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EUDO Report on MEP Surveys 
This Report identifies and describes the main cross-national and national surveys of Members of the European Parliament (MEPs). A key objective of the EUDO Observatory on Political Parties and Representation is to make this survey data more accessible to academics and practitioners alike. There may be studies that we have not been able to locate. Please highlight them for us by contacting alex.wilson@eui.eu   
Existing surveys of MEPs have adopted different methodological designs, ranging from highly structured and systematic questionnaires, to more semi-structured in-depth interviews. They also vary considerably in scope. Some are explicitly cross-national, covering MEPs from all EU member states, while others focus on MEPs from a limited set of countries, or even just a single country. MEP surveys emerged in order to answer different types of research questions, relating to the behaviour of legislators in political office, as well as their relationship with constituents, interest groups, and domestic political parties. Despite the diverse coverage and focus of this data, pooling it together could advance comparative research on the behaviour of MEPs, and address pertinent questions on the institutionalisation of the European Parliament itself. Systematic cross-national surveys of MEPs have been developed for recent legislatures, linked to the activities of the European Parliament Research Group
. The results of earlier surveys (whether national or cross-national) are less widely accessible to scholars and practitioners. Pooling together these findings, and making them more easily available online, would represent a significant move towards developing a common set of data on European legislators, of equal use for the scholarly and policy-making community.

Cross-national Surveys of MEPs

Most cross-national surveys of MEPs cover the directly elected Parliament (1979-), but the earliest MEP surveys were conducted during the final legislature of the indirectly elected Parliament (1974-1979). Many findings were collected together in an edited book by Valentine Herman and Rinus van Schindelen (1979). This included a chapter by Derek Hearl and Jane Sargeant, who conducted a mail questionnaire of MEPs in May 1977, asking them about their expectations, opinions, and beliefs. The overall response rate among MEPs was 34.5%. The cross-national implications of this survey data was limited by a very low response rate in some member states, notably Ireland (10%), Luxembourg (16.6%), and France (20.5%). Other chapters looked at the relationship between MEPs and national parties or parliaments, often based on extensive interview material. These findings are valuable as the only systematic data on the behaviour and attitudes of MEPs in the European Parliament when it was still an indirectly elected, ‘part-time’ assembly.
The 1st directly elected European Parliament (1979-1984) was the subject of two major cross-national surveys. Emil Kirchner (1984) analysed the social and background characteristics of all MEPs, their previous political experience, leadership positions in the Parliament, and issues on which they dedicated most of their time. Data collection included a simple questionnaire sent out to all MEPs, which received a response rate of close to 80%. Yet this questionnaire was largely to complete data collection on the background of MEPs obtained from written sources, and did not delve into the aspirations of expectations of MEPs, or their relationship to voters or interest groups, subjects that became the focus of subsequent cross-national surveys. The collection of basic data on the first elected Parliament did raise many analytical questions, some of which were answered in the Kirchner study through interview material, obtained by various project collaborators at the University of Essex. In-depth interviews form the basis of the second study of the 1979-1984 legislature, conducted by an international team of researchers and coordinated by Luciano Bardi (1987; 1989) at the European University Institute. This focused on the relationship between MEPs and voters, and its implications for political representation in Europe. Interviews by native speakers included a general questionnaire, as well as open-ended questions. 331/440 MEPs were interviewed for this project, over 80% of the total legislature. In some countries, virtually all MEPs were interviewed, while no country had less than 2/3 of their MEPs interviewed. Despite other virtues, subsequent cross-national surveys of MEPs have never received a comparable response rate from European legislators. 

The 2nd directly elected European Parliament (1984-1989) was not covered by any cross-national survey. Our knowledge about MEPs in this legislature is derived from studies of earlier legislatures, and country-specific studies of German MEPs (Hrbek and Schweitzer, 1989) and British MEPs (Westlake, 1987) that covered this period.

The 3rd directly elected European Parliament (1989-1994) was surveyed by Shaun Bowler and David Farrell (1993; 1999), through a mail questionnaire sent to all MEPs and returned between May and December 1990. The questionnaire focused on the relationship between MEPs and constituents/interest groups, and asked about the acceptability of different types of legislative behaviour. 195/518 MEPs responded to the questionnaire (37.6%), but with strong national variations. The highest response rates were obtained in the UK, Ireland and Netherlands, where more than a majority of MEPs answered it. The lowest response rate was obtained in France, Italy, Spain, and Greece. In these countries, less than a third of MEPs answered the questionnaire. 
The 4th directly elected European Parliament (1999-2004) was covered by several MEP surveys. The largest were the 1994 European Candidates Study and the 1996 MEP Study, which formed part of the broader European Representation Study (1994-6). The European Candidates Study involved a mail questionnaire sent to all candidates for MEP in 10/12 EU member states, in the weeks before the 1994 EP election. The questionnaire received 1726 responses, an overall return rate of 35%. Despite the large number of responses, the return rate displayed national variations consistent with previous mail questionnaires, showing a distinct north-south divide. France, Italy, Spain, and Greece had the lowest return rates (4-13%). Sweden (86%), Denmark (57%), Luxembourg (55%), Britain (38%), and Germany (34%) had the highest. Fieldwork for the MEP study meanwhile was conducted in May-June 1996. This included 314 structured ‘face to face’ interviews with MEPs, constituting 50.2% of the parliamentary total. 
A separate study by Tapio Raunio (2000) looked at the relationship between MEPs and their national parties. This included a mail questionnaire sent to all MEPs in May 1998. 59 of 108 parties replied, accounting for 65.7% of parliamentary seats. The response rate once again showed strong national variations. All Dutch, Finnish and Swedish parties were captured by the study. So were most parties from Spain, UK, Germany, Luxembourg, Belgium and Ireland. A low response rate was once again emerged in Italy, Portugal, and Greece. Another study by Roger Scully and David Farrell involved 86 in-depth interviews with MEPs between 1998 and 1999, looking at their reasons for standing as a candidate, their political priorities, whether they were shaped by the Parliament, and their reasons for leaving the parliament. The findings were used in studies on the socialization of MEPs (Scully, 2005), and the relationship between EP electoral systems and legislative-voter relations (Farrell and Scully, 2007). The interviews were not however designed to obtain a representative sample, being heavily weighted towards UK MEPs (57 interviews). Other MEPs interviewed for this study were from France (12), Sweden (9), Ireland (6), and Spain (2).
The fifth directly elected European Parliament (1999-2004) was surveyed by a mail questionnaire of MEPs in September 2000, conducted on behalf of the European Parliament Research Group by Simon Hix and Roger Scully. The overall response rate was 31.8%. Strong national variations were again present, though less sharp and territorially differentiated than in previous mail questionnaires. No country saw a response rate above 50%, although most countries had a response rate below 1 in 3. The questions focused on general political attitudes; attitudes towards the EU (European integration, EU policies, Institutional reform); legislative behaviour and ambition; contacts with voters and interest groups. The findings were used in numerous studies of the European Parliament (e.g. Scully, 2005; Farrell and Scully, 2003).

The sixth directly elected European Parliament (2004-2009) was covered by an online questionnaire of MEPs in March-June 2006, conducted on behalf of the European Parliament Research Group by Simon Hix, David Farrell, and Roger Scully. This built on the mail questionnaire of 2000, asking many questions that were similar or identical, greatly facilitating comparison between these sets of survey data. In addition to the topics covered in the previous questionnaire, new questions were asked on EP electoral systems, intra-party relations, and campaigning activities. Despite the larger number of countries involved compared with the 2000 survey, the overall response rate was actually higher (37.2%). The only countries with a response rate below 1 in 3 were Greece, Malta, Slovakia, and Spain. The findings have been used in several important studies of the European Parliament (e.g. Hix et al, 2007; Farrell and Scully, 2007).
Another cross-national survey conducted during this legislature was by Tim Bale and Paul Taggart (2006). This focused exclusively on new MEPs elected in 2004, and included 50 semi-structured interviews, with 30 MEPs from the old member states (“EU-15”) and 20 MEPs from the new member states (“EU-10”). The interviews were conducted between July 2004 and July 2005. The study also includes the compilation of a database containing background information on all new MEPs: age; gender; distribution among party groups; education; occupational background; and political experience.
The seventh directly elected European Parliament (2009-2014) will be the focus of another online questionnaire in summer 2010, conducted on behalf of the European Parliament Research Group by Simon Hix, David Farrell and Roger Scully. This builds on the previous 2000 and 2006 MEP surveys, and will provide valuable continuous data on the behaviour and activities of MEPs across three legislatures. 
National Surveys of MEPs

Whereas standardised cross-national MEP surveys provide valuable and continuous data on the behaviour of European legislators, national studies of MEPs can provide contextual information that may not emerge from generalised cross-national surveys. Some of the existing national studies have been very systematic, covering most MEPs in the given country, usually on the basis of semi-structured interviews. Yet the territorial coverage of these studies is sporadic. Many countries have no studies whatsoever of their MEPs, making cross-national comparison extremely difficult.
The United Kingdom is where national MEPs have been most extensively studied. Martin Westlake (1994) interviewed many of the first directly elected MEPs, his work forming part of the broader cross-national project directed by Luciano Bardi (1987; 1989). The subject of British MEPs was taken up by Richard Corbett (1998), who analysed their distinctive characteristics as part of a broader study of the Parliament’s role in European integration.  Roger Scully’s study of socialization in the European Parliament relied heavily on interviews with 57 British MEPs between 1998 and 1999 (Scully, 2005). David Farrell and Roger Scully (2003; 2007) later examined the role of EP electoral systems on political representation, developing a UK case study based on interviews with 61 British MEPs and visits to 20 MEP offices between 2001 and 2003. William Messmer (2003) conducted in-depth interviews with 24/29 Labour MEPs (September 2000 - March 2001) for his study on the relationship between MEPs and their national parties. 

The only other state where the national study of MEPs has aroused a wave of research activity is Finland. Although most findings are only published in Finnish, their key conclusions are discussed in article by Tapio Raunio, (2007), whose own research has assessed the impact of the Finnish open list electoral system on the relationship between national parties and MEPs, based on several interviews with party officials (2004-5). Other states have a more limited set of MEP studies. Rudolf Hrbek and Christophe Schweitzer interviewed 72/81 German MEPs in the 1984-1989 legislature. Their study was only published in German, and reported a lack of interest from the national parliament in the activities of MEPs, as well as an intense rivalry with MPs. This study was not followed up, making it difficult to assess if and when these attitudes might have changed. Willy Beauvallet (2003) compared French MEPs between 1979 and 2004, analysing the process of candidate selection (e.g. links with civil society, importance of gender and policy expertise, role of territorial politics), as well as the relationship between MEPs and their national party or local constituents. This research was based on extensive in-depth interviews with MEPs between 1998 and 2001, complementing written data obtained from biographies of 356 MEPs. Beauvallet used these to compile a database on the turnover, age, gender, education, and political experience of French MEPs. The first wave of Polish MEPs became the subject of a research project carried out by the Warsaw Institute of Government (2006-7). A two-stage questionnaire formed the basis of structured interviews with 22/54 Polish MEPs, selected for their prominence in EU activities. MEPs were asked about their role in the EP, as well as relationship with national politics. This complemented other data obtained from their personal websites, public statements, and newspaper articles (Cwiek-Karpowicz et al., 2007).
National studies of MEPs are also found in a few projects that compare a small set of countries, combining contextual analysis from case studies with theorisation based on cross-country comparison. A key study in this vein is by Magnus Blomgren (2003), whose doctoral thesis compared MEPs from 9 parties in 3 small countries (Ireland, Netherlands, Sweden). Blomgren analysed party statutes, party rules, roll-call votes, and written contracts between MEPs and their party organisation. He complemented this with 69 semi-structured elite interviews, using a common set of questions. MEPs also figure extensively in the Keele University study on the Europeanisation of national party organisations (Poguntke et al, 2007). Each of the six case studies (Austria, France, Germany, Spain, Sweden, UK) relied on 20-32 elite interviews, carried out between 2003 and 2005, and MEPs figured prominently among the interviewees.
Conclusions

Cross-national surveys of MEPs have become increasingly systematic, with a common set of questions now facilitating comparison between countries and legislatures. Recent questionnaires are no longer confined to a specific research question, but address a series of issues relating to the behaviour and background of MEPs, making these surveys a valuable tool for different scholars. Although strong national variations in the response rate from MEPs limited the cross-national implications of earlier surveys, this problem appears to have been overcome in the online 2006 MEP survey. Cross-national surveys have usually taken the form of mail/online questionnaires. The only study that sought to interview the whole spectrum of MEPs “face-to-face” was conducted by Luciano Bardi (1987; 1989) for the first directly elected European Parliament. Although such a task is increasingly unfeasible, given the increased size of the European Parliament and the limited time for MEPs to deal with a proliferation of academic requests, it highlights an important question about whether our knowledge of MEPs is based too much on impersonal questionnaires and too little on personal interviews. The latter still form the basis of smaller MEP surveys, particularly those addressing a more narrow research question through a single national case that illustrates a broader political dynamic (e.g. Scully, 2005; Farrell and Scully, 2003; 2007). The consolidation of cross-national MEP surveys has not been complemented by a significant number of national MEP surveys, which could highlight important contextual factors often overlooked in broader comparisons. Although the national MEP studies that exist are often systematic and extensive, they are generally confined to few countries, with a particular neglect of southern Europe. This is also the geographical area where earlier MEP surveys had most difficulty in eliciting a strong response rate, raising problems of validity and continuity in our knowledge about MEPs from these countries. Future national and cross-national surveys should help fill in the gaps of our knowledge about the European Parliament, whose nature is being shaped by the enlargement of the EU to 27 distinct member states, each with their own party organisations, political cultures, and legislative expectations.
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