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In July 2004, 162 Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) were elected for the

first time in the ten new member states of the European Union (EU). 151 of them

came from the states of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) that once found themselves

in the area of influence of the Soviet Union. Considering both, the significant number

of newcomers and the fact that they come from countries very distinct – in terms of

political culture as well as social and economic conditions – from the “old” member

states, it will be interesting to see how they adapt to the Parliament and whether their

arrival has in any way influenced parliamentary politics and the functioning of

political groups. The purpose of this paper is to give a preliminary account of these

two questions, describing the experiences of Polish MEPs.

While most studies examining the effects of service in the European

Parliament focused on answering the question whether MEPs experience a pro-

European attitude change, this paper looks at other aspects of the process of

socialisation/adaptation. It presents MEPs’ own accounts of the processes of learning

certain parliamentary strategies specific for the EP, their views on political groups and

on representing European citizens. The data analysed comes from interviews with

Polish MEPs, carried out between October 2005 and January 2006.

The impact of the arrival of MEPs from CEE on parliamentary politics is

assessed both qualitatively and quantitatively. First, the efforts of Polish MEPs to

influence parliamentary debates on historical issues are described. The paper also

attempts to examine how the arrival of new MEPs (from CEE, not only Poland)

influenced the numerical balance of power between political groups and their

cohesion.

The paper is divided into four sections. First, previous research on relevant

issues is briefly reviewed. It is followed by some background information concerning
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Polish political parties present in the EP. Third section reviews different aspects of the

accommodation process of freshmen MEPs, while the fourth one assesses the effect

that their presence has had so far on parliamentary politics and the cohesion of

political groups.

Previous research

Most studies analysing socialisation of members entering the chamber were focused

on the so-called “going-native” thesis positing that through service in the chamber

members would become more favourable towards the idea of closer integration and,

obviously, greater role for the Parliament in this process. Although some studies

suggested that such pro-European conversions may have taken place (Featherstone

1979, Westlake 1994), later analyses found little (Franklin and Scarrow 1999) or no

evidence of such process (Scully 2002, 2005). Searching for attitude changes, the

studies mentioned above focused on MEPs’ opinions concerning institutional reform

and the main policy areas. They did not examine whether and how service in the

chamber influences the degree of MEPs’ identification with their political group and

their conception of representation.  

Looking at the history of the European Parliament, it can be said that the arrivals of

new MEPs taking place as the European Community (and later the European Union)

enlarged did not particularly disturb its functioning. The consensual political culture

of the chamber, based on proportional distribution of posts and reports and forging

moderate solutions through negotiations between national delegations and political

groups, made possible a relatively smooth adaptation of newcomers.

The political groups that were the first ones to be created – Christian

Democratic, Socialist and Liberal – have always been the main actors of

parliamentary politics. Especially the first two dominated the chamber, accounting for

between 53.7 and 66 percent of its members (Hix et al. 2003: 314). These

parliamentary heavyweights also managed to attract new national delegations which

initially decided to sit separately. The Group of the European People’s Party (EPP),

for instance, attracted a number of conservative parties. Spanish Partido Popular,

British Conservatives, Gaullists and Forza Italia, all after some time in the chamber

applied for membership in the EPP. Despite welcoming members from new countries

that inevitably contributed to greater ideological heterogeneity, the main political
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groups managed to remain cohesive organisms – on a large majority of occasions

their members vote the same way. Again, the example of the EPP is especially

impressive. In spite of accepting in its ranks parties without clear Christian

Democratic credentials and usually much less euroenthusiastic than the core of the

Group, it achieved an increase in cohesion in the fourth and fifth Parliament (Hix et

alia 2005).

Thus, there are reasons to believe that the enlargement of 2004, its size

notwithstanding, will not transform the nature of politics within the chamber. Hix,

Kreppel and Noury concluding their analyses of the party system in the EP

hypothesised that:

Enlargement of the EU to central and eastern Europe should further stabilize the party

system in the EP by further strengthening the incentives for MEPs to organize along

party rather than national lines, by increasing the size of the two main groups, and by

strengthening the bipolar nature of competition in the EP. (Hix et alia 2003: 327)

Giacomo Benedetto (2005), even though describing parliamentary politics as more

consensual than the scholars mentioned above, also predicted that the nature of EP

politics would not be much affected by the arrival of MEPs from new member states.

Yet Kreppel and Gugnor argued that the arrival of politicians from the region

would provoke a considerable increase in the ideological and behavioural diversity of

the chamber, stressing that “[W]ith the partial exception of the communist-successor

parties, the new parties of the Central and Eastern Europe are without clear parallel in

the West and, as a result, in the EP” (2005: 18-19). They suggested that while MEPs

from the region should not have problems adapting to the committee-centred

functioning of the EP, their smooth adaptation into political groups could not be taken

for granted, especially in case of the EPP and the Liberal Group. The increased

ideological heterogeneity of the post-enlargement political groups could result in

lower cohesion (pp. 17-18).

Poles in the European Parliament

To give the reader some background information, a short presentation of Polish

parties present in the EP is in order. Eight parties managed to have their candidates

elected and the Polish contingent in the EP was to be a very diverse one with MEPs

ranging from committed integrationists to die-hard enemies of the EU.
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Civic Platform (PO)1 – a free-market oriented right-wing party – was the clear

winner with 15 MEPs. PO’s electoral manifesto was firmly in favour of integration,

mentioning the necessity to strengthen the EP and the European Commission. It also

stated that the “EU should be a community, not only an international co-operation

scheme”.2 Nonetheless, PO spoke critically the new voting system introduced by the

Constitutional Treaty, calling for the preservation of the Nice arrangement.

The fiercely anti-EU League of Polish Families (LPR) came second and was

to send 10 MEPs to Brussels. In the campaign, the candidates announced that they

saw their main duty as defending Polish interests in – as one of them put it – “foreign

Parliament”.3

Law and Justice (PiS) – a conservative party, in favour of Polish membership,

but wary of movement towards political union and resolutely opposed to the

Constitution, secured 7 seats.

Self-Defence, a party led by a political maverick and a self-proclaimed

representative of the peasant population, Andrzej Lepper, fared worse than the polls

predicted and got only 6 mandates. Lepper, although originally very critical of the

EU, moderated his rhetoric slightly and tried to pass as a tough euro-realist –

accepting the EU membership as inevitable, but bent on fighting for Polish interests.

His devoted patriotism was to be epitomised by the red and white (Polish national

colours) ties that he and the candidates sported in the campaign. In sum, Self-Defence

presented a rather ambivalent attitude towards Europe. This impression was

compounded by the fact that many candidates were newcomers on the Polish political

scene, often not very well acquainted with European politics. According to one of

Polish dailies, one of the Self-Defence MEPs during the campaign tended to confuse

the EP with the European Commission.4

The Democratic Left Alliance (SLD), once dominant on the political scene,

was in demise with only 5 MEPs. Its campaign was decidedly pro-European. The

Polish Social-Democracy composed of a group of secessionists from the SLD, which

also campaigned on a very EU-friendly ticket, got 3 mandates.

                                                
1 Abbreviations of the Polish names of the parties are used.
2 European Programme of the Civic Platform, source : www.platforma.org, last consulted 15.6.2004.
3 Maciej Giertych during a press conference in Czestochowa (5.6.2004) quoted on the Party’s website
www.lpr.pl
4 Gazeta Wyborcza – one of Polish leading dailies, (16.6.2004) – about Leopold Rutowicz.
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Finally, Polish People’s Party (PSL) and the Freedom Union (now known as

the Democratic Party) also managed to secure seats with 4 MEPs each. The former is

a party representing farmers. Although they supported the adhesion in the referendum,

their campaign was quite critical of the EU and the Constitutional Treaty. It evolved

basically around a pledge to defend Polish interest in Brussels. Meanwhile, the

Freedom Union – a liberal party – demonstrated a strongly pro-European stance.

Their campaign was led by Bronis_aw Geremek – widely known intellectual and

former minister for foreign affairs.

Adapting to the Parliament

Strategic learning

When quizzed about their most important learning experiences in the chamber, most

Poles mention the coalition-building techniques. The statement that “if you want to

win in the Parliament, you have to build a coalition” appears frequently in the MEPs’

reflections on politics in the EP.5 It seems that they quickly realised that no single

national delegation or even a political group can achieve much in the chamber on its

own. Aware of this, Polish MEPs had to learn to look for allies who could support

their initiatives. One of them, for instance, declares how useful was learning about

“whom to talk to in a particular matter; who are the Groups’ frontmen on the issues

that are of interest to me”.

One member of the UEN deplored in this context that membership of a small

group makes the coalition-building activities more complicated:

Forging majorities for my initiatives would be easier if I were a member of the EPP.

My generally good relations with them [EPP members] are a result of my efforts and

things could run even more smoothly if we were colleagues from the same group.

Another MEP stresses that:

It is important to learn all the methods that relate to building coalitions and

convincing people, especially from your own political group. […] For example, we

have the Friends of Cohesion Club. We have informal meetings, discuss issues over

dinner, try to coordinate our actions, agree on amendments and then mobilise

majorities around them.

                                                
5 All quotes come from interviews with Polish MEPs carried out between October 2005 and January
2006, unless stated otherwise.
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Author’s observations and conversations with MEPs suggest that Poles developed

close links between themselves; Polish national delegations from different political

groups often coordinate their position in order to advance a commonly perceived

Polish interest. Below, there is a recent account of such actions:

We have learned by observing the elaborate discussions and preparations that go on

before voting. Recently every Polish national delegation came up with the same

amendments and in our respective groups we tried to get support for them. And in

most cases we succeeded. This is how it works in the EP – if you want to win

something, you have to build a coalition. And I tell you that the experienced MEPs

were visibly surprised that we picked up this tactic so quickly.

The same MEP provides another example of learning the parliamentary ropes

when talking about the processes of gaining speaking time:

In the group to which I belong [the EPP] the allocation of speaking time is decided on

the level of working groups [MEPs from 4/5 committees]. There is usually more

MEPs interested than speaking time available, so the people in charge may choose to

grant speaking time to the ones who they believe deserve it. The work record of an

MEP is one of the most important criteria. In other words, you are unlikely to get

speaking time if you do not contribute in meetings (with the committee coordinator or

working groups) or – even worse – do not attend them. The EPP Group is closely

following the presence of MEPs. As there is a strong competition for speaking time,

you also have to be seen as an expert on the issue to be selected. Together with other

Polish MEPs in my working group we coordinate our actions; we try to avoid

situations in which all of us request speaking time on the same issue. We choose the

most competent person who is then more likely to succeed.

Attitude towards political groups and representation of European citizens

After 18 months in the chamber, Polish MEPs presented very different assessments of

the existence within their political groups. The most positive opinion was voiced by

one Civic Platform MEP who claimed that her induction in the EP was much

facilitated by advice and encouragement from more experienced colleagues,

especially the group coordinator in her committee. She also said she believed political

groups were crucial to the existence of consensual politics in the chamber:
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I believe that political groups are necessary. They really make it easier to adopt a

European outlook. If you go to our meeting and listen to a Spaniard, a German and a

Greek, then you already have a view of how things are. You start to understand how

these people think. But this can only happen when political groups meet. When 267

people discuss and argue. Sometimes there are harsh words. But all this enables us to

get closer in a way. And if we started functioning in national groups, then what?

Poles in one room, Germans in another. And then we would just excite our

nationalistic feelings. And finally we would leave our rooms and there would be no

other option than to fight.

Meanwhile, MEPs from the Polish People’s Party, just like the Civic Platform

members of the EPP, were much more critical of the way relations within the group

were organised. At the beginning of the parliamentary term Polish People’s Party

MEPs declared that despite some programmatic differences they were committed to

remaining in the EPP.6 As one of them put it, on the controversial issues they were

“willing to listen and be convinced”.7 But the willingness to accommodate differences

did not last. In December 2005, three out of four MEPs announced they were leaving

the EPP in order to join the UEN. Explaining the reasons for this decision they stated

that “the EPP is dominated by German MEPs and our observations show that they

abuse of their numerical strength to push their own interests”.8

On the subject of the conception of representation, the opinions varied as well. One

MEP of the Democratic Party (ALDE Group) admitted that when taking decisions he

made an effort to assess their implications for other countries in the EU. He went on

to add that he was willing to make concessions in order to arrive at a solution

acceptable for everyone:

Being here I notice how much I try to take into consideration what goes on in

Finland, Denmark… For instance, I thought about what to do to increase the chances

of a “yes” in the French referendum; even if my country would have to sacrifice

something. On the issue of the service directive, I was positive that it would be

beneficial for Poland. However, I tried to understand why so many people in France

were so terrified by this directive. And I think that in these circumstances we should

                                                
6 The Polish People’s Party was rather wary of further political integration and very critical of the
Constitutional Treaty.
7 Interview in September 2004.
8 MEPs official letter to their party’s authorities, published on the party’ website www.psl.org.pl.
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look for a compromise. A compromise can be based on giving a bit more time, maybe

formulating certain things differently…

Meanwhile, a representative of the League of Polish Families presented a much less

“European” approach:

We have to learn to look at the Polish interest first and only later consider other

factors. We are here in order to defend Polish interests, in order to do something so

that motorways are build in Poland. Not in order to take care of the roads in Ireland.

Both statements are relatively unsurprising as the Democratic Party is known for its

commitment to European integration, while League of Polish Families consists of die-

hard opponents of integration in its present form. There were, however, some

statements that could be considered surprising in view of the political provenance of

their authors. One Self-Defence MEP for instance declared that:

[I]t cannot be that only my constituency is important. It cannot be that I fly to

Brussels and say that we don’t have enough water or have too much water in our

region. We europarliamentarians should prioritise the European interest.9

Such a statement must seem unusual in the mouth of a Self-Defence representative. In

fact, its author left the party’s delegation in the chamber and (remaining a member of

the Self-Defence in Poland) joined the PES group.

Meanwhile one representative of the Civic Platform, a clearly pro-European

party, even if critical of the Constitutional Treaty, stated that :

My view of the EU is different now than it was when I started my career here as an

observer. Before, the EU was for me an exclusive political club where difficult and

sometimes controversial decisions were made above all with regard to the common

good. Now I see that decisions are the outcome of a confrontation of national

interests. As a result, I feel much more conscious of Polish national interest.

Countries use different techniques, but national interest is always the primary

reference point. We have to adjust to it, or otherwise our Polish interest will be hurt.  

The opinions gathered from MEPs interviewed after some time spent in the chamber

generally confirm expectations. Europarliamentarians from pro-European parties

assess positively parliamentary politics based around European political groups and
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admit to trying to consider the needs of countries other than Poland when making

decisions. In contrast, representatives of the more eurosceptic parties not only focus

solely on promoting Polish interest, but also describe the idea of trying to represent all

citizens of the EU as misguided. Nonetheless, accounts of certain MEPs suggest that

the effects of service in the chamber are not uniform. MEPs who came to the

Parliament as more or less avowed eurosceptics may warm to the idea of representing

all Europeans rather than just fighting for their country’s benefits. Conversely, those

who had an excessively rosy picture of European politics are likely see a more

balanced image of it.

The impact of newcomers

“Loud and proud”

Some of the distinctive elements of Polish presence in the EP were the issues that

Poles attempted to put on the parliamentary agenda and the way in which they

defended their views.

Many MEPs got involved in what is now described in Poland as “historical

politics”. This label describes the issues related to the Second World War and its

aftermath which, according to Polish MEPs, are often interpreted in the West in a

rather simplistic way, certain aspects of the problem being omitted for the sake of

political correctness or good relations with Russia. In 2005, the Parliament touched

upon these issues in two resolutions, commemorating the anniversary of the liberation

of Auschwitz concentration camp and the sixtieth anniversary of the end of the

Second World War. Polish MEPs strived to influence the wording of these

resolutions, so that they would reflect the Central European point of view. This

sometimes led to clashes with colleagues from other member states. In case of the

Auschwitz resolution, for instance, Polish MEPs protested against referring to

Auschwitz as a "death camp in Poland", claiming that such formulation, used in a

draft resolution submitted by Liberals, Greens and Socialists, may be understood as

suggesting Polish involvement in the Holocaust. The Poles insisted on stating in the

resolution that “Nazi Germany” created the camp, instead of the mention of “Nazis”

in the draft version. A dispute concerning the wording between a Polish EPP member

Boguslaw Sonik and Baroness Sarah Ludford, a British liberal, ended up with Mr

                                                                                                                                           
9 Interview in February 2005.
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Sonik leaving the room. In the end, the resolution mentioned neither Poland nor

Germany, referring to Auschwitz as “Hitler’s Nazi death camp”.10

When the consequences of the Second World War were discussed, Polish

MEP from the UEN Group, Wojciech Roszkowski, seconded by his Latvian

colleagues from the UEN Group argued that the parliamentary resolution should

clearly state that the Soviet victory in the Eastern front, while contributing to the

defeat of Nazism, also brought about decades of communist dictatorship in the

countries of Central and Eastern Europe.

A number of other events could be mentioned, which contributed to the image

of Polish MEPs being very attached to their national stance and unwilling to make

concessions in the name of a European compromise. Poles were one of the national

groups least supportive of the Constitutional Treaty in the vote on the Corbett/Mendez

de Vigo report that praised the document. 15 Poles voted in favour of the report, 19

against, and 19 abstained. Besides the Polish group, only among British and Czech

MEPs did the opponents of the Constitution outnumber the supporters. Moreover,

Polish eurosceptics from the League of Polish Families, along with British members

from the UKIP, organised a noisy anti-constitution happening during the vote. MEPs

from this party earlier broke the parliamentary etiquette by placing national flags on

their desks in the Strasburg hemicycle.  

January 2005 was marked by a dispute with Josep Borrell, President of the EP.

The latter, according to a Polish diplomatic report, strongly criticized Polish

mediation in Ukraine and involvement in Iraq, speaking at a seminar in Madrid. This

provoked protests from certain Polish MEPs and, subsequently, a letter in which the

representatives of all Polish parties condemned the EP President’s “simplistic

remarks” and urged him to remain impartial.11 Later, it turned out that the Polish

translation of Borrell’s speech was slightly imprecise and in reality his critique was

less undiplomatic that it was originally believed. Nonetheless, Polish MEPs decided

to shun the President’s invitation for a conciliatory dinner.

It would be, of course, an exaggeration to present the entire Polish contingent

as intransigent nationalists fighting an ideological battle with other parliamentarians.

What can be said is that history-related issues, possessing solely, or at least primarily,

                                                
10 European Parliament row mars Auschwitz commemorations, www.euobserver.com, 25.1.2005.
11 “Borrel mowil bez szacunku o Polsce” (Borrel without respect about Poland), www.gazeta.pl,
27.1.2005.



11

symbolic significance, were visibly treated as very important by the majority of Polish

MEPs. The latter were determined in the defence of their views and sometimes

seemed more willing to mediatise their stance than work towards achieving a

compromise that would permit to include at least some of their suggestions. Jacek

Saryusz-Wolski, one of the most experienced Polish MEPs, characterised his

colleagues as “loud and proud”.12 This may seem characteristic of an insecure

newcomer; it might be argued that Polish representatives tend to see an omnipresent

danger to their national reputation and interests. Saryusz-Wolski went on to add that

“Polish MEPs suffer from excessive individualism and are too eager to have their

initiatives noticed by the media. It’s not effective, especially when it comes to

symbolic issues with historical importance” (author’s translation). It is interesting

whether, as their parliamentary experience grows, Polish representatives will try to

approach such symbolic issues in a less dramatic manner.

Parliamentary balance of power after enlargement

The arrival of contingents from the CEE did not significantly affect the political

landscape of the Parliament. Most parties from the region had been cooperating with

the European party federations for some time before enlargement and their integration

into political groups was relatively unproblematic. No new political group was

created.13

The numerical balance between political groups also remained relatively

unchanged as the group distribution of MEPs from the CEE was very similar to that

of their counterparts from EU-15. The only exception were the Greens who gained

only one member from Latvia. Generally, right-wing groups gained a bit more than

the left-wing ones. The EPP, for instance, gained more members than the Socialists,

mostly because the governing social democratic parties in Poland and the Czech

Republic were soundly beaten in the European elections. Similarly, the UEN gained

more than the Communists who were reinforced only by a contingent from the Czech

Republic. On the whole, however, the arrival of 151 MEPs did not significantly

transform, at least in quantitative terms, the parliamentary balance of power.

                                                
12 Gazeta Wyborcza, 12.05.2005.
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[Table 1 goes here]

As the most important parliamentary posts (Vice-Presidents, Committee Chairmen

and Vice-Chairmen) are distributed proportionately between nationalities and political

groups, MEPs from CEE got a fair share of them. They obtained 3 out of 14 posts of

vice-president, 4 out of 22 chairmanships and 17 out of 66 vice-chairmanships.14  

MEPs from the region moved to the forefront of parliamentary events on a few

occasions. The EP’s involvement in the Ukrainian Orange Revolution is the one most

often mentioned, Polish MEPs given credit for mobilising their colleagues and

pushing the chamber towards a very robust defence of the Ukrainian democratic

forces. This showed that – as one MEP put it – it was possible for the new member

states “to make a splash”.15 However, if the distribution of reports – main means

through which MEPs can influence policy – is considered, MEPs from the region look

less influential. So far they received only 32 out of 468 reports, or 1 in 14, while they

constitute a one-fifth of all MEPs.16 It is, of course, too early to conclude that their

policy influence in the Parliament will be limited. This underrepresentation in the first

18 months may be explained by the natural process of the newcomers getting

accustomed to the committee work and proving their competence to other – more

experienced – committee members. One of Polish MEPs qualified this imbalance as

“perfectly understandable”, claiming that she and her colleagues simply had “more to

learn about the system”.17

A good measure of gauging the relative efficiency of the MEPs from CEE in

obtaining reports seems to be comparing them with those MEPs from EU-15 who

were first elected to the chamber in 2004. The latter constitute slightly more than one-

third of the members (258 out of 732, or 35%) and so far obtained 91 out of 468,

roughly one in five. Thus, freshmen from EU-15 are also under-represented among

the rapporteurs, but in their case this under-representation is much less pronounced. It

seems then that newcomers from the CEE were somehow slower in “learning about

                                                                                                                                           
13 Independence and Democracy – the Group funded by UKIP, League of Polish Families and handful
of anti-EU MEPs from other countries can be considered a continuation of the Group for a Europe of
Democracies and Diversities that existed in the 5th Parliament.
14 In the count were included 20 parliamentary committee and two sub-committees of the committee on
foreign affairs: human rights and security and defence.
15 Interview with a Hungarian MEP, Brussels November 2005.
16 The numbers are based on reports voted upon in plenary by January 2006.
17 Genowefa Grabowska in The European Voice from 13 October 2005.
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the system” than their counterparts from the “old” member states, and less able at

convincing their colleagues of their competence and capacity to handle the tasks of a

rapporteur.

Cohesion of political groups

In order to verify how the arrival of new contingents influenced the cohesion of

political groups, eighteen roll call votes were studied (see Appendix 1 for a complete

list). To reflect the diversity of questions tackled by the chamber, acts relating to very

different areas and different procedures were chosen. They can be divided into 3

groups. The first one includes arguably the most important decisions taken by the

sixth Parliament so far (votes 1 to 8 in the list). The second group is composed of

own-initiative reports concerning rather controversial political problems (votes 9 to

13), but without direct impact on European legislation. Finally, the third group

consists of reports on much more concrete questions to which consultation or

codecision procedures apply (votes 14 to 18). On these eighteen issues, voting

patterns of national delegations from the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland were

studied in order to verify how often they voted with the majority of their political

groups.

The results show that the enlarged political groups remain very cohesive

bodies.18 Socialists and liberals from the three countries in question voted with their

groups (PES and ALDE respectively) on all eighteen legislative acts analysed. In the

EPP some defections occurred. Hungarians from Fidesz voted with the group on

fifteen out of seventeen occasions; Poles from Civic Platform on fourteen out of

sixteen.19 In both cases it was in the first group of analysed votes – the one including

most important issues – where defections were recorded. Czech ODS had by far the

poorest record of group loyalty, voting with the majority of the EPP only on six out of

sixteen occasions. The pattern shows that Czech conservatives were more likely to

defect on issues with ideological significance and usually found agreement with the

EPP on more technical matters, supporting the Group line three times (out of four)

and once abstaining while the Group voted in favour. When defecting, members of

                                                
18 Due to the small number of roll call votes studied this conclusion should be treated as preliminary. In
the future, the author intends to study a much larger sample of roll call votes, including votes on
resolutions and amendments.
19 Abstentions were not considered, thus the number of votes is not always eighteen. See Table 2 for
more details.
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the ODS usually voted together with British Conservatives (on eight out of ten

defections) which confirms the ideological kinship between the two parties.

Interestingly, Polish Law and Justice, member of the UEN, voted the same way as the

EPP much more frequently (twelve out of eighteen times) than the Czech and the

British members of the Group.

For a party with a reputation of euroscepticism, the Self-Defence, voted with

the large political groups surprisingly often (twelve out of eighteen times with EPP

and the PES). Finally, the League of Polish Families voting pattern confirms the

party’s anti-EU stance. Out of thirteen acts supported by the grand coalition of

EPP/PES/ALDE, Polish eurosceptics supported only two.

[Table 2 goes here]

Overall, it can be argued that the enlargement did not significantly transform the

European Parliament. No new political group was created and the balance between

the existing ones remained roughly the same as it would have been if the chamber

were composed only of MEPs from old member states. Nor did the high levels of

group cohesion seem to have suffered. In the sample of analysed votes, only in the

EPP some defections occurred, but they were rare. The only exception was Czech

ODS, but considering the programmatic divergences between the party and most

members of the EPP this comes as no surprise. When it comes to cohesion, however,

an analysis of all roll call votes is necessary to obtain definitive conclusions.

All that said, the political landscape of the chamber may yet change and the

presence of MEPs from CEE may be one of the main reasons for this potential

transformation. The change in question is the establishment of a new political group.

After the elections of 2004 Polish MEPs from the Law and Justice party admitted to

their plans of establishing a new formation with British Conservatives and Czech

ODS, a party wary of further political integration.20 At that time, both of the parties

decided to remain within the EPP, but due to the developments that took place since

then, the idea is back on the agenda. The Law and Justice is now governing party in

Poland and may seem more attractive a partner. But most importantly, the new

Conservative leader, David Cameron, expressed his support for the idea of leaving the

EPP. This mobilised the most eurosceptic Tory MEPs who renewed their calls for

                                                
20 Author’s interviews with Polish MEPs, September 2004.
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putting an end to the alliance with federalist EPP. In January 2006, William Hague,

Tory shadow foreign secretary, visited Brussels to discuss the plan with Conservative

MEPs and their potential allies. No decisions have been made so far and most

probably the issue will be resolved only after Czech elections of June 2006. Within

ODS, just like among the Tories, there are supporters and opponents of leaving the

EPP and they want to avoid a potentially difficult internal debate in the electoral

period. Even if the Czechs decide to support the move, the creation of a new group

will still be far from decided, as the majority of Tory MEPs seem to be reluctant to

sever the links with the EPP. If, however, the group is created, the majority of its

members are likely to come from the CEE. It may have as many as 24 Polish

members21, 9 Czechs from ODS and 4 Latvians who are currently in the UEN. In such

event, it could be argued that the influx of MEPs from the region was vital to the

creation of a new moderately eurosceptic group, bigger (it would most probably be

fourth largest in the Parliament) and ideologically much more homogenous than

UEN.

Conclusion

This preliminary assessment of Polish presence in the EP yields conclusions that are

generally in line with expectations based upon studies dedicated to the evolution of

the chamber and political groups.

Freshmen MEPs are quick to realise the importance of coalition-building and

set out at learning the parliamentary techniques. Rather predictably, MEPs from pro-

integration parties express positive assessment of their membership in political groups

and declare that they want to represent European citizens as well as their constituents.

Eurosceptics, in the meantime, claim their focus is on defending the interests of their

fellow nationals. Data from interviews show that more unusual evolutions of views

are also possible; one MEP from a party known for its critical stance towards the EU

embraced the idea of “European representation, while a parliamentarian from a pro-

European formation admitted to adopting a more national-interest oriented outlook.

Future interviews with the entire sample of Polish MEPs will show whether such

opinion shifts are only rare exceptions. The presence of Polish MEPs was mostly

                                                
21 It could consist of 10 Polish members of the UEN (7 from Law and Justice and 3 from Polish
People’s Party), 4 members of Self-Defence (currently non-aligned) and 10 MEPs from the League of
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visible in the issues they attempted to put on the parliamentary agenda, such as the

“historical politics” and relations with EU eastern neighbours (especially Russia,

Ukraine and Belarus).

The arrival of contingents from CEE did not transform the numerical balance

of power between political groups. A new political group, in which members from the

region could play an important role, can potentially be created, but it remains a

question of the future. An analysis of a sample of roll call votes suggests that political

groups maintained their high levels of cohesion. Analysing a much larger sample (one

that would include votes on amendments as well as on final resolutions) is, however,

still necessary to confirm this assumption.

Table 1

Strength of political groups in the 6th European Parliament and a Parliament as it

would be like without 8 new member states from Central and Eastern Europe (in

percentages %)

EPP PES ALDE GREEN GUE-

NGL

ID UEN NI

Current

EP
36,4 27,3 12,2 5,7 5,6 4,9 3,6 3,9

EP

without 8

CEE

states

34,9 29,2 12,3 7 6 4,3 2,4 3,6

                                                                                                                                           
Polish Families who recently left the Independence and Democracy group. Both Self-Defence and
League of Polish Families support the Law and Justice’s government in the national parliament.
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Table 2: Voting Patterns of parties from CEE

Votes 1-8
“crucial votes”

Votes 9-13
“ideological
votes”

Votes 14-18
Codecision and
cooperation
votes with lower
profile

Socialist parties (from
the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland)
voting with the majority
of the PES group

8/8 5/5 5/5

Liberal parties from
Poland and Hungary
voting with the majority
of the ALDE group

7/7* 4/4* 5/5

Civic Platform voting
with the EPP

4/6** 5/5 5/5

Fidesz voting with the
EPP

5/7*** 5/5 5/5

ODS voting with the
EPP

1/7**** 2/5 3/4****

ODS voting with the
Conservatives when
defecting

5/6 3/3 O/1

Law and Justice voting
the same way as the EPP

3/8 4/5 5/5

Self-Defence voting the
same way as the EPP

4/8 3/5 5/5

League of Polish
Families voting the same
way as the

0/6 0/2 2/5
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EPP/PES/ALDE grand
coalition

* Both ALDE and the Polish contingent split on one vote in this sample. It was not
taken into consideration.
** The Civic Platform abstained on two votes in this sample when the Group voted in
favour. They were not taken into consideration.
*** Fidesz delegation abstained on one vote when the Group voted in favour. This
vote not taken into consideration.
**** ODS delegation abstained on one vote when the Group voted in favour. This
vote not taken into consideration.

Appendix 1

Analysed votes

1. The constitution for Europe (Corbett/Mendez de Vigo report) 12.1.200522

2. Commission legislative and work programme 2005 (motion for a resolution

adopted 24.2.2005)

3. Report on policy challenges and budgetary means  of the enlarged union 2007-

2013  8.6.2005

4. Report on the proposal for a directive of the EP and of the Council amending

directive 2003/88/EC concerning certain aspects of the organisation of working

time 11.5.2005

5. Report on the proposal for a regulation of the EP and of the Council on the

Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of chemicals (REACH)

17.11.2005

6. Report on taxation of undertakings in the EU: a common corporate tax 13.12.2005

7. Report on the period of reflection: Structure, subject and context for an

assessment of the debate on the EU 19.1.2006

8. Report on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and the Council

on services in the internal market 16.2.2006

9. Report on the social situation in the EU 8.3.2005

10. Report on an EU approach to managing economic migration  26.10.2005

11. Report on the implementation of the European security strategy 14.04.2005

12. Report on the assessment of the Doha round 12.5.2005

                                                
22 The date indicates when the report in question was voted upon in the plenary.
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13. Patents for biotechnological inventions (motion for a resolution adopted

26.10.2005)

14. Report on a Commission proposal for a Council decision amending decision on an

action programme for administrative cooperation in the field of external borders,

visas, asylum and immigration (ARGO programme)  17.11.2004

15. Report on the discharge for the execution of the general budget of the EU for the

financial year 2003, Section I  12.4.2005

16. Report proposal for a council decision establishing a European Police College as a

body of the European Union  12.4.2005

17. Report on nutrition and health claims made on foods  26.5.2005

18. Report on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund

and Cohesion Fund 6.7.2005

Bibliography

Benedetto, Giacomo (2005) Enlargement, Institutional Change and the Pervasiveness of

Consensus in the European Parliament, paper presented at a workshop “The European

Parliament after enlargement”, Leicester, 6 May 2005.

Featherstone, Kevin (1979) “Labour in Europe: The Work of a National Party Delegation to

the EP”, in V. Herman and R. Van Schendelen (eds), The European Parliament and the

National Parliaments, Farnborough: Saxon House.

Franklin, Mark and Susan Scarrow (1999) “Making Europeans? The Socializing Power of the

European Parliament”, in R. Katz and B. Wessels (eds.), The European Parliament, the

National Parliaments and European Integration, Oxford, OUP.

Hix, Simon, Amy Kreppel and Abdul Noury (2003) “The Party System in the EP: Collusive

or Competitive?”, Journal of Common Market Studies 41 (2), 309-331.

Hix, Simon, Abdul Noury and Gérard Roland (2005) “Power to Parties: Cohesion and

Competition in the European Parliament, 1979-2001”, British Journal of Political Science 35

(2), 209-234.

Kreppel, Amy and Gaye Gugnor (2005) “Politics and power: The Partisan Dynamics of EU

enlargement in the EP”, paper presented at the ECPR General Conference 2005 in Budapest.



20

Scully, Roger (2002) “Going native? Institutional and Partisan Loyalty in the European

Parliament”, in Bernard Steunenberg and Jacques Thomassen (eds.), The European

Parliament, Moving toward Democracy in the EU, Lanham, Rowman & Littlefield, 113-136.

---- (2005), Making Europeans? Attitudes, Behaviour and Socialization in the European

Parliament, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Westlake, Martin (1994) Britain’s Emerging Euro-Elite? The British in the Directly-Elected

European Parliament, 1979-1992, Dartmouth, Aldershot.


