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chapter 1 
Introduction
The European Parliament (EP) is a unique type of parliament among the world’s legis-

latures. It is the only directly elected supranational parliament with extensive law making 

abilities. Since its inception in the early 1950s up to now, the parliament has evolved from a 

talking shop to a legislative powerhouse (e.g. Corbett et al., 2011). One “defining moment” 

(Priestley, 2008) was the introduction of direct elections in 1979, allowing citizens to choose 

their representatives. However, rather than Europe-wide elections, the EP uses a compli-

cated system of national elections in which the votes of citizens from smaller member 

states weigh more than those of larger member states. As no member state is large enough 

to dominate EU decision-making, legislators elected in the various member states need to 

work together to formulate policy and vote on alternatives. To ease this process, European 

party groups were set up to unite ideologically like-minded legislators. Importantly, this 

led to a situation in which elections are nationally-oriented and fought by national parties, 

while competition over policy alternatives is led by European party groups.

 These unique characteristics of the EP have led researchers to wonder how leg-

islators cooperate in the EP. Do they ‘shed’ their national origins and follow their party 

groups when cooperating during parliamentary decision-making? Or do they retain their 

national origins and cooperate primarily with their compatriots? Evidence from various 

analyses of the parliamentary behaviour of legislators points to the former: legislators 

cooperate with fellow colleagues with whom they substantially agree and are thus ideo-

logically close to, especially with fellow party group members (Attinà, 1990; Hix, 2001; 

Kreppel, 2002; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999). Nonetheless, legislators indicate that they 

value their national origins and focus on representing their member state and its citizens, 

rather than their party group (Scully, 2005).

 This presents a puzzle. Legislators say that they value representing their 

member state, though they appear to primarily represent their supranational party group. 

Moreover, the finding that legislators’ parliamentary behaviour is virtually unguided by 

national concerns is unexpected. Besides what legislators say themselves, a number of 

reasons exist as to why cooperation along national lines can be expected. First, legisla-

tors are often socialised in their own political systems; systems with their own charac-

teristics such as language, political-cultural style, and electoral system. This makes it 

easy for legislators to, literally and figuratively, speak the same language when cooperat-

ing with colleagues. Second, not all member states (and their citizens) have the same 

stakes in policy. Countries with a large shoreline or with a substantial agricultural sector 

are more affected by certain policy changes, such as the lowering of farm subsidies or 

the imposing of tougher environmental regulations. This might stimulate legislators to 

defend their national interests and cooperate with compatriots in doing so – thus over-

coming ideological and party group differences.
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As noted, legislators appear to hardly cooperate with their fellow country(wo)men. 

Nonetheless, this book revisits the question of how nationality translates into the coop-

eration of legislators. A potential solution to the puzzle discussed above might lie in how 

this question is approached by researchers. For most research hitherto, the question was 

mainly whether legislators cooperated along national, party, or ideological lines. Rather, 

this book argues, the question should be when and under what circumstances do legislators 

cooperate along national (or ideological or party) lines.

 The main contribution of this book is therefore a move away from the ‘either/

or’ question of whether legislators cooperate in parties or national groups, towards the 

following main research question: How and under which circumstances do legislators cooper-

ate along national lines or along European party group and ideological lines?

 Three conditions are identified and investigated. First, how and under what 

circumstances legislators cooperate might depend on the parliamentary instrument that 

is being investigated. Most of the existing research focuses on roll-call voting and finds 

that legislators follow party and ideological lines when deciding how to cast their votes. 

Roll-call voting is but one phase of the process of (legislative) decision-making; setting 

the agenda, formulating and changing policies, and monitoring policy execution are 

other important tasks, and it could very well be that legislators might cooperate more 

along national lines when fulfilling these tasks. This means that cooperation patterns 

might look different depending on the parliamentary instrument under investigation. 

This is important because assessing how the EP functions based solely on roll-call votes 

might portray a narrow and limited picture. 

 The second condition identified is that of time. As noted at the beginning of 

this introduction, the function and competences of the EP have changed dramatically 

over time. At the start of the EP, the institution functioned mainly as a talking shop (e.g. 

Daniel, 2015: 38). At that time, party groups might have cared little about unity com-

pared to when the EP became a major force in legislative decision-making. This might 

make it more difficult for legislators to voluntarily choose the colleagues with whom they 

would like to cooperate. At the same time, scepticism about European integration might 

have triggered legislators to be more careful in cooperating with non-compatriots, for 

example out of a fear of being seen as unpatriotic by their electorate. Consequently, pat-

terns of cooperation between legislators might have changed over time.

 The third condition that might affect how legislators cooperate is that of subject 

matter. Most analyses of the cooperation of legislators focus, with some important excep-

tions, on parliamentary behaviour as a whole, rather than on specific issues. Yet some 

issues have more potential to stimulate cooperation along national rather than ideological 

or party group lines. The earlier noted cases of agricultural policies are a prime example. 

As large portions of the EU budget go to farming subsidies, countries rather than ideo-

logical opponents might be pitted against one another. Other issues, such as economic 

policies, have less potential to pit entire national delegations against each other.
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Together, these three conditions are investigated throughout this book. Following this, 

the main contribution consists of a more refined answer to how nationality, ideology, 

and party factors play out in the parliamentary cooperation of legislators. The next 

section introduces how legislators can cooperate while using parliamentary instruments. 

The section after that discusses this book’s theoretical, empirical, and methodological 

contribution, followed by an outline of the remainder of the book.

1.1 Cooperation and parliamentary instruments

Most of the day-to-day business of legislators in the EP revolves around the use of par-

liamentary instruments, such as putting forward a motion, asking a parliamentary ques-

tion, or voting on policy alternatives via roll-calls. Each of these instruments have unique 

features in terms of how and by whom they can be used, and what effect they have. An 

(adopted) amendment to a legislative report becomes part of law, while an (adopted) 

motion ‘only’ outlines the EP’s position towards an issue, and can be easily reversed by 

the adoption of a new motion. Parliamentary questions might have little consequence in 

terms of legislation, but when these questions receive media attention, they might force 

party groups to respond and choose sides on an issue. Roll-call votes, moreover, can 

signal to voters a party group’s internal strife.

 Because of these varying roles in the parliamentary process, cooperation when 

using parliamentary instruments is both important and controversial. For some instru-

ments cooperation is a requirement (e.g. roll-call voting – a proposal requires a majority 

of the legislators present, therefore always more than one), while for others it is volun-

tary. For example, putting forward a motion requires support from one’s party group 

and ultimately leads to a vote. Legislators might opt to enlist colleagues from other party 

groups to put their names on the motion as well, binding these legislators, and through 

them their party groups, to the motion. This increases the chances of the successful 

adoption of the motion, while simultaneously preventing other (related) motions from 

attracting attention. Parliamentary questions, on the other hand, are not subject to a 

vote and choosing colleagues to support a question is therefore likely to be a very differ-

ent process, perhaps aimed at strengthening informal ties with colleagues.

 Cooperation can sometimes be a controversial issue. For instance, when a leg-

islator from a mainstream party group cooperates with a radical right or radical left 

colleague, the mainstream legislator’s party group might see this as legitimising the 

radical group’s positions. Moreover, party groups are powerful when they form a united 

front. For these reasons, party groups have a stake in controlling with whom legislators 

cooperate. Conversely, legislators might hold preferences of their own or face pressure 

from other groups (such as their national parties or their electorate). Consequently, the 

choices that legislators make when they cooperate are very informative in the study of 

the strength of party (groups) and the role of the personal preferences of legislators.
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Most existing studies of parliamentary behaviour focus on the content of policy (e.g. by 

studying the content of parliamentary questions), or on legislators’ positions on issues. 

This book focuses slightly less on the content of the parliamentary instruments, and 

more on the ‘meta’ information contained in the use of parliamentary instruments, such 

as the signatures of the legislators introducing a parliamentary question or amendment. 

Information about cooperation between legislators is essential for our understanding of 

how the EP functions. In light of the research question discussed above, the focus of this 

book lies on the degree to which legislators cooperate with fellow party group members 

and/or compatriots. But there are more cooperative structures possible that need to be 

included to fully understand legislators’ cooperation preferences. For example, Louw-

erse & Otjes (2015) find that specialisation (i.e. the interests that legislators hold with 

regard to what issues are important) explains many of the cooperation decisions in the 

Dutch lower house of parliament. In other cases, ideological and party lines are essential 

to understanding cooperation, such as in the cases of Argentina (Alemán et al., 2009)

and the US Congress (Harward and Moffett, 2010).

 For our case of the EP, existing evidence points to the importance of national 

parties, party groups, and above all, ideological motivations for cooperation (Hix, 2001; 

Hix et al., 2007; Kreppel, 2000; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999). National borders appear 

to be virtually absent. However, as I discussed, most of the evidence is derived from roll-

call analyses and approach the question of what factors influence cooperation as ‘either/

or’: it is either nationality, or it is ideology. By analysing and comparing parliamentary 

instruments, we gain a better understanding of cooperation in the EP. This understand-

ing is necessary for evaluating (empirically and normatively) the functioning of the EP 

in the EU’s legislative decision-making processes.

1.2 Theoretical, empirical, and methodological contribution

This book aims to contribute to the debate from a theoretical, empirical, and methodo-

logical point of view. The theoretical contribution consists of four parts. First, this book 

aims to refine the question of whether legislators cooperate along national or supra-

national lines by arguing that conditionality is important (Chapters 2 and 3). Rather 

than investigating whether nationality or ideology dominates, the book argues that both 

likely matter, but to varying degrees under different circumstances. To this end, the book 

employs a single theoretical model that seeks to explain most of the patterns behind 

parliamentary cooperation. This model includes the aforementioned factors such as 

nationality, ideology, and party membership, but also specialisation factors identified in 

existing literature on other parliaments. 

 Second, the book adds to theorising about parliamentary instruments by con-

sidering their role and function in the wider legislative process (Chapter 2). A parlia-

mentary question serves a different purpose than a roll-call vote, and a motion differs 
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from an amendment. Where most research considers each parliamentary instrument 

separately, this book compares parliamentary instruments in terms of their legislative 

function. Moreover, an argument is presented regarding how these different roles in the 

legislative process impact how legislators cooperate. These arguments are loosely based 

on both principal-agent theory and EP-specific theories. 

 Third, legislators face different constraints and opportunities depending on 

the parliamentary instrument in question. To this end, this book puts forward a theo-

retical account of the constraints and opportunities for these parliamentary instruments 

(Chapters 3 and 6). The instruments are compared and rank-ordered based on, among 

other things, the individual freedom that legislators have when choosing colleagues with 

whom to cooperate.

 Fourth, the book discusses how institutional developments over the last forty 

years have impacted how legislators might cooperate with each other today (Chapter 

7). Specifically, the expanding powers of the EP (chiefly at the cost of the powers of 

the Council) are considered, together with rising Euroscepticism since the Maastricht 

Treaty of 1991. These developments, it is argued, affect the power base of party groups 

and the role of nationality, as well as the role of ideology, when legislators choose coop-

eration partners.

 From these theoretical contributions, six empirical contributions follow. 

The first contribution, and the partial answer to the main research question, is that 

national borders clearly matter in the parliamentary cooperation behaviour of legislators 

(Chapter 6). Especially for instruments other than roll-call voting, national borders do 

affect how legislators cooperate. This finding challenges existing conclusions about the 

role of nationality in the EP, especially those studies that find that legislators shed their 

national origins when entering the EP. 

 Second, national parties are not only relevant for roll-call voting, as we know 

from existing research (e.g. Hix, 2002), but also for all other parliamentary instruments 

(Chapter 6). This strengthens existing arguments about the role of national parties (who 

act as principals) with strong disciplining instruments (e.g. denying incumbents a spot 

on the election ballot).

 Third, European party groups are mainly homogenous during roll-call votes 

and, to a lesser extent, amendment co-sponsorship (Chapter 6).

 Fourth, ideological concerns impact parliamentary instruments differently 

(Chapters 6 and 7). Whereas cooperation during roll-call voting is virtually synonymous 

with ideology, the role of ideology is much smaller for the co-sponsoring of amend-

ments, questions, agenda-setting questions, and motions. Moreover, in line with rela-

tively new research (Otjes and van der Veer, 2016; Roger et al., 2017), the dimension of 

EU integration is found to be more important than previously argued (e.g. Hix et al., 

2014). Especially since the early 1990s, this dimension has become almost equal to the 

role of left-right ideology.
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Fifth, although the literature characterises the EP as a parliament with a strong division of 

labour (e.g. Corbett et al., 2011; Roederer-Rynning, 2003), legislators hardly cooperate with 

fellow specialised colleagues (Chapter 7). When legislators share one or more committees, 

they co-vote and co-sponsor only marginally more.

 Sixth, shared national interests (and not nationality per se) have an independ-

ent effect on parliamentary cooperation (Chapter 8). If legislators come from member 

states with similar stakes in a given policy area, these legislators are more likely to coop-

erate with each other than with colleagues from other member states. This suggests that 

national borders traverse into the cooperation behaviour of legislators in more ways 

than just by stimulating cooperation among compatriots. Irrespective of ideological and 

party differences, legislators do cooperate more with colleagues from member states with 

similar stakes.

 Finally, this book contributes to an existing methodological debate about the 

use of so-called dimension-reduction methods in the study of parliamentary cooperation. 

By developing a new method of analysing parliamentary cooperation (Chapter 4), new 

venues of research are possible. Moreover, by explicitly contrasting this new method with 

existing methods (which are often used on cases for which they were not developed), 

biases in existing research are shown (Chapter 5). Existing methods, so it is argued and 

demonstrated, are less suitable for types of research that are interested firstly in the-

ory-testing, secondly in comparing parliamentary instruments, and thirdly in assessing 

subsets of cooperation in parliamentary instruments (e.g. votes or parliamentary ques-

tions on a specific topic). 

1.3 Outline of the book

This book is divided into three sections: theoretical, methodological, and empirical. The 

theoretical section contains two chapters. Chapter 2 contains an overview of the five par-

liamentary instruments analysed, including descriptive statistics on how they are used. 

Chapter 3 contains theoretical arguments about the pressures that legislators experience 

when deciding on with whom to cooperate. 

The methodological section also consists of two chapters. In Chapter 4, a new method 

of analysing parliamentary behaviour is developed. This dyadic approach, as it is called, 

requires data to be presented to it in a specific form (as dyads). As this book con-

tains analyses spanning a large number of years and various (often used) parliamentary 

instruments, the construction of the data set was a complicated process. To aid the gath-

ering of the data, a computer programme was developed. In Chapter 4, this programme 

is introduced and the various data sources are discussed.

 The empirical section is the workhorse part of this book. It contains the four 

empirical analyses, plus for each chapter a theory section is also included that develops 

hypotheses specific to the chapters’ analyses. In Chapter 5, the dyadic data analysis 
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approach is compared to one of the most often used approaches (NOMINATE; Poole, 

2005; Poole and Rosenthal, 1984). Chapter 6 then uses this new method to compare 

structures of cooperation across the five parliamentary instruments. In this Chapter, 

a theory-based scale of parliamentary instruments is developed that compares each 

instrument according to the degree to which legislators are free to choose with whom 

they cooperate. Chapter 7 traces how the structure of cooperation developed over time 

and compares motion co-sponsorship to roll-call voting for all EP terms since direct 

elections began in 1979. An account of this institutional development serves as the theo-

retical backbone of the chapter. Chapter 8 investigates how varying shared national 

interests impact cooperation structures, and the concept of shared national interests is 

developed and tested.

 Chapter 9 concludes the book by providing an overview of the main findings 

and discussing the impact of these findings on existing and future research on the EP.
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17PART I

PArt i

ThE EP AND ITS PARLIAMENTARy 
INSTRUMENTS

this section explores the various parliamentary instruments 

available to members of the eP (mePs). surprisingly little 

comparative research has been conducted on the instruments that 

are used. therefore, the first chapter of this section of the book is 

devoted to offering a thorough description of these instruments, 

and how, when, and for what purpose they are used. the second 

chapter develops a theoretical model that seeks to understand how, 

when, and why legislators cooperate in the use of parliamentary 

instruments.
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chapter 2 
Powers and instruments of the 
European Parliament

 

“Laws, like sausages, cease to inspire respect in proportion  

as we know how they are made.”

John Godfrey Saxe (1816-87), American poet. 

The study of parliamentary politics is as broad as the concept itself. One can investigate 

the style or sentiment of a plenary debate, investigate which legislators join what com-

mittees and what they do after they have joined, how new legislators are socialised in 

institutional norms and practices, and much more. The one common factor that unites 

almost all studies of parliamentary politics is that, in one form or another, they almost 

always boil down to the implicit or explicit analysis of how legislators use the parliamen-

tary instruments at their disposal. Whenever the EP adopts a formal position towards 

a piece of legislation, provides its opinion, or when it discusses matters at hand, parlia-

mentary instruments are used by MEPs to do so. These instruments, such as tabling an 

amendment or asking a parliamentary question, are formal means available to individual 

legislators or factions (such as party groups or committees) to influence law making or 

law execution. In essence, most of what parliamentarians do in between and in prepa-

ration for elections revolves around the (strategic) use of parliamentary instruments. 

Given the importance of these instruments, a wide body of research has evolved around 

their use. However, research on the use of parliamentary instruments within the EP is 

markedly less broad: it focuses almost exclusively on one or two parliamentary instru-

ments, ignoring others or only paying limited attention to them.

 This book defines parliamentary instruments as all regulated types of legisla-

tive behaviour. Regulated behaviours are those acts by individual or groups of legislators 

stemming from rights or requirements laid out in the legislature’s Rules of Procedure. 

These instruments are used to express positions (e.g. by speeches, motions, written dec-

larations, or voting on policy alternatives), to ask for information or clarification from 

other institutions (e.g. by tabling a parliamentary question), or to table legislation or 

change an already tabled piece of legislation (e.g. by introducing private members’ bills 

or amendments).

 Even though this definition of parliamentary instruments is broad, it still 

excludes many types of behaviours that are not governed by formal rules, such as the 

informal lines of contact that legislators keep with lobbyists, the practice of keeping lists 

of IOUs in which MEPs keep track of favours they have received from, or extended to, 

other legislators, informal contacts between party leaders and members of the executive, 
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such as ministers or bureaucrats, and the many dinners and party events organised within 

the Parliament’s walls. Parliamentary instruments, I will argue below, are vital for a legisla-

tor’s success within the parliamentary arena, but likely also in the electoral arena. Indeed, 

it appears almost impossible for a legislator who is a representative of his or her electorate 

(or political party) to be re-elected if he or she has never actually represented citizens or a 

party by holding a speech, voting on policy, or tabling a question or amendment.

 Before we can compare the use of these parliamentary instruments, it is impor-

tant to first understand what they are in practice, how their functions and use have 

developed over time, as well as how, when, and by whom they can be used, and what the 

state of the current research on these instruments is. The aim of this chapter is to provide 

information about parliamentary instruments and their use. As such, this chapter pro-

vides a background for the subsequent chapter that develops a theoretical account of 

cooperation between legislators when they use parliamentary instruments.

2.1 The role of parliamentary instruments

What MEPs do after their election all revolves around the use of parliamentary instru-

ments. Different instruments serve different purposes and therefore the instruments are 

used in different stages of the legislative process. As some instruments are more impor-

tant in the process of legislating, the patterns of cooperation between MEPs are likely to 

depend on the instrument itself and for what purpose it is used. To move away from this 

abstract idea of different patterns for different instruments, this section develops a ficti-

tious example in which the role of all major parliamentary instruments in the legislative 

process of creating a new European law are described.

 Rather than starting with the formal process of the initiation of new legislation 

(namely the introduction of a proposal by the Commission), I will start at the agenda 

setting stage. The issue used as an example is the outbreak of an infectious disease 

among livestock, assumed for reasons of making this example as simple as possible to 

be outside of the competences of the EU. Figure 1 shows the process described below 

graphically. Note that it is not necessary for the EP to be involved from the start of the 

legislative process. The Commission is entitled to propose policy on its own, without 

consulting the EP, up to the formal process to convert the proposal into law. In this 

sense, Step 1 in Figure 1 can formally be skipped, yet in reality it often occurs.

2.1.1 Step 1 – placing an issue on the agenda

Members of the EP received signals from environmental and agricultural lobby groups 

that a new infectious disease is on the verge of a major breakout among livestock. To ask 

for attention for this issue, an MEP from the social-democratic group of S&D, together 
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with two of her fellow party group members who are also interested in agricultural affairs, 

decide to introduce a written question asking the Commission for its views on tackling the 

disease. Unsatisfied with the answer, MEPs from the Greens and Christian-democratic 

EPP introduce separate motions for a resolution on this issue. Upon hearing each other’s 

motions, these two MEPs decide to combine forces and introduce a joint motion. After a 

fierce debate in the plenary, the joint motion is carried with a significant majority during 

a roll-call vote.

2.1.2 Step 2 – new legislation

The Commission decides to put forward a proposal for a new directive on livestock 

diseases. After deciding on the proposal, the Commission forwards it to the EP for con-

sideration in a process for a first reading. Here, the committee responsible (in our case 

that of agriculture) deals with it by writing a draft report which outlines the committee’s 

views on the legislation. MEPs from the various European party groups discuss the 

proposal, which leads to the report and a set of amendments to the proposal. Before it 

becomes the official position of the EP, the report will be discussed, potentially amended, 

Figure 1 how parliamentary instruments fit into the legislative process
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and voted upon in the plenary. This final report contains the position of the EP towards 

the proposed directive, which is sent to the Council for their consideration. 

In the Council, the opinion of the EP is considered and potentially amended (but such 

amendments can only be carried when there is unanimity, or when the amendment is 

in line with the position of the Commission). If the Council agrees with the EP’s posi-

tion, the directive is accepted and becomes law. When amended, the Council sends off 

the proposal for a second reading in the EP. Here, MEPs consider the amendments 

made by the Council. If accepted, the directive becomes law, if rejected, the procedure 

ends. Again, the EP can table amendments, although some limits apply (see Corbett et 

al., 2011: 236). The amended directive is then discussed by the Council and accepted 

or rejected. If rejected, a conciliation committee is set up in which MEPs and Council 

representatives try to work out their differences. In the third and final reading in the EP, 

the MEPs can only vote to either adopt or reject the joint text.

2.1.3 Step 3 – implementation and aftercare

Once a directive is agreed upon by both the Council and the EP (which can take years), 

the Commission sees to its implementation. In the case of a directive, this means that 

the member states have to implement the directive in their national laws, a process called 

transposition. (Alternatively, the Commission can issue regulations which are directly 

binding and thus do not need to go through a process of transposition – the treaties 

stipulate which issues can be subject to regulations.) The EP can use parliamentary 

questions to monitor this implementation by posing questions to the Commission. Fur-

thermore, it can send a signal to the Commission for it to come up with a proposal for 

a revision, for example in the case of unintended side effects of the directive, or because 

of changing circumstances.

2.2 Parliamentary instruments and the legislative process

This study is about cooperation between legislators when they fulfil their legislative roles. 

Most studies of parliamentary behaviour implicitly or explicitly study cooperation when 

they investigate parliamentary behaviour. For example, studies about coalition forma-

tion in the EP are interested in understanding which legislators (and parties) cooperate 

together. This cooperation can take place in many forms, but it is almost always guided 

by opportunities and constraints offered by different types of parliamentary instruments. 

This section outlines five parliamentary instruments and discusses their function, who 

can use them, and how legislators can cooperate through them.
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2.2.1 Roll-call votes

Even long before the EP gained formal legislative powers, many issues were voted upon 

within the parliamentary arena. One can think of motions containing the EP’s official 

position towards policy or any issue it deems relevant, amendments, and investiture and 

censure votes. Votes are cast at designated moments at the part-sessions in Strasbourg 

(part-sessions are the week-long monthly plenary meetings in the Strasbourg venue), 

and therefore voting does not often directly follow the debate on the issue.

 There are three ways in which votes can be cast. First, MEPs can vote by a 

show of hands (or alternatively by sitting and standing), after which the EP’s President 

gauges the outcome. The second method is by electronic vote, allowing each MEP to 

cast a vote via the voting terminal at his or her seat. The individual results, however, go 

unrecorded, as only the final decision is announced by the President. The third method 

is that of roll-call votes, which are both electronic (since 1980) and individually regis-

tered. Legislators are allowed to vote in favour (yea), against (nay), or abstain. The EP 

also records whether an individual was present, so that abstentions can either be inten-

tional (by voting so) or by simply not showing up for the vote. As only roll-call votes go 

recorded at the level of individual MEPs, this study focuses on this method of voting 

rather than on the two other methods. This voting method is used for about one-third 

of all votes, so that two-thirds of all votes go unrecorded at the level of individual MEPs 

(Faas, 2003), which has implications for the validity and generalisability of research that 

relies exclusively on the available roll-calls (see below for a discussion).

 For a vote to be cast by roll-call, three rules apply. First, successive changes to 

the EP’s Rules of Procedure require more types of votes to be cast as roll-calls rather than 

by any of the other methods. Second, even when such a requirement is not present, votes 

are often cast by roll-call at the request of a party group. This happens quite often, and 

has significant effects in terms of how legislators cast their votes (see below for an exten-

sive discussion). The third option for how a vote becomes a roll-call is that a group of at 

least 40 (before 2009: 32) members requests such a vote to be conducted by roll-call.

 Roll-call voting is an important parliamentary instrument for multiple reasons. 

From an institutional perspective, it is the way in which the EP decides on EU law and 

its position towards various non-legislative issues (condemnations of human rights viola-

tions, for example). Next to parliamentary speeches, it is probably also the instrument 

that is most visible to a broader audience, for example through reports in the media.1 

From the perspective of party groups (especially the bigger and more organised groups 

such as the EPP, S&D, and ALDE), voting is the only instrument that directly, measur-

ably, and effectively steers EU policy in the (ideological) direction that these groups 

want. For individual MEPs, voting is not so much an instrument by which to personally 

1 Little empirical research exists so far that focuses specifically on this issue.
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influence policy since a small group of MEPs, let alone a single MEP, almost never holds 

the pivotal position of being able to make or break a majority (voting coalitions in the EP 

are very rarely tied as bare majorities). Nonetheless, MEPs can use voting as a strategic 

instrument to signal agreement (or grievances) along party lines, or to raise their media 

profile by taking a hard-line stance against policy affecting their voter base. When an 

entire national party delegation disagrees with the majority position within a party group, 

often party groups allow these delegations to actively abstain (by voting so).

 The (increasing) importance of roll-calls is also visible in the sheer number 

of votes that are conducted in the EP’s Strasbourg venue (to which voting is normally 

limited). The number of roll-call votes has increased markedly over time, mainly as a 

result of the ease of electronic roll-calls since 1980, the expansion of the EP’s compe-

tences, and the increase in the number of MEPs and member states (which makes it easier 

to request a vote to be cast by roll-call). Where in the first directly-elected EP (1979-

84) 886 roll-call votes were cast, this number increased to 6408 in the seventh term.2 

 Zooming in to more detail, Figure 2 shows how roll-call votes are distributed 

over the three most recent legislative terms (six through eight), as these terms have 

a comparable context (quite stable EP competences). What becomes clear is that the 

month-by-month variation is quite high: in some months almost no votes are cast (espe-

cially towards the summer period), while the number of votes nearly doubles in the last 

few months of a legislative term. This latter finding suggests that the EP rushes through 

legislation towards the end of its term.3 Procedure-wise, Figure 2 shows that most votes 

deal with non-legislative proposals, mainly motions for resolution drafted at the EP’s own 

initiative, followed by the ordinary legislative procedure (consultation) and the consent 

procedure. The budget procedure is mainly in use during specific months in which the 

EP deals with the EU’s budgets (towards the third quarter of the year).

 The substance of what is voted upon by roll-call has changed somewhat over 

time, yet many patterns are relatively stable (see Table 1). Overall, the field of Foreign & 

Security Policy tops the list of issues voted upon, as thirteen per cent of the roll-calls on 

average relate to this area. This is striking, as the EP has very little competence in this field 

(with the notable exception of the international agreements between the EU and partner 

countries since the Single European Act, SEA, of 1987). When we look more closely, 

2 The number of roll-call votes for the other terms are as follows. EP 1: 886, EP 2: 2135, EP 3: 2733, EP 4: 
3740, EP 5: 5745; EP 6: 6199; EP 7: 6408. Sources: for EP 1 – 5, hix (2001); for EP 6 and 7, VoteWatch 
(2014).  The number of roll-call votes for the other terms are as follows. EP 1: 886, EP 2: 2135, EP 3: 
2733, EP 4: 3740, EP 5: 5745; EP 6: 6199; EP 7: 6408. Sources: for EP 1 – 5, hix (2001); for EP 6 and 
7, VoteWatch (2014).

3 Unlike most parliamentary systems, but like that of the Netherlands (Andeweg and Irwin, 2009: 131), bills do 
not die at the end of a legislative term. This puts pressure on rapporteurs who are responsible for reporting 
their findings on the bill to the EP’s plenary. After all, a rapporteur can never be certain that he or she will be 
re-elected in the next parliamentary term, and they might not retain their position as rapporteur on this specific 
bill, as these positions are reshuffled at the start of each term.
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we find that almost all votes during the sixth and seventh EP terms in this field (96.5 

per cent) are actually ‘non-legislative’. Votes here deal mainly with non-binding motions, 

condemning, for example, human rights violations by dictators around the world. The 

next policy area at the top of the list is one that lies within the sphere of EP competences, 

namely that of Environment & Public Health. Here only 39.9 per cent of the votes are 

non-legislative, while votes under the ordinary legislative procedure accounts for 57.7 per 

cent of the votes.

Policy area eP 6 (2004-09) eP 7 (2009-14) eP 8 (2014-19)

Foreign & Security Policy 12.65% 784 11.50% 737 15.22% 442

Environment & Public Health 12.87% 798 10.19% 653 10.57% 307

Budget 6.69% 415 9.88% 633 9.78% 284

Economics 6.66% 413 8.44% 541 9.67% 281

Civil liberties, Justice & Home Affairs 8.23% 510 5.79% 371 6.88% 200

International trade 4.08% 253 5.81% 372 7.06% 205

Constitutional and  

Inter-Institutional Affairs

7.00% 434 3.81% 244 5.44% 158

Industry, Research & Energy 5.23% 324 6.45% 413 4.44% 129

Employment & Social Affairs 3.98% 247 6.27% 402 5.09% 148

Budgetary Control 2.98% 185 5.62% 360 5.37% 156

Agriculture 5.45% 338 6.40% 410 1.65% 48

Transport & Tourism 6.08% 377 2.28% 146 2.93% 85

Gender Equality 2.05% 127 4.04% 259 5.09% 148

Juridical Affairs 2.61% 162 3.21% 206 4.06% 118

Internal Market &  

Consumer Protection

4.19% 260 1.87% 120 1.20% 35

Fisheries 2.37% 147 3.70% 237 1.10% 32

Regional Development 2.55% 158 1.51% 97 2.17% 63

Culture & Education 2.18% 135 1.19% 76 0.72% 21

Development 1.44% 89 1.65% 106 0.76% 22

Petitions 0.42% 26 0.27% 17 0.55% 16

Internal regulations of the EP 0.27% 17 0.12% 8 0.24% 7

total 6199 6408 2905

 
table 1 roll-call votes and their policy areas, ordered by the average number of votes. 
For EP 8, the data runs up to March 2016. With the start of the seventh EP term, ‘Economics’ was 
renamed, in line with the responsible committee, to ‘Economics & Monetary Affairs’; from the start of the 
eighth EP term, ‘Juridical Affairs’ was renamed ‘Legal Affairs’.
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existing research on roll-call voting: party unity and coalition formation

The combination of an important parliamentary instrument together with relatively 

easily quantifiable and retrievable data means that roll-call voting behaviour has been 

and continues to be extensively studied. Following the US Congressional literature (e.g. 

Poole and Rosenthal, 1984, 2007), the seminal work on roll-call voting in the EP is 

Attinà’s (1990) study on party group unity. Kreppel & Tsebelis (1999) expanded on this 

by investigating coalition formation between party groups, and Hix (2001) by investigat-

ing the dimensionality of political conflict. The main conclusions regarding party group 

unity and coalition formation are as follows.

 Party groups play an important role in the formation of voting coalitions. First, 

party group members vote rather similarly (Attinà, 1990). Variation occurs between 

party groups, whereby the larger mainstream party groups are more unified than the 

smaller groups on the ideological extremes. Furthermore, the actual participation in 

roll-call voting varies by party group: again, mainstream party groups participate more 

often in roll-calls, while party groups closer to the extremes participate less (Kreppel and 

Tsebelis, 1999: 962).

 Cooperation between party groups occurs regularly, and the most dominant 

coalition that arises is a ‘Grand Coalition’ between the EPP and S&D (Kreppel and Hix, 

2003; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999). Referring to the Grand Coalitions of Christian- and 

Social Democrats in the Austrian, German, and Italian parliaments, this form of coop-

eration is successful in getting legislation passed, as the EPP and S&D have historically 

always commanded a sizeable majority together. However, this coalition is not always 

dominant, and especially on economic issues, other coalitions occur. The pivotal position 

Figure 2 the number of roll-call votes by legislative procedure, for EP terms 6, 7, and 8 (up to 
May 2017). The ‘other procedures’ category includes votes for which the procedure is unknown and votes 
under the cooperation procedure. 
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here is held by ALDE, which is the median party group on the left-right line of conflict. 

ALDE has the possibility of tilting the majority leftwards by forming a coalition with the 

S&D (against the EPP), or the other way around, tilting the majority rightwards by voting 

with the EPP.

 Coalitions between members from the same member state occur infrequently 

(Gabel and Hix, 2002; Hix, 2001; Hix et al., 2007; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999). Natio-

nality only plays a small role, and when it does, coalitions mainly form between members 

from the same national party group. When members from the same national party form 

a coalition, it is mainly a collective deviation from the party group line (i.e. an entire 

national party delegation’s votes contradict the party group line), and coalitions between 

members of national parties of different countries are relatively stable (Kreppel and  

Tsebelis, 1999).

 Knowing how often specific voting coalitions (between individual MEPs or 

party groups) form in the EP allows researchers to use statistical procedures to uncover 

Figure 3 the position of individual legislators within their party groups, based on how they vote 
in the eP (fifth term, July 1999 - June 2000). The horizontal dimension is interpreted by hix (2001) to 
represent a traditional left-right dimension, including social, green, and cultural components; the vertical 
dimension combines an EU integration dimension with a component of being in national government. 
Source: taken in full from hix (2001: 672).
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how proximate or distant individual MEPs or party groups are from each other. The 

seminal work on this is by Hix (2001), who applied the NOMINATE method (Poole, 

2005; Poole and Rosenthal, 1984) commonly used in research on the US Congress 

(Poole and Rosenthal, 2007) to the case of the EP. The main conclusion is that coalition 

formation in the EP happens along two distinct ideological (rather than, for example, 

geographical) dimensions, of which the left-right dimension is clearly dominant. This 

dimension further encompasses social, liberal, and green issues, setting apart the far-left 

socialist and (former) Communists from the far-right ECR. The second dimension sets 

apart the pro-European party groups of the EPP, S&D, ALDE, and the Greens, from 

the Eurosceptic GUE, ECR, and ENF. Figure 3 shows these findings graphically, by 

plotting the positions of individual legislators within party groups. The relative positions 

of party groups vis-à-vis each other are relatively stable over time, although some varia-

tion in terms of the exact position of individual legislators and the homogeneity of party 

groups exists (Hix et al., 2014).

2.2.2 Parliamentary questions and agenda-setting questions

Almost all legislatures allow individual members and/or parties to pose parliamentary 

questions to the executive. The EP is no exception to this, as MEPs are allowed to pose 

questions to the executive branch. Questions originate primarily from the plenary or 

individual MEPs, although a minority of parliamentary questions originate from and 

will be discussed within committees. In the EP’s internal Rules of Procedure, rules 

128 through 131 regulate who can ask questions to whom. In general, questions can 

be posed to the Commission (88.7 per cent of all questions between 2002-2016), the 

Council and/or the High Representative (11.1 per cent, of which about three-quarters 

are to the High Representative, which have been separately recorded since 2012). Other 

addressees account for less than one per cent.4  These findings are no surprise, as par-

liamentary questions are primarily a device of legislatures to control and scrutinise the 

executive (Bradshaw, 1953: 317), which is the EC and the High Representative, and not 

the Council. To exercise influence or control over the latter institution, various other EP 

parliamentary instruments exist, such as the drafting of legislative reports.

 The EP’s Rules of Procedure allow for four types of parliamentary questions 

to be asked. The most used types of parliamentary questions are the written and pri-

ority written questions. Written questions are governed by Article 130 of the Rules of 

Procedure, which provides for the right of any and all members to pose written ques-

tions, explicitly stating that the “content of questions shall be the sole responsibility of 

4 These data are based on the author’s own calculations (see Chapter 4 for a discussion of the data gather-
ing process). Excluded are questions arising from committees to the European Central Bank (around 450 
questions in the period 2001-2016) and to internal EP organisations, such as the Conference of Presidents 
(totalling around 30 questions for the same period).
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their authors” (Article 131(1) RoP). Party groups therefore have no formal place in this 

procedure, although they can stimulate or prevent members from posing questions by 

more informal means, such as punishments by taking away committee membership and 

rewards in the form of offering rapporteurships on important legislation.5Each MEP can 

ask up to five parliamentary questions per month for regular questions (to be answered 

by the addressee within six weeks), and one priority written question each month (to 

be answered within three weeks). Questions are submitted to the EP’s President, who 

decides on the questions’ admissibility. Procedurally, these answers do not lead to a 

debate in the plenary, although (groups of) MEPs can request an item be put on the 

agenda. The exception to this rule are questions that go unanswered within the specified 

time. If this is the case, Rule 130(4) stipulates that the MEP who drafted the question 

can request the responsible committee to put the question on its agenda for further  

discussion.

 To pose a question, MEPs fill in a form and submit it to the Parliament’s sec-

retariat. Once accepted, these questions will appear in the Parliament’s online archives, 

often within a few days of the question being submitted by the questioner.

 The functions of parliamentary questions, next to being a way of retrieving 

specific pieces of information from the executive, differ between legislatures: “while par-

liamentary questions may primarily serve as a means of oversight on one parliament, 

elsewhere they may serve primarily as a means to address constituency service issues” 

(Slapin and Proksch, 2014: 138). For the EP, it is not yet clear what the exact function 

of parliamentary questions is. This has in part to do with the rather unique setting of 

the EP, where legislators are drawn from different member states with widely differ-

ing political cultures, styles, and electoral rules. Even though the electoral rules for the 

EP elections are somewhat unified (requiring a proportional electoral formula, though 

leaving decisions on details up to member states), legislators might feel different pres-

sures stemming from differences in the roles they expect or are expected to fulfil (e.g. 

Raunio, 1996: 358). Legislators from countries with a high level of constituency service 

(e.g. the UK) might value parliamentary questions in quite a different way than coun-

tries without such a service (e.g. the Netherlands). How and why legislatures differ in 

terms of how parliamentary questions are used remains uncertain (Martin, 2011).

5  It is unclear if and how party groups use whipping for this, though at the same time party groups can reason-
ably be expected to have a keen interest in maintaining some form of order regarding the content and timing 
of parliamentary questions, for example to prevent the shaming of allied party members in the Commission 
or the Council of Ministers, or rather to keep a clear media profile by focussing on parliamentary questions  
relating to a party group’s core issue (this is important, as article 131(6) of the RoP makes sure that both 
questions as well as answers will be published on the EP’s website, thus visible to the media and broader 
public). however, even though Martin (2011) concludes in a literature study that parliamentary questions 
generate substantial media coverage, parties appear to exercise little power over legislators on these  
questions (cf. Judge, 1973).
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Agenda-setting parliamentary questions as a separate parliamentary instrument

Besides written and priority written questions, a special type of parliamentary question 

exists in the EP that has stronger implications for the parliamentary agenda. For the pur-

poses of this book, these questions are treated as a separate parliamentary instrument, 

since their use both in terms of the rules surrounding submitting such questions and 

how they are used in practice deviates from written and priority written parliamentary 

questions. Agenda-setting questions are known as ‘questions at question time’. Here, 

questions are submitted in writing to the President who, together with the Conference of 

Presidents (containing all party group leaders), decides on one or more broad ‘themes’ 

to be accepted for a given part-session. If the specific question falls within the handful 

of themes to be discussed at a part-session, the legislator has the ability to orally discuss 

his or her question with the Commissioner responsible. Given limits on the availability 

of resources, this type of question is less common, but at the same time potentially 

much more powerful, given the possibility of directly engaging the executive through a 

televised debate. This enables legislators to use the parliamentary questions as a way of 

putting new issues on the EP’s agenda.

 The fourth and final type of agenda-setting questions are the ‘questions for 

oral answer with debate’, sometimes misleadingly referred to simply as ‘oral questions’. 

In line with the British tradition of giving notice of questions in advance (Bradshaw, 

1953: 320), these questions too are delivered to the addressee in writing upfront. These 

questions are likely to generate the most media attention, as they allow the questioner to 

discuss his or her question for up to five minutes in oral form, with the responsible Com-

missioner or representative of any of the other organs both present and orally answering. 

Given the drain on resources that too many of these questions would entail, such ques-

tions can only be posed by a group of at least forty MEPs, or on behalf of a committee 

or party group, and the Conference of Presidents decides on their admissibility. For 

this reason, studying cooperation is important to understand professional relationships 

between legislators. Like with questions at question time, this type of instrument allows 

legislators to put hitherto excluded issues on the parliamentary agenda. 

existing research

Empirical evidence on why, how, and for what purpose parliamentary questions are used 

in the EP is scant and is strongly related to the investigation of parliamentary roles.6 

Early research by Raunio (1996) makes six observations about parliamentary questions 

in the EP. First, parliamentary questions are used by all party groups and legislators in 

the EP (see Figure 5 and below for a discussion). This is different from most other legis-

latures, where parliamentary questions are mainly used by parties at the extremes of the 

6 The lack of empirical evidence around the use of parliamentary questions is by no means limited to the EP. Martin 
(2011) speculates that this lack can be attributed to the fact that the US Congress (for which most legislative 
behaviour theories have been developed) does not have the instrument of parliamentary questions.
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political spectrum. This finding is attributed to the observation that these parties lack 

powers stemming from coalition participation or median policy positions. However, this 

does not hold for the EP. Rather, the absolute number of parliamentary questions per 

MEP is rather similar across party groups. Second, it is unclear whether some national 

delegations favour the use of parliamentary questions over other national delegations, 

as empirical evidence is scarce. Third, with regard to the contents of the questions, 

specialisation does appear to play a role. MEPs tend to ask more questions (in the 

plenary) related to the topics of the committees of which they are members. However, 

party groups (save the Greens) and national delegations at large do not specialise in 

certain topics. Fourth, MEPs from older member states (the Original Six, i.e. Germany, 

France, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg), with the exception of Italy, 

focus more on Europe at large rather than their own constituencies or member states, 

while the reverse is true for the remaining, newer, member states. Fifth, parliamentary 

questions are used by MEPs for constituency service in general. Sixth, most MEPs ask 

questions, yet a small minority asks the majority of questions.

 Working from a principal-agent framework, Proksch & Slapin (2011) offer a 

more recent and statistically advanced contribution to the study of why and how par-

liamentary questions are used. These authors find that MEPs from national parties that 

are not in national government use EP parliamentary questions as an executive oversight 

and scrutiny device. This is attributed to the observation that national coalition parties 

have options to monitor and retrieve information that national opposition parties lack:

Although not represented in the Council, national opposition parties are present 

in the EP. This forum might actually mitigate some of the informational losses 

that happen at the national level. While MEPs from parties serving in national 

governments may be willing to pass the task of European executive oversight off 

on their ministers serving in the Council, MEPs from national opposition parties 

do not have this luxury. They may not trust their national government to oversee 

the Commission adequately. Opposition MEPs need to make use of an oversight 

mechanism available to them in the EP.  

(Proksch and Slapin, 2011: 59)

Advancing on this study, Jensen, Proksch & Slapin (2013) investigate the use of EP parlia-

mentary questions as a way of monitoring the implementation of EU directives in national 

legislation. Here too, national opposition parties are found to be using EP parliamentary 

questions more often, and as a means of monitoring their national government’s efforts 

regarding the transposition of EU directives into national law (Jensen et al., 2013: 260).
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when, about what, and by whom are questions asked?

Figure 4 the number of parliamentary questions over time, by asking procedure. Note that ‘oral’ 
questions refer to questions that follow an oral debate, and that these questions are asked in writing 
upfront. Data up to May 2017, except for ‘questions at question time’, which are available up to 12 July 
2011; these question time questions rely on a translation of the verbatim hansards, which are published 
with considerable delay.

Figure 5 the relative number of questions by party group. The total number of parliamentary questions 
do not completely add up to one hundred per cent because of questions from unknown authors. Further-
more, questions with more than one author count for each group separately. Data up to 12 February 2016.
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Policy area eP 6 (2004-09) eP 7 (2009-14) eP 8 (2014-19)

(Unknown) 30.67% 7861 20.93% 10779 20.93% 4164

Environment & Public Health 5.67% 1452 14.79% 7619 16.91% 3365

Foreign & Security Policy 8.69% 2227 11.16% 5750 14.73% 2931

Civil Liberties, Justice & Home Affairs 8.99% 2305 12.10% 6231 10.72% 2132

Employment & Social Affairs 13.02% 3337 4.14% 2132 5.61% 1116

Economic & Monetary Affairs 4.27% 1094 6.95% 3579 8.15% 1621

Industry, Research & Energy 6.24% 1598 7.43% 3825 2.52% 502

Transport & Tourism 5.79% 1485 3.66% 1885 3.51% 698

Agriculture 3.07% 788 3.09% 1593 4.86% 967

Culture & Education 2.19% 562 3.60% 1852 3.28% 653

Regional Development 2.52% 646 2.91% 1498 2.73% 543

Budget 1.81% 463 2.42% 1249 2.54% 505

Internal Market & Consumer Protection 2.35% 602 2.04% 1053 1.94% 385

Development 2.09% 535 2.08% 1072 1.38% 275

Fisheries 1.81% 463 1.55% 797 0.11% 21

Constitutional & Inter-Institutional Affairs 0.82% 209 1.16% 595 0.09% 18

total 25627  51509  19896  
 
table 2 Parliamentary questions and their policy areas, ordered by the average number of  
questions. For EP 8, the data runs up to March 2016. The classification of categories is based on the 
answering EC member’s portfolio. See the data chapter for a discussion of how these questions were 
categorised.

Over time, as Figure 4 shows, the number of parliamentary questions has increased 

considerably. The data show that the number of parliamentary questions doubled in EP 

7 compared to EP 6. The number of questions during the first half of EP 8 also sug-

gests that the increase in the number of questions is being maintained. This increase is 

primarily caused by the number of written questions (again, likely because it is simply 

easier to accommodate an increase in the number of written questions, compared to the 

need for facilities and staff for oral and question time questions). One part of the expla-

nation for the rise in questions can be found in the expansion of the EU and the EP from 

fifteen member states in 2002 to twenty-eight in 2016. Another part of the explanation 

is the EP’s increased legislative powers (see above), which has expanded the number of 

issues that the EP has a say about.

 About half of the parliamentary questions are posed by MEPs from the Grand 

Coalition parties, including ALDE, while the other half of the questions are split between 

left-wing opposition (GUE, Greens) and right-wing opposition. This means that opposi-

tion parties pose more parliamentary questions relative to their seat share than coalition 

parties (who, on average, occupied around 73 per cent of the seats during EP 6 and 

7, and 64 per cent during EP 8). After the elections for the eighth EP term (2014), 
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however, the (radical) right parties quite strongly increased their use of parliamentary 

questions (see Figure 5), owing largely to their electoral success in these elections.

 The mean number of parliamentary questions for each party group and each 

EP term (since EP 5) tells us that smaller party groups ask more questions per MEP. 

More interesting than just the mean is the standard deviation (SD), indicating whether 

all MEPs ask about the same number of questions (when the SD is close to zero) or 

whether only a few of the group’s MEPs ask almost all of the questions (when the SD 

is much higher than the mean). Here we find that most groups have a standard devia-

tion that is similar to the mean. The exception to this are the non-attached members 

and the Eurosceptic and radical right groups of the IND/DEM and EFD, which have a 

much higher standard deviation than their means, suggesting that only a few members 

are responsible for the bulk of these groups’ parliamentary questions. Occasionally, the 

S&D, GUE, and Greens also exhibit this characteristic.

 As discussed above, with the exception of questions leading to an oral debate, 

MEPs can ask questions without requiring the support of other MEPs or their party 

group. Even though it is unnecessary, however, cooperation in tabling questions does 

still occur. Overall, 6.2 per cent of all questions between the years 2001 and 2016 had 

more than one author, and 1.5 per cent of all questions had four or more authors (source: 

author’s calculations, see Chapter 4). However, co-tabling a priority written question is 

markedly costlier than a normal written question: co-tabling a priority written question 

makes it impossible to table another one for the whole calendar month, while for written 

questions the MEP still has four possibilities to (co-)table a written question. This is 

clearly seen in the number of priority written questions with more than one author: 

only 1.5 per cent. Given that co-sponsoring priority written questions is both costly 

and unnecessary (in terms of being able to table a question), it would appear that when 

MEPs actually do co-sponsor such a question, they must have a good reason to do so. 

This makes research on parliamentary instruments that have low levels of co-sponsor-

ship necessary if we are to understand such cooperation.

 Topic-wise, some differences exist between roll-call voting and parliamentary 

questioning, yet there is also a clear overlap (see Table 2). Issues such as the Budget and 

Constitutional & Inter-institutional Affairs are clearly voted upon more than there are 

parliamentary questions asked about them. Comparing parliamentary terms, interesting 

patterns also appear: issues such as Environment & Public Health have become much 

more important from EP 7 onwards (potentially linked to a heightened awareness of 

climate change), as is Foreign & Security Policy (potentially linked to the Arab Spring 

uprising). Rather surprisingly, the topic of Employment & Social Affairs has become 

clearly  important (strangely enough, in light of the outbreak of the 2008 financial crisis 

just at the start of EP 7). However, this is partly offset by the increase in attention to 

Economic & Monetary Affairs.
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2.2.3 Motions

The EP, like most parliaments, allows groups of legislators, party groups, and com-

mittees to table motions (sometimes also referred to as ‘resolutions’ or ‘motions for 

resolution’). Motions outline the position of the Parliament towards any issue it wants. 

Often, motions are used to call upon the Commission to act on events, for example 

by calling for scrutiny over a member state’s way of implementing European legisla-

tion. After being introduced, motions are subject to a vote in which they can either 

be adopted or rejected. As such, once adopted, they carry more ‘weight’ than parlia-

mentary questions. At the same time, however, they lack the legally binding force of 

(some types of) amendments. Some motions, nonetheless, are treated very seriously, 

such as votes of confidence, which are often votes on a motion stating that parlia-

ment has lost its trust in the proper functioning of the Commission. As such, when 

carried by a parliamentary majority, motions are an important parliamentary instru-

ment available to MEPs. Motions can, however, also be used in important other ways: 

Motions for Resolution tabled by individual members only occasionally give rise 

to a report from a parliamentary committee but do allow individual MEPs to 

raise issues. Such motions are translated into all the Union languages and distrib-

uted and are therefore useful, even if no follow-up takes place within Parliament, 

for the individual MEP concerned to demonstrate his/her activities on behalf of 

constituents, to place a viewpoint on record, to draw attention to a particular 

problem or to contribute to discussions in other frameworks (and are therefore 

comparable to early-day motions in the House of Commons) 

(Corbett et al., 2011: 62).

The EP’s Rules of Procedure allow for motions to be tabled under various articles.7 

Most prominent of these are the motions that are introduced by groups of members, party 

groups, or committees following a statement by the Commission, the Council (of Minis-

ters), or the European Council, in which the EP expresses its views on the issues presented 

in the statement (Rule 110(2)). Another often-used procedure (Rule 122) is in the case of 

a breach of human rights anywhere around the world, on which the EP often tables (and 

adopts) motions for resolution condemning these violations. The third most-used option 

is the freest in terms of content and allows any member to table a motion for resolution 

on any topic falling within the “spheres of activity of the European Union” (Rule 120). 

However, for such a motion to be put to a vote, the responsible committee has to decide 

on how to deal with the motion. It can, for example, integrate it within a broader report, 

or combine it with other motions for resolution. Other articles stipulate purely procedural 

7  All references to articles within the Rules of Procedure in this paragraph refer to the Rules of Procedure in 
operation during the last year of the seventh parliamentary term.
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motions for resolution, for example dealing with members raising concerns about the 

inadmissibility of a matter, or of a motion calling for the end of a debate (Rule 172).

 Following from the above, it is clear that restrictions apply to who, under what 

circumstances, and about what motions for resolution can be introduced. In general, any 

MEP can table a motion – either alone, or together with other MEPs, even from different 

party groups – though MEPs can normally only table a motion ‘on behalf of ’ their party 

group. The exact degree to which party groups are involved in the process of tabling a 

motion, however, is unclear. Alternatively, MEPs can join forces and a minimum of forty 

can table motions without the need to do this on behalf of a party group (between 1.4 

and 2.4 per cent of the regular motions have enough sponsors to be tabled without party 

group support). Next to individual MEPs, committees can also table motions for reso-

lution, often alongside a report containing the EP’s position towards new or amended 

legislation. In this way, a committee can request the entire Parliament to vote on an 

issue, signalling to the Commission or the Council that it is serious about its position.

the necessity to reach early agreement: joint motions for resolution

Often, many party groups table motions to stress their viewpoints on the same event 

or issue. The downside of having many motions is that it is harder for any of them to 

be supported by a majority during voting time. To prevent this from happening, party 

groups organise negotiations in which an attempt is made to forge a single joint motion 

for resolution. If such a joint motion is put to a vote and is adopted, all other motions fall 

(i.e. are disregarded), putting a premium on participation to reach a compromise text in 

the form of joint motions.

 However, the procedure of tabling joint motions creates a somewhat unequal 

playing field: the two Grand Coalition parties of the EPP and S&D have always com-

manded a majority in the EP, meaning that if they are successful in cooperating to 

table a joint motion (and whipping their members to vote in line), other party groups 

are left with little to actually win. Their motions would fall, so they need to jump on 

board the train that is being steered by the EPP and S&D. This leads the non-coalition 

party groups to “focus on securing specific points where they have a particular interest” 

(Corbett et al., 2011: 203). Not all is lost, however:

But when the EPP and [S&D] cannot agree (which is indeed not always easy 

and, when it happens, can cause unease in their ranks), the ALDE Group is often 

in the pivotal position and determines whether there will be a left or right leaning 

coalition on the issue in question […]. 

(Corbett et al., 2011: 203)

This means that we can expect the patterns of cooperation in tabling motions to be 

dependent on the issue (those issues which follow a left-right line of conflict, in which 
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the EPP and S&D are further removed from each other than, for example, on European 

integration issues, could show an increase in cooperation with ALDE). For non-main-

stream MEPs, a clear impetus exists to cooperate with mainstream colleagues, more 

than with other instruments. Therefore, cooperation between non-mainstream and 

mainstream MEPs can be expected to be higher for motions than for other instruments. 

when, by whom, how many, and about what are motions tabled?

Figure 6 the number of motions for resolution over time. The data are up to May 2017.

Figure 7 the relative number of motions by party group. Both motions and joint motions are included. 
Furthermore, questions with more than one author count for each group separately. Excluded are motions 
which are submitted by committees. Data up to 12 February 2016.
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Although the tabling of motions is a common procedure in MEPs’ parliamentary behav-

iour, as Figure 6 shows, it is an instrument that is much less common than asking a 

parliamentary question. Motions are somewhat costlier to submit since most of them 

have to be submitted on behalf of a party group, although at the same time there are 

no formal limits to the maximum number of motions a single MEP or party group can 

introduce (unlike the limits imposed on question asking). Up to the end of the seventh 

EP term, the number of motions was very stable, but with the start of the eighth EP 

term, the number of motions nearly doubled. 

 More than half of all motions are tabled by the mainstream groups of the EPP, S&D, 

and ALDE, while the other half is split between the other party groups. Figure 7 shows the 

distribution of motion-tabling by party group, revealing a quite stable pattern up to the end of 

the seventh EP term (in 2014). Even though coalition parties have other means of influencing 

policy (for example, by directly meeting with Council members), they still opt to use motions.8 

This could partly be explained by the simple observation that motions are primarily influ-

ential when adopted by parliament, and in all cases, MEPs from one or more Grand 

Coalition party groups have to support the motion during the vote. Therefore, opposition 

groups might decide that it is not worth the trouble to table a motion that is doomed to fail, 

lowering the total number of motions. The reverse is true for Grand Coalition legislators 

as their motions have a higher chance of reaching enough support during the plenary vote. 

 Since the 2014 elections, motions are increasingly being used by radical right 

legislators (similar to, but even stronger than, the development of parliamentary ques-

tion asking). One reason, beyond the simple increase in the number of radical right 

MEPs, is that it is much easier for an MEP to table a motion if he or she is a member 

of a party group, and a new radical right party (the Europe for Freedom and Direct 

Democracy Group, EFDD) was formed just after the elections for the eighth term. 

Without party group support, MEPs would need to gather a total of forty signatures to 

table a motion; with a party group’s support, only one signature is required. The abso-

lute number of motions increased at the start of the eighth EP term, and this increase 

has been caused by motions from radical right MEPs who, before the eighth term, could 

not or would not table them.

 Cooperation in the tabling of motions is very common. In fact, 67 per cent of all 

regular motions have more than one sponsor (source: author’s own calculation, see Chapter 

4). On average, a motion is sponsored by slightly more than five MEPs (SD = 8); joint 

motions are by definition sponsored by at least two legislators, and the average number of 

sponsors is just under 31 (SD = 29.5). The distinct number of party groups on behalf of 

whom regular motions are tabled is low: the average is 1.2 (SD = 0.8). This is surprising 

since motions do not benefit from more than one MEP per party group, as motions that 

8 Note that another reason for the use of motions by mainstream party groups lies in their technical functions. 
For example, motions are also used to wind up a debate.
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are signed by a single MEP are considered to be signed by the whole party group. There-

fore, intra-party group co-sponsoring has little effect. Nonetheless, cooperation between 

members of different party groups occurs frequently. For  motions, and unsurprisingly 

as they are compromises between party groups, cooperation between party groups is very 

common, with an average of 5.2 distinct party groups delivering one or more MEPs as sig-

natories for a motion (SD = 1.2). This means that on average, more than half of the party 

groups participate in the drafting of a joint motion, and thereby that these motions have a 

much higher chance of being adopted during voting time than regular motions. 

 Even though motions represent an important instrument available to MEPs, 

the instrument has received little scholarly attention. Currently, no large-N research 

has been conducted on motions in the EP. Non-EP research focuses on explaining why 

legislators opt to work together and finds that specialisation is the key driver for such 

cooperation (Louwerse and Otjes, 2015).

2.2.4 Amendments

When a motion for resolution or a report is tabled in the plenary, amendments can be intro-

duced to change the substance of the tabled texts. Amendments are generally followed by 

a vote. To prevent the plenary from duplicating the function of committees and thereby 

taking up scarce plenary time, rather strict rules exist regarding the tabling of amend-

ments. Three types of text can be amended in the plenary: reports (tabled by committees), 

motions for resolution (including joint motions), and Parliament’s own Rules of Proce-

dure.  Amendments can only be introduced by a party group or the responsible committee.9 

Furthermore, a group of forty MEPs can also table amendments. Rules surround the 

tabling procedure, such as strict deadlines and the need for an amendment to be trans-

lated into all official EU languages before it can be put to a vote. This strictness for the 

plenary stands in stark contrast to the procedure for tabling amendments within commit-

tees, where only the committee deals with the amendment; committees allow individual 

members to amend texts, and without the strict deadline and language requirements.

After the amendment has been tabled and accepted by the Parliament’s President, it 

is put to a vote. The order by which multiple amendments on the same text are put to 

a vote is determined by the somewhat subjective ‘distance from original text’ method, 

meaning that amendments that change the substantive meaning of a tabled report or 

resolution the most are voted upon first. Once an amendment is voted on and adopted, 

all other amendments that contradict it will fall immediately.

As amendments can directly change both legislation as well as non-legislative texts (e.g. 

Parliament’s opinion on human rights issues), the tabling of amendments is probably 

9 Other committees on a related topic that has not been covered by the responsible committee can also table 
amendments.
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one of the most powerful parliamentary instruments. However, as support from a major-

ity in the EP is required, the instrument of tabling amendments is more important 

to centrist groups that are both willing and able to compromise towards the median 

position (Kreppel, 2000, 2002a; Mamadouh and Raunio, 2003: 342). For non-centrist 

legislators, tabling amendments might serve more as a signalling device (towards the 

electorate) than as a way of actually influencing legislation.

 The importance of amendments to centrist legislators works in another 

important way as well. Most of the amendments deal with changes to texts originating 

in committees, and the ideological composition of committees in terms of its mem-

bership is not always representative of the ideological composition of the plenary.10 

 If a committee is ideologically more extreme (e.g. when the median voter in the com-

mittee is more left-leaning than the median legislator in the plenary), plenary amend-

ments by centrist parties can be aimed at making the final text more acceptable to the 

centrist parties in the plenary (and, for legislative reports, ultimately the Council, with 

whom the EP has to reach an agreement on these matters).

when, by whom, and on what are amendments introduced?

Figure 8 the number of amendments tabled by year and amended text type. Note that amend-
ments on draft reports and draft opinions (both tabled and dealt with exclusively within committees) are only 
counted from 2005 onwards.

10 This holds even though Rule 199 (ex 177) explicitly states that the “composition of the committees shall, as 
far as possible, reflect the composition of Parliament” (European Parliament, 2015).
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Figure 9 the relative number of amendments by party group. Only plenary amendments to motions 
(including joint motions) and reports are included. Furthermore, questions with more than one author count 
for each group separately

Curiously, the number of plenary amendments (but not the other types) exploded during 

the years 2013 and 2014 (see Figure 8), only to return to a lower level than before these 

two years. Also, during election years, the number of amendments first seems to increase 

before the elections and then to decrease significantly. This suggests that legislators want 

to put their mark on legislation by amending it while they can: after all, one can never 

be sure that the elections will yield a favourable result for individual legislators, or for 

national and European parties.

 The party groups that are most active in tabling amendments are the Grand 

Coalition party groups and the left-wing opposition of the Greens and GUE (see Figure 

9). The EPP, S&D, and ALDE together account for a majority of the amendments (56 

per cent). The left-wing opposition of the Greens and GUE account for 33 per cent of 

the amendments. From the start of the seventh EP term, the GUE greatly increased 

its tabling of amendments. Relative to the number of seats of right-wing party groups 

(excluding the Grand Coalition groups), these groups have introduced fewer amend-

ments than expected according to their number of seats (12 per cent of the total number 

of amendments). It appears that these party groups value other parliamentary instru-

ments over introducing amendments more than groups from the left.

 Cooperation in the tabling of plenary amendments is very common. For 

amendments to reports, 57 per cent of all amendments are tabled by more than one 

MEP. On average, an amendment to a report is sponsored by 2.7 MEPs (SD = 2.9), 

from on average of 1.6 party groups (SD = 1.3). This means that cross-party group 
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cooperation occurs very often. The amending of motions and joint motions occurs quite 

similarly to that of reports: 60 per cent of the amendments to motions are co-sponsored 

(56 per cent of amendments to joint motions), and the average number of MEPs tabling 

an amendment to a motion is 3.2 (SD = 4.7), while joint motions are tabled on average 

by 2.6 MEPs (SD = 2.7). Interestingly, cooperation across party groups is less common: 

for motions, on average 1.3 party groups are involved (SD = 1), and for joint motions 

even fewer with 1.1 party groups involved (SD = 0.5). 

2.3 Conclusion

This chapter traces the function and usage of parliamentary instruments in the EP. It 

argues how parliamentary instruments fit in the processes of legislating. Moreover, given 

these divergent functions, the chapter introduces basic statistics on the use of the instru-

ments by party groups and over time. 

 Not all instruments are used equally often: instruments such as the introduc-

tion of amendments and motions are often used by mainstream party groups (the S&D, 

EPP, ALDE), while parliamentary questions are more often used by non-mainstream 

party groups and non-attached members (i.e. MEPs without a party group). One of the 

most important trends is that the use of virtually all instruments has been rising over 

time. Now, more than before, legislators are using parliamentary instruments. Most 

instruments benefit from cooperation during the phase of introducing an amendment, 

motion, or question. Therefore, the next chapter will discuss how legislators cooperate 

when using these instruments.
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chapter 3 
A model of parliamentary cooperation 
through principals and preferences

 

“All social cooperation on a larger scale than the most intimate social group 

requires a measure of coercion.”

Reinhold Niebuhr (1932) 

3.1 Cooperation between legislators in their use of  
parliamentary instruments

When formulating policy alternatives, scrutinising the Commission, or trying to influ-

ence the parliamentary agenda, cooperation is essential. This is especially true for those 

parliamentary instruments that require majorities to prevail (such as the vote on a law 

or the adoption of an amendment). Studies of parliamentary cooperation are, however, 

often limited to a single parliamentary instrument (especially in research on the EP). 

For example, Hix (2002) and Voeten (2009) limit their studies of parliamentary coop-

eration to the instrument of roll-call voting, despite other scholars’ questioning of the 

usefulness of studying this instrument (Carrubba et al., 2009; Roberts, 2007; Yordanova 

and Mühlböck, 2014). Others have studied different parliamentary instruments, such 

as parliamentary debates (Proksch and Slapin, 2010). Nonetheless, no study exists that 

explicitly combines and compares multiple EP parliamentary instruments. Studies that 

do combine multiple parliamentary instruments are often not so much interested in 

comparing the instruments themselves but rather the function they play in a specific 

legislative process (e.g. Roger et al., 2017). Therefore our knowledge about cooperation 

in the EP is only valid for specific types of parliamentary instruments. 

 This book studies and compares five parliamentary instruments: roll-call 

voting, motions, amendments, parliamentary questions, and agenda-setting questions. 

To offer a fruitful comparison, the book uses a single model of parliamentary coop-

eration, which will be developed in this chapter. This model involves the collection of 

determinants, such as shared characteristics (e.g. coming from the same country, same 

party group, and a measure of ideological distance), which influence the decisions of 

legislators to collaborate. The relative influence of the determinants within the model 

are dependent on conditions relating to, among other factors, the subject matter of the 

vote (e.g. agricultural policy versus economic issues) or the time period (e.g. related to 

the EP’s institutional development). For example, European party groups might be very 

influential in stimulating cooperation between their members on socio-economic issues, 



43PART I

but not on agricultural issues, while national parties might be influential in stimulating 

cooperation for parliamentary questions (which can be used without the consent of 

party groups). All in all, cooperation between legislators using parliamentary instru-

ments can arguably be expected to be structured by at least four factors: national party 

pressure, European party group pressure, policy specialisation, and national borders.

The chapter is structured as follows. First, the theoretical basis for understanding and 

explaining cooperation between legislators is discussed. Two key insights from the 

existing literature are combined: principal–agent theory, which serves to understand 

delegation-based influences on legislators’ decisions to cooperate with colleagues, and 

non-delegation-based influences. The chapter then moves on to construct a model that 

explains what influences decisions regarding cooperation, and which factors influence 

the relative strength of the explanations. In the final section, the underlying assumptions 

and the limitations of the model will be discussed.

3.2 A theoretical basis for explaining cooperation

This chapter identifies four factors that influence the decisions of legislators to coop-

erate. Two of these are based on the idea, derived from principal–agent (P–A) theory, 

that parties act as ‘principals’ towards their legislators, who are the ‘agents’, while the 

remaining two are based on policy specialisation and national borders. Much of the 

existing literature uses, explicitly or implicitly, parts of P–A theory to understand and 

explain the patterns of legislative cooperation. P–A theory will inform a large part of the 

present study, although the book does not take up P–A theory in its entirety. Rather, P–A 

relations are understood as one component of influence on parliamentary cooperation.

3.2.1 Principal–agent theory

When legislators work together, they primarily do so for two reasons: they want to do so, 

or they are forced to do so. Even when two legislators dislike one another on a personal 

level, they may still work together, and they can do this without being forced to do so. 

In the calculus of whether or not to cooperate with one’s colleagues, a legislator might 

simply value the strategic gains through cooperation more highly than personal feelings. 

The logic for accepting the pressure of an external source (e.g. a party group) is similar. 

The legislator trades off the costs of ‘shirking’ (in this case, ignoring the party group’s 

attempts to control) against the (potential) gains of keeping in line with the party group. 

This idea is both intuitive and far from new, as it has been theorised in P–A models and 

put to the test in various settings, including that of parliamentary cooperation. Often, 

the relationship between party and legislator is characterised as one of a principal (the 

party) towards its agent (the legislator) (e.g. Lindstadt et al., 2012).
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P–A theory is a compact set of theoretical assumptions and expectations that aims to 

understand the concept of and problems surrounding delegation of tasks and respon-

sibilities (Braun and Guston, 2003; Strøm, 2000). The primary mechanism is that one 

actor delegates the responsibility for certain tasks to an agent, and this agent receives 

a reward for executing the tasks according to the principal’s wishes. It is a relationship 

based upon the exchange of one resource (skills, time, etc.) for another (money, posi-

tions of power, etc.). Actors are assumed to be utility-maximising and rational. In other 

words, they seek to gain the most while expending the fewest resources possible. This 

leads to a crucial part of P–A theory, namely its aim to understand when and how del-

egation problems arise; in P–A terminology, understanding when the agent ‘shirks’ his 

or her responsibilities towards the principal (e.g. Braun and Guston, 2003). The situa-

tion of an agent shirking his or her responsibilities is referred to as ‘agency loss’, which 

is the failure of the agent to make his or her own preferences subordinate to those of the 

principal.

 In order to understand cooperation between legislators in the EP, P–A theory is 

used to argue that legislators are under the influence of two principals (Hix, 2002). The 

first principal is the national party, which is able to reward and sanction legislators by 

providing them with a place on the ballot for upcoming elections. The second principal 

is the European party group, which is able to provide and take away positions of power 

from MEPs. In exchange for a spot on the ballot or a powerful parliamentary position, 

both types of party demand loyalty. This creates the problem of competing principals, as 

the preferences of the national party and party group do not always overlap.11

 One of the most important tasks that the parties delegate to the legislators is 

that of policy making in the parliamentary arena. In most parliaments, and the EP is no 

exception to this, the introduction of legislation, the use of control mechanisms over the 

executive, and other legislative tasks are the explicit right of individual legislators and 

not of their principals (although support from the principal is often a requirement). At 

the same time, legislators would be rather powerless if they were to operate without their 

principals’ consent at one level or the other, as legislators cannot be elected to the EP 

without a national party, and without party group membership they would have mark-

edly less influence on legislation. Conversely, legislators need to vote along party group 

lines in order for a party group to be influential in the policy-making process, and they 

need to cooperate in tabling policy to meet minimum requirements on the number of 

signatories or to gain enough support to make the policy pass during a vote. This means 

that delegation, monitoring, and accountability are important attributes that character-

ise the relationship of legislators and their principals. Hix (2002) has demonstrated that, 

11 The preferences of these two principals do overlap considerably (since national parties join ideologically like-
minded party groups) (Corbett et al., 2011: 119). While national delegations do sometimes break off from 
party group lines (hix, 2002), this is not often the case (hix et al., 2007).
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in the end, national parties are the most powerful principals in terms of influencing how 

legislators vote.

 The observation that MEPs are under the influence of two distinct principals 

introduces the problem of measuring the influence of each of these principals separately. 

When the national party and the European party group agree on an issue, which of these 

two was it that ultimately enforced the party line? We cannot simply look at the end 

result, as there is no variation. Furthermore, uncertainty about how to deal with prin-

cipals who have divergent preferences might leave agents with the problem of coming 

up with a strategy to reconcile these differences. Such a strategy might prioritise one 

principal and ignore the other, or it could be that the agent decides to try to come up 

with a middle-of-the-road solution. In cases such as these, agents might also have more 

opportunities to shirk, as having multiple principals allows agents’ own preferences to 

prevail by playing out the principals against each other.

 Scholarly work on legislative behaviour often starts from a P–A theoretical 

model and sees cases where legislators do not act coherently (e.g. vote similarly during 

a roll-call) as agency loss. These conclusions, however, have come under criticism from 

scholars arguing that one cannot simply make inferences about intentions from observed 

behaviour. Krehbiel (1993) argues that one cannot draw conclusions about whether 

party unity is based on party pressure or on agents’ personal ideological motivations by 

only observing the fact that roll-call voting seems structured by a left–right dimension of 

contestation, since party unity could well be an effect of ideological preferences rather 

than party pressure (e.g. whipping). In a similar vein, Kam (2014) discusses the differ-

ence between party unity and party discipline. The distinction between unity and disci-

pline is as important as it is simple. The latter implies the active use of power by the party 

over its members, while the former leaves open the option of voluntarily following the 

party line (Kam, 2014). In other words, agency loss might never have occurred, simply 

because the principal did not have any preferences or it was uninterested in forcing its 

agents in one way or another.

 The model to explain cooperation that this chapter seeks to develop revolves 

around the idea that all (party) principals are, up to a degree, able to influence their 

(legislator) agents, but that principals are not necessarily interested in controlling every 

and all types of legislative behaviour. The question is thus twofold: first, to what extent 

do principals influence the behaviour of their agents, and second, what conditions change 

the degree to which some principals and preferences matter more and others less? The 

next two sections discuss the two principals that legislators face and their mechanisms 

of control, and the conditions under which they are more (and less) powerful.

the logic of national party control

What are the sources of power that national parties have in order to effectively control 

their legislators? Undoubtedly, the role of national parties in the election process is key 
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to understanding their power base: national parties possess selection power. Short of 

setting up one’s own national party, a legislator needs a national party to be nominated 

for the ballot. Depending on both the member states’ electoral law and the national 

parties’ internal rules of procedure, the selection process involves being considered and 

selected by the party leadership, by a party conference, or both. This power works as 

an ex-ante control mechanism for legislators seeking re-election. Legislators who are 

deemed to be too disloyal to the party can be sanctioned by giving them a shameful 

lower (but electable) place on the ballot than they had before. The ultimate threat is 

the elimination of a candidate from the ballot, either directly by not granting an MEP 

a position on the ballot or indirectly by putting their names on an unelectable spot on 

the ballot. Both strategies would effectively prevent the re-election of the legislator to 

the EP. Only under very specific circumstances is this party strategy costly or difficult to 

execute. A rascal that is very popular could successfully threaten to create havoc for the 

party (e.g. by setting up his or her own party or threatening to publicise internal party 

struggles), or a legislator could switch parties (see McElroy and Benoit, 2010 for empiri-

cal evidence of party group switching). The latter strategy would require cooperation 

from another party, however, which could prove hazardous since the party would enlist 

a known rascal at the cost of potentially alienating another party with which coopera-

tion (in or outside of the national context) might be necessary (e.g. national government 

coalition partners).

 Apart from selection powers, national parties have other ways of influencing 

legislators’ parliamentary behaviour. First, the threat of not being allowed back on the 

ballot works the other way round as well. Loyal legislators can be rewarded with a higher 

place on the ballot. Especially for younger and/or career politicians, the election to and 

work within the EP can serve as a stepping stone to a more powerful position within 

national politics (Daniel, 2015: 6). Proven loyalty might help in terms of acquiring 

future functions within or on behalf of the party. Second, loyal party members might be 

rewarded with extra resources that can help them in their careers, such as being assigned 

more staff that help with work on important legislation, by offering extra personal cam-

paign resources, and by offering access to leadership functions.

 In the EP, national parties are in a rather optimal setting to enforce party dis-

cipline. First, as national party delegations to the EP are relatively small (on average, a 

national party has between four and nine MEPs, depending on the parliamentary term), 

they are able to stay informed about the behaviour of all of their legislators. They are 

undoubtedly in a better position than the European party groups to do so, as the latter 

are by definition much bigger (on average between 70 and 116 MEPs, again depending 

on the EP term). Second, MEPs from the same national party share the same political-

cultural style; MEPs are often socialised in earlier political functions within the same 

national party. European party groups, on the other hand, consist of legislators that 

come from diverse member states and various national parties with varying political-
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cultural styles. Therefore, the preference asymmetry within national parties is likely to 

be lower than within European party groups. Indeed, according to a survey conducted 

by Scully (2005), MEPs value representing their national party more highly than repre-

senting their party group; only representing the entire population of their member state 

ranks higher among MEPs. Scully (2005: 76) concludes from this that MEPs’ “principal 

political loyalty [lays with] their national party”. 

 Nonetheless, national parties are not always able to enforce discipline, nor 

do legislators always voluntarily follow party lines. Especially single-issue parties face 

a problem in terms of enforcing discipline on other issues, since these parties bring 

together legislators who share the positions on the party’s core issue but might differ 

significantly on other issues. These types of control problems arise from the context, 

in this case the issues that are on the table. However, control problems could also arise 

when the disciplining instruments of parties are less effective, because those who are 

sanctioned do not care much about the sanctions. Here, characteristics of individual 

members influence the degree to which parties are able to control their members. For 

example, members who do not care about re-election will not be influenced much by 

the promise of a higher position on the electoral ballot in the next elections. For those 

members for whom parliament serves as a ‘retirement home’ (e.g. after a more impor-

tant position, such as in national government), national party sanctioning capabilities 

will also be limited. This is because these legislators have more experience in politics 

and thus in knowing when to follow the party and when deviation is possible (Hix and 

Høyland, 2013: 185). When politicians are ‘promoted’ to the EP to rid them from, for 

example, a more sensitive national context (e.g. members with a label of ‘trouble-making 

ideologues’), they might continue their battle from within their new legislature (see, for 

example, Harward and Moffett, 2010: 123).

the logic of european party group control

MEPs’ second principal is the European party group of which they (and their national 

parties) are members. The power base of European party groups lies in their role in 

day-to-day parliamentary politics, as they control various resources such as financial 

and policy support, committee assignments, and various positions in the Parliament’s 

leadership hierarchy. First, with regard to their role in getting committee assignments, 

loyal members of the group can be rewarded with more prestigious committees, and the 

less loyal can be punished with no or relatively unimportant committees. Party groups 

are indeed found to reward loyal members in this way, as Yordanova (2011a) finds. As 

committee positions are decided upon by party groups at two moments (at the start of 

a parliamentary term and exactly halfway through, after two-and-a-half years), MEPs 

who are awarded important committees in the first instance are not freed from the party 

group’s stick after this initial distribution. After all, they might lose their valuable assign-

ments halfway through a parliamentary term. The MEP (for most party groups) also 
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becomes a party whip on his or her committee’s issue. Whipping one’s fellow partisans 

into shape is important in order to be able to have a strong bargaining position in rela-

tion to other party groups. Party groups could reward the loyalty of individual MEPs 

by supporting their attempts to whip the rest of the group to follow their line, thereby 

increasing support for these MEPs’ policy goals. Furthermore, party groups can support 

individual members by granting financial and organisational support for the introduc-

tion of motions and amendments, and for the use of other parliamentary instruments. 

Without the support of a party group, amending or passing legislation would be difficult, 

and as a consequence the legislator’s status among national party and fellow committee 

members might suffer.

 A number of EP regulations enables European party groups to effectively 

enforce party discipline. First, the far-reaching dominance of the meetings of the party 

group leaders in the Conference of Presidents make placing new issues on the agenda 

(except those coming from the Commission or the Council) virtually impossible without 

party group backing (Hix et al., 2007: 26).12 In this sense, MEPs and their national 

party delegations who wish to be effective legislators have no alternative than to join a 

party group. Nevertheless, party groups can veto the agenda-setting attempts of rascal 

members within their own ranks (cf. Kam, 2014: 404). Second, the threat of taking away 

important committee assignments is very real. Such an act by a party group resembles 

that of a prime minister reshuffling his or her cabinet. As Indridason & Kam (2008) 

argue, reshuffling is a powerful strategy to prevent agency loss. Third, working together 

with fellow party group members (not necessarily because they are whipped into doing 

so) can be a function of the party group’s size (in terms of the number of members). 

Cooperating with one’s fellow party group members pays off more than working just 

with MEPs from one’s national party delegation. Especially for roll-call voting, convinc-

ing fellow national party members has much less of an effect compared to convincing 

party group members, since one only needs to rally the support of one or two other party 

groups, rather than a hundred national party delegations.

 Two circumstances contribute to European party groups’ ability to maintain 

discipline. First, a principal can more easily control its agents when it does not face 

competition from other principals (Strøm et al., 2010: 519). This means that whenever 

national parties feel no, or a lower, need to control their agents, party groups have an 

easier job than when national parties strongly whip. This happens in two cases: either 

when a national party simply has no interest in the issue on the table, or when the inter-

ests of the national group align with those of the party group. Second, party groups are 

12 For example, placing issues on the political agenda through the asking of parliamentary questions, which lead 
to a debate or public hearing, is controlled by the Conference of Presidents (Meijers and van der Veer, 2018). 
It is through this organisation that party group leaders determine whether a question is admissible. Although 
it is formally required to give a reasoned opinion as to why an issue is determined to be inadmissible, the 
Conference can refuse questions as it pleases, giving party groups considerable agenda-setting powers.
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able to maintain discipline when they manage to attract important parliamentary posi-

tions. As discussed above, an MEP in a committee position acts as a whip towards other 

party members (saving the party group leadership time and resources, since they then 

have to whip less). At the same time, the party group might decide to join the whipping 

MEP and use the complete arsenal of instruments to enforce discipline when the stakes 

are high enough. For example, when the MEP has gained the position of rapporteur for 

an important piece of legislation, the party group might find itself in an ideal position to 

steer the entire piece of legislation towards its position. Therefore the more important 

the position of its members, the more weight the party group attributes to the issue, 

leading to a strong position of both the party group as well as the MEP who is the com-

mittee member or rapporteur. 

3.2.2 Alternatives to principal–agent theory

Principal–agent theory is very informative for understanding delegation relationships. 

However, in cases where there is no such relationship, for example because the principal 

has no preferences on a given piece of policy, or because the legislator simply ignores the 

principal, the theory has no clear predictive power regarding how and when legislators 

cooperate. This is not to imply that the patterns of cooperation are, under these condi-

tions, random. It would be counter-intuitive to assume that cooperation only occurs under 

the auspices of a principal or that only principals determine who cooperates with whom.

 In practice, various conditions can be identified where the two main principals 

have few or no preferences. First, some parliamentary instruments are more important 

to the two principals than others. Especially when an instrument is used on behalf of a 

national party or party group (for European party groups, in the case of tabling amend-

ments and motions), the principal might worry about damage to the party’s image if the 

agents propose policy or positions that are far removed from the principal’s preferences. 

Furthermore, the importance in terms of bargaining power vis-à-vis other national 

parties or European party groups might influence the degree of interest of the principal. 

A prime case here is voting by roll-call on policy alternatives, which arguably represents 

one of the most important tasks of MEPs (Corbett et al., 2011: 123). Principals demand 

loyalty in voting, because the higher the degree of party unity, the stronger the group’s 

bargaining position in relation to other groups (Hix, 2002). In short, the degree to which 

principals are interested in the (cooperation in) legislative behaviour depends on the 

type of parliamentary instrument. Second, a time factor is present that determines the 

interest in and sway of national parties and party groups. This is because the EP evolved 

from a virtually powerless body to an influential institution. Compared to the earlier 

days of the EP, principals now have more of an interest in influencing cooperation on 

decision-making instruments (such as roll-call voting), as these instruments are more 

valuable with the increasing role of the EP in EU decision-making. Third and finally, 



50 ChAPTER 3

some issues are of more interest to some principals than to others. The example given 

in this chapter discussing the third research question holds: national parties from coun-

tries that benefit from agricultural subsidies might seek to cooperate with other national 

parties (irrespective of ideological differences) from the same member state, or from 

member states that benefit equally from the subsidies.

 The usability of P–A theory to explain (cooperation in) parliamentary behav-

iour has its limits, as shown above. Few theoretical alternatives exist, however, at least 

in the sense of a broad theory offering insights when comparing parliamentary instru-

ments.13 Therefore, this chapter builds upon the insights of P–A-theory without for-

mally testing, for example, instances of shirking or agency loss. Rather, the insights from 

P–A approaches are used as explanations of why legislators cooperate, coupled with the 

assumption that legislators also cooperate out of personal preferences or for tactical 

reasons (other than pleasing their national party or European party group). In this way, 

we can assess the level to which principals and preferences matter, but not whether or 

not we can speak of shirking or agency loss.

3.3 A model of cooperation

The four-factor model of cooperation in EP legislative behaviour consists of various 

underlying elements. This section discusses all four factors and their elements, building 

arguments about why and how these factors and elements matter when explaining coop-

eration. The insights offered in this chapter will be developed into specific arguments 

and hypotheses in the three empirical chapters that follow. Akin to the discussion in the 

previous section, the model differentiates between control-based explanations of coop-

eration and voluntary explanations of cooperation.

3.3.1 Principal–agent relations I: national parties

Parties have goals that are related to the functions they fulfil for the electorate. Parties 

seek to fulfil two goals at the same time: that of office (via elections) and that of policy 

(via parliamentary politics). Neither of these goals can be achieved without achieving the 

other, at least in the long run. As Hazan writes,

The first goal of any incumbent politician is to be reselected by his or her own 

party, before being re-elected by the public, before achieving party office, and 

before gaining any legislative or executive office. Reselection is thus the primary 

of all political goals, because without this no other goal can be attained—unless 

13 A point also made by yordanova (2011b), who argues that there is a lack of EP-specific theories of parlia-
mentary behaviour.
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they are willing to run the risks of selection in a rival party or running as inde-

pendents—and no agenda can be pursued. Reselection will, therefore, have an 

important influence on how legislators behave in the legislature, unless they 

decided not to seek re-election. 

(Hazan, 2014: 214)

Nonetheless, if parties seek office, they need voters to vote for them, and voters prefer 

parties that fulfil the electoral promises on the basis of which they were elected in the 

first place (Müller, 2000: 314).14 Therefore, after the elections, a strong impetus exists 

for parties to actually get policy in place. For this, the parliamentary party needs to 

control the executive. In turn, control over the executive is stronger if the party acts 

in a united way. Essential for attaining unity is the need to control the behaviour of 

legislators by stimulating certain types of behaviour and preventing others (e.g. closed 

ranks during parliamentary votes and preventing cooperation with electoral competitor 

parties). At the same time, individual party members benefit in a number of ways from 

breaking with the party line. This poses a problem of control for parties. To be able to 

control the executive, they need to control their own flock first. 

element 1: ideological positions

First, national parties participate in elections by offering package deals of policies. Schol-

ars often compare parties by comparing these package deals on one or more dimensions, 

for example by comparing the manifestos that outline the policy positions of parties 

(Braun et al., 2010). Many of the complicated positions that parties and legislators take 

can be reduced to a single or otherwise low-dimensional model, and the EP is no excep-

tion (Gabel and Hix, 2002). Although the exact definition of ideological position is the 

source of much scholarly debate, most scholars agree to a definition of ideology “as a 

‘constraint’ on policy positions, such that positions on a broad range of issues are related 

to each other in consistent and identifiable ways” (Gabel and Huber, 2000: 95). 

 The relevant dimensions for the EP appear to be a general left–right dimen-

sion and a European integration dimension (Hix et al., 2014). The left–right dimension 

includes economic positions, setting apart legislators and their national parties that favour 

more state intervention on the economy from those legislators and national parties that 

favour market-based solutions. This dimension also encompasses cultural values, setting 

apart legislators with liberal attitudes from those with traditional, conservative attitudes. 

14 Scholars have proposed, however, that the fulfilment of electoral promises is less important for EP elec-
tions than for most other elections. hix et al. (2007: 28) argue that MEPs are not held to account for their 
parliamentary behaviour by the electorate. Furthermore, Slapin & Proksch (2010), speaking about European 
party groups rather than national parties, argue that “[t]he electoral disconnection between European political 
groups and citizens raise[s] questions about the extent to which the parliamentary behaviour of MEPs matters 
for re-election”. See also Van der Veer & Pellikaan (2016).
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The European integration dimension separates legislators and national parties who are in 

favour of European integration from those who oppose the current trajectory of European 

integration, as well as those who outright oppose integration in any form (Bakker et al., 

2012). The left–right dimension appears to be dominant in the EP (Hix et al., 2007), 

although recently a shift occurred towards more European integration-based conflict with 

the start of the seventh EP term (Otjes and van der Veer, 2016; Roger et al., 2017). 

 In terms of their role and preference in the legislative process, we can expect 

parties to consider their own and other parties’ ideological positions when deciding on 

with whom to cooperate. The costs of compromising between parties that are nearer in 

terms of the political dimension are obviously lower than when a party seeks to cooper-

ate with another party that is further removed from its own position.

 For national parties, there are two circumstances that influence how ideological 

positions (rather than intra-party unity per se) matter when stimulating and/or prevent-

ing cooperation between legislators. First, ideological positions likely matter when coop-

eration is a necessity, which is the case for any parliamentary instrument that requires 

majoritarian decision-making. The prime case is the instrument of roll-call voting, which 

can never be dominated by any single national party, as these parties can never achieve a 

majority on their own. Other policy-making instruments which require majorities to be 

effective include amendments. Strictly speaking, a majority is only necessary in the vote 

on an amendment and not in the tabling phase. However, having sponsors from multi-

ple national parties ties these parties to the proposal, making it harder to drop support 

when the amendment reaches the voting phase. To a somewhat lesser degree, this also 

holds for motions, although the simple introduction of a motion (even if it is rejected in 

a plenary vote) can also be a signalling device to voters. Amendments, because of their 

direct ties to a source document (e.g. a legislative report) are more technical and thus 

serve less of a signalling purpose. National parties seeking to build pre-voting coalitions 

with other parties by allowing them to co-sponsor amendments or co-author motions 

would benefit most from cooperation with parties that are ideologically close. This is 

because the policy position taken in the amendment requires less change when coop-

erating with parties that are ideologically close. Second, national parties might seek 

support from ideologically close parties when dealing with parliamentary instruments 

on issues that are non-mainstream (for a discussion, see Chapter 9). To successfully 

place new issues on the parliamentary agenda, national parties might seek to cooperate 

to show that the issue has more support than just that of the party itself. 

element 2: party unity

A second element to consider when trying to understand the cooperation behaviour 

of national party delegations is related to their bargaining powers. The key observation 

here is that ‘unity breeds strength’. The more unified a national party delegation, the 

stronger its bargaining position towards other delegations. This in turn affects the ability 
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of parties to deliver on election promises (van der Veer and Pellikaan, 2016). This means 

that national parties have a key interest in controlling how their legislators operate as 

they face the electorate during the next elections and might be held to account for their 

successes and failures. Two arguments exist for why parties are best able to achieve their 

goals when they are coherent, and thus have an interest in keeping legislators in line. 

First, when parties form homogenous blocks (both during election time as well as in the 

office-holding phase afterwards), they are more powerful towards other parties that are 

less well organised. An organisation that voices multiple, possibly contradictory mes-

sages seems much more hard-pressed to win the confidence of the voter than a party 

that has a single message (e.g. Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, 2002). Second, during the 

policy-making phase, a party is only powerful if it is able to control the voting behaviour 

of its legislators. Therefore a homogeneous party might be better able to achieve its 

policy goals than a more heterogeneous party, as the former can more easily form coali-

tions with other parties, since a homogenous party is more credible and thus more of a 

trustworthy coalition partner. Since no permanent coalitions exist in the EP, the deliver-

ing on promises by party leaders is the only measure that other parties can use when 

assessing the coalition potential of a specific party. Party discipline therefore lowers the 

transaction costs (i.e. the costs associated with failing to keep up with a coalition agree-

ment, even for temporary coalitions on specific pieces of policy) and allows the parties 

to make credible claims of keeping up a multi-party compromise.

element 3: national government participation

Third, national parties, if they operate both on the national as well as the European 

level, can participate in the governing coalition in their member state. In this way, the 

national party has an influence on the composition of the Council and the Commission. 

If national parties are able to coordinate policy-making between the Council (via their 

ministers) and the EP (and, to a lesser extent, between national party members currently 

in the Commission), they have much more influence in the policy-making process. This 

is especially likely in cases where the Council and the EP need to form a unified block 

(against the Commission).

 Indeed, Hix et al. (2001; 2007, 2014) find that the governing status of national 

parties matters in terms of how individual legislators vote. MEPs who are from governing 

national parties cluster more together (i.e. they vote more alike than those who are not 

in national government). Interestingly, however, it is not only MEPs from governing 

national parties that cooperate; MEPs from national opposition parties also seem to 

work together. It is only cooperation between governing and non-governing MEPs that 

appears to be low. At least with regard to the tabling of parliamentary questions, Jensen 

et al. (2013) find that national opposition parties use EP parliamentary questions as 

a way of keeping the Commission up to date on the implementation of EU directives 

in national law. This suggests that cooperation takes place either between governing 
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national parties, or between opposition national parties, but not between governing and 

non-governing parties. 

3.3.2 Principal–agent relations II: European party groups

National parties derive their powers over their legislators from the role that the party plays 

in the electoral process. European party groups derive their power from their ability to 

distribute numerous resources, such as personnel, research support, and important posi-

tions in the EP, to their loyal legislators. Although national parties and their delegations 

as a whole decide upon party group membership, party groups have interests and goals 

of their own that do not necessarily align with those of the national parties. Party groups 

receive far more subsidies from the EP than individual MEPs and national party delega-

tions, and only party groups have a right to join some of the more important organisations 

that control the parliamentary agenda (e.g. the Conference of Presidents in which the 

party group leaders meet and decide on the issues that will, or will not, be on the agenda 

for the plenary part-sessions). Indeed, without being a member of a party group, the sway 

of individual members and even entire national party delegations would be small.

 Joining a party group is primarily an act of national parties, and not of indi-

vidual legislators. This leads to the situation that some individual legislators feel more 

attached to another party group than the one in which their national party participates. 

Indeed, roll-call voting analyses show that the policy positions of some legislators are 

closer to the median position of another party group than to that of their own (Hix, 

2001). This section discusses two elements of why party groups seek to influence coop-

eration behaviour and then moves on to discuss the conditions under which the groups 

are able to do so.

element 1: a grand coalition

As no party group in the EP has ever managed to reach a majority on its own, cooperation 

between party groups is necessary for any parliamentary instrument requiring majority 

support. This is especially visible in roll-call voting, as proposals only get carried by a 

relative or absolute majority (depending on the legislative procedure). For instruments 

such as the tabling of amendments or motions, reaching a majority is mainly important 

in the vote on the amendment or the motion, and not so much in the introduction of the 

piece itself. However, cooperation in tabling such a piece would most likely influence the 

degree to which the entire party group supports the piece during a vote.

 Building coalitions is an activity in which European party groups engage, more 

so than national parties, as the former command the numbers necessary for coordinat-

ing the making and keeping of coalitions in an efficient way. Party groups that commit 

themselves to forming a coalition stimulate cooperation among legislators of the coali-

tion party groups. In practice, this means that coalition party groups stimulate their 
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MEPs to vote along the coalition line, or to stimulate the tabling of policy by representa-

tives from all of the party groups involved.

 Since the executive and legislative branches are separated in the EU context, we 

cannot speak of a true coalition–opposition divide. Nonetheless, coalitions do form on an 

ad-hoc basis and some coalitions appear much more often than others. For example, early 

research on EP coalition building by Kreppel & Tsebelis (1999) and by Kreppel (2000) 

have shown that the coalition of EPP and S&D (dubbed the ‘Grand Coalition’, akin to 

those found in Germany and Austria) often dominates decision-making in the final phase 

of legislating. Coalitions, in this sense, are thus recurring patterns of cooperation between 

party groups (or national parties). Together, the two largest party groups of the EP have 

always commanded a substantial majority, well above 60 per cent of the seats. These two 

groups mainly agree on issues regarding European integration, while they differ in their 

views on economic issues (Hix et al., 2003: 326). However, even the economic differences 

should not be overstated. Roger (2014) and Roger et al. (2017) argue that, at least in times 

of crisis, the two party groups bridge their differences because they agree on the necessity 

of the European project. Their shared position towards European integration becomes the 

‘glue’ which binds the coalition together. Besides a shared vision on European integration, 

a more strategic argument can be made to explain why the Grand Coalition would cling 

together. As Kreppel (2000: 341) finds, the two Grand Coalition party groups successfully 

manage to share the most important parliamentary positions: the EP’s presidency. Only a 

few exceptions apply, in which a liberal president from ALDE was chosen.

 One of the most important findings on the strengths and weaknesses of Grand 

Coalition dominance over the EP is that it is conditional upon subject matter, the type 

of activity (legislative versus non-legislative), and the legislative phase. As argued, issues 

that follow another conflict line than the left–right have a higher degree of Grand Coali-

tion voting, as well as legislative votes (i.e. those that lead to legislation rather than non-

binding position taking), and votes that take part in the later legislative phases (Kreppel, 

2000). The votes on amendments, for example, follow less the Grand Coalition line 

than votes on the actual legislation. This flows from the earlier mentioned argument that 

the EPP and S&D have other instruments with which to influence policy. It is therefore 

reasonable to expect that these conditions also apply to parliamentary instruments other 

than the roll-call voting analysed by Kreppel (2000).

element 2: party group unity

Similar to coalition building between national parties, the bargaining power of European 

party groups is at its maximum when the legislators within the groups are united around 

a common position. The credibility of promises by party group leaders is only high if 

they manage to control their legislators. This means that, irrespective of the potential 

coalition, party groups can be expected to be interested in maintaining party unity.

Empirical research supports the idea that party groups maintain unity. Although not as 
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homogenous as national party delegations, party groups are clearly united. Hix (2002) 

argues that this is due to whipping on the side of the party group, although another part 

of the explanation lies in the fact that party groups consist of delegations of national 

party members who share a similar ideological perspective. This means that whipping 

is unnecessary and party group unity derives from pre-existing ideological perspectives. 

This is a point made by Krehbiel (1993) (see Section 3.2.1).

3.3.3 Institutional set-up: specialisation flowing from parliamentary  
 division of labour

Most parliaments adopt a system of division of labour in which legislators specialise in 

one or two specific topics, usually via a system of committees (and, to a lesser degree, 

via parliamentary delegations). The EP is no exception and has an extensive committee 

structure. The EP’s committees are found to be very influential in the legislative process 

(Bowler and Farrell, 1995; Collins et al., 1998; e.g. Roger, 2014; Yordanova, 2013), 

though we do not know if they are a powerful force in the plenary arena (by influencing 

cooperation decisions between legislators).

 The EP facilitates the specialisation of its members in a number of ways. First, 

as the EP has competences on a great number of issues, party groups that aim to suc-

cessfully change policy need to delegate the responsibility for specific issues to a subset 

of their members (often only a handful of MEPs are responsible for an issue). The 

committee system has been set up by the EP to be able to effectively monitor the Com-

mission and deal with its legislative proposals. On foreign policy-related issues, the EP 

has set up inter-parliamentary delegations that focus less on legislative tasks and more 

on bringing together MEPs interested in foreign relations and/or the specific country 

assigned to their delegation. 

 There are good reasons for MEPs to specialise. For some, the field to special-

ise in is not a choice that is made after running for elections, but is rather the reason 

for running in the first place (e.g. environmental activists seeking office). For others, 

specialisation is an opportunity to gain media attention by becoming the spokesperson 

for specific issues, rather than being one of the many MEPs of a party group. Such 

attention can benefit re-election chances. Specialisation is also a way to influence party 

group decisions (although a party group has considerable influence over who becomes 

specialised in what, especially in the case of committee and delegation membership). 

Again, such influence might be beneficial for re-election chances, as legislators can steer 

the party group position towards that of their own national party delegation and gain 

recognition for this from their national party (which sees its position being adopted by 

the much larger and more influential party group).

Existing evidence points to the fact that specialisation is indeed an important driver of 

the cooperation decisions made by legislators. Most evidence in this field comes from 
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studies of co-sponsorship (i.e. the tabling of amendments, motions, and bills by two or 

more legislators). Louwerse & Otjes (2015) investigate cooperation in the Dutch legisla-

ture. They find that shared specialisation is the most important predictor for legislators 

in deciding with whom to cooperate. “[O]ther explanations, such as policy distance and 

the government-opposition divide, only come into play when MPs are specialised in the 

same field” (Louwerse and Otjes, 2015: 476). This suggests that specialisation might 

also be more important for the EP than conventional explanations.

 Compared to political parties at the national parties and European level, com-

mittees themselves lack monitoring and sanctioning devices. Committees do not control 

the re-selection of incumbents for positions on the ballot (a task of national parties), nor 

are they able to reward loyal behaviour by handing out powerful positions (as most of 

these functions are distributed by party groups). This means that the logic of cooperation 

through specialisation (operationalised as shared committee and delegation member-

ship) is markedly different than that of cooperation via parties. Although most legislators 

can be expected to be interested in getting high-profile committee assignments, it is the 

national party or the European party group that is in a position to demand this, not the 

committees themselves. This means that any and all cooperation within committees is 

based on voluntary acts on the part of the legislators.15 The principal–agent framework 

therefore does not offer clear expectations about who cooperates with whom.

 Committees and delegations bring together legislators with a shared interest 

in the committee’s policy area or the delegation’s assigned country. Cooperation among 

fellow committee and delegation members therefore serves as a mechanism to promote 

the issue in the plenary where many other issues take up valuable time. Even if legislators 

do not entirely agree on the exact substantive position, they probably do agree that their 

issue is worth the plenary time. Rasmussen (2008) considers MEPs as ‘party soldiers’ 

who defend the interest of their party group against other party groups. Using similar 

terminology, MEPs could very well be ‘issue soldiers’. Cooperation can therefore be a 

function of a shared belief in the importance of an issue, rather than because of a prin-

cipal demanding cooperation.

3.3.4 National borders and shared national interests

MEPs might prefer to work with compatriots rather than with colleagues from the same 

party group. As Scully argues:

[For] the EP, whose members are elected on a national basis, in elections gener-

ally dominated by national parties and in which national issues dominate, and 

who once elected retain strong links with national politics and particularly their 

15  This is not to say that legislators cannot be pressured to cooperate or behave in a certain way in cases of 
shared specialisation, but only that the committee, delegation, or intergroup has no basis of control of its own.
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national party, the label inter-national is more accurate than either of the conven-

tional alternatives. 

(Scully, 2005: 77)

However, we do not see much of the national origins of MEPs in their roll-call voting 

(e.g. Hix et al., 2007). Why and under what conditions would we expect to see coopera-

tion along national lines?

 A first condition that might stimulate cooperation between compatriots 

(potentially at the expense of party group or ideological components) lies in the concept 

of shared national interests. Take for example the issue of fishing regulations. Only coun-

tries that have a shoreline or substantial lakes have an important stake in these regula-

tions; for the others, these EU policies simply have little to no impact on their countries’ 

policies. Another related competence that has such a divergent impact is that of agri-

culture in general, which could be of interest to almost all member states, but in reality 

is mainly interesting to those that (still) have a sizeable agricultural sector, and which 

would thus benefit from increased subsidies and lower regulations. Conversely, repre-

sentatives of member states without a fishery or a substantial agricultural sector would 

actually benefit from lower subsidies (as this would allow more money to be spent on 

issues from which they benefit) and higher regulation (as this would help to protect their 

environments and food safety standards as well). Some issues therefore have a very clear 

potential of pitting large sections of national delegations against each other, rather than 

party groups.

 The second reason for why nationality might matter is related to processes of 

socialisation. Scholars argue that the high degree of party group unity is, at least in part, 

an effect of socialisation, in which MEPs are socialised into believing that working within 

one’s party group is desirable (Rush and Giddings, 2013: 186). Such an argument obvi-

ously has one big potential flaw: socialisation is not a process that miraculously starts when 

the candidate becomes a member of the EP or of a European party group, but rather long 

before, including within the national party but also in the national political context. MEPs 

therefore might prefer to work with compatriots who share the same ‘rules of the game’, 

which might revolve around a seemingly trivial matter such as debating style.16 Moreover, 

the idea of transaction costs impacts cooperation, since it is much simpler for legislators to 

cooperate when they share a common (native) language, and/or if they are located close to 

each other (and thus potentially travel to and from the EP’s premises together).17

16 One counterargument here is that national antagonisms are also part of the socialisation process. See, for 
example, the discussion of national agenda control in Section 3.3.1, element 4.

17 This logic would also extend beyond purely national borders. Legislators from, for example, Germany and 
Austria could also be expected to cooperate more because they share German as their language. Multilingual 
MEPs could also cooperate more. Moreover, legislators who travel together do not necessarily need to come 
from the same country (e.g. legislators from neighbouring Vienna and Budapest might share flights).
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Anti-European sentiments also play a role. Especially those MEPs who are ‘hard’ Euro-

sceptics can be expected to prefer to work with fellow compatriots rather than with 

fellow (maybe ‘softer’) Eurosceptics, as the former simply do not believe in any form 

of European integration, while the latter do not oppose European integration per se, 

but rather the way in which it has progressed thus far (Szczerbiak and Taggart, 2008). 

A clear increase in the number of Eurosceptics since the Maastricht Treaty of 1992 

(e.g. Hakhverdian et al., 2013) has also led to an increase in the number of hard Euro-

sceptics (Treib, 2014). This means that an increasing number of EP legislators do not 

believe in cooperation within the framework of the EU whatsoever. Both these observa-

tions lead to lower than expected levels of cooperation among MEPs from different 

member states and (as cooperation is still often beneficial, if not required) thus to more 

cooperation among compatriots (at least among hard Eurosceptic compatriots). This 

argument depends upon the willingness of non-Eurosceptic members to cooperate with 

their Eurosceptic compatriots – potentially leading to many unsuccessful cooperation 

attempts by hard Eurosceptics. Nonetheless, when hard Eurosceptics cooperate, they 

might prefer to do so with compatriots rather than with foreigners.

 The fourth and final reason for why cooperation among compatriots can be 

expected derives from the representational roles that legislators adopt. In a survey among 

MEPs, the question was posed regarding which ‘level’ (the European people, their Euro-

pean party group, the citizens of their member state, or their national party) was the legis-

lators’ focus of representation (Scully, 2005). The results indicate that representing one’s 

member state is the most important representational role that MEPs ascribe to themselves 

(Scully, 2005: 76). Although certainly not impossible, it seems unlikely that the citizens 

of one’s member state are best represented by working with foreigners rather than with 

compatriots. If representing the people of one’s member state is indeed the preference of 

legislators, then we might very well see more cooperation along national lines.

3.4 Limitations of the model

The model developed in this chapter is more inclusive than most existing models of 

legislative behaviour, yet it does have its limitations. At least three categories of limita-

tions apply: first, limitations flowing from the selection of factors (e.g. parties, ideologi-

cal preferences); second, limitations from the dependence on visible manifestations of 

cooperation; and third, limitations with regard to the claims of causality.

 Although the model is aimed at being as inclusive as possible, some factors are 

excluded. These include, for example, personal factors such as long-term friendships 

and business ties, personal likeability, language proficiency, gender, and ethnicity. These 

factors are excluded because of measurability problems; personal friendships, personal 

likeability, and language proficiency, for instance, are very difficult to measure for a large 

set of legislators.
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The second limitation is more difficult to overcome and relates to the dependence on 

observable behaviour. Excluded from the analysis are failed attempts at cooperation, such 

as one legislator approaching another and being refused. In this sense, it is an attempt at 

cooperation that is unidirectional and not reciprocated. It is important to include such 

factors in a model because, for the former legislator, his or her ideological preferences or 

party group membership do not impose limitations, while they apparently do limit the 

other. Unfortunately, such data is simply not available.

 The third limitation, in terms of correlation versus causation, is also a difficult 

problem to tackle. Legislators might, for example, appear to follow party group lines, 

but in reality they simply follow personal ideological preferences (a point made by Kre-

hbiel, 1993). Although one can try to control for ideological factors by including them 

in the model, even with interaction effects one cannot with certainty separate ideological 

factors from party whipping efforts. Ultimately, this problem is unsolvable when relying 

on behavioural studies.
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PArt ii

DATA & METhODS

this section takes on two tasks: it describes the process that 

converts source material into data suitable for analysis, and it 

outlines a relatively novel method for studying cooperation between 

legislators in their parliamentary behaviour. in doing so, this part 

offers a general methodological background to the three empirical 

chapters in part iii; a method that is also suitable for application to 

various other questions and parliamentary settings.
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chapter 4 
Data & Methods

The previous chapters have outlined how legislators can (and often need to) cooper-

ate when they use parliamentary instruments. Cooperation has been defined as the co-

signing of a parliamentary document, such as a motion, amendment, or parliamentary 

question, as well as voting similarly during a roll-call vote. Cooperation is an activity 

that occurs between (at least) two legislators. When two legislators sign the same docu-

ment, both legislators are at least aware of each other, and often they have cooperatively 

decided on the contents of the document that they have signed. Since cooperation is so 

important in the day-to-day work of legislators, studying it is vital in order to understand 

legislators’ behaviour and the process of legislating. 

 Before we can analyse cooperation, it is necessary to gather information about 

the parliamentary documents and votes which the legislators (co-)signed or voted on. 

This will allow us to investigate who signs which documents, and who signs these docu-

ments together with whom. The central question of the empirical analyses of this book 

revolves around explaining why two (or more) legislators co-sign documents together. 

For example, the previous chapter argued that fellow party group members are more 

likely to co-sign documents. To this end, we need to retrieve information about the par-

liamentary documents, the signatories of these documents, and details about those who 

signed the documents (such as information relating to party membership). This chapter 

explains the data gathering and transformation processes that enable the study of coop-

eration. 

 Most parliaments provide tools to extract the necessary information from their 

archives. For the EP, records about the use of parliamentary instruments are kept by and 

are available from the EP’s archives in Luxembourg. However, the information about 

motions, parliamentary questions, and agenda-setting questions are stored in highly dis-

aggregated documents and file formats. Moreover, the information in them is often only 

visually structured, making it difficult for automated computer programmes to extract 

the relevant information. Changes in the structure (both visually and content-wise) 

of the file formats over time further complicate matters. This requires us to not only 

retrieve the documents, but also to ‘parse’ the documents (i.e. structure the information 

in them). 

 This chapter describes how the information in the archives is retrieved, parsed, 

and consequently analysed. It is divided into two sections. First, the collection, trans-

formation, and storage of source documents into analysable data sets is discussed. The 

Europarl Import programme developed for this purpose is introduced and specific char-

acteristics of the source material and the final data set are discussed. The second section 
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discusses the methods used to study cooperation as a relational characteristic and intro-

duces the Dyadic Analysis Approach (DAA).

4.1 Collection, transformation, and storage of source 
materials and data

To aid with the collection, transformation, and storage of source materials, a software 

package called Europarl Import was developed. The function of this package is to scan 

through the EP’s online archives and transform the highly disaggregated raw information 

into structured pieces of a data set. It is written in PHP and consists, roughly, of 20,000 

lines of code. The name of the programme is derived from the name of the website of the 

EP (http://europarl.europa.eu) and its function (to import the data into a single, linked 

database). It contains modules to collect documents from various sources, mainly the 

Register of Documents of the EP’s online archive and VoteWatch.18 Moreover, modules 

exist for the conversion of various types of documents (Word, PDF, HTML, XML) to 

one standardised XML format. Finally, the package contains modules that parse and 

convert the raw XML files into highly structured data sets. The programme is written in 

an object-oriented programming style and uses abstraction layers to communicate to an 

underlying PostgreSQL database (see below).

 The package includes six modules. The first module consists of an importer 

of EP archival material. This module imports old documents (pre-2002) from the EP’s 

Luxembourg archives. This information is retrieved from an interface programme avail-

able only within the EP’s Luxembourg library and exports mainly meta information 

about titles, dates, and authors of documents (i.e. MEPs). The second module consists 

of an importer for the online (post-2002) Register of Documents. For documents from 

2002 onwards, online records are published, which are imported by the programme. 

The third module consists of an importer for legislator information from the EP’s 

website, and it collects names, identifiers, personal information, party membership, and 

parliamentary functions. This set of basic information is mainly used to link documents 

to MEPs, and MEPs to external data (e.g. ideological positions from the Chapel Hill 

Expert Survey; see below). The fourth module creates links between this newly created 

data set and external data sets, such as ParlGov (discussed more extensively below).The 

fifth module imports roll-call voting data for EP terms one through five from the origi-

nal data gathered by Hix, Noury & Roland (2005). The sixth and final module imports 

recent (since EP 6) roll-call votes from the VoteWatch and Europarl websites.

18 Europarl archives: See http://wsww.europarl.europa.eu/RegistreWeb/search/typedoc.htm?language=EN 
(Last accessed 5 February 2018). VoteWatch: See http://www.votewatch.eu/ (Last accessed 5 February 
2018).
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4.1.1 Retrieving and parsing parliamentary records

Two types of records are retrieved and parsed: the offline, digitised records from the 

EP archives, and the current, online records of the EP. The first type of source material 

was collected in the autumn of 2014 and consists of records of dates, titles, and authors 

of motions for the EP terms between 1979 and 2002. The online records of the EP are 

much more extensive and consist of information on legislators, motions, amendments, 

parliamentary questions, and agenda-setting questions. 

 The information on legislators spans the entire period since the first directly-

elected EP in 1979 up to 2018. The material consists of unique identifiers, names, birth 

places and dates, nationality, party affiliation (both national parties as well as party 

groups), party affiliation changes, and membership in the various institutions within 

the EP (such as committees and delegations). This material was scraped from the EP’s 

website in various rounds, since party and institutional affiliations change over time. The 

data set includes exact start and end dates for membership in all of these organisations. 

 The usage of parliamentary instruments is less well recorded than the informa-

tion on legislators. Although the EP’s archive makes attempts to structure information, 

such as the names of signatories of documents, dates, and other references, often this 

information is of disappointing quality. For example, a single (Word) document can 

contain more than one amendment, yet the archival records (the meta data) indicate 

only the signatories of the first amendment to that document – all the other signatories 

are ignored. To solve this problem, the actual contents of the documents are analysed. A 

four-step process converts the source material into more easily analysable information.

 The first step of the process to structure the parliamentary records is the con-

version of a ‘raw document’ (such as the Word and PDF files) into a standardised XML 

format. To aid this process, the Apache Tika software package is used.19 The second step 

consists of parsing the contents of the document by using an extensive set of regular 

expressions (these allow the extraction of specific parts of a document).20 Over time and 

between EP staff members, different types and layouts of documents are used, making 

it difficult to use a single set of regular expression. The parsing programme is set up in 

such a way that it uses a stepwise procedure of testing regular expressions and combin-

ing the results of multiple expressions. 

 In the third step, validation of the disaggregated data is conducted by means 

of automated testing. Besides formal tests (such as the validity of dates), an algorithm 

is employed to correct spelling mistakes and differences in named entities (such as 

author names and references to committees).21 This algorithm uses a fuzzy matching 

19 https://tika.apache.org/ (Last accessed 5 February 2018).

20 More specifically, Perl Regular Expressions are used with lookahead and lookbehind features.

21 Spelling differences are very common for transliterated names such as from the Greek or for names which 
contain diacritics. 
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technique by contrasting a name found in a document against a list of all valid names 

(e.g. all legislators in a given EP legislative term). This is a two-fold procedure: first, the 

algorithm checks whether a separate part of the name (e.g. the surname part of a full 

name) matches. Second, the algorithm checks how many characters need to be moved, 

replaced, or deleted. Based on this, a likelihood score is attributed to each match and the 

highest matching name is selected as the most likely legislator to have signed the docu-

ment (to prevent false matches, a minimum matching score is required).22

 The fourth step consists of a comparison of parsed and manually interpreted 

results. In essence, the automatically retrieved pieces of information are manually com-

pared to the original source document. This step is iterative: if a parsed document con-

tains mistakes or omissions, the software code is manually updated to fix the error. It 

is then re-applied to the same and to other cases to ensure that the fix does not affect 

earlier, validated results, and that the fix actually solves the issue.

 The Europarl Import package has modules for importing motions, amendments, 

parliamentary questions, and agenda-setting questions. Specifically, the following docu-

ments are imported: motions for resolution (in the EP, referred to by the code ‘PRES’), 

joint motions for resolutions (‘PREC’), motions following oral questions (‘QORA’), 

written questions (‘QECR’), written priority questions (‘QEPR’), amendments to reports 

(A-documents; ‘ARAP’), amendments to motions (B-documents; ‘AAUT’), amendments 

to joint motions (‘AREC’), and agenda-setting documents (oral questions, ‘QORA’; and 

questions at question time, ‘QHEU’). All of these document types are included in the 

data set. Additionally, extra documents are imported that are used for reference only and 

are not included in the main analyses: amendments to C-documents (excluded because 

they are seldom used), preliminary and finalised plenary minutes (excluded because they 

do not confer information about cooperation), written declarations (excluded because 

they are seldom used), and committee documents, including draft and final reports, opin-

ions by non-assigned committees, and letters from one committee to another (excluded 

because these are not relevant for the plenary phase of legislating).

4.1.2 Adding existing data sets

The information on roll-call voting is not derived directly from the EP’s archives, but 

rather from VoteWatch.eu. The VoteWatch.eu group has collected virtually all votes cast 

by roll-call and has recorded how each individual legislator has voted. These results are 

scraped from the organisation’s website and converted to a standardised format. Addi-

22 The minimum matching score required is 1.5, meaning that either 75 per cent of the characters need to be 
in exactly the right place in the name, or that 50 per cent of the characters and at least one full part of the 
name needs to match perfectly. This score is chosen based on manual empirical tests on a set of five hundred 
matched names and it was found to be highly accurate. In cases of doubt, the programme signals to the user 
that a low-scoring match is identified that needs manual verification. 
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tional information is retrieved from the EP’s archives to include legislative procedures 

and details about the proposals voted on.

 The information from VoteWatch and the parliamentary archives is used to 

construct the main dependent variables of this study. These variables measure the 

number of times that legislators cooperate when signing documents together or when 

voting in the same way. Additional information, used as predictor variables, are included 

through additional data sets.

 In some member states (e.g. France and Italy), parties often change names. 

To keep track of these changes, legislators’ national parties are linked to stable identi-

fiers. The ParlGov database is used for this purpose, and offers these stable identifiers 

(Döring and Manow, 2012). This data set includes virtually all national parties that took 

part in EP and/or national elections. Of the national parties in the EP, only some split-

offs, especially those that occurred during a legislative term and did not result in future 

election participation, are excluded. Moreover, the ParlGov data set records if and when 

parties participated in (national) cabinets, which is used to understand the degree to 

which cooperation is driven out of cabinet participation concerns (see Chapter 3). Addi-

tionally, most national parties are linked to ‘CHES IDs’, which are the identifiers used 

by the Chapel Hill Expert Survey team (Bakker et al., 2012). In this way, the ideological 

positions of legislators’ national parties are retrievable.23

4.1.3 Data storage and retrieval

The enormous amount of data gathered by Europarl Import needs to be stored in an 

efficient way. As the goal of the importer is to structure hitherto unstructured data, a 

relational database is used. The PostgreSQL database has been chosen because of its 

stability, support across operating systems, and price (free, as it is open source software).

The data is stored in a highly normalised fashion across a large number of tables. This 

means that the characteristics of the data are well-known (e.g. the format of a date), 

which prevents errors. Documents are stored in raw and converted documents, and 

parsed results are stored in separate tables for reasons of speed and for allowing differ-

ent versions of a parsed document to exist simultaneously. To further improve speed, the 

database makes extensive use of indices and (materialised) views.

 The characteristics and descriptive statistics for the created dyadic data sets are 

discussed in each of the four following chapters containing empirical analyses.

23  Note that this way of retrieving information about legislators’ ideological positions has the consequence that 
all legislators of the same national party occupy the same ideological position. This means that intra-national 
party ideological effects cannot be distinguished. For this reason, ‘ideology’ as an explanatory factor for 
cooperation is treated (in Chapter 3) as a national party-level effect. Unfortunately, no high-quality, long-term, 
individual-level ideological information for a large set of legislators is present. Such information would be 
useful to investigate ideological variation within national party delegations.
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4.2 From source material to a dyadic data set

As discussed above, understanding the use of parliamentary instruments requires an 

understanding of the cooperation between legislatures when they use these instruments. 

Cooperation is a relational characteristic, as it describes the relationship between two (or 

more) legislators. This is where the concept of a dyad fits in. In essence, dyads are simply 

pairs of two actors. Information on the level of the dyad is added, such as the dependent 

variable measuring the level of cooperation or agreement between the two actors in the 

dyad. Moreover, various independent variables are added, such as whether both legislators 

in the dyad are members of the same party group and what their (ideological) distance in 

terms of the left–right dimension is. Throughout this thesis, the unit of analysis is the dyad. 

legislators dependent 

variable

left–right 

distance 

(0-1)

conserva-

tive–liberal 

distance 

(0-1)

same party 

(dummy)

same  

constituency 

(dummy)

A. roll-call voting data set
Dependent variable: Voting similarity, which is the number of times legislator B voted 
in the same way as legislator A, as a proportion of the total number of votes that both 
took part in.

John – mary .75 .10 .65 No Yes

John – sue .30 .15 .80 Yes No

mary – sue .45 .35 .15 No No

B. Amendment, motion, parliamentary question, agenda-setting co-sponsorship data set
Dependent variable: Number of amendments, motions, etc. co-sponsored by legislator 
B of the total number of amendments, motions, etc. introduced by legislator A.

John – mary .33 .10 .65 No Yes

mary – John .25 .10 .65 No Yes

John – sue … … … … …

sue – John …

mary – sue …

sue – mary …
 
table 1 examples of dyadic data sets. The left–right and conservative–liberal distance is a measure 
of the distance between each legislators’ personal position on these dimensions, as derived, for example, 
through a survey. The same party dummy and same constituency equal ‘yes’ if both legislators are from 
the same party or constituency, respectively. Note that these are simply examples, which will be extended 
in the empirical chapters of this book.

A dyad describes the relationship between two legislators. A dyadic data set consists of 

all relevant dyads. This introduces the question: What does a dyadic data set look like 

and what are the relevant dyads to be included? The answer to this question depends on 
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the way in which the dependent variable is operationalised. Table 1 gives an overview 

of the two main ways of operationalising the measurement of cooperation (both will 

be used in the subsequent empirical chapters of this book). Both operationalisations 

of cooperation result in an index that ranges from 0 to 1, respectively indicating never 

having cooperated, or always cooperating on any vote or piece tabled. More practically 

speaking, a score of zero means that of all the documents signed by legislators A and/

or B, none are signed by both A and B (i.e. they co-sponsored none of the documents 

together). A score of one would indicate that all of the proposals signed by legislators A 

and/or B are signed by both legislators. This operationalisation of the dyad has as a con-

sequence that a single-sided matrix suffices. This means that a pair of legislators, A–B, 

contains exactly the same information as the pair B–A. Therefore, only the pair A–B will 

be included in the analysis.

 The way in which other characteristics of the dyad are measured (such as 

whether or not the two legislators of the dyad share the same party group, or their 

ideological distance) takes place in one of two types: as a dichotomous measure (‘shares 

characteristic’, yes or no) or as a distance measure on some scale (e.g. distance on the 

left–right scale ranging from 0 to 1). The section below on the dyadic approach goes 

into more detail about the operationalisation, measurement, and modelling of these and 

other characteristics.

4.3 The Dyadic Analysis Approach

Before I discuss the analysis part of the dyadic approach, it is important to understand 

the link between the dyadic approach and existing methods of studying parliamentary 

behaviour. Most of the existing studies of parliamentary behaviour focus mainly on roll-

call voting similarities (option A in Table 1). The next section discusses how, in general, 

these methods work and what their link is to dyadic data analysis. I argue that while these 

methods are very useful for many types of research, for the current project, because of its 

theory-testing nature, the dyadic approach is more appropriate.

 Up to now, the dyadic approach is not too different from existing methods of 

studying parliamentary behaviour (Poole, 2005). However, whereas the next step for the 

most commonly used approaches to studying parliamentary behaviour is the transfor-

mation of the dyadic matrix into point measures for legislators, the dyadic approach does 

not do so and studies the dyads directly. This is appropriate given the research questions 

of this book, and it solves a number of issues introduced by the reduction of the data to 

point measures as well as allowing for theory research using standard regression analysis 

tools. The dyadic approach boils down to combining dyadic data with regression analy-

sis, and is used to study parliamentary behaviour for theory-testing research. It is able to 

investigate which factors matter, under what conditions, and when. Prime examples of 

questions that can be studied using this approach are, among many others, the degree 
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to which party group membership matters in relation to the ideological perceptions of 

legislators, whether legislators mainly cooperate because of shared specialisation, and 

whether ideological factors matter more for some issues than for others.

4.3.1 Existing methods

Data sets of parliamentary behaviour are notoriously complex and therefore researchers 

often rely on data reduction methods to create manageable aggregated data sets. One 

of the most studied types of parliamentary behaviour is the roll-call voting behaviour of 

legislators, mostly in the context of the United States Congress (see Yordanova, 2011). 

Because of the high numbers of votes and legislators participating, such data sets are 

complex. Consider that, for the seventh EP term (2009-2014), about six-and-a-half 

thousand votes took place and, at any given moment, a maximum of 751 MEPs could 

cast votes during a roll-call. In such a case, the number of voting decisions equals the 

number of votes times the number of legislators who actually voted: for the seventh 

EP, there are more than 4.8 million voting decisions. Working with such large data sets, 

especially in the early days of quantitative studies of parliamentary behaviour, is difficult 

and time-consuming. Researchers have come up with various data reduction strategies 

to deal with these data. Two will be discussed: the relatively simple agreement index 

approach by Rice (1928), as developed further by Attinà (1990), and the more advanced 

NOMINATE approach developed by Poole & Rosenthal (1984) and Poole (2005).

 The agreement index approach has been used by Attinà (1990) to answer 

one of the early questions in research on EP parliamentary behaviour. These questions 

revolved around the degree to which European party groups vote in unity during roll-

call votes, and the circumstances under which unity varies. The agreement index is the 

proportion of the highest number of votes cast in one way (either yea, nay, or abstention 

votes), minus the number of voting decisions in the other two ways, as a proportion of 

the total number of voting decisions. This then gives an index between -100 and +100, 

measuring how unanimously the groups’ members cast their votes. At the low end of the 

scale, the group is completely divided between yea, nay, and abstain; at the high end, all 

members of the group vote in concord. It is comparable to Rice’s (1928) ‘index of voting 

likeness’, but has been adapted to incorporate abstentions rather than just yea and nay 

voting decisions (Hix et al., 2007: 92). Such an agreement index thus yields a simple 

statistic of party group cohesiveness, which is relatively easy to measure and interpret. A 

more recent application of this method can be found in the study by Hix (2002) enquir-

ing into which party type (national party or European party group) is more influential in 

determining how legislators vote.

 The agreement index method is in essence a data reduction method, because 

it transforms the highly disaggregated dyadic voting data into measures on the level of 

the party group (of which only a handful exist). In the operationalisation of Attinà, it 
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can only be used to compare groups of legislators with other groups of legislators, rather 

than individual legislators with each other. Although Attinà limits his empirical analysis 

to cross-tabulating, the method would be open to theory-testing methods by combining 

it with regression analysis. Nonetheless, as the method reduces the complexity of the 

data, important and relevant patterns might be lost due to at least two reasons. First, it 

studies cooperation between party groups (so not between individual legislators), and 

second, it does so on an aggregated level. Therefore, the sources of intra-party group 

variation cannot be studied.

 More complicated are the data reduction approaches that aim to generate spatial 

models of parliamentary behaviour, notably the NOMINATE method developed by Poole 

& Rosenthal (1984) and Poole (2005), and the Bayesian type developed by Jackman (2001). 

At the input side of these methods is a matrix of distances between legislators which is, on 

an empirical level, quite similar to the (inverse of the) agreement index measure.  These 

methods transform a dyadic measurement of similarities (or differences) to a point measure 

of legislator positions in a low-dimensional political space. The more differently legislators 

vote, the further apart they are positioned in the space, and vice versa.

 Using data reduction methods is useful for a number of reasons. First, and 

most obviously, it transforms very large data sets into much more manageable sets by 

reducing their complexity and size. Consequently, employing regression analysis on the 

positions (rather than the raw voting data) of all legislators is relatively straightforward. 

Even when the estimation method is more complex, as in the case of multi-level or 

time-series analysis, the low number of observations means that models should con-

verge fairly easily. Second, data reduction methods aid the researchers who, without a 

reduced data set, might miss the bigger picture, as they cannot process the large amount 

of information from the raw disaggregated data. In other words, a spatial representation 

of the structure of parliamentary voting can be a very useful tool for researchers to gain 

an impression of how parliamentary voting is structured and what factors influence this 

structuring. In this way, NOMINATE and other similar methods offer a useful device 

for theory-generating research. 

 However, when research questions amount to theory-testing hypotheses 

(which is the case for the research conducted in this book), the use of data reduction 

methods is not suitable. They do not include measures that allow for the establishment 

of causal relations. Data reduction techniques generate spatial representations of the 

positions of legislators (the closer together, the more similar the voting), leaving it up to 

the researcher to eyeball the relative positions of legislators and draw conclusions. Such 

a way of dealing with parliamentary data leaves the researcher without the essential tools 

to gauge whether or not discovered effects are significant. These problems are discussed 

more extensively in Chapter 5.

 Besides being problematic, data reduction techniques are for most research 

questions (in this book, but also more generally) unnecessary. Data reduction is neces-
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sary if the data are too complex to be used directly. However, with today’s computing 

power and optimised estimation methods, the benefits of using these techniques, at least 

for the research questions of this book, no longer outweigh the costs. 

4.3.2 The dyadic approach

Dyadic data analysis helps to solve at least some of the problems discussed above. It does 

so by building on the insights of agreement indices and the first stage of data reduction 

techniques (namely the dyadic analysis of legislator relations). The method of dyadic 

data analysis builds on Rice (1928) and Attinà (1990) by adapting their methods for this 

book’s research questions. The main difference between this book’s dyadic approach 

and that of both Rice and Attinà lies in the level at which similarities are calculated. The 

dyadic approach relies on calculating between-legislator unity, i.e. the agreement between 

all combinations of legislators, rather than between all legislators within a single party 

group (which is the case for Rice and Attinà).24 Furthermore, rather than aggregating at 

the level of parties, the dyadic approach studies the dyads at the level of the legislators. 

The calculated levels of agreement for all pairs of legislators are used in a subsequent 

regression analysis, which allows for the testing of theories. Various factors, such as 

sharing a party or party group, or ideological distances (e.g. left–right distance between 

legislators), can be regressed as independent variables on the level of agreement between 

all pairs of legislators (i.e. on the dyads). In this way, the method allows for a combined 

analysis of various factors influencing the parliamentary behaviour of legislators.

 By combining dyadic data with regression analysis, the entire theory testing 

apparatus of regression analysis can be used on complex data. The most important 

advantage of this approach is that it offers the necessary tools to estimate not just 

the substantial effects, but also the significance of these effects. Moreover, the dyadic 

approach allows for uncovering patterns for very small (sub)samples of legislative behav-

iour, such as a single vote or a single co-sponsorship decision. The conditionality of 

effects can also be estimated without the need to create and compare multiple data-

reduced visual representations, as interaction effects can be estimated within the model. 

Therefore, ‘extreme’ legislators (i.e. those who vote, or act, very differently from most 

legislators) can be modelled without under- or over-estimating the distances between 

them and other legislators. Finally, the dyadic approach is also able to work with other 

types of data than just roll-call voting.

 Computers today are able to process much more data than in the early days of 

analyses of parliamentary behaviour, making a dyadic regression analysis both feasible 

and, depending on the exact research question, preferable.

24 Note that the method can be used to measure party unity as well as to calculate party-to-party levels of agree-
ment; see below in the main text.
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In practice, a dyadic analysis works as follows. As shown in Table 1, the dependent 

variable is operationalised as a proportion measuring, for example, the number of times 

the two legislators cast their votes in the same way relative to the total number of votes 

that both legislators participate in. For an analysis that seeks to understand how certain 

political lines of conflict (e.g. left–right, conservative–liberal, pro-/anti-EU integration) 

affect cooperation, the model would include additional variables, such as an external 

measurement (e.g. through expert surveys) of the positions of the legislators. These posi-

tions are used as independent variables and are regressed on the voting similarity scores. 

The strength of the (standardised) regression coefficients in the estimated model thus 

tells us which dimensions are more important. 

 As with any regression model, interaction terms can easily be added to estimate 

conditional differences (e.g. whether or not the dimensionality for voting on some issues 

is fundamentally different than for other issues, or whether the dimensionality changes 

over time). Furthermore, multiple explanatory variables can be estimated simultane-

ously (e.g. differentiating between party and personal ideological position effects in a 

single analysis), thereby better controlling for spurious relationships and other types of 

under-specification.

A note on the estimation technique used in the dyadic regression analysis

As with any regression analysis, the estimation method used depends on the distribution 

of the dependent variable. This chapter uses proportional measures of cooperation, and 

proportions are logically bounded by the domain [0;1]. As such, researchers would nor-

mally opt for a modelling strategy that takes these limits into account. Fractional logit 

models (Papke and Wooldridge, 1996) are able to analyse proportion data by employing 

a logit transformation and a binomial distribution. With the fractional logit approach, 

the standard errors are estimated through a robust variance-covariance matrix using a 

sandwich estimator. Yet such a correction of the standard errors might not be enough. 

Since we are dealing with dyadic data, the observations are not independent from each 

other. Therefore, Louwerse & Otjes (2015) opt to use a hierarchical fractional logit 

approach by allowing for a random slope in a cross-nested design (with the combination 

of both legislators’ unique identifiers as levels).

 However, such a modelling strategy has disadvantages as well. This is espe-

cially the case when the distribution of the dependent variable is very different from 

the expected distribution (e.g. because of a high number of zeroes in the data). The use 

of a fractional logit model (which is estimated through a maximum likelihood estima-

tor) is only suitable if, and only if, the data approach a binomial distribution (given the 

parameters n and p). In our case, the distribution of the dependent variables is often very 

skewed. In such cases, the maximum likelihood estimated coefficients might be biased. 

To combat this issue, this thesis opts for treating the dependent variable as unbounded 

and linear. While this obviously violates the assumptions of estimation approaches for 
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these models, the estimated coefficients from such models are unbiased (again, see 

Appendix 4 of Chapter 6 for a more extensive discussion and empirical comparisons 

of estimation methods). This is because the models throughout the chapter can be esti-

mated using ordinary least-squares (and similar) methods. 

Two disadvantages are important: first, the estimation of the standard errors might be 

inflated (or, in some circumstances, deflated) (Hoogland, 1999), and second, the esti-

mated model might produce results out of bounds (i.e. below zero or above one). To 

provide somewhat more reliable estimates of the standard errors, the models throughout 

the book use the multilevel cross-nested design set-up discussed above.25 The empirical 

chapters of this book discuss the implications of this choice of estimation method and 

provide additional robustness checks to bolster confidence in the findings.

25 This has the consequence that the estimation method moves from a pure ordinary least-squares approach to 
an iterative least-squares approach. To understand whether this introduces problems, a comparison is made 
between ordinary and iterative least-squares approaches in Appendix 3 of Chapter 6.
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PArt iii

EMPIRICAL ANALySES

this part of the book consists of four empirical analyses, following 

the theoretical model and analysis strategy outlined in the previous 

chapters. the first analysis is a replication study, investigating the 

effects of the dyadic data analysis method. the second analysis 

compares cooperation among mePs when using parliamentary 

instruments, while the third and fourth analyses, respectively, trace 

the development of this cooperation over time and across issues.
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chapter 5
Comparing NOMINATE and the Dyadic 
Analysis Approach (DAA)

Most studies of the parliamentary behaviour of legislators in the EP take the approach 

of transforming roll-call voting behaviour into low-dimensional (graphic) representa-

tions (e.g. Bailer et al., 2009; Hix, 2002; Hix et al., 2007; Yoshinaka et al., 2010). The 

most dominant approach to creating such a representation is the NOMINATE proce-

dure developed by Poole & Rosenthal (Poole, 2005; Poole and Rosenthal, 1984, 2007). 

However, the use of NOMINATE is problematic for a variety of reasons. To name just a 

few, the procedure is limited to an analysis of roll-call voting, it might underestimate rel-

evant patterns, and it might overestimate the positions of extreme-left and -right parties 

(see the previous chapter).

 In the previous chapter, I outlined the development of an alternative to NOMI-

NATE called the Dyadic Analysis Approach (DAA). In that chapter, I argued that this 

method is superior to the conventional approach of using dimension-reduction methods 

such as NOMINATE when testing the factors that drive the cooperation decisions of 

legislators. The claim that the DAA is superior rests on two arguments: first, that under 

most circumstances the reduction of information used in dimensional scaling methods 

is unnecessary, and second, that dimension-reduction approaches introduce systematic 

biases and thus convolute the analysis.

 This chapter investigates these claims empirically by contrasting the conven-

tionally used NOMINATE method to the DAA. The guiding research question is as 

follows: When, how, and to what degree does the use of NOMINATE introduce systematic 

bias in the analysis of roll-call voting? This chapter consists of a replication of a part of 

the study by Hix & Noury (2009), where they use NOMINATE to explore differences 

between the fifth (1999-2004) and sixth (2004-2009) terms of the EP. This study is 

chosen because its methodology is representative of the dominant approach to study-

ing voting behaviour. Hix & Noury rely on a qualitative interpretation of visual repre-

sentation of the NOMINATE analysis, coupled with additional regression analyses to 

confirm the eyeballed interpretations of this space.

 NOMINATE potentially introduces bias because it attempts to remove the 

non-systematic noise in the roll-call voting behaviour of individual legislators. In essence, 

it gives precedence to the dominant patterns and ignores smaller patterns, which it con-

siders noise. For example, a legislator can make an error during a specific roll-call vote, 

casting his or her ballot in the opposite way to what he or she intended. This should 

not affect the position of this specific legislator in a noticeable way. However, if the 
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analysis procedure also reduces or eliminates useful patterns (for example, a legislator 

strategically voting in opposition to the party line on a select number of issues), then the 

conclusions that researchers draw will be affected. This issue is inherent to dimension-

reduction methods. These approaches are developed in order to display the dominant 

patterns; however, smaller patterns might still be relevant. The difference between the 

original roll-call data (i.e. the similarity scores of pairs of legislators) and the reduced 

policy space positions is known as model stress. The lower the level of stress, the better the 

reduced space represents the original roll-call votes.

 For questions such as whether cooperation in the EP is based on ideological, 

party, or territorial factors, a method such as NOMINATE might lead to distorted con-

clusions. This method is, after all, explicitly designed to search for ideological patterns of 

cooperation (Poole and Rosenthal, 1984, 2007). For example, in their analysis of voting 

behaviour in the sixth EP term, Hix & Noury (2009) draw five conclusions. First, the left–

right dimension is dominant in explaining how legislators vote (p. 159). Second, the anti-/

pro-European integration dimension is clearly of secondary importance (p. 168-9). The 

authors base this conclusion on the proportional reduction of error (APRE) statistics for 

the second NOMINATE dimension. Third, this second dimension also captures national 

opposition and governing status (legislators from parties that are in national governments 

cluster together with fellow governing parties). This is found to weaken the importance of 

anti-/pro-EU voting even more. Fourth, European party groups are highly cohesive, while, 

fifth, groups of legislators of the same member state are far from cohesive. 

 This chapter finds that the substantive conclusions remain largely the same 

when using the DAA compared to the NOMINATE method. Nonetheless, the overlap 

of the reduced space and the actual voting behaviour of legislators is far from perfect. 

Moreover, the noise introduced by NOMINATE is non-random, as it overestimates 

the effect sizes for some types of explanatory variables (e.g. party group unity), and 

underestimates others (e.g. national delegation unity). This is cause for concern for most 

scholarly works relying on this method, such as those enquiring into the importance of 

ideology (e.g. Kreppel and Hix, 2003; Poole and Rosenthal, 1984; Voeten, 2009), the 

role of parties (Hix, 2002), and the role of compatriotism (Hix et al., 2007: chapter 3).

5.1 A baseline for comparison

When studying parliamentary voting using NOMINATE, two options are available 

to researchers to process the output of the dimension-reduction procedure. The first 

option is to eyeball the positions of legislators and compare them with prior knowl-

edge: are the legislators clustered in groups, and do these groups correspond with their 

parties, or with something else? Are the legislators spread out over the space according 

to some prior distribution, for example, a left–right dimension, or do they rather cluster 

in delegations of legislators from the same member state? 
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The answers to these questions yield a purely inductive answer to the question of how, 

in the sense of with whom, legislators vote. NOMINATE was developed with exactly 

this goal in mind. Its developers, Poole & Rosenthal (1984), were interested in uncover-

ing the groups in which legislators in the U.S. Congress were voting, and whether these 

groups were moving apart (representing polarisation) or moving closer together (repre-

senting depolarisation). Using their dimension-reduction method, the authors conclude 

that U.S. politics is becoming increasingly polarised over time. Another example is the 

study by Hix (2001), who seeks to understand on what basis and how groups of legisla-

tors compete in the EP. Are legislators grouping in national delegations, along national 

party lines, or in European party groups? To answer this question, Hix visually inter-

prets the positions of the legislators relative to each other and arrives at the conclusion 

that legislators coming from the same member state hardly cluster together, while those 

coming from the same party group strongly do so. Furthermore, he finds that positions 

on two ideological dimensions, namely left–right and EU integration, explain the order-

ing of party groups and their legislators.

 A second option is to use the spatial representations produced by NOMINATE 

not as the end product, but as input for further statistical analysis. The end result of the 

analysis is therefore not the dimension-reduced space itself but rather a subsequent analy-

sis, often in the form of a regression analysis. In such a regression analysis, the positions 

of legislators serve as the dependent variable to be explained by a set of independent vari-

ables. These can be in the form of dummies measuring, for example, party membership, or 

they can be in the form of positions on an ideological dimension (such as experts position-

ing the legislators on a left-right dimension). This allows the researcher to determine the 

degree to which party membership or ideology influences voting behaviour. An example 

of this approach is the study by Voeten (2009), who is interested in uncovering whether 

legislators from newer member states (i.e. those from the 2004 EU expansion round) 

cluster along different ideological lines compared to legislators from older member states 

(the EU-15). He finds support for the assertion that the dimension of green-alternative-

libertarian versus traditional-authoritarian-nationalist is more important for the new leg-

islators than for the legislators coming from EU-15 member states.

 The argument of this book is that whenever a researcher is interested in the 

second option, namely using the spatial representations produced by NOMINATE 

as input for further statistical analysis, there is no need to use dimension-reduction 

methods, because of the aforementioned problems of introducing noise and possibly 

systematic biases. The central question for this chapter is twofold. First, do the conclu-

sions drawn by earlier research on voting during the sixth EP term hold when using the 

DAA? Second, to what degree are any differences between the original research and the 

DAA attributable to systematic bias introduced by NOMINATE?

 There are two possible answers to these questions. First, the DAA and NOMI-

NATE overlap considerably, meaning that the space generated by NOMINATE reduces 
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mainly random noise. In this case, the specific properties of a research project are deci-

sive when choosing which method to use. For example, when the goal is to explicitly 

compare multiple parliamentary instruments, a researcher would probably want to use 

the DAA because it is well-equipped for this type of analysis. On the other hand, when a 

research project is about understanding the dimensionality of roll-call voting, he or she 

might well choose NOMINATE because it does not require external ideological indica-

tors. The second option is that the DAA and NOMINATE show systematic differences. 

In this case, using NOMINATE removes systematic variance and researchers should be 

wary when using and interpreting such analyses. Even in the second case of only limited 

differences between NOMINATE and the DAA, there are reasons to prefer the latter 

over the former. For example, the differences might be small on the whole, but big for 

subsamples (they might only occur for a limited number of theoretically relevant cases). 

Thus, for example, a small set of theoretically interesting votes might be ‘reduced away’ 

by NOMINATE.

5.2 Data & Methods

To estimate the bias introduced by NOMINATE, compared to a direct analysis of 

parliamentary behaviour, this chapter employs regression analysis on roll-call voting 

during the sixth EP term (2004-2009). The roll-call data are derived from VoteWatch.

eu (2014). The study is conducted in three parts, each of which will be discussed below.

 First, the raw roll-call voting records are analysed using NOMINATE. To this 

end, all legislators and votes are collected in a matrix that indicates for each legislator–

vote combination whether and how a legislator voted. This creates four options: did not 

vote (not present, not yet in legislature at time of vote), abstained (intentionally voting ‘I 

abstain’), yea, and nay. NOMINATE treats non-voting and abstaining as similar (i.e. as 

missing cases). The NOMINATE procedure transforms the voting into a ‘roll-call object’ 

and then uses dimension-reduction techniques to estimate the positions of legislators 

relative to each other in a two-dimensional space (cf. Hix and Noury, 2009; Voeten, 

2009). The end result of NOMINATE is a set of coordinates in a Cartesian plane.

 Second, all possible combinations of legislators are created. This yields a single-

sided matrix of all possible combinations of legislators.26 In this matrix, two main variables 

are calculated, and additional variables are included. The first main variable is the distance 

between legislator positions in the Cartesian NOMINATE plane. The second variable uses 

the DAA score of voting similarity. This is constructed as the proportion of the number of 

votes in which the pair of legislators voted the same way (yea-yea or nay-nay), relative to 

26 A single-sided matrix suffices, as the similarity scores for legislators A–B would be identical to the inverse pair 
B–A (see Chapter 4).
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the total number of votes in which both legislators participated.27 These two main variables 

are inverted, so that the distance scores are transformed to similarity scores.28 This is done 

by subtracting the distance score from the empirical maximum score. 

 Additionally, a number of independent variables are added to the matrix of the 

two voting similarity indicators. Two of these variables measure ideological distances on 

a left–right and an anti-/pro-European scale. These data are measured at the level of the 

national party and derived from the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Bakker et al., 2012). 

Two dummy variables are constructed indicating whether both legislators are members 

of the same national party and/or the same European party group, based on archives 

from the EP (2015). Finally, a dummy variable is included measuring whether or not 

both legislators were members of national parties that were in national government at 

some point during the sixth EP term. This variable is derived from the ParlGov database 

(Döring and Manow, 2012).

 The third step consists of two analyses reviewing the conclusions drawn by 

Hix & Noury (2009), and is conducted as follows. First, the main conclusions from the 

aforementioned authors’ study are subjected to regression tests. This is done similarly 

to how Hix & Noury originally did it: using a dimension-by-dimension comparison. In 

practice, this means that the positions of legislators will serve as the dependent variable, 

and the relevant variables of interest (e.g. left–right positions, party membership) will 

serve as independent variables. To ease comparison with the rest of the analysis in this 

chapter, the positions are calculated as distances. This means that they are estimated as 

dyads. Although this is slightly different from most approaches, the results are similar 

to using legislator positions directly. These two models will be compared to the NOM-

INATE-based voting similarities scores as discussed above. A final comparison to the 

DAA-based voting similarities allows us to test whether, and if so, to what degree, the 

interpretation by Hix & Noury is affected by NOMINATE-introduced biases.

 The fourth step analyses the degree to which the differences between using 

NOMINATE and the DAA are systematic. The regression models in the previous step 

yield two different models (one based on NOMINATE distances, and the other on DAA 

distances). As the variance between the data used for the two models differs, a direct 

comparison of the regression coefficients is impossible. An additional analysis is therefore 

carried out, in which the NOMINATE scores are regressed as an independent variable on 

27 Note that the DAA-based similarity scores also exclude abstentions. This is done purely for reasons of 
comparability with the NOMINATE-based similarity scores. In further chapters, abstentions are included. 
Moreover, see Appendix 1 for an analysis that investigates the effects of including abstentions.

28 NOMINATE, as well as the DAA, have minimum criteria for including pairs of legislators in the calculation. The 
DAA excludes pairs of legislators if they have an overlap lower than 2.5 per cent of the total number of votes 
in parliament (e.g. when one legislator is present during the first half, and the second legislator only from the 
second half, the calculation of overlap is impossible, and the pair is given a missing score). NOMINATE uses 
imputation to deal with missing cases (see the results section for a discussion of the potential effects of this 
difference in handling non-overlapping cases).
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table 1 - do the conclusions of hix & noury (2009) hold?

nominAte dimension 1

model 1

nominAte dimension 2

model 2

Constant 0.111*** 0.093***

(0.001) (0.0004)

Left–right (general) 0.329*** 0.041***

(0.002) (0.001)

EU anti/pro 0.209*** 0.235***

(0.001) (0.001)

Same party group -0.110*** -0.085***

(0.001) (0.0004)

Same nationality 0.011*** 0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)

Both in national government -0.069*** 0.002***

(0.001) (0.0003)

N 396495 396495

R-squared 0.356 0.437

Adj. R-squared 0.356 0.437

Residual Std. Error (df = 396489) 0.173 0.091

F Statistic (df = 5; 396489) 43782.810*** 61670.360***
 
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1

Figure 1 – A visual representation of the positions of mePs in the sixth eP

The positions are generated using W-NOMINATE in a two-dimensional plane. The two dimensions have 
no inherent meaning (as in a policy space), yet the most common interpretation is represented in the axis 
labels (hix and Noury, 2009). Each letter represents an individual MEP, and the character refers to his or 
her European party group allegiance. Legend: A = Anti-Europeans (UEN), C = Conservatives (EPP), G = 
Greens (G/EFA), I = Independents (IND/DEM), L = Liberals (ALDE), N = Nationalists (ITS), R = Radical 
Left (GUE), S = Socialists (PES), - = Non-attached members.
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the DAA scores. The residuals of this regression analysis represent the bias introduced by 

the NOMINATE algorithm. A subsequent regression analysis performed on these residu-

als, using the same set of independent variables as in the full models in step 3, explores the 

ways in which the differences between NOMINATE and the DAA are systematic.

5.3 Results

This section discusses the results of the analyses comparing voting similarity scores based 

on NOMINATE models to the newly developed Dyadic Analysis Approach (DAA).

 Figure 1 shows the dimension-reduced space in which legislators are placed 

based on their voting behaviour. This figure is quite similar to that in Hix & Noury (2009: 

167), with two differences. First, the authors’ study spans only the first half of the sixth 

EP term, while the analysis in Figure 1 covers the entire sixth term.29 As the locations of 

legislators seem unaffected by the inclusion of the second half of the EP term, the inter-

pretation of the meaning of the dimensions remains similar. The horizontal axis clearly 

shows a left–right axis, while the second dimension is a bit harder to interpret, but reflects 

both EU integration positions and a national government–opposition status (cf. Hix and 

Noury, 2009: 168). One can see that members of the various European party groups 

cluster together (mainly along the left–right axis): social democratic MEPs are positioned 

with fellow social democrats, greens with greens, and so forth. Eyeballing the results, it is 

reasonable to draw similar conclusions about the roll-call voting as Hix & Noury.

 The second difference between this chapter’s study and that of Hix & Noury 

lies in how weights are applied when using NOMINATE. Hix & Noury show a non-

weighted scale of the second dimension (which makes distance calculation impossi-

ble); in this chapter’s figure, the scale is weighted. This is important, as NOMINATE 

produces coordinates for the two dimensions separately, and only afterwards produces 

weights. These weights serve to reflect the relative importance of each dimension (rela-

tive to the first). If one does not apply these weights, meaningful distances cannot be 

calculated. In other words, the principle that NOMINATE creates a Cartesian plane 

only holds when the weights are properly applied.

 Using regression analysis on the two dimensions separately only partially con-

firms the conclusions drawn by Hix & Noury. Such a regression analysis is common for 

studies relying on NOMINATE and aids the interpretation of the meaning of the uncov-

ered dimensions (Poole, 2005: 152). The results are presented in Table 1 and show that, 

indeed, the first NOMINATE dimension (Model 1) primarily reflects left–right posi-

tions, that European party groups are homogenous, and that nationality only has a small 

effect. However, the explained variance is quite low: only 35.6 per cent of the variance 

29 Although the exact positions of legislators change, their overall relative positions and the dimensionality 
appear very similar.
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in the positions of the legislators can be explained by this model. Furthermore, the EU 

integration dimension also loads considerably on the first dimension (while the authors 

argue that this variable should load primarily on the second dimension).30 Moreover, 

when the coefficients are standardised as Z-scores, the effect sizes of left–right and the 

EU dimensions are almost identical (0.261 and 0.250 for left–right and EU respectively). 

Moving to the second dimension uncovered by NOMINATE (regressed in Model 2), 

the results also show some discrepancies. The EU dimension indeed explains the posi-

tions of legislators strongly. However, the second effect noted by Hix & Noury, namely 

that of national governing status, has only a marginal effect. The explained variance on 

the second NOMINATE dimension is somewhat higher, at R2 = .437. To conclude, the 

analyses thus provide evidence supporting the authors’ idea that left–right and EU ideol-

ogy, as well as party groups and nationality, matter. However, the low degree of explained 

variance, the difference in interpreting the relative strength of the left–right dimension 

vis-à-vis the EU integration dimension, and the very small effect of national governing 

status all indicate that the eyeballing and descriptive interpretations are not perfect.

table 2 - comparing nominAte to the dAA

nominAte similarity scores

model 1

dAA similarity scores

model 2

Constant 0.923*** 0.770***

(0.0003) (0.0004)

Left–right (general) -0.142*** -0.293***

(0.001) (0.001)

EU anti/pro -0.187*** -0.203***

(0.0005) (0.001)

Same party group 0.073*** 0.168***

(0.0003) (0.0004)

Same nationality -0.006*** 0.010***

(0.0005) (0.001)

Both in national government 0.030*** 0.042***

(0.0002) (0.0003)

N 396495 374843

R-squared 0.542 0.723

Adj. R-squared 0.542 0.723

Residual Std. Error 0.075 (df = 396489) 0.084 (df = 374837)

F Statistic 93962.250***  

(df = 5; 396489)

195429.600***  

(df = 5; 374837)
 
Note: The DAA similarity scores are calculated by excluding abstentions. This is explicitly done to facilitate 
a direct comparison to the NOMINATE scores, as they also exclude abstentions.

30 This is not caused by a high correlation between left–right and EU integration positions. The correlation is 
modest at best: R = .295.
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What if Hix & Noury (2009) would have used the DAA rather than NOMINATE? This 

would have allowed the authors to use a single rather than two separate regression analy-

ses, easing the interpretation considerably. Table 2 shows the results of two regression 

analyses. In Model 1, the positions of legislators are converted to similarity scores. For 

all pairs of legislators, the distance between the two legislators is calculated and trans-

formed into similarity scores (by subtracting the empirical maximum), and normalised 

to range from 0 to 1 (respectively indicating the highest and lowest distance between 

legislators’ positions in the Cartesian plane produced by NOMINATE). In this way, the 

two dimensions can be analysed simultaneously. Interpreting the coefficients, we can 

conclude that it is not the left–right dimension that matters most, but the EU integra-

tion dimension. The remainder of the conclusions of Hix & Noury do hold, however: 

party groups matter, while nationality matters very little. Being together in a national 

government is also a small but meaningful predictor for explaining why legislators are 

positioned by NOMINATE more closely together.

 Nonetheless, the step of using NOMINATE and then re-transferring the indi-

vidual positions of legislators back to indicators of similarity or distance seems illogical 

if one could simply use a direct measure of voting similarity (as described in Chapter 

4). More importantly, NOMINATE appears to cut out useful variation and to ‘reduce 

away’ relevant patterns in the voting behaviour of legislators. Case 2 in Table 2 shows 

the results when using the DAA (i.e. calculating voting similarity scores directly). It is 

clear that the level of explained variance is much higher when one uses voting simi-

larity scores directly, rather than when using NOMINATE to process the voting first. 

When the dependent variable is based on NOMINATE scores, only 54.2 per cent of the 

variance can be explained, while the DAA method is able to explain 72.3 per cent. This 

clearly signals that NOMINATE actually adds noise rather than reducing it, and that 

it also reduces systematic variation. In terms of substantial effects, the direct method 

also comes closer to the original interpretation of Hix & Noury than their own inter-

pretations do: the effects of left–right and EU position are similar in strength (even 

when standardised as Z-scores).31 Furthermore, the effect of party group membership is 

higher when using the DAA method than when using NOMINATE, in line with earlier 

work by Hix (2002) on the strength of European party groups. In other words, the con-

clusions of Hix & Noury (2009) hold not because of, but rather in spite of, the problems 

introduced by using NOMINATE.

31 This holds, even when one only models left–right and EU distances on the NOMINATE similarity scores. This 
indicates that the overestimation of the EU scores cannot be attributed to a high degree of homogeneity of 
party groups on the left–right dimension (and a high degree of heterogeneity on the EU dimension). The 
standardised coefficients are for left–right -0.360, and for EU -0.486. Note that the DAA model estimates 
the size of the EU distances to be smaller than left–right (left–right: -0.533, EU: -0.393). This latter estima-
tion is, interestingly enough, in line with the conclusions drawn by hix & Noury (2009).
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5.3.1 Analysing the differences between the DAA and NOMINATE

The previous section reviewed the conclusions drawn by Hix & Noury (2009). This 

section delves deeper by investigating which factors (ideology, party membership, etc.) 

change, and how they do so. Are the differences between NOMINATE and the DAA 

substantive and systematic? ‘Substantially the same patterns’ is defined here more pre-

cisely as meeting the following three criteria. First, that the signs of the coefficients 

remain the same across the models with different dependent variables. Second, that the 

relative ordering of the coefficients remains unchanged: the largest (standardised) coeffi-

cient in the first analysis should also be the largest in the second analysis, and the second 

largest also the second largest, et cetera. Third, that the level of explained variance does 

not differ more than five percentage points.32

 From the earlier discussed full model in Table 2, it is clear that the results 

are substantially different. The explained variance differs by 18.1 percentage points, far 

above the cut-off point of five percentage points. The ordering of the coefficients also 

changes: the left–right coefficient becomes, in the DAA (Model 2), the factor with the 

highest effect size. Moreover, the sign of the coefficient for ‘same nationality’ is flipped 

from negative to positive, although the effect sizes are small. To conclude, all three crite-

ria for determining whether or not the results are substantively different when compar-

ing NOMINATE to the DAA are met. When analysing parliamentary voting behaviour 

by first reducing the vote decisions to a low-dimensional space, one cuts out important 

variation that affects substantive conclusions.

 To investigate which aspects are different, separate regression models are esti-

mated in which each of the four sets of explanations, as identified by Hix & Noury 

(2009), are regressed independently: left–right and EU ideology, party group member-

ship, nationality, and national governing status. These models are presented in Table 

4. As the variance between the models’ dependent variables differs, it is impossible to 

directly compare the regression coefficients. Two aspects, nonetheless, can be compared: 

the degree to which the models differ in their explained variance, and for the ideology 

models, the relative importance of left–right versus EU integration positions. In terms of 

differing levels of explained variance, especially for the party group model (Models 2A 

and 2B), they are major. Party groups explain 46 per cent of the variance for the DAA-

based similarity scores, while party groups explain only 24 per cent of the variance with 

NOMINATE-based similarity scores. This indicates that NOMINATE cuts out a large 

portion of the within-party group variation that is present in the original data. The pos-

sible effects of this are an overestimation of the unity of party groups. A smaller but still 

important difference in explained variance comes from the ideological models (1A and 

32 The five per cent measure is somewhat arbitrary. It is intended to allow for some deviation, while showing 
substantially the same patterns.
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1B). Here, the NOMINATE-based analysis is able to explain the variation by nine per 

cent less than the DAA. 

 When standardising the regression coefficients using Z-scores, the two methods 

show fundamentally different results for the importance of ideology. When using NOM-

INATE, EU positions are virtually as important as the left–right positions in determin-

ing voting similarity.33 This goes against conventional wisdom about the dimensionality 

of EP decision-making (Hix, 2001; Kreppel, 2000; Mair, 2003; Otjes and van der Veer, 

2016). Indeed, the DAA investigation shows results that are clearly more in line with 

the existing literature: the left–right dimension is about twice as important as the EU 

integration dimension. Finally, the nationality and national government models (3A and 

3B, 4A and 4B) show similar patterns of lower levels of explained variance, although the 

differences here are smaller.

 The observation, based on these findings, is that NOMINATE seems to 

increase the level of noise. Furthermore, it not only increases the noise, but also intro-

duces bias (given the change in the relative importance of the EU integration dimension 

compared to the left–right dimension). In other words: using NOMINATE seems to 

have clear effects on the conclusions one draws (for example, with regard to the role of 

parties and ideology). 

5.3.2 The empirical differences between NOMINATE and the DAA

Given that the replication study above showed that the factors that determine the 

similarity scores of legislators differ between NOMINATE and the DAA, how can we 

explain these differences? This section engages this question by comparing the similarity 

scores more extensively.

table 3 - descriptive statistics

dAA nominAte

Minimum 0.030 0

Median 0.711 0.875

Mean 0.702 0.866

Standard Deviation 0.161 0.112

Maximum 1 1

Valid N 415176 438516

Missing 29920 6580
 
The variables measure the similarity of voting, using the DAA and NOMINATE approaches respectively. 
Note that the higher missing score for the DAA similarity scores is due to differences in handling missing 
values (see Footnote 3 on page 4).

33 Standardised coefficients: NOMINATE (left–right: -0.2333483; EU: -0.2083940); DAA (left–right: 
-0.4966313; EU: -0.2431531).
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The descriptive statistics in Table 3 show that the similarity scores from the NOMI-

NATE-reduced space deviate considerably from the raw voting similarity scores. Bear in 

mind that the goal of dimension-reduction methods such as NOMINATE is to repro-

duce distances in a low-dimensional space as close as possible to the original voting 

similarities. If this method succeeds in achieving this goal, there should be a very high 

degree of overlap between the raw voting similarity scores and the NOMINATE simi-

larity scores. However, this does not seem to be the case. All of the central tendency 

measures show differences: the mean, standard deviation, and median are quite different 

when comparing the two scores. 

 As the central tendency measures differ, how much do the DAA and NOMI-

NATE scores overlap? The distribution shown in Figure 2 indicates a meagre overlap. 

The NOMINATE scores indicate a much higher degree of similarity than the actual 

voting shows. This is confirmed by a correlation analysis, which yields an explained vari-

ance of only R² = .699. This means that the use of NOMINATE removes more than 30 

per cent of the variation. If this decrease in variation is random noise, there is no need for 

concern. On the other hand, if (a part of) this removed variance is systematic, NOMI-

NATE affects the substantive conclusions that researchers draw based on voting analyses. 

The systematic nature of the removed variance will be discussed in the next section.

 A regression analysis in which the dependent variable is the DAA similarity 

score and the NOMINATE score is the independent variable confirms that the explained 

variance is far from perfect. The slope, as well as the intercept, of the regression line of 

this model, as shown in Figure 3, deviates from the reference line (dotted). This refer-

ence line shows a perfect correlation, which does not negate the option of differences 

between the two similarity scores, but indicates non-systematic differences. As the slope 

and intercept deviate, there is clearly something going on that is indicative of a larger 

issue (for example, caused by a few outliers). 

 In the literature, a potential explanation for this low degree of overlap can be 

identified, which lies in the way in which NOMINATE deals with outliers (i.e. those 

legislators who vote very differently from the median legislator). For this reason, the 

correlation analysis is re-estimated on a trimmed data set. In this alternative data set, 

the dyads with the lowest 2.5 per cent of the NOMINATE voting scores are excluded 

from the analysis.34 This yields an R² = .720 (p < .001), which constitutes only a mar-

ginal increase in the level of explained variance. Outliers therefore do not drive the low 

amount of explained variance (which was indicated already by the differing shapes of the 

distribution in Figure 1). 

 Another robustness check consists of an analysis of the way in which NOMI-

NATE and the DAA differ when dealing with missing cases. All in all, missing cases do 

not drive these results (see Appendix 2). 

34  Other levels of exclusion yield substantively similar results (1 per cent, 5 per cent).
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Figure 2 – the distribution of the similarity scores (comparing dAA and nominAte scores)

The correlation between the distribution R2= .699.

Figure 3 – comparing dAA and nominAte similarity scores

This figure shows the density of the cases, comparing NOMINATE to DAA similarity scores. The darker the 
area, the larger the number of cases in the given area. Both the intercept and the slope of the regression 
deviate from the reference line (which indicates a perfect correlation).
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5.3.3 Does NOMINATE cut out, or introduce, systematic variance?

The models discussed previously cannot be directly compared, therefore they do not 

formally test whether the difference between NOMINATE and the DAA are systematic. 

In this section, an extra model is introduced in which the NOMINATE-based similarity 

scores are regressed on the DAA-based similarity scores. The residuals of this model are 

saved. Mathematically, the model is:

DAA Similarity Score=β0+β1 NominateSimilarityScore+εi (1)

Consecutively, an additional regression analysis is estimated:

εi=β0+β1 LeftRightDistance+β2 EUDistance+β3 SamePartyGroup+β4  
        SameNationality+β5 BothInNationalCabinet+ε        (2)

The residuals from Model (1) represent the variance cut out by using NOMINATE. 

The regression residuals are saved and consequently used as the dependent variable 

in a model with the same independent variables as in Table 2. If the noise introduced 

by NOMINATE is indeed, as indicated by the discussion above, systematic, then this 

regression model should be able to explain a significant portion of the variance (defined, 

in line with the analysis above, as five per cent). Furthermore, the size and sign of the 

coefficients show how the NOMINATE models are biased. If, however, the noise is non-

systematic, then the residuals model should not be able to explain much variance.

 The results in Table 5 confirm that using NOMINATE systematically reduces 

substantively useful information from the voting similarity scores. As with virtually any 

regression analysis, the residuals are non-zero. However, the nature of the residuals is 

non-random. Rather than being random noise, they are structured by all but one of the 

theoretically relevant explanations. All of the variables (which are substantially relevant 

to the research questions posed in many articles relying on NOMINATE) are non-zero 

in relation to the residuals. Moreover, the explained variance of 28.9 per cent indicates 

that the residuals are strongly non-random. 

 Making a substantial interpretation of Table 5 is quite difficult. The meaning 

of the coefficients is this: a negative sign indicates that the differences in similarity scores 

are smaller than NOMINATE suggests. Conversely, a coefficient with a positive sign 

indicates that the differences in similarity scores are higher than NOMINATE suggests. 

This means that the left–right variable, with a negative sign, is indicative of similarity 

scores that are smaller than NOMINATE suggests. In other words, NOMINATE over-

estimates the influence of left–right distances. The reverse is true for the other variables: 
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NOMINATE underestimates the influence of party groups, and to lesser extent, national 

parties, compatriotism, and of being in a national government.35

table 5 - Are the differences between nominAte and the dAA systematic?

residuals (dAA predicted by nominAte)

residuals

Constant 0.0001

(0.0003)

Left–right (general) -0.123***

(0.001)

EU anti/pro 0.021***

(0.001)

Same party group 0.079***

(0.0003)

Same nationality 0.018***

(0.0005)

Both in national government 0.006***

(0.0003)

N 374843

R-squared 0.289

Adj. R-squared 0.289

Residual Std. Error 0.074 (df = 374837)

F Statistic 30452.330*** (df = 5; 374837)
 
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1

To wrap up, the conclusion is that using NOMINATE, compared to directly using 

voting similarity scores, lowers the degree of explained variance by more than 30 per-

centage points.36 Of these 30 percentage points, almost 29 percent represents systematic 

and substantial variation. This means that, in the case of the sixth EP term, the use of 

NOMINATE has removed 8.7 per cent of useful variance when positioning legislators. 

In practice, it is possible to explain 72.3 per cent of the voting similarity scores, but only 

54.2 per cent of the NOMINATE similarity scores (see Table 2).

35 One could also model the differences in the similarity scores directly (by subtracting the NOMINATE from 
the DAA scores). Such a specification would be similar to the distances to the reference line in Figure 3. The 
results of such an analysis are similar to the residuals analysis presented here. Appendix 4 shows the results 
of this alternative specification of the differences.

36 A robustness check is presented in Appendix 4, which confirms the findings and interprets the results in more 
substantial terms.
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5.3.4 Robustness checks

To ascertain the validity of the findings in this chapter, a number of robustness checks 

are considered. In Appendix 1, abstentions are included in the analysis. By definition, 

NOMINATE excludes legislators who intentionally vote ‘I abstain’ because it is unable 

to model abstentions in the legislator positions, while the DAA is able to model them. To 

ascertain whether abstentions are relevant, Appendix 1 analyses voting similarity scores 

while including abstentions. It shows that abstentions influence the results, although the 

effects are small. Overall, none of the conclusions of this chapter are affected.

 A second robustness check analyses whether differences in the handling of 

missing cases drive the results (reported in Appendix 2). NOMINATE uses uninformed 

imputation (see the appendix for a discussion), while the DAA simply excludes missing 

cases. The robustness check shows that this difference has no impact on the conclusions 

of this chapter.

 A third robustness check adds more legislative terms to ascertain whether, 

and how, the results might be driven by characteristics which are specific to the sixth 

EP term (2004-2009), as analysed in the main text (see Appendix 3). It is found that 

although differences exist in terms of which factors are over- and underestimated, the 

conclusion that NOMINATE introduces systematic variance is unaffected.

The fourth and final robustness check in Appendix 4 consists of an alternative test of the 

systematic nature of the differences between NOMINATE and the DAA. In the text, a 

conservative test is presented by using regression residuals. The analysis in the appendix 

uses the difference between NOMINATE and DAA similarity scores. It confirms the con-

clusion of the chapter, namely that NOMINATE introduces systematic biases, although 

the exact factors that are biased are slightly different.

5.4 Conclusion

This chapter investigates the extent to which using NOMINATE, a commonly used 

method to study roll-call voting, influences the interpretation of how legislators vote in 

a substantial, systematic way. Indeed, using this method not only reduces noise (which 

it is designed to do), but also useful variation. The variation that is thrown away by this 

dimension-reduction method is important for any theory-testing research project. To 

test the extent of the problems surrounding the use of NOMINATE, this chapter uses 

Hix & Noury’s (2009) study of the parliamentary behaviour of legislators in the sixth EP 

term (2004-2009). Although the substantive conclusions of the authors’ study remain 

intact, there are reasons for serious concern when using NOMINATE.

 First, although the substantive results of Hix & Noury’s study might not 

change, the interpretation of other studies might. This study has found that left–right 

ideology is overestimated when using NOMINATE, while party group effects are under-
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estimated. Considering that this chapter measures ideology at the level of the national 

party, research about the dominance of national parties versus European party groups 

(Corbett et al., 2011: 121–2; Hix, 2002) might over- or underestimate the role of the one 

type of party over the other.37

 The effects of analysing specific subsamples of votes are unknown. It is 

unknown why some effects are overestimated when using NOMINATE, indicating 

trouble for more specific analyses. If there is, for some reason or another, a systematic 

bias against party (e.g. in favour of ideology), then a researcher might come to incorrect 

conclusions when analysing subsets of parliamentary behaviour. 

 Furthermore, there are good reasons for using the dyadic analysis approach. 

Compared to NOMINATE, the DAA algorithm is able to work on very small samples. 

One vote would suffice. It is also possible to compare different samples, for example 

on two or more different votes, issue categories, or subsamples of legislators or leg-

islatures. Although NOMINATE is able to compare different legislatures using the 

dynamic, weighted variant of the algorithm (estimating positions in a common space), 

the DAA allows for testing explicit theories on the causes of the differences between 

these legislatures. Furthermore, the DAA is able to compare different types of parlia-

mentary behaviour straight out of the box: one can compare roll-call voting, amendment 

co-sponsorship, and parliamentary questioning utilising the same approach. This eases 

the comparison of different types of parliamentary behaviour. The use of time-series or 

multilevel regression techniques also allows for modelling more complicated types of 

parliamentary behaviour.

 Moreover, central to the DAA is the use of purpose-built theory-testing analy-

sis methods. This is a marked difference from the NOMINATE approach that is purely 

inductive. Rather than eyeballing or regressing on NOMINATE scores, the ability to 

directly use the parliamentary behaviour allows for true theory-testing research to be 

conducted without introducing extra levels of uncertainty. Additionally, NOMINATE 

positions are non-deterministic. This means that the positions are surrounded by uncer-

tainty (which is measured by a standard error for the positions). However, when using 

NOMINATE scores as regression inputs, this uncertainty is not included.

 Finally, innovations in computing power and statistical analysis reduce the 

need to use NOMINATE or similar algorithms. Nowadays, the average desktop com-

puter is able to analyse hundreds of thousands of records in a matter of minutes, if not 

seconds. The availability of information on a low level (e.g. at the level of the individual 

legislators, or their national parties) allows for careful analyses without the need to use 

dimension-reduction methods. Given that these dimension-reduction methods intro-

37 An additional robustness check is presented in Appendix 3. In this analysis, the predecessor and successor 
to the sixth EP term are analysed, finding that the substantial patterns differ somewhat, but that NOMINATE 
consistently introduces a systematic bias.
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duce systematic and substantially relevant biases, and that a direct analysis of voting 

behaviour is now possible, virtually all future research projects should opt for the direct 

approach. 

 This is not to say that NOMINATE is without use or value. For example, when 

researchers want to formulate theories about legislative behaviour, NOMINATE is able 

to show the relations between legislators in an easily comprehensible way. Furthermore, 

although computationally complex, researchers can quite easily use the method. Finally, 

while the NOMINATE procedure requires minimally just the voting decisions by the leg-

islators for investigation, the DAA requires more extensive data gathering and processing. 
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chapter 6 
Comparing cooperation across 
parliamentary instruments

With some exceptions, most studies of the parliamentary behaviour of legislators, within 

as well as outside of the EP, focus on roll-call voting. ‘Parliamentary competition’, ‘party 

group unity’, and ‘legislative behaviour’ are concepts that are, implicitly or explicitly, 

equated with how legislators decide to cast their votes during roll-calls. As argued in 

the theoretical section of this book, there are other parliamentary instruments that are 

important and even vital in the day-to-day business of ‘doing politics’. How legislators 

and their parties cooperate is surely as important as how they compete: without the 

former, the latter would be mere theatre. Majorities need to be secured in order to effec-

tively pursue policies. Enlisting a colleague from another party group as a co-signatory 

for an amendment or a motion might help to secure a majority whenever a (related) 

piece is put up for a vote. Having a colleague from another party group on board with 

one’s proposal has implications that go beyond the mere positioning of the legislators 

toward an issue. If a member of a particular party group (co-)tables an amendment, 

other members of this party group will have to think twice before voting the amendment 

down, because it carries costs, both personal (in terms of the relationship with the fellow 

party group member) and related to the party group (due to possible images of disunity). 

 Obviously, this mechanism also works the other way around: before (co-)

signing an amendment, a legislator needs to secure support from his or her own party 

group. Just as when deviating from the party group line during a roll-call vote, a legisla-

tor supporting a controversial amendment, motion, or parliamentary question might 

face consequences. The consequences as well as the ability of party groups and fellow 

colleagues to signal dissent likely differ between parliamentary instruments. Deviating 

from party group lines in an attempt to support policies that are favourable to one’s own 

member state are unlikely to happen during roll-call votes. Even if all legislators from, 

for example, the German delegation (currently the largest) were to ignore party group 

lines and vote as one block, they still could not form a majority. After all, the entire 

German delegation accounts for only about twelve per cent of the number of parliamen-

tary seats (depending on the parliamentary term). However, if (virtually) all German 

legislators were to propose an amendment together, this would likely attract some atten-

tion – if only from the party groups of which the signatories are members.

 The core argument of this chapter is that the structure of cooperation (as devel-

oped in Chapter 3) likely differs between parliamentary instruments for, among others, 

the abovementioned reasons. The research question is therefore: How does the structure 
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of cooperation differ between the parliamentary instruments of roll-call voting, amendment co-

sponsorship, motion co-sponsorship, and the co-tabling of parliamentary questions? The focus 

of this chapter will be on the role of compatriotism (i.e. cooperation between legislators 

coming from the same member state).

 In the EP, whether or not legislators are from the same country seems to matter 

very little. Nationality does not play a role in terms of how legislators vote, and this is 

generally attributed to the observation that legislators face constraints from national 

parties and European party groups (Hix, 2002). Through rewards (with a place on the 

ballot or positions of power in the EP) and punishments (with threats to prevent re-

election or by taking away positions of power), these groups secure the loyalty of legisla-

tors (see Chapters 2 and 3 for a more detailed discussion). Party groups have a vested 

interest in securing intra-group unity. As Saalfeld & Strøm argue:

[…] a high degree of unity in legislative behaviour is an important condition for 

them [parties] to make a difference in legislative output. Only if parties are united 

will they be able to effect policy decisions that are different from the preferences 

of pivotal legislators. 

(Saalfeld and Strøm, 2014: 388)

In this light, it can be expected that party groups care about with whom their members 

cooperate. In order to maintain the status quo, these party groups might stimulate coop-

eration between their own members, or they might seek to prevent cooperation between 

their legislators and those from other party groups.

 Consequently, legislators align along their national party and party group lines 

when casting votes during roll-calls (Attinà, 1990; Hix, 2001; Hix et al., 2007; Kreppel, 

2002a; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999). However, scholars have come to question whether 

these conclusions are, at least in part, based on characteristics inherent to roll-call voting 

(Andeweg, 1995; Carrubba et al., 2008; Finke, 2014). Crucially, if there is a “selection 

bias” in roll-call voting (Yordanova and Mühlböck, 2014: 2), then we might find that 

the substantive conclusions drawn from studies of other instruments would be different. 

Indeed, a study into the co-sponsorship of amendments in the EP’s plenary by Baller 

(2017) shows that nationality matters more for this particular instrument than for roll-

call voting in general. 

 To understand how parliamentary instruments relate to each other, and how 

some enable the option of ‘going national’, a scale capturing the degree to which party 

groups are able to influence cooperation will be developed. This scale consists of three 

main elements that include individual freedom vs. party control, small vs. large legislative 

impact, and whether cooperation is an implicit or explicit feature of the instrument. The 

overall score of the composite of these elements is used to understand how much 

freedom legislators have in going national. 
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Party groups might be able to influence roll-call voting, yet they might be less able to 

influence other types of parliamentary behaviour. Roll-call voting is very visible and 

party disunity can easily be identified, something that is much harder to observe for 

other instruments. Often, the visibility of roll-call voting is the very reason why party 

groups request votes to be cast by roll-call (Andeweg, 1995; Corbett et al., 2011). The 

ease with which these party groups are able to detect defection by individual legislators 

is important for the behaviour of their members: the voting records are publicly (and 

almost instantaneously) available, and automated systems take care of calculating defec-

tion rates or ‘loyalty scores’ (such as those available on VoteWatch, 2014). Detecting 

defection when tabling, for example, a parliamentary question is much harder: party 

group leadership would need in-depth knowledge about the issue discussed in the ques-

tion, and even if that is available, deciding whether or not the question is in line with 

the party group’s position is much more subjective. Often, it is only a limited number 

of specialists who have this knowledge, which puts them in a powerful position in terms 

of either determining the party line or determining whether or not the actions of other 

legislators constitute deviations from the party line. However, the impact of the parlia-

mentary question might be much smaller (as it does not change anything formally), 

while roll-call voting unity, especially when majorities are slim, has a markedly larger 

impact for party groups’ abilities to decide on binding laws.

6.1 Theory

Classifying parliamentary instruments along a scale consisting of measures of the degree 

of individual freedom, policy impact, and nature of the instrument is novel: the litera-

ture on the classification of parliamentary instruments is scant, as most is interested in 

explaining how legislators use a specific instrument. This is a limitation, as parliamen-

tary instruments fit together as a toolkit. Individual legislators and their party groups 

can utilise this toolkit to influence a legislative process by deciding on policy alternatives, 

steering policy in a certain direction, or attracting the attention of the executive, the 

media, and voters. Each instrument in this kit serves a different purpose, and for this 

reason, how, when, and why they are used differ. The three dimensions in the classifica-

tion that is developed below aid the understanding of how legislators are enabled and 

constrained in terms of cooperating with other legislators.

 The three components of the scale and their individual indicators are pre-

sented in Table 1. The first component captures the degree to which legislators are free 

to act as they like when using a given parliamentary instrument. It has four indica-

tors: the first two relate to the EP’s Rules of Procedure, while the latter two relate to 

party group control options. First, one of the most important aspects of a parliamentary 

instrument relates to who is allowed to use it. In the EP, parliamentary instruments are 

often used on behalf of one’s party group. This is the case for the tabling of amendments, 
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motions, and agenda-setting. This is explicitly indicated on the proposal (“Amendment 

tabled by Mrs Doe, on behalf of the EPP”).38 Conversely, roll-call voting and the tabling 

of parliamentary questions is based on personal title, without reference to the party 

group membership of the legislators. When a legislator acts on behalf of a party group, 

he or she needs to be aware of the wishes, and to act in the interests, of that party group; 

if not, he or she must face the consequences, often in terms of removal from positions of 

power within the EP, such as prestigious rapporteurships or career opportunities within 

the party group leadership. 

 The second indicator of party group control relates to the limits imposed by 

some instruments on what the instrument can be about. Roll-call votes and amend-

ments are related to pre-set issues which cannot be changed by individual legislators. 

For amendments, only issues relating to an existing document can be altered. Parlia-

mentary questions, motions, and agenda-setting questions can, alternately, be used by 

legislators on any and all issues that the legislators see fit. These instruments therefore 

have a higher degree of individual freedom.

 The third indicator of party group control consists of the monitoring and sanc-

tioning capabilities of party groups. Detecting whether or not legislators defect from the 

party group line is easier for some instruments than for others. The more ‘detectable’ a 

defection, the lower the individual freedom that legislators have in using the instrument. 

Especially for roll-call voting, party groups have high defection detection abilities: once a 

party group adopts a common line, automated software and websites (e.g. VoteWatch.eu) 

can calculate, per legislator, the level of party line defection. For these (and other) reasons, 

Proksch & Slapin argue that voting against the party group line has serious consequences:

[…] defecting from one’s party leadership on a vote, especially on one that  

is both high profile and whipped, constitutes the ultimate act of defiance.  

Even rebel backbenchers who harbour significant doubts about their party’s  

position with regard to a bill may toe the party line on a whipped vote.  

They may, however, engage in other acts of protest. 

(Proksch and Slapin, 2015: 26) 39

Indeed, ‘other acts of protest’ might very well occur using other parliamentary instru-

ments. After all, detecting defection for the other instruments requires a high level of in-

depth knowledge about the substance of the policies. In line with the classical delegation 

38 This does not mean that the legislator needs to acquire permission from party group leadership. Rather, the 
legislator can be assumed to be aware of the fact that he or she is tabling something on behalf of his or her 
party group – and can later be held to account on that fact by the group’s leadership.

39 One can argue about whether Proksch & Slapin are too stringent in their assessment of the consequences of 
defecting from party group lines. After all, defection occurs quite regularly (hix et al., 2005), suggesting that 
defecting is far from the ‘nuclear option’ that Proksch & Slapin argue it to be.
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problem, principals (in this case the party groups) cannot, by definition, have the same 

level of knowledge as the agents (the legislators) without sacrificing the very reason for 

delegation: higher efficiency (e.g. Max Weber cited in Miller, 2005; Moe, 1984). This 

information asymmetry problem is especially relevant for the tabling of amendments. 

Amendments are often highly technical and their true impact on policy positions can 

be obfuscated in such a way that only those who understand the original document 

that is being amended can oversee the implications of the amendment. Considering 

that legislative reports often span dozens or hundreds of pages, only highly specialised 

party group members can oversee the implications of amendments, thus giving them 

more freedom in (co-)tabling amendments. Moreover, the high number of amendments 

tabled (see Chapter 2) makes it impossible for all specialists to monitor all amendments, 

meaning that individual legislators might slip through the cracks of party group whips. 

For motions and parliamentary questions, this is less of a problem: they are less numer-

ous (for motions), and in general less technical (for both). Monitoring only has an effect 

when the party group is able to effectively sanction defections; this is linked to deciding 

whether or not something is truly a defection.

 The second component relates to the impact on policy of using a given instru-

ment and captures the degree to which the use of a parliamentary instrument has 

binding implications for legislation and the position of the EP in relation to other EU 

institutions. The underlying reasoning is that individual legislators will be tied more 

to party groups (and other institutions within the EP) when using high-impact instru-

ments because of their ability to influence concrete legislation and/or EP positions. Two 

indicators make up this dimension. The first is whether or not the use of an instrument 

has potentially binding consequences for law-making. This is the case for roll-call voting 

and amendments, as they can be used in the adoption or changing of legislation. This is 

not the case for motions, parliamentary questions, and agenda-setting questions. These 

latter instruments mainly affect the internal dynamics of the EP, rather than wider EU 

policies. The second indicator of the impact component considers the impact that the 

instrument has on the inter-institutional position of the EP. It captures whether or not 

the use of the instrument has a binding effect on the position of the EP (e.g. on an issue 

on which the EU or the EP is currently unable to legislate). This sets apart the instru-

ments of roll-call voting, amendments, and motions (high impact) from the parliamen-

tary and agenda-setting questions (low impact).

 The third and final component consists of one indicator: whether or not coop-

eration is an intentional act or rather an emergent property. This sets roll-call voting 

apart from the other instruments. When two legislators vote alike, this does not mean 

that they are necessarily cooperating. It could be that legislators actively form coalitions 

and decide together on how to vote, but we cannot tell this from the mere observation 

that they vote alike. This is different when legislators actively have to sign a document 

with their names. When co-sponsoring an amendment, motion, parliamentary question, 
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or agenda-setting request, legislators have to approach each other and find a common 

ground position to put forward. In other words, cooperation is an emergent property of 

roll-call voting, while it is an intentional act for the other parliamentary instruments.

expectations

The above discussion culminates in a rank-ordering of parliamentary instruments (see 

Table 1). The lower the position on the scale, the more national patterns will show. Con-

versely, the higher the position of an instrument on the scale, the more cooperation can 

be expected to follow party group lines. 

 The underlying logic of higher compatriotism for instruments with lower party 

group control lies in party groups’ vested interest in preventing disunity. As argued above, 

party groups are only powerful when they are able to present a united front. This increases 

their bargaining position in relation to other party groups and thereby their leverage over 

policy making, the EP’s agenda, and other EU institutions. Consequently, for parliamen-

tary instruments for which party groups are less able to influence legislators’ coopera-

tion behaviour, cooperation above and beyond party group lines can form more easily. 

Cooperation among compatriots is a logical fall-back option: socialisation, language 

issues, national party control, and the other factors mentioned in the introduction all 

create incentives for national lines of cooperation. Roll-call voting occupies the position 

for which party groups have the most monitoring and sanctioning options (see Table 1). 

The instrument of parliamentary questions occupies the other extreme of the dimension: 

party groups have limited options for controlling their legislators. Therefore, I expect that 

for roll-call voting, the role of party groups in influencing cooperation decisions will be 

much higher than the role of compatriotism; while for parliamentary questions, I expect 

the exact opposite: a much higher degree of compatriotism than party group.

 A number of control variables are included, other than the measures for party 

group membership and compatriotism. These controls are included for reasons of 

establishing whether the patterns are truly attributable to the theoretical mechanisms 

identified. The control variables are left–right and EU integration distances between 

legislators’ national parties, shared membership in national parties, whether or not both 

legislators are affiliated with national parties that are in government during (a part of) 

the legislative term, the number of committees and delegations that the legislators share, 

and whether or not the legislators are a member of the Grand Coalition party groups 

(EPP and S&D). The effects of these control variables in relation to the three dimen-

sions will be discussed separately below. 
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6.2 Data & Methods

To test the hypotheses, this chapter relies on the Dyadic Analysis Approach (DAA) 

developed in Chapter 4. This section discusses the specific characteristics used for this 

chapter’s analyses.

 To study cooperation, pairs of legislators (dyads) are constructed for all pos-

sible combinations of legislators within the fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth legislative 

terms of the EP (1999-2017).40 This yields a stacked data set for all combinations of 

legislators within the four legislative terms, containing more than 7.6 million observa-

tions.41. Five parliamentary instruments are analysed, in which the dependent variable 

measures cooperation as the voting similarity and co-sponsorship scores (for amend-

ments, motions, parliamentary questions, and agenda-setting questions). The values 

range from zero to one, indicating that the legislators in the pair vote exactly opposite 

to each other on each vote (zero) or vote exactly the same on each vote (one). For co-

sponsorship instruments, a score of zero means that of all the documents signed by 

either the first or the second legislator in the pair, none have been co-signed by both; 

a score of one means that all of the documents signed by either the first or the second 

legislator also feature the signature of the other legislator. Table 2 provides an overview 

of the operationalisation of the dependent variable for each instrument. Note that, for 

some parliamentary instruments, the mean cooperation score is very low. This is because 

many legislators never work together, but those who do work together do so often.

 The roll-call voting similarity score is calculated as the number of times two leg-

islators vote in the same way, including abstentions (yea-yea, nay-nay, or abstain-abstain), 

relative to the number of votes that both legislators participate in. Overall, the empiri-

cal distribution approaches a normal distribution with two deviations: the peak is more 

towards the right (indicating a higher level of agreement than disagreement; i.e. there is a 

longer tail to the left compared to the right). Second, towards the right-most side, another, 

somewhat smaller peak forms. This peak is formed by pairs of legislators who are from the 

same national party and who vote alike very often. The distribution of the three co-spon-

sorship scores (amendments, motions, parliamentary questions) is very different.42 Here, 

40 For the fifth EP term (1999-2004), not all parliamentary archival records are available in digital form. Those 
for which source documents were not available were excluded from the analysis. For the eighth EP term 
(2014-2019), all available data up to 10 June 2017 is used.

41 This data set is stacked over four EP terms and over five parliamentary instruments. EP 5 contains 386,760 
dyads with 879 MEPs (this is higher than the number of seats in the EP at the time, as it includes replace-
ments for MEPs who died or stepped down); EP 6 contains 445,096 dyads (943 MEPs); EP 7 contains 
366,653 dyads (857 MEPs); EP 8 (first half) contains 324,415 dyads (805 MEPs). All dyads are copied for 
each of the five parliamentary instruments. The total number of cases per instrument is therefore 1,522,924, 
times five parliamentary instruments, which equals 7,614,620 observations.

42 This signals that the parliamentary instruments are used in different ways, an observation that deviates from 
the existing literature that compares roll-call voting and co-sponsorship and finds that the two are quite similar, 
at least for Chile and the U.S. Congress (Alemán et al., 2009).
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non-cooperation is the dominant mode. The number of zeroes is very high because many 

legislators never cooperate together. Given the high frequency with which the instruments 

are used (and the low degree by which, especially amendments and motions, are single-

authored), this indicates that very specific constellations of legislators stick to cooperating 

with each other. It is exactly these constellations that this chapter seeks to uncover.

 A range of independent variables is constructed, measuring all elements of the 

model of cooperation as developed in Chapter 3. This model includes four categories: 

national party, European party group, division of labour, and nationality. For each cat-

egory, at least one independent variable is included. Table 4 provides an overview of all 

independent variables and their operationalisation.

table 3 – Bivariate correlations between cooperation scores for all pairs of legislators

Parliamentary 

questions

Agenda-setting 

questions

roll-call voting motions

Agenda-setting questions .18

roll-call voting .11 .16

motions .12 .18 .13

Amendments .10 .10 .10 .14

table 2 – dependent variables

Variable operationalisation mean  

(std. dev.)

% dyads 

cooperated 

at least once

mean times co- 

operated, when 

at least once*

roll-call voting 

similarity

    (# votes same way)   

    (# votes both participated)

.6399

(.1934)

85.3% 2140.596 

(1216.972)

Amendment  

co-sponsorship

    (# docs co-signed)  

(# docs signed by MEPs)

.0029

(.0305)

2.5% 7.436

(17.437)

motion  

co-sponsorship

.0113

(.0488)

15.4% 7.202

(16.285)

Parliamentary 

question  

co-tabling

.0014

(.0119)

5.0% 2.314

(4.417)

Agenda setting 

co-tabling

.0157

(.0622)

11.0% 1.746

(1.686)

* Includes only those pairs of legislators who have cooperated at least once during the parliamentary term.
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The hypotheses developed in the previous section mainly deal with compatriotism, com-

paring it to shared party group membership. Nonetheless, a model which would only 

include compatriotism and party group indicators would be underspecified, as com-

patriotism might correlate with ideological indicators (for example, all national parties 

in a given country might be more left-leaning than those in another country). For this 

reason, the whole model is included.

 To construct the regression model, a multi-level ordinary least-squares (OLS) 

regression estimation technique is used. Using this method on fractional data has advan-

tages, but also disadvantages. The main advantage of using OLS is that it uses an identity 

link function, meaning that regression coefficients can directly be interpreted in terms of 

dependent variable units. Moreover, because of its mathematical simplicity compared to 

generalised linear models, OLS models are much easier to fit. Generalised linear models 

(GLMs) require simplification and linearisation methods, introducing the possibility of 

being unable to reach model convergence. Moreover, these maximum likelihood esti-

table 4 – independent variables

category Variable type and range source mean (std. dev.), or 

% yes for dummy

national party

Left–right distance Numerical (1 = most 

different position)
CHES

.23 (.17)

EU integration distance .28 (.26)

Same national party

Dummy (1 = yes)

EP 1.37%

Both MEPs’ national 

parties, during EP term, 

members of national 

government

ParlGov 40.6%

european 

party group

Same European party 

group

EP

22.37%

Both MEPs’ party 

groups are EPP or S&D
39.51%

division of 

labour

Number of committees 

shared by both MEPs

Count

.49 (.7)

Number of delegations 

shared by both MEPs
.15 (.4)

Number of inter-groups 

shared by both MEPs
.25 (.6)

Personal 

background 

characteristics

Same member state Dummy (1 = yes) 6.58%

The sources are: ChES, Chapel hill Expert Survey (Bakker et al., 2012); ParlGov (Döring and Manow, 
2012); EP (European Parliament, 2015).
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mation (MLE) techniques suffer more from misspecified distribution parameters than 

OLS. Especially for cases in which cooperation is a rare event (e.g. amendment co-

sponsorship, with 97.5 per cent zero scores), the distribution of the dependent variable 

deviates from the expected distribution. This makes MLE a lesser choice than OLS (see 

also Carroll and Ruppert, 1982). Two disadvantages of OLS are also important. First, 

OLS expects the dependent variable to be unbounded, while proportions, by defini-

tion, range between [0;1], including taking on the extreme values. This means that an 

OLS model might estimate values for combinations of the independent variables below 

zero or above one, which cannot meaningfully be interpreted.43 Second, as OLS estima-

tion assumes a Gaussian distribution of the dependent variable, the estimated standard 

errors might be over- or underestimated for the co-sponsorship cooperation measures 

(as they are non-normally distributed). Different from maximum likelihood estimation 

techniques, a violation of this assumption does not affect the coefficients themselves.44 In 

other words, OLS coefficients are robust to a misspecified distribution. As this chapter 

uses a very large data set (up to 1.2 million cases), any and all significance figures will 

be virtually meaningless as even the smallest effects tend to become significant. For this 

reason, I do not interpret the significance of the findings. 

 As the observations are measured as dyads, they are not independent from 

each other. The total number of documents signed by legislator A affects all of the dyads 

in which A is present (because a lower total number of documents also leads to a lower 

chance of having co-sponsored with any legislator, and vice versa). To account for this, 

a multilevel model is estimated in which the constant term is allowed to vary along a 

non-hierarchical clustering. This clustering is specified by including identifiers for both 

legislators as levels (cf. Louwerse and Otjes, 2015).

6.3 Results

Before turning to discuss the validity of the expectations developed in the previous section, 

a number of descriptive statistics merits discussion. First of these are the incidence ratios, 

in other words, the proportion of legislators who have ever worked together. As the data 

43 There are cases in which the predicted values go below zero or above one. For roll-call voting, this occurs 
very rarely (.0001 per cent of cases go below zero; .006 per cent go above one). For the other parliamentary 
instruments, out-of-bounds predicted values occur much more frequently (as much as 44.9 per cent of cases 
going below zero for parliamentary questions; none go above one). Although this is problematic, one should 
not overstate the problem: the predicted values below zero are very close to zero. In all cases, the left-hand 
tail (as seen from point-zero) is much shorter than the right-hand tail. In other words, whenever values are 
predicted below zero, they are predicted very close to zero; conversely, values predicted within bounds [0;1] 
are spread out much more across the range.

44 Moreover, the residuals for all parliamentary instruments approach a normal distribution. For instruments 
other than roll-call voting, a minute number of cases exists at the right-hand side of the distribution, giving the 
impression that the distribution is non-normal. however, when one excludes the bottom and top one per cent, 
the distributions are very close to a normal distribution.
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set is stacked over four legislative terms (5, 6, 7, and the first half of 8), this ratio tells us 

about the number of dyads that worked together within one legislative term.45

 Table 2 provides an overview of the relevant descriptive statistics. A large share 

(more than 85 per cent) of the pairs of legislators have voted similarly on at least one 

roll-call vote during a parliamentary term. This number is markedly lower for the co-

sponsoring of motions: just under sixteen per cent of the pairs of legislators have tabled 

a motion together. For agenda-setting questions, eleven per cent of the legislators have 

cooperated, while for regular parliamentary questions only five per cent of the legislators 

cooperated. Right at the bottom is the act of co-sponsoring an amendment: only 2.5 per 

cent of the legislators cooperated in doing so. However, when legislators do cooperate, 

then they tend to do so often: legislators who cooperate at least once, on average do so 

7.4 times. This is quite similar to co-sponsoring a motion (7.2 times), is less for par-

liamentary questions (2.3 times), and lowest for agenda-setting questions (1.7 times). 

These figures correlate with the total number of times a parliamentary instrument is 

used (regardless of who uses it).

Figure 1 – cooperation between compatriots and non-compatriots compared

 

45 The effect of this is that whenever both legislators are members of the EP in two or more terms, they are 
counted twice (or more, equal to the number of parliamentary terms).

The y-axes refer to the absolute number of votes in which legislators voted similarly, or the absolute number 
of documents co-signed. 
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A set of bivariate correlation analyses, presented in Table 3, demonstrates that the 

instruments are all quite different. The correlation coefficients show the relationship 

between any pair of two parliamentary instruments. All coefficients are below R = .18, 

showing only a very modest relationship between the uses of the instruments. Those who 

often table amendments together do not necessarily also table parliamentary questions 

together, nor does voting similarly during roll-calls lead to a (much) higher degree of 

cooperation in co-sponsoring amendments, and so forth.

 This chapter is primarily interested in uncovering how compatriotism influ-

ences cooperation decisions. To this end, the average number of times that legislators 

cooperate using the five parliamentary instruments is provided, split up into compatriots 

and non-compatriots. The results are graphically shown in Figure 1 and clearly demon-

strate that, for all parliamentary instruments, legislators cooperate more with compatri-

ots than with non-compatriots. In all cases, these differences are significant. On average, 

legislators who are from the same member state vote alike on 182 more roll-call votes 

than legislators from different member states. Moreover, compatriots co-sponsor almost 

half an amendment more, a third more of a motion and agenda-setting question, and 

two-thirds more of a parliamentary question. While these values seem low, one has to 

keep in mind that most legislators very often never cooperate.

 The first expectation dealt with the relative ordering of party group and com-

patriotism influences on cooperation decisions. For roll-call voting, the expectation was 

that the former trumps the latter, while for parliamentary questions, the reverse would 

occur. Indeed, the regression models presented in Table 5 demonstrate this pattern 

clearly. For roll-call voting, shared membership in party groups is the most important 

element in explaining higher voting similarity (see the standardised regression coeffi-

cients of Model 4). In standardised terms, the effect of nationality is much smaller and 

ranks third lowest of all nine explanatory factors included in the model. The reverse 

pattern is visible for the co-signing of parliamentary questions. Here, compatriotism 

ranks as the all-but-one most important explanatory factor. Only the effect of shared 

national party membership ranks higher (consider that this necessarily also entails com-

patriotism). The effect of shared party group membership is substantially smaller than 

that of compatriotism. The expectation is therefore justified by the empirical results.

 Although an explicit comparison of roll-call voting and parliamentary ques-

tion tabling is impossible (as they are modelled separately), it is worthwhile to compare 

cooperation patterns for these two parliamentary instruments in more general terms.46 

For pairs of legislators coming from the same member state, on average 0.5 percentage 

points more parliamentary questions are tabled together than when the pairs of legisla-

tors come from different member states. For roll-call voting, legislators coming from 

46 Because of extremely divergent distributions, fitting a single model and including parliamentary instrument 
dummies and interaction terms is impossible.
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table 5 - regression coefficients for each parliamentary instrument separately

roll-call voting
model 1 β

Amendments
model 2 β

motions
model 3 β

Parliamentary  
questions
model 4 β

Agenda-setting 
questions
model 5 β

Fixed effects
Constant 0.690*** 0.0002 0.014*** 0.0005*** 0.012***

(0.002) (0.0002) (0.0005) (0.0001) (0.001)

Left–right (general) 
distance -0.293*** -0.264 -0.001*** -0.008 -0.010*** -0.036 -0.002*** -0.026 -0.017*** -0.047

(0.001) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0004)

EU anti/pro  
distance -0.142*** -0.196 -0.002*** -0.017 -0.021*** -0.115 0.0002*** 0.005 -0.009*** -0.038

(0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0003)

Same party group 0.169*** 0.370 0.006*** 0.083 0.012*** 0.102 0.001*** 0.039 0.013*** 0.091

(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.00003) (0.0002)

Same national 
party 0.030*** 0.020 0.029*** 0.115 0.040*** 0.104 0.015*** 0.159 0.065*** 0.131

(0.001) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0001) (0.001)

Both Grand  
Coalition 0.033*** 0.086 0.00003 0.0005 0.001*** 0.008 0.0005*** 0.020 0.003*** 0.027

(0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.00004) (0.0002)

Both in national 
government 0.017*** 0.045 0.001*** 0.011 -0.0003** -0.003 0.0001*** 0.005 0.0005*** 0.004

(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.00003) (0.0002)

Same nationality 0.015*** 0.020 0.008*** 0.064 0.010*** 0.055 0.005*** 0.102 0.021*** 0.085

(0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.00005) (0.0002)

Count committees 
shared -0.001*** -0.002 0.001*** 0.030 0.003*** 0.047 0.0003*** 0.019 0.003*** 0.029

(0.0001) (0.00004) (0.0001) (0.00002) (0.0001)

Count delegations 
shared 0.003*** 0.006 -0.0001 -0.001 0.002*** 0.015 0.0002*** 0.006 0.001*** 0.006

(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.00003) (0.0001)

Random effects
var(MEP 1) on 
 Constant

.0037
(.0609)

.0000
(.0048)

.0002
(.0149)

.0000
(.0018)

.0002
(.0145)

var(MEP 2) on  
Constant

.0037
(.0610)

.0000
(.0048)

.0002
(.0149)

.0000
(.0019)

.0002
(.0145)

var(Residual) .0044
(.0661)

.0000
(.0304)

.0019
(.0438)

.0000
(.0116)

.0033
(.0573)

N 1074662 1140499 1182278 1204824 1173875

N (MEP 1) 1918 2053 2053 2051 2053

N (MEP 2) 1917 2056 2056 2056 2056

Log Likelihood 1383172 2362353 2013059 3664674 1685040

AIC -2766318 -4724680 -4026091 -7329322 -3370055

BIC -2766164 -4724524 -4025935 -7329166 -3369899
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1

The multilevel structure is a cross-classification of MEP 1 and MEP 2 identifiers. The results of null models (to assess  
inter-class correlation) are presented in Table A1 in Appendix 1.
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the same member state vote alike 1.5 percentage points more often than when they are 

from different member states. In this view, compatriotism (contrary to the expectation) 

seems to be more important for roll-call voting than for parliamentary questions. This is 

not the case, however: the baseline of the proportion of co-voting is much higher than 

co-questioning, meaning that we should look at the standardised regression coefficients. 

These show that nationality is the second most important factor influencing how often 

legislators cooperate when tabling parliamentary questions together (Model 4, Table 5). 

For roll-call voting, it is the third least important factor (out of nine factors in total). This 

clearly demonstrates that compatriotism is more important for parliamentary questions 

than for roll-call voting.

 Although the expectation developed in the theory section deals with only the 

two extremes on the scale, testing whether or not the conclusions also hold for instru-

ments which occupy a lower-moderate position on the scale (agenda-setting questions, 

motions), compared to instruments occupying an upper-moderate position (amend-

ments), is also important. If the expectation about the influence of party groups and com-

patriotism holds for the centre, agenda-setting questions and motions can be expected 

to show that compatriotism is more important than shared party group membership. 

For motions, the reverse can be expected: shared party group membership will be more 

important than compatriotism. For agenda-setting questions, we cannot confirm this 

expectation: party group membership is about as important as compatriotism. However, 

shared national party membership is the most important explanatory factor (and again, 

shared national party membership implies compatriotism). For motions, a similar 

pattern is visible: shared party group membership is, unexpectedly, somewhat more 

important than compatriotism. For amendments, the instrument for which we expect 

shared party group membership to matter more than compatriotism, we confirm the 

pattern. Shared party group membership is, as a standardised regression coefficient, 

slightly more important than compatriotism. Overall, the ‘flipping’ of the effects of party 

group and compatriotism is mainly relevant for the extremes of the scale. 

 To further test the relationship between the position on the scale and party group-

induced cooperation, another set of analyses is conducted. As the party group and ideo-

logical variables are correlated, two separate models excluding the ideological components 

are presented (in Appendix 2). For roll-call voting, shared party group is by far the most 

important predictor of cooperation decisions, and compatriotism remains unchanged as 

the third least important explanatory factor. For parliamentary questions, compatriotism 

remains the second most important factor (after shared national party membership), still 

much lower than shared party group membership. The role of shared party group mem-

bership for the other parliamentary instruments remains unchanged: party groups are still 

more important than compatriotism for amendments (thus conforming to expectations), 

as well as for agenda-setting questions and motions (this is unexpected, yet similar to the 

findings when including ideological components in the model).
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control variables

Following the full model developed in Chapter 3, a number of control variables are 

added in the model, meriting discussion in their own right. The national party branch 

of the model of cooperation distinguishes three components: ideology, national party 

control, and national governing status. In terms of ideology, the left–right dimension is 

stronger than the EU integration dimension in terms of influencing cooperation deci-

sions for roll-call voting, motion co-sponsorship, and the co-tabling of agenda-setting 

questions. Interestingly, the ideological distance on the EU integration dimension is 

much more important than left–right distance for the co-sponsorship of amendments.47 

Moreover, ideological factors appear to play only a very small role for amendments 

and parliamentary questions, especially when compared to roll-call voting. At the same 

time, compatriotism plays an important role for the former two instruments. This does 

not mean, however, that any compatriot will do when deciding upon with whom to 

cooperate. An additional model presented in Appendix 3 demonstrates that when com-

patriotism is interacted with ideology, the latter plays an important role. In other words, 

the ‘decision tree’ for cooperation decisions appears to be structured so that legislators 

predominantly consider compatriots and then evaluate their ideological proximity.

 The second component, specifically national party control, is rather weak 

for roll-call voting (fifth most important element, out of nine) but much stronger for 

all other parliamentary instruments (for amendments, parliamentary questions, and 

agenda-setting questions it is the most important component, for motions the second 

most important). The third component relating to whether or not both legislators are 

representatives of parties in national government (which are represented in the Council) 

only affects final decision-making through roll-call voting. The effects for other instru-

ments are weak and mixed. The effects increase slightly when excluding ideological 

factors (see Appendix 2), but this is only because of collinearity (governing parties are 

more centrist than non-governing parties).

The second branch of the model of cooperation revolves around European party groups. 

As the effects of party group membership were discussed with Hypothesis 2, this section 

focuses on the second component: Grand Coalition membership. As with governing 

status discussed above, sharing a Grand Coalition membership (i.e. when both leg-

47 One explanation for this observation is that party groups are more homogenous in terms of the left–right 
dimension than the EU integration dimension. Therefore, regression models cannot distinguish between party 
group and ideological indicators. The correlation between sharing membership in a European party group 
and left–right distance is R=.49, and with EU position R=.24. A regression model (not presented) excluding 
party group membership confirms that left–right distance becomes more important. however, this model does 
not take into account that a large proportion of co-sponsored amendments are now attributed to ideologi-
cal distance scores, while co-sponsorship is mainly done along party group lines (irrespective of ideological 
distances within party groups). An additional model (fully standardised; not reported) in which shared mem-
bership in a European party group is interacted with left–right and EU positions shows that left–right distance 
within a party group has virtually no effect, while European integration stances do have a clear effect.
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islators are members of the EPP and/or S&D) only influences roll-call voting. There 

are some collinearity problems with distinguishing Grand Coalition membership from 

shared national government participation (as EPP and S&D national parties are much 

more likely to be in national government). Nonetheless, the effects on parliamentary 

instruments other than roll-call voting are small and mixed.

 The third and final branch of the model is that of division of labour influences on 

cooperation. Two components, shared membership of committees and shared member-

ship in delegations, make up this branch. For roll-call voting, the more committees that a 

pair of legislators are both members of, the lower the voting similarity score. This coun-

terintuitive effect is very small, however: for each shared committee, the voting similarity 

decreases by .1 percentage points – it therefore represents the smallest effect.48 Commit-

tee sharing has a more intuitive and bigger effect for all other parliamentary instruments. 

For amendment co-sponsorship, it is the fourth most important factor, while it is fifth for 

motion co-sponsorship and agenda-setting questions, and sixth for parliamentary ques-

tions. Sharing membership in parliamentary delegations to international organisations 

and non-EU parliaments also has weak effects. For roll-call voting, it has a very subtle 

positive effect, just above that of shared committee membership. It has an unexpected 

negative (and substantially very small) effect for amendment co-sponsorship. It is the sixth 

largest effect for motion co-sponsorship, and the second smallest effect for parliamentary 

and agenda-setting questions. Overall, specialisation is not an important driver of coop-

eration within the EP’s plenary. Additionally, a model in which specialisation is interacted 

with party group membership (not reported) shows that within party groups, few speciali-

sation effects occur. Legislators within the same party group, who also share membership 

in one or more committees, have only marginally higher rates of cooperation.

6.4 Discussion

Most of the extant research on parliamentary behaviour has a focus on roll-call voting. 

Using inductive methods, conclusions about the role of nationality, party, and ideology 

are drawn. However, as this chapter has demonstrated, the use of inductive methods 

and a singular focus on roll-call voting ignores important patterns in the behaviour 

before the final vote (cf. Roger et al., 2017). The ideological positions of legislators, 

party affiliation, and nationality have a differentiated impact on which groups of legisla-

tors work together, depending on the parliamentary instrument investigated. In contrast 

to roll-call research (e.g. Hix et al., 2007), but in line with role orientations research (e.g. 

Scully, 2005), legislators prefer to work with compatriots rather than with ideologically 

48 One possible explanation for this effect is that more shared committees or delegations also mean that the 
legislators are a member of more of these organisations. This entails more work and fewer opportunities to 
specialise, ultimately leading to lower cooperation scores. 
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close colleagues when they are tabling parliamentary and agenda-setting questions – 

even when controlling for national party influence.

 Moreover, national parties are much more important in terms of stimulating 

cooperation on all parliamentary instruments other than roll-call voting (cf. Hix, 2002). 

At the same time, the role of ideological predictors of cooperation is reversed: ideology is 

an important driver of roll-call voting, but is much less so for the tabling of amendments 

and parliamentary questions. For amendments, one can speculate that the highly techni-

cal nature of the instrument, requiring in-depth knowledge of the subject matter, drives 

cooperation decisions. In this case, one would expect that technical expertise matters 

more than party or ideology. However, this does not seem to be the case (contrary to 

Louwerse and Otjes, 2015).

 One important feature of the day-to-day politics in the EP is the emergence 

of a Grand Coalition, uniting the two biggest party groups (the EPP and S&D). These 

groups command a majority in the Council, the EP, and (indirectly) the Commission 

as well (Kreppel and Hix, 2003; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999). Indeed, Grand Coali-

tion membership influences roll-call voting. However, in the preceding phases, a Grand 

Coalition pattern does not emerge clearly. In line with Roger et al. (2017), the EPP and 

S&D party groups appear to compete in early legislative phases (especially when tabling 

amendments), only to coalesce during the final vote (cf. Kreppel, 2000). Moreover, 

Grand Coalition membership has only limited effects on the scrutiny and signalling 

tools of parliamentary questions and motions. One explanation for this is that these 

party groups simply do not need to cooperate when they seek to scrutinise or signal the 

executive in the EP. After all, they have more direct ways of accessing the executive, for 

example through (national) party leadership. One exception is the tool of agenda-setting 

questions, which has a moderate degree of cooperation between Grand Coalition party 

groups. As Meijers and Van der Veer (2018) argue, agenda control is virtually entirely 

in the hands of these two party groups; cooperation on this agenda-setting instrument 

in the EP’s plenary solidifies this hold.What do these findings tell us about the social 

networks in which legislators engage? First, that the social networks of legislators favour 

recurring cooperation. Second, that legislators ‘switch gears’ (Andeweg, 1997) from a 

supranational to an intranational organisation when using parliamentary questions, and 

to a lesser degree, agenda-setting questions, motions, and amendments, compared to 

roll-call voting. For these instruments, cooperation between legislators follows national 

borders much more than ideological demarcations. Rather than working with an ideo-

logically like-minded colleague from another member state, legislators opt to work with 

fellow country(wo)men.

 These findings have implications for existing research. The general patterns 

found in studies analysing roll-call voting are confirmed: the roles of party groups and 

national parties (Hix, 2002; Hix et al., 2005), ideology, with left–right trumping EU 

integration ideology (Hix, 2001; Hix et al., 2007; Kreppel and Hix, 2003), and Grand 
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Coalition membership (Kreppel, 2002b; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999) are confirmed. 

The role of shared national government participation (and thereby delivering members 

to the Council and the Commission), is, however, weaker than found earlier (Hix, 

2001). One possible explanation of this finding is the modelling strategy in which non-

ideological components are also included simultaneously. Moreover, Mühlböck (2012) 

argues that national parties and national governments have incentives and tools to create 

national (party) lines, thereby compromising party group unity. However, the author 

finds that this is not the case for roll-call voting. The evidence presented in this chapter 

shows that Mühlböck might have come to other conclusions had she included other 

types of parliamentary behaviour in her study.

 Existing research tends to equate ‘parliamentary behaviour’ with roll-call 

voting. This is clearly untenable: stark differences are revealed when analysing various 

types of parliamentary behaviour. Unlike earlier studies that contrast roll-call voting with 

amendment co-sponsorship (e.g. Alemán et al., 2009), the two instruments exhibit very 

different patterns of cooperation. In this sense, the call by Yordanova (2011) to move 

away from U.S.-centric theories of legislative behaviour in order to develop EU-specific 

theories is warranted by the empirical research of this chapter. Even when U.S. Congress-

based theories of parliamentary behaviour do travel to the national parliaments of EU 

member states, this does not mean that the theory also travels to the EP (e.g. Louwerse 

and Otjes, 2015). Indeed, the EP seems to be a unique parliament after all.

Moreover, these findings have implications for this book. In Chapter 2 and the introduc-

tion to this chapter, I argue that the apparent lack of national patterns is striking, for a 

multitude of reasons. Indeed, nationality does matter. Even for roll-call voting, legisla-

tors from the same member state vote more alike than legislators who are from different 

member states, even when controlling for ideological, party, and Grand Coalition factors. 

The more important findings are, however, around the other parliamentary instruments. 

Here, nationality is a main driver, rather than being of secondary importance. 

Two questions flow from this finding. First, how has the role of nationality developed 

over time? After all, many of the arguments as to why there are few national patterns 

(when focussing on roll-call voting) revolve around socialisation. As socialisation is a 

process, inherently of increasing importance over time, one might expect national pat-

terns to be more dominant in the early days of cooperation (when national socialisation 

was stronger) compared to in the modern-day EP (where EP socialisation is stronger). 

The second question is related to substance: do some issues, such as agriculture, show 

more cooperation along national lines (especially for those member states which have 

large agricultural industries)? These two questions are the topic of the remaining two 

empirical chapters of this book.
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chapter 7 
The development of parliamentary 
cooperation over time

The previous chapter demonstrated that legislators’ cooperation with one another differs 

considerably depending on the parliamentary instruments that they are using. National 

borders play a more important role in predicting cooperation between legislators for 

some instruments (e.g. parliamentary questions, motions) compared to others (e.g. roll-

call voting). Party and ideological motivations are influential factors for cooperation 

decisions for most instruments. 

 The previous chapter consists of a cross-sectional study combining fifteen years 

of cooperation in the period 2002-2017. During and before those years, the EU at large 

and the EP in particular witnessed large-scale changes to their competences and in their 

composition. This chapter provides a longitudinal study of the development of patterns 

of cooperation from the first directly-elected EP in 1979 up to the first half of the eighth 

EP (mid-2017). Two parliamentary instruments are analysed and compared: roll-call 

voting and motion tabling. These instruments are selected as they are representative of 

implicit cooperation (roll-call voting) and explicit cooperation (motion co-sponsorship). 

The research question is: To what degree have the patterns of conflict and cooperation between 

legislators changed over the last 40 years?

 Right from the start, the development of the EP can be characterised in terms 

of two forces pulling in opposite directions. On the one hand, member states’ govern-

ments have strived for increasing European integration. The Treaty of Rome reflects the 

determination of its signatories “to lay the foundations of an ever-closer union among 

the peoples of Europe” (Treaty of Rome, 1957: Preambule, own translation). An ever-

closer union entails a transfer of competences from the level of the member states to 

the supranational level, a move necessarily involving an increase in cross-border coop-

eration. The EP became increasingly important for this type of cooperation. On the 

other hand, contestation over whether European integration should be furthered, kept 

stable, or even reversed has increased markedly. The 1991 Treaty of Maastricht is seen 

as a turning point at which EU democracy entered a phase in which scepticism about 

European integration clearly increased among citizens, legislators, and member states’ 

governments (Hakhverdian et al., 2013).

 The drive towards a closer union resulted in an increase in the powers of the 

EP. In turn, party groups increasingly benefit from operating in unison. Ever more deci-

sions are made by the EP, and more party group unity pays off in terms of increased 

influence when bargaining with other party groups. This stimulates party group leader-
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ship to utilise the options of rewarding conformity to and punishing deviations from the 

party group line by the group’s legislators (cf. Attinà, 1990; Hix, 2002; Hix et al., 2005). 

Moreover, the increasing importance of European party groups stimulates contact 

between legislators at the European level, potentially at the cost of legislators’ contacts at 

the national level (Rasmussen, 2008). Such a development of increasing pan-European 

contacts might strengthen socialisation processes whereby legislators become increas-

ingly loyal to party groups at the cost of loyalty to national party ties, as well as becoming 

increasingly focused on supranational rather than national issues (e.g. Scully, 2005). 

 However, the increased role of supranational orientations could go hand in 

hand with increased attempts by national, rather than supranational, actors to influence 

legislators. This might be caused by the expanse of the competences of the EP. This 

expanse is both absolute (i.e. there are new competences at the level of the EU), as well 

as relative (e.g. a transferral of powers from one EU institution to another). A part of 

the EP’s newly gained powers is of the latter type. The role of the EP in EU decision-

making has increased at the expense of the role of the Council (Hix and Høyland, 2013: 

172). Whereas the EP is set up to operate predominantly in a supranational manner, the 

Council operates in an intergovernmental manner. Whether the EP, as an increasingly 

important institution, will continue to follow this supranational logic remains an open 

question. It could be that the institution is ‘shifting gears’ (Andeweg, 1992) towards 

more intergovernmental decision-making. 

 Moreover, with the onset of Euroscepticism and the contestation of European 

integration, legislators might choose to adopt nationally-oriented positions, defending the 

interests of their member state rather than being motivated by (the ideology of) their 

supranational party group. This could be an effect of a compositional change in which 

legislators with less of a supranational outlook join the EP, or an effect of increased com-

petition from Eurosceptics felt by hitherto pro-integration legislators. This development 

could have started a shift of gears towards national rather than supranational cooperation.

 Existing research, for example by Otjes & Van der Veer (2016) and Roger et 

al. (2017), has demonstrated that the role of contestation over the course and speed of 

European integration increased during the seventh legislative term of the EP (2009-

2014). The economic and financial crisis, these authors argue, increased the role of 

legislators’ EU integration positions (partly at the cost of their left–right positions). 

These findings seem to point to an increased role of supranational rather than national 

decision-making. However, we do not know whether national considerations decreased 

as a consequence of the increased relevance of ideology. Moreover, the authors primarily 

focus on roll-call voting and exclude other parliamentary instruments.

 This chapter is structured as follows. First, the theory section outlines four 

developments that might have affected how legislators cooperate. These are the increase 

in the EP’s powers, the increase in Euroscepticism, the increased prerogatives of European 

party groups, and finally the changing relative value of some parliamentary instruments 
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over others. Rather than developing formal hypotheses, the theory section concludes 

by outlining possible consequences for each of these developments. A short data and 

methods section explains the regression analysis methods. The results section discusses 

two models: first, one in which individual factors (European party group, national del-

egation membership, national party, and national governing status) are regressed on par-

liamentary cooperation. Second, full models that combine all factors are included, which 

allow for a careful pinpointing of the relative influence of each of the factors for coopera-

tion decisions. Finally, a number of robustness checks are discussed in the results section. 

The discussion section reflects on the results in the light of the extant literature.

7.1 Integration, Contestation, and Cooperation

The period from 1979 up to 2017 can be characterised by four major developments, 

which I will discuss in this section. Crucially, these four developments have implications 

for how legislators cooperate and come into conflict with one another. The develop-

ments likely affect the role of national borders, party group control, and ideological 

positions in determining with whom legislators cooperate. The influence of each of these 

factors of the model of conflict and cooperation (as developed in Chapter 3) depends on 

the time period in which the parliamentary behaviour is being observed.

 The first development is that of the increasing role of European party groups 

in the policy-making process. Their increased role is not only caused by party groups’ 

abilities to ease coalition bargaining by making credible commitments to other groups, 

but also by the increase in their role in distributing resources among legislators. Over 

time, more and more resources have become available to party groups. Three types of 

resources are distributed by party groups: election campaign resources (except a spot 

on the ballot, which is a right reserved for national parties), policy-making support 

resources, and positions within the EP. As party groups determine, to a large extent, how 

and to whom they distribute the resources, they are in a powerful position to demand 

loyalty from the recipients in return (Hix, 2002). Party groups unite legislators from 

many different member states, yet also require at least some degree of unity to be power-

ful in their bargaining with other groups over policy or group-reserved resources. Many 

party groups do not shy away from using whips to make legislators behave along group 

lines (Bailer et al., 2009: 357). As the pay-offs of party group membership increase, the 

threat of cutting legislators off hits harder – making the tool of whipping more effective. 

Legislators can therefore be expected to increasingly follow party group lines over time, 

rather than national or national party lines.

 Moreover, party groups do not necessarily need to use whips or provide 

carrots: processes of socialisation might stimulate legislators’ conformity to party group 

lines even without direct fear of sanction or expectation of reward. During the course of 

a legislator’s term, he or she will interact primarily with colleagues from the same party 
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group, more than with members of his or her own national party (other than the small 

group of fellow MEPs from the same national party delegation). Such interaction har-

bours socialisation, and in turn an increased focus on and loyalty to the supranational 

party group. Conventionally, socialisation in the context of the EP is defined by refer-

ring to the dynamics introduced by an ongoing process of European integration: “it is 

assumed that values [of legislators in the EP] will undergo change, that interests will be 

redefined in terms of a regional, rather than a purely national orientation” (Haas, 1958: 

13, cited in Scully 2005: 47). However, it is not so much this type of socialisation that 

can be expected to increase loyalty between legislative terms. Rather, the type of socialisa-

tion that stimulates cross-border cooperation comes in the form of ‘mentorship’. Newly 

elected legislators become entrenched in the party group by their contacts with incum-

bent legislators. These incumbents can be seen as mentors who teach the new legislators 

how to operate in the party group and the EP. As these mentors have, at some point, 

themselves been new legislators who were taught by their incumbent peers, one can 

expect an increasing strength of socialisation from one EP term to the other. With each 

new group of legislators being taught by mentors, the experience of those mentors will 

be transferred to the new legislators, who in turn will transfer their experience to others. 

In other words, socialisation is a cumulative and ongoing process that strengthens over 

generations of legislators. The effect of this is increased cross-border cooperation, poten-

tially at the expense of cooperation with compatriots.

 The effects of socialisation and the increased whipping powers of party groups 

can be expected to be especially pronounced for the two Grand Coalition party groups of 

EPP and S&D. Together, these groups command a sizeable majority in the Commission, 

Council, and Parliament, although their share of legislators in the EP has decreased over 

time (see Chapter 2). This decrease makes it more important for these party groups to 

assert their coalition lines and prevent individual legislators from breaking off – whether 

it be to form national (party) delegations, or any other type of group. Therefore, at least 

for these two party groups, cross-border cooperation might increase over time.

 The second development is the increase of the legislative powers and preroga-

tives of the EP at the expense of those of the Council. Such a shift in decision-making 

powers can lead to an increased role of national parties, national governing parties, 

and national delegations in the EP. Negotiations between member states that hitherto 

occurred in the Council might now increasingly occur in the EP. National governments 

and national parties might stimulate cooperation between their associated legislators in 

order to defend national interests against other member states’ delegations’ interests; 

a defence that is less effective in the Council. Different from their experience in the 

Council, national (governing) parties need to build coalitions between large rather than 

small numbers of politicians (legislators or ministers). Whereas decision-making in the 

Council is centred on member states reaching consensus, decision-making in the EP 

is based on reaching at least a simple majority. In the Council, when a member state 
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objects to a new piece of legislation, it can (in some cases) threaten other member states 

in the Council with a veto. In most cases, however, the consensual nature of decision-

making leads the other member states to tackle the concerns of the objecting member 

state (Hosli, 1997; Puetter, 2014). Whenever legislators, national parties, or party groups 

object to legislation being considered in the EP, they need to build sizeable coalitions in 

order to block or amend the legislation. With the move of competences from the Council 

to the EP, national parties (especially those that are in national governments) might seek 

to rally for their cause by increasing attempts at uniting their legislators. 

 The effect of the increased competences of the EP on cooperation and conflict 

is an increase in the role of national borders: national party delegations and coalitions 

of national parties that are together in government vote in unison more often. As the 

national parties originate (by definition) from the same member state, their increased 

unity comes at the expense of the unity of supranational organisations such as party 

groups and/or ideological (rather than national) lines of conflict. With the increasing 

powers of the EP comes the potential effect of increasing the role of national borders in 

terms of influencing how and with whom legislators cooperate (cf. Hix et al., 2003: 310).

 However, the increased competences might also have the opposite effect. As 

the EP’s role in legislating increases, and the complexity of the legislation therefore 

becomes higher, the value of expertise increases. With increasing competences comes 

the need to deal with increasingly technical details of policy-making. Lacking the in-

depth knowledge required themselves, party group and national party leadership 

rely on their legislators for information. And lacking large support staffs (like those 

in ministerial departments), party leaders might be left in the dark by knowledgeable 

legislators regarding important details (i.e. the problem of information asymmetry in 

principal–agent theory). These legislators might, moreover, become socialised to value 

their respective policy areas more than other policy areas or ‘the greater good’. There-

fore, occasionally step over or outright ignoring national and party group lines might 

become an increasingly common strategy of legislators. This could well lead to coopera-

tion across lines of specialisation rather than national or party lines (e.g. Louwerse and 

Otjes, 2015). The effect of this is increased cooperation among legislators specialised in 

the same sectoral interests, which would increase cross-border cooperation, as there are 

only a limited number of legislators specialised in the same topic. 

 The third development is that of increased contestation of EU integration and 

the subsequent rise of Euroscepticism starting in the 1990s. A core element of the chal-

lenge of Eurosceptic parties is that integration into the EU should be altered, stopped, 

or even reversed. Especially a reversal of integration would make member states, rather 

than supranational organisations, more powerful. Those legislators who are calling for a 

stop or a reversal of integration are therefore likely to prefer to cooperate with compatri-

ots rather than across borders. Consequently, an increase in the number of Eurosceptic 

and/or anti-integration legislators might go hand in hand with an increase in the role of 
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national borders in the cooperation behaviour of legislators.

 An opposing view is also possible. One could argue that Euroscepticism is a 

(new) line of ideological conflict, which does not so much stimulate cooperation between 

compatriots but rather between legislators who share the same ideological outlooks when 

it comes to (preventing or reverting) European integration. This line of reasoning is 

backed by the attempts of anti-European integration parties to form party groups. These 

party groups unite like-minded legislators, from at least a quarter of the member states, 

as stipulated by the EP’s internal Rules of Procedure (European Parliament, 2015b: Rule 

32(2)). The development of anti-EU party groups has for a long time been a tedious issue 

among anti-integration legislators, especially those on the (radical) right. The success-

ful attempts in the eighth legislative term might therefore increase cross-border coop-

eration by hitherto individual national parties.49 Previous research, already mentioned in 

the introduction, found that conflict over EU integration sharply increased following the 

financial and economic crisis of 2008 (Otjes and van der Veer, 2016; Roger et al., 2017).

 The expectations based on the development of anti-integration and Eurosceptic 

sentiments are twofold. The rise of Euroscepticism could lead to an increase in the role of 

national borders, but also (especially in the eighth term with the formation of new anti-

integration party groups) to an increase in cross-border interactions between hitherto non-

cooperation delegations of Eurosceptics. In both cases, the development is not a process 

that started during the first legislative term in 1979. Rather, the Maastricht Treaty was a 

major starting point in which anti-integration parties gained stronger representation in the 

EP. Since then, the role of national borders might be on the increase with each term. In the 

eighth term, however, a reversal of this pattern might be visible as the national parties suc-

cessfully teamed up into party groups, leading to an increase in cross-border cooperation.

 The fourth and final development affecting cooperation patterns is that of a 

change in the relative value of parliamentary instruments. With increasing powers of the 

EP, some parliamentary instruments, such as roll-call voting and the amending of laws 

and regulations, become more potent. An increase in the competences of the EP goes 

hand in hand with an increase in parliamentary instrument use. After all, more compe-

tences mean more decision-making on policy alternatives (e.g. through roll-call voting 

and amendments). At the same time, some instruments might become less important. 

For example, motions used to be the only instrument that could signal the definite 

position of the EP on issues on which the EP had no competences. Given that more 

and more policies are now within the legal sphere of EP decision-making, motions have 

become a less important instrument.

49 One could argue, however, that most of these party groups are little more than subsidy-generating devices. The 
anti-European party groups, such as the ENF and EFDD, do not whip their legislators to change their (voting) 
behaviour. Therefore, the party groups might actually have changed little in terms of the pre-existing behaviour 
of national parties before they became members of the group. This can also be seen in the fact that the group 
members’ voting behaviour shows far from the level of homogeneity achieved by mainstream group members.
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The consequence of the changing relative importance of parliamentary instruments is 

that institutions such as party groups, but also national parties and national govern-

ments, re-evaluate the values they attach to these instruments. Whereas national parties 

and even entire national delegations cannot effectively form a block to veto policies 

during roll-calls, they can stimulate their legislators to find enough colleagues to put 

a motion on the table signalling the concerns and issues of the national party or del-

egation.50 As party groups have limited resources to monitor and control the behaviour 

of their legislators, they have to focus on the instruments that affect their groups to 

the largest extent. Opting to focus the scarce monitoring resources on the high-impact 

instruments is therefore a possible outcome. This means that party groups might give 

legislators more leeway when putting forward motions, while at the same time keeping 

the reins increasingly tight on roll-call voting and the introduction of amendments. As 

such, a differential impact of compatriotic and cross-border cooperation on roll-call 

voting and motion co-sponsorship can be expected.

table 1 – summary of expectations based on four developments over time

development compatriotic coop-

eration

cross-border coop-

eration

time period

1: Increasing role of 

party groups

- Increasing role of 

party groups, Grand 

Coalition, ideology 

(L–R/EU)

Since 1979

2: EP’s increasing 

powers vis-à-vis 

Council

Increased role of 

national parties, 

national delegations, 

national governing 

status

Increased role of 

specialisation (com-

mittees; delegations)

Since 1979, mainly 

between treaty 

changes

3: Rise of anti-EU and 

Eurosceptic (national) 

parties

Increasing role of 

national delegations

Increasing role of EU 

integration ideology

Since 1991 (Maas-

tricht Treaty)

4: Changing impor-

tance of parliamentary 

instruments

For motions: increased 

role of national parties, 

national governing 

status

For roll-call voting: 
increasing role of 

party groups

Since 1979, mainly 

between treaty 

changes

Table 1 outlines the four developments and the consequences for compatriotic and 

cross-border cooperation. It is unclear which of these two forms of cooperation ben-

efits most from the changes: it could be that cross-border cooperation increases more 

than cooperation with compatriots, or the other way around. Therefore, no hypothesis 

50 Consider, however, that formally, support from a party group is required to put a motion on the table.
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is developed. Rather, three possible outcomes are identified. First, cross-border coop-

eration might increase, while cooperation with compatriots decreases or increases less 

than cross-border cooperation. Second, the reverse outcome might occur, in which 

cooperation with compatriots increases more than cross-border cooperation. Third, a 

balance might occur in which both compatriotic and cross-border cooperation increase 

or decrease to the same extent. In this case, the forces pulling in both directions will 

balance one another out.

 Moreover, the four developments do not follow each other linearly: rather, 

the developments occur as stop-and-go movements in which new competences are not 

added gradually, but rather in a ‘big bang’ with a new treaty. This is because European 

treaties build upon each other in a move towards an ‘ever-closer’ union. Developments 

that might increase (or decrease) national and supranational cooperation between leg-

islators are therefore also likely to develop in a stop-and-go fashion, rather than a linear 

process in which each parliamentary term demonstrates a (slight) increase in the role 

of nationhood. In Table 1, the final column indicates the likely time period in which the 

developments affect cooperation.

7.2 Data & Methods

The main method of analysis used is the Dyadic Data Analysis (DAA) method devel-

oped in Chapter 4. In short, the method relies on creating all combinations (dyads) of 

legislators and then measuring characteristics at that level. Two dependent variables 

are constructed that, respectively, measure the proportion of cases in which the two 

legislators vote identically relative to the total number of votes in which both legisla-

tors took part, and the proportion of motions co-sponsored relative to the total number 

of motions sponsored by both legislators. Characteristics at the level of the dyad, such 

as dummy variables indicating whether or not the two legislators are members of the 

same party group or come from the same member state, and distance measures such as 

the distance of the legislators on a left–right scale, are regressed on the voting similar-

ity proportion. To incorporate the interdependence of the observations (as the original 

measurements are on the level of the individual legislators and each observation there-

fore affects all combinations in which the legislator’s position is used), the DAA relies on 

multilevel regression in which unique identifiers for each legislator (within and between 

the pairs) are included as cross-classified random effects on the constant.

 As this chapter is focused on patterns over time, a time factor is included in 

the model. Conventionally, a time series modelling strategy (e.g. vector autoregressive 

models) is used. For this chapter’s purposes, such a model is both unnecessary and 

unwanted. The model does not include any lagged variables and most pairs of legislators 

(83 per cent) appear only once in the data set, therefore there are no serious autoregres-

sive correlation components in the model. Rather, this chapter employs standard mul-
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tilevel regression for a continuous dependent variable with a twofold measurement of 

time: as a linear and as a dummy variable.51 In the main models, time is operationalised 

as a linear variable indicating the legislative term in which the pair of legislators occurs, 

starting at one for the first legislative term (1979-1984) and ending at the eighth term 

(2014-2019, for reasons of data availability capped at 2017). Additional models, mainly 

presented in the appendices, rely on legislative term dummies (with the first legislative 

term as the reference category).

 Two types of regression models are included in the analysis that follows. The 

first type consists of the models that focus on a single variable of interest (e.g. whether 

or not both legislators are members of the same party group), including its interaction 

with time. Second, ‘full’ models are included that incorporate all elements of the model 

of conflict and cooperation as they were developed in Chapter 3. This modelling strategy 

allows for a careful pinpointing of both the individual effects of a single predictor as well 

as the effects rooted in more comprehensive models of parliamentary cooperation.

 The analysis consists of two dependent and nine independent variables, and 

two variables measuring time. The dependent variables (as discussed) consist of the 

roll-call voting similarity and the motion co-sponsorship proportions. Roll-call voting 

is chosen because it deviates most from all the other parliamentary instruments (see 

Chapter 5). Motion co-sponsorship is chosen for two reasons: data availability and the 

relative ‘representativeness’ of the instrument of the other co-sponsorship instruments 

(parliamentary questions, amendments, written declarations) relative to roll-call voting. 

The dependent variables range from zero to one. A score of zero for roll-call voting 

means that whenever the first legislator in the dyad votes yea, the other legislator votes 

nay or abstains, and vice versa. A score of one indicates that both legislators vote identi-

cally on all votes in which they both participate.52 For motion co-sponsorship, a score 

of zero means that none of the motions that are tabled by either the first or the second 

legislator in the dyad are co-sponsored by the other legislator. Conversely, a score of 

one is awarded to those pairs of legislators in which both legislators always appear on all 

motions that are tabled by either of the legislators in the pair.

 The nine independent variables consist of two distance variables, two count 

variables, and five dummy variables. The distance variables measure the ideological dis-

tance on the left–right scale and the EU integration scale and range from zero to one, 

indicating ‘taking similar positions on the scale’ to ‘taking opposing positions on the 

scale’ respectively. The positions are calculated using the Chapel Hill Expert Survey 

(CHES) coding of left–right and European integration positions of the national parties 

51 See Chapters 4 and 5 for a discussion of the appropriateness of continuous models for proportional depend-
ent variables.

52 Following the guidelines in Chapter 4 and the application of the analyses in Chapters 5 and 6, voting similarity 
scores are coded as missing whenever a pair of legislators participates, together, in less than 2.5 per cent of 
all roll-calls that have been called in the EP.
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of which the legislators are members (Bakker et al., 2012). The two-count variables 

measure, respectively, the number of committees and the number of delegations of 

which both legislators are members at the same moment (derived from European Parlia-

ment, 2015a). Finally, the five dummy variables measure whether or not a characteristic 

is shared by both legislators in the pair: whether or not the legislators are from the same 

member state, from the same European party group, from the same national party, are 

both members of the Grand Coalition party groups (EPP and S&D), and whether both 

legislators are from national parties that were in government at some point during the 

EP’s legislative term. For a more extensive discussion of the sources, operationalisation, 

and characteristics of these variables, the reader is referred to Chapter 4 of this book.

Composition effects in the form of additional member states joining and an increase 

in the number of Eurosceptic and anti-integration legislators, might confound the 

results. To that end, robustness check models are presented which exclude legislators 

from member states that joined after 1979 (for the relevant legislative terms in which 

they took part). This additional data set thus only includes pairs of legislators coming 

from Belgium, Denmark (including Greenland), France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Lux-

embourg, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. Moreover, to capture Euroscep-

ticism-driven effects, additional robustness check models are presented that exclude 

Eurosceptics. Following the definition of the Chapel Hill Expert Survey, all pairs of 

legislators in which one or both of the legislators occupy positions that score one or two 

on the six-point EU integration scale are excluded.

 A number of descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2. The mean scores for 

the two dependent variables are presented on a term-by-term basis. First is the average 

number of votes that a pair of legislators both vote in, showing that the number of roll-

calls (and the participation of legislators in them) increases clearly over time, owing to 

the increasing importance of roll-call voting within the legislative process (more powers 

for the EP means more decision-making in which policy alternatives need to be decided 

on, and an overall increase of voting by roll-call, as described in Chapter 2). The next 

column indicates the average roll-call voting similarity score; the closer the value is to 

one, the more legislators vote alike. Interestingly, there is no clear pattern in terms of 

higher degrees of voting similarity within party groups over time. One would expect 

higher degrees of voting similarity if party groups become more unanimous, yet this is 

not the case. This is also indicated by the column labelled ‘party group voting similarity 

score’. No clear increase of within-party group voting is presented, most likely an effect 

of the increasing size (and potentially, diversity) of party groups. This should not be 

taken as evidence for a process in which national borders are becoming more important, 

as the column depicting roll-call voting similarity of pairs of legislators that come from 

the same member state also yields no clear increase in voting homogeneity. As expected 

based on the literature on roll-call voting discussed in the theory section, party groups 

are more homogenous voting blocs than national delegations, though both groupings 
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yield higher similarity scores than on average. This means that both within party groups 

as well as within national delegations, pairs of legislators agree more than when they 

share neither a member state nor party group origins and membership. The last two 

columns show this difference. The only truly exceptional parliamentary term appears to 

be the first legislative term. Straight after the first direct elections in 1979, high degrees 

of between-party group and between-member state differences show.

 The descriptive statistics in the lower half of Table 2 show similar statistics 

for motion co-sponsorship. The first noticeable difference between roll-call voting and 

motion co-sponsorship is the use of the instrument. Whereas ever more legislator pairs 

participate in roll-call voting, the (total) number of motions tabled by the pairs of legis-

lators becomes lower over time. One explanation for this is the gradual replacement of 

the non-legally binding instrument of motions by legally binding instruments such as 

amendments. In terms of cooperation, no clear patterns are visible, however. The rela-

tively low numbers indicate that legislators do not often cooperate. The comparatively 

high standard deviation suggests that legislators have a small but stable set of legislators 

with whom they prefer to cooperate. On average, the motion co-sponsorship scores are 

about as high for legislator pairs who are both members of the same party group as for 

legislator pairs who are nationals of the same member state. Here, motions deviate from 

roll-call voting in which party groups clearly dominate. 
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table 2 – the use of roll-call voting and motions

roll-call voting

EP 
(year)

Average 
number of 
votes both 
participated in

Voting similarity (proportion 0-1) Difference 
within-
country 
<> overall

Difference 
within-
EPG <> 
overall

Average  Within-country Within-EPG

1 (1979) 175 (125) .588 (.186) .704 (.189) .809 (.134) .117 .221

2 (1984) 379 (285) .668 (.161) .725 (.177) .877 (.079) .058 .209

3 (1989) 535 (380) .679 (.167) .706 (.184) .906 (.052) .027 .227

4 (1994) 1270 (734) .644 (.162) .699 (.181) .871 (.077) .055 .227

5 (1999) 2909 (1264) .616 (.181) .649 (.207) .858 (.094) .033 .242

6 (2004) 2808 (1561) .659 (.179) .691 (.195) .869 (.096) .032 .210

7 (2009) 3710 (1520) .661 (.190) .706 (.195) .901 (.075) .045 .240

8 (2014) 3891 (1165) .608 (.217) .646 (.233) .890 (.107) .038 .282

motions

EP 
(year)

Average number 

of motions 

tabled per MEP 

dyad a

Co-sponsorship (proportion 0-1) Difference 
within-
country 
<> overall

Difference 
within-
EPG <> 
overall

Average Within-country Within-EPG

1 (1979) 90 (51) .014 (.042) .046 (.088) .054 (.081) .032 .040

2 (1984) 125 (90) .009 (.031) .035 (.074) .037 (.065) .026 .028

3 (1989) 98 (81) .007 (.024) .021 (.050) .025 (.047) .015 .018

4 (1994) 51 (63) .005 (.027) .027 (.070) .019 (.053) .022 .014

5 (1999) 20 (27) .022 (.064) .046 (.103) .033 (.085) .024 .011

6 (2004) 17 (27) .005 (.043) .024 (.110) .011 (.068) .020 .007

7 (2009) 35 (47) .005 (.031) .015 (.066) .018 (.060) .011 .013

8 (2014) 56 (57) .014 (.065) .037 (.127) .068 (.136) .022 .054

a Calculated as the total number of motions tabled by both legislators within the dyad. 
 
Proportion should be interpreted as follows: for voting similarity, a value of 0 denotes “legislators A and B in the pair vote 
differently on all votes (yea-nay, yea-abstain; nay-yea, nay-abstain)” and a value of 1 denotes that A and B vote similarly 
on all votes. The co-sponsorship proportions should be interpreted as follows: a value of 0 indicates that legislators A and 
B do not appear as signatories together on any motion, while a value of 1 indicates that all motions sponsored by A and B 
are signed by both A and B. 
 
Values between brackets are the standard deviation of the mean. ‘Voting similarity within-country’ and ‘within-EPG’ refer 
to the similarity scores of pairs of legislators which, respectively, are from the same member state or from the same  
European party group (at the start of the EP term).
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Figure 1 – Predicted values from single-predictor regression models with eP legislative term interaction

 

The lines reflect a model in which time is treated as a linear interaction term (1 to 8, for each legislative 
term since 1979). The dots represent similar models, but with term dummies rather than linear effects, 
thus allowing for an interpretation of the linearity of the effects. The dotted line is for reference only and 
allows for the eyeballing of increases and decreases between predicted values over time by comparing line 
segment lengths.
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The lines reflect a model in which time is treated as a linear interaction term (1 to 8, for each legislative 
term since 1979). The dots represent similar models, but with term dummies rather than linear effects, thus 
allowing for an interpretation of the linearity of the effects. The dotted line is for reference only and allows 
for eyeballing increases and decreases between predicted values over time by comparing line segment 
lengths.

7.3 Results

To investigate the extent to which cross-border and/or compatriotic cooperation 

increases or decreases, two sets of regression models will be presented in this section. 

In the first set, each component of the model of cooperation is regressed individually 

(e.g. only party group effects), including an interaction with time. These models allow 

for pinpointing the effects irrespective of other conditions. The second set of regression 

models combines all of these individual variables together and adds the remaining vari-

ables of the model of conflict and cooperation as developed in Chapter 3. The discussion 

of the results follows the four developments identified in the theory section over time.

The results of the first set of regression models are displayed graphically in Figure 1, 

showing the predicted values under a variety of conditions. Within each graph, time is 

included linearly (represented by the straight lines) and as dummies (represented by 

the dots, which are connected by a light grey dotted line). The first nine graphs repre-

sent the effects on roll-call voting similarity of left–right and EU integration ideology, 
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shared national party membership, national delegation membership, the participation 

of both legislators’ national parties in a national government, party group membership, 

Grand Coalition membership, and the number of committees and delegations shared. 

The lower graphs visualise the same effects for motion co-sponsorship.

 The first development is related to an increased role of European party groups in 

dividing the spoils of membership of the EP. Three new variables as indicators of increased 

cross-border cooperation are introduced: European party group membership, Grand Coa-

lition membership, and left–right ideology. Turning to the European party group variable, 

the results are shown in Figure 1. For roll-call voting, the equidistant linear trend lines, 

and the equidistant position of the point estimates, indicate that the role of party groups 

does not change over time. The patterns for motion co-sponsorship are slightly different. 

Here, party groups become marginally more important. However, the point estimate for 

the eighth legislative term is clearly different from the other point and line estimates. Party 

groups matter much more for the last EP term investigated. Note, moreover, that party 

groups also mattered more in the first legislative term. Moving to the second element of 

this development, namely the speculated increase in the role of the Grand Coalition, it 

is clear from the last column in Figure 1 that, indeed, the Grand Coalition does become 

more important over time. For roll-call voting, this effect follows a linear pattern, while 

for motion co-sponsorship the effects are more diverse. Overall, the increasing role of the 

Grand Coalition provides evidence for increasing cross-border cooperation. Finally, let 

us look at the role of left–right ideology. Based on the results in Appendix Table 1.1 and 

Figure 1, it is clear that left–right ideology plays an important role for both roll-call voting 

as well as motion co-sponsorship. Over time, however, there are no strong patterns regard-

ing this dimension: the dimension matters marginally less with each new EP term. All in all, 

there is no evidence for increasing cross-border cooperation based on left–right conflict. 

The second development is related to the increased powers of the EP vis-à-vis the Council. 

Three variables were identified that, in combination with trends over time, signal more 

cooperation with compatriots. These are the roles of national parties, national delegations, 

and national governing status. Moreover, the development identified two additional vari-

ables that are indicative of an increase in cross-border cooperation: increased specialisa-

tion, measured through the number of parliamentary committees, and delegations shared.

 To start with the indicators of increased cooperation with compatriots due to 

the power shift of the EP relative to the Council, national party influence on roll-call 

voting similarity and motion co-sponsorship proportions is presented in Figure 1. The 

top-left and bottom-left graphs show the role of national parties linearly (the lines) and 

per term (the large dots). Linearly, no trend towards either an increase or a decrease in 

the role of national parties in terms of influence over roll-call voting can be identified 

(as the lines are equidistant over time). The term-by-term analysis largely confirms this 

pattern, with the exception of the last EP term. For the EP 8 term starting in 2014, 

national parties appear to be on the rise, as legislators from the same national party 
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vote more alike than the trend line suggests, while legislator pairs coming from different 

national parties just follow the trend. For motion co-sponsorship, a slightly decreasing 

role is visible, as the lines come closer together over time (although substantially this 

effect is small). Again, EP eight appears different: national parties become more influen-

tial in the last legislative term investigated.

 The second column in Figure 1 shows the role of national delegations, the 

second indicator of this development. For roll-call voting as well as motion co-sponsor-

ship, the lines capturing linear trends over time move together over time. This indicates 

that whether or not a pair of legislators comes from the same member state becomes 

less influential in terms of affecting the degree to which legislators vote identically and 

the number of motions they co-sponsor. The effects of compatriotism are not perfectly 

linear, as differences in the distance between the point estimates vary considerably 

over time. Going against what was speculated in the theory section, there is no clear 

visible relationship with EP treaty changes (as there are no clear patterns of increase and 

decrease, which would be expected if an effect is caused by a treaty change). Finally, for 

motion co-sponsorship, there appears to be an increased role of compatriotism in the 

eighth legislative term (but this effect can be spurious, caused by the increase in national 

party unity – legislators of which are, by definition, compatriots; see below for a more 

extensive discussion).

 The third and final indicator for increased compatriotic cooperation, namely 

national governing status, shows diverging results for roll-call voting and motion co-

sponsorship. Whereas the lines diverge over time for roll-call voting (indicative of a 

growing influence of national governing status), the reverse is visible for motion co-

sponsorship. The differential effects for the two parliamentary instruments is a first 

indication that, as speculated in the theory section, the values attributed to parliamen-

tary instruments by national governments change over time: governments focus more 

on a real-impact instrument (roll-call voting) and less on a more symbolic instrument 

(motion co-sponsorship).

 With the changing power balance between the EP and the Council, two 

variables indicating increased cross-border cooperation were identified: specialisation 

through membership of a shared committee and/or delegation. The results are presented 

visually in Figure 1 and the coefficients are shown in Appendix Table 1.1. It is demon-

strated that although specialisation matters, the effects are small in substantial terms. 

Moreover, when both legislators are members of one or more delegations, they actually 

co-sponsor fewer motions together. Over time, committee membership becomes less 

important for roll-call voting, while there is a very small positive effect over time for 

motion co-sponsorship. Delegation membership becomes less important over time for 

roll-call voting, and slightly more important for motion co-sponsorship. Overall, the 

impact on cross-border and compatriotic cooperation is both mixed and very small. 
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The third development is that of the increasing number of anti-EU integration and 

Eurosceptic legislators. Two variables are included. The first is the already discussed role 

of national delegations. An increased role for national delegations is taken as indicative 

of more cooperation with compatriots. Second is the variable of EU ideological distance. 

An increased role of this variable is taken to be indicative of increased cross-border 

cooperation. As the effect of compatriotism is already discussed, only the timing effect 

is discussed here. In the theory section, it is argued that the 1991 Maastricht Treaty 

marked a turning point. The second column in Figure 1 shows the results of compatriot-

ism. As the Maastricht Treaty took effect halfway through the third EP term, the effects 

might only start to show after the first elections that followed, and would thus become 

cumulated in the fourth EP term. In the fourth legislative term, national delegations 

indeed became more relevant for roll-call voting. However, the effects quickly dimin-

ished in the fifth and sixth terms, to reappear slightly in the seventh and eighth terms. 

For motion co-sponsorship, a similar pattern is visible: national delegations indeed 

became more important in the fourth term, but again diminished in the following terms 

(with the exception of the already-discussed eighth term). There is no clear trend over 

time to suggest an increasing role of nationality after the Maastricht Treaty.

 The other effect of the development of increased opposition to European inte-

gration is a speculated stimulation of cross-border cooperation through an increase in 

ideological competition along an EU integration line of conflict. The results, shown in 

Figure 1 and Appendix Table 1.1, clearly demonstrate that the EU anti/pro dimension 

becomes (much) more important with each EP term for roll-call voting, while it remains 

stable for motion co-sponsorship (the effect on this type of parliamentary behaviour is 

relatively large during all EP terms). However, the effects are not linear: as demonstrated 

in Appendix Table 1.2, the effect starts most clearly from EP 7 (2009-2014) onwards. 

Overall, these models indicate that cross-border cooperation increases as an effect of 

increased ideological conflict.

 The fourth and final development revolves around the changing roles of the 

two parliamentary instruments analysed in this chapter. Cooperation with compatriots 

is expected to increase for motion co-sponsorship because of an increase in the role of 

national parties and national governing status. These variables were discussed already in 

Figure 1 and showed the opposite of what was expected: the role of national delegations 

and government participation decreased rather than increased. Therefore, the expectation 

that cooperation with compatriots would increase over time cannot be maintained. For 

roll-call voting, it was theorised that cross-border cooperation would increase through 

increased party group effects. However, there is no evidence for this. Therefore, the 

fourth development of the changing role of parliamentary instruments has no effect on 

the theorised patterns of cooperation.

 Where does this leave us? First, there is no clear evidence for an increase or 

a decrease in cross-border and compatriotic cooperation. In this sense, the signals are 
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mixed: although effects are clearly present, they do not point coherently in the direc-

tion of an increase of one type of cooperation over the other. Second, some evidence is 

present that suggests that the eighth EP term differs somewhat from the previous terms, 

with an increase in party group influence on motion co-sponsorship and an increasing 

influence of national origins on roll-call voting behaviour as well as motion co-spon-

sorship. Third, the effects discussed so far might be confounded by one another. For 

example, the increase in party group unity for roll-call voting and motion co-sponsor-

ship might actually be caused by the (much more increasing) effect of national parties 

(of which entire delegations are very often members of the same party group). To this 

end, a second set of regression models is presented in the next section, and only the dif-

ferences to the above presented models will be discussed.

Full models

The results of the full models are shown in Appendix Table 1.2 and are visually pre-

sented in Figure 2 (the results of the models in which EP terms are included as a facto-

rial variable rather than as a linear trend are presented in Appendix Table 3.1). Models 

1 and 2 show the results for roll-call voting and motion co-sponsorship respectively. A 

number of differences appear when comparing the results of the full models to the previ-

ous models that regress only one variable.

 The first development speculated an increase in the role of party groups and 

the Grand Coalition. The effects of shared European party group membership remain 

unchanged from the earlier discussion, although the effect is slightly stronger for 

motions. If two legislators are members of the same party group, they vote more alike 

by 16.3 percentage points. The effect of shared party group membership on motion 

co-sponsorship is markedly lower: it leads to an increase of 1.8 percentage points in 

terms of the proportion of co-sponsored motions relative to the total number of motions 

signed by both legislators. The effects of Grand Coalition membership are slightly more 

complicated than in the singular analysis. Substantially, the full models show that Grand 

Coalition membership has a smaller effect than in the singular analysis (mainly owing to 

the fact that the singular analysis also captures within-party group effects). Nevertheless, 

Grand Coalition membership becomes more important over time: whereas it has a nega-

tive effect on roll-call voting similarity in the first two legislative terms (see Appendix 

Table 3.2), thereafter the Grand Coalition becomes much more important. In the eighth 

term, Grand Coalition members vote more alike by 6.5 percentage points. For motion 

co-sponsorship, the effect of the Grand Coalition is very weak and no clear trend exists.

Most differences show when analysing the second development. Whereas there is no 

increase in the effect of shared national party origins on roll-call voting, there is an effect 

when including the other variables in the full model. National parties, overall, increase 

in importance, although the substantial effect is small. Whenever the two legislators in a 

pair come from the same national party, they vote more alike by 1.6 percentage points 
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and co-sponsor 0.4 percentage points more motions. For motions, the effects decrease 

slightly: there is a somewhat stronger decreasing effect of national party membership 

(national parties become less important over time and compared to the singular model). 

Moreover, the effect of compatriotism (declining in the singular analysis) is now stable, 

with no decreasing effect showing in the full model. It increases voting similarity by 2.1 

percentage points and motion co-sponsorship by 0.8 percentage points. The national 

governing status effect as such is unchanged (a decline of the effect in both types of 

models, for motion co-sponsorship). However, when controlling for other factors, 

national government participation actually leads to fewer motions being co-sponsored 

than when legislators are in opposition. Whenever both legislators in a pair are both 

in government (irrespective of whether they are governing together, or even from the 

same member state), they vote more alike by 1.5 percentage points and cosponsor 0.4 

percentage points more motions.

 With regard to the evidence for specialisation, the results demonstrate that 

specialisation has small and mixed effects. Overall, the more that legislators share com-

mittees, the more they vote alike and the more motions they co-sponsor. This effect 

turns negative over time, however, discounting the idea developed in the theory section 

that the increased technical difficulty of policy-making would stimulate cross-border 

cooperation in roll-call voting. For motion co-sponsorship, an increase in the role of 

specialisation is visible.

 The third development relates to EU ideology. The results of the EU ideo-

logical dimension point towards it having an interesting role. Both the linear and the 

non-linear time trends capture a strong increase in the relative importance of the EU 

dimension, even when controlling for other factors such as national party unity. The 

negative effect clearly starts at the fourth legislative term (1994-1999) and becomes 

much larger with the start of the seventh term (2009-2014). Overall, the conclusion 

is that Euroscepticism translates into a new ideological dimension, rather than a move 

towards political cooperation along national borders.

 The conclusions regarding the fourth development (the changing relative 

importance of parliamentary instruments) remain unchanged.

 As these are full models, they allow a pinpointing of the relative size of the 

effects. Shared party group membership is the most important predictor of cooperation. 

Looking at the standardised coefficients (double-standardised Z-scores), the relative 

influence of shared party group membership vis-à-vis shared nationality becomes clear. 

For roll-call voting, the effect of shared party group membership is more than eleven 

times the effect of shared nationality. On the other hand, shared nationality represents 

a third of the effect size of party groups for motion co-sponsorship. In other words, the 

relative influence of nationality compared to party group membership is much bigger for 

motion co-sponsorship than for roll-call voting.
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The (linear) trends over time are shown in Models 3 and 4 in Appendix Table 1.2. The 

coefficients show that for roll-call voting over time, both party groups and nationality 

become less important. The substantive effects, however, are small. The strong effect 

(see the Z-scores) of the variable EP term shows that voting similarity scores, overall, 

increase over time (yet not as an effect of stronger party groups). This is an important 

finding considering that the EP, in terms of the number of seats, has expanded dramati-

cally over time. For motions, the EP term variable actually has a negative effect: over 

time, legislators cooperate less. This finding can in part be attributed to the lower impor-

tance of motions (and thus a lower absolute number of motions), and the increase in the 

number of legislators in the EP. After all, motions used to be one of the few instruments 

through which the EP could freely adopt positions on varying issues, while nowadays 

many more issues fall within the formal competences of the EP. Therefore, the role of 

motions might have been overtaken by more powerful instruments (e.g. amendments, 

which have the capacity to change policy in a legally binding way).

Figure 2 – Predicted values from full regression models with eP legislative term interaction
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The lines reflect a model in which time is treated as a linear interaction term (1 to 8, for each legislative 
term since 1979). The dots represent similar models, but with term dummies rather than linear effects, thus 
allowing for an interpretation of the linearity of the effects. The dotted line is for reference only and allows for 
eyeballing increases and decreases between predicted values over time by comparing line segment lengths.

controlling for composition effects

One important aspect in party group unity is the enlargement of the EU over the years. 

This has made party groups ideologically more diverse, creating more control issues 

for party group leadership. The effects of EU enlargement on party group unity might 

have been different from those modelled in the main analyses if the groups had not 

expanded with national party delegations from the new EU member states. To gauge 

this effect, additional models are presented in Appendix Table 4.1 and visualised in 

Appendix Figure 4.1. In these models, only pairs of legislators coming from countries 

that were EU members in 1979 (the ‘EU-9’) are included. The results are very similar, 

though they differ on two important aspects. First, party groups for the EU-9 legisla-

tors become more rather than less important  for roll-call voting, and less rather than 

more important for motions. Although this is an important deviation, the effect sizes are 

rather small (both in the original as well in the EU-9 analysis). The effect of nationality 

is similar in both analyses, though the negative effect on roll-call voting is about twice as 

strong (yet still small).
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The rise of Eurosceptic parties, especially after the 1991 Maastricht Treaty, might affect 

patterns of cooperation in which one or both of the legislators are Eurosceptics. This is 

a composition effect in terms of ideological diversity within the EP. To control for this 

effect, additional models are presented in Appendix 4. For these models, all pairs in 

which one or both of the legislators are Eurosceptics, defined as having a position of 1 

or 2 on the CHES scale, which ranges from 1 (hard Eurosceptic) to 7 (hard Europhile), 

are excluded. The results in Appendix Table 4.1 and Appendix Figure 4.1 demonstrate 

that there are only minor composition effects. The overall trends, however, are similar: 

party groups become marginally more important, while nationality (for roll-call voting) 

no longer plays a significant role (comparing the last to the first legislative terms). The 

exclusion of Eurosceptic parties does have a large influence on one variable: the role 

of the EU anti/pro dimension. The effect of this variable (in absolute as well as relative 

terms) has almost doubled. The role of this integration dimension increases irrespective 

of the direct cooperation and competition with anti-European integration parties, hinting 

at a ‘contagion’ effect (Meijers, 2015).

7.4 Discussion

The introduction of this chapter asked the question: To what degree have the patterns of con-

flict and cooperation between legislators changed over the last 40 years? The literal answer to this 

question is that both the drive towards an ever closer union and increasing Euroscepticism 

appear to have changed little in terms of parliamentary behaviour. The role of party groups 

has not changed much; especially when controlling for other factors, party groups have 

become less rather than more cohesive (in contrast to Hix et al., 2005: 228). National del-

egations, moreover, have also become less cohesive; this effect is, however, largely driven 

by the ‘outlying’ first parliamentary term. Without this term, the effects are still small.

 The theory section outlined three possible outcomes of developments in the EU 

in terms of increasing integration and rising scepticism and opposition to this integration: 

more supranational cooperation, more territorial cooperation, or a balance between the 

two. The evidence clearly points to the latter option, as neither supranational nor territo-

rial cooperation clearly increased. The only exception is the increased role of pro- and 

anti-EU integration ideology. The introduction of Eurosceptic national parties, and conse-

quentially the formation of Eurosceptic party groups, have changed the dynamics of coop-

eration in the EP. In line with previous research (Otjes and van der Veer, 2016; Roger et 

al., 2017), the ideological component of cooperation shifts towards one which is (slightly) 

less based on left–right positions towards one based more on EU integration positions. As 

ideological conflict stands juxtaposed to national conflict, one could interpret this as a sign 

of more supranational cooperation. The fact, however, that the increased role of EU ideol-

ogy comes at the price of a lowered role of left–right ideology (and party-based factors) 

implies that the overall increase in supranational cooperation is rather small.
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The finding that cooperation with compatriots is not on the rise is interesting in the light 

of the relative increase in powers of the EP at the expense of those of the Council. The 

parliamentary behaviour of MEPs has not shifted towards increased territorial or supra-

national cooperation to compensate. In this sense, from an intergovernmental perspec-

tive, one might wonder what role member states and their delegations are left with. The 

predominantly intergovernmental and weakened Council is not replaced by increased 

intergovernmental modes of operation in the EP. 

 Yet there is also no evidence for an increased role of supranational cooperation 

in decision-making. Except for the difference between the first legislative term and those 

that follow it, little evidence exists that points towards an ever-present process of sociali-

sation. After all, party groups – the most dominant supranational institution within the 

EP – have not become more cohesive, even when controlling for composition effects. 

The question of whether it is processes of socialisation or rather rational decisions by 

member states that are driving European integration, at least within the EP, cannot be 

singularly answered by the results of the analyses of this chapter. “Neither” would seem 

to be the best response.

 Another aspect of parliamentary behaviour in the EP over time is an increase 

in voting similarity over time, which is not caused by increasingly homogenous party 

groups. Legislators within the plenary agree more overall, probably as a consequence of 

coordination, either in the committee phase or at meetings behind closed doors. This is 

in line with recent literature about the increasingly important role of early agreements in 

secluded trilogue meetings and within EP committees (cf. Reh et al., 2011; Roger, 2014; 

Roger et al., 2017; Yordanova, 2009).

 Moreover, it is important to observe that developments in the EP are hardly 

linear. Over time, the roles of party groups, national parties, nationality, and the various 

other components of the model of conflict and cooperation developed in this thesis 

follow an unclear trajectory. At times, some of these elements become (much) more 

important, only to become (much) less important, and to finally become important 

again. Future research could focus on seeking explanations for these patterns.

 One could summarise the findings of this study as depicting an exception-

ally changing institutional context without significantly changing patterns of behaviour 

within the institution. Why little changes is an open question. It could be that, as specu-

lated above, the forces that stimulate more supranational cooperation are kept at bay 

by those forces stimulating territorially-based cooperation. However, it is impossible 

to offer formal proof of this finding as it is impossible to keep the context constant. 

Another equally possible mechanism could be that institutional stability is at play: yes, 

the context varies, but the EP keeps on working as it has done before.

 What becomes clear from this study of parliamentary cooperation over time is 

that the role of motions decreases while the role of roll-call voting increases. The most 

likely explanation is that motions are simply a less important instrument when other 
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instruments are available. In the early EP terms, motions represented a relatively power-

ful instrument; this is nowadays true for amendments. In contrast to motions, however, 

amendments have material consequences as, through their use, policies can be changed 

that affect the lives of half a billion EU citizens. This is reflected in the role of party 

groups: whereas party group influence on roll-call voting is stable over time (especially 

considering the increasing diversity within the groups), cooperation within party groups 

when introducing motions together lowers over time.
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chapter 8  
Issue-specific cooperation through 
shared national interests

The previous chapter investigated how the expansion of the competences of the EP 

correlates with changes in how legislators cooperate with one another. The chapter con-

sisted of a time-based analysis across all issues. This chapter’s argument is that some 

issues have the potential to pit (groups of) member states against each other on certain 

topics. As has been demonstrated in the previous chapters, national lines of conflict do 

not appear to matter much in the EP, and when they do, they do so to varying degrees 

depending on the parliamentary instrument being investigated. However, rather than a 

permanent and fixed line of conflict, member state delegations might cooperate or come 

into conflict when specific policy issues are on the table. Even if legislators are from 

different national and European party groups, or occupy varying ideological positions, 

some issues might thwart these differences and unite legislators. The mechanism behind 

this unifying potential is the national interests that member states have. If legislators have 

similar stakes, they might seek to cooperate in order to secure these stakes. For example, 

when considering cuts to the EU’s common agricultural policy programme, legislators 

might shed partisan differences and cooperate with other legislators who are from the 

same country or from other countries with similar budget benefits. The research ques-

tion of this chapter is therefore: How do the shared national interests that legislators might 

hold affect how and with whom they cooperate?

 Central to this chapter is the notion that all issues have components of shared 

national interests to them. Even seemingly neutral issues such as economic policies or 

gender equality promotion have components of shared national interest. For example, 

economic policies impact high-income EU member states differently than they impact 

low-income member states. Whereas low-income member states can benefit from export-

ing goods, high-income member states might be hindered by the influx of low-price 

goods against which domestic producers cannot compete. This might create incentives 

for high-income countries to limit imports from other member states. Consequently, 

rather than ideological demarcations, national borders might be key in explaining which 

legislators work together on these issues. Other issues, such as gender equality poli-

cies, might show ‘east vs. west’ conflicts, pitting representatives from member states that 

prefer traditional family structures against those without such preferences.

 So the strongest effects of shared interests are likely to be found in issues which 

clearly affect one member state or a group of member states. The aforementioned case 

of agriculture is a prime example of a policy domain that clearly affects (groups of) 
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member states differently. Those states that have a large agricultural sector benefit from 

the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), while states with a small agricultural 

sector pay more into the EU for this area than they get out of it from the related redis-

tributive schemes. 

 Two types of issues can be distinguished: those with clearly shared national 

interests, and those with less clearly shared national interests. This chapter studies 

one policy area of both types: agriculture, as an example of an issue with clear shared 

national interests; and the internal market & consumer protection, as an issue with fewer 

shared national interests. These issues are chosen because they represent two important 

EU competences and committees in the EP. Below, I will elaborate on the question 

of how these policies have the potential to stimulate cooperation within, and conflict 

between, member state delegations, culminating in a set of hypotheses. After this, argu-

ments aimed at understanding the difference between issues that have greater and lesser 

shared national interests will be developed, resulting in a final hypothesis. The sections 

that follow discuss the methodology and operationalisation of cooperation, while the 

results and discussion sections test and reflect on the findings.

8.1 Shared interests, ideology, and parliamentary  
cooperation

This section outlines the two issues – agriculture and the internal market & consumer 

protection – and formulates expectations around how these issues are affected by shared 

national interests.

Agriculture

As one of the longest running policy programmes of the EU and its predecessors, the 

Common Agricultural Policy originated out of the Treaty of Rome (1957) and started 

formally in 1962. Central to the scheme is the introduction of an internal market for 

agricultural produce and the creation of external borders (through tariffs, levies, etc.) 

that limit imports of agricultural goods from outside the EU (Fouillieux and Ansaloni, 

2016). During the 1990s, a Single Farm Payment system was introduced which pro-

vided farmers with a subsidy irrespective of production. Even though over time various 

changes have been introduced, the direct payments are still the largest budget post, com-

prising 66 per cent of the entire CAP budget (Sinabell et al., 2013: 330). Member states 

with a large agricultural sector therefore have an important stake in bargaining for high 

CAP subsidies, while those with a small agricultural sector have an interest in lowering 

their payments into the scheme. In other words, shared national interests are abundant 

when it comes to CAP decision-making.

 Given the scale and complexity of decision-making surrounding the CAP, the 

member states of the EU set up an intricate system whereby member states, rather than 
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the supranational institutions of the EU, for a long time retained the full hand. Since the 

Lisbon Treaty in 2007, the CAP has been brought under the co-decision method. This 

means that the Council (in this case comprised of the agriculture ministers) and the EP 

have equal powers.  Because of the co-decision powers, we can expect that conflicts that 

hitherto took place in the Council now also take place in the EP. Moreover, in line with 

Häge (2011), the issue of CAP spending might actually become increasingly politicised 

because of the involvement of the EP in the decision-making process. 

 Writing about differences between member states, Rieger (2005: 173) finds 

that “CAP expenditure per capita varies considerably across member states, and the 

same is true for the new system of direct payments”. Given this unequal distribution of 

resources among member states, the case of agriculture is ideal for studying how territo-

rial concerns are reflected in the decision-making process. The extensive role of the EP 

in CAP decision-making, especially since the Treaty of Lisbon, makes this EU institu-

tion relevant for studying cooperation and conflict. 

 In terms of the CAP’s price-setting instruments, the UK, Denmark, Germany, 

and France benefit hugely (Rieger, 2005: 173). For farmers in these member states, the 

received subsidies are much higher than for farmers in Portugal, Italy, and the Nether-

lands. Moreover, countries such as Belgium, Ireland, Denmark, and the UK also benefit 

from high direct payments to farmers. Key here is the expectation that member states 

that benefit more will seek alliances to secure continued payments, while those that 

do not benefit will seek alliances amongst each other to either increase their share of 

the benefits or limit their payments into the scheme.53 In other words, the size of the 

agricultural sector of a legislator’s member state and the accompanying influx of EU 

CAP spending influences with whom he or she might prefer to cooperate. For pairs of 

legislators, the greater the similarities between the size of the agricultural sectors of their 

member states and the related CAP benefits (relative to the member states’ economies), 

the more they might cooperate. Therefore, the first hypothesis states that:

H1: On agricultural issues, legislators cooperate more with fellow legislators who 

benefit (or pay) equally to the CAP budget, than with legislators who benefit 

more (or less) from the CAP.

internal market & consumer protection

The Single European Act (SEA; ratified in 1987) can be seen as a pivotal moment in the 

process of European unification, because it completes the single European market (SEM) 

that was started with the founding Treaty of Rome (1957). Because of its importance to 

53 Originally, the CAP was set up as a self-sufficient system (financed through levies on agricultural imports) 
which would not require payments by member states. however, major increases in both production quantity 
and efficiency required the introduction of revenue contributions from member states (Rieger, 2005: 176). 
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the European project, the EP called for and received increased parliamentary oversight 

(Young, 2005: 100). Decision-making in the Council moved from every member state 

having veto rights to a system of qualified majority voting (QMV). According to Young 

(2005), the move from unanimity to QMV led to a situation in which member states 

most affected by the policy that is being discussed can be overruled: 

Somewhat perversely these votes sometimes isolated member states that had the 

most substantive interest in the outcome. It should be noted, however, that all 

decisions are taken ‘in the shadow of the vote’. This means that apparently con-

sensual decisions may mask significant compromises by isolated governments or 

those in small minorities. 

(Young, 2005: 104)

Policies that deal with the question of whether economic management should follow 

market- or state-based logics are traditionally a source of strong divisions within member 

states (Gabel and Hix, 2002; Hooghe et al., 2002; Raunio, 2007; Tsebelis and Garrett, 

2000). However, in the case of the SEM, some policies might have the power to unite 

entire member state delegations (both within and outside of the EP), or even unite 

groups of member state delegations. This is because member states benefit differently: 

some member states are net exporters (towards other EU member states and/or overall), 

while other member states are net importers. Moreover, member states have integrated 

into the SEM differently. Although the acquis communautaire applies to all member states 

(with only limited exceptions), member states have integrated economically into the 

SEM to highly varying degrees (König, 2017; König and Ohr, 2013). For example, not 

all member states have joined the Euro (though most are required to do so eventually), 

and not all EU member states are equally dependent on other member states for their 

international trade.

 Crucially, member states that are more dependent on other EU member states 

(e.g. as net exporters) might seek to form alliances with other dependent member states. 

Their interests might, for example, lie with keeping the internal market as open as pos-

sible. Member states that are net importers might seek reversed policies, protecting 

domestic industries from cheap labour from net exporting member states. Young argues 

along similar lines when writing about tensions between the national and the suprana-

tional levels:

The SEM is also important for its impact on the European public policy model 

within the member states. Thus, market regulation at the supranational level of 

European governance jostles, often uneasily, with other issues on the political 

and economic agendas of the EU member states. There are also tensions between 

supranational regulation for transnational markets, engaging transnational regula-
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tors and large market operators, and encapsulated national politics, engaging those 

responsible for, and dependent on, the reduced domestic political space, smaller-

scale entrepreneurs, local regulators, and national or regional politicians. 

(Young, 2005: 94)

As such, even economic issues, traditionally the domain of ideological conflict, harbour 

the possibility of conflict along lines of shared national interests. This leads to the second 

hypothesis:

H2: On internal market & consumer protection issues, legislators cooper-
ate more with legislators from member states that are integrated into the 
EU to an equal degree than with legislators from member states that are 
more (or less) integrated into the EU.

comparing high and low shared national interests

Not all issues harbour the same level of shared national interest. Some issues have a 

higher chance of uniting legislators through shared national interests. Agriculture is a 

prime example: this issue matters only when a member state has (large) arable lands. 

Economic issues such as those relating to the internal market & consumer protection 

have less potential for unifying legislators, as economic differences within member states 

are likely to be reflected in the composition of that member state’s delegation of legisla-

tors. This leads to the third hypothesis:

H3: The role of shared national interests is larger for the issue of agriculture 
than for the issue of the internal market & consumer protection.

8.2 Data & Methods

The main method of analysis is the Dyadic Data Analysis (DAA) method developed in 

Chapter 4. In short, the method relies on creating all combinations (dyads) of legisla-

tors and then measuring characteristics at that level. These come in the form of dummy, 

distance, and count variables. For example, a dummy can indicate whether or not the 

two legislators are members of the same party group or come from the same member 

state; they can be a distance measure such as the distance of the legislators on a left–right 

scale; and they can be the number of committees in which both legislators participate at 

the same time. These are then regressed on a dependent variable, for example a voting 

similarity score, indicating the proportion of votes in which both legislators voted the 

same. To incorporate the interdependence of the observations (as the original measure-
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ments are on the level of the individual legislators and each observation therefore affects 

all combinations in which the legislator’s position is used), the DAA relies on multilevel 

regression in which unique identifiers for each legislator (within and between the pairs) 

are included as cross-classified random effects on the constant.

 For both of the two policy areas, a dependent variable and a main effect term 

is constructed. These dependent variables are the similarity measures for roll-call voting, 

the co-sponsorship of motions, amendments, parliamentary questions, and agenda-set-

ting questions, respective to votes and documents regarding the specific policy area. For 

example, for the issue of agriculture, all votes and documents regarding agricultural 

policies are selected. A two-fold strategy is used to select relevant votes and documents. 

First, as the EP codes each of its votes along the lines of its committee structure, select-

ing votes relating to the three policy areas is relatively straightforward. The names and 

descriptions of these votes were consequently used to construct three dictionaries, one 

for each policy area. After extensive manual checks and additions, these dictionaries 

were used to filter the content of motions, amendments, parliamentary questions, and 

agenda-setting instruments. If a document matches at least one of the words in a dic-

tionary, the document is marked as belonging to the policy area on which the dictionary 

was constructed.54 The (stemmed) keywords used are presented in Appendix Table 1.

 After creating a list of relevant votes and documents, co-voting and co-spon-

sorship scores were created using the DAA method. For the four co-sponsorship vari-

ables (one for each parliamentary instrument: amendments, motions, parliamentary 

questions, and agenda-setting questions), this entails calculating the number of docu-

ments signed by both legislators as a proportion of the total number of unique docu-

ments signed by either of the two legislators in the pair. For roll-call voting, the co-voting 

scores are calculated as the proportion of votes in which both legislators vote the same, 

relative to the total number of votes in which both legislators participated. The co-voting 

score is treated as a missing value if both legislators participate in less than 2.5 per cent 

of the total number of roll-calls during the legislative term (see methods chapter).

 To measure the extent to which two legislators share the same national inter-

ests, two indicators were developed. In the case of the CAP, the indicator captures the 

degree to which legislators’ member states receive a similar amount of CAP budget 

spending (relative to GDP). For the issue of the internal market, the indicator measures 

the extent to which the legislators’ member states are similarly integrated in the EU. 

These variables serve as the main effects capturing shared national interests. Moreo-

ver, additional models will be included in which this main effect is interacted with the 

other independent variables to assess how shared national interests impact parliamentary 

cooperation. For agriculture, this variable is calculated by dividing the CAP benefits 

54 This allows for one document to be coded for more than one category. For example, an amendment on 
agriculture that also taps into internal market issues would be included in both categories.
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by the GDP of the legislators’ member states, and then taking the absolute difference 

between the first and the second legislators’ scores.55 The indicator for the internal 

market & consumer protection is the EU integration measure of legislators’ member 

states, and, again, taking the absolute difference between the scores of both legislators in 

the pair.56

 The independent variables are the same as those used in the previous chapters 

and consist of the following indicators: two ideological distance indicators (left–right, 

EU integration; range 0-1), five dummies (same party group, same national party, both 

Grand Coalition, both in a national cabinet, both from the same member state), and two 

count variables (number of committees and/or delegations that both legislators partici-

pate in simultaneously). For the exact coding, the reader is referred to Chapter 4 and the 

empirical chapters.

 Two sets of regression analyses will be carried out for each policy area sepa-

rately. In the first set, the independent variables and the main effect variable are entered 

together. The second set adds an interaction between the independent variables and the 

main effect. As this chapter investigates all five parliamentary instruments identified in 

the previous chapters (roll-call voting, motions, amendments, parliamentary questions, 

and agenda-setting co-sponsorship), ten models will be estimated; five without and five 

with an interaction effect.

 The descriptive statistics of these dependent variables and interaction terms 

are shown in Table 2. A number of conclusions can be drawn based on these descriptive 

statistics. First, the level of conflict is higher for agriculture than for the internal market. 

This is demonstrated by the lower mean roll-call voting similarity scores (the lower the 

number, the less legislators agree overall). Second, many legislators never cooperate 

when tabling motions, amendments, parliamentary questions, or agenda-setting docu-

ments. The (relatively) high standard deviations show that when legislators do cooper-

ate, they do so often (in line with the findings of the previous chapters). Moreover, many 

legislators never put any document on the table regarding the policy areas. 

 As a first step, a correlation matrix is included in Table 3. From the Pearson’s 

correlation statistics, it is clear that the instruments differ from each other, and that 

similar instruments on varying policy areas also differ. The correlation between roll-call 

voting similarity scores for agriculture and for the internal market is .654, and thus 43 

55 The CAP benefits are provided by the European Commission at < http://ec.europa.eu/budget/library/
figures/internet-tables-all.xls>, accessed 5th December 2017. The GDP is derived from EuroStat variable 
“GDP and main components (output, expenditure and income)” (nama_10_gdp).

56 The EU integration index is developed by König and Ohr (König, 2017; König and Ohr, 2013) and captures 
the degree to which member states are integrated in the EU by scaling various indicators into one composite 
index ranging from 0 to 100. This measure includes, among other indicators, the percentage of GDP derived 
from trade with fellow EU member states and the proportion of EU citizens working within the member state. 
For comparability over time, I have normalised the index so that it ranges from 0 to 1, based on the empirical 
minimum and maximum scores. 



145PART III 

per cent shared variance. This clearly indicates that the same pairs of legislators vote dif-

ferently when different issues are put on the table. For other instruments, the correlation 

between the issues is even lower: it is .522 for motions and .628 for amendments, while 

for parliamentary questions the correlation is .524, and for agenda-setting instruments 

.451. This tells us that the average correlation (across policy areas) between parliamen-

tary instruments is rather low.

 The correlation findings warrant the strategy of this chapter. First, the differ-

ences between policy areas signal that different processes take place in terms of how leg-

islators decide to cooperate. Although correlation analysis does not yield formal proof, 

it could be that national borders are indeed more important for some policy areas than 

for others. Second, the low correlation between parliamentary instruments warrants an 

analysis strategy in which the instruments are analysed separately. 

table 2 – descriptive statistics of dependent variables and interaction terms

Indicator mean SD valid missing

Dependent 

variable

Roll-call voting 

similarity

Agriculture 0.6318 0.1954 1050509 63359

Internal market 0.6800 0.2211 1044659 69209

Motion  

co-sponsorship

Agriculture 0.0119 0.0491 1037120 76748

Internal market 0.0104 0.0567 886103 227765

Amendment  

co-sponsorship

Agriculture 0.0023 0.0342 855130 258738

Internal market 0.0021 0.0364 649372 464496

Parl. question  

co-sponsorship

Agriculture 0.0017 0.0212 1050338 63530

Internal market 0.0014 0.0264 952759 161109

Agenda-setting 

co-sponsorship

Agriculture 0.0234 0.1002 926377 187491

Internal market 0.0227 0.1310 675970 437898

Main effect
Difference in CAP benefits / GDP 0.2846 0.2801 1113868 0

Difference in EU index position 21.3941 17.2582 913381 200487
 
Note: Missing values for the dependent variables are caused by pairs of legislators who, individually as well 
as together, have never voted or sponsored on the specific issue.  
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table 3 – correlation between instruments and policy areas

A Roll-call voting Motions Amendments Parl. questions Agenda-setting

A I A I A I A I A I

RCV A 1

I .654 1

Mot. A .121 .123 1

I .112 .107 .522 1

Ame. A .050 .050 .088 .073 1

I .043 .046 .062 .096 .628 1

PQs A .072 .06 .075 .043 .041 .021 1

I .044 .038 .043 .036 .034 .039 .524 1

Agen. A .089 .086 .129 .092 .039 .033 .094 .073 1

I .091 .072 .117 .134 .024 .031 .091 .084 .451 1

Note: The correlation statistics are Pearson’s R. Legend: Agriculture, Internal market & consumer protection. 

8.3 Results

The following four sections discuss the results for the three sets of hypotheses that deal 

with the two policy areas separately, followed by the hypothesis comparing the policy 

areas. 

Agriculture

The results of the regression analyses in which the cooperation scores are analysed are 

presented in Table 4. The first parliamentary instrument is that of roll-call voting. The 

effect of shared national interests for CAP is both significant and substantive. Cetris 

paribus, a one-unit increase in difference in terms of CAP benefits leads to 3.4 percent-

age points less voting similarity. In standardised terms, this effect is smaller than that 

of ideology and party group, but higher than specialisation and shared nationality. It is 

comparable to shared national party membership and governing status. In relation to the 

other effects, the following patterns are visible. The most influential factor in predicting 

with whom legislators vote alike is party group membership (11.3 percentage points 

more voting similarity when a pair shares a party group), followed by Grand Coalition 

membership (7.6 percentage points higher). Ideological positions are less pronounced. 

Left–right ideology plays a more important role than EU integration ideology (respec-

tively a decrease of 13.9 and 5.9 percentage points when moving from similar to most 

different ideological positions). Moreover, national government participation is a small 

yet substantively relevant predictor (2.1 percentage points more voting similarity). In 

terms of cooperation with compatriots, the effects of national party and nationality are 

important (respectively 8.1 and 2.7 percentage points more voting similarity). Interest-
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ingly, specialisation (measured through the number of committees and delegations a 

pair of legislators are both members of) does not play a meaningful role.

 For motion co-sponsorship, the main effect is significant but substantively neg-

ligible. For the other predictors, party effects are the strongest predictors, especially 

shared party group membership, and to a lesser extent shared national party mem-

bership. Ideological factors are, relatively speaking, smaller, and different from roll-call 

voting, EU integration ideology has about twice the importance of left–right ideology. 

Moreover, specialisation logics do play a role, with both shared committees and delega-

tions significantly increasing motion co-sponsorship. Nationality plays only a small role.

 The main effect for amendment co-sponsorship is significant and substantively 

relevant. A one-unit change in the CAP difference variable leads to a decrease in the 

number of amendments co-sponsored by .003 percentage points. In standardised terms, 

this effect is (much) larger than that of ideology, governing status, Grand Coalition partic-

ipation, and the number of committees/delegations shared. It is comparable to the effect 

size of compatriotism and specialisation (measured through the number of committees 

shared). The other effects are predominantly a function of party and specialisation. Both 

shared party group as well as shared national party membership play an important role, 

as well as sharing committees. The other indicator of specialisation, shared delegation 

membership, plays only a minor role. Interestingly, ideological positions play virtually no 

role at all, and the Grand Coalition also does not play a meaningful role. Finally, nation-

ality plays a small but significant role in influencing cooperation decisions.

 Turning to parliamentary questions co-sponsorship, the main effect of CAP 

benefits is significant but substantively negligible. Moreover, it is clear that national 

parties are, by far, the most important predictor, followed by nationality. Less influential 

are shared Grand Coalition and party group membership, while ideological, govern-

ment participation, and specialisation indicators do not play a meaningful role.

 Finally, the results for agenda-setting co-sponsorship show that the effect of 

CAP benefits is significant but very small, and in the opposite direction of what was 

expected: larger differences lead to more cooperation. Besides the main effect, shared 

party group, national party, and nationality share about the same effect size. Smaller 

are the effects of left–right and EU integration ideology, Grand Coalition participation, 

and shared committee membership. National government participation and delegation 

sharing play no meaningful role.

 Overall, the conclusion is that, for agricultural issues, shared national interests 

influence cooperation on some parliamentary instruments, but not all. For roll-call voting 

and amendment co-sponsorship (the two main legislative instruments), there are clear, 

significant, and substantively effects. However, for the other instruments (primarily used 

for non-legislative control and agenda-setting purposes), there are no clear effects of 

shared national interests. This means that H1 finds only partial support: only for legisla-

tive instruments are shared national interests a relevant predictor of cooperation.
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For the two legislative parliamentary instruments of roll-call voting and amendment 

co-sponsorship, how do shared national interests impact cooperation? Do these shared 

interests dampen the role of ideology, or rather of party, coalition, or specialisation? 

To answer these questions, additional models are included in Appendix 2. The more 

the lines in Appendix Figure 1 move in an equidistant manner, the smaller the effect 

of shared national interests. It is thus clear that the interaction with shared national 

interests affects the following variables most strongly. For roll-call voting, the Grand 

Coalition and national governing status are impacted most by shared national interests. 

In other words, shared national interests impede the unity of the Grand Coalition and 

of governing status in the final decision-making phase. For the use of amendments, 

left–right ideology matters more when countries have shared national interests, while 

the effects of shared party group and Grand Coalition membership change. This means 

that when legislators have shared national interests, they cooperate more within the 

Grand Coalition. For party groups, the effects are that shared party group membership 

increases even if legislators have no shared interests, but divergently legislators from the 

same party group which have shared national interests cooperate even more in tabling 

amendments.

internal market & consumer protection

The second issue that is being investigated in this chapter is that of the internal market & 

consumer protection. In hypothesis H2, a relationship between shared national interests 

on economic issues was argued to lead to more cooperation. Shared national interests 

was operationalised as legislators occupying a similar position on the EU integration 

index. The results of the analysis are displayed in Table 5.

 The results of the regression models show that the effects of shared national 

interests are substantively small for all parliamentary instruments. For roll-call voting, 

parliamentary questions, and the agenda-setting instruments, there are statistically sig-

nificant results. The standardised regression coefficients show that the effect of shared 

national interests is much weaker than most other effects, for each instrument. For roll-

call voting, the standardised effect of shared party group membership is much larger 

than the effect of shared national interests. For parliamentary questions, the effect of the 

standardised shared national party membership variable is also much larger than that 

of shared interests, comparable to the standardised effect of EU integration distance 

for the agenda-setting instrument compared to that of the standardised effect of shared 

interests. 

 To understand how shared national interests regarding economic issues affect 

the structure of cooperation, Appendix Figure 1 shows the effects graphically for the 

instruments of parliamentary questions and agenda-setting (the instrument of roll-call 

voting is excluded because of the very small substantive effects). For parliamentary 

questions, the shared national interests effect mainly occurs through ideological dis-
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tances (both left–right as well as EU integration positions). Moreover, Grand Coalition 

membership is also affected: the effect of shared national interests increases within the 

Grand Coalition. The effect of governing status is reversed: the effect of shared national 

interests becomes smaller when legislators are more similar in terms of their national 

interests. Finally, the effects of specialisation are also affected: the more legislators have 

shared national interests, the more they cooperate in tabling parliamentary questions. 

For the final parliamentary instrument, that of agenda setting, similar patterns are 

visible, except for the role of ideology, which is unaffected: shared national interests do 

not intervene in terms of how ideology plays a role in cooperation decisions when trying 

to set the agenda.

comparing policy areas

The third and final hypothesis stated that the effect of shared national interests is larger for 

the issue of agriculture than for the issue of the internal market & consumer protection. To test 

this hypothesis, an extra regression analysis is estimated in which the issues of agriculture 

and the internal market & consumer protection are stacked. A dummy variable (measur-

ing whether the issue is internal market & consumer protection or rather agriculture) is 

included. The results are presented in Appendix 4. The positive sign of the interaction of 

the internal market dummy with the shared national interest variable (for roll-call voting, 

amendment co-sponsorship, and parliamentary questions) shows that shared national 

interests matter more for the internal market than for agriculture. Judging by the stand-

ardised regression coefficients, this effect is sizeable. For motions and agenda-setting 

questions, the effect is reversed (but also, in standardised terms, smaller). As the results 

in light of the hypothesis are mixed, the hypothesis is therefore rejected.

 Some additional findings are worth mentioning. The role of ideology is larger 

for the issue of the internal market & consumer protection compared to agriculture 

(especially for roll-call voting). Governing parties are more cohesive during roll-call 

votes on the internal market, while the Grand Coalition is less cohesive on internal 

market issues.
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table 4 - regression coefficients for agriculture

roll-call voting motions Amendments Parl. questions Agenda-setting

model 1 β model 2 β model 3 β model 4 β model 5 β

Fixed effects

Constant 0.630*** 0.009*** 0.0002 0.001*** 0.011***

(0.003) (0.001) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)

Difference CAP/GDP benefits -0.034*** -0.049 -0.001*** -0.007 -0.003*** -0.025 -0.0002** -0.003 0.003*** 0.009

(0.001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)

Left–right (general) distance -0.139*** -0.127 -0.007*** -0.027 -0.001*** -0.004 -0.002*** -0.018 -0.022*** -0.038

(0.001) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.001)

EU anti/pro distance -0.059*** -0.081 -0.008*** -0.044 -0.0005** -0.004 0.0005*** 0.006 -0.008*** -0.021

(0.001) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)

Same party group 0.113*** 0.247 0.014*** 0.126 0.006*** 0.069 0.001*** 0.016 0.015*** 0.062

(0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0003)

Same national party 0.081*** 0.051 0.024*** 0.060 0.013*** 0.044 0.024*** 0.135 0.048*** 0.056

(0.001) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0002) (0.001)

Both in Grand Coalition 0.076*** 0.194 0.0003 0.003 -0.0001 -0.002 0.001*** 0.024 0.006*** 0.027

(0.001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0005)

Both in national government 0.021*** 0.056 -0.001*** -0.006 -0.0001 -0.001 -0.001*** -0.016 -0.001*** -0.005

(0.0004) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0003)

Same nationality 0.027*** 0.035 0.006*** 0.029 0.004*** 0.029 0.009*** 0.097 0.024*** 0.058

(0.001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)

Count committees shared 0.00004 0.0001 0.003*** 0.049 0.002*** 0.031 0.0003*** 0.010 0.003*** 0.021

(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.00003) (0.0002)

Count delegations shared 0.001*** 0.003 0.002*** 0.022 0.0002** 0.003 0.0001 0.001 0.002*** 0.008

(0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0002)

Random effects

var(MEP 1) on Constant .0051 (.0716) .0003 (.0161) .0000 (.0054) .0000 (.0026) .0008 (.0286)

var(MEP 2) on Constant .0054 (.0732) .0002 (.0143) .0000 (.0040) .0000 (.0027) .0008 (.0281)

var(Residual) .0116 (.1078) .0018 (.0425) .0012 (.0346) .0004 (.0205) .0085 (.0921)

N 913798 909529 762798 925126 806528

N (MEP 1) 1642 1682 1660 1682 1680

N (MEP 2) 1640 1685 1684 1685 1685

Log Likelihood 730406 1574622 1479589 2282137 773469

AIC -1460784 -3149216 -2959149 -4564246 -1546911

BIC -1460620 -3149052 -2958988 -4564082 -1546749

***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1
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table 5 – regression coefficients for the issue of the internal market & consumer protection

roll-call voting motions Amendments Parl. questions Agenda-setting

model 1 β model 2 β model 3 β model 4 β model 5 β

Fixed effects

Constant 0.721*** 0.002*** -0.002*** 0.001*** 0.007***

(0.003) (0.001) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.002)

Difference of level of EU 

integration
-0.0003*** -0.019 0.00000 0.001 0.00000 0.002 -0.00003*** -0.023 -0.0001*** -0.015

(0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00001)

Left–right (general) distance -0.299*** -0.240 -0.008*** -0.026 -0.002*** -0.008 -0.002*** -0.015 -0.030*** -0.042

(0.001) (0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0002) (0.001)

EU anti/pro distance -0.095*** -0.113 -0.003*** -0.013 -0.0005 -0.003 -0.001*** -0.007 -0.035*** -0.071

(0.001) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.001)

Same party group 0.165*** 0.305 0.014*** 0.101 0.008*** 0.079 0.001*** 0.013 0.013*** 0.042

(0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)

Same national party 0.022*** 0.013 0.033*** 0.074 0.013*** 0.041 0.016*** 0.081 0.080*** 0.077

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0003) (0.002)

Both in Grand Coalition -0.006*** -0.013 0.0003 0.003 -0.001*** -0.016 0.0005*** 0.009 0.012*** 0.045

(0.001) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)

Both in national government 0.049*** 0.110 0.0001 0.001 0.001*** 0.016 -0.001*** -0.010 -0.007*** -0.026

(0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)

Same nationality 0.007*** 0.009 0.006*** 0.026 0.001*** 0.006 0.007*** 0.069 0.033*** 0.066

(0.001) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0001) (0.001)

Count committees shared -0.001*** -0.004 0.005*** 0.058 0.001*** 0.025 0.0004*** 0.011 0.003*** 0.014

(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.00005) (0.0003)

Count delegations shared 0.002*** 0.005 0.002*** 0.019 0.0001 0.001 0.0003*** 0.005 0.0004 0.001

(0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0004)

Random effects

var(MEP 1) on Constant .0069 (.0830) .0002 (.0128) .0000 (.0053) .0000 (.0030) .0020 (.0443)

var(MEP 2) on Constant .0072 (.0849) .0001 (.0122) .0000 (.0049) .0000 (.0028) .0015 (.0389)

var(Residual) .0127 (.1129) .0028 (.0534) .0015 (.0386) .0004 (.0255) .0140 (.1184)

N 743704 639904 496032 688800 477539

N (MEP 1) 1472 1508 1497 1515 1504

N (MEP 2) 1470 1515 1513 1515 1514

Log Likelihood 559060 962810 908268 1547857 336423

AIC -1118091 -195592 -181607 -3095687 -672817

BIC -1117930 -1925433 -1816352 -3095527 -672662

***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1
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8.4 Discussion

National shared interests have the potential to unite legislators within and beyond 

national borders. This chapter has demonstrated that shared interests form an inde-

pendent effect, separate from ideological, party, and national concerns. Legislators from 

countries which have similar interests cooperate more with each other than with leg-

islators from countries that have different interests. In this chapter, two policy areas 

were analysed: the Common Agricultural Policy and the internal market & consumer 

protection. In both cases, national interests are a significant and substantive predictor of 

cooperation, though many of the conventional explanations (such as ideology and party 

effects) are stronger. Moreover, contrary to the hypothesis, the effects of shared national 

interests are larger for the internal market than for agricultural issues. 

 This finding is unexpected. As discussed in the theory section, agricultural 

subsidies exhibit all the characteristics of an issue that has the potential to pit member 

state delegations against each other and thereby blur ideological and party-based con-

flict. The internal market issue has much less potential to do so: whether one is in favour 

or against further economic integration in the EU is part of an ideological conflict that 

would, normally, be captured by the ideological indicators. That shared national inter-

ests are more important for the latter issue compared to the former might be caused by 

several factors. As a pointer for further research, two of these deserve mention. First, 

the issue of the internal market might have become more of a national interest since the 

2008 fiscal and economic crisis. During this crisis, entire national delegations were pitted 

against each other, with some member states paying for the debt relief programmes of 

others – who, consequently, had to surrender large degrees of sovereignty over economic 

and fiscal decision-making (Claessens, 2009; Otjes, 2015; Roger et al., 2017). The crisis 

has had the effect of tying economic issues into ideological conflict about more or less 

European integration, rather than the hitherto ideological conflict over what type of 

economic integration (left-wing state-centred, or right-wing market-oriented) (Otjes 

and van der Veer, 2016). Besides a changing ideological conflict, the internal market 

issue seems to have increased the role of national interests, thereby pitting (groups of) 

member state delegations against each other. Second, national interests surrounding 

the issue of agriculture might have stayed in the Council rather than moving to the EP 

(with the introduction of co-decision). Apparently, conflict about agricultural spending 

follows ideological rather than national lines of conflict.

 It is important to stress that shared national interests do not melt away ideolog-

ical and partisan cooperation structures. Rather, these interests lower the importance of 

ideological and party group indicators. Left–right and EU integration ideological posi-

tions still predict, to a large extent, which legislators cooperate, as do shared party group 

and national party membership. Yet concerns that have the potential to pit national del-

egations against each other, or to stimulate cooperation between national delegations 
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that share similar interests, do influence how legislators cooperate.

 One other factor that is worth discussing is the finding that the Grand Coali-

tion is an important predictor for most parliamentary instruments for the issue of agri-

culture, but not for the internal market. This finding is in line with Kreppel & Tsebelis 

(1999) and Kreppel (2000), who found that the Grand Coalition is strongest on non-

economic issues.

 This chapter’s study is limited in two important ways. First, it analyses only 

two out of a much larger number of potential issues (consider that there are 23 differ-

ent committees active in the EP). Although the selection of the issues was guided by 

concerns of relevance within EU decision-making, other issues might show different 

patterns. Second, the analyses rely on a single indicator of national interests, such as the 

amount of CAP subsidies in relation to GDP. Using compound indicators (like the one 

used for EU integration positions) might provide a more balanced indicator of national 

interest and therefore change the results. However, this would require indices of posi-

tions of countries regarding specific issues. Developing these scales falls outside of the 

scope of this chapter (and thesis). 
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chapter 9 
Conclusion, discussion, and reflection

The starting point of my study was the question of how nationality, party, and ideologi-

cal factors affect the ways in which legislators cooperate in the EP. Existing empirical 

research on parliamentary behaviour, most of which studies coalition formation during 

roll-call votes, finds that nationality matters very little, while party and especially ideo-

logical factors drive legislators’ voting behaviour. Evidence from attitudinal research, 

however, shows that given what legislators say about their legislative tasks, nationality is 

an important consideration for them. 

 This study argues that by refining the research question to include condition-

ality – in terms of how and when legislators cooperate along national and/or party lines 

– these two contrasting findings from behavioural and attitudinal research can be better 

brought together. The exact research question asked is How and under what circumstances 

do legislators cooperate along national lines or along European party group and ideological lines? 

The study focussed specifically on three ‘conditions’: the type of parliamentary instru-

ment (broadening the scope from just roll-call voting to virtually all major parliamentary 

instruments), the moment in time, and the policy issue. The empirical chapters found 

that compatriotism matters much more than would be expected based on the existing 

literature, and that there is considerable variation across time and between policy areas. 

 In short, the more precise answer to the research question is the following. With 

regard to the ‘how’, legislators collaborate more with compatriots than with fellow party 

group members when they put a parliamentary question on the table. For amendments, 

motions, and agenda-setting questions, legislators have a slight preference for collabo-

rating with fellow party group members over working with compatriots. However, the 

difference between party group and nationality effects are smaller for these instruments 

than for roll-call voting. Existing research relies very strongly on roll-call voting and thus 

underestimates the effects of compatriotism for the whole range of parliamentary coop-

erative behaviour. In other words, how national concerns affect cooperation between 

legislators strongly depends on the parliamentary instrument one investigates. This 

conclusion also affects the ‘when’ part of the main research question. Parliamentary 

instruments, as discussed in Chapter 2, are related to different stages of parliamentary 

decision-making. Amendments and agenda-setting questions are predominantly used 

in the early stages of a legislative process, while roll-call voting and parliamentary ques-

tions often occur at a later stage, often after a legislative process. This means that parties 

(both national and European groups) control the final stage of decision-making during 

roll-call votes, but are less able to influence (or are less interested in influencing) the 

legislative stages before and after voting.
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Moreover, a more precise answer is warranted to the ‘when’ part of the research ques-

tion. First, over time, the balance between party groups and national parties on the one 

hand, and national concerns on the other, appears remarkably stable. Second, across 

issues, variation exists between how strongly national concerns affect cooperation. 

Although it is possible to draw conclusions based on the whole of the parliamentary 

behaviour of legislators, researchers need to take variation between issues into account.

This is, in short, the main conclusion of the study. The next section provides a chapter-

by-chapter summary, followed by a section that reflects on the implications of the find-

ings of the study for three research areas, reflecting on 1) research on the EP itself, 2) the 

findings in light of research on parliaments and parliamentary behaviour and coopera-

tion, and 3) the methodological implications of the study’s research strategy.

9.1 Summary of the main findings

To answer the study’s research question, a theoretical framework is developed in Chap-

ters 2 and 3. These chapters form the backbone of the empirical analyses that follow. 

Chapter 2 discusses the function and functioning of all five parliamentary instruments 

investigated. These instruments are roll-call voting, amendments, motions, parliamentary 

questions, and agenda-setting questions. An exemplary legislative process is discussed, 

tracing how parliamentary instruments are used in conjunction with one another. Using 

this fictitious example, the book argues how each of these instruments serves unique 

purposes during different stages of a legislative process. A large set of descriptive statis-

tics are provided to understand how, when, and by whom the instruments are used. It is 

found that virtually all parliamentary instruments, other than roll-call voting, are used 

more often (relative to the number of seats) by non-mainstream party groups than by 

the mainstream groups (the EPP, S&D, and ALDE). 

 The findings in my study suggest that party groups attribute different values 

to different parliamentary instruments. Consequently, the question becomes one of 

how party groups (and other factors, such as national parties and nationality) influ-

ence cooperation when using these parliamentary instruments. It can be expected that 

the structure of cooperation differs between parliamentary instruments. As most exist-

ing research bases conclusions about cooperation on the single instrument of roll-call 

voting, these conclusions might well change. To this end, the third chapter revisits the 

literature on parliamentary cooperation and develops a corresponding model that dis-

cusses four main influences on legislators: national parties (for reasons of their ability 

to control the reselection of legislators just before elections), European party groups 

(because of their influence on the success of legislators within the parliamentary arena), 

specialisation (since the EP has a highly specialised committee system), and national-

ity (because of the strong ties that legislators hold to their member states). The main 

argument in this chapter is that legislators are seldom under the influence of only one 
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of these factors. Rather, legislators face pressures from national parties, European party 

groups, committees, and compatriots at one and the same time. It is therefore argued 

that research on cooperation should take into account all of these factors simultaneously.

 Before investigating how parliamentary instruments differ in the cooperation 

patterns of the legislators using them, two chapters are devoted to the methodology of 

studying parliamentary cooperation. The first of these chapters (Chapter 4) outlines a 

methodology that is based on studying cooperation as a dyadic interaction between two 

(or more) legislators. The chapter argues that existing methods are primarily suitable for 

inductive research goals (such as the uncovering of the dimensionality of voting), but are 

less able to establish causal relationships. The dyadic approach, which uses regression-

based methods, is better able to ascertain causality when investigating which factors drive 

parliamentary cooperation between legislators. As this method utilises a highly complex 

data set, the fourth chapter also introduces the Europarl Import programme, which is able 

to convert disaggregate textual content into the required dyadic data structure. 

 Chapter 5, which is related to the development of a research methodology for 
studying parliamentary cooperation, empirically analyses the differences between exist-
ing methods and the dyadic approach. This chapter consists of a replication study of Hix 
& Noury (2009), and looks at the extent to which conclusions about parliamentary behav-
iour are driven by methodological problems. The research question guiding this analysis 
is as follows: When, how, and to what degree does the use of NOMINATE introduce system-
atic bias in the analysis of roll-call voting? Most existing analyses rely on data reduction 

methods to aid the interpretation of the legislative behaviour of members of the EP (as 

well as other legislatures). This chapter analyses the extent to which the use of one spe-

cific data reduction method, NOMINATE, introduces problems when testing theories 

of legislative organisation. The main conclusion of this chapter is that this method indeed 

introduces biases by removing useful variation from the original (roll-call voting) data. 

 After introducing the development of the methodology, three chapters follow 

wherein parliamentary cooperation in the EP is empirically analysed. Each of these 

chapters approaches cooperation from a distinct angle, with the first of these chapters 

(Chapter 6) focussing on a comparison of cooperation across the five parliamentary 

instruments. The research question of Chapter 6 is: How does the structure of cooperation 

differ between the parliamentary instruments of roll-call voting, amendment co-sponsorship, 

motion co-sponsorship, and the co-tabling of parliamentary questions? As argued in the intro-

ductory chapter, one possible solution to the puzzling finding that legislators appear 

to behave differently from how they say they do lies in the narrow definition of parlia-

mentary behaviour (by equating it with roll-call voting). This chapter investigates this 

possible solution by classifying parliamentary instruments on a scale that measures three 

components: first, the individual freedom that legislators have when using the instru-

ment in question (based on the EP’s Rules of Procedure); second, the policy impacts 

that the instruments have; and third, the nature of cooperation (whether cooperation is 
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intentional, as is the case when co-sponsoring a piece, or emergent, which is the case 

for the coalitions that form during roll-call votes). Chapter 6 argues that roll-call voting 

is the instrument with the highest possibility of party (group) control over cooperation, 

and therefore one would expect the least cooperation along national lines. The instru-

ment of parliamentary questions, conversely, is argued to have the lowest degree of party 

(group) control and therefore the highest chance of showing cooperation along national 

lines. The empirical analysis confirms these findings: nationality plays a much larger role 

for parliamentary questions than for roll-call voting. Moreover, roll-call voting shows 

the lowest degree of cooperation between compatriots of all five instruments analysed. 

In other words, the more freedom legislators have, the lower the policy impact; and the 

more explicit the cooperation, the more legislators work together in national groups 

rather than along party lines. In light of this study’s main research question, this chapter 

finds that equating ‘parliamentary behaviour’ with roll-call voting is untenable. Conclu-

sions that hold for roll-call voting, especially about the role of compatriotism, do not 

hold when investigating other parliamentary instruments.

 Given that the parliamentary instruments show different influences on leg-

islators who seek to cooperate, the next question asked in Chapter 7 concerns how 

these differences have developed over time. After all, the EU has developed significantly 

between 1979 (the time of the first direct elections to the EP) and 2018, and these wider 

developments have influenced the institutional role of the EP. Consequently, the follow-

ing question is asked: To what degree have the patterns of conflict and cooperation between 

legislators changed over the last 40 years? Two parliamentary instruments are compared 

over a period spanning more than forty years, and two main developments are relevant 

during this time: first, there are the treaty changes that have, over the years, brought the 

EP onto the same level as the Council in terms of legislative prerogatives; second, there 

has been the development of scepticism surrounding European integration. The main 

theoretical argument is that these two developments pull in opposite directions: the 

former increases cooperation beyond national borders, while the latter likely stimulates 

cooperation between compatriots. The analysis finds that these two opposing forces do 

indeed keep one another at bay. The most interesting development is related to the 

role of the European integration dimension. This dimension has become (much) more 

important over time, especially since the 1991 Maastricht Treaty.

 Besides time, another factor that is likely to affect how legislators cooperate is 

the policy issue for which parliamentary questions, amendments, motions, or votes are 

used. The final empirical analysis chapter (Chapter 8) introduces the concept of shared 

national interests, which measures the degree to which legislators’ member states have 

converging or diverging interests on a given issue, and how this influences coopera-

tion. It is argued that some issues have a higher potential for uniting legislators coming 

from the same member state, or from member states that have similar stakes in a given 

policy area. Two issues are compared: the issue of agriculture, which is argued to have 
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a high potential for uniting legislators within and between member states who benefit 

equally from (or who pay equally into) the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP); and 

the issue of the internal market & consumer protection, which is argued to have only a 

limited potential for uniting legislators within member states. The empirical results show 

that national interests are indeed important when predicting parliamentary cooperation. 

However, there is no evidence that agricultural shared interests are more important for 

shedding party and ideological differences than the issue of the internal market & con-

sumer protection. The analyses show that national borders matter, but that they do so 

differently for different issues. Some issues have the potential to unite legislators within 

and between member states, and consequently lower the role of other factors.

 Together, these three empirical chapters answer the main research question. 

Legislators cooperate with compatriots primarily when using the monitoring and agenda-

setting instrument of parliamentary questions. Over time, nationality is a relatively stable 

factor: the EP is not moving towards, or away from, supranational cooperation. Moreo-

ver, besides national borders, shared national interests are an important driver of coop-

eration along the borders of (groups of) member states. Party and ideological concerns 

are dominant in cooperation during roll-call votes and these factors remain constant 

over time, although a partial move from the left–right ideological dimension towards 

the EU integration conflict is visible in the period since the Maastricht Treaty. For the 

other instruments (motions, amendments, agenda-setting questions), nationality clearly 

matters more than expected from previous research on roll-call voting, yet party and 

(to a more limited extent) ideological factors also play a large role. Overall, this study’s 

conclusion is that nationality matters more than expected from previous research and 

that a large degree of variation exists between parliamentary instruments in terms of 

how much nationality impacts cooperation. 

 This conclusion has implications for the literature. First, researchers interested 

in the role of nationality, party, and ideology should broaden their studies to include 

more parliamentary instruments. Second, the dimension of ideological conflict has 

moved from left–right to confrontation about whether and to what degree member 

states should integrate into the EU. Third, while existing models of legislators’ behaviour 

(especially the principal–agent framework) work well, factors outside of these frame-

works are also important to consider. Fourth, existing methods for studying parliamen-

tary behaviour are unable to estimate the effects of factors that determine patterns of 

cooperation, and alternatives are readily available. Each of these four implications will 

be discussed in more depth in the next section. 
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9.2 Implications of the study findings

The findings of this study have implications for research on the EP, on parliaments in 

general, and for the methods used to study parliamentary behaviour. Four implications 

are identified, of which the first two are responses to existing literature on the EP. The 

third implication speaks to a wider literature and includes studies of other parliaments, 

while the fourth and final implication is methodological.

implication 1: Parliamentary behaviour should not be equated to roll-call voting 

behaviour

The first implication deals with the divergent role of nationality, party, and ideology 

depending on the parliamentary instrument under investigation. As noted above, nation-

ality matters more for some instruments (e.g. parliamentary questions) than for others 

(e.g. roll-call voting). Party groups are important for roll-call voting, but much less so 

for the other parliamentary instruments. The reverse holds for national parties: they 

are of little influence during roll-call votes but are important for all other instruments. 

Ideological concerns structure voting and motion co-sponsorship, but have virtually no 

effect when legislators put forward amendments, parliamentary questions, or agenda-

setting questions. 

 The point here is that parliamentary instruments differ substantially, and equat-

ing one of these instruments with ‘the parliamentary behaviour’ or ‘the mode of opera-

tion’ of the EP is misleading. When existing studies find that nationality hardly matters, 

it is important to note that nationality only hardly matters for the instrument under 

investigation; hitherto, studies have virtually only looked at roll-call voting (Faas, 2003; 

Hix, 2001, 2002; Hix et al., 2007; Hosli, 1997; Kreppel, 2000; Kreppel and Hix, 2003; 

Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999; Mühlböck, 2012). Therefore, studies interested in assessing 

the role of nationality, party, and/or ideology should include more parliamentary instru-

ments than just roll-call voting, and preferably all of the main parliamentary instruments.

 One study in particular provides a theoretical mechanism for why national 

concerns are unlikely to be found in the parliamentary behaviour of legislators in the EP. 

Hix and colleagues argue that:

[…] while there can be much scope for decentralisation of powers between ter-

ritorial entities there is much less scope for a similar decentralisation of powers 

between sectoral and professional interests. In advanced democracies, once coun-

tries have found an adequate mix of centralisation and decentralisation, most 

conflicts one should observe at the central level should be conflicts between sec-

toral and professional interests. Parties would thus form according to those inter-

est constellations, which correspond mainly to the usual left–right divide 

(Hix et al., 2005: 54)
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The authors argue that political conflict in the EP is ideological because of the institu-

tional setup of the EU, characterised by a “mix of centralisation and decentralisation”. 

The findings of my study subscribe to this view, but only when it comes to the final deci-

sion-making phase. At other moments, national delegations do attempt to raise interest 

in their own national issues and concerns (through parliamentary questions, agenda-set-

ting questions, and motions), and do attempt to change policy (through amendments). 

This is corroborated by the finding that the role of ideological concerns in cooperation 

when using these parliamentary instruments is relatively weak (when compared to roll-

call voting).

 The finding of this study that different party groups use parliamentary instru-

ments differently (Chapters 2 and 6) is important for understanding how legislators 

cooperate in the EP. Consider the following argument by Hix et al.:

To analyse voting in the European Parliament, we use a well-known model in the 

social sciences, called ‘the spatial model of voting’. This model, originally pro-

posed by Hotelling (1929) and further developed by Enelow and Hinich (1984), 

is the workhorse theory of modern legislative studies. The spatial model assumes 

that each MEP has a preferred point, or ideal position, in a given policy space. In 

addition, it assumes that each political choice – the policy consequences of voting 

Yes or No – is located in the same policy space. In other words, there is a spatial 

representation of both the MEPs and their choices. An MEP will thus vote for the 

choice that is closer to his or her ideal position. 

(Hix et al., 2005: 165)

One could question whether analyses of roll-call voting are able to achieve a good rep-

resentation of a party’s positions. This is not a methodological critique per se: there are 

theoretical reasons why roll-call voting analyses will only be a representation of roll-call 

voting and not of the entire political space. The key to this argument is the varying impor-

tance that parties (party groups and national parties within a group) attach to roll-call 

voting. Since parties toward the extremes of the political spectrum have little chance 

of being in the pivotal position of tilting a majority (cf. Black, 1958; Hotelling, 1929), 

these parties might attach little value to the instrument of roll-call voting. At the same 

time, the results of roll-call votes are recorded, allowing other parties to attack the more 

radical parties based on the positions they take during roll-calls. The (much) lower par-

ticipation of parties on the extremes of the political spectrum in roll-call voting can thus 

be seen as a strategic option (cf. Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999: 962; see also Chapter 2). 

 Indeed, radical parties appear to utilise other parliamentary instruments more 

often. To stress alternatives to the mainstream parties’ proposals, these parties can (and 

do) introduce parliamentary questions, amendments, motions, and agenda-setting ques-

tions. The last three of these will still require a vote to be ultimately useful (i.e. to be 
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adopted by the EP and to become an official policy or position of the institution), yet 

putting proposals on the table can be a strong signalling device to voters. For this reason, 

it is insufficient and potentially misleading to rely on roll-call voting analyses to assess 

the positions, strength, and unity of non-mainstream parties in the EP (and potentially 

outside of the EP as well, depending on the legislatures’ internal rules of procedure).

implication 2: the eP has a competitive party system in which conflict is struc-

tured between parties along two ideological dimensions

Neither of the two statements of this section’s title are completely new. However, my 

study adds two elements to this statement. First, that the competitive party system exists 

in all phases of legislative decision-making, but that it depends on the instrument inves-

tigated which type of parties are competing (national parties vs. European party groups). 

Second, that competition is, more than expected, guided by concerns about the speed 

and nature of European integration, and somewhat less by left–right conflict over eco-

nomic and cultural issues.

 A significant part of the literature on conflict and cooperation in the EP asks 

the question of what type of party system the EP has, distinguishing between a col-

lusive and a competitive system. Several scholars have argued that for the EP to bring 

democratic representation to the EU, a competitive party system is required (Andeweg, 

1995; Hix et al., 2003; Hix and Lord, 1997; Kreppel, 2002; Marquand, 1978; see also 

Vauchez, 2016). This entails that cooperation within the EP should not be dominated 

by one single type of coalition (across issues, time, and parliamentary instruments). The 

findings of my study suggest that such a coalition (especially in the form of a Grand 

Coalition that has majorities in the EP, the Council, and the Commission) exists, but is 

not dominant (in line with Kreppel, 2002; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999).

 Although cooperation is only one aspect of a competitive party system (e.g. 

parties need to offer viable alternatives and engage in agenda-setting attempts as well), 

this finding bodes well for assessments of the EP’s function as a democratic institution. 

As Hix et al. write: 

if parties have underdeveloped organisations, or if they collude rather than 

compete, voters’ choices will not be translated effectively into political leader-

ship and/or policy outcomes (…) [T]he emergence of ‘cartelized’ party systems 

in several European democracies has led to growing voter apathy, alienation and 

protest votes. 

(Hix et al., 2003: 309–10)

Given the competitive nature of cooperation (along party lines), the parties in the EP do 

not create a collusive (and therefore cartelised) party system.

 The finding that the EP has a competitive party system is reinforced by compar-

ing the balance of power between national parties and European party groups (Chapter 
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6). Hix (2002) argues that of the two principals of legislators, national parties are domi-

nant because of their role in the electoral process. Ultimately, the fortunes of legislators 

are controlled by national parties that can reward or punish legislators by deciding on 

their reselection for the next elections. Interestingly, Hix draws this conclusion based on 

an analysis of roll-call voting, in which national parties are (relative to European party 

groups, but also other factors such as national governing status and nationality) weak. 

All other parliamentary instruments are found to be controlled strongly by national 

parties: for amendments, parliamentary questions, and agenda-setting questions, mem-

bership of national parties is the strongest predictor for cooperation, while for motions 

it is the second strongest predictor. As national parties participate in EP elections, their 

strong role in controlling legislators bodes well for the competitive party system and 

therefore for the prevention of a cartelised party system.

 A competitive party system requires not only strong (national) parties, but also 

competition between these parties. Originally, this form of competition in the EP was 

argued to be unidimensional, concerning the degree to which member states should 

integrate into the supranational EU (Haas, 1958; Hoffmann, 1966; Moravcsik, 1998). 

Hix (2001: 664) summarises the viewpoint of these early debates over the nature of ide-

ological conflict in the EP: “the battle is [as argued by Haas, Hoffmann, and Moravcsik] 

over the nature and speed of the European integration process: where actors are located 

on a single dimension, from ‘more integration’ to ‘less integration’”. However, empirical 

studies have found that conflict in the EP revolves mainly around a left–right dimension 

that taps into socio-economic and cultural issues (Attinà, 1990; Kreppel and Tsebelis, 

1999). A model that combines both dimensions also exists, arguing that left–right and 

conflict about the nature and speed of European integration are, though perpendicular, 

both present in the EP (Hix and Lord, 1997). Existing empirical research confirms this 

pattern and finds that, overall, the left–right dimension is clearly dominant (Hix, 2001). 

However, the results from this study cast doubt on this finding.

 With regard to which ideological dimension is more important in the EP, this 

depends, crucially, on the parliamentary instrument, the timeframe being considered, 

and the issue matter at hand. In line with more recent research (Blumenau and Laud-

erdale, 2018; Braghiroli, 2014; Otjes and van der Veer, 2016; Roger et al., 2017), the EU 

integration dimension is found to be as important as the left–right dimension, at least 

for specific policy areas (especially economic policy). My study confirms that the EU 

dimension is (much) more important than expected. Now, more than at the beginning 

of the EP, the “battle over the nature and speed of the European integration process” is 

becoming a (much) more important line of conflict.

 This finding about the nature of ideological competition is important for assess-

ing the functioning of the party system in the light of Hix’s argument that “the emergence 

of cartelized’ party systems in several European democracies has led to growing voter 

apathy, alienation and protest votes” (see above). Although this study finds that a com-
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petitive party system does seem to exist, the finding that the competition is increasingly 

structured along the lines of EU integration might in fact create “voter apathy, aliena-

tion and protest votes” on its own. The reason for this is that conflict over the speed and 

nature of EU integration cannot successfully be fought in the EP. After all, it is member 

states (and especially their governments) that decide about furthering (or potentially 

reducing) integration in the EU (Mair, 2003). The EP can propose motions, parliamen-

tary questions, or use agenda-setting questions to signal its commitment to furthering or 

reversing European integration, but these issues cannot become law because of the role 

awarded the EP in the Treaty on the European Union and the Treaty on the Function-

ing of the European Union. As such, there might be a (growing) mismatch between the 

structure of cooperation and the competences of the EP (see also Chapter 7).

implication 3: the principal–agent model works well, but the role of other explana-

tions might be underestimated in existing studies

A large part of the literature on party discipline and party cohesion uses models of party 

control over legislators to understand legislative behaviour (e.g. Coman, 2009; Hix, 

2002; Maltzman and Smith, 1994; Miller, 2005; Saalfeld, 2011; Saalfeld and Strøm, 

2014; Strøm, 2000). For the EP, legislators are argued to be under the influence of not 

one but two party principals: the European party groups and the national parties (Hix, 

2002). Of these two principals, national parties dominate, although European party 

groups also play an important role. This conclusion is based on the analysis of roll-call 

voting in half of an EP term. Overall, the findings of this current study confirm these 

patterns. However, a number of observations made (especially in Chapter 6) are relevant 

for understanding how well principal–agent models perform in explaining (or influenc-

ing our interpretation of) the legislative behaviour of EP legislators.

 First, national parties are weaker in the final phase of decision-making than 

they are in the preceding phases. During this final phase, when the rolls are being called, 

ideological concerns and European party groups are more influential than national 

parties per se. It is important to note that ideological and party components are hard to 

disentangle because of their high correlation: European party groups, and even stronger, 

national parties, bring together like-minded legislators. Indeed, observing party unity 

is therefore not enough to establish the influence of party over legislators (Krehbiel, 

1993; see also van Vonno, 2016). 57 In this light, the relatively weak role of national 

parties during roll-call voting is puzzling. Again, with the caution in mind that it is dif-

ficult to disentangle party and ideological effects, European party groups appear to be 

much stronger. All other parliamentary instruments show the reverse, however: national 

57 One way of investigating this issue is to ask legislators, party leadership, and other relevant actors about their 
attempts to influence legislators, and then to compare these attempts to the actual, observable behaviour 
in parliament. One could pursue such a research strategy by using large-N methods such as surveys, or by 
using mixed methods, such as comparing in-depth interviews to large-N studies of parliamentary behaviour.
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parties are always the most important factor influencing cooperation decisions, while 

European party groups are the second most important explanatory factor for amend-

ments and agenda-setting questions, and the third most important for motions and 

parliamentary questions.

 Given the strong influence of parties (and ideology) over cooperation decisions in 

the EP, the principal–agent model appears to function well. Whether legislators follow their 

principals voluntarily or because they are forced to do so remains a point for discussion.

 However, principal–agent models do not explain all of the cooperative behav-

iour in the EP. Non-principal–agent relations make up an important part of the explana-

tion of parliamentary and agenda-setting questions in particular, but also amendments 

and motions. Roll-call voting remains, in this sense, the exception, since a principal–

agent model is able to explain most of the roll-call voting decisions. This entails that 

researchers interested in cooperation should include non-principal–agent factors in their 

models to understand parliamentary cooperation with other instruments more fully.

implication 4: students of parliamentary behaviour interested in investigating 

causal claims should adopt suitable methods

Chapter 4 discusses in-depth the methodology used by most scholars when they seek to 

understand the parliamentary behaviour of legislators. Conventionally, an exploratory 

data reduction method is used that aims to represent legislators’ (voting) behaviour in 

a low-dimensional space. Such a space gives the researcher an impression of the main 

axes of conflict. In the EP, these are found to be the dimensions of left–right and EU 

integration (Hix, 2001). To ascertain the meaning of the dimensions in the political 

space created by legislators’ voting decisions, researchers often rely on regression models 

in which legislators’ positions on the dimensions serve as the dependent variable (e.g. 

Voeten, 2009). This study has argued (in Chapters 4 and 6) that the dimension-reduc-

tion step is unnecessary and undesirable, as the effect of the predictors of parliamentary 

behaviour can be directly subjected to regression testing. Moreover, the use of dimen-

sion-reduction methods is found to introduce systematic bias in the conclusions that 

researchers draw. In the case of the sixth EP term studied in Chapter 5, ideological com-

ponents are found to be overestimated, while party group effects are underestimated. 

 This study develops an alternative, in the form of a dyadic method that analy-

ses parliamentary behaviour as a relational characteristic. More alternatives exist, such 

as the approach in Otjes & Van der Veer (2016) and Roger et al. (2017). Central to 

these works, as well as this current study, is the focus on theory-testing research and, 

consequently, the use of a method that is able to establish causal patterns. Researchers 

interested in theory-testing research on parliamentary behaviour therefore have alterna-

tives to dimension-reduction methods at their disposal.
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9.3 Limitations & future research

All studies are necessarily limited in their breadth and scope. For this thesis, four of 

these limitations are worth mentioning because they might impact the conclusions 

drawn. These limitations relate to establishing causality, identifying non-national ter-

ritorial cooperation, non-plenary venues for cooperation, and factors excluded from the 

model of cooperation. Besides limitations, this thesis also opens up avenues for future 

research. This section discusses both.

 The first limitation is the ability of the study to establish causal relations, espe-

cially related to the principal–agent component of the model of cooperation. Throughout 

the book, references are made to Krehbiel (1993), who argues that the observation of party 

unity does not necessarily imply the use of sanctioning and rewarding methods by parties. 

In other words, we might observe party unity, but we cannot establish that the party was 

directly and causally involved in it. It could be that legislators are autonomous actors who, 

out of free will (be it due to ideological convictions or non-party-based strategic concerns) 

act similarly to other party members. In an attempt to assuage the issue of party control vs. 

personal preferences, the model of cooperation includes various factors such as ideological 

positions and strategic non-party factors such as committees and delegations. However, 

as the ideological positions are measured at the level of the national party, it is impossible 

to separate personal ideological convictions from those of the national party. Differences 

between the two might be the cause of the imperfectly explained variation.58 

 To help alleviate this issue, we need information about the pressure being exer-

cised on legislators by parties and other institutions. Since such data is virtually impos-

sible to gather, alternative individual-level indicators of ideological positions, which are 

independent of the parliamentary behaviour itself, can be used. Preferably, these obser-

vations should be available for a large (and/or random) sample of legislators over a long 

period of time. Such data does not, however, readily exist.59 Ultimately, this current 

study relies on assumptions within the principal–agent framework which cannot be 

tested. Nonetheless, the inclusion of a wide range of theoretically meaningful predictors 

of parliamentary cooperation bolsters confidence in this study’s findings, especially in 

light of previous research which does not include this range of predictors.

 A second limitation lies in the definition of territorial cooperation. This study uses 

two such concepts. The first uses member states as territorial units. The argument behind 

58  Measures of explained variance are not included in the main text because they are impossible to accurately 
calculate for multilevel models. however, if the models are run using an ordinary least-squares estimator, 
about thirty per cent of the variance cannot be explained using the model (i.e. R2 = .7), although variation 
exists between the five studied parliamentary instruments. The AIC and BIC statistics, which are included 
throughout the text, also indicate that the models are not perfect fits.

59  Some surveys include such measures. however, these surveys either do not include a large sample of leg-
islators, or they do not offer the ability for long-term analysis by spanning multiple EP terms.
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taking this approach lies in the shared political backgrounds (socialisation) and practi-

cal factors (often speaking the same language, having previous contact, etc.) of legislators 

from the same member state. The second concept relates to shared national interests and 

is, as such, an expansion of the aforementioned logic of member states. Here it is argued 

that when working with or across a group of different member states on certain issues, 

legislators might shed ideological and party group differences to collaborate along national 

interest lines. The argument behind this is the notion that member states have different 

degrees of interest in different issues, which may encourage national collaboration when 

certain issues arise. Both logics are found to be important. However, this member state-

centric definition of territorial cooperation excludes sub-national cooperation. Consider 

the example of Spain. Legislators from nationalistic parties and movements from Cataluña 

might strongly cooperate among one another, but will shun cooperation with fellow Span-

iards. This type of cooperation is currently not explicitly captured in the model.60

A third limitation is related to the focus on the plenary. As discussed in the introduction 

in Chapter 1 and in Chapter 2, the EP has a strong system of specialisation through 

committees. Indeed, much of the work in the EP is conducted in committees and not 

in the plenary (Corbett et al., 2011; Roger, 2014; Yordanova, 2013). A study by Baller 

(2017) confirms the importance of nationality and party groups in the co-sponsorship 

of amendments in the committee phase of legislation. Different from the plenary arena, 

Baller also finds that specialisation plays an important role in legislators’ decisions to 

cooperate in the committee arena, though it plays a relatively weak role in the co-spon-

sorship of plenary amendments. This suggests that plenary and committee phases follow 

(at least partly) different logics. A formal comparison of the plenary and committee 

arenas should be conducted to understand these differences. Nonetheless, the role of 

nationality appears to be substantial in both arenas.

 The fourth limitation flows from the choice of elements in the model of coop-

eration developed in Chapter 3. In this model, national party, European party group, 

specialisation, and national logics are identified. As any model is necessarily limited, 

some components are excluded. For example, membership in inter-groups (relatively 

loose organisations of likeminded legislators focusing on a variety of issues) (e.g. Ned-

ergaard and Jensen, 2014), gender, career paths (e.g. Daniel, 2015), and in particular 

parliamentary roles (e.g. Andeweg, 2014; Scully and Farrell, 2003; Searing, 1994) might 

affect cooperation decisions. Essential to this cited literature is the observation that not 

all legislators have the same goals during their time in the legislature. For example, some 

legislators are ‘backbenchers’, others have ‘ministerial potential’, and so forth. Although 

varying conceptualisations of parliamentary roles exist, one can see how roles affect coop-

60  Consider, though, that both (sub)national party and nationality are included. These factors together do 
account, under some conditions, for subnational cooperation. This is especially the case when one strong 
nationalistic party exists, such as is the case in Scotland. however, this measure is imperfect as it does not 
capture cooperation between Scots per se.
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eration within the EP as well. Some legislators are said to use the EP as a ‘stepping stone’ 

to boost their careers and enter national politics, while for others the EP is a ‘retirement 

home’, and for yet others whose main focus is on EU policy, the EP is their prime arena 

(see Daniel, 2015: 5). These roles likely affect how (and indeed if) legislators cooper-

ate. A stepping stone type of legislator can, for example, be expected to follow national 

party lines carefully, so as to not upset the party leadership. Legislators who view the 

EP as their retirement home, or for whom this ‘retirement’ has been enforced, will likely 

cooperate less across the board (both within parties and along national lines). After all, 

they will have little to lose from going their own way, and also little to gain from active 

cooperation with others, and they might even be excluded by party leadership from coop-

erating. Lastly, EU policy specialists might seek to cooperate more with other specialised 

legislators to further their policy objectives. Crucially, an analysis that includes the litera-

ture  on roles might yield a more fine-grained picture of parliamentary cooperation.

 Besides these limitations, this study also offers avenues for further research. 

Three of these avenues are discussed below, focusing on the application of the model of 

cooperation to other legislatures, the degree to which EU decision-making is legitimised 

by its inclusion within the EP, and a revisit of the concept of a supranational parliament.

The first avenue for further research lies in the application of the model of cooperation 

to other legislatures, in particular to multi-national or territorially-divided legislatures. 

One can think of applications to various parliamentary assemblies, such as those of 

NATO and the OECD, the United Nations General Conference, as well as states that 

are strongly territorially divided, such as the federal systems of Canada (especially in 

terms of the Quebec region), Micronesia, and the United States. Some aspects of the 

model of cooperation might require changes to the local situation (e.g. depending on the 

presence of supranational party groups and/or the presence of a committee system). As 

the model is able to separate party, ideological, and (sub)national influences on coopera-

tion decisions, and allows for analyses over time, issues such as polarisation in the U.S. 

Congress and the institutional strengthening of the Quebecois identity can be analysed.

 The second avenue for further research lies in improving our understanding of the 

development of the EP over time. Interestingly, neither party nor nationality have become 

more important predictors of cooperation between legislators over the last forty years. This 

is surprising given the substantial institutional developments of both the EU as well as the 

EP. A more fine-grained analysis of cooperation during this time frame might be better able 

to explain whether, as speculated in Chapter 8, forces stimulating the supranationalisation 

of the EP are kept at bay by the increasing scepticism about European integration. For 

example, one might select issues for which party groups have little interest in whipping their 

members on and then compare the role of compatriotism in this over time.

 A third avenue for further research lies in the role of the EP within the wider 

system of EU decision-making. The EP was originally set up to allow for popular control 
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over EU policies. For this to work, it is argued that the EP should represent the Euro-

pean demos (in the singular). However, as shown by this study, cooperation and conflict 

(partially) follow member state divisions. As such, the EP might represent the European 

demoi (in the plural). This has consequences for the legitimacy of EU decision-making, 

as identified by Nicolaïdis (2013). As a way of combating the democratic deficit of the 

EU (see Follesdal and Hix, 2006; Moravcsik, 2002), while simultaneously recognising 

that a single European people does not exist (Nicolaïdis, 2013: 353), calls are made 

for understanding the EU as a ‘multiple peoples’ institution. The findings of my study 

should be evaluated in the light of demoicracy, as arguments in favour of strengthening 

national parliaments rest upon the assertion that the EP functions as a supranational 

(rather than a transnational or international) parliament. Therefore, the situation identi-

fied below might already be a reality:

Europe’s demoicracy operates in the shadow of national representative democracy, 

with indirect accountability as its primary focus, but only insofar as modes of domes-

tic majoritarian aggregation do not systematically bypass the interests of groups most 

affected by integration. Concurrently, pluralities across countries are preferred to 

aggregative methods when it comes to direct links between citizens and union. 

(Nicolaïdis, 2013: 364)

This study has broadened the scope of analysis of parliamentary behaviour in the EP. 

It has sought to understand cooperation between legislators from the perspective of 

party, nationality, and specialisation. Probably the most relevant conclusion for further 

research is that cooperation differs quite strongly between different parliamentary 

instruments. Future research should take into account these differences and expand the 

franchise of the study of EP parliamentary behaviour by including more instruments. 

The computer programmes, data set, and methods outlined in this thesis should surely 

help in this regard.
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summary in dutch

An English language version of this summary can be found in the Conclusion (Chapter 9). This 

version is a shortened and condensed version of that chapter.

Het startpunt van dit onderzoek is de vraag hoe nationaliteit, partij en ideologie van 

invloed zijn op de beslissing van parlementariërs om samen te werken in het Europees 

Parlement (EP). Bestaand onderzoek naar parlementair gedrag, veelal op basis van zoge-

naamd roll-call stemgedrag, komt tot de conclusie dat samenwerking met name langs 

ideologische en partijlijnen loopt, terwijl samenwerking tussen landgenoten nauwelijks 

voorkomt. Andersoortig onderzoek, te weten onderzoeken naar de opvattingen en hou-

dingen van parlementariërs, laat echter een ander beeld zien, namelijk dat nationaliteit 

een belangrijke overweging is voor de parlementariërs. In mijn studie beargumenteer 

ik dat een herdefinitie van de bestaande onderzoeksvraag noodzakelijk is, preciezer 

gesteld onderbouw ik de stelling dat voorwaardelijkheden opgenomen moet worden in 

de onderzoeksvraag. Dit betekent dat hoe en wanneer nationaliteit ertoe doen, net zo 

belangrijk zijn als de vraag of nationaliteit ertoe doet. Op deze manier kan er een beter 

beeld geschetst worden van hoe parlementariërs besluiten samen te werken. Als gevolg 

hiervan probeer ik een brug te slaan tussen de tegengestelde conclusies uit het onderzoek 

naar parlementair gedrag en uit het onderzoek naar opvattingen en houdingen van parle-

mentariërs. De leidende onderzoeksvraag is dan ook: Hoe en onder welke omstandigheden 

werken parlementariërs samen langs scheidslijnen van nationaliteit of juist langs partijgroep- en 

ideologische scheidslijnen? Dit onderzoek legt de nadruk op drie voorwaardelijkheden: als 

eerste het type parlementair instrument dat bestudeerd wordt (doormiddel van het uit-

breiden van de focus van bestaand onderzoek naar vrijwel alle belangrijke parlementaire 

instrumenten), ten tweede door een tijdsdimensie in te voegen en ten derde door een 

onderscheid te maken tussen beleidsterreinen. De belangrijkste conclusie is dat nationa-

liteit een veel grotere rol speelt dan verwacht kon worden op basis van bestaand onder-

zoek naar parlementair gedrag en dat er forse verschillen bestaan in hoe nationaliteit 

ertoe doet over de loop van de jaren heen en tussen beleidsterreinen.

 Een kort, maar meer precies antwoord op de onderzoeksvraag is als volgt. Ten 

aan zien van de vraag hoe nationaliteit, partij en ideologie ertoe doen, is het antwoord 

dat parlementariërs meer samenwerken met land- dan partijgenoten wanneer zij een 

parlementaire vraag stellen. Ten aanzien van het indienen van amendementen, moties 

en agenda-setting-vragen hebben parlementariërs een lichte voorkeur voor samenwer-

king met partijgenoten. Het verschil tussen nationaliteit en partij is echter kleiner voor 

deze parlementaire instrumenten dan voor roll-call-stemgedrag. Bestaande conclusies 

op basis van roll-call-onderzoek onderschat derhalve de rol van nationaliteit als men 

extrapoleert naar het geheel van parlementaire gedragingen. Met andere woorden: hoe 
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nationaliteit samenwerkingsbeslissingen beïnvloedt hangt sterk af van welk parlementair 

instrument men onderzoekt. Deze conclusie geldt ook voor het ‘wanneer’ van de onder-

zoeksvraag. Parlementaire instrumenten hangen samen met verschillende stadia in een 

wetgevingsproces. Het amenderen van een wet of het agenderen van een onderwerp 

wordt met name gedaan in de vroegere stadia van een wetgevingsproces, terwijl roll-call-

stemmingen en parlementaire vragen met name gebruikt worden aan het einde of ná een 

wetgevingsproces. Mijn onderzoeksresultaten tonen aan dat partijen (zowel nationale 

partijen als Europese partijgroepen) een grote mate van invloed hebben op deze latere 

stadia, maar minder invloed hebben (of willen hebben) op de eerdere stadia.

 Voorts is ook een preciezer antwoord op zijn plaats ten aanzien van de vraag 

onder welke omstandigheden nationaliteit, partij en ideologie ertoe doen. Ten eerste, 

over de jaren is er een opmerkelijke balans ten aanzien van de invloed van deze drie 

factoren. Ten tweede, tussen verschillende beleidsterreinen bestaan grote verschillen in 

de mate waarin nationaliteit ertoe doet. Over de bredere linie, zo concludeer ik, is het 

geldig om uitspraken te doen over het geheel van parlementaire gedragingen, dus zonder 

een tijdsdimensie of verschil tussen beleidsterreinen in ogenschouw te nemen, echter 

onderzoekers moeten wel bewust zijn van deze twee voorwaardelijkheden.

conclusies Per hooFdstuk

In hoofdstukken 2 en 3 onderneem ik de taak van het ontwikkelen van een theoretisch 

raamwerk van waaruit ik mijn empirische onderzoek zal vormgeven. Tezamen vormen 

deze twee hoofdstukken de ruggengraat van het verdere onderzoek. In hoofdstuk 2 

bediscussieer ik de functies en het functioneren van de vijf parlementaire instrumen-

ten die ik onderzoek (roll-call-stemmen, amenderen, indienen van moties, parlementaire 

vragen, agenda-setting-vragen). Een denkbeeldig wetgevingsproces dient als kapstok om 

de samenhang ten aanzien van deze parlementaire instrumenten weer te geven. Door 

middel van dit fictieve voorbeeld beargumenteer ik dat elk instrument een uniek doel 

dient gedurende verschillende fases van het wetgevingsproces. Een groot aantal beschrij-

ven statistieken onderbouwen dit argument en geven aan hoe, wanneer en door wie de 

instrumenten gebruikt worden. Vrijwel alle parlementaire instrumenten, anders dan 

stemmingen per roll-call worden, relatief aan het aantal zetels, door niet-mainstream-par-

tijgroepen gebruikt (dat wil zeggen, door partijgroepen anders dan EPP, S&D en ALDE).

 De bevindingen suggereren dat partijgroepen in verschillende mate belang 

hechten aan verschillende parlementaire instrumenten. Dit roept de vraag op hoe partij-

groepen (en andere factoren zoals nationale partijen en nationaliteit) samenwerkingsbe-

slissingen van parlementariërs beïnvloeden. Het kan logischerwijs verwacht worden dat 

de structuur van samenwerking verschilt tussen instrumenten. Daar bestaand onderzoek 

zich sterk richt op het instrument van stemmen per roll-call kunnen we verwachten dat 
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bestaande conclusies herzien dienen te worden. Daarom ontwikkelt hoofdstuk 3 een 

theoretisch raamwerk ten einde samenwerking te verklaren. Ik identificeer vier hoofd-

factoren die samenwerking beïnvloeden: nationale partijen (vanwege hun rol in het (her)

selectieproces van parlementariërs bij verkiezingen), Europese partijgroepen (vanwege 

hun invloed op de kansen en successen van parlementariërs binnen de parlementaire 

arena), specialisatie (gegeven dat het EP een uitgekiend systeem van commissies heeft) 

en nationaliteit (vanwege de sterke banden tussen gekozenen en hun landen van her-

komst). Centraal staat het argument dat het zelden zo zal zijn dat een van deze factoren 

van de enige verklaring is van samenwerkingsbeslissingen. Daarom argumenteer ik dat 

het belangrijk is om het samenspel dezer factoren op te nemen in analyses van parlemen-

taire samenwerking.

 Hoofdstuk 4 richt zich op het ontwikkelen van een onderzoeksstrategie en 

-methodiek. In dit hoofdstuk wordt de zogenaamde dyadische analyse-benadering ontwik-

keld, welke in staat is samenwerking als een interactie tussen twee (of meer) parlemen-

tariërs te analyseren. Bestaande methodieken, zo beargumenteer ik in dit hoofdstuk, 

zijn met name geschikt voor inductief-georiënteerde onderzoeken (zoals onderzoeken 

naar de dimensionaliteit van stemgedrag). Voor het vaststellen van causale relaties zijn 

deze methodieken echter minder geschikt. De dyadische analyse-benadering is daaren-

tegen beter in staat causaliteit vast te stellen vanwege het gebruik van regressiemetho-

den. Gegeven dat een dyadische benadering hoge eisen stelt aan de structuur van de 

gebruikte data ligt de nadruk van hoofdstuk 4 ook op het proces van dataverzameling en 

-structurering. Dit geschiedt aan de hand van het programma ‘Europarl Import’, welke 

hetgeen in staat is om sterk gedesaggregeerde tekstuele bronnen om te zetten in een 

dyadische datastructuur.

 De hoofdstukken die volgen beslaan de empirische analyses van samenwerking 

in het EP. Hoofdstuk 5 richt zich op een fijnmazige vergelijking tussen de dyadische 

analyse-benadering en bestaande benaderingen. Een replicatie van een artikel geschre-

ven door Hix & Noury (2009) vormt de basis van deze vergelijking. De onderzoeksvraag 

luidt: Hoe verhoudt de methode ontwikkeld in mijn studie zich tot de veelgebruikte methode 

NOMINATE-methode? Het hoofdstuk bestudeert de mate waarin conclusies over parle-

mentair gedrag gedreven zijn door methodologische problemen. De meeste bestaande 

analyses maken gebruik van zogenaamde datareductietechnieken die onderzoekers in 

staat stellen om parlementair gedrag te simplificeren. Dit hoofdstuk analyseert de mate 

waarin het gebruik van een specifieke datareductiemethode, te weten die van NOMI-

NATE, problemen introduceert bij het testen van theorieën rondom wetgevingsbeslis-

singsprocedures. De belangrijkste conclusie is dat de NOMINATE-methode inderdaad 

problematisch is: de methode verwijdert (‘reduceert’) bruikbare variatie uit de oor-

spronkelijke stemmingsdata.

 Hoofdstuk 6 vergelijkt de parlementaire instrumenten vanuit het perspectief 

van hoe parlementariërs samenwerken wanneer zij deze instrumenten aanwenden. De 
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onderzoeksvraag is derhalve ook: In welke mate verschillen parlementaire instrumenten in 

hoe parlementariërs samenwerken wanneer zij deze instrumenten gebruiken? Een mogelijk 

antwoord op de vraag waarom parlementariërs iets anders lijken te doen (niet volgens 

nationale lijnen stemmen) dan zij zeggen (dat nationaliteit belangrijk is) ligt mogelijk 

in de enge definitie van parlementair gedrag in bestaand onderzoek (door stemgedrag 

tijdens roll-calls gelijk te stellen aan parlementair gedrag; zie het introductiehoofdstuk). 

Hoofdstuk 6 breidt de analyse daarom ook uit naar vrijwel het geheel aan parlemen-

taire instrumenten. Dit wordt gedaan op een gestructureerde wijze: als eerste worden 

parlementaire instrumenten geclassificeerd volgens een schaal bestaande uit drie com-

ponenten. Het eerste component van deze schaal ligt in de vrijheid (voortvloeiende uit 

het reglement van orde) die parlementariërs hebben wanneer zij het instrument in casu 

gebruiken. Ten tweede wordt de impact van het instrument op het wetgevingsproces 

meegenomen in de schaal. De laatste component ligt in de aard van de samenwerking, 

welke hetgeen doelbewust (zoals in het actief samen schrijven van een amendement) of 

ontluikend (‘emergent’, zoals in het maken van dezelfde stemkeuze tijdens een stem-

ming) is. Volgens deze schaal zijn roll-call-stemmingen het instrument met de hoogste 

kans op invloed van partijgroepen op samenwerkingsbeslissingen en dientengevolge ook 

de laagste kans op samenwerking langs nationale scheidslijnen. Parlementaire vragen 

zijn hieraan tegenovergesteld: dit instrument heeft de laagste verwachte invloed van par-

tijgroepen en dus de hoogste kans op samenwerking tussen landgenoten. De empirische 

analyses onderbouwen deze theoretische verwachtingen. Nationaliteit speelt een veel 

grotere rol voor parlementaire vragen dan voor roll-call-stemmingen. Van alle parlemen-

taire instrumenten zijn het deze stemmingen die de laagste mate van samenwerking 

tussen landgenoten vertonen. Met andere woorden: hoe meer vrijheid, hoe lager de 

impact op een wetgevingsproces en hoe explicieter samenwerking, te meer parlemen-

tariërs samenwerken in nationale constellaties dan in partijgroepen. In het licht van de 

hoofdonderzoeksvraag van dit proefschrift is de conclusie gerechtvaardigd dat parle-

mentair gedrag niet gelijkgesteld kan worden aan roll-call-stemmingen. 

 Gegeven de verschillen tussen parlementaire instrumenten ten aanzien van 

samenwerkingspatronen, dient de vraag hoe deze ontwikkelingen zich over tijd mani-

festeren. De ontwikkeling van de EU sinds 1979 (het moment waarop voor het eerst 

directe verkiezingen voor het EP werden gehouden) tot aan 2018 is er geenszins een 

van stilstand. Deze ontwikkelingen beïnvloeden de institutionele rol van het EP. Dien-

tengevolge is de onderzoeksvraag: Doen institutionele ontwikkelingen ertoe in hoe parlemen-

tariërs samenwerken bij het gebruik van parlementaire instrumenten? Twee parlementaire 

instrumenten worden vergeleken over een periode van veertig jaar. Twee belangrijke 

ontwikkelingen in de EU dienen zich in deze periode aan. Als eerste zijn er de nodige 

verdragswijzigingen welke de macht van het EP sterk vergroot hebben. Ten tweede ont-

waart er een grote mate van scepsis over Europese integratie onder burgers en later 

ook in het EP. Ik beargumenteer dat deze twee ontwikkelingen in feite twee diametraal 
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tegenoverstelde krachten uitoefenen op het EP. De verdragswijzigingen stimuleren par-

lementariërs om zich meer langs supranationale lijnen te gedragen en dus de samenwer-

king in partijgroepen en niet met landgenoten te zoeken. De toename van euroscepsis, 

daarentegen, stimuleert parlementariërs om juist wél de samenwerking met landgenoten 

en minder die met partijgroepgenoten te zoeken. De empirische analyse concludeert 

dat beide krachten elkaar in evenwicht houden – er lijkt sprake te zijn van een relatieve 

toename noch afname in de rol van partijgroepen en nationaliteit. Een andere belang-

rijke conclusie draait om de rol van de ideologische dimensie ten aanzien van meer of 

minder Europese integratie: deze wordt steeds belangrijker sinds het Verdrag van Maas-

tricht uit 1991.

 Het beleidsterrein waarop een parlementair instrument gebruikt wordt is ook 

relevant voor wie met wie samenwerkt. De laatste empirische analyse van dit boek, 

hoofdstuk 8, behandelt de vraag in hoeverre gelijke belangen van lidstaten ertoe doen in 

hoe parlementariërs samenwerken. Het concept van ‘gedeelde nationale belangen’ wordt 

in dit hoofdstuk ontwikkeld en toegepast als maatstaf van in hoeverre twee verschillende 

lidstaten gelijke of ongelijke belangen hebben in een bepaald beleidsterrein. Ik beargu-

menteer dat sommige beleidsterreinen een groter potentieel hebben om parlementariërs 

uit twee verschillende lidstaten bijeen te brengen. Specifiek vergelijk ik twee beleid-

sterreinen: landbouw, waarbij ik verwacht dat dit onderwerp in hoge mate parlemen-

tariërs van verschillende landen stimuleert om samen te werken vanwege subsidies uit 

het gemeenschappelijk landbouwbeleid, en de interne markt. Het beleidsterrein van de 

interne markt is, zo beargumenteer ik in dit hoofdstuk, een onderwerp dat parlementari-

ers waarschijnlijk maar weinig zal stimuleren samen te werken langs lijnen van gedeelde 

nationale belangen. De resultaten van dit hoofdstuk tonen aan dat gedeelde nationale 

belangen inderdaad van invloed zijn op samenwerkingspatronen. Echter, deze relatie is 

anders dan verwacht: landbouwbeleid heeft geen sterker potentieel om parlementariërs 

te laten samenwerken dan het beleidsterrein van de interne markt. Samenvattend kan 

worden gesteld dat gedeelde nationale belangen ertoe doen, maar in verschillende mate, 

afhankelijk van het onderzochte beleidsterrein.

 Tezamen vormen de twee theoretische en vier empirische hoofdstukken een 

antwoord op de hoofdonderzoeksvraag. Parlementariërs werken hoofdzakelijk samen 

met landgenoten wanneer zij hun toezichthoudende en agendabepalende parlementaire 

instrumenten gebruiken. Over de jaren heen blijkt nationaliteit een stabiele factor te zijn, 

het EP wordt minder noch meer supranationaal. Tevens is het zo dat gedeelde nationale 

belangen een belangrijke voorspeller zijn van samenwerking. Partij- en ideologische fac-

toren zijn met name van belang bij roll-call-stemmingen, bovendien zijn deze patronen 

in bijzondere mate stabiel over de jaren heen. De enige uitzondering op deze stabiliteit 

toont zich in de mate waarin de ideologische EU-integratie-dimensie ertoe doet. Met 

name sinds het Verdrag van Maastricht uit 1991 neemt het belang van samenwerking 

(en conflict) langs deze scheidslijn toe. In het licht van bestaand onderzoek concludeer 
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ik dat roll-call-stemmingen eerder afwijken van dan representatief zijn voor de andere 

parlementaire instrumenten, met name op het gebied van het belang van landsgrenzen 

als voorspeller van samenwerking. Deze conclusie heeft gevolgen voor de bestaande lite-

ratuur. Als eerste is het zo dat onderzoekers die geïnteresseerd zijn in de rol van nationa-

liteit, partijen en ideologie hun focus dienen te verbreden naar méér dan alleen roll-calls. 

Ten tweede is er de observatie dat de rol van de EU-integratie-dimensie sterk toeneemt 

over tijd en dat deze dimensie dus ook een nadrukkelijker rol in toekomstig onderzoek 

dient te krijgen. Ten derde kunnen we op basis van dit proefschrift concluderen dat 

bestaande theoretische modellen die tot doel hebben parlementair gedrag te begrijpen 

(met name het principal-agent-raamwerk) goed presteren. Echter, factoren die buiten 

dit raamwerk vallen zijn ook belangrijk om mee te nemen in toekomstig onderzoek. 

Ten vierde, bestaande methodieken om parlementaire gedrag te bestuderen zijn ontoe-

reikend om factoren anders dan partij en ideologie op een juiste manier mee te nemen 

in het onderzoek. Tegelijkertijd toont dit proefschrift aan dat alternatieve methodieken 

voorhanden zijn die deze beperking niet heeft.





The European Parliament is a unique institution among parliaments world 

wide and among the other institutions that make up the European Union. One 

question that is key to various bodies of scholarly work is that of how legislators 

cooperate within parties, party groups, and national delegations. Depending 

on the reseach focus, either the former two or rather the latter are found to 

be more important. This puzzling and seemingly contradictory finding is the 

starting point of this dissertation. By analysing virtually all forms of cooperation 

in the use of the main parliamentary instruments (roll-call voting, amendments, 

motions, parliamentary and agenda-setting questions), the author finds that the 

factors that influence cooperation decisions by legislators depend strongly on 

the type of parliamentary instrument, the time period, and the policy issue. This 

finding has consequences for our understanding of the role of the European 

Parliament, both internally as well as in relation to other (EU) institutions. 
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