parliament accomplish itstasks?

As Table 4 indicates, coalition parties expressed greater satisfaction with parliament's
performance of its tasks than did opposition parties. The above-average satisfaction of coalition
parties in 1993 only grew stronger over time as the coalition partners improved their own
cooperation and faced a considerably weaker and more fragmented opposition. A reverse
process occurred among the parliamentary opposition. These changes appear reflected in
considerably greater satisfaction with the legislative and budgetary process and also in the
increased dissatisfaction of both the KSNM and the SLB (though not the NSSD, which in light
of its increased public support may have felt itself in a stronger bargaining position). On 1996
questions about a variety of specific legislative issues and satisfaction with then-existing
legislation followed the same pattern extremely closely, corresponding almost perfectly with
parties' proximity to the decision-making process. ODS deputies expressed higher satisfaction
than other parties in fifteen of the seventeen categories. Deputies from its coalition partners,
ODA and KDU-NSL expressed somewhat lower satisfaction, though these levels were above the
overall mean in all but two cases for ODA® and all but six cases for KDU-NSL.* With only a
few minor exceptions, all opposition parties expressed lower than average satisfaction, and

KSNM deputies expressed the most dissatisfaction of any major party. A stabilization of overall

*In keeping with the libertarian focus of ODA these two cases involved laws on non-profit organizations and political
institutions.

“In keeping with the KDU-NSL's stronger social-market emphasis, these included including laws on health care,
housing, family issues, and crime.



levels in 1998 concealed countervailing shifts by the two major parties: ODS deputies expressed
lower satisfaction with parliament's fulfillment of legislative and budget tasks while NSSD
deputies expressed considerably higher regard for those same efforts.
INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

The attitudes of coalition and opposition parties with regard to control over the
government exhibit a similar division between coalition and opposition. A decrease in
satisfaction with parliament's control over the government between 1993 and 1996 likely reflects
sharp decreases in the capacity of the then-divided parliamentary opposition to feel any sense of
control over the government. Coalition parties, by contrast, reacted to the same circumstances
with increased satisfaction. Between 1996 and 1998, however, circumstances changed. The
collapse of the long-governing ODS-led government in late 1997 is reflected in an extremely
sharp increase in dissatisfaction among its deputies regarding the control of government. NSsD
and KSNM reacted equally sharply in the opposite direction, dramatically increasing their
satisfaction with parliament's control of government. Control of the president follows the same
pattern, probably as a consequence of Czech President Vaclav Havel's prominent role in

appointing a non-ODS government after the collapse of the coalition.

What are deputies future aspirations?

Future career aspirations offer insight into the professionalization of deputies and their
ambitions for continued involvement in the political and public service arena--especially in light
of anecdotal evidence suggesting some discontent with the burdens of office. Since most of the
deputies were novices in 1993, their desires for incumbency or seeking other political positions
could affect the stability and effectiveness of future governance. Table 5 presents deputies'
interest in other hypothetical careers at the end of their parliamentary mandate. Reflecting the
changing economic context, entering the entrepreneurial (private) sector was the most favored
choice in 1993, 1996 and 1998--with the most interest being displayed by members of the ODS
and the NSSD and the least by members of the LB/KS NM/SLB and KDU-NSL. Mansfeldova
suggests these responses can be attributed to the fact that "many deputies had not abandoned their
entrepreneurial activities while serving in parliament and they intended to continue these

business activities more intensively after the conclusion of their parliamentary service"
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(Mansfeldova, 1998). The IREX/ND survey shows a similar fondness for entrepreneurial
activities, though its overall position dropped to second behind activity as a deputy in a lower-
level representative body. It is notable that interest in entrepreneurial careers among ODS
deputies increased as the party's hold on power weakened, whereas NSSD deputies quickly lost
interest in such careers once their party seemed destined to win a plurality in parliamentary
elections.

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

Serving as a representative at a lower level--in effect, as a member of a city council--
ranked second in both surveys, slightly declining overall from 1993 to 1996 and remaining at that
level in 1998. Since such positions involve only part-time work, it is likely that deputies viewed
service in a city council as a less burdensome means for staying in politics without really
becoming career politicians or abandoning their entrepreneurial pursuits. Interest in council
positions varied to some extent with particular parties, with the highest interest expressed by
members of those parties with the strongest regional and local organizations, particularly the
KDU-NSL and the KSNM and its successor parties. As Mansfeldova posits, the strong
organization of these parties and their extensive experience in regional politics may make service
at a lower level more attractive (Mansfeldova, 1998).

The least favored careers were those that carry the heaviest political and administrative
responsibilities---government minister, state administrator, and mayor. These had a rather low
degree of attractiveness in any of the three surveys, with little variation from party to party. Thus
although most deputies accepted the burdens of their parliamentary mandate, they did not
actively seek out additional tasks or more taxing employment, even if this might bring with it an
increase in prestige and public visibility.

Whatever the deputies might consider as alternative career choices, it is clear that their
primary career choice remained parliament itself. Almost three-quarters of those who were
deputies at the end of the 1992-1996 term actually decided to compete for reelection, and only
one-fifth declared they would forego another term of service in the future. Moreover, the
establishment of the Czech Senate in 1995 provided another career choice in the 1996 survey and
this was the third most frequently selected option (Mansfeldova, 1998). A career in the senate

appealed particularly strongly to deputies of the larger and more established parties--ODS, KDU-
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NSL and NSSD--that could plausibly compete for seats in the single-member senate districts.
The attractiveness of Senate seats fell significantly, however, between 1996 and 1998 as the body

proved that it was not immune to partisan disputes and deadlock.

Who decides?

There are manifold questions about decision-making that need to be decided in any new
democracy. Basic rules are laid down in the constitution, but equally important are the rules of
the game decided on by those that play the game. This includes:

*  Who decides overall policy: government, parliament, the coalition, one party?
*  Who decides party action in parliament: the parliamentary delegation or party leaders?
*  Who decides on the deputy's vote: the party, the delegation, or the individual deputy?
* On what basis does the deputy vote if there is a conflict: conscience, party voters, or
constituents?
The questions asked in the 1993 SI/CES, 1996 SI/ECU/CU and 1998 SI surveys as well as those
of the 1994 Leiden survey and the 1996 IREX/ND survey provide important answers.

Who shapes gover nment policy?

In the evolving institutional relationships between President, Prime Minister, the
Government, deputies, and political parties, it is revealing to examine patterns of influence.
Table 6 details deputies' answers to the question "Who should determine government policy" and
show a gradual shift toward accepting the prerogative of government over parliament and other
institutions in the making of policy. Responses of deputies followed coalition-opposition lines
but with some important exceptions. Given a choice between "the governing coalition,"
"parliament," and "the strongest party," deputies in the coalition parties overwhelmingly favored
their own "governing coalition" while non-coalition parties showed less enthusiasm. Deputies of
the coalition-leading ODS--at the time the single largest party--were more likely to name "the
strongest party" but those who did so represented only a relatively small percentage of the party's
deputies, suggesting some degree of loyalty to--or at least acceptance of the need for--the broader

coalition. With the exception of an LB deputy who perhaps felt loyalty to the principles of the
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one party state, not one deputy outside of ODS endorsed the "strongest party principle" in either
survey. Among the opposition parties a surprisingly large number proved willing to accept the
"governing coalition" as opposed to "parliament" as the main determinant of government policy.
Deputies of LB expressed a marked preference for "parliament" in 1993 but this moderated
slightly, and both of its offspring parties showed a higher acceptance for "governing coalition,"
though this did not come close to the level among deputies from governing parties. Acceptance
of "the government" as the source of policy dipped among deputies of NSSD in 1996 but
returned to its previous high levels as the party progressed toward seats of its own in government.
INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

NSSD's early acceptance of government over parliament is difficult to explain with
confidence. It may represent political maturity in accepting the prerogative of a rival majority,
but it may also represent acceptance of political reality. Table 7 shows that although few
deputies outside of ODS felt that the strongest party should set government policy, more than
half of all such deputies felt that the strongest party--in this case ODS--actually did set
government policy. This included not only the majority of deputies of NSSD but also a
substantial share from LB/KSNM/SLB and even from ODS's coalition partners ODA and KDU-
NSL. The coalition partners apparently held few illusions that they shared fully in the
government's decision-making process and by 1996, in fact, nearly all ODA deputies and three
fifths of KDU-NSL deputies cited "the strongest party" as the determinant of government policy.
Only members of ODS disagreed with this assessment in significant numbers, and the sharply
contrasting perceptions produced considerable strains within the coalition government parties'
relations, particularly during the complicated and intense post-1996 election negotiations during
which KDU-NSL and ODA attempted to reformulate the coalition in such a way as to prevent
ODS from receiving a majority of ministerial seats and to ensure more parity of decision-making
(Krause, 1998a; Mansfeldova, 1998). Responses shifted markedly between 1996 and 1998,
however, as the longstanding ODS-led governing coalition collapsed. Nearly half of ODS
respondents and large numbers of deputies from other parties acknowledged that the driving
force in setting policy lay somewhere "other" than the minority government of ODA, US and
KDU-NSL deputies, though it is unclear whether this refers to non-partisan prime minister Jozef

ToSovsky or to other individuals or political institutions.
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INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

Another potential source for determining policy is the recourse to the population through
referendums. To include referendums within questions about policy making in the Czech
Republic in 1993 and 1996 would have posed problems, however, because the Czech
constitution made no formal provision for such a referendum. A separate set of questions
therefore asked deputies about whether they would approve of establishing mechanisms for both
consultative and binding referendums. The results in Table 8 show two distinct and largely
predictable patterns. In the first place, it is clear that opposition parties tended to support the idea
of a referendum much more strongly than did coalition deputies. Coalition deputies voiced
almost unanimous opposition to the idea of binding referendums and nearly as strong opposition
to consultative referendums in all three surveys. In contrast, nearly half of all opposition deputies
supported binding referendums and nearly all supported consultative referendums. Given the
governing coalition's majority during this period, the results reflect the coalition's unwillingness
to open up the political process to mechanisms that did not fall under its direct control. As
NSSD became more likely to be represented in government, its deputies reversed their previous
support for binding referendums. Furthermore, although deputies from all major parties eagerly
supported the notion of a consultative referendum that could potentially be used to pressure the
coalition into making concessions, they were not as enthusiastic in support of a binding
referendums that would tie their own hands just as surely as they would tie those of the coalition.
With referendums as with other mechanisms, deputies showed an acute awareness of and
preference for those options that would maximize the political power of their own party.

INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE

Who shapesthe party line?

The previous section suggests that most deputies believed government policy was
actually determined by the largest party in parliament and that most of the remainder attributed
government policy to the majority coalition in parliament. In either case, determination of policy
essentially follows party lines and relates directly to the party positions taken by those parties in
the majority. The determination of party policy forms a second crucial level in the decision-

making process. Surveys of deputies' opinions provide insights into how parties establish their
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policies.

It is perhaps not surprising that deputies prefer to have decisions on party policy made by
party deputies themselves in their parliamentary party group (PPG) rather than by any other
source. The 1993 survey of Czech deputies asked them "should there arise a difference between
the opinion of your PPG and the leadership of the party, who should rightfully have the last
word?" and gave them the option of choosing the PPG, the party leadership or declaring that "it
depends on the situation." As Table 9 shows, deputies who received this array of choices tended
to opt for the safe response--"it depends" but of the 38% who did not, more than two thirds opted
for the PPG over the party leadership. This applied across the party spectrum. Only in ODS did
the PPG and the party leadership receive similar levels of approval, and even in that case it was
the PPG that received a small plurality. The elimination of the "it depends" answer from the
1996 questionnaire produced a strikingly different set of results. The percentage of deputies
choosing the party leadership increased only slightly over 1993 levels whereas the percentage
choosing the PPG increased by three to four times.” The relative choices among parties also
changed to some degree. Whereas ODS deputies had been more likely than those of other parties
to choose the party leadership in 1993, they responded exactly at the mean in 1996. Instead it
was the deputies of NSSD, KSNM and KDU-NSL who were more likely than average to choose
the party leadership. The differences, however, were extremely narrow and with the exception of
ODA--whose deputies unanimously opted for the PPG--all of the parties occupied a very narrow
range.

INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE

Deputies' support for their decision-making power of their parliamentary group remained
the most commonly chosen response in 1998, but support for party leadership showed a notable
increase, from less than one fifth of deputies to more than one third. Furthermore, this increase
occurred not only because of the disintegration of the ODA, whose deputies in 1996 had
unanimously supported their parliamentary group over the party leadership. Rather, the shift

occurred simultaneously in all major parties. In KS NM and ODS the number of deputies

*It is not possible to determine whether this change is more reflective of a change in the question or a change in
deputies' opinions. The relative stability of almost every other question in the survey suggests that the bulk of the
difference can be explained by the elimination of the "it depends" option.
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supporting the prerogatives of party leaders equaled or exceeded those who supported the
prerogatives of the parliamentary club. The shifts in KDU-NSL and NSSD were less dramatic
but still significant.

As with questions about who "should" determine policy, changes in responses on the
question of who "should" shape party decisions may simply reflect an acceptance of what may
seem inevitable. Asked whether the party leadership influences club decisions, 41% of deputies
responded affirmatively in 1993. As Table 10 indicates, the share had risen to 55% by 1996 and
remained at those levels in 1998. ODS deputies were the most likely to acknowledge influence
from the party leadership with rates hovering between 63% and 73%. Such rates rose even more
sharply in other parties: NSSD increased by 14 percentage points between 1993 and 1996 and by
another 9 percentage points by 1998; KDU-NSL increased by 17 percentage points between 1993
and 1996 and remained at the higher level in 1998; and KS NM increased by 37 percentage points
between 1993 and 1996 and another 18 percentage points by 1998.

INSERT TABLE 10 ABOUT HERE

It appears that this increase began as early as 1993 because the1994 Leiden survey of
deputies in the Czech parliament found that "79% [of deputies] stated that the "party's national
executive, as opposed to the parliamentary party, has the most say in party policy," and that
among the largest parties in parliament the rate was even higher (Kopecky, forthcoming). A
1996 IREX/ND survey of Czech deputies finds similar results. Questions in that survey asked
deputies to rank the importance of party experts, the PPG, the party executive committee, and the
party leader on policy questions and on internal party matters. On policy matters, deputies from
the three parties--KS NM, NSSD, and KDU-NSL--ranked the party's executive committee as first
in importance by a significant margin over any rival. Of these, KS NM and NSSD ranked the
PPG as next in importance while KDU-NSL deputies ranked the party leader next in importance.
Of the larger parties in parliament only ODS differed significantly from this pattern, ranking its
party leader first in importance followed by both the party's executive committee and the PPG.
For internal party questions, the role of the PPG is even less significant. Deputies from all of the
major parties responded by attributing the highest influence to the party executive committee,
followed at considerable distance by the party leader and party functionaries. The PPG and party

experts share the positions of least influence on such questions.
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Who shapes PPG decisions?

Work by Kopecky (1996) establishes that even though the memberships of many PPGs
and party executive committees overlapped significantly, the PPGs usually did exist as distinct
institutional units with the capacity to make decisions independent of the leadership and other
party institutions. Establishing mechanisms for making decisions within the PPG itself posed yet
another challenge in the institutionalization of parliament. Table 11 reports the results of a
question that asked deputies about who exerted the most influence in PPG decisions: the PPG's
leadership, its experts, its president, or functionaries of the party. Although this relatively limited
range of options resulted in a high number of "other" responses, it does nevertheless provide
certain clues about PPG decision-making and how it changed over time. Although certain
sources tend to hold more influence among all parties, the overall pattern is not sharply defined
or stable over time. With the exception of NSSD, deputies from all parties in 1993 were more
likely to attribute influence to the PPG leadership than to any other source. In 1996 role of PPG
leadership dropped in all parties except NSSD, but it remained the most frequently cited
category, and in 1998 the levels returned to higher levels, though with NSSD deputies now the
most likely to cite the PPG leadership.® Other potential sources of influence faced similarly
erratic shifts. A significant share shifted in 1996 from the PPG leadership to the sole voice of the
PPG chairman, especially in KDU-NSL, but these gains disappeared by 1998. The overall
influence attributed to party functionaries outside the PPG showed no significant difference over
time, but individual parties did change: the party functionaries appear to have gained a certain
amount of influence within the PPGs of ODS and KDU-NSL while losing a significant amount
of their influence within NSSD. The overall picture of PPG decision-making by 1996 is one of
fractured and uncertain influence with no single dominant element.

INSERT TABLE 11 ABOUT HERE

The 1994 Leiden survey confirms this impression and offers a potential resolution by

increasing the range of potential answers. Its survey question about "the main point of decision-

making in the parliamentary club" offers deputies a different set of options than the questions

Responses from the 1996 E/U/A survey indicate that the PPGs of the government coalition parties ODS, KDU-NSL
and ODA met with their respective party leaderships (excluding ministers) on a slightly more frequent basis than did
members of opposition parties.
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discussed above: the PPG meeting, the PPG leadership, experts in the PPG, "somewhere else"
and "it depends." Faced with this range of options, more than three quarters of all deputies
pointed to the PPG meetings as the key point. ODS, NSSD, LB and a number of smaller parties
did so in even greater percentages. Only ODA and KDU-NSL deputies identified important
influences among PPG experts, and KDU-NSL deputies also pointed to the undefined
"somewhere else" category. And even in these cases the PPG meeting retained a clear plurality.
A closer examination of answers in the "other" category from the 1993 and 1996 surveys
reinforces the notion that power in PPGs lay in the delegation as a whole rather than any
particular segment of it. The most common "other" answer focused, with varying choice of

words, on the "majority within the PPG" or the "PPG vote."

Who shapes deputies’ decisions?

Although the party leadership appears to play an important, even dominant role in
determining party policy, and although a variety of forces contribute to the internal decisions
made by PPGs, the ultimate decision about how to vote still rests with individual deputies.
Article 23 of the Czech constitution states that "MPs and Senators will perform their mandates
personally in accordance with their promise and they will not be subordinated to any orders."
This article effectively forbids any contractual relationships surrounding the exercise of a
mandate, but it gives no other guidance except to explain that deputies must "perform the
mandate in the interest of all the people and to the best of [their] knowledge." Although the
constitution declares that deputies are free to vote as they wish, they may nevertheless decide
voluntarily to tie their decisions to a particular set of ideas, institutions or voters. To which ones
they can and should bind themselves is the subject of extensive political theory and numerous
models of representation. A series of questions from several surveys--all, inevitably, using
different wordings--offer insight into the question of just how deputies in the Czech Republic
interpret the meaning of their deputy mandate.

Questions on the1993 SI/CES, 1996 SI/ECU/CU and 1998 SI surveys offer deputies three
options: the party line, their own conscience, and the desires of the voters. As Table 12 indicates,
the 1993 SI/CES survey shows near equality between the options of party line and personal

conscience, with voters' opinions falling a far distant third. Within most of the larger parties,
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deputies exhibited a marginal preference for party line. Only within NSSD were the two equal
(at 47% of respondents) and only within LB did conscience fall far short. Correspondingly, only
in LB did voters' opinion receive a markedly higher than average set of preferences. By 1996
deputies’ responses had changed significantly. While the level of support for voters’ desires
remained low, the balance between party line and conscience tilted dramatically in favor of
conscience, which rose to account for 70% of all deputy responses. A nearly proportional shift
occurred in every major party. ODA deputies opted almost unanimously in favor of conscience,
and KDU-NSL deputies approached a similar level. ODS and NSsD deputies remained slightly
below the mean in their support for conscience voting, but their support for this position
nevertheless increased markedly from its levels in 1993. LB/KS NM/SLB deputies also increased
their support for this option, but at the same time they also increased their support for voters
opinions.” By 1998 the trend had reversed. ODS deputies increased their emphasis on personal
conscience, but in the other major parties deputies increasingly turned away from conscience in
favor of the party line, though this option remained second to conscience in the overall
preferences of deputies.

The IREX/ND survey of the parliament elected in 1996 confirms this shift and helps to
clarify the underlying structure of deputy opinions by asking them to rank the options of
conscience, party line and voter opinion in order of importance. The overall pattern in which
deputies ranked the most influential option corresponds directly to the rankings obtained in the
above mentioned 1996 survey. The personal opinion option gained the largest number of first
place votes followed at some distance by party line and subsequently by voters' opinion. This
sequence also corresponds perfectly to the rank order cited by almost 40% of deputies, nearly
twice as many as cited the next most popular choices. Breaking the overall results down into
pairs of options reveals likewise that deputies tended to rank their own opinion above both party
line and voters' opinions and opted for the party line over voters' opinions. This pattern did not
hold for every party, however. ODS and KDU-NSL fit the broader pattern extremely closely.

Deputies from NSSD differ widely from one another in their rankings of the influences but they

"Kopecky's 1994 survey adds little to the discussion because he does not include voter opinion and does include a
catch-all "it depends" category that attracted nearly 40% of deputy responses. His survey does offer hints that the
shift to conscience voting began as early as 1994 because of the remaining 60% of respondents who did choose an
option, only one-sixth opted to vote with their parliamentary club against their own opinion.
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tend in general terms to reverse the top two entries in the broader pattern, ranking party line
slightly above personal opinion. Deputies of KS Nm , by contrast, place party last in their
rankings and place voters' opinions above their own opinions as the most important influence.
This characterization of NSSD as the most party-focused and KS NM as the most voter focused
and ODS and KDU-NSL most focused on the deputy opinions corresponds perfectly to the
findings of the 1996 survey mentioned above.

A second, related set of questions asks deputies not strictly about the basis for their
decision but rather about the broader sense of whom they represent. The 1993 SI/CES and 1996
SI/ECU/CU surveys ask this question directly and offer three possible answers: "members of

nn

your party," "voters of your party" and "all voters in your electoral district." As Table 13 shows,
a narrow majority of the deputies in 1993 opted for "party voters" but the actual level of support
for this position varied greatly from party to party. Nearly four-fifths of deputies from the Left
Bloc (LB) and three-fifths of those from the Civic Democratic Party (ODS) saw themselves as
representing "party voters" whereas less than one-quarter of the deputies from the coalition
KDU-NSL and opposition NSSD and NMUS felt the same way. These parties, by contrast,
opted by a wide margin to consider themselves as representatives of the voters in their electoral
districts. In a reflection on the relative unimportance of party membership in the Czech Republic
(as in most new democracies in central and eastern Europe) only a negligible number of deputies
saw any role for themselves as representatives of party members. In the 1996 survey, the overall
opinions on representation remained almost identical to their levels in 1993 but the stability of
overall level conceals the movement of nearly all parties toward a relatively homogeneous mean.
In 1996 a majority of deputies from ODS and KS NM and LB continued to view themselves as
representatives of party voters, but the size of the majority was smaller than it had been in 1993.
In 1998 the question was reworded to include an option for "All citizens," but this option did not
dramatically affect responses. The share of deputies who viewed themselves as representatives
of "party voters" declined but only slightly, and was offset slightly by a rise in deputies who
viewed themselves as representatives of "party members." The added option of "all citizens"
yielded a significant reduction in the number of deputies who had previously opted for "voters
from your own electoral district." Despite these changes, number of deputies within broader

categories of party-based and geography-based notions of representation remained almost
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unchanged between 1993 and 1999, with only slight evidence of what Mansfeldova describes
elsewhere as "a shift from strict representation of the political party and its members toward
representation of all citizens" that occurred between the beginning and the end of the [1992-
1996] parliamentary term (Mansfeldova, 1998, 134). Furthermore, deputies--both within
parliament as a whole and within individual parties--showed no clear preference for either notion
of representation.

INSERT TABLE 13 ABOUT HERE

Other surveys help to flesh out the longstanding coexistence of these two widely different
understandings of representation. The 1994 Leiden survey asks deputies how important it is for
them to represent various groups. In addition to social and professional groups and party
members and activists, the Leiden survey also asks about party voters and voters in the electoral
district, breaking these down into four specific categories: party voters in their electoral district,
party voters nationwide, all voters in their district, all voters nationwide ("the nation as a whole"),
as well as social and professional groups and party members and activists. In line with the
aforementioned 1993 survey, responses suggest that deputies think about representation largely
along party lines. Deputies attributed the greatest importance to representing party voters in their
own electoral district and party voters in the country as a whole. Representing all voters in the
nation as a whole occupied the third highest level of importance and representing all voters in the
electoral district placed a distant fifth. Between these two stand the representation of party
members and activists. At the bottom of the list appears the representation of specific social and
professional groups. The same overall pattern holds within certain parties. The representation of
party voters at the district and national level occupy first and second place for every major party
except ODA, which places representation of the whole nation above the party-specific
circumstances.

The questionnaire used by the 1996 IREX/ND survey gives deputies a slightly different
but equally broad spectrum of choices including citizens in the electoral district, all citizens, and
all voters of a deputy's party as well as members of a particular nationality, social group or socio-
economic class. Of these additional categories only one--"all citizens"--gained the support of a
significant number of deputies. In fact the "all citizens" category received thirty six percent of

responses, more than any other category. Party averages on this category ranged from lows of
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11% from KDU-NSL and 22% from KSNM to highs of 45% from ODS.* Of the remaining
categories, deputies split their responses almost evenly between their parties' voters and the
inhabitants of their electoral district. In reversals of previous surveys, KDU-NSL deputies
appeared most likely to think of themselves as representatives of party voters while KS Nm
deputies opted to understand themselves as deputies of electoral districts. ODS and NSSD stood
nearer the center in positions that conformed to the previous surveys.

These response patterns from the 1996 IREX/ND survey differ significantly from the
1993 SI/CES and 1994 Leiden surveys discussed above and even to some degree from the 1996
SI/ECU/CU survey . Part of the difference may be attributed to differences in options and in the
wording of those options. One result that can be discussed with confidence is that deputies did
not exclude any particular model of representation. All but one of the representation options on
the Leiden questionnaire received an average score above the median point on the scale. When
allowed to name up to three groups that they represented in the IREX/ND survey, most deputies
listed a series of different--and extreme circumstances potentially contradictory--options. Almost
40% of deputies accepted cited themselves as representatives of both their party, and their
district. Another 35% combined the district or the party role with representation of "all citizens."
Only 24% limited themselves to just one of the three possibilities. While deputies of different
parties distributed their responses in different ways, a majority of deputies from all of them
shared some sense of the complexity of representation.’

One final consideration regarding representation is the degree to which deputies opinions
about representation relate to their opinions about how they should cast their votes. Comparison

of deputies responses on both questions reveal a change over time reflected in the emergence of

$Although there is no time-series available for this particular phrasing of the question, these results from late 1996
conform to Mansfeldova's observation of "a shift toward a more general understanding of the parliamentary mandate
as a representation of all citizens"(Mansfeldova, 1998).

°Ong party--KS NM--exhibited a slightly broader sense of representation than other parties. Like other parties,
KSNM deputies opted for the broader categories bounded by electoral boundaries or voting behavior when asked
about who they most represented, but in the broader question that allowed multiple response, their profile differed
from those of other parties. In line with the party's traditional focus, deputies from this party were far more likely
than average to acknowledge representation of a particular social group and a particular socio-economic class.
KDU-NSL also followed this pattern, although to a considerably lesser degree. Deputies of the Christian democratic
KDU-NSL were somewhat more likely than average to acknowledge that they represented a particular "social or
professional group." Traces of similar results can also be found in the 1994 Kopecky survey.
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increasingly distinct relationships between representation and voting. According to the 1996
SI/ECU/CU survey, those deputies who believed in the importance of representing party
members were only slightly more likely to vote according to the party line than were those who
saw themselves as representatives of their whole electoral district. Later surveys show shift
toward more internally consistent positions. In the 1996 IREX/ND survey deputies who saw
themselves as representatives of party voters were considerably more likely to support party line
voting, while representatives of an electoral district or all voters were more likely than the mean
to support voting on the basis of voter or personal opinion. The emergence of this pattern is
confirmed by the 1998 SI survey which also found that deputies' understandings of who they
represented were related to their inclination to vote according to the party line. From an early
period of some confusion, deputies thus moved toward more coherent positions that linked their
voting and their representation. Yet the patterns found here are more indicative of an ongoing
process rather than an already achieved consistency between notions of representation and actual

behavior.

Do deputies sharetheir voters opinions?

To the extent that deputies represent their parties' voters, it is important to know how
much deputies really know about those voters and how much they really agree with them. This is
a difficult task but the questions used in the 1993 SI/CES and 1996 SI/ECU/CU surveys make
such calculations possible on the broad left-right axis that captures most of the salient political
issues in the Czech Republic (Krause, 1998b). Both of these surveys ask deputies to rate
themselves on a one to seven left-right scale and ask them to do the same for their party's voters.

As Table 14 indicates, the results of these surveys show a high degree of internal
coherence and consistency over time. Deputies from the Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA) and
the Civic Democratic Party (ODS) placed themselves clearly on the right of the spectrum in all
three surveys. Deputies of the Christian Democratic Union (KDU-N SL) placed themselves

nearer to the center of their coalition partners in 1993 and moved even more to the center in
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1996, where they remained through 1998." Deputies from the Czech Social Democratic Party
(N SSD) located themselves in the to the left of center with little change from 1993 to 1996 and a
slight move further to the left by 1998. Deputies of the Communist Party (KS NM), placed
themselves increasingly to the left over time.!" While the positions of individual parties did shift
somewhat during the period in question, the rank order of the parties remains identical and their
relative positions in 1993 and 1996 correlate at an extremely high level (r=.98), as do their
relative positions in 1996 and 1998 (1=.99).
INSERT TABLE 14 ABOUT HERE

The connection between deputies and their beliefs about their voters is also extremely
close. As might be expected, deputies tend to place themselves in close proximity vicinity to
where they believe that their voters were located. In no party did the difference exceed twenty
percentage points of the full left-right scale on any of the three surveys.'? It is noteworthy that
the change in deputy positions over time shows some relation to their perceptions of voters’
positions, suggesting an ability and willingness to accommodate public opinion. Deputies from
parties on the right--particularly ODS and KDU-NSL--tended to perceive themselves as to the
right of their voters in 1993. In 1996, the leaders of these parties still perceived themselves as
standing to the right of their voters, but both cases the mean deputy position had shifted
measurably to the left to approach the position where deputies had perceived party voters to be in
1993. On the left the phenomenon is less clear. Deputies from the LB had perceived almost
exact alignment between themselves and their voters in 1993 and so the slight move to the left by
KSNM may have quite a bit to do with their separation from the center-leaning deputies who
formed the splinter known as SLB. KS NM made an even more significant shift to the left after
1996, but the survey shows that this occurred in tandem with a shift in perceptions about a

leftward shift in the party's voting base. Overall, the difference between deputies position and

"The deputies from the Movement for Self-Governing Democracy (HSD-SMS), the small regionalist opposition
party likewise took a position near the center, though after a series of splits and reorganizations they had moved
slightly to the left by 1996.

"As might be expected, the deputies of the SLB, the more moderate of LB's splinters, placed themselves in 1996 on
the left directly between NSSD and KSNM.

2With the exception of the Communist Party (KSNM), all major parties' deputies placed themselves, in varying
degrees, to the right of where they estimated their voters to be all three surveys.
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their perceptions of their voters remained stable between 1993 and 1998."

The accuracy of deputies' perceptions about their voters is a separate issue and can be
tested through the use of public opinion survey data collected by Central European University at
regular intervals between 1992 and 1996. Table 14 shows the mean positions of each party's
supporters on an identical left-right scale in early 1993 and again in early 1996. For the most
part, these actual figures conform quite closely to the deputies' estimation of them. In no case
does the difference exceed twenty two percentage points on the full left-right scale and in nearly
every case the difference is considerably smaller. It is also significant that the difference shows a
marked drop from an average of fifteen percentage points in 1993 to an average of just over nine
percentage points in 1996, suggesting a major improvement in deputies' abilities to gauge the

mood of their own voters.'*

Methods for shaping outcomes

A small number of the survey items focused primarily on methods used to get things done.
They posed questions tapping how deputies can influence the government and how citizens can

influence deputies. This is distinct from questions of who does or who should make decisions.

How to influence gover nment?

Table 15 shows that as early as 1993 half of all deputies claimed to have offered
interpellative questions, and that by 1996 this had risen to over two-thirds. As might be
expected, opposition deputies engaged in this activity considerably more frequently than
coalition parties, and every deputy in NSSD and KSNM claimed to have interpellated during the
1992-1996 parliamentary term and again during the shorter 1996-1998 term. Even coalition

PThe one party in which deputies did not place themselves very near their voters is the Movement for Self-
Governing Democracy (HSD-SMYS), a regionalist party for which positions on left-right issues might be less
important than positions on unrelated issues of national and regional identity that are not easily measured on the left-
right axis (Krause 1998D).

“With the exception of the KDU-NSL and the ODA, deputies of all parties tend to place their voters to the left of
their actual position. In practice, this means that deputies of ODS and NSSD maintained positions that were closer
to those of their voters than they suspected, while KSNM deputies were incorrect in supposing their voters to be as
leftward-leaning as they were themselves.

25



deputies acknowledged their participation in interpellations, though the rate was higher among
deputies of the more centrist KDU-NSL than among the deputies of ODS or ODA. The act of
interpellation appeared to remain largely decentralized and individual though centralization and
control increased slightly over time. When asked in 1993 whether they checked their
interpellations with the PPG chair, its leadership or its whole membership, deputies tended to
choose a response between "sometimes" and "never." When they did check their questions with
other deputies, they were more likely to do so with the whole club than with its leadership or its
chairman, reinforcing the above argument that PPGs themselves lacked a meaningful focal point
other than the club meetings. This same pattern emerged increasingly clearly through the 1996
and 1998 surveys.
INSERT TABLE 15 ABOUT HERE

When asked to evaluate the effectiveness of methods for influencing government activity,
deputies of all parties in both 1993 and 1996 tended to rank their options in the same order: 1)
offering draft amendments; 2) submitting their own draft laws; 3) framing questions (not formal
interpellations); 4) making oral interpellations; and 5) submitting written interpellations. In 1998
the pattern remained the same except for the an increase in the perceived effectiveness of written
interpellations that moved it up one rank to the fourth position. These results appear in Table 15.
The ranking is significant because it suggests that while interpellations are a frequent activity of
deputies, they are not a particularly effective method for influencing government policy.
Deputies across the political spectrum appear to place more confidence in non-interpellative
questions, perhaps because these are not bound by the same sets of formal restrictions.
Furthermore, deputies tend to consider questions of all forms to be less effective than direct
legislative action. Here it is important to note that although the act of submitting legislation may
allow for drama and high impact, it is the smaller and more manageable act of legislative
amendments that deputies find to be the most useful. Small steps in this case appear to function
better than big ones.

Meetings between PPGs and ministers can also provide occasions for mutual information
and influence. According to deputies' responses, the frequency of such meetings varied greatly
from party to party. As might be expected, the coalition parties ODS and KDU-NSL met most

frequently with ministers, with meetings occurring on a weekly or almost weekly basis. Deputies
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from LB, by contrast, reported meetings on an almost monthly basis, and deputies of NSsD
reported even more infrequent meetings. The pattern changed little by 1996. The coalition
parties continued to receive frequent visits from ministers, while the frequency of ministerial
meetings with opposition deputies remained only a fraction of that level. Within the opposition,
the frequency of meetings with KS NMm appears to have dropped slightly, at least in relation to the
more centrist and increasingly powerful NSSD. The frequency of meetings between ministers
and the SLB followed the pattern of NSSD rather than of KSNM suggesting that ministers
tended to reward conciliation and relative size of parliamentary delegation. When the ODS-led
government fell in late 1997, the parties with access changed but the pattern of close connections
between governments and the parliamentary groups of their constituent parties remained the
same. While KDU-NSL and the new Freedom Union (US) maintained extremely frequent
contacts with members of their minority government, levels of contact between ODS deputies
and government ministers fell to the same low level as in the other main opposition parties,

KSNM and NSSD.

How to influence parliament and parliamentary deputies

The 1993, 1996 and 1998 surveys asked deputies to choose the most effective means of
influencing parliament from a list that included a variety of types of public statements (petitions,
letters, committee involvement, statements to the media), party contact (meetings with the party
parliamentary group and with party leaders), personal contact (meetings and phone calls with
deputies) and protest (mass demonstrations and strikes). As Table 16 shows, deputies narrowly
chose methods of party contact over personal contact or public statements, with protest falling
significantly behind. Among particular methods, deputies tended to agree on the effectiveness of
personal meetings with deputies, meetings with the party parliamentary group and appearances
before legislative committees, suggesting the effectiveness of direct approaches whether with
individual deputies, parties or parliamentary bodies. Nor did their opinions on these methods
change measurably between 1993 and 1998.

INSERT TABLE 16 ABOUT HERE
Although deputies felt the party contact and direct approaches to be most effective, this

did not conform to their experience of what methods constituents actually used. Table 17 shows
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that in 1993 deputies reported the most experience with precisely those methods that they
believed to be least effective. More of them reported experience with mass protests such as
demonstrations and strikes than with other techniques. Personal contacts followed, but within
this category they reported experience mainly with ineffective methods such as petitions and
letters. By 1996 the situation had changed quite dramatically, and the new circumstances
remained extremely stable through 1998. Deputies reported increased experience with all
methods of influence, but experiences in the protest category increased far more slowly than did
experiences in other categories. Party contact remained third in rank order among the categories
but only narrowly behind personal contact and public statements. Furthermore, the more direct
approaches such as personal meetings with deputies, parties and committees increased most
rapidly indicating a degree of learning not only among deputies but also among individuals and
organized groups who, largely through trial and error, figured out which methods worked best.
INSERT TABLE 17 ABOUT HERE

Difficulties in this learning process might be attributed in part to the ambivalence of
deputies themselves, since the methods of influencing parliamentarians that deputies
acknowledged to be most effective were not always those that they were willing to participate in.
Whereas deputies acknowledged the effectiveness of personal contact in influencing parliament,
it was not until 1998 that they expressed much willingness to accept such methods. The
significant differences between what deputies reported as effective and what they reported as
acceptable suggests their acute awareness of the mixed blessings of direct contact with
constituents. While such contact might provide an important source of information for deputies'
decision-making, it could also become exceedingly difficult and time-consuming. In such cases

deputies might prefer a simple if unpersuasive letter.

Conclusions

The Czech parliament is a work in progress. It is desirable for a number of reasons to
exercise caution in interpreting changes in institutionalization, professionalization, and party
development. The analysis of a changing institution in a transitional political system is
inherently a complex task. Furthermore, the survey data used here are limited to one six-year

period and involve methodological vagaries that stem from several sources: the “pilot” status of
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the cited surveys; changes in the substance and form of the questions over time as part of an
attempt to generate more precise and interesting responses; and the potential for guarded answers
on the part of some deputies in answering politically sensitive items. Yet despite the modesty of
its reach, this study suggests several interesting trends.

The results of the surveys suggest that the Czech parliament underwent institutional-
ization and professionalization quite quickly. Deputies quickly settled into consistent patterns of
behavior that contributed institutionalization and professionalization and did not change their
minds significantly during their term in office. Results of the 1993 and 1996 surveys-both of
which surveyed the same pool of deputies--demonstrate that the opinions of deputies remained
highly consistent for the duration of the Czech parliament's first term (1992-1996). Furthermore
the opinions of the parliament tended to remain the same even after the overall change in
parliamentary membership produced by the 1996 elections.

The results of the surveys also demonstrate several distinct patterns of institutional
learning. On questions that related to parliamentary activity--daily activities and internal
procedures--deputies exhibited nearly unanimous agreement. On questions that related to party
procedures, they disagreed by more significant margins, but their responses remained in the same
vicinity, even converging on certain questions, such as who deputies felt that they represented.
Only on questions related to public policy priorities and relations between parliament and
government did the opinions of party parliamentary delegations differ significantly from one
another. Even here, however, the disagreement reflected a high degree of strategic choice, as
deputies of coalition parties expressed support for the government and government policies,
while opposition deputies voiced their disapproval.

Examination of the activities of the deputies suggests that institutionalization and
professionalization did proceed over the period 1993-1998. The priority that the deputies placed
on legislative work as their most important task over party activity generally in 1993, 1996 and
during in-session periods in 1998 implies that deputies take their roles as professional legislators
most seriously. Supporting this interpretation is the strongly shared value that the parliament’s
most important tasks are found in the area of legislation and budgeting. Moreover, the deputies’
sense of professional pride appears to be highly developed. Members of the governing coalition

parties evinced above-average satisfaction with the parliament’s overall accomplishment of tasks
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from 1993 to 1996 to 1998. The fact that levels of satisfaction with performance of tasks
corresponded closely to parties’ proximity to the decision-making process—with the governing
coalition being most satisfied (and the opposition being least satisfied) is to be expected in a
legislature of professional deputies with strong institutional ties to their respective parties.
Finally, professional loyalty to the institution is evidenced by the fact that, despite the
attractiveness of future careers in the private sector or desires to become representatives at the
lower levels in order to reduce their work loads, most of the deputies displayed a strong sense of
civic consciousness by competing for reelection or by considering Senate careers in 1996
(although there was a drop in interest in Senate careers by 1998).

Additional evidence suggesting professionalization can be found in the deputies’ decisional
calculus. Our examination of the variety of representational models they have employed tends to
confirm the notion that many have become quite confident, secure, and assertive in their
expression of independent views and, as a result, a large portion of deputies support following
their own consciences. While there is a certain attractiveness and security in voting the strict
party line--attractiveness that increased over time--most deputies preferred to act upon their own
judgments. While this result suggests a weakness in party development, responses to other
questions reveal a more complex picture of deputies attempting to grapple with conflicting
demands placed on them by parties ,constituents, and their own consciences.

Over the 1993-1998 period, the deputies certainly improved their understanding of how to
influence government and their appreciation of what citizens could do to influence parliament's
decision-making process. Deputies came to see the efficacy of direct legislative action,
particularly draft amendments to improve proposed laws and developed a sophisticated
understanding the effectiveness of methods that citizens utilize to influence legislators (focusing
particularly on personal meetings between citizens and individual deputies, party delegations,
and parliamentary committees).

While drawing attention to these trends in professionalization and institutionalization, our
research also suggests that the deputies are becoming more acutely aware of their roles as
politicians—especially as representatives of their political parties. Party ties rose in importance
over the 1993-1998 period and this change is reflected in the way that deputies viewed their

relationships between their own political parties and other parties. Party work ranked second
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among the deputies’ most important perceived tasks in 1993 and 1996 and, along with
constituency work, ranked first among out of session activities in 1998. The sharpest criticism of
parliament’s accomplishment of its tasks came from the opposition parties—and dissatisfaction
of the opposition increased greatly after the 1997 collapse of the ODS-led government. While
most deputies accepted the norm of government coalition (as opposed to parliament-wide)
dominance in the policy arena, there have been tensions within the coalitions and between
government and opposition deputies over the domineering role of the strongest coalition party
between 1992 and 1997 (ODS) in shaping governmental policy. The proper locus of leadership
also remained a question within parties' parliamentary delegations, and influence remained an
uncertain commodity subject to an ongoing struggle among PPG leadership, experts, party,
leadership, and others in the party outside parliament.

The evolution of the Czech party system (with heightened policy and personality conflicts
since 1996) has brought the increased professionalism of deputies in conflict with their partisan
political roles. Yet the surveys indicate that a large share of the deputies have a keen sense of the
desires of party voters in their constituencies and those of the nation as a whole. In line with
institutionalization and professionalization, the deputies have learned to appreciate the
complexities of representation and, while they are not immune to logical inconsistencies, they
have moved to a more coherent and integrated linkage of representation and voting. To some
degree this is a byproduct of the coherence and consistency of their self-identifications on the
ideological spectrum and the rather high degree of congruity between these views and where they
believe their voters are ideologically located.

To conclude, the 1993-1998 surveys of the Czech parliament offers a complex picture of
institutionalization, professionalization and party development which suggests that these three
processes have moved quickly forward and usually in the same direction, but that they have
occasionally come into conflict with one another. On the basis of these surveys, we are certain
that the deputies have experienced an intensive democratic learning process that is enhancing
their professional capabilities to participate in governance. The question of whether these
patterns of professionalization and institutionalization will result in greater effectiveness of
governance, however, is complicated by the contentious trends in party politics over the past four

years. Further analyses of the parliament’s functioning will hopefully shed more light on our
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understanding of the development of parliaments in the new democracies.
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Table 1. Distribution of seats by party and sample size by part

for four major surveys of the Czech parliament between 1993 and 1996.
e —~———

[EVent, time period Measurement ODS-KDS ] ODA ] US ] KDU-J1CSSDJ LSU ] SPR-] HSD-] HSD- JLSNS ] LB/KSCM ] Other/] Total
CSL RSC | SMSI|SMSII none
ODS | KDS KSCM| SLB
JElection, June 1992 Distribution of seats 76.0 14.0 -] 15.00 16.00 16.0f 14.0] 14.0 - 35.0 -] 200.04
SI/CES Survey, February 1993 Distribution of seats 66.0f 10.0] 14.0 -| 150 16.0] 14.0] 11.0f 10.0 4.0 5.0 35.0 - 200.0|
Number of respondents 52.0 7.0 1.0 - 8.0] 16.0 1.0 4.0 8.0 1.0 2.0 35.0 1.0 136.0'
% of deputies surveyed .79 .70 .07 .53 1.00 .07 .36 .80 .25 40 1.00 n/a* .68'
JLeiden Survey, early 1994 Distribution of seats 66 10 16 - 15 18 13 8 9 5 5 35 - 200'
Number of respondents 52 8 11 - 12 14 9 8 - - 4 35 - 168}
% of deputies surveyed .79 .80 .69 - .80 .78 69] 1.00 - - .80 1.00 - .84
SI/ECU/CU Survey, March 1996  [Distribution of seats 66 6 16 - 24 24 - 5 15 - 6 10 23 5 2004
Number of respondents 42 2 11 - 20 19 - 1 7 - 3 11 20 9 145
% of deputies surveyed .64 .33 .69 - .83 .79 - .20 47 - .50] 1.00* .87 n/a* 73}
JElections, June 1996 Distribution of seats 68 = 13 18 61 = 18 = = = 22 = = 200|
[IREX/ND Survey, November 1996 [Distribution of seats 68 - 13 - 18 61 - 18 - - - 22 - - 200}
Number of respondents 31 - 2 - 9 21 - 5 - - - 9 - - 77|
% of deputies surveyed 46 - 15 - .50 .34 - .28 - - - 41 - - 398
Sl/Factum Survey, March 1998 Distribution of seats 38 -| n/a* 31 18 61 - 18 - - - 22 -} n/a* 200'
Number of respondents 36 - 2 23 15 54 - 0 - - - 21 - 9 160'
% of deputies surveyed .95 -l n/a*” .74 .83 .89 - .00 - - - .95 -1 n/a** .80|
JElections, June 1998 Distribution of seats 63 - - 19 20 74 - - - - - 24 - - 200|

*Because the table records self-reported party affiliation, the number of respondents in a category may exceed the number listed in official statistics.

**No unambiguous data exists for the number of ODA deputies in parliament at the time of the survey.



Table 2. Time spent by deputies on particular tasks as a percentage of total time spent.
.

oDS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM |SLB-|ﬁ)A| US Overall
LB KSCM Levels Change
1993|1996 | 1998 | 1993|1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996| 1998 | 1993|1996 1998 | 1996| 1996| 1998 |1993[1996| 1998 [ 93to 96
In 52| 42 29| 8| 19 13[ 16| 19 40| 35| 11 20| 20| 11 16| 136] 145 120|-
fParty activity 31| 22|15/.25| 25| 24| 12731 31| 25|.187.28] 30| .26|.15/.34| 24| 27| .47/.34] 31| 23| .16/ .28 -8%
LLegislative work 44| 46|68/.33| 47| 42| 69730 38| 42|70/.23| 47| 44| 71/31| 40| 42| 73/27] 43| 45| 69/ .27 2%
fconstituency work | 12| .16[.14/.28] 16| 16| 47/ .40 18| 15[ .14/.25] 14| 18| 11/.37] 16| 12| .08/ .20 14| .16[ .13/ .28 2%
[External contact 10l 3[117.08] 10| 2] 2741 | 15| .0s/.08] 06| 11[.04/.08] 07 14[.087.12] 10| 12| .09/ .00 2%
Source: SI/CES Survey, 1993 and SI/ECU/CU Survey, 1996

Notes: Since the tables that follow will use the same format it is important to discuss certain aspects of this table. The table shows the mean scores for parties of significant size
as well as overall mean scores for all deputies surveyed. The table excludes parties that did not include at least ten deputies in at least one survey. The responses of the single responden
from ODA in 1993 are not used. Results for the LB/KSCM coalition reflect split in the party's paliamentary delegation between 1993 and 1996. Shaded columns show net change between

the 1993 and 1996 surveys. Change for the KSCM and LB splinters of the original LB coalition are measured against the 1993 LB basline. Excepted where otherwise specified, all data
are products of the 1993 SI/CES Survey and the 1996 SI/ECU/CU Survey.



Table 3. Importance of parliamentary tasks by cate

gory (1 = extremely unimportant, 9 = extremely important)

ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB I ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point chang
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
Legislative and budget 87/ 84| 88 86/ 83 85 88 87 85 86| 75 77 85] 88 85 86| 83 85 -2% -4% 2%
Citizens and social groups 56| 47 49 63 55 60 64 60 62] 65 60f 59 57] 58 49] 6.0 54 56 -5% -8% 3%
Controlling government 8.0 6.7 6.9 8.0 6.7 7.2 8.4 8.5 7.6 8.8 7.5 7.4 8.5 7.5 6.1 8.3 7.5 7.1 -15% -10% -5%
Controlling the president 4.7 241 26] 5.1 3.1 39] 54| 34 29 7o0f 26 38 36] 20 26] 55 28 3.0 -32% -34% 2%
Table 4. How well parliament fulfilled tasks by category (1 =_extremely well, 9 = extremely badly)
OoDS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB | ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
Legislative and budget 34| 24 300 39 28 32] 43 49 42] 57 59 58 47 34] 3.1 45| 3.7 3.9 -8% -10% 2%
Citizens and social groups 4.1 3.7 4.9 5.2 5.0 4.3 5.4 5.9 5.5 6.7 7.5 7.5 6.2 3.8 4.5 5.4 5.1 5.3 -1% -4% 3%
Controlling government 39| 33 46] 44 441 40 6.8/ 75 56] 76/ 7.8 69 77 6.1 401 56| 55 5.1 -6% -1% -5%
Controlling the president 56| 37| 55 59| 49| 49 56 47| 52 77| 67 74 6.0 20 40 63 48 54 -11% -19% 7%
Table 5. Deputies' interest in future careers (1 = strong aspi_ration, 4 = no interest)
ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB | ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
JMayor 3.1 3.3 341 25| 27| 28 33 33 27 32 35 3.1 3.6] 3.0 33 31 3.2 3.0 -5% 3% -8%
IDeputy at lower level 25| 29| 27 1.8 23] 20] 24| 27 22 22| 26| 24 21 26] 30] 24| 25 25 2% 3% -1%
IMinister 3.1 3.3 33 30f 33 29 3.1 3.0f 34 33 38 36] 36] 351 30 32 33 33 5% 3% 1%
State apparatus 3.1 27] 308 29| 27 26] 30/ 28 29 34 35 371 3.1 3.5] 3.3] 31 3.0/ 3.0 -4% -3% -1%]
JInternational organizations 26| 26| 3.1 33 30/ =26] 30/ 26/ 32 28 34 33] 34 35 35 28 30 32 12% 7% 5%
Senator -l 23] 3.0 -l 22 26 -l 24] 28 -l 33 29] 33] 29| 31 -l 26| 28 - - 7%
|Entrepreneurial sphere 24| 23| 22 26| 24| 24 21 22| 271 24| 29| 28] 26] 30 22 24 24| 25 4% 0% 4%




Table 6. Who should determine government policy? (percentage choosing available response)

ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB I ODAI us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 ] 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
JParliament .06 .02 .06 13 .20 13 .31 .37 .30 .76 45 .57 .50 .27 13 .30 .28 .23 -8% -2% -6%
Government coalition .79 .86 .86 .75 .80 .87 .63 .53 .65 .21 .36 .38 45 73 .78 .58 65| .72 14% 7% 7%
Strongest Party 13 10 .08 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 .08 .08 .03 .04 -4% -5% 1%
Other .02 .02 .00 13 .00 .00 .06 1 .04 .00 18 .05 .05 .00 .00 .04 .04 .02 -2% 0% -2%|

Table 7. Who actually determines government policy? (percentage choosing available response)

oDSs KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB | ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
JParliament .02 .00 .09 .00 .00 13 .00 .00 .06 .00 .00 .05 .00 .00 .05 .01 .00 .06 5% -1% 6%
Government coalition .82 .83 .29 .50 40 47 .19 .37 .61 .63 45 .62 .30 .09 77 .59 49 .56 -3% -10% 7%
Strongest Party 14 A7 .00 .38 .60 13 .81 .58 A7 .38 .36 14 .70 .91 .05 .38 48 .10 -28% 10% -38%
Other .02 .00/ .50] .13] .00] .20y .00f .05 .15] .00 18| .19] .00 .00} .00) .03] .03] .22 19% 0% 19%

Table 8. Support for the introduction of referendums (1 = yes, 2 = no)
OoDs KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB | ODAI us Overall

LB KSCM Level Percentage point change

1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 [ 93 to 96 | 96 to 98

IBinding referendums 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.8 1.9 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.8 3% -2% 5%

IConsuItative referendums 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.5 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.5 6% 12% -6%

Table 9. Who should have the last word in party decisions? (percentage choosing available response)

OoDS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB | ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 [ 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
JParliamentary club 16 .81 44 .38 .79 .56 .31 .76 .55 .30 .78 41 .84] 1.00 71 .26 .81 .55 - - -26%)]
IParty leaders 14 19 44 .00 .21 .33 .06 .24 .35 A2 22 47 .16 .00 14 A2 19 .34 - - 15%
IDepends on situation 71 - - .63 - - .63 - - .58 - - - - - .62 - - - - -

Note: The 1996 and 1998 surveys did not offer the option of "depends on the situation."



Table 10. Does party leadership influence PPG decisions? (percentage choosing available response)

ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB I ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 ] 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
Yes .63 73 .66 .38 55| .54 .33 A7 .56 .03 40 .58 .68 .30 43 41 55| .54 13% 14% -1%
INo .37 .28 .34 .63 45| .46 .67 .53 41 97 .60 .37 .32 .70 .57 .59 45| .44 -15% -14% -1%
Table 11. Who has most say in PPG decisions? (percentagf choosing available response)
ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB | ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
|PPG leadership .57 .33 .37 .50 .26 .50 19 .35 .62 .76 .36 43 .55 .50 .52 .54 .37 .50 -4% -17% 13%
IExperts in the PPG 12 .26 A1 13 .26 .21 .00 .24 A7 .09 18 19 .30 .20 .04 A1 22 15 4% 11% -71%
IPPG chairman .00 .03 14 13 .21 .00 .06 .06 .06 .00 18 .10 .05 .30 .00 .05 A1 .08 3% 6% -3%|
IParty functionaries 14 .26 .23 .00 A1 .21 .25 .00 .06 .00 .00 .05 .00 .00 .22 A1 10 13 2% -1% 3%
IOther 18 13 A1 .25 16 .07 .50 .35 .09 15 27 .24 .10 .00 22 18 .20 13 -5% 2% -7%|
Table 12. How should deputies vote when the disagree with_their party's position? (percentage choosing available response)
ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB | ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 [ 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
With voters' opinion .00 .03 .03 .00 .05 .14 .07 .00 .08 15 .36 .33 .16 .09 .00 .08 .09 .09 - - 0%
With the party line - .33 18 - 10 .07 - .39 .65 - 18 .52 A1 .00 .09 - .20 .38 - - 18%
With personal conscience 46 .64 73 43 85| .71 A7 .61 27 27 45| 14 74 .91 .86 44 .70 .50 - - -20%
IDepends on the problem .54 - - .57 - - 47 - - .58 - - - - - 49 - - - - -
Note: The 1993 survey did not offer the option of "with the party line." The 1996 and 1998 surveys did not offer the option of "depends on the problem."
Table 13. As a deputy, whom do you represent? (percentags choosing available response)
ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB I ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 ] 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
|Party members .06 .05 .06 .00 .05 .20 .00 .06 .04 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .05 .03 .04 - -2% -
IParty voters .60 .57 .53 .25 45) .40 .25 41 46 .78 .73 .57 .55 .20 .39 .51 .50 A7 - -1% -
Your electoral district .35 .38 .26 .75 .50 .27 .75 .53 .30 19 27 19 45 .80 .22 44 47 .26 - 3% -
All citizens - - .15]- - 13 - .20 .24]- - .39]- - .23 - - -

Note: The 1993 and 1996 surveys did not offer the option of "All citizens."




Table 14. Left-right positions of deputies and voters? (1 = extreme left, 7 = extreme right)

oDS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB I ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
1) Deputy's position
6.2 6.1 6.1 5.9 5.1 5.1 3.2 3.3 3.0 1.8 1.7 1.2 2.8 6.4 6.0 4.6 4.7 4.3 -5% 2% -7%|
2) Deputies' estimation of
rty voters' iti
fpary voters postiion 53| 53| 51 55 46| 46| 29| 30| 28 18 18 12| 28 54 50| 40| 42] 37 5% 3% 8%
3) Actual voter opinions
5.3 5.3 5.5 4.6 2.9 3.0 1.8 1.8 - 5.4 4.0 4.2 - 3% -
IDeputy position v. Deputy
estimation of voter position
(row 1 - row 2) .9 .8 1.0 4 6 .5 .3 .3 .3 .0 -.1 .0 .0 1.0 1.0 .6 .5 .6 0% -2% 1%)|
Deputy estimation of voter
position v. actual voter
position (row 2 - row 3) -3 -4 9 -3 -4 -.6 -4 -.2 -* .3 -4 -.2 - - 3% -
Deputy position v. actual
voter position (row 1 - row 3) 6 4 1.3 2 -2 -4 -4 -3 14 2 3 - - 2% -
Source: 1993 and 1996 Central European University Surveys of public opinion
* Surveys of voters after 1994 yield too few LB supporters for a meaningful assessment
Table 15. Have you interpellated? (percentage choosing available response)
oDS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB I ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
Yes .21 40 42 .50 .70 .53 .81 1.00| 1.00 .88 1.00] 1.00 .95 18 48 .53 .70 .70 17% 17% 0%
INo .79 .60 .58 .50 .30 47 19 .00 .00 12 .00 .00 .05 .82 .52 47 .30 .30 -17% -17% 0%
Table 16. Effectiveness of methods for influencing government (1 = very effective, 4 = not effective at all)
OoDS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM | SLB | ODA | us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 [ 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 (93 to 98 |93 to 96 | 96 to 98
Written interpellation 3.1 3.0 2.7 3.0 3.3 2.8 2.9 3.1 2.6 3.0 3.0 2.5 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.0 3.1 2.7 -11% 3% -14%)
Oral interpellation 3.2 3.0 3.1 2.8 3.1 3.1 2.7 3.1 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.4 3.0 3.1 3.3 9% 3% 5%
INon-interpellative questions 2.8 2.6 2.5 2.8 2.5 2.4 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.9 3.2 3.1 2.8 2.5 2.6 2.9 2.7 2.7 -7% -7% -1%|
Submitting draft law 1.7 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.6 2.2 2.2 1.9 2.3 2.0 1.8 2.4 1.4 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.9 -8% -3% -5%
Submitting draft amendment 1.6 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.8 2.3 2.0 1.6 2.2 2.2 1.8 2.2 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.8 1.7 -12% -7% -5%




Table 17. What are the most effective methods for influencing parliament? (percentage of deputies mentioning category)

ODS KDU-CSL CSSD LB/KSCM I SLB I ODA I us Overall
LB KSCM Level Percentage point change
1993 | 1996 | 1998 ] 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 [ 1996 [ 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 1996 | 1996 | 1998 | 1993 | 1996 | 1998 | 93 to 98 | 93 to 96 | 96 to 98
JPublic statements 27 .35 .34 .28 .38 .36 .25 .28 40 .34 35 .32 40 .36 .39 .29 .34 .36 7% 5% 2%
IParty contact A7 .35 .34 .75 40 .50 A7 .39 .37 27 .50 .31 .38 45 .26 41 .38 .36 -5% -3% -2%|
IPersonaI contact .33 .39 40 13 .28 .29 .38 18 .29 .23 .30 .21 .25 .32 .39 .30 .31 .32 2% 1% 1%
IProtest .04 .01 .04 .00 .05| .03 .06 .34 14 .23 .30 40 .08 .00 .02 13 13 13 0% 0% 0%




