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A B S T R A C T

This article examines the Czech political scene, by focusing on the attitude of the 
main political parties in the Czech Republic and their attitude towards the issue of 
migration quotas in the period between May 2015 and July 2017. It touches upon 
the migration quota issue by, first of all, shortly describing main characteristics of 
Czech political parties in terms of European integration in general and additionally 
by discussing the modes in which Czech political parties comprehended the migration 
quota issue and what sort of messages they communicate to the Czech public in this 
respect. Methodologically, the article rests upon both Content Analysis and, to a 
lesser degree, Discourse Analysis, and proves that Czech political parties did not only 
have negative views of the quota issue during the stated period, but some of them 
also referred to this particular matter when discussing the Czech position (and the 
future) in the European Union.
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Introduction

A large number of migrants entered the European Union 
in and by 2015, creating the so-called “migration crisis”. 
The EU had to address a number of problems connected 
with the crisis, inter alia also the fact that some countries 
were more heavily affected by it than others. Throughout 
the said year, the EU came up with several proposals on 
how to tackle the crisis. One of the solutions suggested 
was the European Commission’s proposal from May 2015 
on the establishment of a fairer distribution system of 
asylum seekers throughout the Union – often referred to as 
“asylum quotas” by politicians in the member states. Terms 

such as “migration quotas” and “migrant quotas” were also 
used. This method was to distribute asylum seekers to all 
EU states in order to ease the burden on Greece and Italy; 
the two states on the outer border of the EU which were 
the most affected by a high number of asylum seekers. The 
proposal thus tried to address the “injustice” of the Dublin 
system that put a huge burden on the countries on the EU 
external borders.

Although initially the scheme was opposed by a large 
number of European politicians, including some high-
ranking politicians from large states such as Spain, France, 
and Poland [1], the proposal was nevertheless put to the 
vote in September 2015. An ordinary voting procedure 
was used, which meant that the decision was made by a 
qualified majority of the member states. The proposal was 
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then approved by 23 member countries, with only four 
member states – the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, 
and Slovakia – being against it, while Finland abstained.

The aim of this article is to, first of all, analyze the 
attitudes of the main political parties in the Czech 
Republic towards the quota system from the moment 
the proposal was put on the table until July 2017, and 
additionally to indicate the discursive meanings created 
and transmitted in this regard. The text will thus map the 
political situation and the discussion in the Czech Republic 
after the proposal was drawn up, before the decision of the 
Council, and finally right after the proposal was adopted 
by the Council. The article does not stop here, but also 
discusses the quota method in terms of its effect on the 
respective political parties’ understanding of and their 
views on the relationship between the Czech Republic and 
the EU, ending in the beginning of the procedure against 
Prague (and also against Budapest and Warsaw) on the side 
of the European Commission in 2017. In order to achieve 
the goals of the article, the authors have decided to use 
both Content Analysis, and to a minor degree, Discourse 
Analysis in order to examine how Czech political parties 
communicated with the public on the quota system, how 
their attitude was related to it, and additionally how it 
influenced their general approach to the issue of European 
integration. This study is limited to the positions of party 
leaderships of chosen parliamentary subjects, it does not 
in any way discuss dissenting views within the respective 
parties, and the authors are well aware of this particular 
limitation. However, it was not the intention of the authors 
to cover or analyze the dissenting views in any shape or 
form.

Based on the above-mentioned proposal, the authors 
have set two research questions to be examined in this 
short study. The first is: “What was the attitude of Czech 
political parties towards the quota mechanism, and how 
did they refer to it while communicating with the public?” 
This particular question allows for the identification of how 
the parties addressed the issue of the quota in their public 
statements. The second research question is: “How was 
the party attitude to the quota mechanism related to the 
parties’ general position towards European integration”? 
This question has been phrased in this manner so as to 
allow for an insight on whether the quota mechanism 
influenced the parties’ general attitude on European 
integration. For the purpose of the study, the authors have 
addressed two sources of data: the main portion of data 
was acquired upon the analysis of national newspapers, 
both in their printed and electronic versions, in the period 
between mid-May 2015 and July 2017, where interviews 
and opinions of high-profile party members on the matter 
of the quotas were identified. These sources are listed in the 
bibliographical section of the article and were all accessed 
in the period between June and July 2017. Additionally, 
the second source of data were the official webpages of 
the political parties, as these pages included, among other 
documents, public statements, proclamations, and official 
positions of the parties on the quota mechanism. Last 
but not least, where possible, the authors also tried to 
address the social media, such as the Facebook and Twitter 
accounts of party leadership members, as these represent 

ever more important channels of communication between 
politicians and the public.

Czech political parties and their attitudes towards 
European integration

First, it is necessary to discuss the attitudes of Czech 
political parties to put the debate over the quotas into a 
broader political context. Therefore, this section of the 
article introduces a short examination of the general 
position of Czech political subjects towards European 
integration, focussing on the composition of the parliament 
and the individual perceptions on the EU by the respective 
parties. This concise information also allows for the second 
research question to be answered later.

The current composition of the Lower Chamber of 
Parliament consists of three governmental coalition 
parties (all acronyms of political parties referred to and 
used in this article are given in their original form as they 
appear in Czech language) – Czech Social Democratic Party 
(ČSSD) with 50 MPs, ANO 2011 with 47 MPs, Christian 
and Democratic Union – Czechoslovak People’s Party 
(KDU-ČSL) with 14 MPs, and the opposition parties; 
Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia (KSČM) with 
33 MPs, TOP 09 with 26 MPs, Civic Democratic Party 
(ODS) with 16 MPs, and Dawn – National Coalition (Úsvit – 
Národní koalice) with 7 MPs (Dawn – National Coalition 
is the successor to the Dawn of Direct Democracy, party 
with 14 MPs who split from the original party in 2015 to 
create Dawn – National Coalition and Liberty and Direct 
Democracy) The Liberty and Direct Democracy (SPD) party 
does not have a club of its own in the Chamber, as it has 
only 3 MPs at the moment. Due to the fact that at the 
time of writing of this article it has been near to or over 
the parliamentary threshold of 5% in most of the polls, the 
authors have decided to include it in the study.

While we can consider ČSSD, KDU-ČSL, and TOP 09 as 
the pro-European parties [2], the position of both KSČM 
and ODS is significantly different; although not necessarily 
anti-European. ODS, often labelled as Eurosceptic [3, 
4], has concentrated on the economic arguments and 
criticized a further transfer of competencies from nation 
states to the Union. However, the party has never 
contested the general principles of European integration, 
and it has never seriously considered a possible withdrawal 
of the Czech Republic from the EU [5]. The Communists, 
for their part, were not pro-European and were not in 
favour of Czech accession to the EU, but since 2004 when 
the Czech Republic entered the Union, they have never 
seriously questioned the Czech Republic’s membership in 
the EU. The party position is in fact rather contradictory. 
While in general the communists are usually Eurosceptic, 
when it comes to the specific issues this party has actually 
preferred the EU’s supranational mechanism [4]. This is 
mainly due to their acceptance of the fact that taking part 
in the EU decision-making process through participation in 
the European Parliament also means possible cooperation 
with clearly pro-European Social Democrats [2].

The positions of both ANO 2011 and the Dawn – 
National Coalition have not yet been adequately covered 
by the academic literature, as both subjects are rather new 
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political actors. To identify their position on European 
integration, one has to look into their own strategic 
documents. Analyzing the election programme of ANO 
2011, one can easily conclude that the party is generally 
pro-European. The Dawn – National Coalition, emerging as 
a part of the former Dawn of Direct Democracy, does have 
a clear position on the EU according to its programme. 
However, being a spiritual successor of the Dawn of Direct 
Democracy, one must also address the party statements 
before the EP elections in 2014, where the party considered 
the “idea of a European House as good” and “did not want 
to destroy it, but to reform it [...] to be a functioning 
democratic body [...] while respecting the uniqueness of 
local and regional communities living in the member states” 
[6]. However, the migration crisis has heavily changed the 
attitude with the party being more openly anti-European.

SPD was formally established just after the start of the 
migration crisis in June 2015. As such, its opinion on the 
European Union was strongly biased by the crisis, and one 
of its goals was to call for a referendum on the possible exit 
of the Czech Republic from the Union [7].

Crucial domestic developments in the Czech debate 
over quotas

Although the migration wave largely missed the Czech 
Republic by and in 2015, a general perception of migrants 
coming with the then current wave of migration was and 
has remained largely negative. According to the polls 
carried out by the Institute of Sociology of Czech Academy 
of Sciences in 2016, 69% of the population answered 
either “definitely not” or “rather not” when asked: “Should 
refugees from the Middle East and North Africa be accepted 
in the Czech Republic?” [8]. Although migration has not 
been an important topic in modern Czech history, with 
the latest migration crisis this issue has become a magnet, 
attracting considerable attention, with large sections of 
Czech society considering migration to be no less than a 
(serious) threat. When translated into politics, this kind 
of attitude means that the topic of migration has indeed 
become a much-debated issue.

Due to a relatively limited space, it is not possible to go 
into depth on the general position of Czech political parties 
on refugees and illegal migration within the context of the 
said crisis. There have been differing opinions in the Czech 
political spectrum, ranging from the relatively more open 
positions of ČSSD and TOP 09 at the start, through the 
stricter ODS position, the rather inconsistent position 
of ANO 2011, to the very hostile position of the Dawn – 
National Coalition which, by the way, would make (illegal) 
migration and stopping it as one of its key issues in 
domestic politics. For simplicity, you can find the authors’ 
evaluations of the positions of the Czech political parties 
towards the said crisis and the related issues based on the 
content of the parties’ statements in Table 4. However, 
the debate over the quota mechanism that the authors 
have analyzed started before the European Commission 
presented the quota proposal in mid-May 2015, with 
practically all of the Czech political parties siding against 
the mechanism. The then argument of the Czech Prime 
Minister, Bohuslav Sobotka, was that “resettlement cannot 

solve the roots” of the problem, and that the “EU should 
help in the countries most affected outside of the EU” [9].

The debate naturally intensified once the proposal came 
up, and even more as the September Council where the 
mechanism was to be voted on, approached. All the Czech 
political parties at that time supported the government 
position to vote against the proposal, a move that Prague 
coordinated with its partners within the Visegrad Group – 
a group of four Central and Eastern European countries 
consisting of the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and 
Slovakia. In the end, Poland voted for the proposal, 
accenting its general pro-European direction. Romania 
joined the other three Visegrad countries in voting against 
it, and Finland decided to abstain. The Council’s decision 
was then criticized across most of the political spectrum in 
the Czech Republic. What differed heavily were the rhetoric 
and the steps proposed by the individual parties. Therefore, 
the content of the parties’ communication with the public 
shall be analyzed in due course, leaving the possible legal 
steps to mostly be discussed later in the article.

The leader of ČSSD and the Prime Minister Bohuslav 
Sobotka put himself into a difficult position before the 
Council meeting, as he fiercely criticized the quotas as a 
possible solution to the crisis. After the decision, his main 
message was “not to be hysterical” and “not to further 
increase the tension in the Union” [10]. He also called for 
a cooperative position in order for “Europe not to break off 
due to the migration crisis” in an official PM statement [11]. 
Analyzing the other statements of the ČSSD leadership, 
the main message was the need for cooperation within 
the EU and a fear of isolation of the Czech Republic. At 
the same time, Sobotka pushed for solving the problems 
in the countries of the origin (of migrants) a number of 
times. Since 2016, the rhetoric has changed, and the ČSSD 
emphasized more the negatives of quotas and the security 
risks attached to it.

Another coalition member, ANO 2011, focused more on 
a security level of the migration crisis. The main message 
to the public in its statements, mostly through its leader 
Andrej Babiš, was “closing down the borders” [12] and 
quotas being a “nonsense” [13]. In 2016, Mr. Babiš further 
accentuated the security connotations of migration. Last 
but not least, the smallest coalition partner, KDU-ČSL, 
even threatened to initiate a lawsuit before the decision was 
even taken. Its main argument was that the decision was in 
breach of the principle of sovereignty [14]. “Sovereignty” 
as the focal point continued to be mentioned a number of 
times after the decision had been taken at the European 
level. The leader of the party, Pavel Bělobrádek, also later 
compared the quota mechanism to Munich in 1938, when 
Czechoslovakia was given to Germany by its allies (with the 
country having no voice in the decision) [15].

Of the opposition parties, it was TOP 09 that had a more 
conciliatory approach. While the party considered quotas 
as “a mistake” [16], its former leader, Karel Schwarzenberg, 
noted that despite the quotas not making sense, the result 
was an outcome of voting according to the valid rules 
and democracy within the EU and that the Czechs should 
stop with their “continuous bleating” [17]. Most of the 
leadership did not support the quota mechanism though. 
Other opposition parties were much more critical of the 
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decision. In the discourse of ODS, the main keywords were 
“sovereignty” and “security”. The leader of the party, Petr 
Fiala, asked the government to “use all necessary legal and 
political means to make the decision on quotas invalid” 
[16]. KSČM, for its part, made a similar claim by being even 
more critical on the topic, using the term “dictatorship” on 
a number of occasions, and once the KSČM leader Vojtěch 
Filip even said the Czechs are “not pupils of Brussels” [18]. 
The rhetoric of the Dawn – National Coalition was extremely 
critical as migration has been a core topic of the party. The 
party also often spoke about the “dictatorship” and even 
questioned the membership of the Czech Republic in the 
European Union; proposing an EU exit referendum [19].

Tomio Okamura, the leader of the SPD, was probably 
the most vocal opponent of quotas, criticizing them in 
every possible way. Mr. Okamura often used his Facebook 
profile to do this. Having more than 250,000 followers, 
a number exceeding by far any other Czech politician, he 
often called quotas “treason” [20]. Based on the migration 
problems he also organized a petition to hold a referendum 
on the Czech exit from the EU and claimed to have gained 
more than 100,000 signatures [21].

Taking legal action against the quotas?

Soon after the favourable decision was taken in the Council 
a debate started in the Czech Republic about whether it 
should launch a lawsuit against the quota mechanism. 
Just after the decision had been made, two member 
states, Hungary and Slovakia, indicated that they would 
sue the Union, as according to them the mechanism was 
in breach of the principle of sovereignty, and the positions 
of national parliaments in the EU were not adequately 
taken into account. Czech political parties and even the 
government itself remained divided on the issue.

Shortly after the decision, two larger governmental 
coalition parties – ČSSD and ANO 2011 – were against the 
lawsuit, while the head of their minor coalition partner 
KDU-ČSL, Pavel Bělobrádek, said shortly after the decision 
that the Czech Republic should launch a lawsuit [22]. The 
situation changed in November 2015 when the leader of 
ANO 2011, Andrej Babiš, claimed that the Czech Republic 
should reconsider its position and join Hungary and 
Slovakia in the lawsuit. He stated that: “It is not possible 
that only the big states decide in the Union. They have to 
listen to the small states too.” [23] This change of attitude 
was rejected by the other two coalition partners. While 
the argument of the ČSSD was that “the Czech Republic 
would lose its position in the EU” [24], the argument of 
the KDU-ČSL was that the move was “late in coming [...] 
and the Czech Republic would look a bit silly” [23]. TOP 
09 was the only opposition party that did not call for the 
initiation of a lawsuit throughout the period covered. All of 
the other opposition parties criticized the position of the 
government in not launching one. The main reason for this 
attitude could be the difference in their overall positions 
towards the EU. TOP 09, for that matter, has had a very 
different stance than the other opposition parties in this 
regard.

The situation changed in April 2016, when even the 
Czech PM Sobotka said in a TV debate that he did not rule 

out the possibility of a lawsuit against the quota mechanism 
[25]. At the time of writing this text, the situation remains 
quite open as the European Court of Justice has not 
issued its ruling on the case brought about by Slovakia 
and Hungary. Moreover, in June 2017, the EU launched a 
formal infringement procedure against the Czech Republic, 
Poland, and Hungary for failing to comply with the 2015 
agreement on migrant redistribution [26]. Only a few days 
before the start of the procedure, the Czech government 
openly declared it would not accept a single migrant based 
on quotas, with the reason being the “dysfunctional nature 
of quotas and the worsening security situation” [27].

Outright refusal of the quota system?

Having established a brief insight into the attitudes of the 
Czech political parties, the main domestic developments 
on the issue of the quotas, as well as the possibility of a 
lawsuit being initiated on behalf of the Czech Republic, 
it has become clear that the parties had a chiefly negative 
approach to the issue of the quotas. In that regard, this and 
the following section of the article will analyze this negative 
approach, as well as provide more detail by determining 
which negative meanings were created and transmitted to 
the public in this process. It is essential to note that issues 
framed and transmitted in political discourse may often be 
presented by political actors in such ways that can influence 
(crucial) changes in public attitudes in the so-called process 
of ‘securitization’. This is essentially the process in which 
socially sensitive issues tend to get exploited to the benefit 
of those who are engaged in the creation and transmission 
of such meanings, i.e. in most cases political actors/elites 
[28]. Last but not least, it is not only this negative approach 
that will be analyzed in this section of the article, but its 
relation between the issue of the quotas and Czech political 
parties’ comprehension of the EU integration as well, since, 
as is shown later, there was an important discursive link 
between the two.

In order to provide a more comprehensive answer 
to both research questions, a Content Analysis (CA) tool 
called AntConc [29] has been used, as it represents a very 
useful tool for computerized analysis of corpora. CA has 
been put to use in this particular research in a capacity 
to discover respective patterns of language, as well as its 
specificities used by the political parties in their discourse 
(the target discourse) on the given issue. The point here is 
that this sort of analysis allows for various quantifications 
of language patterns to be arrived at, which means that the 
words and expressions most often used can be identified. 
In addition to this, CA is also very helpful in not only 
discovering the frequently used terms, but can additionally 
indicate ways/modes and contexts in which respective 
terms were used. Last but not least, it should be noted that 
all data was treated as lower case, as is quite common in 
this kind of analysis.

Additionally, AntConc as the analytical tool provides 
an insight into the broader context of the language used, 
permitting for wider and more in-depth conclusions 
to be arrived at in this regard. Additionally, results of 
the CA provide basis for a more complex analysis, for 
instance Discourse Analysis (DA), to be performed if 
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needed. Discourse analysis is an umbrella term for various 
approaches to analyzing the use of language in context, 
i.e. it essentially stands for “the analysis of language 
‘beyond the sentence’” [30]. The authors have decided 
to use CA in this particular research, although there are 
several points which may be characterized as belonging to 
a set of methods as used in the DA. For that matter, the 
article affords rather brief information on the dominant 
meanings used/created in the political parties’ discourse 
on the given topic, by analyzing the information provided 
at these three meaningful levels of language: 1 – Lexemic 
(level of a word), 2 – Phrasemic (level of a phrase), and 
finally 3 – Proposemic (level of a sentence).

As for the analysis itself, it is, first of all, necessary to 
mention that all primary data had to be converted from 
.html format (common for internet pages) into doc. files, 
which were then converted to .txt files that were fed into 
AntConc. This means that some unnecessary content 
had to be removed from the files, for instance technical 
notes, which resulted in the pure text left behind. In order 
to make the analysis more plausible, the authors asked 
for the permission to use Czech National Corpus [31] 
and received it, for which they are more than grateful. 
Since the corpus file was in a format inappropriate for 
AntConc, several operations aimed at the conversion of 
the file had to be done in order to make the file usable 
for this research. Without this particular file, used as the 
reference corpus to identify the unusually frequent words 
(keywords) in the target discourse, this article could not 
have been possible. Additionally, the authors used Stop 
Words List. This consisted of function words that are most 
widely used in languages in general, but bear little meaning 
for this research, such as conjunctions, pronouns, etc. 
Listing most common terms and expressions and showing 
their frequency did not only provide a sense of direction 
for further investigation, but chiefly resulted in an initial 
understanding of the language used.

To start with, the authors identified the following 
words that were the most commonly used in the target 
discourse. The results clearly indicate that the political 
parties spent considerable time discussing issues related 
to the quota system by deliberating in more depth on 
the other terms chiefly related to it. As suspected by the 
authors, upon initial screening of the primary data, terms 
such as “immigrant”, “migration”, “freedom”, “member 
(states)”, “negotiations”, “refusal”, “illegal”, “borders”, 
“security”, “refugees”, “Islam” and “EU” heavily dominated 
the target discourse at that particular time. It is obvious 
that the political parties aimed at communicating an 
important message to their voters on the given issue, and 
thus engaged in the construction of particular (negative) 
meanings on the issue of the quotas.

Although all of the political parties analyzed here 
referred to the quota system in largely negative terms, only 
one political party, Tomio Okamura’s SPD, used almost 
every occasion possible to touch on the respective issue.

Additionally, the authors decided to inspect the context 
in which the term “quotas” was used, and the result is as 
follows: in most cases, the term was used in a negative 
context, outlining the overall refusal of the political parties 
to accept the mechanism. The term was often used in the 

context with negative expressions, where phrases and 
expressions such as “the quotas are the wrong way”, “the 
quotas cannot solve the crisis”, “the quotas are not the 
solution”, “the quotas cannot/will not work,” and others 
that also appeared are shown in Table 1. There was an 
almost unanimous acceptance across the Czech political 
spectrum that the quota system would not be the right 
solution to the crisis, and that it was essentially worthless. 
In that regard, the quota system was by some of the 
parties  –  mostly KSČM, Dawn and SPD – communicated 
and presented to the Czech public in highly negative terms, 
thus constructing an image of the Czech Republic refusing 
the “dictatorship of Brussels,” which was the most common 
collocation of the term “dictatorship.”

Table 1 – Immediate context of the term “quota”

1. Quotas are the wrong way

2. Quotas are not the solution to the crisis

3. Obligatory quotas are not the solution

4. We have the right to decide

5. Quotas do not solve the real problems

6. Quotas will not work

7. Quotas are nonsense

Negative perceptions of the quota system and the 
immigration issue were often discursively presented as 
being “security threats,” as Table 2 suggests. Therefore, 
the expression of “security” was in most cases examined 
and presented in the context of “security of our citizens/
our country/Europe/EU”. This is an interesting example 
of how discursive opposition between “us” as Europeans 
(and additionally EU citizens), and “them” as the incomers 
and immigrants, is created and transmitted in the 
target discourse. This can potentially lead to, as already 
mentioned, the securitization of sensitive political and 
social issues and unfortunately also to the exploitation of 
these.

Table 2 – Immigration and quotas as the “Security issue”

1. Security of our citizens

2. Security of our country

3. Security and defence

4. Security of Europe

5. Security of the EU

6. Security of Czech Republic

7. Security for us

8. Security and illegal migration

9. Security and threats

10. Security and interests

The quotas and Czech membership in the EU

As for the second research question on the party attitudes 
towards the European integration issue in the light of the 
quota mechanism, the analytical tool has indicated that the 
quota mechanism was likewise very commonly associated 
with the (current) Czech position in the EU, as well as the 
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future of the country in the bloc itself. This is something 
that the authors also suspected upon initial analysis of the 
primary materials, and the AntConc analysis has proved 
the authors’ assumptions correct, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3 – The quotas and the Czech Republic in the EU

1. Czech exit from the EU

2. External borders of the EU

3. Member states of the EU

4. Referendum on exiting the EU

5. To prevent council decision

6. Union forced the quotas upon the Czech Republic

7. Wrong decision

8. Czech interests in the EU

The most vocal proponents of the Czech Republic leaving 
the Union has been the SPD of Tomio Okamura, who have 
called for a referendum on leaving the Union many times 
(and almost in every one of its official statements). Overall 
the terms such as “quota”, “EU”, “integration”, and “illegal 
immigration” were often brought into direct association, 
whereby the context was almost always negative. Hence, 
these messages by the political parties were framed not 
only along the (hard)line of SPD’s referendum on leaving 
the Union (in all honesty, this is the only party having gone 
this far in its anti-EU rhetoric), but predominantly along 
the lines: 1 – the need “to protect the EU borders”, 2 – “the 
EU forcing the Czech Republic to accept the quotas”, 3 – 
the need for the Czech Republic to “defend itself against 
the quotas”, and 4 – the need for the Czech Republic to 
“defend its interests in the EU”. In that respect, it may be 
concluded that the political parties clearly invested effort 
in communicating the issue of the quotas to the Czech 

public in negative terms, but also by evaluating the Czech 
Republic’s position in the EU through the respective quota 
lens and depicting it accordingly. Consequently, there was 
an obvious link that was established between the two 
issues and discursively repeated as such. The quota issue 
was directly associated, or at least mentioned in such a 
context, with “illegal immigration”, and the two issues 
became tightly linked in the target discourse. Once linked, 
they continued to create one specific and highly negative 
meaning that was transmitted to the public.

Last but not least, the political parties also often 
equated the quota system with the need to have the 
‘voices of smaller EU states’ (V4 states, for instance) 
heard and respected. In that regard, it is certain that the 
issue of the quotas has influenced the political parties to 
see the functioning (and possibly the future) of the bloc 
in a different kind of way; as they had seen they could be 
overvoted within the structures of the EU on an issue they 
perceived as important. For the sake of the argument, it 
is also necessary to mention that Czechs, more than any 
other EU nation, see illegal immigration as one of the 
biggest problems the EU has been facing, with more than 
96% of people considering the creation of further measures 
to stop illegal migrant flows as a must [32]. This attitude, 
as mentioned earlier, is indeed peculiar, primarily given 
the fact that the country has not experienced any major 
problem stemming from the said crisis, apart from the 
ongoing proceedings against Prague in refusing the quota 
system. In that regard, this short examination of the quota 
and migration issues will hopefully serve as an invitation 
to a much broader and more in-depth examination of the 
anti-immigration attitudes in the Czech Republic, as well 
as the country’s political parties’ attitudes to the broader 
context of the EU integration process (Table 4).

Table 4 – Positions of the Czech political parties towards European integration and the quotas

ČSSD ANO 2011 TOP09 ODS KSČM KDU-ČSL Úsvit SPD

Mandates 50 47 26 16 33 14 8 3

Position 
towards EU

Pro-
European

Partly pro-
European, 
populist

Pro-
European

Euro-realist Divided Pro-
European

Strongly 
eurosceptic

Strongly 
eurosceptic

Lawsuit NO/possible NO/strong 
YES

Strong NO Strong YES Strong YES YES/NO Strong YES Strong YES

Keywords Isolation, 
cooperation, 
EU, security

Security, 
borders, 
nonsense

Principles, 
EU

Sovereignty, 
borders

Dictate, 
sovereignty

Sovereignty Sovereignty, 
dictate

Treason, 
sovereignty

Solution European European European European European European EU exit EU exit

Note: Source building on Hrabálek [33], with new AntConc results and years 2016 and 2017 covered.

 
Conclusion
The quota mechanism was negatively perceived by all 
parliamentary Czech political parties, yet their rhetoric 
and their positions on how to proceed with the Council 
decision differed heavily. The aim of this article was not 
only to indicate the attitudes of the main political parties in 

the Czech Republic towards the quota system in the given 
period, but additionally to present a more comprehensive 
insight into the main meanings of the negative attitude 
of Czech political parties in this regard. Furthermore, the 
article has also indicated a considerable correlation in the 
target discourse of Czech political parties on the issue 
of the quotas and the Czech position (as well as possibly 
its future) in the EU. Two research questions have been 
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answered in the article: on the one hand, the issue of 
the attitude of Czech political parties towards the quota 
mechanism and respective communication to the public in 
this regard. Additionally, the party attitude to the quota 
mechanism in relation to the parties’ general position 
towards European integration has also been approached.

Therefore, in terms of the conclusions reached, if one 
was to evaluate the individual positions of Czech political 
parties and their attitude to the quota system, one would 
notice that the position of the ruling parties was the 
following: ČSSD, to begin with, was heavily affected by 
their general pro-European stance. Even though the party 
did not agree with the quotas, its leadership chose a rather 
moderate rhetoric from the start, with the European 
interest often being mentioned and a European solution 
often being sought. The stance did evolve though, with the 
ČSSD PM later admitting the possibility of a lawsuit, and 
being more strongly against the mechanism since 2016. 
Evaluating the position of ANO has proved to be much 
more difficult, as the party lacked consistency both on the 
issue of the migration quotas itself and in terms of the 
possibility of a lawsuit – the party, however, changed its 
position in the direct aftermath of the Council decision and 
also in the long-term perspective towards more critical, 
with its leader Andrej Babiš often calling it “nonsense”. The 
position of KDU-ČSL on the quotas was in contradiction to 
their general attitude towards the EU. Normally, KDU-ČSL 
is a strongly pro-European party, but its position towards 
the quotas was negative, with “sovereignty” being the 
most important message in their discourse, with the party 
stating its readiness for a possible lawsuit early after the 
decision.

As for the opposition parties, TOP 09 followed its gene-
rally pro-European line, being unhappy with the outcome 
of the voting and against the mechanism, yet respecting 
the European rules more than other Czech parties. It was 
the only Czech party that actually never openly mentioned 
the possibility of a lawsuit against the quotas. In the case 
of ODS, in general a very similar rhetoric about the quotas 
and about the EU was seen. “Sovereignty” was often men-
tioned in the discussion about the quotas, with sovereignty 
and the transfer of competences being matters that ODS 
was very concerned about in the process of the European 
integration. This particular position was also the main rea-
son for the support of the lawsuit on the ODS side. KSČM, 
Dawn – National Coalition, and finally the Party of Direct 
Democracy heavily criticized the decision, all calling it 
nothing less than a “dictate”. All three parties also called 
for a lawsuit against the quota mechanism. The differen-
ce in this respect was their position on the EU member-
ship: while KSČM did not question the EU membership as 
such, the Party of Direct Democracy and Dawn – National 
Coalition both intended for a referendum on an exit from 
the EU. Both the SPD and Dawn – National Coalition have 
been strongly Eurosceptic parties and their “hard” position 
on the quotas at that time, and even now for that matter, 
should not be surprising at all.

Last but not least, it is also important to note that the 
Czech political parties engaged in generating a negative 
image of the quota system as the preferred way of solving 
the migration crisis in the EU, and opposed this solution 

bitterly in their discourse. Additionally, they also engaged 
in transmitting chiefly negative images to the Czech public 
and formulated such an understanding of the quota issue 
by discussing and tagging it as being essentially anti-
Czech, against national interests, and ultimately anti-
European. More than that, they also repeated on numerous 
occasions the grave security risks in terms of accepting the 
quota system, and also portrayed the perils of the then 
immigration waves. Additionally, they also discursively 
managed to link the quota system to the overall (future) 
of the European project and debated the Czech position 
in the bloc itself. Hence, it is clear that there was a 
strong relation between the position of Czech political 
subjects on the European integration and their position 
on the immigration quotas. Overall, it is certain that 
Euroscepticism in general tended to prevail, and largely 
affected the target discourse on the quotas and the Czech 
future in the European Union. In that regard, it will indeed 
be interesting to follow the evolution of the procedure 
started by the European Commission, and its further effect 
on the respective discourse in the Czech Republic.

 
Conflict of interests

The authors have no conflict of interest to declare.

 
Acknowledgements

This research was supported by the Internal Grant Agency 
of the Mendel University, via the grant: “Role Evropské 
unie v mezinárodním prostředí se zaměřením na vztahy 
s rozvojovými zeměmi a řešení problémů související s jejich 
rozvojem” (IGA 3/2014). The authors would like to thank 
Dr. Eva Taterová for her precious comments on the article.

R E F E R E N C E S

  [1]	 Many EU countries say “no” to immigration quotas. 
Euractiv.com; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available 
from: http://www.euractiv.com/section/justice-
home-affairs/news/many-eu-countries-say-no-to-
immigration-quotas/

  [2]	 Havlík V. A breaking-up of a pro-European consensus: 
attitudes of Czech political parties towards the 
European Integration (1998–2010). Communist and 
Post-Communist Studies 2011;44(2):129–47.

  [3]	 Hanley S. The new right in the new Europe: Czech 
transformation and right-wing politics, 1989–2006. 
New York: Routledge; 2011.

  [4]	 Hloušek V, Kaniok P. Czech Republic. In: Conti N (Ed.). 
Party attitudes towards the EU in the member states: 
parties for Europe, parties against Europe. Abingdon: 
Routledge; 2014, pp. 158–73.

  [5]	 Kaniok P, Havlík V. Populism and Euroscepticism in 
the Czech Republic: meeting friends or passing by? 
Romanian Journal on European Affairs 2016;16(2): 
20–35.

K O N T A K T  4  ( 2 0 1 7 )  3 2 1 – 3 2 8



328

  [6]	 Eurovolby. Úsvit – národní koalice.cz; 2014. [online] 
[cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: http://www.
usvitnarodnikoalice.cz/euro-volby/

  [7]	 „Jsme radikální hnutí.” Okamura má novou stranu 
– SPD. Česká televize.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-
29]. Available from: http://www.ceskatelevize.cz/ct24/
domaci/1537546-jsme-radikalni-hnuti-okamura-ma-
novou-stranu-spd

  [8]	 Buchtík M, Pilecká J. Tisková zpráva – Postoj české 
veřejnosti k přijímání uprchlíků – prosinec 2015. 
[online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: https://cvvm.
soc.cas.cz/media/com_form2content/documents/c2/
a1996/f9/pm160121.pdf

  [9]	 EU chce zavést kvóty na přerozdělení uprchlíků, Češi 
jsou rázně proti. Euractiv.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-
08-29]. Available from: http://euractiv.cz/clanky/
aktualne-v-eu/eu-chce-zavest-kvoty-na-prerozdeleni-
uprchliku-cesti-europoslanci-jsou-razne-proti-012642/

[10]	 Žaloba na kvóty nebude, Babiš na vládě neuspěl. 
Echo24.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available 
from: http://echo24.cz/a/iRDNd/zaloba-na-kvoty-
nebude-babis-na-vlade-neuspel

[11]	 Komentář předsedy vlády B. Sobotky k migrační krizi 
a kvótám. Vláda ČR; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. 
Available from: https://www.vlada.cz/cz/clenove-vlady/
premier/projevy/komentar-predsedy-vlady-b--sobotky-
k-migracni-krizi-a-kvotam-134999/

[12]	 Babiš: Kvóty nic neřeší. Je nutné uzavřít EU systémově. 
Týden.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available 
from: http://www.tyden.cz/rubriky/domaci/
politika/babis-kvoty-nic-neresi-je-nutne-uzavrit-eu-
systemove_355552.html

[13]	 Babiš: Uprchlické kvóty jsou nesmysl. Zvažme, jestli 
se nepřidat ke slovenské žalobě. Zprávy aktuálně.
cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: 
https://zpravy.aktualne.cz/domaci/politika/babis-meli-
bychom-zvazit-jestli-se-nepridat-k-zalobe-na-uprc/
r~4e2058b094fd11e594520025900fea04/

[14]	 Uprchlické kvóty prošly. Češi proti, Slováci je nepřijmou. 
Roklen24.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available 
from: http://roklen24.cz/a/iQWxv/uprchlicke-kvoty-
prosly-cesi-proti-slovaci-je-neprijmou

[15]	 Uprchlické kvóty jsou jako Mnichov. Reflex.cz; 2016. 
[online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: http://www.
reflex.cz/clanek/zpravy/71267/belobradek-uprchlicke-
kvoty-jsou-jako-mnichov.html

[16]	 ODS burcuje občany: Řekněte NE kvótám! Sobotka 
zklamal, dodávají politici. Eurozprávy; 2015. [online] 
[cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: http://domaci.
eurozpravy.cz/politika/132377-ods-burcuje-obcany-
reknete-ne-kvotam/

[17]	 Sněmovna chce, aby vláda odmítla trvalé kvóty 
pro přerozdělování uprchlíků. iRozhlas.cz; 2015. 
[online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: https://
www.irozhlas.cz/zpravy-domov/snemovna-chce-
aby-vlada-odmitla-trvale-kvoty-pro-prerozdelovani-
uprchliku_201510011915_sbartosova

[18]	 Filip (KSČM): Diktát EU? Nejsme školáci! Parlamentní 
listy; 2016. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: 
http://www.parlamentnilisty.cz/politika/politici-
volicum/Filip-KSCM-Diktat-EU-Nejsme-skolaci-434386

[19]	 Úsvit navrhuje zákon o referendu o vystoupení z EU. 
Novinky.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available 
from: https://www.novinky.cz/domaci/381889-usvit-
navrhuje-zakon-o-referendu-o-vystoupeni-z-eu.html

[20]	 Sobotka poslancům: Kvóty respektujeme, hysterie 
nám nepomůže. Lidovky; 2015. [online] [cit. 
2017-08-29]. Available from: http://www.lidovky.
cz/sobotka-poslancum-kvoty-respektujeme-
hysterie-nam-nepomuze-p5r-/zpravy-domov.
aspx?c=A151001_141850_ln_domov_ELE

[21]	 Tomio Okamura: Petice za referendum o vystoupení ČR 
z EU. SPD.cz; 2016. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available 
from: http://www.spd.cz/novinky/tomio-okamura-
petice-za-referendum-o-vystoupeni-cr-z-eu

[22]	 Přesun podle kvót mohou uprchlíci napadnout, míní šéf 
právního výboru EP Svoboda. Novinky.cz; 2015. [online] 
[cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: https://www.novinky.
cz/zahranicni/evropa/381502-presun-podle-kvot-
mohou-uprchlici-napadnout-mini-sef-pravniho-vyboru-
ep-svoboda.html

[23]	 Babiš: Zvažme připojení k žalobě proti kvótám. 
Česká televize.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. 
Available from: http://www.ceskatelevize.cz/ct24/
domaci/1626292-babis-zvazme-pripojeni-k-zalobe-
proti-kvotam

[24]	 Sobotka: Nepotřebujeme hysterii. K žalobě na kvóty se 
ČR nepřipojí. Týden.cz; 2015. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. 
Available from: http://www.tyden.cz/rubriky/domaci/
politika/sobotka-nepotrebujeme-hysterii-k-zalobe-na-
kvoty-se-cr-nepripoji_363937.html

[25]	 Když se uprchlickým kvótám neubráníme, zvážíme 
žalobu, řekl Sobotka. iDnes.cz; 2016. [online] [cit. 
2017-08-29]. Available from: http://zpravy.idnes.cz/
bohuslav-sobotka-petr-fiala-ods-cssd-cr-evropska-unie-
kvoty-uprchlici-1eg-domaci.aspx?c=A160417_125722_
domaci_fer

[26]	 EU takes legal action against Czech Republic, Hungary, 
and Poland. The Atlantic; 2017. [online] [cit. 2017-08-
29]. Available from: https://www.theatlantic.com/news/
archive/2017/06/eu-takes-legal-action-against-czech-
republic-hungary-and-poland/530241/

[27]	 Česko už nepřijme žádného migranta na základě 
unijních kvót, rozhodla vláda. E15.cz; 2015. [online] 
[cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: http://zpravy.e15.
cz/volby/volby-2017/cesko-uz-neprijme-zadneho-
migranta-na-zaklade-unijnich-kvot-rozhodla-
vlada-1333344

[28]	 Buzan B, Waever O, de Wilde J. Security: a New 
Framework for Analysis. Boulder: Lynne Rienner 
Publishers Inc; 1997.

[29]	 AntConc. Laurence Anthony’s Website. [online] 
[cit. 2017-08-29]. Available from: http://www.
laurenceanthony.net/software/antconc/

[30]	 Discourse Analysis – What speakers do in conversation. 
Linguistic Society of America. [online] [cit. 2017-08-
29]. Available from: https://www.linguisticsociety.
org/resource/discourse-analysis-what-speakers-do-
conversation

[31]	 Czech National Corpus. [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. 
Available from: https://www.korpus.cz/

[32]	 Eurobarometr – Co si Češi myslí o klíčových otázkách 
evropské integrace? [online] [cit. 2017-08-29]. Available 
from: https://knihovna.cuni.cz/eurobarometr-co-si-cesi-
mysli-o-klicovych-otazkach-evropske-integrace/

[33]	 Hrabálek M. Czech political parties, the migration crisis 
and the European Union: the case of asylum quotas.  
In: Janczak J (Ed.). Immigration crises, borders and  
the European Union. Berlin: Logos Verlag; 2017,  
pp. 49–58.

K O N T A K T  4  ( 2 0 1 7 )  3 2 1 – 3 2 8


