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Abstract 

 

In this paper we analyse how voting behaviour in the European Parliament has changed after 

the enlargement of the EU to 10 new member states in 2004.  Using roll-call votes from the 

first eighteen months of the sixth European Parliament (between July 2004 and December 

2005), we compare the voting behaviour of MEPs in this parliament with their behaviour in 

the previous Parliament (between 1999 and 2004).  We focus on party cohesion, coalition 

formation between parties, and ‘spatial maps’ of Members of the European Parliament 

(MEPs).  We find stable levels of party cohesion.  Coalitions in the European Parliament form 

mainly around the left-right dimension and ideological distance between parties is the 

strongest predictor of coalition preferences.  Overall we find that EU enlargement has not 

changed the way politics works inside the European Parliament.  The only major exception is 

in the behaviour of the Liberals, who vote more with the EPP-ED and less with the Socialists 

than they did in the previous Parliament.  
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1. Introduction 

 

Together with Gérard Roland we have studied the voting behaviour of the Members of the 

European Parliament (MEPs) in the more than 12,000 recorded (‘roll-call’) votes between the 

first directly-elected Parliament in 1979 and the end of fifth directly-elected Parliament in 

2004 (e.g. Hix, 2001; Noury, 2002; Noury and Roland, 2003; Hix, Noury and Roland, 2006a, 

2006b).  There are four main inter-related findings from this research.  First, the MEPs vote 

increasingly along party lines and decreasingly along national lines.  Second, as a result of 

this structure of voting, the ‘cohesion’ of the European political groups has increased.  Third, 

the political groups in the European Parliament have become increasingly competitive, in that 

left-right splits are now more common and the ‘grand-coalition’ between the European 

People’s Party-European Democrats (EPP-ED) and the Socialist Group (SOC) is now less 

frequent.  Fourth, what explains these patterns is that the main dimension of politics in the 

European Parliament is the classic ‘left-right’ dimension of national parliament, which makes 

MEPs cluster into ‘party’ groups and drives coalition patterns between these groups.  In short, 

the European Parliament is very much like most other democratic parliaments.  It is 

dominated by political parties and left-right politics, and increasingly so. 

 

[Table 1 about here] 

 

However, with the enlargement of the European Union (EU) in May 2004, the 

membership of the European Parliament changed considerably.  Table 1 shows the 

membership of the transnational parties in the new Parliament, at the beginning of February 

2006.  The structure of these parties remained relatively stable between the Fifth and Sixth 

Parliaments.  However, the number of member states increased from 15 to 25, the number of 

MEPs increased from 626 to 732 members, and the number of national parties in the 

Parliament increased from 122 to 175.  As a result, the sixth directly-elected European 

Parliament is considerably more heterogeneous than any previous Parliament, and the change 

in the level of heterogeneity resulting from the 2004 enlargement is much greater than that 

resulting from any previous EU enlargement.  It is quite possible, then, that this dramatic 

change fundamentally modify the patterns of voting in the Parliament that we have observed 

in our previous research, despite the stable structure of party membership.  For example, the 

economic interests, social values, cultures and institutions of the EU member states is now 

more diverse than ever before.  Is this reflected in voting in the new European Parliament, in 
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terms of lower levels of party cohesion, less voting along left-right lines, and more voting 

along national lines?  The answer to this question is important not only for understanding of 

politics in the current European parliament but also to assess the impact of future 

enlargements of the EU. 

 To investigate whether voting behaviour in the European Parliament has changed with 

the enlargement of the EU we have collected and analysed the voting behaviour all the roll-

call votes in the first eighteen months of the Sixth Parliament (from July 2004 until December 

2005).  There were approximately 1,300 votes in this period.  We compare aggregate and 

individual level MEP behaviour in these votes with MEP behaviour in the more than 5,000 

roll-call votes in the Fifth Parliament (from July 1999 until May 2004).  In section 2 we look 

at the levels of cohesion of the parties and the member state groups of MEPs in these two 

Parliaments.  In section 3 we turn to the patterns of competition and coalition behaviour 

between the political parties.  Then, in section 4 we present a spatial analysis of individual 

level MEP voting in these two Parliaments.   

 

 

2. Party and Member State Cohesion 

 

When taking part in roll-call votes MEPs can express three voting options: Yes, No, and 

Abstain.  From the number of MEPs in a group (either a party or a member state) who express 

these three preferences in a given vote or set of votes we can measure whether MEPs vote 

more along party lines than along national lines, and how this has changed over time.  We do 

this via a ‘Cohesion Index’ as follows:  
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where Yi denotes the number of Yes votes expressed by group i on a given vote, Ni the 

number of No votes and Ai the number of Abstain votes.  The Index consequently equals 1 

when all the members of a party vote together and equals 0 when the members of a party are 

equally divided between all three of these voting options.  For example, if a party casts 30 

votes and all the party members vote Yes, the cohesion index is 1.  But, if these MEPs are 

completely divided, with 10 voting Yes, 10 voting No and 10 Abstaining, the cohesion index 
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is 0.  We call the cohesion index of a group of MEPs in a particular vote or set of votes the 

‘absolute cohesion score’ for this group of MEPs.   

However, it may not be reasonable to compare the cohesion of a group of MEPs in 

one vote (or period) to their cohesion in a second vote (or period).  This is because, in one 

vote there could have been a very narrow majority whereas in the second vote there could 

have been an overwhelming (‘lop-sided’) majority.  Any group of MEPs will inherently be 

more ‘cohesive’ in the lop-sided vote (purely as a function of the fact that almost everyone 

voted the same way) than in the more evenly split.  As result, to be able to compare how 

cohesion has changed over time, we also calculate what we call the ‘relative cohesion score’ 

for each group of MEPs.  This relative cohesion score is the absolute cohesion score of the 

group of MEPs in a vote divided by the absolute cohesion score of the European Parliament 

as a whole in the same vote.   

Figure 1 shows the average relative cohesion of the parties in each of the five directly-

elected European Parliaments since 1979 and in the first eighteen months of the Sixth 

European Parliament (2004-05), relative to the average relative cohesion of each member 

states’ group of MEPs in each parliament.  The dotted lines represent the standard deviations 

around these averages.   

 

[Figure 1 about here] 

 

There are three main findings from this figure.  First, voting in the European 

Parliament is more along transnational party lines than along national lines, as the 

transnational parties are more cohesive than the member state-based groups of MEPs.  

Second, the gap between voting along party lines and national lines has increased since the 

early 1990s, as party cohesion has grown while member state-based cohesion has remained 

constant.  Third, this gap has remained constant in the first eighteen months of the Sixth 

Parliament relative to the whole of the Fifth Parliament (1999-2004).  

 

[Table 2 about here] 

 

Table 2 looks more closely at party cohesion in the first eighteen months of the Sixth 

Parliament compared to the whole of the Fifth European Parliament.  In general party 

cohesion has remained very stable despite enlargement of the EU to ten new member states in 

May 2004.  Absolute party cohesion has risen slightly (by .012) whereas relative cohesion has 
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declined slightly (by -.062).  This difference reveals that votes in the European Parliament 

have been slightly more consensual in the first eighteen months of the current Parliament than 

they were in the whole of previous Parliament.  The Socialists (SOC) and the Greens and 

allies (G/EFA) have remained the most cohesive parties, and the UEN and IND/DEM have 

remained the least cohesive.  The biggest decline in relative cohesion has been for the 

Liberals (ALDE), which is not surprising given the increased ideological heterogeneity in this 

group compared to the previous Parliament, as a result of Margherita and UDF joining the 

ALDE from the EPP-ED.  The G/EFA group has also been less cohesive in the first eighteen 

months of this Parliament than it was in the whole of the last Parliament.  However, the two 

largest groups (EPP-ED and SOC) have become slightly less cohesive while the EUL/NGL, 

UEN and the IND/DEM groups have become slightly more cohesive. 

 

[Table 3 about here] 

 

Table 3 compares the cohesion of the parties in the first eighteen months of the Sixth 

Parliament in votes on legislative, non-legislative, and budgetary issues.  The results show 

that party cohesion is very similar across different categories of votes.  What explains the 

lower relative cohesion of parties on budgetary votes, while the absolute cohesion scores on 

these votes are higher than on other votes, is that the European Parliament as a whole is more 

cohesive on budgetary issues than on legislative or non-legislative issues.  Indeed, the 

majority size on budgetary issues is about 77 percent, whereas on legislative and non 

legislative issues the majority size is respectively 73 percent and 71 percent.  Where the 

individual parties are concerned, the EUL/NGL, G/EFA and SOC groups are the most 

cohesive on legislative votes.  But, the cohesion of the EUL/NGL is lower on non-legislative 

and budgetary votes.  On these two categories of votes, the G/EFA, SOC, EPP-ED and ALDE 

are all more cohesive than the EUL/NGL. 

 

[Table 4 about here] 

 

 Tables 4 and 5 look at voting along national lines, as measured by the cohesion of 

each member state’s group of MEPs.  Voting along national lines has grown very slightly, by 

.040 in absolute terms and .053 in relative terms when comparing all 25 member states in the 

current Parliament with the 15 member states in the previous Parliament (or by .022 in 

absolute terms and .007 in relative terms for the 15 member states represented in both 
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Parliaments).  However, the results in Tables 4 and 2 show that cohesion along national lines 

remains considerably lower than cohesion along party lines.  Second, comparing Tables 5 and 

3 shows that even on budgetary issues, MEPs vote with their transnational parties more often 

than they do with their national colleagues in other political groups. 

 Regarding individual member states, in general, there have only been minor changes 

in the levels of member state-based cohesion between the Fifth and the Sixth Parliament.  

National-based voting has increased slightly for MEPs from Luxembourg, Ireland, Portugal, 

Finland, Denmark, Spain, and France, but decreased slightly for MEPs from Greece, 

Germany, Austria, Belgium, Sweden, Italy, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom.  Also, 

the MEPs from several of the new member states are more cohesive along national lines than 

the MEPs from the old member states.  However, this may simply be a function of the fact 

that member states with fewer MEPs appear more cohesive than member states with more 

MEPs, since the small member states tend to be towards the top of Table 4, whereas the larger 

member states tend to be towards the bottom of the Table.  Interestingly, one of the most 

‘Eurosceptic’ member states, the United Kingdom, has the lowest level of national-based 

voting amongst its MEPs of all the member states. 

 

[Table 5 about here] 

 

 Table 5 shows that these national patterns generally hold across legislative votes, non-

legislative votes and budgetary votes.  The only additional fact to observe is the slightly 

higher levels of member state-based cohesion in budgetary votes compared to legislative 

votes for MEPs from Hungary, Latvia, Luxembourg, Greece, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Italy 

and the Netherlands. 

 

 

3. Party Competition and Coalitions 

 

Having considered voting behaviour within the parties in the European Parliament and the 

members states’ groups of MEPs, we now turn to voting behaviour in the European 

Parliament between the parties/national groups.  As in our previous research and research by 

others (e.g. Raunio, 1997), one way of investigating patterns of competition and coalitions 

between different groups of MEPs is to look at the proportion of times any two groups of 

MEPs voted the same way in a given period.  Table 6 consequently shows the proportion of 
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times the majorities in any two parties voted the same way in the first eighteen months of the 

Sixth Parliament compared to the whole of the Fifth Parliament. 

 

[Table 6 about here] 

 

The first pattern to observe is the stability of the left-right structure of competition 

between the groups.  In both Parliaments, any political party is more likely to vote the same 

way as a party which is closer to it on the left-right dimension than with a party which is 

further away from it on this dimension.  For example, the in the Sixth Parliament, the UEN, 

which is the furthest right of the parties that are mainly aligned on the left-right dimension 

voted 83 percent of the time with the EPP-ED, 69 percent of the time with the ALDE, 60 

percent of the time with the SOC, 45 percent of the time with the G/EFA and 43 percent of 

the time with the EUL/NGL.  Only the IND/DEM (EDD in EP5) and the non-attached 

member (na) do not fit this left-right pattern.  This is because the main activity of these two 

groups of MEPs is to ‘protest’ against the main political groups in the Parliament, and hence 

these two groups vote least with the two biggest parties and more often with the parties on the 

left and right extremes.  Again, the protest behaviour of these two groups is consistent across 

both parliaments. 

Regarding the two biggest parties, the EPP-ED and SOC voted together almost exactly 

the same amount of times in the Fifth Parliament (65 percent of the time) and in the first 

eighteen months of the Sixth Parliament (67 percent of the time).  This can be thought of in 

two ways: either the two main parties are equally as competitive as they were in the previous 

Parliament or they are equally as cooperative.  One thing that is worth noting, however, is that 

these figures are lower than in the peak of cooperation between the two largest parties, in the 

Third European Parliament (1989-1994), when the EPP and SOC voted together 71 percent of 

the time (Hix, Noury and Roland, 2005: 221). 

Nevertheless, underneath the generally stable structure of party-based alignments, are 

several subtle changes in competition and coalition behaviour between the Fifth and the Sixth 

Parliaments.  First, the behaviour of the Liberals (ELDR in the Fifth Parliament and ALDE in 

the Sixth Parliament) changed significantly.  Whereas in the Fifth Parliament the Liberals 

(ELDR) voted more often with the Socialists (PES) than with the EPP-ED (73 percent 

compared to 68 percent), in the Sixth Parliament the Liberals (ALDE) voted more often with 

the EPP-ED than with the Socialists (SOC) (78 percent compared to 75 percent). 



 9

Second, the pattern of behaviour within the right and within the left changed between 

the Fifth and Sixth Parliaments.  On the right, the proportion of times the EPP-ED and UEN 

voted together increased from 71 to 83 percent, and the proportion of times the ALDE and 

UEN voted together increased from 55 to 69 percent.  Meanwhile, on the left, the SOC and 

G/EFA voted together exactly the same proportion of times (72 percent), the proportion of 

times the SOC voted with the EUL/NGL declined from 69 to 62 percent, and the proportion 

of times the G/EFA and EUL/NGL voted together declined from 79 to 72 percent. 

Overall, these patterns suggest that whereas in the Fifth European Parliament the 

ALDE were pivotal in deciding whether a majority coalition formed from the right or from 

the left, in the first eighteen months of the Sixth Parliament there has been a clearer centre-

right majority bloc (between the ALDE-EPP-ED and UEN), while the three groups on the 

centre-left and left (SOC, G/EFA and EUL/NGL) have been in a minority position and have 

been less united. 

 

 

4. Spatial Maps of Individual MEPs’ Voting Behaviour  

 

Another way of analysing voting patterns in the European Parliament is to plot the ‘reveal 

spatial location’ of each individual MEP.  This can be done by applying a geometric scaling 

technique to voting behaviour in the European Parliament.  To understand how this works 

imagine a matrix as in Table 6 showing the percentage of times each of the 732 MEPs voted 

the same way as each of the other 731 MEPs.  This matrix would have 535,092 cells (732 

MEPs multiplied by 731 other MEPs), and would hence be impossibly large to interpret.  

However, the information in these cells can be used to plot the relative distance of each MEP 

from each other MEP.  Keith Poole and Howard Rosenthal (1997) used a similar technique, 

known as NOMINATE, to chart two-hundred years of voting in the U.S. Congress, and in 

previous work we have applied the NOMINATE metric to voting behaviour in the first five 

directly-elected European Parliaments (Hix, Noury and Roland, 2006a). 

 Figure 2 shows the two-dimensional spatial map of MEP voting in the whole the Fifth 

European Parliament, where every dot in the Figure is an MEP, and the distance between any 

two MEPs reflects the proportion of times they voted the same way.  So, if two MEPs voted 

identically in each of the 5,000 plus votes in the Fifth Parliament they would be in an identical 

position in the Figure.  The Figure clear shows the relatively high level of party voting, since 

the members of each political group are clustered together.   
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[Figure 2 about here] 

 

Furthermore, although the NOMINATE method (as with all geometric scaling 

methods) does not reveal anything about the substantive meaning of each of the dimensions, 

the location of the parties in Figure 2 shows that the first dimension is clearly the classic ‘left-

right’ dimension.  On the furthest left on this dimension are the EUL/NGL and G/EFA, the 

PES are then on the centre-left, the ELDR are in the centre, the EPP-ED are on the centre-

right, and on the furthest right are a group of MEPs in the EPP-ED group who vote differently 

from the EPP-ED group approximately 30 percent of the time. 

 The content of the second dimension is more difficult to interpret.  This dimension, at 

face value, appears to represent anti-/pro-Europe policy preferences, since towards the top of 

the figure are the more pro-European parties (PES, EPP-ED, and ALDE), whereas towards 

the bottom of the figure are the more anti-European parties (EUL/NGL, G/EFA, UEN and 

EDD).  More detailed analysis of MEP locations on this dimension reveal that this second 

dimension also captures government-opposition interests in the EU: with the MEPs from 

national parties that are in government towards the top on this second dimension and MEPs 

from national parties that are in opposition towards the bottom on this dimension (Hix, Noury 

and Roland, 2006a). 

 

[Figure 3 about here] 

 

 Figure 3 shows the spatial map of MEP voting in the first eighteen months of the Sixth 

European Parliament.  Comparing Figures 2 and 3 reveals a highly stable pattern of individual 

MEP voting behaviour between 1999-2004 and 2004-05.  Nevertheless, there is one important 

difference, in that the Liberal MEPs (ELDR in EP5 and ALDE in EP6) are much closer to the 

EPP-ED MEPs in the Sixth Parliament than they where in the Fifth Parliament. 

 In other words, the findings from studying aggregate-level data, on party cohesion and 

coalition behaviour, are reinforced by looking at the level of the individual MEP voting.  In 

both the Fifth and Sixth Parliaments, the transnational parties are highly cohesive, and the 

main dimension of competition is the left-right dimension.  Also, the only clearly identifiable 

difference between the two Parliaments, in both the aggregate and individual data, is in the 

relationship between the Liberal MEPs and the EPP-ED.  In the Fifth Parliament the ELDR 
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represented a more-or-less mid-way position between the PES and EPP-ED, whereas in the 

Sixth Parliament, the ALDE is closer to the EPP-ED than the SOC. 

 

[Figure 4 about here] 

 

 Finally, Figure 4 shows the average location of each national party delegation of 

MEPs for all the national parties with five or more MEPs.  These results confirm the finding 

that MEPs are much more likely to vote with MEPs from other member states who are fellow 

members of their transnational party than with MEPs from their own member state who sit in 

another transnational party.  Nevertheless, there are some interesting variations within the 

SOC and EPP-ED groups on the second dimension.  The locations of the national member 

parties on this dimension suggest a north-south divide in the SOC group, in that national 

parties from the ‘southern’ member states are towards the top of the SOC cluster and national 

parties from the ‘northern’ member states are towards the bottom of the SOC cluster.  

Furthermore, Figure 4 reveals the identity of the EPP-ED MEPs who vote somewhat 

differently from the  bulk of their transnational party: these are the MEPs in the British and 

Czech conservative parties (uk-con, and cz-ods in the Figure), who are the MEPs in the 

‘European Democrats’ wing of the EPP-ED. 

 

 

5. Conclusion 

 

In general, despite the enlargement of the European Union to ten new member states in May 

2004, voting behaviour in the European Parliament has changed very little.   MEPs still vote 

primarily along transnational party lines.  The cohesion of the political groups in the European 

Parliament remains high and has neither increased nor declined significantly.  Voting along 

national lines, in contrast, remains low.  Furthermore, the dominant dimension of competition 

in the European Parliament is the left-right dimension.  This reinforces the findings of our 

previous research.  The European Parliament is very much like most other democratic 

parliaments, in that it is dominated by political parties and left-right politics. 

 Nevertheless, there is one key change in the structure of party competition in the first 

eighteen months of the Sixth European Parliament (2004-05) relative to the whole of the Fifth 

European Parliament (1999-2004).  This change relates to the behaviour of the Liberal group.  

In the Fifth Parliament, the Liberals (in the ELDR group) voted approximately the same 
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amount of time with the Socialist group as they did with the EPP-ED group.  However, in the 

first eighteen months of the Sixth Parliament, the Liberals (in the new ALDE group) voted 

significantly more often with the EPP-ED group than with the Socialist group.  This is 

consistent with the general view of the dominance of left-right politics in the European 

Parliament, because the changed behaviour of the Liberals is a product of the rightwards shift 

in the membership of this group, as a result of two parties (Margherita and UDF) leaving the 

EPP-ED and joining the ALDE at the start of the Sixth Parliament.   

The overall left-right make-up of the Fifth and Sixth Parliaments is very similar, in 

that the EPP-ED is the largest group in both Parliaments and the median member of both 

Parliaments is in the Liberal group.  However, the change in the coalition behaviour of the 

Liberals potentially has a significant effect on the balance of power in the European 

Parliament.  The left and right blocs were evenly balanced in the Fifth Parliament, with the 

Liberals pivotal in determining which side is in a majority on any particular vote.  However, 

in the Sixth Parliament, with the Liberals voting more often with the EPP-ED and UEN there 

is a clearly identifiable centre-right majority coalition. 

However, it should be pointed out that these findings are based on looking at MEP 

voting in all the roll-call votes in only the first eighteen months of the new Parliament rather 

than in all roll-call votes in the whole five-year period of the Parliament.  There is good 

reason to suggest that party cohesion is lower in the first few months of any European 

Parliament, as the MEPs gradually sort themselves into political groups and ‘learn’ how to 

behave in relation to their party group whips and leaders.  Hence, it is perhaps surprising that 

the party groups are as cohesive after eighteen months of voting as they were on average in 

the whole of the previous Parliament.  Moreover, by the end of the Sixth Parliament the effect 

of the initial period of learning on the average measures of cohesion will be smaller, in which 

case average party cohesion may well be higher in the 2004-2009 Parliament than it was in 

the 1999-2004 Parliament. 
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Table 1. Make-Up of the Sixth European Parliament (in February 2006) 
 

 
EPP-
ED 

SOC 
 

ALDE
 

G/EFA
 

EUL/
NGL 

IND/
DEM 

UEN
 

na 
 

Total
 

Belgium 6 7 6 2    3 24 
Czech Republic 14 2   6 1  1 24 
Denmark 1 5 4 1 1 1 1  14 
Germany 49 23 7 13 7    99 
Estonia 1 3 2      6 
Greece 11 8   4 1   24 
Spain 24 24 2 3 1    54 
France 17 31 11 6 3 3  7 78 
Ireland 5 1 1  1 1 4  13 
Italy 24 14 13 2 7 4 9 5 78 
Cyprus 3  1  2    6 
Latvia 3  1 1   4  9 
Lithuania 2 2 7    2  13 
Luxembourg 3 1 1 1     6 
Hungary 13 9 2      24 
Malta 2 3       5 
Netherlands 7 7 5 4 2 2   27 
Austria 6 7 1 2    2 18 
Poland 16 10 4   7 10 7 54 
Portugal 9 12   3    24 
Slovenia 4 1 2      7 
Slovakia 8 3      3 14 
Finland 4 3 5 1 1    14 
Sweden 5 5 3 1 2 3   19 
United Kingdom 27 19 12 5 1 10  4 78 
Total in EP6 264 200 90 42 41 33 30 32 732 
% of seats 36.1 27.3 12.3 5.7 5.6 4.5 4.1 4.4 100.0 
Total in EP5 233 180 51 48 42 16 30 26 626 
% of seats 37.2 28.8 8.1 7.7 6.7 2.6 4.8 4.2 100.0 
 
Key: 
EPP-ED Group of the European People’s Party and European Democrats (conservatives) 
SOC Socialist Group (social democrats) 
  (known as the Party of European Socialists (PES) in EP5) 
ALDE Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe (liberals) 
  (known as the European Liberal, Democratic and Reform Party (ELDR) in EP5) 
G/EFA Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance (greens and left-wing regionalists) 
EUL/NGL Confederal Group of European United Left-Nordic Green Left (radical left) 
IND/DEM Independence/Democracy Group (anti-Europeans) 
  (known as the Group for a Europe of Democracies and Diversities (EDD) in EP5) 
UEN Union for Europe of the Nations Group (nationalist-conservatives) 
na non-attached members (mostly on the radical right) 
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Figure 1. Changes in Political Group and Member State Cohesion 
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Note: The figure shows the average ‘relative cohesion’ of the parties in each parliament plus the first 

18 months of the current parliament relative to the average relative cohesion of each national group of 

MEPs in the same period.  The dotted lines represent the standard deviations around these averages. 
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Table 2.  Party Cohesion in EP5 and EP6 

 
 Absolute Cohesion Relative Cohesion 
Political 
group 

EP5 
(1999-2004) 

EP6 
(2004-05) Change 

EP5 
(1999-2004)

EP6 
(2004-05) Change 

G/EFA .923 .910 -.013 1.942 1.820 -.122 
SOC  .901 .900 -.001 1.862 1.775 -.087 
EUL/NGL .798 .861 +.063 1.662 1.731 +.069 
EPP-ED .866 .858 -.008 1.794 1.692 -.102 
ALDE  .882 .870 -.012 1.838 1.680 -.158 
UEN .748 .766 +.018 1.574 1.514 -.060 
IND/DEM  .499 .535 +.036 1.026 1.055 +.029 
na .444 .444 .000 .877 .878 +.001 
Average .802 .814 +.012 1.671 1.610 -.062 
 

Note: The table is sorted from the most cohesive party in EP6 to the least cohesive party, as measured 
by the relative cohesion scores.  The average excludes the non-attached MEPs, who are not a political 
group. 
 

 

 

 

Table 3. Party Cohesion in EP6 on Legislative, Non-Legislative and Budgetary Votes 
 
 Absolute Cohesion Relative Cohesion 

Political 
group 

Legislative 
Votes 

Non-
Legislative 

Votes 
Budgetary

Votes 
Legislative

Votes 

Non-
Legislative 

Votes 
Budgetary

Votes 
EUL/NGL .901 .847 .816 1.908 1.695 1.396 
G/EFA .909 .905 .939 1.897 1.807 1.652 
SOC .884 .906 .914 1.821 1.790 1.541 
ALDE .862 .874 .868 1.760 1.678 1.436 
EPP-ED .846 .867 .840 1.753 1.704 1.439 
UEN .761 .766 .787 1.566 1.507 1.393 
IND/DEM .494 .542 .624 1.057 1.054 1.057 
na .439 .444 .463 .915 .863 .849 
Average .808 .815 .827 1.680 1.605 1.416 
 

Note: The table is sorted from the most cohesive party on legislative votes to the least cohesive party, 
as measured by the relative cohesion scores.  The average excludes the non-attached MEPs, who are 
not a political group. 
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Table 4.  Member State Cohesion in EP5 and EP6 
 
 Absolute Cohesion Relative Cohesion 

Member state 
EP5 

(1999-2004) 
EP6 

(2004-05) Change 
EP5 

(1999-2004)
EP6 

(2004-05) Change 
Estonia - .799 - - 1.472 - 
Slovenia - .804 - - 1.469 - 
Hungary - .796 - - 1.415 - 
Lithuania - .775 - - 1.410 - 
Latvia - .717 - - 1.357 - 
Luxembourg .677 .739 +.063 1.231 1.337 +.106 
Ireland .658 .713 +.055 1.283 1.333 +.050 
Portugal .667 .726 +.059 1.177 1.286 +.109 
Finland .652 .705 +.053 1.220 1.278 +.058 
Denmark .610 .660 +.050 1.205 1.251 +.046 
Spain .678 .727 +.049 1.181 1.225 +.044 
Cyprus - .645 - - 1.201 - 
Slovakia - .670 - - 1.201 - 
Greece .654 .680 +.026 1.213 1.199 -.014 
Malta - .658 - - 1.196 - 
Poland - .647 - - 1.180 - 
Germany .708 .678 -.030 1.247 1.168 -.079 
Austria .681 .647 -.034 1.221 1.142 -.079 
France .509 .635 +.126 .939 1.135 +.196 
Belgium .629 .646 +.017 1.161 1.126 -.035 
Sweden .628 .598 -.030 1.174 1.121 -.053 
Italy .611 .631 +.020 1.089 1.083 -.006 
Czech Republic - .569 - - 1.060 - 
Netherlands .647 .608 -.039 1.196 1.058 -.138 
United Kingdom .612 .553 -.059 1.117 1.019 -.098 
Average EU15 .641 .663 +.022 1.177 1.184 +.007 
Average EU25 - .680 - - 1.230 - 
 
Note: The table is sorted from the most cohesive member state’s group of MEPs in EP6 to the least 
cohesive member state’s group of MEPs, as measured by the relative cohesion scores.  
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Table 5.  Member State Cohesion in EP6 on Legislative, Non-Legislative and  
Budgetary Votes 
 
 Absolute Cohesion Relative Cohesion 

Member state 
Legislative 

Votes 

Non-
Legislative 

Votes 
Budgetary

Votes 
Legislative 

Votes 

Non-
Legislative 

Votes 
Budgetary

Votes 
Hungary .774 .789 .906 1.462 1.380 1.481 
Estonia .760 .806 .887 1.443 1.493 1.440 
Slovenia .762 .813 .888 1.441 1.491 1.433 
Lithuania .738 .784 .839 1.409 1.421 1.346 
Ireland .693 .716 .759 1.365 1.327 1.271 
Denmark .665 .657 .658 1.358 1.219 1.101 
Latvia .685 .715 .832 1.354 1.351 1.399 
Luxembourg .710 .738 .835 1.348 1.329 1.354 
Greece .690 .654 .808 1.292 1.129 1.328 
Portugal .695 .730 .808 1.281 1.286 1.299 
Finland .669 .715 .757 1.261 1.301 1.190 
Poland .658 .641 .650 1.257 1.160 1.058 
Austria .663 .636 .668 1.256 1.102 1.026 
Malta .655 .650 .712 1.233 1.192 1.105 
France .637 .620 .725 1.220 1.087 1.158 
Slovakia .642 .656 .840 1.213 1.163 1.396 
Germany .650 .678 .765 1.190 1.154 1.188 
Spain .670 .740 .829 1.176 1.240 1.291 
Cyprus .609 .662 .655 1.172 1.238 1.068 
Czech Republic .580 .572 .517 1.155 1.042 .863 
Belgium .622 .647 .724 1.146 1.113 1.146 
Sweden .577 .608 .607 1.141 1.113 1.109 
Italy .607 .633 .695 1.096 1.073 1.101 
Netherlands .570 .615 .682 1.059 1.052 1.086 
United Kingdom .552 .566 .476 1.057 1.026 .857 
Average EU25 .660 .680 .740 1.260 1.220 1.200 
 
Note: The table is sorted from the most cohesive member state’s group of MEPs in legislative 
votes to the least cohesive member state’s group of MEPs, as measured by the relative cohesion 
scores. 
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Table 6. Party Competition and Coalition Patterns in EP5 and EP6 
 

Political 
group 
(Left to  
Right) 

EUL/ 
NGL 

 

G/ 
EFA 

 

PSE 
(SOC) 

 

ELDR 
(ALDE)

 

EPP-
ED 

 

UEN 
 
 

EDD 
(IND/ 
DEM) 

na 
 
 

EP5 (1999-2004)        

EUL/NGL - 79.3 69.1 55.4 42.4 45.9 59.2 52.4 

G/EFA 79.3 - 72.0 62.3 47.1 45.2 55.5 51.0 

PES 69.1 72.0 - 72.9 64.5 52.6 52.6 56.8 

ELDR 55.4 62.3 72.9 - 67.9 55.0 52.3 60.0 

EPP-ED 42.4 47.1 64.5 67.9 - 71.2 52.0 68.2 

UEN 45.9 45.2 52.6 55.0 71.2 - 62.6 73.8 

EDD 59.2 55.5 52.6 52.3 52.0 62.6 - 63.8 

na 52.4 51.0 56.8 60.0 68.2 73.8 63.8 - 

EP6 (2004-2005)        

EUL/NGL - 72.1 62.4 46.8 40.0 42.5 46.9 47.8 

G/EFA 72.1 - 72.1 59.3 47.7 45.3 40.7 40.1 

SOC 62.4 72.1 - 75.0 66.9 59.6 42.6 47.1 

ALDE 46.8 59.3 75.0 - 78.1 68.9 47.9 50.1 

EPP-ED 40.0 47.7 66.9 78.1 - 83.3 51.9 60.1 

UEN 42.5 45.3 59.6 68.9 83.3 - 54.1 61.5 

IND/DEM 46.9 40.7 42.6 47.9 51.9 54.1 - 68.0 

na 47.8 40.1 47.1 50.1 60.1 61.5 68.0 - 
 
 
Note: Each cell shows the percentage of times the majority of MEPs in the two political groups voted 
the same way in all the roll-call votes in the given period. 



Figure 2. Spatial Map of EP5 
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Figure 3. Spatial Map of EP6 
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Figure 4.  Spatial Map of National Parties With Five or More MEPs in EP6 
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