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This report has been prepared by the Observatory on Political Parties
and Representation (OPPR), part of the wider European Democracy
Observatory (EUDO) which is based at the European University
Institute’s Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies in Florence,
Italy. EUDO’s main goal is to produce a permanent and periodic
assessment of democratic practices within the EU and to translate
scientific and academic research on key issues in European democracy
into policy-relevant and publicly-understandable outputs. EUDO
develops practical suggestions for improving democratic performance
in the EU and offers expertise, information, and policy reports to
relevant EU institutions and other actors. The OPPR Observatory, in
particular, is devoted to the study of European parties and
representative channels, agenda setters and gatekeepers on the
possible road towards a full-fledged and effective Euro-party system.
The OPPR Observatory is co-directed by Prof. Luciano Bardi and Prof.
Peter Mair.



This study is the response to a tender contract awarded in
November 2009 by the Committee on Constitutional
Affairs of the European Parliament (contract
n°IP/C/AFCO/IC/2009-62), for the provision of a study on
“How to Create a Trans-National Party System?”. The
study covers the four aspects indicated in the tender
application guidelines:

1) An analysis of the political doctrine and programme of
major political parties in as many Member States as
feasible.

2) An examination of current procedures applied to
political parties to choose leaders for European Office.

3) The development of proposals on how to help a
European political party system evolve from national
structures strongly influenced by historical traditions
and cultural factors.

4) The development of suggestions regarding the extent
to which the European electoral system and different
systems of party financing would have to be revised in
order to facilitate the above.
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Introduction

Parties are multi-faceted actors, whose organisation, strategy and style of
competition are primarily embedded in, and defined by, national political settings.
They originate and develop either from the organised expression of societal
interests (extra-parliamentary origin) or from the organisational and political
needs of elected officials (parliamentary origin). In both cases, and even when the
two sets of factors play a role, the central organisation of the party is a product
and not a cause of these processes.

Transnational parties at European level can, therefore, be expected to
develop as a consequence of pressures coming either from their components in
the European Parliament, that is to say, EP party groups seeking autonomous
organisational structures capable of giving them direct links with European civil
society; or from existing grass-roots party structures, that is to say, national
parties that are becoming progressively more inclined to privilege the
supranational level of government. But even though it is possible to conceive of
the emergence of transnational parties — even strongly organised transnational
parties — it is quite another question to conceive of the emergence of a
transnational party system (Bardi and Mair 2008). This last distinction will be
elaborated in the final section of this study and underlies the strategy developed
in this proposal.

The main part of this study is geared towards an assessment of the
degree to which conditions at national and European levels currently favour the
consolidation of what Regulation (EC) 2004/2003 (what is sometimes referred to
as the “Europarty Statute”) calls ‘political parties at European level’. The study
has been prepared by a group of scholars at the new European Democracy
Observatory (EUDO), which is based at the European University Institute’s Robert
Schuman Centre. As part of the EUDO project; the scholars working on this study
are developing a specific observatory on political parties and representation in
Europe (OPPR), and hence avail of a considerable amount of relevant data and
expertise in the areas identified by the Invitation to Tender.

The study covers the four aspects indicated in the tender application
guidelines. First, we report on an analysis of the political doctrine and
programmes of the major political parties in the EU Member States, and we look
at the degree to which these are consistent and coherent within the different
party groups. Second, we look at the current procedures applied by political
parties to choose representatives for public office at European level, and we look
at the degree to which these vary both from country to country and within the
different party groups. Third, we look at the particular obstacles which stand in
the way of the emergence of genuine transnational parties and which derive
from national structures which have been strongly influenced and shaped by
historical traditions and cultural factors. Fourth, we evaluate the extent to which
the European electoral system and the different systems of party financing have
developed with a view to furthering the evolution of European political parties,



and we include a discussion of the kind of institutional incentives that might be
seen to facilitate and promote transnational party activities. Finally, we draw
attention to the distinction between transnational parties and a transnational
party system, and we discuss how, if deemed desirable, the transition from the
former to the latter might be encouraged even while remaining within the
current (post-Lisbon) institutional parameters.

These different aspects can, in turn, be profitably grouped into two
categories: the first and second items concern empirical aspects of party
organisation, programmes and functioning at European and Member-State levels
whose in-depth investigation can be seen as a necessary pre-requisite for the
rest of the analysis. The remaining items pertain to the more prescriptive aim of
the project, and, as such, require a more speculative reflection, albeit based
upon a thorough analysis of the existing theoretical and empirical literature.

The main starting-point for this analysis has been the recognition that the
organisation, strategy and styles of competition of political parties are both
embedded in, and primarily defined by, national political settings. Earlier
research (Katz and Mair 1994) also indicated that, far from waning, these
national differences have become more pronounced over time, in that the
national context in which a party is located — the legal regulatory environment,
the national system of party-funding, the particularistic national institutions — is
proving increasingly determinant for a party’s organisation and culture. In the
past, the ideology or support base of a party was often the more important
influential factor in defining a party. A Dutch Social Democratic party looked
more like a German Social Democratic party, for example, than it looked like a
Dutch Christian Democratic party. With time, however, the cultures and
organisational styles of parties have tended to converge within each country, and
hence diverge within each transnational party family. This suggests that there is
now less common ground between different national Social Democrats, or
different national Christian Democrats, which would mean that the obstacles
faced by transnational parties in the evolution of a European party system would
seem to have become more acute.

On the other hand, because of the recent process of cartelisation of party
competition, and because of the distancing of party organisations from their
traditional roots within civil society, party organisations in national settings are
now much more élite-dominated than before. This also reflects the long-term
ascendancy of the party in public office (Katz and Mair 2002) and the more
recent shift towards the presidentialisation of politics (Poguntke and Webb
2005). These developments have allowed parties to become more flexible in a
strategic sense, and this may also mean that they are less constrained by
historical traditions and cultural factors. In other words, should the incentives
towards trans-nationalisation prove strong enough, most parties are probably
sufficiently flexible to adapt and respond.

Building from a party family approach (Mair and Mudde 1998), this
research evaluates the existing evidence for all of these trends and tensions.
Based to a degree upon secondary literature, but also employing our own EU
Profiler data (http://www.euprofiler.eu/), we evaluate the relative strength of




the competing pulls of national context and transnational identity. Based upon
an understanding of the process that led from party segmentation to party
convergence at national level, we seek to develop proposals about how that
process might now be mimicked and extended at transnational level. In this
context, we also look at the cultural and institutional incentives towards trans-
nationalisation, as well as at the factors that might still stand in the way of such
convergence. By combining both theoretical and empirical considerations, the
overall analysis and its results allow us to speculate on the possible normative
solutions to help a European party system evolve from the national structures,
and/or to offer an alternative explanation.

Most proposals suggesting institutional strategies favouring the
emergence of a transnational party system focus on the reform of an electoral
law for the elections to the European Parliament, including the proposal for the
creation of a transnational list system for a small portion of seats (2007 Duff EP
report). More recently, scholars and politicians (for example, Jo Leinen MEP; see,
also, Hix 2008) have suggested that each European political party should select
its ‘top candidate’ for the Commission’s Presidency already before the election.
These proposals are considered in the course of our analysis and the possible
related scenarios are outlined and evaluated. It would appear, however, that the
conventional wisdom about the beneficial effects of elections is not always
confirmed by the empirical evidence. In particular, the presence of different
electoral laws at national and EP levels within one polity can also have a negative
impact on EP elections, and thereby can prove quite disruptive for transnational
party institutionalisation (Bardi 2002).

Regulation (EC) 2004/2003 defines the role of European political parties
and the requirements needed for party eligibility to receive funding from the
European Union. The provisions of the Regulation may well be able to
consolidate more effectively the various party components operating at
European level: transnational federations, parliamentary groups and national
parties. Two provisions, however, one contained directly in the Regulation and
the other in its implementation rules, and respectively pertaining to the
conditioning of public funding to co-financing and to the inclusion of public
funding in the EP budget, still keep the federations, that is the transnational
parties proper, in a subordinate position with respect to their national
components and the EP party groups.

Our reflection and research in this section aims at outlining possible
solutions to these problems and potential conflicts. The literature on the drafting
and harmonisation of European level electoral rules is older than EP elections
(Sasse et al 1981) and is, by now, extensive. A careful analysis of this body of
work permits us to map all the various options for better and more effective
harmonisation of electoral rules at EP level. However, since, as already noted,
harmonisation at the European level can lead to differences between levels in
the national arena, this can prove an even more serious problem than
insufficient harmonisation itself. Andrew Duff’s proposal to introduce a small
transnational list system into EP elections is certainly potentially capable of
favouring transnational party development, but it is also likely to be met with



very strong opposition. Our study examines various additional technical features
of the electoral system, such as preferential or single transferable voting, that
may make such a solution more acceptable.

This part of the analysis also looks at the effect of party financing and its
associated regulatory framework. These topics have been studied extensively at
the national level, and the evidence suggests that such rules and regulations
have a tendency to promote organisational convergence at that level, with
parties funded from a common system of party finance tending to adapt their
organisations to avail of these subventions. Following the same logic, it can be
argued that a strong European level system of financing and party regulation
could have a similar effect, and could serve to promote transnational
convergence and, hence, transnational party-building. As we have seen, the
current provisions for public funding at European level do not guarantee the
financial independence of parties at European level from their national
counterparts and, indirectly, from the EP party groups. At national levels,
however, many different models can be identified, also with different
implications for party development and institutionalisation. Our investigation
here relies on the development of a typology of party financing schemes at
national level.

The final consideration that is developed here emphasises the distinction
between the development of transnational parties, on the one hand, and a
transnational party system, on the other. Based upon existing theories of party
systems, it can be argued that the primary institutional incentive for the
development of a genuine transnational party system is that offered by a
common structure of competition, and, hence, by a situation in which
transnational parties compete for the control of a transnational political
executive. This issue is explored more fully in this study, and we also evaluate the
different implications of transnational parties competing for purely legislative
office, on the one hand, and competing for executive office, on the other hand,
as might be the case were the Commission President to be directly elected, or
were the Commission to be wholly accountable to the Parliament.

This also serves to underline the final introductory point. In this study, we
adduce a lot of evidence to suggest that there is a strong basis for party
convergence across most of the countries of the European Union. For a variety of
reasons, including the trans-nationalisation and Europeanisation of political
issues, communication and debates, but also because of common technologies
and campaign techniques, the barriers standing in the way of party
communication across national boundaries are falling. This means that, if the will
is there, it has now become easier to build a trans-national party which means,
more or less, the same thing in each of the polities in which it is active. In short,
there are now fewer obstacles standing in the way of the creation of meaningful
trans-national parties. But this is not the same as saying that there are also fewer
obstacles standing in the way of the creation of a meaningful transnational party
system. For this to develop properly, as we suggest below, there will need to be
a European structure of competition in which the emerging transnational parties
can contest one another. This means, in practice, that there will need to be a



European executive for which the transnational parties compete — a European
Presidency, for example, as in France, or a partisan cabinet within a fused system
of powers, as in Italy or the United Kingdom, for example. Following this
argument to its logical conclusion, therefore, we might argues that the
emergence of transnational parties will only lead to the emergence of a
transnational party system if and when a new Treaty creates a democratically
accountable European executive, and we know that this is not likely to occur in
the foreseeable future.

Does this then suggest that the prospects for a transnational party system
are completely doomed? While accepting the logic of this argument in theory,
our answer in practice is more nuanced. That is, we suggest that, even within the
terms of the present Treaty of Lisbon, there is ample scope for transnational
party activity and interaction, even if this does not always translate into full-scale
electoral competition. In the first place, and most obviously, there is already
scope for the implementation of the Duff proposal, which would provide seats in
the Parliament for which competition would be more or less wholly at European
level. Second, there is the indirect route towards competition at European level,
by which the main transnational parties would nominate a preferred candidate
for the Presidency of the European Commission prior to the EP elections
themselves, and would campaign on the understanding that, if victorious, this is
the candidate that the party would promote. This would obviously link the
appointment of the Head of the Commission much more closely to the outcome
of the European elections and, in this way, albeit indirectly, it would offer a form
of trans-national electoral accountability and control. Third, there are the many
and growing ways in which the trans-national parties might engage in co-
ordinating activities between the national polities and the transnational
institutions, and thereby interact with one another in a semi-competitive
context. Co-ordinating the collection of signatures for — or against — a European
Citizens Initiative is one obvious example; co-ordinating the transnational
activities of national parliaments is another. Co-ordination can also involve
building links and facilitating effective communication between the different
European Institutions — the Council, the Commission, the Parliament — in the
complex environment of co-decision. None of these activities amounts to
creating a trans-national structure of competition or thereby to creating a
transnational party system, but they all will help institutionalise and make
relevant the activities of the trans-national parties, and will also encourage their
mutual interaction.



Key Summary

While it is possible to conceive of the emergence of transnational parties, the
emergence of a transnational party system is more problematical;

The weight of national political settings on party organisation strategy and styles
of competition may represent an obstacle to the emergence of trans-national
parties;

Despite conventional wisdom, the reform of an electoral law for the EP’s election
may not be conducive to the emergence of a trans-national party system;

The present regulatory framework of the European Political Parties still favours
the EP party groups and the parties at national level;

A strong European-level system of financing and regulation could serve to
promote trans-national convergent party-building;

The creation of a European structure of political competition is a necessary
condition to support the institutionalisation of a genuine transnational party
system;

The competition for the control of a trans-national political executive would
constitute a fundamental institutional incentive for the development of a
transnational party system;

In the absence of a system for competition for the control of a transnational
political executive, and even allowing for present institutional circumstances,
there are a variety of party-building activities open to the trans-national parties,
which can help build their standing.



1. The Political Groups in the European Parliament: Policy
Positions and Ideological Coherence'

This chapter focuses on the policy position and the ideological coherence of the
political Groups constituted in the v European Parliament. By measuring the
policy preferences of the national parties composing the parliamentary Groups,
it seeks to answer important questions relating to the policy cohesion of the
Groups as a whole, and the degree to which each Group takes a distinct position
with respect to its competitors. In other words, how sparse and heterogeneous
are the constituent member parties within the Groups? And to what extent are
the Groups themselves differentiated from one another? If we are to identify a
basis for the emergence of genuine transnational parties, then these should be
parties that are ideologically coherent and cohesive within themselves, with each
group also being capable of being distinguishable from the others. The purpose
of this chapter will be to assess the extent to which this is, in fact, the case in the
contemporary European political landscape.

There are at least two main reasons why these questions are substantially
important. The first pertains to the internal workings and organisation of the
European Parliament. Only homogeneous political Groups can pursue a coherent
political agenda. If the Groups are too internally divided, they will fail to deliver
what they promised to the European electorate (through national parties). It will
be impossible for them to state an official policy position and pursue it in the
European Parliament, to issue common declarations, and, more importantly, to
vote cohesively in the committees and in the plenary. Contingent majorities and
random aggregations of deputies will form for each and every vote, making the
legislative process hardly manageable.

Even more fundamentally, the ideological coherence of the political
Groups is of crucial importance for the prospects of the EU democracy. Although
political representation is, in the EU context, still ‘filtered’ through national
parties, it could certainly be argued that when (and if) the national parties
coalescing in the same political Group at EU level express similar concerns and
values, then common ‘European’ party cultures and even identities are already in
place. What they will still need to realise their potential fully is a stronger
institutional and organisational ‘infrastructure’ at EU level (as argued elsewhere
in this report). In brief, the similarity in the policy preferences among the
national parties contesting the EP elections and forming the transnational
groupings is crucial for providing the European voters with a meaningful
programmatic supply, which could be converted in concrete public policies
through the EU legislative process (see, especially, McElroy, Benoit, 2010 and
Thomassen, 2009).

" This chapter is based on a paper by Edoardo Bressanelli entitled "The European Parliament after
Lisbon: the Policy Position and Coherence of the Political Groups" To be presented to the XXIV
Conference of the Italian Society of Political Science, Venice, 16-18 September 2010
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In order to describe and evaluate the policy positions and coherence of
the EP political groups, this chapter relies on two data sources. First, it makes use
of the manifestos issued by the national parties for the European Parliament
elections (EMP data, University of Mannheim). These manifestos are the most
obvious place to look when the purpose is to study (variations in) the position of
the EP groupings. They are issued regularly by the national parties contesting the
European Parliament elections and seem to convey more precise and meaningful
information on Europe than any other source. Furthermore, we can interestingly
compare the official manifestos adopted by the Euro-parties with those issued by
their member parties (i.e., the national parties). Second, we rely on the EU
Profiler data on parties ((http://www.euprofiler.eu/). The Profiler was an
electronic tool by means of which electors could discover which political party
was closer to their own preferences, by expressing their position with respect to
several policy statements, for the 2009 EP elections. Political parties, answering
to an identical questionnaire, were also asked to self-place themselves in a policy
space. Overall, the data generated by the EU Profiler is a very specific and
updated source of information to study party positions in the EU context.

This chapter is structured as follows. Part | provides the historical and
legal background to the requirement of ‘political affinities’ to constitute a
political Group in the Parliament, introducing some potential problems for their
ideological homogeneity. Part Il describes, in more detail, the data employed for
the empirical analysis, which is then developed in Part Ill. Some concluding
remarks are finally presented in Part IV. For those interested in issues of
methodology and measurement, an appendix presents them in full.

1.1 THE POLICY COHESION OF THE POLITICAL GROUPS

1.1.1 The formation of the political Groups and their ‘political affinities’

Ever since the European Parliament was established, its organisation has been
structured upon transnational political Groups. In 1958, the newly born
European Parliament inherited from its forerunner, the Common Assembly of
the Coal and Steal Community, its rules of procedure and its three political
Groups: the Christian-Democrats, the Socialists and the Liberals (and
“supporters”). In turn, the Common Assembly was the first international
assembly ever to be structured around political Groups. Not long after its
creation (in September 1952), the Assembly witnessed the de facto formation of
the political Groups, which began to structure their workings according to
ideological, rather than national, divisions. The earliest version of the formal
rules of the Common Assembly still made no mention of ‘political groupings’,
while it often referred to the principle of national representation — for instance,
in the allocation of some internal positions, as was customary in the other
international assemblies. Very soon, however, the distribution of committee
seats and chairmanships began to take into account both national and party
representation, the deputies were no longer seated in the hemicycle in

11



alphabetical order, but according to the political Group to which they belonged.
Finally, in June 1953, the new Rules of Procedure formally recognised that
political Groups could be formed according to “political persuasion” (see Hix,
Kreppel, Noury, 2003: 311-315).

The early Article 33bis, under the title “Political Groups”, listed the
conditions to be met by the political Groups in order to be recognised as such.
Two criteria were established. First, the minimum number of deputies to
establish a political Group was set at nine. Second, the delegates could organise
themselves into groups according to their political sympathies. These
fundamental requirements for the constitution of the political Groups are still
found in the most recent version of the Rules of Procedure. In the 2009 edition
of the Rules, Article 30 states: “members may form themselves into groups
according to their political affinities”. Moreover, the numerical criterion is
rephrased as: “a political group shall comprise Members elected in at least one-
quarter of the Member States. The minimum number of Members required to
form a political group shall be 25” (Article 30.2). The numerical criterion has been
constantly modified in order to take into account the expansion in the
membership of the Assembly — following, for instance, the introduction of direct
elections, or each enlargement wave. However, here, we are especially
interested in the second parameter, namely, the ‘political affinities’ of the
members. What is the purpose of this article? And what are its concrete
implications for the formation of the political Groups?

When it was first introduced, the requirement of ‘political affinities” was
meant to prevent the formation of national groupings. In the early days of
European integration, it was broadly felt that the organisation of the Common
Assembly in national groupings was fundamentally anti-European. Furthermore,
the deputies themselves discovered very soon that they had more in common
with their fellows from sister-parties in other ECSC/EC Member States than with
their co-nationals. In any case, even though a Christian-Democratic, a Socialist
and a Liberal grouping were soon established in accordance with the criterion of
political persuasion — the Groups could still be the de facto expression of a quite
broad, at times very broad, range of political cultures and traditions. An early
observer of the Common Assembly describes them:

“The highest degree of uniformity is undoubtedly in the Socialist group,
which, with one exception, is made up of representatives of the Socialist
parties in each of the member States. Far less homogeneity exists in the
Christian-Democratic group, which combines a majority of Roman
Catholics with a minority of Protestants. Each of these groups
nevertheless has a certain basic unity of doctrine, i.e., the Socialist and
Christian philosophies respectively. In the “Liberals and apparentés”
group, there could obviously be no degree of monolithic structure
whatsoever [...] We have been unable to find any doctrinal grounds on
which to account for the uniting of these divergent tendencies in a
political group.” (Van Oudenhove, 1965:27-28)
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According to the above statement, the Liberal (and supporters) Group had little,
if any, ideological affinity, and its raison d'étre was merely ‘negative’: whoever
was unable to identify with a Christian or a Socialist political culture converged
into the “Liberal” grouping. Nevertheless, the history of the European Parliament
provides us with other — and far more striking — examples of political Groups
which failed to meet the criterion of political affinities. The Technical Group for
the Defence of Independent Members, constituted in 1979 by the Italian radicals
and small Communist parties, by Euro-sceptic Danes and the Belgian and Irish
independent deputies, stated in its declaration of constitution that: ‘each
member of the Group keeps its own political programme, its freedom of speech
and of voting both in committees and in the plenary.” The only concession to
political affinities was represented by the fact that membership of the Group was
‘only’ open to ‘democrats and anti-fascists’.

An even more notorious case regards the Technical Group for Non-
Attached Members - Mixed Group, set up in 1999 by deputies of very diverse
political backgrounds, from the Italian Radicals to Le Pen’s Front National. This
case represents a unicum in the history of the European Parliament because — for
the first (and only) time — the Parliament voted for the dissolution of the Group.
One might wonder on what grounds was the TDI dissolved — when the EP had
never challenged the political affinities of any of its groupings before? The
answer is that the 1999 case had no precedent because the Group explicitly
denied in its constitutive declaration the pre-requisite of political affinities.
Because of this explicit denial, the Parliament was compelled to take action and
to specify more clearly when a grouping of deputies is not a political Group. The
new “political Groups” article kept its formal character (‘Parliament need not
normally evaluate the political affinity of members of a group’) except when the
Members of a Group explicitly deny their political affinities. In short, it was given
a negative definition of ‘political Group’, considered to be ‘a (sufficiently large)
set of deputies who do not explicitly refute political affinities among themselves
when deciding to form a Group’ (Settembri, 2004:168).

Thus, despite the formal pre-requisite of the political affinities, the
parliamentary rules cannot guarantee that the trans-national groupings will
represent coherent political cultures. Each political Group defines its own
membership criteria by itself, and its ideological homogeneity (or heterogeneity)
will be the result of political choices, rather than legal norms. This is why this
chapter presents an empirical catalogue of the priorities and the policy positions
of the national parties constituting the political Groups in the vt European
Parliament. Before moving to the presentation of the data, the next section
identifies some potential sources of turmoil for the programmatic coherence of
the political Groups.

1.1.2 Party families in a changing context

The political Groups and the party system in the European Parliament are based
respectively upon the parties and the party systems of the Member States of the
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EU. It has been traditionally emphasised that an EU party system is only feasible
if the major lines of political conflict in Europe do not coincide with the national
borders, but instead cross-cut national distinctions (i.e., Thomassen, 2002). As
shown in the previous section, with reference to the early days of the Common
Assembly, the traditional party families represented a more binding ‘glue’ for its
Members than their national origins. In other words, they had more in common
as Socialists or Christian-Democrats than (say) as French or Germans. This is
consistent with a reading of European politics based upon a few fundamental
social cleavages, which had been ‘activated’ and interpreted by political actors in
a roughly similar fashion throughout (Western) Europe. The social cleavages —
between agriculture and labour, the church and the state, the centre and the
periphery, the industrial workers and the owners of the capital — ‘produced’
competing political parties, which could be grouped in distinct party families
according to the social groups that they represented and the basic ideological
principles to which they subscribed. Out of the main four cleavages originally
identified by Lipset and Rokkan (1967), the class cleavage has proven to be
particularly important for party competition. Indeed, the class cleavage —
together with the religious cleavage — has been subsumed in a more general left-
right dimension, which normally represents the foremost reference for both
parties and voters.

A ‘party family’ reading of politics in the European Parliament has been
successfully offered by several analysts. For instance, on the eve of direct
elections, it was observed:

“the three genuinely transnational groups — the Socialists, the Christian-
Democrats and the Liberals — all contain wide divergences of attitude
and outlook [...] but although this is true, it is not the whole truth. There
are big differences between the German, British and French socialist
parties [...] but no-one is likely to confuse Helmut Schmidt or Willy
Brandt with Margaret Thatcher or Giscard d'Estaing” (Marquand,
1978:444).

A decade later, transnational party co-operation at EC level was said to bring
national parties closer and closer together:

“at the level of party élites, programmes are becoming increasingly
similar, and it cannot be denied that the parties are moving closer
together. Even without exaggerated optimism, it can be said that the
process is strong enough to make the classification of the famille
spirituelles less problematical now than it was before the Second World
War” (Von Beyme, 1985:137).

Nonetheless, there are strong reasons to believe that the exercise of identifying
the boundaries of the traditional party families has recently become more
complex. Western European party systems have witnessed the emergence of
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new divisions which could not be foreseen decades ago, such as the politicisation
of Green issues, or that of the European Union. Besides this, the classic party
families have also witnessed important changes and adaptations through time.
The core values and principles upon which they have traditionally centred are
often said to be waning. Especially with regard to the most successful party
families, it may prove to be more difficult now, than just a couple of decades
ago, to identify their core sets of values: the specialised literature often depicts
‘catch-all’ people’s parties, ‘cartel’ parties and ‘electoral professional’ parties,
seeking to satisfy the short-term demands of pragmatic voters in a context of
growing policy consensus (for example, Katz, Mair, 1995). According to some
observers, this trend has bocame fully evident in the post-1989 world, when the
‘end of ideologies’ left political parties with only a feasible course of action:
supporting liberal-market democracy. Thus, it is a widely-heard argument that
the concepts of ‘left’ and ‘right’ are less-meaningful now and that new categories
are needed for the future.

Besides this, a reading of European politics in terms of the traditional
party families is also challenged by the continuous enlargements of the EU.
While it might have been a relatively easy task to bring together the Socialist or
the Christian-Democratic parties in the EC-6, the political Groups faced a much
more challenging situation on the eve of the far-ranging expansion to the ten
young democracies of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), which entered the EU
between May 2004 and January 2007. Indeed, party family categories appear to
be more inadequate the more they are asked to travel beyond Western
European boundaries (Benoit, Laver, 2006:133-145). At the time of the “Big
Bang” enlargement, the party systems in Central and Eastern Europe were still in
a state of flux — with parties suddenly emerging or disappearing in a context of
very high electoral volatility. Moreover, political parties used to exploit the label
‘liberal’, even when they had very little, if anything, to share with the liberal
family, some conservative or populist parties ventured to present themselves as
Christian-Democrats and the Greens, with a couple of minor exceptions, were
practically absent. On the one hand, this clearly suggests the need to apply - with
the due care - traditional party family categories to post-communist systems. On
the other hand, it might also highlight a tension for the integration of CEE parties
in the political Groups, with some risks for the policy coherence of the latter.

1.2 PRESENTATION OF THE DATA

The data used to study the ideological position and cohesion of the political
Groups originate from two main sources. Since the objective of this chapter is to
map the policy positions of the national parties in as many Member States as
possible, we decided to compute — according to well-established techniques —
some policy scales where national parties could be usefully located. Even if a
qualitative analysis of a few selected parties might have cast more light on the
subtleties of political rhetoric, an extensive analysis of the complex reality of the
European Parliament (where 751 MEPs, for about 170 national parties, sit in
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seven political Groups or as independent) required the use of quantitative data
and some simple statistical techniques. The data which we employed (described
in more detail both below and in the appendix) originate from the coding of the
election manifestos issued by national parties for the 2004 EP elections (EMP
data-set) and the self-positioning of political parties (cross-checked and,
eventually, modified by experts) for the 2009 European Parliament elections (EU
Profiler).

1.2.1 Euromanifesto Project

The Euromanifestos Project (EMP), based at the University of Mannheim in
Germany, applies quantitative content analysis to the election manifestos issued
by the national and the European-level parties for the European Parliament
elections. The theoretical and methodological foundations of the EMP lie in the
Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP), a long-lasting international endeavour,
which systematically collected and coded the election manifestos issued by the
national political parties for the national elections in the post-World War I
period (for an extensive presentation, see Budge et al., 2001).

National (and European-level) parties also issue election programmes for
the European Parliament elections: the EMP moved from the idea that these
manifestos, conveying meaningful information on the political priorities and
positions of the parties, could be coded following the CMP instructions. In order
to capture their European content, the original coding-scheme has been
marginally modified: without going into the technical details here (but see Braun,
2006), it is sufficient to note that several categories and a new level have been
added to the original coding in order to catch the party discourse concerning
European integration better.

The aim of quantitative content analysis is to transform words into
numbers. In the case of election manifestos, each quasi-sentence — which is the
unit of analysis and can be understood as the verbal expression of one political
idea or issue — is placed in one of the categories defined by the original
dictionary. This dictionary is made up of 69 coding categories (peace, free
enterprise, etc.) grouped into 7 policy domains (external relations, economy,
etc.). Let us imagine that an election manifesto states: ‘our party supports the
introduction of a tax for the goods imported from China.” This (quasi-) sentence
is coded under the category ‘protectionism: positive’ in the ‘economy’ domain.
The coding is repeated for each of the (quasi-) sentences in the manifesto and —
at the end of the work — the whole text is transformed into numbers: what we
are left with is a table with the number of quasi-sentences falling under each
coding category.

From the items obtained from the manifesto coding, a left-right and an
anti-pro European integration scale can be computed. The computation of the
left-right scale is based upon a slightly modified version of the CMP scale (see
again Budge et al., 2001 and Braun et al., 2006), while the EU integration scale is
made up from the aggregation of specific EMC category between two poles:
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positive and negative references to the EU polity and policies (Braun, 2006 et
al.).

Finally, it is worth observing that very few parties and, in general, small
parties, do not issue any manifesto for the European Parliament elections. In this
case, a substitute for the Euromanifesto has been searched for (for instance the
European ‘chapter’ of a corresponding national platform, or a speech of the
leader). In other cases, it might also happen that parties adopt the manifesto of
the Euro-party where they have membership. However, the vast majority of
national parties still adopt their own manifesto for the European Parliament
elections.

1.2.2 EU Profiler

The EU Profiler, based at the European University Institute (Florence) conveys
information both on voters and on political parties. The Profiler is an electronic
tool by means of which voters have the possibility to place themselves in a policy
space determined by several dimensions and find out which political party — both
in their own country and throughout the EU —is closer to their own preferences.

This chapter only uses the EU Profiler data for political parties. However,
two methodological issues are particularly relevant and need to be briefly
discussed - first, the coding of the parties. Political parties were asked to answer
a questionnaire made up of thirty policy questions. The self-placement of the
parties — asked to provide empirical evidence, such as manifesto extracts, leader
declarations, interviews, etc., to substantiate their answers — was then checked
by a group of country experts, who compared the party self-placement with their
own information. The experts, like the parties, were asked to support their own
coding with documents and, among the sources for the coding, the primary role
was assigned to the party manifesto for the EP elections. In cases of discrepancy
between the two, the experts had the final word. The second issue concerns the
selection of the questions to be included in the survey. After careful analysis of
party discourse (based especially upon party manifestos), twenty-eight general
and two country-specific questions were grouped into nine policy fields, which
represent the main issues for party competition. Out of these groupings: a
general left-right scale, an anti-pro EU scale and seven specific policy dimensions
were generated (see Trechsel and Mair, 2009 and www.euprofiler.eu)

The EU Profiler data presents two important strengths. First, the tool was
specifically designed for the 2009 EP elections, thus providing the most updated
evidence for party positioning and issue priorities. Second, the data covers all
Member States in the EU-27 and almost all parties represented in the Vit
European Parliament (see the appendix).

1.3 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

We begin — drawing on previous work (Klingemann et al. 2007:28-50) — by
presenting the Euro-manifesto data, which allow us to obtain an overview of the
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issue priorities of the political Groups. Table 1 shows which themes are most
emphasised by national parties in their European election manifestos. The
numbers in the table indicate the content code share belonging to each issue
category: for instance, ‘military strength’ indicates the percentage of the
manifesto devoted to military issues (such as the need to maintain or increase
military expenditure, re-armament, the need to create an EU army, etc.). Each
number in the cells could thus vary from 0 (when the party manifesto does not
mention the issue at all) to 100 (if the whole manifesto deals exclusively with the
issue). The grouping of the policy domains (external policies, constitutional
affairs, etc.) follows the competences of the EP Committees, while the grouping
of the coding categories draws from Klingemann et al. 2007, but is adapted to
the EMP data. It is important to stress that the table simply indicates the
emphasis that parties assign to each policy category (or, if you wish, the amount
of text for each policy area): low entries do not necessarily indicate negative
positions.

Looking at the entries in Table 1, three main observations can be made.
First, the manifestos of the national parties grouping in the EPP and the S&D
mainly emphasise the same categories. For both political Groups, the most
‘popular’ issue is international co-operation (including stronger co-operation in
the EU). It is then followed by positive references to the EU institutions (support
for a European constitution and positive references to the Parliament and the
Commission), ranking second for the EPP and third for the S&D and, finally, by
expansion of the welfare state (although the space devoted to expanding the
welfare state is almost double in the S&D manifestos: 13.8 % versus 7%). For the
rest, the EPP parties devote more space to issues of traditional morality (support
for a traditional family, religion, etc.) and to the market economy. In turn, the
S&D parties give a more prominent role to the protection of the environment
and to state intervention in the economy.

The second observation concerns the ALDE and the two leftist political
Groups (the Greens-EFA and the GUE-NGL). Even though international co-
operation still ranks high in their issue priorities, each of them assigns a special
prominence to a particular policy category. Thus, the ALDE Group is very
supportive of the market economy (11.9%), the Greens-EFA parties devote one-
fourth of their manifestos to environmental protection (24%), while the GUE-
NGL demands a stronger welfare state and supports an assertive role for the
state in the economy. Finally, the ECR and the EFD distinguish themselves with a
markedly Euro-sceptic rhetoric: negative references to the EU institutions occupy
one-fifth of the ECR manifestos and are ranked second in the hierarchy of
priorities of the EFD, where they are accompanied by a very pronounced
nationalistic appeal (30.5%). Both Groups devote much space to institutional
affairs and support administrative efficiency and strong executives in the
Member States. Furthermore, the EFD puts a particular emphasis on the issue of
democracy, which becomes a critique of the anti-democratic nature of the EU,
and it supports de-centralisation (opposing centralisation at EU level).
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Table 1: Political Group priorities as revealed by their Euro-manifestos

EPP S&D ALDE Greens-EFA |GUE-NGL |ECR EFD
International Co- 12.7 (1) |14.3(1) |192(2) |8.3(3) 7.8 (3) 53 1.8
operation
Military Strength 3.8 1.4 1.6 0.1 0.2 1.2 0.3
Peace 1.4 34 21 5.8 6.6 2.7 0.6
Nationalism 1.9 1.1 1.9 1.3 3.2 53 30.5 (1)
Special Relations 1.7 0.7 1 0.5 1.4 3.2 0.1
Enlargements 3.9 1.1 2.1 0.8 0.5 0.1 2
Constitutional Affairs
EU Positive 10.2(2) |8.1(3) |5.7 8.2 5.8 6.5 2.8
EU Negative 3.1 1.7 3.6 2.6 5.1 20.8 (1) [12.7 (2)
Democracy 2.8 4.3 4.9 5.4 5.9 3.3 7.6
Government 3.3 49 2.7 1.6 2.7 11 (2) 8.2 (3)
Decentralization 4 2.4 4.1 3.4 3 1.4 5
Civil Liberties, Justice &
Home Affairs
Freedom and HR 2.4 2.1 35 5.6 4 1.5 3
Traditional Morality | 6.6 4.3 5.4 1 1.8 9.8 (3) 5.9
&Order
Economic and Monetary
Affairs
Market Economy 6.4 5.4 11.9(1) | 2.6 3.6 7.4 4.4
Planned/Mixed Economy |1 1.5 1 1.1 7.9 (2) 1.6 1.3
Economic Infrastructure |6 5.5 5.7 13 2 11 2
Social Affairs
Welfare State Limitation |0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0.4 0.1
Welfare State Expansion |7 (3) 13.8(2) |7.6 10.4 (2) 145(1) |1.6 1.2
Social Group Politics 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.6 0.3 0 0
Environment
Environmental Protection |4.1 6.6 8.2(3) |24(1) 7.5 3.9 4.3
Agricolture
Agriculture 3.1 2.5 3.6 3.7 2.1 5.9 0.5

Note: Entries are means of national parties emphases (% sentences belonging to each
category) - weighted per number of MEPs per national party. In bold the highest entry
per row. The numbers in parentheses indicate the three most emphasized issues per

political Group.
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These data seem to indicate that the political Groups are quite clearly
distinguished according to the issues they prioritise. In economic and social
affairs, references in favour of a market economy and — although it is hardly
mentioned by parties — for a limitation of the welfare state clearly separate the
ALDE, the ECR and the EPP (to the right) from the other groupings (to the left).
With regard to the support for European integration, a divide emerges between
the ECR and the EFD (strongly opposed) vis-a-vis the other political groupings,
where positive and negative references to the EU lean towards the positive side,
moderately so for the GUE-NGL and convincingly so for the other political
Groups.

Has the enlargement towards Central and Eastern Europe brought any
change to the above picture? Do the parties from the post-communist systems
make up a politically distinct sub-group? In order to address these questions
(see, also, Klingemann, 2007: 29-32), Table 2 displays the means of the share of
the manifesto sentences referring to the usual policy domains, grouping the
national parties by region (whether they are from the ‘Old’ EU or from Central
and Eastern Europe). The last column lists the total means together with the
results of a statistical (difference-of-means) test. It can certainly be observed
that, in the majority of categories, there are no important differences between
the parties from the two regions. If we limit our focus to those categories
highlighted in bold — the most emphasised per policy domain — Central and
Eastern European parties are significantly different only in ‘traditional morality,
law and order’ and for environmental issues. The latter is easily explained: there
are almost no Green parties in our sample (and very few, in general, in Central
and Eastern Europe). The difference in the former category is, instead,
specifically due to the fact that most CEE parties joining the EPP or the ECR
Group — for instance, the Polish Law and Justice, the Latvian People’s Party, the
Lithuanian New Era or the Slovakian Christian Democratic Movement — put a
very strong emphasis on this category, as no Western European party does.

Looking more broadly at the other categories, significant differences are
to be found in the emphasis on “special relationships” (in CEE manifestos, a fairly
prominent place is clearly occupied by the relationships with Russia); on
“economic infrastructure” (where CEE parties predictably raise their voice more
loudly) and on “planned economy”, which post-communist countries — quite
understandably — tend to downplay. Overall, the impact of the ‘Big Bang’
enlargement, albeit not negligible, appears to be limited to a few well-delineated
issue areas.

In order to present the political cohesion (or heterogeneity) of the
political Groups more accurately, the policy positions of the national parties
which received at least one parliamentary seat in the 2009 European Parliament
elections have been displayed in a bi-dimensional space, in which the horizontal
axis represents the left-right position and the vertical axis represents the anti-pro
European integration position of the parties. The two axes have been selected
for their relevance in European politics: several empirical studies, based upon a
wide-range of data and methods, have convincingly demonstrated that the left-
right and the integration dimension constitute a parsimonious but fairly accurate
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Table 2: political priorities in Western and Eastern Europe

Old Europe New Europe Total
(93) (31) (124)
Domains:
1. External Affairs
International Cooperation 10 9.5 9.9
Military Power 1.1 1.2 1.2
Peace 3.5 2.7 33
Nationalism 3.2 4 34
Special Relations 0.9 2.4 1.5%*
Enlargements 1.8 0.6 1.5%*
2. Constitutional Affairs
EU positive 7.8 6.3 7.5
EU negative 4.7 4.3 4.6
Democracy 4.9 3.8 4.6%*
Decentralization 4.4 3.1 4
Government 4.3 34 4.1
3. Civil Liberties, Justice &
Home Affairs
Freedom and HR 3.2 2.6 3.1
Traditional Morality, Law 4.4 9.4 5.7**
&  Order
4. Economic and
Monetary Affairs
Market Economy 5.8 5.7 5.8
Planned/Mixed Economy 2.3 1.1 2%*
Economic Infrastructure 3.7 5.8 4.2%*
5. Social Affairs
Welfare State Expansion 9.5 12.8 10.3
Social Group Politics 0.2 0.6 0.3
6. Environment
Environmental Protection 8.6 4.3 7.5%*
7. Agriculture
Agriculture 3 3.8 3.2

Note: Entries are weighted means of national parties emphases (% sentences
belonging to each category). ** sig. .01 (analysis of variance, robust estimates). In

bold the main issue per policy domain.
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Graph 1: The EPP, the S&D and the ALDE Groups in a bi-dimensional space
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accurate representation of the EU (and EP) policy space (i.e., Hix et al., 2007;
McElroy, Benoit, 2007).

In the scatter-plots (Graph 1 and Graph 2), the short-dashed line
graphically represents the weighted mean position of the national parties, the
long-dashed line depicts the position of the corresponding Euro-party (when
present), while the continuous line is simply the mid-point of the scale. Each
Member State party is represented by a circle. The bigger the circle, the more
MEPs a party received in the 2009 EP elections. In order to get a measure of the
policy position and of the ‘spread’ of the Groups, we have computed weighted
means and standard deviations (reported in Table 3). Starting with the Group of
the European People’s Party, it can be seen that the vast majority of its
constituent national parties are in the top-right quadrant (right-of-the-centre
position and pro- European). The mean position of the national parties on the
left-right dimension is 12.9 while the position on European integration is 11.5.
The EPP appears to be more cohesive on the EU dimension (standard deviation
(sd) = 1.1) than on the left-right axis (sd = 1.7).

In the graph, this is visually displayed by the more pronounced overlapping of
the circles around the vertical mean than around the horizontal mean.
Furthermore, there are a few parties on the left-hand side quadrant and others
moderately critical of the EU. Leaning more towards the left-hand side, we have
the Italian SVP (indeed, contesting the elections with the centre-left coalition in
Italy), the Finnish National Coalition and the Belgian Humanistic Democratic
Centre, while the Bavarian CSU and the Italian UDC lean more towards the right-
hand side. The Latvian People’s Party and a few other parties grouped around
the mid-point of the scale seem, instead, more critical towards the EU. It should
also be noted that the big five (the German CDU, the Italian PDL, the French
UMP, the Polish PO and the Spanish PP) are all quite close in the policy space.

Moving forward, the S&D Group occupies a centre-left position and is in
favour of European integration. Its component parties are more cohesive on the
anti-pro EU integration dimension (sd = 0.6) than on the left-right axis (sd = 1.4).
The UK Labour Party is the furthest to the right, while the Belgian, French-
speaking, Socialists occupy the furthest left position. It is interesting to note that
the Euro-party (PES) position on the left-right axis (9.9) is fairly more centrist
than the national parties’” mean (9). Finally, the ALDE Group is placed at the
centre of the political spectrum and its constituent parties are pro-European.
Here, again, there is almost double the variation on socio-economic policies than
on the integration dimension. According to the manifesto estimates, only two
parties deviate markedly from this centrist position: the Flemish Open VLD and
the Estonian Reform Party, occupying a right-wing position. The position of the
ELDR party (one of the two Euro-parties represented in the ALDE Group) almost
coincides with the mean position of the national parties.

Overall, these data indicate that the three bigger political Groups can
hardly be distinguished from one another and are all internally cohesive on
European integration. A wider range of positions is represented on the left-right
spectrum, where the political Groups are internally more heterogeneous, but
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their respective positions are also quite distinct: the EPP occupies a centre-right
position, the ALDE is firmly at the centre and the S&D lies at the centre-left of the
policy space.

The positions concerning the other Groups are displayed in Graph 2. In
line with conventional descriptions of the EP policy space, the Greens-EFA and
the GUE-NGL are located on the left-hand side, while the Conservatives (ECR) on
the right-hand side of the spectrum. The Europe of Freedom and Democracy
Group (EFD) occupies a right-wing position — even if one of its main constituent
parties, the Italian Northern League (Lega Nord), is placed on the left by its
manifesto data regarding economic policy, where the state plays an active role.
Both the Greens and the Communist parties are fairly dispersed on socio-
economic policy, but the biggest constituent parties are firmly on the left-hand
side. The ECR Group is remarkably cohesive on the two dimensions (sd = 0.8) and
its member parties are all in the bottom-right quadrant (right-wing and Euro-
sceptic). However, it is the EFD Group that has the most critical views towards
European integration (no party in our sample is as opposed to European
integration as the UK Independence Party).

If a two-dimensional display allows for a synthetic and fairly accurate
representation of the EU policy space, it is also true that the real policy spaces
where parties compete are highly multidimensional. Nonetheless, empirical
analyses need to cope with a trade-off: a mono or bi-dimensional space is
parsimonious and simple, but, at times, insufficient to grasp the complexity of
the political world; in turn, a multi-dimensional space could better represent
reality, but further problems could arise in interpretation (for example, Laver,
Hunt, 1992:11-15). In this chapter, rather than taking sides in this debate, we
decided to explore both paths.

Having already presented the EMP data in a bi-dimensional context, we
now turn to a multi-dimensional space, by making use of the EU Profiler data.
The EU Profiler team has computed seven policy scales out of the thirty items of
the questionnaire submitted to political parties, with reference to: liberal society,
the expanded welfare state, economic liberalisation, restrictive financial policy,
law and order, restrictive immigration policy and environmental protection. As
we have already underlined, they were carefully selected by the EU Profiler
researchers after an examination of party discourse and priorities. Table 4
reports the means of the political Groups together with their standard deviations
to measure the Group cohesion on the specified dimension. Also, in order to
offer a quicker appreciation of the policy spaces occupied by the EP political
Groups, spider graphs are displayed (Graph 3). In a spider graph, each spike
represents a policy dimension, while the area obtained by connecting the
positions of the Groups on each dimension depicts the policy space that each
political Group occupies.
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Graph 2: The smaller Groups in a bi-dimensional space
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parties represented in the Group.

Table 3: the political Groups on the left-right and anti-pro EU integration scales

Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
national parties (sd) |Euro-party national parties (sd) |Euro-party
EPP 12.9 (1.7) 13.7 11.5(1.1) 11.8
S&D 9(1.4) 9.9 12 (0.6) 11.3
ALDE 10.2 (1.7) 10.4 11.6 (0.9) 11.6
Greens-EFA 5.6 (1.2) 4.7 10.5 (0.7) 10.8
GUE-NGL 4.5 (2) - 9.5(1.1) -
ECR 12.9(0.8) - 7.8 (0.8) -
EFD 11.1 (2.6) - 4 (4) -

Note: entries in the column “national parties” are weighted means (standard deviations)
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Table 4: policy position and cohesion of the political Groups on seven policy scales

EPP S&D ALDE Greens-EFA  GUE-NGL ECR EFD
(39) (28) (26) (21) (16) (8) (6)
Liberal Society 5.4 12.8 11.5 17.7 16.3 9.7 7.7
(2.5) (2.6) (3.6) (2.1) (2.2) (5.1) (4.7)
Economic 10.3 4.8 10.1 3.1 4.5 10.7 13.4
Liberalization (2.3) (2.1) (4.4) (1.8) (3.2) (2.7) (5)
Restrictive financial 10 4.8 10.6 3.9 53 10.5 13.2
policy (2.6) (2.2) (4) (2.2) (3.3) (4.4) (5.5)
Law and order 16 8.6 9.7 2 53 12.3 14.8
(3) (3.1) (3.6) (2.9) (4.1) (4.6) (4.6)
Restrictive immigration 12.3 7.9 9.1 5.7 6.8 7.4 16.9
policy (4.4) (3.7) (4.2) (2.8) (4.5) (4.9) (2)
Environmental 9.1 15.2 10.7 17.4 16.2 9.6 5.3
protection (4.5) (3.7) (6.6) (3) (3) (3.4) (4.2)
Expanded Welfare 10 16.9 10.7 17.6 19 11.3 8
State (3.9) (2.7) (5.3) (2.7) (3.5) (2.5) (5.6)

Note: entries are weighted means, standard deviations in parentheses. Under the name
of the Group, in parentheses, the number of cases. In bold sd > 4.5

Before looking at the spider graphs, let us focus on the dispersion of the national
parties. Table 4 highlights, in bold, the standard deviations with particularly high
values. Clearly, with high standard deviations, the national party members of a
Group occupy a broad range of positions on the selected dimension. Among the
political Groups, the S&D and the Greens appear to be the most coherent. On
the other hand, both the ECR and, in particular, the EFD appear to be, instead,
the expression of a wide range of positions. For instance, the parties in the ECR
have very diverse opinions on ‘law and order’ (indicating harsher punishments
for criminals and restriction of civil liberties to fight terrorism) and ‘restrictive
immigration policy’. However, the EFD is by far the most heterogeneous political
Group, with its component parties broadly differing in almost all the dimensions
—and only agreeing upon the need for a restrictive immigration policy.

As it has already been pointed out by looking at the EMP data, the
cohesion of the S&D stands out among the biggest political Groups, while the
EPP appears quite divided on environmental protection (to be more precise, on
the need to prioritise the protection of the environment over other economic
goals) and on immigration policies. The ALDE parties display a very pronounced
variation on environmental protection (sd = 6.6) and on welfare expansion (for
example, on the need to increase social programmes, healthcare services and
créches), as was, in any case, easily predictable, given the traditional distinction
between social (left-wing) and market (right-wing) liberalism.
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Graph 3: Spiders (EU Profiler)
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b) the smaller political Groups

FCR Greens-EFA
Lib Soc
Lib Soc
100
Wel X Eco Lib Vel | 75
el 75 CO LI
50
5
. ] . Envi 44)
Envi Financial
Immigration Law Immigration Law
EFD GUE-NGL
Lib Soc
Lib Soc
100 100
Wel 75 Eco Lib Wel | Eco
75
50 50
Ybﬂ g 5
Envi Financial Envi A \
Immigration Law
Immigration Law
Note: the seven dimensions are: ‘Lib Soc’ - liberal society; ‘Eco Lib’ - economic
liberalisation; ‘Financial’ - restrictive financial policy; ‘Law’ - law and order;

‘Immigration’- restrictive immigration policy; ‘Envi’ - environmental protection; ‘Wel’ -
expanded welfare state. The higher the value on a dimension, the stronger the
agreement of the Group on the policies expressed by the specified dimension.

The spider graphs are a very effective way of looking at the policy
positions and at the policy differences between the political Groups. As can easily
be seen in the graph below, the polygon, delineated by the national party
positions on the seven dimensions, occupies an area stretching towards the
upper-left corner for the S&D, the Greens-EFA and the GUE-NGL, an area
stretching towards the bottom-right corner for the EPP, the EFD and (less so) the
ECR and, finally, an area delineated by the mid-point of the scales in the case of
the ALDE.
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In more detail, the Greens-EFA and the GUE-NGL occupy a very similar
(almost identical) policy space, while the S&D Group also ranks high on both
environmental protection and the need for further welfare protection. However,
it is less in favour (albeit still over the mid-point of the scale) of policies for the
recognition of same sex marriages, the legalisation of euthanasia and the de-
criminalisation of soft drugs (grouped under “social liberalism”).

The ALDE, similarly to what we observed for the Euromanifesto data,
neatly separates the left from the right, occupying the mid-point in almost all
scales. On economic policies, the ALDE is hardly distinguishable from the EPP or
the ECR. They are, instead, distinct in the ‘law and order’ dimension (both the
EPP and the ECR are for tougher measures against criminals and tolerate some
restrictions of civil liberties in the fight against terrorism) and on immigration
(where the ECR is, overall, less restrictive). The EFD resembles the EPP with ‘law
and order’, but it supports more restrictive immigration policies and is more in
favour of a neo-liberal economic agenda, albeit, as we emphasised in the
previous section, with a very wide variation of positions among its constitutive
parties.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

This chapter has studied the policy positions and the ideological coherence of the
political Groups as they were constituted after the 2009 European Parliament
elections. The analysis began with an assessment of the provision — contained in
the Chamber Rules of Procedures since 1958 — that political Groups have to be
formed according to their ‘political affinities’. It has been shown that this
disposition is formal and it is only applicable when a political Group explicitly
refuses to acknowledge that it rests on some (even loose) ideological bases. A
Group ‘political affinity’ is the result of political choices, rather than legal
requirements: Groups remain free to set their own conditions for membership.
Thus, an appreciation of the cohesion of the political Groups cannot but be made
empirically. This chapter has sought to do so by relying on two different data
sources: the Euromanifestos issued by national parties for the European
Parliament elections and the self-placement of parties on some well-known
policy dimensions. The aim of the empirical analysis was based upon mapping
the issue priorities and the positions of the political Groups together with the
variations among their constituent national parties.

Following a traditional reading of European party politics, as based upon a
small number of well defined party families with core values and identities, the
findings have shown that the political Groups (or, to be more precise, the
national parties that make them up) emphasise ‘their own’ issues, and, in this
sense, are distinguishable from one another. In other words, there are inter-
party differences. The liberal ALDE placed its strongest emphasis on the market
economy, the Greens on environment, the Communist GUE-NGL on welfare state
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expansion, the conservative ECR on law and order, and the EFD on Euro-
scepticism and restrictive immigration policies. From the Euromanifestos, it was
more difficult to appreciate the differences in priorities between the Christian-
Democratic (conservative) EPP and the Social-Democrats. Nevertheless, the EU
Profiler data clearly emphasised that the S&D supports liberal society and a
stronger welfare state, while the EPP is in favour of a more market-driven
economic policy combined with a more traditional orientation towards social-
liberal issues. Furthermore, despite all the warnings which accompanied the ‘Big
Bang’ enlargement towards Central and Eastern Europe, its impact on the
cohesion and the policy agenda of the political Groups has been moderate. CEE
parties have some distinct priorities (especially in foreign and economic policies)
but, overall, they are far from constituting a separate sub-group. To re-iterate
the EU motto for the political Groups, it could be argued that, even in the EU-27,
they are still “United in Diversity”, with very diverse Member State parties in
terms of their national origin, which are, nonetheless, united in terms of their
policy preferences.

The analysis conducted for each political Group has revealed some
interesting aspects, including quite strong internal cohesion within each Group.
There are exceptions, of course, and the cohesion does not apply to every issue
area, but the foundations for coherent transnational parties are clearly
identifiable. The EPP occupies a right-of-the-centre policy space — with a position
on socio-economic policies similar to that of the ECR. This analysis confirms the
shifting towards the conservative pole of the former Christian-Democratic Group
— even though some of its constitutive parties still stick to a centre, if not slightly
leftist, position. However, the position of the EPP towards European integration
is firmly supportive, while the ECR is firmly Euro-sceptical (or, as they prefer,
“Euro-realist”). The implication of this finding is that the separation between the
EPP and its former ED component (including the UK Conservatives) has enhanced
the cohesion of the EPP on this important dimension. The Socialists (S&D Group)
are the most cohesive of the three ‘historical’ political Groups: this finding is
confirmed both by the Manifesto and the Profiler data. The classic literature on
the EP Groups has traditionally emphasised the relative ideological homogeneity
of the Socialists on socio-economic policies. However, the S&D is currently a very
unified Group also in terms of its support for the European integration project.
The times when it was found to be more divided over the EU than on left-right
policies (Hix, Lord, 1997:18) seem to be definitely over. Finally, the ALDE Group is
certainly united on its support for European integration, although it is more
varied in socio-economic policies. Indeed, this is a classic problem for liberal
parties, which are traditionally divided into a left-wing and a right-wing group.
Furthermore, all data unambiguously show that the ALDE is occupying the centre
of the policy spectrum and its main competitors for this important position
appear, at present, to be the Social-Democrats, rather than the EPP.

For the other political Groups, the picture is also clear: on the left, the
Greens-EFA has adopted a pro-European position (with little variation among its
parties), while the GUE-NGL is more critical of, but not outright opposed to, the
EU. On the right, the ECR and the EFD are the strongest opponents of the
European project. Furthermore, all data showed that the latter political Group is
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the least coherent in policy terms, with very diverse preferences among its
national parties on specific policy issues as well as on the left-right scale.

On a more general level, these findings are reasonably favourable for the
prospects of EU democracy. The main political Groups have cohesive and well-
identifiable positions on left-right policies. Among the smallest political Groups,
only the EFD shows a clear lack of ideological cohesion on the socio-economic
dimension, but, with all the evidence, it is united by its strong anti-EU
perspective. Political Groups can then translate this relative homogeneity into a
concrete legislative agenda which, in the post-Lisbon context and with the
extension of co-decision, has become more important. Political Groups, with the
help of their associated Euro-parties, should become capable of effectively
proposing their manifestos and working programmes to the European voters, to
confront them with a choice among the alternatives. In order to facilitate this
development, some institutional and organisational reforms might be suggested,
as other chapters in this report will address.

31



Key Summary

For the prospect of the EU democracy, homogeneous political groups are crucial
in providing the European voters with a meaningful programmatic supply;

The requirement of “political affinities” to form a Group is a necessary but not
sufficient condition to guarantee that the transnational groupings will represent
coherent political cultures;

The impact of the “Big Bang” enlargement on the cohesion and the policy agenda
of the Political Groups has been quite limited;

The main political Groups have cohesive and well-detectable positions on left-

right policies, while among the smaller Groups only the EFD reveals a lack of
ideological affinity;

32



Appendix: Analysis of ideological cohesion
A. National parties included in the analysis of ideological cohesion (EMP data-set)

Group of the European People's Party

ID Country Party No. Seats Data Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
1 Germany Cbu 34 2004 14.3 11.2
2 Germany Csu 8 2004 15.9 9.7
3 France UMP 29 1999 10.9 12.6
4 Italy PDL (FI) 28 2004 13.3 11.4
5 Italy uDC 5 2004 15.6 9.3
6 Italy SVP 1 2004 8.1 11.1
7 Poland PO 25 2004 13.6 12.8
8 Spain PP 23 2004 14.2 11.6
9 Hungary FIDESZ 14 2004 12.8 10.1
10 Portugal PSD/CDS-PP 10 2004 10.5 11.1
11 Greece ND 8 2004 10.9 11.4
12 Austria ovp 6 2004 13.1 14.3
13 Netherlands  CDA 5 2004 12.3 12.6
14 Sweden MSP 5 2004 14.1 11
15 Sweden KD 1 2004 10.8 11.4
16 Slovakia SMK 4 2004 9.8 11.6
17 Slovakia KDH 2 2004 13.3 10.1
18 Finland KK 4 2004 7.9 11
19 Ireland Fine Gael 4 2004 10.2 12.2
20 Lithuania TS-LK 4 2004 13 9.5
21 Belgium CD&V 3 2004 12 12.7
22 Belgium CDH 1 2004 8.8 12.4
23 Luxembourg CSV 3 2004 15.3 12.1
24 Czech Rep KDU-CSL 2 2004 13 11.8
25 Cyprus DISY 2 2004 11.7 11.8
26 Latvia JL 2 2004 10.1 11.6
27 Latvia TP 1 2004 12.8 7.5
28 Malta PN 2 2004 12.3 11.7
29 Slovenia SDS 2 2004 12.5 11.3
30 Slovenia NSI 2 2004 13.5 10
31 Denmark KF 1 2001 11.9 12.1
32 Estonia IL 1 2004 12.3 9.7

n (parties) = 32; Total seats = 243; Coverage MEPs = 243/265 = 91.7%; Coverage States = 24/26 = 92.3%
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Socialists and Democrats

ID Country Party No. Seats Data Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
33 Germany SPD 23 2004 8.3 11.9
34 Italy PD 21 2004 8.3 11.5
35 Spain PSOE-PSC 21 2004 8.6 12.5
36 France PS 14 2004 10.9 12.2
37 UK Labour 13 2004 12.1 12.7
38 Greece PASOK 8 2004 8.7 11.9
39 Czech Rep CSSD 7 2004 10.2 12.8
40 Polonia SLD-UP 7 2004 7.6 12.3
41 Portugal PSP 7 1999 10 12.8
42 Slovakia Smer 5 2004 8.5 11.3
43 Sweden Sdap 5 2004 7.1 10.9
44 Austria Spo 4 2004 9.1 11
45 Denmark SD 4 2004 7.4 11.6
46 Hungary MSZP 4 2004 11.6 12.5
47 Belgium PS 3 2004 6.3 11.6
48 Belgium SPA 2 2004 7.1 11.2
49 Ireland LP 3 2004 8.1 11.3
50 Lithuania LSDP 3 2004 8.6 9.6
51 Malta LP 3 2004 9.9 11.3
52 Netherlands PvDA 3 2004 8.6 11.7
53 Finland SDP 2 2004 7.1 10.9
54 Slovenia ZLSD 2 2004 9.5 12.2
55 Estonia SDE 1 2004 6.3 11.4
56 Luxembourg LSAP 1 2004 9.2 12.8

n (parties) = 24

Total seats = 166

Coverage MEPs = 166/184 = 90%
Coverage States = 23/27 = 85%
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Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe

ID Country Party No. Seats Data Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
57 Germany FDP 12 1999 12 11.8
58 UK Lib 11 2004 10.5 11.2
59 Italy DiPietro 7 2001 7.9 12.4
60 France MoDem 6 2004 10.5 12.7
61 Belgium VLD 3 2004 14.9 9.9
62 Belgium MR 2 2004 104 10.5
63 Denmark Venstre 3 2004 10.8 12.7
64 Finland Kesk 3 2004 8.2 11.6
65 Finland SFP 1 2004 7.8 12.2
66 Ireland Fianna Fail 3 2004 8.7 11.2
67 Netherlands D-66 3 2004 8.6 11.6
68 Netherlands VVD 3 2004 104 11.6
69 Sweden FP 3 2004 9.7 11.5
70 Sweden Center 1 2004 8.9 11
71 Estonia K 2 2004 9.8 11.5
72 Estonia ER 1 2004 14.7 11.5
73 Latvia LC 1 2004 9.5 10
74 Lithuania DP 1 2004 10.1 10.8
75 Lithuania LCS 1 2004 9.5 111
76 Luxembourg PD DP 1 2004 10.5 11.2
77 Slovenia LDS 1 2004 9.3 12
78 Spain Ciu 1 2004 7.8 10.7
79 Spain PNV 1 2004 8.7 104
80 Cyprus DYKO 1 2004 111 12.3

Total Parties = 24
Total seats = 72
Coverage MEPs = 72/84 = 86%
Coverage States =17/ 18 = 94%
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Greens-EFA

ID Country Party No. Seats Data Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
81 Germany Die Grunen 14 2004 4.7 10.8
82 France Europe 14 1999 5 10.9
Ecologie

83 Netherlands GL 3 2004 6.9 11
84 Austria Die Grunen 2 1999 4.8 10.4
85 Belgium Ecolo 2 2004 7.8 10.2
86 Belgium Groen! 1 2004 7.8 10.2
87 Denmark SF 2 2004 5 9.7
88 Finland Vihreat 2 2004 6.9 10.5
89 Sweden MPG 2 2004 7 8.2
90 UK Greens 2 2004 5.4 9.4
91 UK PC 1 2004 6.4 11
92 UK SNP 1 2004 9.4 10.2
93 Latvia LC 1 2004 8.5 9.2
94 Luxembourg DG 1 2004 4.7 10.8
95 Spain Verdes 1 2004 4.7 10.8

Total Parties = 15
Total Seats = 49
Coverage MEPs = 49/55=89.1%

Coverage Countries =12/14 =85.7%
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GUE-NGL

ID Country Party No. Seats Data Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
96 Germany Linke 7 2004 4.9 10.4
97 France Gauche 5 2004 2.3 9.2
98 Czech Rep KSCM 4 2004 3.8 10.2
99 Cyprus AKEL 2 2004 7.1 9.9
100 Greece KKE 2 2004 5.2 8.1
101  Greece SYR 1 2004 8.5 9.9
102 Netherlands SP 2 2004 2 9.8
103  Portugal Cbu 2 1999 5.4 8.7
104  Spain U 2 2004 3 10
105 Denmark FB 1 2004 7.6 6.3
106 Ireland Sinn Fein 1 2004 3.7 9.2
107  Finland VAS 1 2004 2.3 10.8
109 Nor Ireland  Sinn Fein 1 2004 3.7 9.2
110  Sweden VP 1 2004 8.7 7

Total Parties = 13

Total Seats = 33

Coverage MEPs = 33/35 =94.3%
Coverage States = 13/14 =92.9%
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ECR

ID Country Party No. Seats Data Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
111 UK Cons 24 2004 13 7.2
112 Poland Law Justice 15 2004 12.1 7.4
113 Czech OoDSs 9 2004 14 8.7

Republic
114  Latvia LNNK 1 2004 11 9.7
116 Hungary Democratic 1 2004 14.6 9.8

Forum
117  Netherlands CU 1 2004 13.5 9.5
115 Norlreland UUP 1 2004 10.6 9.6
Total Parties =7
Total seats = 543
Coverage MEPs =52/54 = 96.3%
Coverage States = 6/8 = 75%
EFD

ID Country Party No. Seats Data Left-Right Anti-Pro EU
116 UK UKIP 12 2004 11.4 0
117  ltaly LN 9 2004 8 8.6
118  Denmark DF 2 1999 16.2 5.1
119  Greece Laos 2 2004 14.7 4.8
120  France MPF 1 2004 141 2.2
121 Netherlands SGP 1 2004 13.5 9.5
Seats: 27

Coverage MEPs =27/31=87.1%
Coverage States=6/9=66.7%
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B. EU Profiler Data: summary of the data employed in the analysis

Group No. parties No. seats Coverage seats Coverage States
EPP 39 254 254/265 (95.8%) 26/26 (100%)
S&D 28 182 182/184 (99%)  27/27 (100%)
ALDE 26 80 80/84 (95.2%) 18/18 (100%)
Greens-EFA 21 55 55 /55 (100%) 14/14 (100%)
GUE-NGL 16 34 34/35 (97.1%) 13/14 (92.9%)
ECR 8 54 53/54 (98.1%) 7/8 (87.5%)

EFD 6 26 26/31 (83.9%) 6/9 (66.7%)

Note: ‘No. parties’ is the number of parties included in the sample per political Group;
‘No. seats’ the number of seats expressed by the n parties in the first column; ‘coverage
seats’ is the share of MEPs (per political Group) included in the sample; ‘coverage States’
is the share of Member States (per political Group) represented in the sample.
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2. Candidate Selection and Trans-nationalisation

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The selection of political leaders, including candidate MPs, has always been
considered one of the fundamental functions of political parties. At the same
time, the selections processes involved are often far from being transparent, and
in a classic study of the subject have been described as ‘the secret garden of
politics’ (Gallagher & Marsh 1988). At European level, such a ‘garden’ is also not
particularly transparent, and it is also not clear to what extent national
considerations dominate the MEP selection processes of parties. Regulation
2004/2003 clarifies the distinction of duties between EP Groups and Political
Parties at the European Level (PPELs) and assigns to the latter the responsibility
for the campaign and conduct European elections. PPELs are often not active
directly, since national parties are intended to be the instrument through which
they should campaign. At the same time, these national parties are often
believed to be the main obstacle to the effectiveness of the PPELs, since the
elections that they organise and contest are usually national in focus. The
evident tensions involved here are also exacerbated by the MEP selection
process, since this remains the prerogative of the national parties and leads to an
outcome that can have a decisive effect on the functioning of the PPELs.

Candidate selection also has an important impact on the performance of
the parliamentarians after being elected. Research has shown that MEPs from
national parties that have a centralised method of candidate selection tend to be
more likely to defect from EP party group lines (Faas 2002). In contrast, the more
de-centralised the candidate selection is, the greater the possibility for the MEPs
to act as independent politicians and to vote in accordance with their EP party
group, rather than with their national party. This allows us to imagine that true
European deputies, selected by European levels and not by national levels, could
be even more interested in European issues than national ones. Furthermore,
the de-centralised method makes it easier for MEPs to follow the preferences of
the voters and not just those of party leaders (Hix 2004).

For these reasons, it is important for us to describe and analyse in this
report the procedures applied by national parties to establish their electoral lists
of candidates for the elections to the European Parliament. We are concerned
with two different questions here. First, we need to know how centralised or de-
centralised the national candidate selection processes are, since this will have an
impact on the coherence and cohesion of the EP party groups, and hence on the
possibilities for the emergence of genuine transnational parties. Second, we
need to know the extent to which the practices in the Member States differ from
one another, or whether national parties, from wherever in the Union, tend to
converge on a common practice. This also means evaluating the extent to which
there are currently common practices within each EP Group. This, too, would
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mark a favourable indicator for eventual trans-nationalisation. That said, trans-
nationalisation is unlikely to require wholesale uniformity in candidate selection
procedures across all the national parties that are affiliated to a particular EP
Group or federation. Indeed, there is already evidence of tolerance with regard
to the diversity of procedures even within the same national party, in cases
found both in Europe and in the United States, and this diversity is likely to
become even more pronounced with the development of ‘cartel’ and “franchise’
models of party organisation (Katz and Mair 1995; Carty 2004).

2.2 TWO DIMENSIONS OF ANALYSING THE CANDIDATE SELECTION
PROCEDURE

Traditionally, studies regarding candidate selection procedures raise two
questions: at which level within the party (territorial dimension), and through
which method within the party (exclusion-inclusion dimension) the electoral
lists are drawn-up. Furthermore, the existing literature often divides the
selection process with regard to its timing into at least two main phases: the
nomination of candidates, on the one hand, and the final decision on the
composition of the lists, on the other (Luther 2007, p. 36).

This means that, first, each of the European national parties can be
categorised along the territorial dimension upon the basis of which level (the
local, the regional or the national) plays the key role in the nomination phase,
and which in deciding (and eventually ordering) the electoral lists. Second, each
of the parties can be categorised along the inclusiveness dimension upon the
basis of which body (the leader, the national executive, the assembly, the
members’ conference, the members in party primaries, all voters in open
primaries) is responsible for the nomination and the final decision. It is upon this
basis that the degree of centralisation and de-centralisation will be evaluated, as
well as the degree of convergence and divergence across national boundaries.

The data we analyse comes from a wide variety of published sources, and
we have also relied heavily on Lehmann 2009. This last volume aimed at
analysing the likely impact of Political Parties at European Level (PPEL) on the
national parties’ selection procedures, and was based mainly upon an analysis of
the party statutes and on interviews with party officials. Although little influence
from the PPELs was found by the contributors to the volume, the data are very
useful for our purposes here.

In order to determine the location of parties along these dimensions, we
have assigned a numerical value to each level (for the territorial dimension) and
to each party body (for the exclusion-inclusion variable) that plays a role in
selecting the candidatures. When a phase of the selection process (the right of
proposal or the final decision) lies within the national level, it has been assigned
the value 3. When this role is played at sub-national or regional level, we have
assigned it the value 2. All levels lower than “regional” have been defined as
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“local levels” and been assigned the value 1. When a phase is performed by two
different levels, the assigned value is the average value between the two.

A similar operationalisation has been conducted for the exclusion-
inclusion dimension. In this case, the values range from 1, which has been
assigned to ‘open primaries’ (i.e., primaries open also to non-party members)
through to 6 (i.e., the ‘party leader’, being he/she the chairperson, the president,
the informal leader or any other monocratic charge). For the purposes of this
report, we have tried to code in these terms all the parties that have elected
MEPs or that have reached at least 3% of valid votes in the 2009 EP elections,
but, unfortunately, some data are missing.” Included are 673 MEPs out of 736
(91.44%) and 24 Member States out 27, for a total of 144 national parties or
electoral coalitions. Finally, it is also important to underline that the two
variables are completely independent of one another. For example, the
assignment of some duties to leaders, executives or assemblies, does not
automatically affect the assignment of such a duty to the national level. These
specific leaders, executives or assemblies are not necessarily the national ones,
but they could respectively be regional or local leaders, executives or assemblies.
In general, fixing the list order is considered an important task in those countries
with a closed-list electoral system. Where the lists are open, such a task is not so
relevant and a body which is delegated this task, and only this task, is not
considered as a relevant party organ in selecting the candidatures. In very small
countries with a closed-list, the only candidates that have the possibility of being
elected are those who occupy the first positions (or just the first one). So, the
only body which plays a significant role is that which has the responsibility of
choosing the first positions even if other bodies can choose the other, lower,
positions. Finally, and for the purposes of coding, when more bodies or more
levels in a party play a significant role during the proposal or final decision phase,
this party is included more than once in the tabular data.

2.2 WHO DECIDESD IN NATIONAL PARTIES?

As can be seen in Tables 1, the most common procedure adopted for MEP
candidate selection is a proposal coming from the executive to be accepted or
ratified by the Assembly (22% of cases). In general, more than 48% of proposals
come from the executives, and only 1 case offers a relevant role to the voters
(the availability of self candidature in Greek PASOK). In 13% of cases, national
parties allow their members to propose some candidates or even to nominate

2 Missing data are as follows: All selection procedures for three small countries — (Malta,
Luxembourg and Lithuania); selection procedures for the German community’s parties in
Belgium; for Independents in Estonia and Ireland; for the Eco-Greens in Greece; for the PVV in
the Netherlands; for the “List Dr. Martin — For Democracy, Control, Justice” in Austria; for the PCP
in Portugal; for the PD-L, the PRM and an Independent in Romania; for the Pirate party in
Sweden; and for the regional parties and UKIP in the UK. More details of these missing cases and
of national peculiarities which are too detailed to be included here are available on request from
the authors.
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themselves. During the final decision phase, party members have much more
power than during the proposal phase: 32% of final decisions are made by
members through Primaries or Conferences as against only 19% of proposals. In
total, unifying the proposal and the final decision phase, the use of these ‘open’
procedures is quite limited since less than 3% of national parties allow their
members to control the entire process through Members’ Primaries and even
fewer through Members’ Conferences (1.5%).

Table 1: Exclusion - Inclusion Dimension

Right of Proposal (%)
Voters' | Members' | Members'
(?ers e.m ers embers Assembly | Executive | Leader | TOT
Primary Primary | Conference
voters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Primary
c
2 Members'
3 . 0.5 2.6 1 3.1 6.2 0 13.4
W Primary
o
© '
c Members
Z | conference 0 1,5 2.1 6.2 7.7 1.5 19
Assembly 0.5 3.6 0.5 2.6 22.1 3.6 32.9
Executive 0 4.6 1.5 4.6 10.1 5.1 25.9
Leader 0 1 0.5 2.1 2.1 2.6 8.3
TOT
(n= 195) 1 13.3 5.6 18.6 48.2 12.8 100

Source: own calculations

Table 2 shows us the extent of the control of national levels over the final
decisions, with more than 86% of all of proposals emanating from the national
level. This, however, does not automatically imply executive control of the party
since other organs, including both the members’ conferences and the members’
primaries, if held in the same place (for the conferences) or on the same day (for
the primaries), are considered national level bodies. The Irish Fine Gael and
Fianna Fdil are the only two parties that allow local branches to propose the
candidates and that stop the procedures at the regional level instead of requiring
the local proposals to reach the national level. This is undoubtedly due to the
particular demands of the Single Transferable Vote (STV) electoral system
applied in 4 sub-national constituencies. Another particular case is represented
by the Dutch Christian Democrats (CDA). The proposal, which comes from the
National Party Board (the national executive), has to be approved by local
assemblies, even if “there are few deviations from the recommended list
because it has proven difficult to mobilize enough branches” (Lehmann 2009, p.
214).
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Table 2: Territorial Dimension

Right of Proposal (%)
local regional | national | TOT
E local 0 0 0.5 0.5
§ regional 0.9 9.8 1.9 12.6
‘_g national 20.6 22.3 43.5 86.4
= TOT
N=214 21.5 321 45.9 100

2.2.1 Differentiation by country

Table 3 aggregates the values of the different parties by country and gives a first
clear indication of the variation across the European Union. When we combine
the values for both the proposal and the final decision, we find that Italy
emerges as the most exclusive polity (value 5.15). Looking at each phase
separately, Italy is also the most exclusive polity, closely followed by France in
terms of the proposals, and by Bulgaria and Cyprus in terms of the final decision.
The most inclusive country is Germany, with the value 3.5, which suggests that
the most common procedure is somewhere between the Members’ Conference
and the Party Assembly, in both of which it is possible to express different
opinions from those of the party leadership. Disaggregating the data, we can see
that Greece and Bulgaria seem to be the most inclusive countries during the
proposal phase, while the Netherlands is the most inclusive during the final
decision. The Dutch score of 2.9 is unrivalled for all phases in all countries.

On the territorial dimension, we can easily see that the variance of values
amongst the Member States is quite limited. The only exception is represented
by the United Kingdom with an average value for the proposal and the final
decision of 2.1. Close to this we find Ireland (2.25), Bulgaria (2.30) and Greece
(2.35). In all, 14 of the 24 polities have a value higher than 2.5 (the main
decisional level is close to the national level) with the highest value represented
by Austria. Although not reported in detail here, there are a number of
correlations to this pattern of variation. Parties in large polities tend to be more
exclusive than those in small polities, although this is mainly a feature of
proposing candidates, rather than finalising lists; systems with closed lists tend to
be more inclusive than the others, although, in this case, Ireland is exceptional in
having very open lists and high levels of de-centralisation. In general, however,
the conclusion is clear: though variations exist between polities, they are not
very pronounced, and are certainly not at a level which might prove an obstacle
to effective trans-nationalisation.
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Table 3: The two dimension in the 24 analysed Member States

Right of Proposal Final decision Total
Ex-Incl | Territorial Ex-Incl | Territorial Ex-Incl | Territorial
Belgium 4.5 2.5 4.80 2.90 4.65 2.70
Bulgaria 3.4 1.7 4.80 2.90 4.10 2.30
Czech Rep 4.3 1.9 4.00 3.00 4.15 2.45
Denmark 4.0 2.4 3.90 3.00 3.95 2.70
Germany 3.7 2.3 3.30 2.90 3.50 2.60
Estonia 4.3 2.3 3.30 2.90 3.80 2.60
Ireland 4.8 2.0 4.10 2.50 4.45 2.25
Greece 3.4 2.2 4.40 2.50 3.90 2.35
Spain 5.0 2.3 4.80 3.00 4.90 2.65
France 5.3 2.8 4.10 3.00 4.70 2.90
Italy 5.4 2.8 4.90 3.00 5.15 2.90
Cyprus 4.0 2.4 4.80 3.00 4.40 2.70
Latvia 35 1.9 4.60 3.00 4.05 2,45
Hungary 5.1 3.0 4.00 3.00 4.55 3.00
Netherlands 4.8 2.6 2.90 2.90 3.85 2.75
Austria 5.1 2.9 4.30 3.00 4.70 2.95
Poland 4.9 15 4.10 3.00 4.50 2.25
Portugal 5.7 2.3 4.00 3.00 4.85 2.65
Romania 4.6 1.9 4.10 2.90 4.35 2.40
Slovakia 4.8 2.8 4.30 2.90 4.55 2.85
Slovenia 4.7 2.4 4.10 3.00 4.40 2.70
Finland 4.2 1.9 4.40 3.00 4.30 2.45
Sweden 4.8 2.2 3.40 3.00 4.10 2.60
UK 4.8 2.0 3.60 2.20 4.20 2.10

2.2.2 Differentiation by political affiliation

Figure 1 shows similar summary figures aggregated in this case by party identity.
Here, in particular, it can be assumed that, if there is an obstacle to genuine
trans-nationalisation, it is likely to be provoked by a high level of internal
differentiation. Although we also report differences between groups, these are
less relevant to the issue of trans-nationalisation since there is no expectation
that convergence should be expected across the political spectrum. As in
previous sections, our concern is to test for cohesion and uniformity within each
group. For the purposes of this analysis, we have grouped the national parties
according to their EP Groups. Data can also be aggregated according to
membership of the PPELs, but the picture is more or less the same as that
offered by the Groups.

As can be seen from Figure 1, which summarises the Group scores in
relation to the territorial dimension, the conservative parties (the ECR group) are
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the most de-centralised. Although regional parties are also obviously de-
centralised, they are scored in this case together with the Greens, and hence
come closer to the middle range. The left-wing (GUE-NGL) and right-wing (EFD)
groups are the most centralised, especially during the final decision phase, since
their national parties assign the final decision’s prerogative to the national level.

Figure 1: EP Groups and the Territorial Dimension
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Figure 2: EP Groups and the Exclusion-Inclusion Dimension
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Equivalent data are presented in Figure 2 with respect to the exclusion-inclusion
dimension. In this case, the scale is bounded by the Greens and the Nationalist
parties. Again, the pattern is similar to the PPELs, for which the data are not
reported here, but less extreme in the case of the EP Goups. This could mean
that the EP Groups are less homogenous than their corresponding PPELs. This is
also likely in the case of the EGP-EFA since it is a fusion of two different PPELs
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Figure 3: National Parties in EP Groups and the exclusion - inclusion dimension
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with different traditions and political cultures. For the right wing parties, the
reason may be different. In this case, nationalist parties that succeed in electing
some MEPs can choose to send their deputies into a EP group or to leave them
as unaffiliated MEPs. But, since the latter option offers very limited opportunities
to the MEPs themselves, there are strong incentives to join an EP group, and this,
in turn, can lead to pronounced heterogeneity in the Group itself. Comparable
incentives are not present for the formation of the PPELs and it is likely, for this
reason, that these are more homogenous than the corresponding EP Groups.

The internal degree of homogeneity and heterogeneity along this
dimension is summarised in Figure 3, which shows the different national parties
in the Groups to be scattered across almost all the available positions. In other
words, there is little sign of cohesion or uniformity here. The parties in the S&D
group are more similar to one another than those in the EPP, which is perhaps
not surprising given the relative uniformity and diffiusion of centre-left traditions
in Europe, as compared to the more nationally-specific developmental paths
taken by the centre-right. The ECR is also relatively homogenous, especially in
comparison to the fragmented ALDE picture, but this is also due to the smaller
number of parties involved. Otherwise, however, the Groups reveal relatively
heterogeneous profiles, and while this may not weigh heavily in the end, it is
nevertheless likely to present a stumbling block in the path towards effective
trans-nationalisation and convergence.

2.3 1S EUROPEAN INFLUENCE IMPORTANT?

It is difficult to trace any specific influence exerted by the PPELs or EP groups on
national parties as far as the process of candidate selection is concerned
(Lehmann 2009). In seven countries (Belgium, Italy, Greece, France, the
Netherlands, Slovenia, and Finland), there is simply nothing reported in the
literature. In other countries (Estonia, Spain, Portugal, Sweden), the parties have
been probed on the question, but there are no reports of any European
interference. Only in the remaining countries, and even then not in a
pronounced way, has there been some substantive evidence of a relationship.
These suggest several different patterns (Lehmann 2009).

The first type is an acceptance that incumbent MEPs can exert a strong
influence in ensuring their own re-selection, and hence, albeit indirectly, the EP
Group also exerts an influence. Incumbent MEPS are also reported to have
influenced the party programme on European issues. This incumbency effect has
been reported by the UK Conservatives and Labour, by the Austrian People’s
Party, Freedom Party and Greens, and by the Irish Labour party. The German
parties present a particularly interesting case. In general, it appears that the
European level exerts no influence on the selection process of German parties,
but the fact that many German politicians hold some very key positions at
European level has been taken into consideration in evaluating the candidate
selection processes: for example, Hans-Gert Pottering (CDU), president of the
European Parliament; Martin Schulz (SPD), president of the EP PES group; Silvana
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Koch-Mehrin (FDP), deputy leader of the EP ALDE group; and Lothar Bisky (Linke),
chairman of the Party of the European Left, have all been confirmed as
candidates without any problems.

The second type is represented by a clearly reported dissatisfaction on
the part of the national party towards the former Group. This is the case of the
Polish PiS, which sought to establish contacts with Czech ODS and British
Conservatives to create a new EP group (the ECR), and also the Hungarian
Conservatives (MDF), which expressed a preference to move from the EPP to the
ECR. At the same time, two other parties have moved from a eurosceptic to a
more europhile group: the Slovak LS-HZDS moved from the ID group to the ALDE
through the previous adhesion to the ELDR party, and the Irish Fianna Fdil moved
from AEN to ELDR party and ALDE. The Cypriot DIKO has expressed their
intention to leave the Liberal group for the Socialist one, but the other socialist
Cypriot party, EDEK, has expressed resistance. Two other parties have faced
problems with their EP group or party. The Slovak socialist SMER was suspended
from the PES for two years (2006-08) due to their coalition government formed
with the extreme right-wing SNS, while the Latvian Greens and peasants were
asked to choose definitely between the EGP and the ELDR party.

Other parties have articulated very clear instrumental reasons to explain
their membership in a group. The Slovak Christian-democrat KDH has declared its
participation in the EPP group as instrumental since its priority is national issues.
In the same way, the Danish ‘Movement against the European Union’ has
defined its affiliation with GUE-NGL as ‘Technical’. The left-wing profile of its
MEPs has also influenced this decision. The Danish People’s Party, in turn, has
given its top candidate (and leader) the right to choose whichever group he
wishes.

Several other parties have used their contacts with European levels to
improve their legitimacy in the eyes of the national voters. The Cypriot socialist
EDEK has used the absence of Cypriot MEPs in the second largest EP group (the
S&D) as its main reason to ask voters to fill this gap by voting the Cypriot
Socialists. The same use of its relations with the PES and the S&D has been
pushed by the Latvian LSDSP. The Danish Socialist People’s Party has appealed
for votes by arguing that voting for them is also voting for something bigger, the
European Greens. Even more important is the fact that the Bulgarian Socialist
Party, in 2004, ran in the elections under the name of “European Socialists”. The
experiment, however, was not repeated in 2009.

The only national parties that have confirmed some contacts during the
selection process have been the Romanian PSD, according to which all its
candidatures were reviewed by representatives from the PES; the Czech CSSD,
since the PES had signalled that it appreciates the work of the incumbent CSSD
MEPs and had indicated its support for their inclusion into the electoral list; the
Hungarian Socialists (MSZP), which had had consultations with the PES on the
performance of its incumbent MEPs; the Latvian New Era that had invited some
EPP members to its selecting meetings; and the German FDP, according to which
the ELDR party had expressed some recommendations regarding the
confirmation of some incumbent MEPs. These results are summarised in Table 4.
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One final note: a Czech communist official is reported as expecting stricter co-
operation at European level in order to have a wide portfolio of experts able to
meet all the EP committee assighnments covered by GUE-NGL deputies (Lehmann
2009, p. 38). He turns out to have been the only politician interviewed that asked
for an improvement of the supranational relations amongst parties at European
level.

Table 4: The role of the PPELs in the selection candidate procedures of national parties

Type of influence Parties involved (n) Parties involved (%)
Nothing reported 54 37.5
No relations 62 43.1
Incumbent 10 6.9
Dissatisfaction/problems 7 4.9
instrumental reasons

instrumental re 3 51
legitimating source 4 2.8
Involvement in selection 4 )8
process

TOTAL 144 100

Source: Lehmann (2009).

CONCLUSION

Hazan and Rahat (2006) have suggested that party members are more inclined to
select candidates they know, and therefore they will prefer those who are
already active in politics and have been for some years. Conversely, if the lists
are drawn up by the party leadership, they will seek a more comprehensive
balance by bringing in newcomers and younger people, and by including
candidates who are the representatives of sometimes marginalised social
categories. Both approaches might favour influence on the part of the European
level. On the one hand, when members have a voice in the candidate selection
processes, they might favour incumbents, thereby fostering interest in EP
careers, and hence in institutionalising support for EP Groups. On the other
hand, we might expect leaders to favour ‘new’ categories of candidates,
including those for whom Europe is a priority. This preliminary consideration is
important as a means of underlining that there is nothing specifically ‘European’
or ‘Europe-oriented’ that can be linked to whether the selection mechanisms of
parties are exclusive or inclusive, or whether they are more centralised or more
de-centralised. That is to say that, when we have looked at the selection
procedures under these headings, we have not been concerned with their
Europeanness, as such, but, instead, with the problems of diversity and
uniformity, and with the issue of whether the existing procedures, as practiced,
might constitute an obstacle to genuine trans-nationalisation.
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In this section, we have addressed the question of whether national
parties differentiate themselves in the processes of candidate selection
according to their country or according to their political affiliation. The data,
crude as they are, underline that both factors play a role, and that there is a lack
of uniformity within the party families. This would suggest that procedures of
élite recruitment might well constitute an obstacle to effective trans-
nationalisation. That said, and as noted at the beginning, the onset of franchise
and cartel models of party organisation means that there is often a tolerance of
diverse procedures even inside the national parties.

This also suggests that this is one area of activity where the European
level — whether through the EP Groups or through the PPELs — could usefully
intervene to greater effect. Indeed, this suggests that there is a strong argument
for a likely future influence or co-ordination for selecting European candidates at
European level. Moreover, the features of the selection procedures that we see
here seem to reflect and respect what national parties’ ideologies prescribe — at
least for those parties which spend more time and resources in publicising their
ideas about democracy and internal functioning. Regionalist parties are those
which give more prerogatives to the lower party levels, while those parties with
a strong national attitude, such as the Socialists, the Leftists and the extreme-
right parties, have the highest level of centralisation in selecting the
candidatures. On the exclusion-inclusion dimension Green parties, which
advocate grass-roots participation and other post-materialistic democratic
values, and extreme-right parties, which emphasise the role of the leader and
the principle of authority, confirm, through their selection procedures, the
practice of their principles.

The theoretical importance of European affiliation rather than the
national origin and the practical application of their publicised ideals are both
elements which could increase the feasibility of future co-ordination at European
level in choosing appropriate and well-prepared European deputies. At this
moment, such a positive inclination towards European issues seems quite
distant, or, to put it differently, if a pro-European approach is to be achieved in
the selection of candidates, it will have to happen at national level, rather than at
a European level. In fact, as is clearly demonstrated by Table 4, the direct
influence of the European level in national candidate selection is effectively
insignificant. Even if nearly 20% of national parties have reported some
interaction with the European level during the candidate selection phase
(beyond what is involved in preparing the transnational electoral manifestos), in
only 14% of cases has this been positively evaluated. It is hardly the case that
public dissatisfaction about the relationship between a national party and its
corresponding PPEL can be considered as an element that advances the
Europeanization process. Indeed, when only 4 national parties (2.8%) report
clear and explicit consultations with, and direct involvement of, their European
level partner in the candidate selection process, it seems that the path towards
effective trans-nationalisation has only recently and timidly begun.

51



Key Summary

Since the process of candidate selection is one of the fundamental functions of
political parties, the lack of uniformity within the party families may constitute
an obstacle to effective trans-nationalisation;

The more de-centralised and inclusive the candidate selection is, the greater the
possibility for the MEPs to vote in accordance with their EP party group, rather
than with their national party;

The most common procedures adopted for MEP candidate selection relies on the

role of the party executive and party conference, with more than 86% of all the
proposals emanating from the national level.
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3. The Role of National Traditions

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In trying to shed light on the question of the patterns of evolution of a European
party system and its roots in the national party structures, the first question that
arises concerns the extent to which these national party structures are, indeed,
strong and persistent. While political scientists build various generalising models
of political parties; and while some of them suggest an ever growing
convergence of party politics across Europe, at the same time, they note a huge
variety of the national traditions that not only define the political parties
themselves, but which also heavily influence the patterns of party competition
and campaign practices. In both cases, however, there is an agreement that
political parties are primarily embedded in, and defined by, national political
settings. The key question that will guide this analysis is whether these national
differences are strong enough to block or hinder the development of trans-
national parties and a trans-national party system, or whether, despite the
obvious differences between many of the national settings, such parties might
still develop in a reasonably robust fashion.

We shall address this question by reviewing four areas which strongly
differentiate the way in which the national parties work, which may prove to be
serious obstacles to the development of an EU party system. The first area
concerns the variety of the national party systems in the EU-27. No matter
whether the future EU party system will be modelled on one of the national
party systems, or whether it will develop sui generis characteristics, it is quite
certain that, for some national parties, it will be difficult to find a space in the
future EU party system simply because the EU version will be too different from
their own party system back at home. Therefore, we will analyse the extent to
which the party systems of the EU-27 vary among themselves.

Our second perspective will look into the legal status of political parties.
This part of national legislations regulates a number of matters concerning the
conditions for recognition, the legal capacity, obligations and rights of political
parties as legal persons. However, here, too, the national provisions are quite
different, and the valid question is to what extent this variety might be an
obstacle to the development of trans-national parties.

Third, from the point of view of the organisation and activities of PPELs,
we are concerned with whether PPELs as organisations are open to the different
national styles of party organisation. Clear evidence illustrating the objective
difficulties of trans-national party co-operation having its sources in the national
party traditions can be drawn from a number of examples of the experiences of
the major European political parties.

Finally, were the current proposals to introduce a single trans-national
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constituency to elect a portion of MEPs (the Duff report) to be adopted, PPELs
will be obliged to become engaged as campaign organisations and will be
expected to develop a co-ordinated and unified election campaign in a majority
(or even all) of the EU Member States. However, given the variety in the national
styles of campaigning, which we look at here, how likely is it that this can be
achieved? Or might it be that we would have trans-national campaigning
organisations which tolerate different national campaign strategies?

3.2 THE NUMBER OF PARTIES AT NATIONAL AND EUROPEAN LEVEL

The literature on parties and party systems has long classified party systems
mainly in relation to the number of parties competing and the ideological
distance between them (Sartori 1976). In this manner, political scientists have
used either some qualitative descriptions (such as ‘two-and-a-half party system’)
or, by looking at the vote share or seat share in the parliament, they weighted
the number of parties by their relative size and importance. The key criterion
driving the latter classification is the need to express quantitatively a number of
meaningful parties in a situation in which some parties have many seats and
some have only few. Such an index is defined as the effective number of parties,
and it is a standard measure of party system size (Laakso and Taagepera 1979,
Taagepera 2007, Gallagher and Mitchell 2008). It seems to be very useful in our
analysis too, as it allows us to make a cross-national comparison as far as the
numerical criterion of the classification is concerned. We rely here on the so-
called effective number of parliamentary parties (ENPP). For example, if one
party enjoys a huge majority in the parliament, then the effective number of
parties will only be a bit higher than 1. Values oscillating around 2 suggest that
one party has a steady, but not huge, majority. The higher the number of
effective parties, the more fragmented the parliament, and the greater the need
for broad coalitions. Table 1 below present the values calculated upon the basis
of the most recent election results, presenting the effective number of parties in
the EU-27 (as for the national parliamentary elections) compared with the
effective number of parties with a seat in the European Parliament (divided by
EU Member States).

Table 1 shows a wide variety of the number of parties in the EU national
party systems, ranging from 2.00 (both Hungary and Malta) to 6.74 (the
Netherlands) and Belgium (8.42), with the average number of effective parties
per EU-27 being 4.01. Such a variety is likely to be an important obstacle for the
development of a single EU party system. This problem becomes particularly
important if there are a few parties in the national party system that represent
similar political ideologies (for example, conservatism, liberalism, etc) and, as
such, are potentially fit for the membership in one single EP political group. For
this reason, it quite often happens that in one political group or a PPEL that there
are two or even more national political parties. The extreme example is
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Table 1: The effective number of parties in the EU-27 compared with the
effective number of national parties with seats in the European Parliament

Member State Effective number | Effective number | Number of seat-
of parties by the of parties by the | winning parties in
seat share in the seat share in the | the European
national European Parliament elections
parliaments Parliament

Austria 4.24 419 | 5

Belgium 8.42 10.08 | 12

Bulgaria 3.34 490 | 6

Cyprus 3.90 360 | 4

Czech Republic 4.51 323 |4

Denmark 5.33 483 | 6

Estonia 4.37 450 | 5

Finland 5.13 583 |7

France 2.49 3.89 |7

Germany *4.83 455 | 6

Greece 2.59 3511|6

Hungary 2.00 2.18 | 4

Ireland 3.03 4.00 | 5

Italy 3.07 361 |6

Latvia 6.00 533 |6

Lithuania 5.78 450 | 6

Luxembourg 3.63 3.00 | 4

Malta 2.00 192 |2

Netherlands 6.74 735 |8

Poland 2.82 275 | 4

Portugal 3.13 372 | 5

Romania 3.60 411 | 6

Slovakia 4.01 433 |6

Slovenia 4.23 445 |5

Spain 2.36 255 |6

Sweden 4.15 5.59 | 8

United Kingdom 2.57 471 | 11

European Parliament - **451 | 8

(as for 14 July 2009)

*CDU and CSU treated separately.
** For the aims of this analysis, non-attached members have been categorised as
if they were a political group.
Source: Doring and Manow 2010; Gallagher and Mitchell 2008 (an update

downloaded from

http://www.tcd.ie/Political Science/staff/michael gallagher/ElSystems/index.php).
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from the EPP, which includes 5 Bulgarian political parties. After the most recent
Bulgarian parliamentary election of 2009, three of these now form a coalition
government, whereas the other two failed to enter the parliament. However, a
much more troubling situation concerns four Italian parties that are members of
the EPP. The two most important ones, the PDL and the UDC, currently stand on
two different sides of the Italian political spectrum, the PDL leading the
government coalition, and the UDC being one of the most important opposition
parties, although a few years ago they formed a coalition government together.
The PES has much fewer problems of this kind, because in only five cases does it
include two national political parties from one single Member State. The ELDR is,
in a sense, more similar to the EPP, as, in many cases, it has two Member Parties
from one single state, and 3 Member Parties from both Lithuania and Italy.

Whether such multiplicity can be regarded as a potential obstacle to the
development of EU party system depends mainly on the national parties,
namely, on the extent to which they perceive themselves as allies and partners,
rather than enemies, on the national party scene, and whether they can co-
operate together in one PPEL. Without doubt, however, the case of the PDL and
the UDC representing two sides of the political spectrum while belonging to one
single PPEL is quite alarming, since it is likely to be difficult for citizens to
understand how two competing parties on the national scene can belong to the
same political family at European level. In this sense, polities with very
fragmented party systems may find it difficult to adapt to a trans-national
system, and, hence, may prove a source of tension or friction.

However, the table above does not reveal further important obstacles to
the development of an EU party system. First, it does not address the question of
the relative positioning of the two major parties in each country towards one
another. If two major parties in a Member State competing at national level are
clearly perceived as the left and the right, as in Spain, Germany or Hungary, for
example, then it is much easier for these parties to replicate the same patterns
of competition at EU level, given the dominant patterns of the left-right
competition between the EPP and the PES. However, if it happens that a party of
the left is relatively weak, and two dominant parties are situated on the right of
the political spectrum, as in Ireland or Poland, then it might be difficult for the
parties from such countries to replicate the patterns of competition from their
own country to the EU level. Even if the EPP Group represents a very wide array
of centre-right and conservative parties, the membership of two centre-right
parties in one single EP political group is very problematical, because usually the
first national party in a political group must agree to the enlargement of such a
group to another party from the same Member State. For example, although
Fianna Fdil applied for EPP membership in 1970s, its application was blocked by
Fine Gael, which was already an EPP member. In the previous legislature, Fianna
Fail sat with the UEN Group, while it currently belongs to the ALDE Group; in
both situations, it remains without a real home at the level of EU party politics.

Second, from the point of view of the stability of the EU party system, it is
important to recognise that the composition of the political groups is re-
configured after each election. Certainly, in each political group, particularly with
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regardto the four largest ones, there is a core, usually formed by the traditional
and oldest representatives of mainstream political tendencies characterising
each political group, such as CDU in the EPP, the French Socialist Party in the
S&D, the FDP and Liberal Democrats in the ALDE, or Die Griine in the Greens/EFA
Group. It is quite unlikely that these core parties will ever change their group
membership. However, with regard to other national parties, not being
perceived as such a core, as the history of the EP political groups shows, shifts
are much more likely. Such parties constantly look for their place in the EP
political spectrum, and are willing to shift their loyalties if better conditions are
offered to them. Following the 2009 election, there was a particularly big re-
shuffle, with the British Conservatives and Czech ODS leaving the EPP-ED and
forming their own political group together with the Polish Law and Justice (a
former member of now defunct UEN); with the socialists changing their name
into the S&D Group in order to accommodate the entry of the Italian PD; with
Fianna Fdil leaving the UEN Group and joining the ALDE; and finally, with a new
Eurosceptic group being created by UKIP and the remnants of the UEN and
IND/DEM groups of the 2004-2009 legislature. To some extent such re-shuffles
can be explained by the fact that many parties treat the membership in one of
the groups only in technical terms, as the vehicles which allow the organisation
of work in the EP and the source of financing, rather than as long-standing
political commitment and an expression of belonging to a single political family.
However, it might also be that the question of EU party affiliation is an important
feature of inter- and intra-party political battles. National political parties often
criticise one another at domestic level over their choice of the membership in
the EP political groups. This was particularly observable before the 2009
European Parliament elections in Poland, where all the parties tried to
compromise one another by showing how badly they had chosen their PPEL
affiliation. But a probably more serious situation is one in which a national party
is internally divided over its EP group membership. The British Conservative party
is a prime example of such c case. The choice of its EP group membership has
been always dependent on which internal faction — pro- or anti-European —
prevailed. While, in early 1990s, a group of pro-European Conservative MEPs
supported by some pro-European national party politicians succeeded in joining
the EPP Group, it was subsequently criticised by a more anti-European faction,
with the effect that finally the Conservative party left the EPP and created their
own ECR Group. Such re-shuffling, and the consequent de-stabilisation of the EP
Groups, is one of the most serious obstacles to the development of an EU party
system.

Finally, if a genuine EU party system is to emerge, with EPPLs running
their lists of candidates in a transnational constituency, then it is most likely that
this will be based upon the extra-parliamentary European political parties, which,
in some cases, do not always conform exactly to the composition of the political
groups. For example, the ALDE Group is a home for two extra-parliamentary
parties (ELDR and EDP), the Greens/EFA Group likewise, and the Italian
Democratic Party, although allied to the S&D Group, is not a member of the PES.
From the point of view of this report, this is a very important distinction, since it
is quite likely that the number of parties in the EU ‘extra-parliamentary’ party
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system will be greater than in the ‘parliamentary’ one, which will have important
consequences for the patterns of intra-party competition and electoral
processes.

3.3 LEGAL STATUS OF THE POLITICAL PARTIES

Based upon the freedom of establishing and functioning of political parties, the
democratic state regulates their functioning through its public law. Usually, law
determines what constitutes a political party, in which form of activities parties
may engage, and sometimes also indicate appropriate forms of party
organisation and behaviour (Katz 2004). However, it comes as no surprise that
motives and even very specific ways of regulating political parties differ
significantly. For example, although the constitution in the majority of
democratic states includes some rules on political parties, only in some countries
are there specific laws (acts) devoted to political parties. In some countries (for
example, Belgium, France, Finland and the Netherlands), political parties
function according to the law common to all persons of corporate character (for
example, as associations), although their financing regime might be regulated
separately (Council of Europe, 2004). In Greece, political parties do not possess
legal personality. In Germany and Finland, the constitutive element of the
definition of political party includes the obligation to participate in elections,
though we do not find such a regulation in the Polish legal system, for example.
By and large, the extent of, to put differently, the intensity of legal regulation
(concerning, for example, the rules on internal party organisation) is often
different. In summary, we see here a very rich variety of constitutional and legal
regulations in contemporary Europe (van Biezen 2009; Lehmann 2003).3

Those differences might be generally attributed to different legal cultures
as well as to different notions of the political party common to given countries.
They key questions is whether a political party should be merely treated, as for
most of its history, as a private gathering of individuals; or rather whether parties
are state actors, subject to constitutional restraints, obliged to guarantee
democracy in their internal affairs as well. Following this distinction, political
scientists discuss the notion of the party as ‘the particular mix of “public” and
“private” (Ware 1987), and sometime they also consider various models of
regulating political parties, such as the prescription or the permission models (for
a review see Janda 2005; see, also, van Biezen 2009). In the case of the former,
formally stated conditions imposed on parties (concerning, for example, widely
taken internal structure or conditions for granting them legal personality) are
minimal or even non-existent. The prescription model, on the other hand,
imposes on parties many more rules stipulated in a more detailed way, especially
regarding their internal organisation, for example, the selection of candidates or
the rights of the members. The most well-know example of the permission (or

? Details of many of the different constitutional rules are reported at
http://www.partylaw.bham.ac.uk/
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liberal) model is found in the English legal tradition, whereas the prescription
model corresponds to the German one. Other EU Member States can be
probably placed somewhere in the middle between the two traditions (Council
of Europe 2004), though one has to note that a prevailing tendency in recent
times is to regulate political parties in law, rather than leave them without such
regulation (van Biezen & Kopecky 2007). Nevertheless, Belgium, Ireland and
Sweden have been reluctant to legislate on political parties, assuming that the
organisation of political parties should be a matter only for the parties
themselves to decide upon (Council of Europe 2004).

The key question that we will now address is whether the above variety
can have any effect on the development of EU party system and the functioning
of PPELs themselves. From the point of view of their legal standing, the
Europarties are subject to two bodies of law: one set up by the EU Regulation
2004/2003 (and other EU legal provisions such as the so-called Financial
Regulation), and another set up by the legislation of a Member State in which a
PPEL has a seat. In order to apply for the status of a political party at EU level, it
is mandatory to possess legal personality in the Member State of one’s choice
before actually applying for recognition as a PPEL. In other words, in the first
place either a group of citizens or at least two national political parties have to
set up a legal entity and apply for the recognition as a legal person, and only then
apply for funding to the European Parliament based upon Regulation 2004/2003.
Since such a construction as ‘European legal personality’ does not exist, they
must apply for legal personality in one of the Member States. The choice of seat
is very important: for example, if it is decided to create a European political party
according to French or Belgian law, then it is enough to simply register an
association. However, if somebody wishes to have a seat in Germany, Austria or
Poland, a body of law specific for political parties will govern them. In other
words, the party must decide for itself where it is more beneficial to have its seat
(Gagatek 2008), despite the fact that it seems more natural to be based in
Brussels due to the proximity of the EU’s institutions.

Except for the EU Democrats (established under Danish law) and
European Christian Political Movement (governed by Dutch law), all remaining
European political parties do have their legal seats in Brussels. Before the
adoption of the EU Regulation 2004/2003, PPELs were practically speaking
‘private’ organisations, without legal personality, able to structure their internal
organisation without any exogenous impact or influence. However, having
decided to base their legal activities under the Belgian law, they had to adapt
their internal structure to the rules governing political parties in this EU Member
State. Here, political parties exist as voluntary associations of citizens, and, in
law, are constituted as non-profit associations (i.e. Association Sans But Lucratif,
ASBL). The Belgian legislation indicates the elements that need to be present in
an association’s (party’s) statute, that is, its aims, members’ rights, organs and
their competences, and the procedure to amend the statute. For example, the
ASBL are to have at least two organs: an executive organ and a members’
assembly. The activities of the PPELs are therefore subject to monitoring,
control and enforcement under the Belgian law: for example, they must report
their financial activities both to the Belgian authorities, and are also required
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them to report to the European Parliament under Regulation 2004/2003.

With regard to the PPELs established prior to 2003, these requirements
caused some difficulties in finding such a legal construction that would both
assure the continuity of the previous mode of their work and would be in
accordance with Belgian law. The case of the EPP is a good example of the
difficulties in adapting an already structured organisation to the new legal rules.
During the transition period before the entry into force of the Regulation, the
EPP decided to establish itself as an ASBL. As mentioned above, under Belgian
law, an ASBL is to have at least two organs: an executive organ and a members’
assembly. This rule created major problems for the EPP. That is, interpreting EPP
statutes according to Belgian law, before entry into force of the Regulation, the
EPP used to have two members’ assemblies: the Political Bureau and the
Congress. Although Belgian law does not forbid establishing any other organs
than the General Assembly and Executive Board, it seems rather absurd to have
two organs serving the same function, that is, two members’ assemblies. This is
why initially, in the EPP statutes, there was no place for the Congress at all, since
the Political Bureau was presented as the ‘General Assembly’ and EPP
Presidency became the ‘Executive Board’. Consequently, what the EPP did was
to adopt Internal Regulations, in which the Congress and the EPP summit were
outlined. However, after the transition period, in August 2005, the EPP was
granted the status of International Non-Profit Organisation (AISBL), which
enabled it to include the Congress therein. In principle, however, after a short
transition period, their general structure and the mode of work remain the same
as those just before the entry into force of the EU Regulation 2004/2003 (see
Gagatek 2008).

In practice, all the major PPELs are subject to the same legal regime,
being established under Belgian law, and it does not seem to be an obstacle for
the development of EU party system for one major reason: the issues related to
the legal status of PPELs are perceived by most national parties in only technical,
rather than, political terms (Gagatek 2008). For this reason, most national
parties do not pay any attention to these issues, and, as such, the variety of
national legislations concerning the legal status of parties does not seem to have
any impact on the development of an EU party system or of PPELs themselves.

3.4 INTERNAL ORGANISATION

Since the 1990s, the issue of party organisation has become one of the central
elements in the study of political parties. Opinion regarding this has varied
between those scholars who argued that party organisations were converging
cross-nationally and who made a case for models explaining and illustrating
certain universal practices and tendencies, on the one hand, and between those
who argued that, far from waning, the national context in which a party is
located — the legal regulatory environment, the national system of party funding,
the particularistic national institutions — is proving increasingly determinant for a
party’s organisation and culture, on the other (Katz and Mair 1994; Ware 1995).
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With regard to PPELs, the main perspective developed by scholars
following the institutional approach to party organisation was to base
explanations of PPEL organisation upon the impact of their institutional
environment. Given that all of them operated within the same institution at
European level, it was argued that they will tend to develop a very similar
internal structure and organisation. This, indeed, was the conclusion of a classic
study by Hix and Lord (1997). In this approach, the possible impact of the
national differences regarding party organisations is less emphasised. However,
based upon an in-depth analysis of both formal and informal organisation of the
two largest PPELs, Gagatek (2008) has called into question both the extent of
organisational convergence and the primary focus of the literature on the
institutional environment, thus bringing to the fore the role of national and
ideological differences in how parties organise and the possible impact of these
differences on PPEL organisation. He emphasises that the final shape of PPEL
organisation is likely to reflect a compromise between competing propositions
presented by national Member State parties. Thus, each national political party
might not only hold different views concerning ideological matters, as discussed
in Chapter 1, but might also hold different views regarding how a European
political party should be organised. This would clearly constitute a major obstacle
to the way of developing genuine transnational parties. To illustrate this
tendency, below we will cite two examples coming from the two major PPELs.
These examples relate first, to the structure of the party, and second, to the
question of introducing individual membership.

The first example concerns the EPP. After 1995, when the Scandinavian
conservative parties joined the EPP in full capacity, they expressed a number of
comments which aptly illustrated their different views on the party structure. At
that time, the Scandinavian conservatives were not happy about the character
of the EPP Political Bureau (a representative intermediary organ comprising
some 60-80 members) which, in their view, was too big and operated more like
a talking shop; their more familiar principle of ‘one organisation — one
representative’ was not practiced, and the Bureau’s work was instead based
upon the weighted voting. The Scandinavian members proposed working within
a smaller forum, such as a steering committee, more suited to the needs of
party leaders. This reform may well have been favoured upon the basis of the
Nordic conservatives’ experiences of the party leaders’ conferences in their
national party organisations, and hence they pushed for an equivalent body at
EU party level. This led the EPP to create the new organ, the Council, in order to
fulfil this role. However, as the subsequent practice showed, it failed to be
useful, with a low rate of participation, thereby allowing the Political Bureau to
remain the most important intermediary organ of the EPP. What seemed to
matter here was that the old Member State parties of the EPP had got used to
the way in which the Bureau worked and hence preferred to remain with that
structure.

The second example concerns the debates over the introduction of direct
individual membership in the Party of European Socialists (PES) which took place
in 2005. Because PPELS were created as federations of national political parties,
the question of individual membership was rarely discussed. The steps taken in
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this direction have simply been seen as a function of making the EU federations
‘real’ political parties, modelled on their national counterparts. For this reason,
the national Member State parties of all the major political families were quite
reluctant to agree to establish this kind of membership in order to avoid creating
an impression that there were two different clubs of members, but also in order
to keep control of their own membership (Gagatek 2008). The whole matter was
placed on the agenda only in the early 1990s and only in a symbolic sense. At this
time, the EPP formally decided to institute it as a tool to demonstrate that it was
something more than just a pure international organisation, without, however,
developing it in practice. In the PES, it came onto the agenda when the newly
elected president Poul Nyrup Rasmussen made the point a part of his election
programme for the PES Presidency in 2004, arguing that the PES should develop
some kind of individual or supporting membership. After a contested internal
debate, it was agreed, in May 2006, to launch the so called ‘PES activists’
initiative, which does not provide for any formal rights for such activists within
the PES decision-making system, but allows for the inclusion of socialist militants
in PES activities. According to PES officials, the idea was to reflect a tradition of
openness of social democratic and socialist parties and to transform the PES into
a more popular, rather than élitist project. It goes without saying that national
member parties who have experience of such openness are more likely to accept
it also at the level of European party politics, and this might often reflect the
political culture of different countries. In this regard, one can mention the
example of the Socialist Parties in Wallonia, which, since 1990s, have started
organising workshops for their members, in which they get together and develop
policy ideas (the so-called ‘Forums’). Similar examples aiming at empowering
party members can be found in other parties, including the Dutch PvdA, but they
are by no means universal. Hence, if PPELs and their representatives transfer
their ideas on party membership to EU-party level, tensions might arise.

In summary, the 30-year long history of the largest PPELs clearly
influences the extent to which they are open to new proposals. However,
similarly to the case of the legal status, not every national party is so preoccupied
with organisational intricacies. When a modification of internal rules is debated,
only a few national Member State parties table any amendments to statutes, and
the matter of party organisation is usually left with the party secretariat and
leadership. Even the PES Presidency — an organ with statutory competences
regarding party organisation — decided that it would ratify the decisions of the
PES Co-ordination Team (composed of Member Parties’ International
Secretaries) on organisational matters without debate (PES 2007).

3.5 CAMPAIGN PRACTICES

For many years now, the body of literature collectively labelled as ‘political
marketing’ has been developing a number of recommendations and suggestions
on the best campaign practices, which, by assumption, could be applied in all
countries, regardless of the national traditions and habits. This knowledge ranges
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from suggestions on how politicians should speak and gesticulate, to very
sophisticated techniques of targeting voters or setting the campaign agenda. It is
assumed that rationally-driven politicians will learn from this world-wide
knowledge, and try to copy or adapt some of the ideas to national level. Running
an election campaign and winning the election should, more or less, be all about
the same thing in all democratic systems. This notion has also been fostered by
the employment of US-based election consultants in a variety of different
national settings.

But there is also cross-national variety (see Lees-Marshment et al. 2009
for a thorough analysis). In Europe, too, as the 2009 elections to the European
Parliament (like the previous ones) confirmed, there is substantial variation in
the degree of campaign professionalisation across Member States (de Vreese
2009). The organisation of campaigns is also influenced by different electoral and
political cultures (Gagatek 2010), and, across European democracies, we observe
a large number of persistent differences, both of a legal and a cultural nature,
which stand in the way of the convergence and trans-nationalisation. They can
be aptly illustrated by analysing the most recent 2009 election to the European
Parliament and its campaign patterns. For example, in Denmark and Ireland, paid
TV advertisements are prohibited, while in Poland they have become the main
organising feature of election campaigning. In Luxembourg, it is forbidden to
publish opinion polls less than one month before the election date, while such
restrictions are unknown in other countries. Some of these differences originate
from the different legal provisions. Others can be attributed to political culture.
The UK and Ireland are particularly well-known for putting a high premium on
direct personalised campaigns, often based upon door-to-door canvassing, while
such forms are less emphasised in other countries of continental Europe. Such
differences could be multiplied, and a recent analysis of the 2009 elections to the
European Parliament across EU Member States provides sufficient ground for
such a conclusion (Gagatek 2010).

At individual level, we can draw useful data from the EPRG 2006 MEPs
survey, which analysed MEPs’ experiences of the electoral campaign process by
which they won election, and, in particular, the degree of effort that they placed
on the various types of campaigning. From this data, it is clear that the majority
of the respondents put a lot of effort into public and party meetings, as well as in
developing media relations, but, at the same time, a significant number of MEPs
downgraded such traditional campaign tools such as door-to-door canvassing or
direct mailing. When looked at from the national perspective, the latter,
generally less popular campaign tools are more likely to be used by British MEPs,
and in the Member States that use the STV (Farrell and Scully 2007), thus
drawing our attention to the shape of the electoral system, but also to the
different perspectives on representation. By the same token, former British
MEPs and those not elected on a closed list system are more likely to favour
viewing their role as serving the interests of individual citizens, and thus organise
their campaign activities with a view to targeting the individual voters (Farrell
and Scully 2007).

If the proposal to elect a portion of MEPs from the trans-national single
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European constituency were adopted, PPELs as such would be expected to run
election campaigns as independent political actors. While this proposal seems to
obtain support from the leadership of the main party groups, there is less
enthusiasm at the level of the individual MEPs. The EPRG 2006 MEP data (Farrell
et al. 2006) revealed that almost half (47.1%) of MEPs were opposed to the
proposal, including all Danish and Estonian MEPs, and a large majority of Polish
(94%) and British (87%) were also against it. Among those that are mainly in
favour are the French (27% against), Germans (41% against), Italians (33%
against), and Dutch (38% against). These individual MEP attitudes might not be
so crucial for the final decision of the Parliament regarding whether to propose
this modification, but it does speak volumes about the attitudes of the politicians
in these countries if this proposal were to be implemented. Simply put, it seems
reasonable to expect a rather reluctant approach of the party machines in
Poland and the UK towards promoting the candidates from the trans-national
party lists, regardless of their political group affiliation. This observation also
holds true regardless of the fact that British and Polish MEPs have entirely
different campaign tools, with the British focusing on a direct campaigning with
the citizens, and the Polish giving priority to public meetings and media relations
(Farrell et al. 2006).

This variety underlines the likely difficulties that would have to be
confronted in attempting to run even moderately co-ordinated pan-European
campaigns, suited to all national political circumstances, traditions and contexts.
Even before the 2009 EP elections, however, such attempts played a relatively
small role within the more general, cross-national features of the EP elections.
Once the whole campaign was nationally driven, national political parties needed
little help from their EU-level counterpart. For this reason, most of the PPELs
have taken a defensive approach to providing services for campaigns, in that
they offered potential services (such as preparing materials about the record of
the political groups in the EP) to the national parties only if requested. What we
have here, indeed, are 27 national election campaigns that are run following the
logic of the second-order elections, and with patterns and schemes typical of the
national campaigning. The experience of these second-order elections also
shows that a single campaign run by any one of the PPELs would also run into the
problem of there being 27 separate sets of campaign issues, concerns and
peculiarities. Certainly, there are a number of further difficulties relating to the
styles of the campaigns, but when there is no agreement on the campaign issues
to begin with, these other problems remain secondary.

They would come to the fore, however, if the trans-national constituency
were introduced. At this point, the different national traditions of campaigning
would play a much more important role in blocking genuine trans-
nationalisation. In general, however, there seems to be two logical scenarios
regarding the question of whether PPELs can run a single campaign. According to
the first one, PPELs would become relatively independent campaign players.
Member State parties will still play a leading role in preparing the content of the
elections manifesto, but the campaign strategy and content, as well as the
running of the campaign (at least in major parts), will be run by PPELs, with only
moderate help from their own Member State parties. They will compete with
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other PPELs for a portion of seats in the EP, with a focus on the EU problems. At
the same time, the national Member State parties will still run their own,
nationally driven campaigns for EP elections, while clearly indicating their
membership in, and support for, one of the PPELs. We would then have two
relatively distinct animals: the national party system and a European one, with
two different, although connected, sets of parties — what Andeweg (1995) has
referred to as a split-level party system. However, running such a campaign
would be very expensive and would likely require a massive increase in the
subsidies allocated to PPELs from the EP budget. Second, national Member State
parties would need to spend much more time and resources than they do now
on actually participating in EU trans-national party politics by attending meetings
of the PPELs, taking part and contributing to the working groups, etc.

In the second scenario, if the funds allocated for the campaign to the EU
parties do not increase significantly, then PPELs and their national Member State
parties will have no a choice but to organise a de-centralised campaign for the
single, European party lists in which there will co-exist again a large number of
nationally-run campaigns. It would be a de-centralised campaign, based upon the
same slogans and similar schemes with regard to the candidates, but apart from
some general issues, it would have to be adapted in each country to different
national concerns; and it would require a much greater effort on the part of the
national parties, rather than on the European parties. The latter would prepare a
menu, listing the key policy areas, and providing various campaign tools, to be
cherry-picked by the parties according to their own particular needs. This was
also the strategy applied in the 2009 European Parliament information
campaign. The EP prepared a menu of 10 topics, such as border control or food
security, from which each Member State had to choose the four which best-
suited best its national and political situation (see Meyer 2010).

Any assessment of the question of whether the many national differences
might serve to block the development of genuine trans-national parties depends
on the issue at stake. With regard to the legal status and party organisation,
there is a very low interest on the part of the national Member State parties, and
hence we need not expect serious tensions as a result of convergence or trans-
nationalisation. Such differences are therefore not likely to present any major
obstacles. The one possible exception here concerns the establishment of the
supporting memberships (PES activists), since the adoption of such initiatives
intrude on the field of the independence of the national Member State parties.

However, the story is different when it comes to campaign practices and
the patterns of competition, since these are areas of potentially high stakes,
which can play an important role in determining election results. Here, the only
way to remove these differences may be to allow for a de-centralised campaign
devised and co-ordinated by PPELs, but run together with the national Member
State parties.
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Key Summary

The wide variety in the numbers of parties at national level can constitute an
obstacle for the development of a single EU party system;

The presence of two or even more national political parties within the same EP
group hinders the development of a EU party system;

The tendency by many national parties to treat their membership in EP groups only
in technical terms weakens the process of trans-national party-building;

The fact that all the major Europarties are subjected to the same legal regime may
favour the development of a EU party system;

The building of a trans-national party system is conditioned by the differences in

electoral and political cultures and by the perception of the EP elections as second-
order contests.
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4. The Harmonisation of European Electoral Law and the
Financing of PPELs

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter addresses the issues of electoral law harmonisation and party
financing at European level. Both questions are equally relevant, albeit for
different reasons, for an assessment of the current development and potential
for institutionalisation of PPELs. There is a long-standing argument in the
literature that a fully-harmonised European electoral law would be beneficial to
EU level democracy and also to PPEL building. In this chapter, we will be looking
at specific features of the electoral laws used for the elections of the 27 national
EP delegations in order to see how much they differ from the reform proposal
currently on the table, the one presented by Andrew Duff MEP, and thus how
serious the potential technical/political obstacles to the proposal’s approval
really are. Beyond this, we also try to assess the proposal’s inherent potential
impact on PPELs. In particular, we will look at the proposal’s most innovative
features: the provision for the creation of a transnational constituency and the
proposal to give voters the option to vote for closed party lists or to give
preferences to specific individual candidates. Both can have an important impact
on whether and how PPELs will develop as a result of harmonisation. Will a
transnational constituency foster the development of genuine Euro-level
campaigning? And will preferential voting free candidates from national party
conditioning and allow them to establish more independent and euro-level
oriented positions?

The second part of the analysis looks at the effect of party financing and
its associated regulatory framework. Here, we will look at the party financing
schemes that exist at national level with a view to discussing the implications of
the characteristics of such schemes for party organisational convergence and
institutionalisation. As the literature points to the existence of different levels of
party organisational resilience in countries with different levels of political
system development and democratic consolidation, we will examine separately
party financing in the “Old Europe” (the consolidated democracies of the older
member states) and in the “New Europe” (the younger democracies of the most
recent member states). We will then look at the provisions for party financing
included in Regulation EC 2004/2003. In particular, we shall try to assess the
effectiveness of the measures that appear to have been introduced to favour the
mutual integration of the PPELs’ three organisational components: the national
parties, the Euro-level external organisations (once known as the ‘federations’)
and the EP party groups. Such integration would be, according to the literature
on party organisational development and institutionalisation, of fundamental
importance for the creation of effective PPELs.
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4.2 THE HARMONISATION OF EUROPEAN ELECTORAL LAW

In June 2009 elections to the European Parliament (EP) took place in the 27
Member States (MSs) of the EU. Almost 375 millions of voters were thus involved
in this political event, whose relevance was further enhanced by the new role
and powers assigned to the EP by the Treaty of Lisbon, which came into force in
the following December. Despite this (once again) enhanced centrality of the EP,
the elections are still administered according to a so-called harmonised electoral
procedure which consists of 27 sets of different national rules: this implies
differences in the methods for distributing seats, in the adoption of electoral
thresholds, in the use of closed slates or forms of preferential voting, in
allocating vacant seats, in rules to determine active and passive electorate, in
allowing for electoral constituencies, in polling days, and in candidate
nomination (OSCE/ODIHIR 2009).

However, this situation is not a novel one. In the history of the European
Parliament, proposals to fully-harmonise the electoral laws presented by
qualified MEPs and committees have always encountered numerous obstacles
and even blocks. The never-ending debate on the need for a single European
electoral law and on its technical contents is still relevant. Up until now
institutional differences amongst the MSs, constitutional limitations and various
problems of a more political nature have been entwined with a long-standing
lack of a clear institutional design for the EU. As a consequence, only a few basic
European level rules are followed throughout EU countries.

In enforcing the Treaty of Rome prescription of direct EP elections, the
1976 Act of the Council of Ministers only set the general principle of universal
suffrage and a limited number of electoral criteria: more technical aspects were
thus ignored. For more than two decades, all attempts to produce an effectively
uniform electoral procedure failed. In the meantime, other aspects were
regulated. According to EC Directive 93/109, EU citizens who are eligible voters
in their own MS are automatically eligible to vote — with some restrictions —in EP
elections in any other MS as long as they reside in that MS: clearly, no voter is
allowed to vote in more than one MS, although no clear measures to avoid
double voting have been undertaken. The same principle applies for the right to
stand as candidates: EU citizens who reside in other EU MS than their own are
enabled to stand for EP elections. However, the number of individuals in this
category who vote in EP elections is negligible, and the number of those who
stand for election is even lower.

The Treaty of Amsterdam (1997) marked some steps forward. However,
the call for ‘uniformity’ of national laws turned into no more than a general
agreement on common principles. As Toplak (2007) puts it ‘instead of requiring
the introduction of a “uniform electoral procedure”, the Treaty of Amsterdam
[...] provided instead for the introduction of “uniform electoral procedure or a
procedure based on common principles”.” (p. 15) Specifically, these common
principles consist of: (1) direct universal suffrage; (2) national apportionment of
the seats; (3) proportional representation (party lists or STV; closed or open

party lists; preferential voting); (4) the possibility for a minimal threshold to be
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set, at national level (max 5% of the votes cast); (5) voters can vote in the place
of their residence regardless of their state citizenship. In reality, the only
important difference with the past was the general adoption of PR as the
method for the apportionment of seats. Council Decision of 25 June 2002 (came
into force since April 2004) amended the 1976 Act, also by recognising this basis
of common principles.

The lack of supranationality and the “second order” nature of European
elections derive from some long standing characteristics, namely: (1) the
distribution of seats on a national basis; (2) the adoption of differentiated
electoral laws; (3) the nomination of candidates by national parties rather than
by transnational federations; (4) electoral campaigns focused on national, rather
than European, themes (Hix, Marsh 2007). In particular, the consequences
deriving from points (1) and (2) are those which have deeper effects on the
structure of the party system and on the relation between voters, parties and
parliamentarians. Some scholars argue that modifications in the characteristics
of the electoral procedures employed for the EP elections would prove
conducive to a better connection between citizens and MEPs (Hix, Hagemann
2008). Thus, the first question that one can, and should, ask has to do with the
desirable characteristics of any electoral law and what should be the aim of the
election that the law must regulate. Different electoral laws have different
institutional and political consequences: in this respect, an electoral law has the
power to influence even the characteristics of a political system. It also has been
observed, however, that the adoption, made for the sake of EP electoral law
harmonisation, of provisions that depart radically from those of the electoral
laws for national parliamentary can cause discrepancies that can be very
disruptive for the EP party system, and even more so for the national ones (Bardi
2002).

With the affirmation of the principle that seat allocation in EP elections
should be done exclusively upon the basis of systems of proportional
representation (PR), what was, for two decades, the highest hurdle to the
effective harmonisation of the EP’s electoral law, was finally removed. The first-
past-the-post system adopted in Great Britain had been accused of being
responsible for serious distortions in overall EP representativeness for the first
four elections of the EP. For a long time most efforts to harmonise European
electoral procedures were concentrated on the imposition of PR as the only
principle for the apportionment of seats in EP elections. Once this objective was
finally achieved, however, it became evident that the remaining cross-MS
differences still represented a serious hindrance to the development of fully-
fledged PPELs. The most recent initiative that aims to overcome such differences
and to harmonise EP electoral procedures is represented by a proposal by
Andrew Duff, MEP, currently being discussed in the EP. To strengthen the
European character of EP elections, the proposal relies on the following pillars:

(a) Territorial constituencies upon a regional basis should be introduced
in all those Member States with a population of more than 20 million;

(b) Electoral procedures in all Member States should enable the elector
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to choose to vote either for a party list or for an individual candidate
(‘preferential semi-open list system’);

(c) A re-distribution of the 751 seats will take place, if justified objectively
by figures authorised by Eurostat, before every election; the re-
distribution is to be announced at least twelve months before the end of
the mandate;

(d) An additional 25 MEPs will be elected by a single EU-wide
constituency; trans-national lists will be composed of candidates drawn
from, at least, one third of the Member States, and will be gender-
balanced; each elector will be enabled to cast one vote for the EU-wide
list in addition to their vote for the national or regional list; voting for the
EU constituency will be according to the preferential semi-open list
system (whereby votes are allotted either to the party list or to individual
candidates within a list); and seats will be allocated according to the
Sainte-Lagué method;

(e) Candidates may stand both for the EU-wide and for the national or
regional constituencies; candidates residing officially in more than one
Member State, and candidates with dual nationality who are registered
in the relevant electoral rolls, will be eligible to appear on more than one
national or regional list in the same election;

(f) An electoral authority is to be established at EU level in order to
regulate the conduct and to verify the result of the election taking place
from the EU-wide list; the electoral authority will be composed of
representatives of the Parliament, the Commission and the Member
States;

(g) Polling days will be limited to Saturdays and Sundays;
(h) The timing of the election will be brought forward from June to May;

(i) The minimum age to be eligible to vote in the European parliamentary
elections will be 16; the minimum age to be eligible to stand as a
candidate will be 18.

Some of these points (the limitation of polling days to weekends, semi-open
slates, and, above all, the EU-wide constituency) are very controversial and have
already met with serious resistance in the past legislature. With the exception of
the EU-wide constituency, which would be a complete innovation, the likelihood
of some of the Duff proposal’s other features being eventually accepted naturally
depends on how much they depart from those currently adopted in the 27 MSs’
EP electoral procedures. Table 1 includes information on whether current EP
electoral procedures already include the relevant features from the above list -
except (c), (d), (f), (h) which are not relevant for purposes of national comparison
— or not. As over the years these have been consistently considered important in
the debate on electoral law harmonisation, we also included in the table
information on the presence/absence of electoral thresholds and a listing of the
methods employed for the calculation of seat distribution quotients.
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For the purpose of our analysis, not all features of the Duff proposal have
the same implications. Clearly, the likelihood that they may be accepted,
assessed upon the basis of their compatibility with the existing national EP
electoral procedures, has equal consequences on the proposal’s overall success.
But their inclusion/exclusion in what will eventually be a new harmonised EU-
wide electoral law can have different implications for EU democracy and PPEL
building. In our analysis, we will try to address, when appropriate, all three
aspects. The data show that, at the moment, we have significant discrepancies
between existing electoral laws and the Duff proposal’s objectives. Although, for
the purpose of cross-country comparison, we included data on nine different
electoral law characteristics in Table 1, we all analyse closely regional
constituencies and preferential voting, as they seem, in theory, to be most
problematical and most conducive to consequences in terms of EU democracy
and PPEL building.

Of the seven Member States with a population of more than 20 million,
territorial constituencies upon a regional basis are provided for by French,
Italian, Polish and British laws: despite members elected in Land or Federal lists,
German electors vote in a single-national constituency, like the Spanish and
Romanian ones, as well as those of other 18 smaller MSs. Although below the
Duff proposal’s 20 million threshold, Belgium and Ireland also present regional
territorial constituencies. Differences on this particular characteristic do not
appear to be particularly severe in terms of the proposal’s potential success, as
what was potentially the biggest hurdle (the French constitutional principle
affirming the national territory’s indivisibility) has already been overcome, or, at
least, bypassed. Naturally, besides the already mentioned three “big ones”, there
are still eight MSs with population levels which grant them between 18 and 26
MEP seats which do not have regional constituencies. An extension of the
prescription to these countries as well would certainly be beneficial for EU
democracy, as it would create more cross-country homogeneity in MEP-
electorate relations, and, for the same reasons, also for Euro-level party building.

Forms of preferential voting (including STV) recur in 13 countries (only
Italy amongst the larger ones). In this case, the distance from the Duff proposal’s
prescription is much more pronounced and serious, as well as with implications
for party-building at EU level and for EU democracy. Empirical research
conducted during the early terms of the elected EP (Bardi 1987, 1988) indicated
that preferential voting was the only factor that permitted European electors in
countries with Proportional Representation to influence, albeit to a limited
extent, MEP turnover; this, of course, was at the expense of party apparatuses,
more inclined to determine turnover upon the basis of the designation of
candidatures and of the positioning of candidates on closed lists. Whilst this can
be seen as a feature which enhances EU democracy, it can also be considered a
factor of profound discrepancies in national components of would-be PPELs. The
Duff proposal’s prescription of a full harmonisation of this feature goes in the
right direction, but, precisely because of the power it would subtract from
national parties’ apparatuses, it is likely to be met with great resistance.
Preferential voting was considered in the course of the debate in the House of
Lords over the new PR-based British EP electoral law adopted for the first time in
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Table 1. Recurrence of requirements advanced by Duff proposal in EU MSs

Sub-national

Preferential

Non restricted

Non restricted

Polling

Minimum

Minimum Age

Country constituencies Voting Threshold Distribution of seats franchise candidature days Age El (16) Cand (18)
AUSTRIA 0 1 1 D'Hondt 1 1 1 1 1
BELGIUM 1 1 0 D'Hondt 0 0 1 0 0
BULGARIA 0 1 0 Hare-Niemeyer 0 0 1 0 0
CYPRUS 0 0 0 D'Hondt/Droop 0 1 1 0 0
CZECH REP. 0 1 1 D'Hondt 0 0 0 0 0
DENMARK 0 0 0 D’Hondt 1 1 0 0 1
ESTONIA 0 0 0 D’Hondt 1 1 1 0 0
FINLAND 0 1 0 D’Hondt 1 1 1 0 1
FRANCE 1 0 1 D’Hondt 1 1 1 0 0
GERMANY 0 0 1 Sainte-Lagué 1 1 1 0 1
GREECE 0 0 1 Variant of Hare 1 1 1 0 0
HUNGARY 0 0 1 D'Hondt 1 1 1 0 1
IRELAND 1 1 0 STV 1 1 0 0 0
ITALY 1 1 1 Hare 1 1 1 0 0
LATVIA 0 0 0 Sainte-Lagué 1 1 1 0 0
LITHUANIA 0 0 1 Hare-Niemeyer 1 1 1 0 0
LUXEMBOURG 0 1 0 D'Hondt/Hagenbach— 0 0 1 0 1
Bischoff
MALTA 0 1 0 STV 1 1 1 0 1
NETHERLANDS 0 1 0 D'Hondt 1 1 0 0 1
POLAND 1 0 1 D'Hondt/Hare Niemeyer 1 0 1 0 1
PORTUGAL 0 0 0 D'Hondt 1 1 1 0 1
ROMANIA 0 0 1 D'Hondt/Droop 1 1 1 0 0
SLOVAKIA 0 1 1 D’Hondt 0 1 1 0 0
SLOVENIA 0 1 1 D’Hondt 1 1 1 0 1
SPAIN 0 0 0 D’Hondt 1 1 1 0 1
SWEDEN 0 1 1 D’Hondt 1 1 1 0 1
UK 1 0 0 D'Hondt (GB); STV (NI) 0 0 0 0 0
19 D'Hondt and versions; 3
TOT 6 13 13 STV; 2 Hare-Niemeyer; 2 20 21 22 1 13

Sainte-Lagué
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1999. Despite the strong favourable argument that preference voting was the
only instrument which, in a PR-based system, would give British voters
something similar to that personal contact with their MEPs afforded by plurality,
in the end, the parties’ desire to maintain full control over turnover prevailed.
Thus, the British experience, that of the country most likely to be interested in a
personalisation of electoral politics, that is, does not bode well, as the same
negative attitudes manifested there at the time of the British experience of the
EP electoral law can be expected from parties in other countries as well.

Turning to cross-national comparisons and focussing on the core of the
Duff proposal (preferential voting, franchise, candidatures, polling days,
minimum age) the United Kingdom is the country with the lowest number of
matching requirements (1 out of 6, the regional requirement for constituencies):
at the other end of the spectrum, Austria is the country which exhibits most
matches, as it satisfies all the criteria. On average, the 27 Member States’ laws
are less than 50% compatible (2.6 matches on average). From this view point, an
adoption of the Duff proposal does not look impossible: but it would require
very significant adjustments of almost all the 27 MSs electoral laws.

But the most important and controversial point of this proposal lies in the
creation of 25 seat strong Euro-wide constituency, in which candidates would be
standing in trans-national lists. In fact, smaller MSs are strongly opposed to this
hypothesis as, they say, it would greatly favour candidates from the biggest
Member States (Toplak 2007). With few exceptions these candidates can be
expected to have greater international visibility and also obtain many more votes
from their national constituencies than candidates coming from smaller
countries, especially the smallest ones such as Malta or Luxembourg, which
would, in all likelihood, be totally excluded from the supranational seat
apportionment. It has been argued that this perverse effect could be
compensated by subtracting the number of seats won in the EU-wide
constituency from the total amount of those allocated to the countries whose
candidates are elected in that constituency. This would ensure that the EP seat
distribution amongst MSs would not be altered by the creation of the
transnational constituency. Leaving this and other technical solutions to
potential problems aside, the trans-national constituency would definitely foster
closer party co-operation at EU level as no party of any significance, even if only
at national level, could afford not to engage in the competition and leave 25
seats up for grabs to its adversaries. This would, for the first time, guarantee the
holding of a genuine transnational campaign and the development of effective
Euro-level party programmes. Finding the right candidates with cross-national
appeal might be more problematical, but the challenge would certainly be, in
itself, another incentive to PPEL development.

Turning to Duff’s other innovative proposal, the open list option, some
authors believe that national candidates and parties may be more interested in
promoting their specific profiles rather than considering the EU elections as
second order ones depending on the list structure and the district size (Samuels
1999; Shugart et al. 2005; Hix, Hagemann 2008). In a competition amongst
several candidates, standing in each district for each party, and with citizens
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being allowed to cast preference votes for one or more of them as an alternative
to voting for closed party lists, candidates will have strong incentives to
campaign upon the basis of their own individual programmes or platforms,
especially if district size were kept relatively small (about 4 to 10 seats). In fact,
under these conditions, candidates would be forced to differentiate their
proposals from those of others, not being able to count on the reassuring shelter
of closed party list rankings. At the other end of the spectrum, large single
national constituencies with closed lists maximise the likelihood of electoral
campaigns exclusively conditioned by national issues (Hix, Hagemann 2008). The
overall conclusion of this argument is that ‘[t]he open ballot structure would
increase incentives for MEPs and candidates to raise their profile directly with
the citizens, which in turn would raise public awareness and participation in
European Parliament elections, and so increase the legitimacy of the European
Parliament and the EU’ (Hix, Hagemann 2008 p. 14). Preferential voting, if
implemented at EU level, could thus have a positive impact on the development
of PPELs. This could also come as a result of the already mentioned fact that
preferential voting is the only instrument that allows voters, rather than the
(national) parties, to determine, albeit limitedly, MEP turnover (Bardi 1987,
1988). This would make the choice of candidates with wider Euro appeal (and
potential responsiveness) very desirable. It is very likely that the positive effect
this could have on citizens’ perceptions of EU democracy would also ultimately
reflect on the Europarties.

4.3 THE FINANCING OF PPELs

The development of empirical studies on the impact of political finance regimes
and regulations in contemporary liberal democracies constitutes a major vein in
political science (van Biezen 2000; Casas Zamora 2005; Nassmacher 2009).
Although there is still a shortage of comparative approaches (Scarrow 2006),
researchers have been increasingly paying attention to cross-country differences
and similarities existing at national level, by focusing on how, and to what extent,
different public schemes and laws affect parties and party systems (Pierre et al.
2000). Even though broad theoretical reflections are still scarce (Scarrow 2007), a
general consensus emerges on the existence of a growing dependence on public
subsidies by political parties and on the fact that this reliance sometimes
produces organisational change. Actually, the relationship between party
financing and party organisational development is rather complex: when parties
are first established as organisations, developing financial strategies is a crucial
objective for their survival; at the same time, such strategies can influence
and/or condition the party organisation. At European level, parties are in very
early stage of development and financial factors are likely to be very important.

In fact, the literature on the funding of party organisations at national
level suggests that rules and regulations have a tendency to promote
organisational convergence, with parties operating within a common system of
party finance tending to adapt their organisations to avail of these subventions.
This evidence constitutes a good starting-point in favour of the argument that a
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strong European level system of party financing and regulation could have a
similar effect, and could help promote transnational convergence and hence
transnational party-building. It also follows that such convergence is likely to be
more visible if public funding prevails over private funding. This will probably
continue to happen at European level, where parties, as we shall see, have
difficulties in securing substantial private funding.

4.3.1 Public financing and organisational change: quid prius?

In most European countries, political parties rely on public funding. Historically,
party organisations depended on private contributions: Socialist and Social-
democratic parties on fees paid by their members and transfers coming from
ancillary organisations; Liberals and Conservatives survived thanks to donations
from private business and wealthy individuals. These differences were perhaps
responsible for the different organisational models that characterised parties
with different ideological and sociological orientations. But a funding model
based upon within-party family-similarities appears to be inadequate to
understand the evolution of contemporary party financing and its consequences
in organisational terms (Nassmacher 1993; Koole 1996).

In the last fifteen years, academic debate on party organisation focused
on the hypothesis of a progressive shift of internal power from the so-called
party in central office to the party in public office (Katz, Mair 1995), at the
expense of the grass-roots level (the party on the ground). Although no general
agreement exists (van Biezen 2000; Poguntke 2006), the tangled processes of
centralisation, bureaucratisation and professionalisation of party structures may
be partially explained in terms of parties’ massive need for public subsidies,
which have become indispensable for political parties to survive environmental
changes.* In fact, politics has become more and more expensive due to the
ponderous use of mass media and capital-intensive campaigning techniques and
to the ensuing professionalisation of political activities. These tendencies
coincided with the parallel decline of labour-intensive organisational models and
the constant decrease of parties’ internal revenues (membership fees,
fundraising activities, social events). In addition, the need to reduce inequalities
in political competition — also by limiting the role of external private funding —
and to enhance financial transparency — made Member State support an
indispensable pillar of party revenues.

However the relationship between party finance rules and party building
is not unambiguous. Where parties have a long-standing organisational tradition,
their primary interest is to maintain their structural articulation, by adapting
their form and functioning to external changes. It seems reasonable that political
parties, wearing their policy-maker “hat”, will produce financing schemes that
are suited to their general goals and organisational needs. But depending on

* These positions echo the well known cartel-party thesis (Katz, Mair 1994), according to which
parties develop convergent strategies to obtain from the State the resources they need for their
survival, also in view of their difficulties in maintaining their ties with civil society.
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Table 1. Party revenue: a typology

Source of revenue Main characteristic

Voluntary

Grass-roots Revenue 0L
contribution

Plutocratic Funding Interested money

Law-based

Public Subsidies L
contributions

Kinds of contributions

ASANENENE NN

v

Membership fees;

Profits of party-owned business;

Small Private donations;

Fundraising events;

Intra-party transfers;

Foreign Donations

Contributions from Interested Money
(Institutional fundraising; Contributions from
personal wealth; Corporate contributions; Public
disincentives;

Returns on investments (Party controlled
enterprises);

Indirect funding:

v

v
v

Subsidies-in-kind (Access to media; Other support
options);

Earmarked Funds;

Public incentives (tax deduction, tax credit);

Direct funding:

v
v
v

Operational activities;
Electoral reimbursements;
Subsidies to parliamentary groups;

Source: re-adapted from van Biezen 2003 and Nassmacher 2009.

Figure 1. Public subsidies

PUBLIC
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- SUBSIDIES IN KIND;
- EARMARKED FUNDS;
- PUBLIC INCENTIVES

DIRECT FUNDING:

- PARLIAMENTARY GROUPS;
- OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES;
- ELECTORAL REIMBURSEMENTS
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their organisational complexity (the number of their national and sub-national
governing and administrative bodies; the intensiveness and the extensiveness of
their organisations; their socio-economic pervasiveness — Harmel et al. 2004),
parties will still also rely on other kinds of revenue. Such alternatives can
produce convergence or divergence in organisational models in different party
systems. These differences notwithstanding, it seems reasonable that, in
transitional regimes or in non-stabilised party systems (such as the EU), where
non-institutionalised party organisations exist, party financing schemes will
influence party-model convergence and party-building processes.

Up to now, most of the studies devoted to party financing regimes, by
focusing on individual national regulations, have provided little cross-national
generalisation. To overcome this deficit, we have to introduce an analytical
framework for the comparison of different national experiences. To this end, we
have developed a typology of party financing schemes (Table 1). The idea being
that the different incidence of the various types of party financing is relevant for
our understanding of party organisational development.

Political parties and candidates are financed through private or public
means. Private means can be either internal (grass-roots revenues) or external
(plutocratic funding) to the party. Although private donations are also regulated
by law, in general, Member States tend to avoid excessively strict regulation of
such resources, due to the private and voluntary nature of political parties.’
Most of the time, norms consist of limits to the amounts or even selective bans
on donations (i.e., for anonymous contributions; for contributions coming from
public or semi-public enterprises), in income tax incentives for donations by
organised interests, in obligations for public disclosure of donor’s identity, etc.

Here, we limit the scope of our analysis to public funding of parties as it
appears to be most relevant for Political Parties at European Level (PPELs). By
considering the three faces of party organisation (Katz, Mair 1995) and its
electoral projection, public subsidies may be sub-divided into indirect funding —
that is, public support to the broader party extra-organisational sphere — and
direct funding, i.e., public support to party structures and activities (Figure 1).

The most diffused forms of indirect funding are: (1) subsidies in kind,
which consist in non-monetary services that Member States provide to political
competition (election material, election officers, polling station facilities) or in
government licences to political parties, such as free broadcasting and media
access; (2) earmarked funds, which are goal-oriented money transfers to parties’
affiliated association or to bind activities, such as party press; (3) public
incentives, which are usually norms on tax deducibility (including membership
fees), systems of tax free, tax credit or tax check-off: they are often limited to
individuals, and maximum amounts are stipulated to prevent donations from
interested money (Nassmacher 2009).°

> As we will see this is not the case at European level where private funding of parties is strictly
limited.

® Van Biezen (2000; 2003) argues that direct public funding of political parties rests on three
pillars, relating to their principal fields of activities: (1) subsidies for the operational cost of
parties, that is contributions to maintain and develop their organisational structures and,
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In what follows, we decided to focus on the general criteria set by
Member States/states to allocate resources among parties at national level, by
underlying differences in procedures for access and distribution of public
funding: in fact, these peculiar aspects seem to be more ‘in touch’ with
organisational strategies.

4.3.2 Party financing schemes in Europe: a synthetic overview

The introduction of public funding in Europe dates back to 1959 (Austin,
Tjernstrom 2003; Casas-Zamora 2005), when the Federal Republic of Germany
granted public funding to central parties’ organisations. Some scholars
(Nassmacher 1989; 2003) argue that it would be possible to single out different
stages in the Member State subventions implementation. This is crucial to assess
the different levels of public support to parliamentary and non-parliamentary
activities: in fact, the extension of public funding to party activities carried out
outside the legislatures also permitted the financing of parties which had no
parliamentary representation (Scarrow 2006). One possible element in
determining organisational consequences of public financing schemes is the
degree of party and party system institutionalisation. Naturally, there are a wide
variety of systems in Europe that present different levels of institutionalisation.
One can surmise, however, that there may be greater homogeneity within,
respectively, the group of established democracies (Old Europe) and that in
those of the more recent ones (New Europe). Parties and party systems are likely
to be generally more institutionalised in the Old Europe than in the New Europe.

Whilst in the Old Europe ‘most of [the] countries have similar
parliamentary systems, and most use some variety of proportional
representation electoral rules’ (Scarrow 2006, p. 626) and party systems reflect a
number of similarities (in terms of their original cleavages and the timing of their
development), in the New Europe institutional and political systems differ, a part
from the shared problem of the structural biases in favour of the post-
communist parties (Smilov, Toplak 2007). In general, although a number of
characteristics recur in different systems of party financing, it would be
inappropriate to speak of a cross-national European model of party financing.
Likewise, no evident similarities can be observed across the Member States of
the Old and of the New Europe. What can be identified as the unifying
characteristic of all public funding models is the reliance on party-oriented,
rather than candidate-oriented, norms (Nassmacher 2001).

In a first phase, Member State support to political parties was primarily

generally speaking, to promote their extra-parliamentary activities; (2) subsidies for campaign
activities, that is a reimbursement for electoral expenses incurred by candidates or parties; (3)
subsidies to parliamentary party groups. However, the distinction between subsidies for
operational costs and those for campaign activities rests on subtle borders and, as Nassmacher
(2009) points out, «the dividing line between extra-parliamentary parties on the one hand and
[parliamentary groups] on the other hand, has not always been strict» (p. 306). In general, then,
it could be difficult to distinguish between payments (Pierre et al. 2000), specially when thinking
of the intra-party flows of resources.
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assigned to parliamentary groups (1963-1975). A part the relevant German case
(where funds to central organisations were introduced previously), amongst
present Western EU Member States, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Ireland,
Italy, Sweden, the Netherlands and the UK, originally granted state support to
parliamentary groups. Most of these countries provided public finance to the
central offices of parties later on: only Italy, Finland and Sweden decided to set
specific provisions contextually. The ‘second wave’ of public funding started in
the second half of the 1970s and continued until the end of the 1990s: it
encompassed the new Southern democracies of Spain and Portugal (1977),
Denmark (1986) and France (1989). Belgium and the Netherlands extended
public funds to party organisations in 1989 and 1999. Only the UK and Ireland did
not adopt specific regulations. During the 1990s, the European enlargement to
Eastern countries raised new disciplinary interests in public funding matters. The
regulation and the funding of political competition in the New Europe stood out
for two main reasons (Smilov 2007). First, especially during the initial stage of the
transition process to democratic regimes, both party rules and financial aid to
political parties were primarily conceived to help to stabilise and to legitimise the
new-born party systems. Secondly, in recent years, increasing attention has been
paid to the widespread phenomenon of political corruption. Here, we focus on
the first aspect: in fact, strategies adopted to stabilise new party systems may
afford helpful cues to the general purpose of this study.

Public funding schemes could be classified upon the basis of a number of
criteria. The ones that recur more frequently in the literature are those reflected
in Table 2. In particular, we can consider the purpose of direct public funding and
the requirements for the access and the distribution of the funds themselves. In
reality, we cannot observe any significant variation in the purposes of direct
public funding: mixed approaches seem to prevail with funds being provided for
operational costs as well as for electoral activities in most countries. More
variation is, however, visible in terms of the requirements for access to, and
distribution of, the funds. Indirect funding, a possible third criterion for
classification, presents no variation at all, in that it is present in all countries. The
modalities of indirect funding can, however, vary and will be considered in more
detail in the course of the analysis on the systems of Old and New Europe.

4.3.3 Public funding in the Old Europe

When speaking of direct funding, it is possible to distinguish differences in our
first criterion, purpose in terms of operational costs and electoral activities. In
the Old Europe, as the table indicates, there is a good degree of homogeneity as
a result of a prevalence of mixtures of the two modalities. More variation can be
observed in terms of access and distribution procedures, which see a prevalence
of electoral criteria as opposed to parliamentary ones. Usually, these procedures
rely on party size, that is, the number of seats held and/or votes polled, which
constitute the most common criteria for funding allocation. However, in many
cases (Britain, Belgium, the Netherlands, Austria, Sweden, and Italy until 1993)
base amounts are set to be equally distributed among eligible parties.
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Table 2. The regulation of party funding in Europe

Direct Public . . . . . Indirect
Country . Purpose of the Direct Public Funding Requirement(s) for Access/Distribution .
Funding funding
Austria YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Electoral (current legislature) YES
Belgium YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Parliamentary (current legislature) YES
Mixed Electoral-Parliamentary (current
Bulgaria YES Electoral activities . . A YES
election/legislature)
Czech Mixed Electoral-Parli t t
zec . YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities xed e ora? ar |a.men ary (curren YES
Republic election/legislature)
Denmark YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Electoral (previous election) YES
Finland YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Parliamentary (current legislature) YES
France YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Electoral (current election) YES
Germany YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Electoral (previous election) YES
Hungary YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Electoral (current election) YES
Ireland YES Operational Costs Electoral (previous election) YES
Italy YES Electoral activities Electoral (current election) YES
Netherlands YES Operational Costs Parliamentary (current legislature) YES
Mixed Electoral-Parliamentary (current
Poland YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities . . A YES
election/legislature)
Mixed Electoral-Parliamentary (current
Portugal YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities . . A YES
election/legislature)
Slovenia YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Electoral (current election) YES
Spain YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities Electoral (current election) YES
Mixed Electoral (previous election)-
Sweden YES Operational Costs; Electoral activities . (p . ) YES
Parliamentary (current legislature)
United
. YES Operational Costs; Parliamentary (current legislature) YES
Kingdom

Source: re-adapted from Nassmacher (2009) and Smilov, Toplak (2007).
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In some cases, laws set specific electoral threshold(s) to access public funding:
from a minimum of 1,000 votes (Denmark) to 4% of votes collected at national
level (Austria). In between, lie Germany (from 0.5% to 1% depending on the kind
of election) and Sweden. In Italy, law 515/1993 set a 3% threshold to access
electoral reimbursements, which was subsequently lowered to 1% in 1999.
Single candidates who get a minimum of votes are reimbursed in Ireland. In
Sweden, parties without parliamentary representatives but which have obtained
at least 2.5% of the votes at national level in either of the two most recent
elections receive grants.

Also in terms of parliamentary requirements, a minimum of seats
obtained is commonly set. In the Netherlands, all parties represented in
Parliament receive public funding, while, in Finland and Belgium, parties access
funds if they have been able to elect at least one candidate in both
parliamentary chambers. In both Spain and Portugal, subsidies are allocated
upon the basis of votes and seats won by the parties: however, criteria for
allocation produce higher disproportional effects in the former, as only parties
which win at least one seat in a multi-member constituency are eligible (van
Biezen 2000; Nassmacher 2003a). The minimum of seats obtained criterion
applies also in Italy, for European and Regional elections. In the UK, only
registered parties able to win at least 2 seats in Parliament access to the policy
development fund. In France, the law set different re-imbursement rates
according to the political level to be elected: here electoral and parliamentary
requirements couple, since the annual subsidy is distributed both among parties
which reach at least 1% of the vote in a minimum of fifty single member districts,
and parties with at least one affiliated deputy or senator (Nassmacher 2003a).

Other criteria may regulate the access to, and the distribution of, public
funding. In Germany, the Supreme Court established (1994) that parties receive
an amount of public resources equal to the funds they have been able to collect
autonomously from grass-roots revenues and plutocratic funding (matching
funds); similarly, in 1995, in France, a new kind of subsidy was introduced,
primarily directed at parties which did not pass votes thresholds: if the excluded
parties are able to solicit a fixed minimum amount of funds from 10,000
identified persons (including 500 elected officials) then they can access a public
matching grant (Nassmacher 2003).

Coming to Indirect Funding, free access to media is a prime example,
being one of the most important types of subsidies in-kind. In Western Europe,
the discipline of this matter varies from country to country (see Table 3). Other
kinds of services provided by the public authority may consist of: (1) the
coverage of expenses for transportation to and from polling stations (Sweden;
Italy); (2) the offer of free space for party posters during campaign periods
(especially at local level: Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands,
Spain); (3) reduced postal rate (Belgium, Italy, Sweden, Spain; Ireland; UK; (4)
free use of public halls (Britain, France, Spain, Italy); (5) reduced rates for the use
of public places, public advertisement, billboards (ltaly); (6) organising lotteries
(Italy, Sweden); (7) preferred treatment in terms of party premises (ltaly).

An additional kind of indirect party funding — recently adopted also by the
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EU (EC 2004/2003) — consists of public financing of institutes affiliated to parties
for goal-oriented purposes, such as research, training, youth (Germany; Austria;
the Netherlands until 1999); or the funding of specific activities (Italy, Sweden:
support to the party press), generally aimed at reinforcing political participation.
Usually, these earmarked funds cannot be spent for electoral activities.

Also public incentives like tax benefits are conceived to encourage citizen
participation (Pinto-Duchinsky 2002). Danish law provides full deducibility for
membership dues, while maximum tax benefits are set in France and Germany.
Both the Netherlands and Italy provide tax benefits also for contributions coming
from corporations. However, in Italy, law 2/1997, which introduced a tax check-
off mechanism, failed its goal, as less than 30% of citizens decided to support
parties: this failure opened the doors to two governmental “special”
reimbursements to political parties.

Table 3. Subsidies-in-kind: access to media

Country Norms on Access to media
. Parties represented in parliament are allocated free air time on
Austria .
radioand TV

Free airtime to parties in proportion to their previous electoral
Belgium performance;

Paid political advertising unavailable to parties;

Free airtime to all parties;

benmark Paid political advertising unavailable to parties;
Finland Paid political advertising unavailable to parties;
France Paid political advertising unavailable to parties;
Free airtime to parties in proportion to their previous electoral
Germany
performance;
Ireland Paid political advertising unavailable to parties;
Italy Mixed system of airtime allocation (equal and proportional)
Netherlands Par.ties represented in parliament are allocated free air time on
radio and TV
Sweden Paid political advertising unavailable to parties (at national level);
Free airtime to all parties;
United Free broadcasting time to parties for campaign periods and

Kingdom between elections in proportion 5:5:4 (LB:CP:LD)
Paid political advertising unavailable to parties;

Source: re-adapted from Nassmacher 2009.

4.3.3 Public funding in the New Europe

As we have seen, New Europe systems present some clear structural differences
vis-a-vis those of the Old Europe: the biases in favour of the post communist
parties, the threat of “state capture” by private interests (corporations and
wealthy donors). All these factors convinced almost all governments to introduce
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public funding: only Latvia is still lacking public schemes. In general, also in
Eastern countries public funding is more party oriented rather than candidate
oriented. While previously substantially unregulated, the party funding sector
has become a competitive ground both for those parties which claimed to
historical continuity and the new comers: in this respect, the larger parties tried
to tailor funding schemes to their own interests. The data in Table 2 indicate
that, according to the purpose of financing, in terms of electoral activities or
operational costs, also in the New Europe, there is a good degree of
homogeneity, also resulting from the prevalence of mixed systems. Similarly,
more variation can also be observed in terms of access and distribution
procedures. In this case, however, we have a prevalence of mixed requirements
over electoral ones with a total exclusion of exclusive parliamentary
requirements.

In the Czech Republic, the discipline of party funding dates back to 1991:
in 2000, new provisions were adopted by Parliament (Ondrej, Petr 2007). Czech
parties receive an electoral reimbursement (with a minimum threshold set at
3%), a fixed subsidy for their operational activities and a subsidy for each seat
won in the two chambers; they also have access to subsidies in kind (revenues
from lotteries). National law provides a number of bans and limits for donations,
specially for contributions coming from public entities.

In Slovenia, the party-funding regime underwent a major reform in 2000,
since the 1994 Political Parties Act was considered too unbalanced in favour of
parliamentary parties (Toplak 2007a). The new public scheme set a 10% quota of
the entire amount of funds to be allocated to parties which obtain at least 1% of
the votes cast at national elections, while the remaining 90% is subdivided
proportionally upon the basis of votes. In addition, parties have the right to be
refunded of the electoral expenses incurred, even at local level. The Slovenian
law also provides parties with paid staff, affiliated into ‘parliamentarians clubs’.
Indirect funding does not encompass provisions about free broadcasting, while
party law grants special premises for party offices.

The Bulgarian case is quite peculiar. In Bulgaria, little attention was paid
to the funding of political competition throughout the initial ten years of the
transition process (Kanev 2007). Apart from generic restrictions for private and
foreign donations, the introduction of subsidies in kind (free airtime) and non-
regulated subsidies to parties participating to the elections, it was only in 2001
that new legislation was approved by the Parliament. Since that moment, private
donations are the principal source of party-funding: parties receive both direct
public subsidies (for campaigning and ordinary activities) and in kind subsidies (in
proportion to their parliamentary strength) and they are subjected to limits in
campaign spending. To prevent the freezing of the party system, public support
is directed both towards parliamentary parties (those which passed the 4%
threshold) and extra-parliamentary parties which have more than 1% (/bidem).
Procedures for fund distribution are complex, i.e., a system of differentiated
allocations to parties, party-alliances and independent candidates, based upon
different thresholds and different grants (both funds and loans). Finally, a ceiling
is set for state subsidies (Walecki 2003).
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Hungary seems to be a generous country to political parties. No upper
limit on state subsidies is set, while restrictions over contributions from
companies owned by the state and a ban on anonymous donations are provided
by the Party Law (Enyedi 2007). Parties receive direct funds in terms of electoral
reimbursements and transfers to central headquarters; indirect funding as in
kind funds (free broadcasting, reduced prices for media advertising) and
earmarked funds (support to parties affiliated organisations). To pass the
electoral threshold (5%) is the conditio sine qua non to access to public funds: a
quarter of the overall amount is equally distributed among parliamentary parties
with more than 1% of the votes, while a bigger slice of the budget is sub-divided
proportionally upon the basis of votes. Parliamentary caucuses are also
subsidised to hire experts. No tax relief for citizens is set but parties are exempt
from taxation.

At the beginning of the new Millennium (2002), Poland underwent a
substantial reform of its political-funding regime after the numerous scandals
and abuses emerged during the transition process, when no clear or lasting rules
were set (Walecki 2003; 2007). In addition, as in many other Eastern countries,
political competition was conditioned by the post-communist parties, which took
advantage of their massive properties: at the initial stage of the transition, state
funding was prohibited. However, party organisational weakness and
overlapping electoral cycles at presidential, parliamentary and local level forced
the state to introduce public aid: from initial electoral re-imbursements (1993) to
grants for parties statutory activities and expenses incurred in campaigning
(1997). As single candidates are directly involved in the funding of their
campaigns, in the absence of a consistent membership and in presence of
declining small individual donations, interested money is a primary source of
revenue (Walecki 2007). This also implies a tendency to organisational
centralisation, as parties have to comply with rigid legal requirements: private
firms and banks are also involved in helping parties to prevent irregularities in
their campaign finance. Direct public funding is allocated upon the basis of a
complicated mixed system, which combines electoral and parliamentary
requirements (ibidem, pp. 129-130): the biggest parties are clearly favoured.
During the electoral campaign period, all the parties also have the right to free
broadcasting, as a subsidy in kind.

4.3.4 The funding to parties at European level

The legal basis of the rules for funding of PPELs is given in Article 10 of the Treaty
on the European Union (TEU), in article 224 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union (TFEU) and in other regulations. In particular, since
Regulation (EC) No 2004/2003 was adopted, PPELs began to receive both direct
and indirect funding from the general EP budget. The discipline of party-funding
was partially amended in 2007 (Regulation No 1524/2007): in what follows, we
will refer to this final setting.

The main purpose of this regulation was to improve the integration
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process on the political side, by favouring a better structuring of the political
actors operating at European level. The aim to guarantee higher level of
organisational autonomy for PPELs — j.e., to reduce their dependence on national
parties —is clear since the regulation explicitly denied the possibility of financing
(neither directly nor indirectly) national organisations or candidates with funds
received from the general budget of the EU. On the other hand, this provision
was instrumental for national parties, in order to avoid a potential increasing in
the intervention of the PPELs into national politics (Gagatek 2008). However,
PPELs may subsidise the financing of campaigns for the EP elections in which
they participate.

Private funding (grass-roots revenues and plutocratic) are limited by the
regulation. Besides the usual concerns found in emerging party systems (see
New Europe) about the dangers of giving private interests an excessive influence
in the democratic process, this is probably also a consequence of the great
distance that exists between PPELs and European civil society. This, in fact,
makes the danger of the affirmation of big private interests, as opposed to
ordinary citizens, all the more likely. Be it as it may, PPELs are not allowed to
accept anonymous donations, donations from the budget of political groups in
the EP, donations from any undertaking directly or indirectly linked to public
authorities, donations exceeding EUR 12,000 per year and per donor from any
natural or legal person other than the referred undertakings, or foreign
donations. PPELs may receive funds from national parties which are members of
a PPEL and from individuals who are members of a PPEL: in both cases,
contributions may not exceed 40% of the annual budget of that PPEL. Obligations
linked to funding include the publicity of PPEL revenues, expenditures and their
statements of assets and liabilities, on the one hand, and the specification of
donors and the donations received, except those not exceeding EUR 500 per year
and per donor, on the other.

To be recognised as a PPEL and to access public funding, a party must
comply with a number of conditions, which are a mixture of legal, parliamentary
and electoral requirements; the subsequent distribution of funds relies on
parliamentary criteria (see Table 5).

Technically, the purpose of direct funding at European level follows
similar patterns to individual countries’ in Old and New Europe: funding is,
indeed, provided for the ordinary functioning of PPELs as well as for electoral
campaigns. However, the latter are very limited, and it is clear that facilitating
the creation and maintenance of more effective PPELs is the main purpose of the
regulation. On the second criterion, we have identified, for the classification of
funding schemes, the European level, which not only does not depart from the
prevailing mixed model observed in both Old and New Europe, but also presents
an additional programmatic requirement, favouring the respect of the basic
principles on which EU democracy is be founded. Again, the regulation’s
preoccupation to favour better linkage between European citizens and EU level
institution through political parties is evident. Tables 6, 7 and 8 are included as
illustrations of actual party funding at EU level.
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Table 5. Regulation of party funding at European level

Criteria for the

Purpose of the

L . , . Distribution
constitution of | Direct Public Requirements for access criteria
parties Funding
Legal Parliamentary Electoral Programmatic Parliamentary
operational
?nd o Must have
unctioning received, in at Must observe in
C_OStS . least % of the its programme o
Legal (including o o 15%
L MS, at least 3% | andinits L .
personality in Foundations); | Must be o distributed in
! . of the votes activities the
the Member represented, in . o equal share;
. i cast in each of principles on
State in which Electoral at least % of the . .
. . . those MS at the | which the EU is
the seat is activities with | MS, by MEP or 85%
. . . most recent EP | founded L
located; the exclusion in the national . - distributed
. elections; (liberty, .
of Parliaments or proportionally
. 0 . democracy,
Positive contributing regional among those
. ) . Must have respect for .
decision by the | to national Parliaments or .. . . which have
. participated in human rights
EP on the member regional . elected
o . . elections to the | and .
application for parties assemblies members in
funding: ] EP or have fundamental the EP
& campaigns expressed the freedom, rule of
intention to do | law)
so
Table 6. Grants from the EP to PPEL (maximum grant awarded)
Year AEN AIDE EUD EDP EFA EGP ELDRP EPP PES PEL
2004 | 161.250 340.425 | 165.724 | 306.000 618.896 1.587.587 | 1.257.000 | 210.275
2005 | 450.000 459.530 | 217.906 | 568.261 894.454 | 2.863.693 | 2.489.175 | 365.868
2006 | 450.000 | 328.125 | 219.825 | 514.797 | 222.627 | 581.000 883.500 | 2.929.841 | 2.580.000 | 518.626
2007 | 300.000 | 356.250 | 234.000 | 526.148 | 222.541 | 631.750 1.133.362 | 3.271.810 | 2.994.603 | 526.148
2008 | 300.000 | 413.990 | 226.700 | 496.291 | 226.600 | 641.734 1.115.665 | 3.354.754 | 3.027.647 | 536.685
2009 | 577.150 245.274 | 492.487 | 226.600 | 643.562 1.179.191 | 3.485.708 | 3.100.000 | 562.405
2010 211.125 | 505.617 | 339.965 | 1.054.999 | 1.553.984 | 4.959.462 | 3.395.323 | 708.080

Source: Directorate-General for Finance; Directorate C — Political Entity Funding and Other
Services; Political Entity Funding and Inventory Unit.
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Table 7. Grants from the EP to PPEL (final grant)

Year AEN AIDE EUD EDP EFA EGP ELDRP EPP PES PEL
2004 | 83.964 69.862 | 163.222 | 171.461 | 462.661 1.051.469 | 1.093.853 | 120.895
2005 | 114.330 253.933 | 217.906 | 568.261 | 819.563 2.398.941 | 2.489.175 | 365.868
2006 | 144.809 | 170.064 | 57.763 | 163.571 | 220.914 | 581.000 | 883.500 | 2.914.060 | 2.580.000 | 439.019
2007 | 159.138 | 239.410 | 226.280 | 152.611 | 215.198 | 631.750 | 1.022.344 | 3.156.414 | 2.992.218 | 524.251
2008 | 206.376 | 303.051 | 153.821 | 407.693 | 226.600 | 641.534 | 1.115.665 | 3.354.754 | 3.027.647 | 536.539
Source: Directorate-General for Finance; Directorate C — Political Entity Funding and Other
Services; Political Entity Funding and Inventory Unit.
Table 8. PPELs' incomes (2006-2009)
Year Party Own Resources EP grants Other Total
EFA 53,700 222,627 20,509 296,836
EGP 175,650 581,000 80,000 836,650
ELDR 883,500 314,227 12,812 1,210,539
2006 EPP 1,099,646 2,912,595 1,464 4,013,705
EUD 40,000 175,800 42,000 257,800
PEL 172,875 438,648 611,523 1,223,046
PSE 889,649 2,580,000 43,864 3,513,513
Party Own Resources EP grants Other Total
EFA 67,500 222,390 8,097 297,987
EGP 185,000 650,000 40,500 875,500
ELDR 359,304 1,021,780 13,922 1,395,006
2007 EPP 1,144,849 3,156,201 5,325 4,306,375
EUD 39,000 234,000 39,000 312,000
EDP 184,436 553,308 737,744
PEL 175,386 526,149 701,535 1,403,070
PSE 998,416 2,994,419 38,589 4,031,424
Party Own Resources EP grants Other Total
EFA 67,500 226,998 8,200 302,698
EGP 644,640 203,000 67,202 914,842
ELDR 364,374 1,113,709 19,621 1,497,704
2008 EPP 1,120,449 3,354,754 4,475,203
EUD 30,000 226,700 45,300 256,700
EDP 182,613 547,840 730,453
PEL 163,797 536,539 10,502 700,336
PSE 714,400 3,051,000 302,600 3,765.400

Source Official PPELs’ accounts
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level is the relevance attributed to indirect subsidies to PPELs and, in particular,
to earmarked funds provided to Political Foundations at European Level (PFELs).
A PFEL is ‘an entity or network of entities which [...] affiliated with a PPEL, and
which through its activities [...] underpins and complements the objectives of the
PPEL’ (Reg. No 1524/2007, Article 1). PPELs and affiliated PFELs have to define
the modalities of their relationship, by assuring both appropriate governance
and management autonomy.

Similarly to most disciplines relating to subsidies to political foundations,
the European regulation also sets a number of specific tasks which a PFEL has to
follow (i.e., improving the debate and favouring research/support activities on
European matters). To be officially recognised by the EP, a PFEL needs to satisfy a
number of different requirements (see Table 9).

Table 9. Requirements to be satisfied by PFELs

Requirements

Legal Scope Geographical Programmatic
Must be affiliated -

. Must observe in its
with one of the rogramme and in
recognized PPEL, p & o

o its activities the
as certified by that .

art Its governing bod principles on
party; . & 8 POGY 1 Which the EU is
Legal personality It shall not shall have a .

. . ] founded (liberty,
in the Member promote profit geographically
. . democracy,
State in which the | goals balanced
) . respect for human
seat is located, composition .
rights and
separate from that
) fundamental

of the PPEL with

L freedom, rule of
which it is law)
affiliated;

A PFEL receives EP funds through the PPEL to which the foundation is affiliated
(see Table 10). The PPEL may grant other kinds of contributions to its affiliated
PFEL, and a PFEL may also receive contributions from its affiliated national
political foundations: in both cases, contributions may not exceed 40% of the
annual budget of the PFEL. In contrast, a PFEL is not allowed to subsidise political
parties, nor candidates at national and European level, or foundations at national
level. In any case, funding charged to the general budget of the EU may not
exceed 85% of those costs of an eligible PFEL. The EU's 2008 budget also
included a total of €5 million for new political foundations.

4.3.5 Organisation of Political Parties at European Level
As already stated, the literature on the funding of party organisations suggests

that rules and regulations have a tendency to promote organisational
convergence. In this respect, we argued that EU regulations set only a generic
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organisational pre-requisite for PPELs, which have to indicate the bodies
responsible for political and financial management and the bodies/individuals
holding the legal representation in their statutes. For the purpose of our
investigation, however, a more in-depth comparative analysis of PPEL statutes
and internal regulations in general may raise some interesting questions. Here,
we focus on three different aspects of party organisations, i.e., party

membership, party deliberative/executive organs, financial rules.

Table 10. Grants from the EP to PFELs (2008-2009).

Maximum grant Final
Foundation Affiliated to party | Year ximtm g I
awarded grant
Center Maurits European Free 2008 | 106,608 106.608
Coppieters Alliance 2009 | 147,929
Centre for European People’s | 2008 | 1,500,208 1,344,892
European Studies Party 2009 | 2,294,292
Europa 2008 232,900
Osservatorio sulle Alliance for Europe | 2009 | 232,900
Politiche of the Nations 322,150
dell’Unione
E Liberal 2008 172,187
European Liberal uropean tibera 233,750
Democrat and 2009
Forum 725,200
Reform Party
. - Alliance of 2008 | 190,746 120,501
Fondation Politique
Independent 2009
Europeenne pour la .
. Democrats in
Democratie
Europe
Foundation for EU EUDemocrats 2008 | 103,530
Democracy 2009 | 153,170
Foundation f 2008 1,208,436
Ezlrjcr)] :al:n or Party of European 5009 1,208,700 e
pear | socialists 1,950,000
Progressive Studies
Green European European Green 2008 | 302,678 270,836
Institute Party 2009 | 414,895
:Enusrt:u;cgnof European ;882 233,110 101,108
P Democratic Party 317,500
Democrats
Transform Europe Party of the 2008 