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Abstract

Party switching in national parliaments has become an established field of political science
research entailing studies of single legislatures as well asmatisgal analyses. In the case of

the European Parliament (EP), approximately tengmeraf all members (MEPS) change their

party group label each sessidihen compared to national parliaments, only Brazil and Italy
surpass this level of member volatility. The literature analyzing this phenomenon includes
descriptive accounts and qualivat case studies, as well as singlad multisession

examinations. While this research produces valuable insights, the results have not yet provided

scholars with a clear explanation for why so many MEPs change group labels.

This cumulative dissertatioanalyzes and explains the causes of party group switching in the EP.

In order to fully understand why MEPsa#iliate so frequently, | examine not only the

individual correlates of switching, butlalsceev al uat e t he EPG6s srdest em o
to characterize the incentive structure MEPs face when choosing whether or not to switch groups,

the first two papers examine the components of the EP party group system, including its format

and mechanics. The second two papers then apply what imlead about the EPG6s u
institutionalized party group system to the analysis of party group switching. These four papers
conclude that the EP depends on the fully institutionalized core of EPGs to carry out its

legislative responsibilities; howevehget instability endemic to the weakly institutionalized

periphery remains a serious i mpediment to the

Party group witchingin the EPis defined as the process by whicpaaliamentarian, or a

national paty delegation (NPD)leaves a home group to-adfiliate with anew, targegroup.

Theories of party switching fall into two broad categories. The first pertains to the individual
determinants of switching whereby politicians actively attempt to chaegesttuation in order

to satisfy political goals. Scholars in this
theoretical tool kit to explain reffiliation; that is, we assume that politicians who change their

party label midcareer do so in arttampt to increase their odds of (re)election, to angle for key
leadership positions, or to place themselves in a better position to influence policy. The second

theory of switching addresses systkawvel conditions which make 4&filiation less costly to

politicians because party labels and voter identification remain unconsolidated. The literature
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using this theory observes an increased incidence of switching where parties and party systems
are weakly institutionalized, such as in p@Gstmmunist, Centrand Eastern Europe, or in Latin

American states during their transition to democracy.

| advance the state of the art in the study of party group switching in the EP by proposing that, in
an unevenly institutionalized party group system, both of thesegses occur simultaneously.

To explain the causes of party groupaféliation, therefore, it is necessary diferentiate
betweerswitches caused lire collapseof inchoate groupandthose originating from rational,
individual motivationsAmbitious moderates change groups in search of policy influence or
prestige. Yet, in parallel to these archetypal switchers, we also observe the involuntary ejection of
a disintegr a teis,MgPsavinoonug thes fincha new affiliation. In order to model

the determinants of the first type, it is essential to control for the second.

The first two paperase mixed methodstbe s cr i be t he histori<cal emer
tiered party systa and to identify the sources of party group institutionalizafidre second two

papers rely on statistical models to determine which variables significantly increase or decrease

the odds of raffiliation among ambitious MEPRater controlling for grougollapse In what

follows, | briefly detail the findings of each paper.

The first paper uses the analytical narrative
group system, 1972009. Analytical narratives combine the benefits of historitgtitutionalism

with rigorous quantitative analysis by employing a model to identify an equilibrium position and
the then testing the historical record against hypotheses derived from that model. In this paper, |
introduce the concept of cartelization &sdribe the patterns of behavior responsible for the
development of a bifurcated party system. Unlike previous scholarship which applies the cartel
party theory to the EP, | divide cartelization into two separate proéesséiasion and

exclusion. Analyzig every rolicall vote from the first 30 years of the EP to determine whether

or not collusion among the EPP and S&D increased over time, this paper illustrates how these
groups gradually became a unified voting bloc. Further, the analysis of exclusigmuised

effects models reveals that periphery groups are much less likely to gain committee leadership
positions or reports than core groups. The results, therefore, indicate that the concept of

cartelization best defines the patterns of behavior obséntée first 30 years of the EP, a
v



finding which calls into the question the leatanding belief that EPGs value consersuigding

above all else.

The second paper produces a typology of EPGs using fuzzy set Ideal Type Analysis (fSITA). In
this analyss, | construct four original conditions derived from the literature on
institutionalization, including consistency, concentration, volatility, and fragility, as well as a
measure of tenure. From these factors, the fsITA identifies five distinct type$sf Ef of

which reflect developmental phases of fully institutionalized groups, and three which are
associated with weak institutionalization. The second section of this paper traces the different
developmental trajectories of several party families Hastliates cases of institutional

consistency, progress, regress, and collapse. Finally, based on the results of the typology | create
an indicator variable for fully institutionalized groups and include this in a negative binomial
analysis of rapporteurghallocation, 1972014. The results show that members of fully
institutionalized groups have many more opportunities to impact policy by managing multiple
legislative reports than do their colleagues from weakly institutionalized groups. This paper,
therefore, identifies endogenous, exogenous, and padiamentary dimensions of weak
institutionalization, and it extends the findings from the first paper regarding the exclusion of

periphery members.

Using a pooled logistic regression analysis to andbgreeen and withinsession switches
(19792014), the third paper makes two vital contributions to the study of party group re
affiliation. First, the data set includes DMbminate scores which are used to measure
delegationto-group and membeén-group wlicy distances. Second, | include indicator variables
which operationalize three types of party group coll@psergers, dissolutions, and failure to
reconvene following an election. In so doing, this paper accounts for both sgsigimdividual

level deerminants of reffiliation. After controlling for weak institutionalization, the results
provide original insights into the causes of switching. Most significantly, the analysis shows that
large national delegations change group labels, not becausa ¢hegeking offices or policy
influence, but rather because they are @eeresented in collapsing, weakly institutionalized
groups. The benefits of considering the impact of an unevenly institutionalized party system are

clearly on display in this paper.



The final paper uses multvel logistic regression models to study party grougffiation, and

it tests directly the conclusion made by Hix and Noury (2018) which states that ideologically
outlying MEPs are the most likely switchehs thispaper,| differentiate between cascade
switchers, those members wheaféiliate following the collapse of their group, and ambitious
switchers, members who switched only once during a term and who were not involved in a
cascade. All members of collapsing groups matter their age, tenure, or position within the
EPG, are forced to saffiliate; therefore, in order to properly estimate the effect of policy

outlying on switching, it is necessary to restrict cascade switchers from the dependent variable
and focuonly on ambitious switchers. The results show that, in fact, outliers are often viewed as
unreliable partners, and according to multiple measures, they are statistically less likely to
succeed in switching party groups. Alternatively, ambitious moderaggbe@most likely MEPs

to change groups.

In sum, these papers identify the collapse of weakly institutionalized groups as the primary
explanation for the high frequency of party group switching in the EP. After controlling for
cascade switches, the eunde shows that delegations are more likely tafféiate when they

are ideologically incongruent with their group, but MEPs have higher odds of exiting if they
oppose their EPG on issues associated with European integration. Finally, the evidence implies
that to successfully complete a switch, ambitious MEPs have to present themselves to potential
targets as reliable partners. Therefore, outliers have lower odds of switching than more moderate

members who only disagree with their group on a single pdifagnsion.

This research rests on an original dataset compiled from several sources. The Hgyland, Sircar,

and Hix (2009), Automated Database for the European Parliament provides me with all of the

party switching variables, as well as tireginal, aggregated, ERBvel variables used for the
institutionalization typology. Furthermore, the roll call voting data from Hix, Roland, and Noury
(2007), are pivotal for calculatingthe DWo mi nat e scor es. I used Dani
the MEPgender variable, and his replication files were also used for the report allocation model
found in the second papétix and Noury (2018) madedh NPD ingovernment and

commissioner variablesvailable to me for the third paper. Party positions wereaeld from

the ParlGov dataset (D6ring and Manow 2016).
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My dissertatiorviews the EP through the lens of party group switching, and the rehtsd

inspire scholars to revaluate some of the lorgjanding assumptions found in the literature. For

exanple, the evidence of exclusion makes it difficult to argue that MEPs and EPGs are primarily
consensugriented and focused on building oxgzed, inclusive coalitions. Additionally, the
disproportionate allocation of reports to members of weakly insfitatized groups counters the

| it erat ur e 0 srepredertatian resulisgtimanlyrfrdne seiclusion. Most

importantly, however, this collection of papers provides a historical and empirical account for
explaining how rational political decisispnmade by selihterested politicians, unintentionally

created a cartelized party group system, bound together by the dual processes of collusion and
exclusion. On one hand, collusion among members of the grand coalition ensured that the EP

would become&d uncti onal, | egislative organ within ¢t}
the other hand, exclusion makes it very difficult for members of periphery groups to advocate for
the interests of their consti ttofnctosasand t her ef
representative assembly. Further, the marginalization ecEtammmembers encourages the

emergence and reproduction of an unevenly institutionalizedtiéned party group system.

Though not the first to identify traetefs faced by pariments tasked with undertaking multiple
responsibilities, the interpretation presented here does provide an endogenous explanation for

how and why the EP came to privilege legislative efficiency over parliamentary representation.

The literature draws dear line connecting cartelization and uneven institutionalization to the
attenuation of a parliamentés ability to repr.
t hen the pri ce -gonaumehtedirvestmenhieincEe&sidcsits-makihgl

effectiveness, is its inability to provide substantive representation, especially to the growing
number of citizens who do not support the pur:
appreciate the strength of the EP as a legislative body, osEfocus on cooperation and

collusion among the core groups; yet to understand the reasons why the Parliament has a had a
much harder time connecting with the European electorate and acting as a representative

assembly capable of imbuing the EU with inpuented legitimacy, it is necessary to analyze the

exclusion of the weakly institutionalized groups.
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Zusammenfassung

Parteiwechsel in nationalen Parlamenten ist zu einem etablierten Feld der
politikwissenschatftlichen Forschung geworgéie sich auEinzelfdle wie auch
landerubergreifende Analysen von Legislatikenzentriertlm Fall des Européischen
Parlaments (EP) wechseln innerhalb jeder Legislaturperiode ungefahr zehn Prozent aller
Mitglieder (MEPSs)ihre Fraktion Im Vergleich zu nationalen RFamenten Uberschreiten nur
Brasilien undtalien dieses Niveau an Mitgliedervolatilit&isherige Literatur zu diesem
Phanomen beinhaltet deskriptive Analysen, qualitative Fallstusidb/ntersuchungen von
einzelnen und mehreren Legislaturperioddi@hrend dieseForschung wertvolle Erkenntnisse
liefert, gebendie Ergebnissaoch keine klare Erklarung dafir, warum so viele MEPs ihre
Fraktionszugehdrigkeit wechseln

Die vorliegena kumulative Dissertation analysiert und erklart die Ursachen vom
Fraktionswechsel inkuropaischen Parlamemt¢h ziele darauf zaeigen warum Mitglieder des
EP ihre Fraktionszugehdrigkeit so oft wechseln und untersticheesem Zweck nicht nur
individudle Korrelate von Fraktionswechseln, sondern evaluiere auch das Fraktionensystem im
EP. Die ersten zwei Artikel untersuché&spektedes EP Fraktionensystemis darunter sein
Format unddie Mechaniki um Anreizstrukturen zbeschreibenmit denen MEPs benrer
Entscheidundir oder gegen einen Wechsel konfrontiert siDigk weiteren zwei Artikel wenden
die Befunde einedntersuchung darnausgeglichenen Institutionalisierung des EP
Fraktionensystems auf dienalyse vom Fraktionswechsel dvas Fazit dieserier Artikel ist es,
dass das EP demllkommeninstutionalisierten Kern von européischen Fraktionen benoétigt um
seine legislativen Aufgaben zu erfillen; die endemische Instabilit&cHeach

institutionalisiert@ Peripherie bleibt jedoch ein ernstesdtimis fir die Effizienz des EP als

eine reprasentative Versammlung

Ich definiere Fraktionswechsel im BB ein Prozessn demeinzelne Abgeordnetederdie
Delegation einer mitgliedstaatlichen Partei ihre bisherige Gruppe verlassen und sich einer
andeen Zielgruppe anschliel3eBisherigeTheorien von Parteiwechsel konnen in zwei breite
Kategorien aufgeteilt werden. Die erste erdrtert individuelle Faktoren des Wealws®sh

Politiker*innen aktiv versuchen ihre Situation zu veranderrpoiitischeZiele zu erftllen.
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Dieser Ansatz erkladasWechselerhaltenbasierend auf der theoretischen Grundlage von
Mller und Strem (1999); es wird angenommen, dass Politiker*innen ihre Partei mitten in ihrer
Karriere wechselmm zu versuchen, ihre Chancen auf (Wéi@dahl zu erhbhemelevante
Fuhrungspositionen zu erzielen, oder sich in einer besseren Position zu stellen usinRaliey

zu beeinflusserDie zweite Theorie des Wechsgethaltendokussiert auf Bedingungen auf
systemischer Ebene, die die Koseames Wechset reduzierendaParteibezeichnungen und
Wahleridentifikation nicht konsolidiert bleibeDiese Forschungszweigeobachtet ein
zunehmendes Vorkommen an Wechselverhaltetywo Parteien und Parteiensysteme schwach
institutionalisiert sindbeispielsweise in postkommunistischem Mitteid Osteuropa oder in

lateinamerikanischen Staaten wahrend ihrer demokratischen Transformationsphasen

Mein Forschungséitrag zum Fraktionswehsel im EP besteht in dBehauptungdass in einem
ungleichmafiig institutionalisierten Fraktionensysti#ese beideProzesse gleichzeitig auftreten.
Um die Ursachen von Fraktionswechselverhalten zu verstehen, ist es daher relevant zwischen
zwei Typen vo Wechsel zu unterscheiden: Wechded durch einen Zusammenbruch von
schwach institutionalisiert&ruppen verursacht sind; und solche Wechsel, die ihren Ursprung in
rationalen, individuellen Motivationen hab&xmbitioniertegeméalRigte Mitgliedewechselnhre
Fraktion auf der Suche naétlicy-Einfluss oder Prestig®arallel zu diesen archetypischen
Wechslern beobachten wileddings einunfreiwilliges Ausscheiden aus einer
auseinanderfallenddfraktion, deren MEPs eine neue Zugehorigkeit finden mukbardie
Determinanten des erstenedhseltypszu modellierenist zugleich der zweite Wechseltyp zu

kontrollieren

Die ersten zwei Artikel verwenden gemischte Forschungsmethoden um die historische
Entwicklungdes zweistufigen Fraktionensystem zu erortewh die Quellen der
Institutionalisierung des EPraktionensystem zu identifiziereDie weiteren zwei Artikel

basieren auf statistischen Modellen und bestimmen, welche Variablen signifikant die Chancen
von Wechselverhalten ambitionierter MEPs erh6hen selekenund dabefur
Fraktionszusammenbruch kontrollierém. Folgenden erlautere ich kurz die naheren Ergebnisse

jeden Artikels.



Der ersteArtikel benutzt den AnsatdesAnalytischen Narratenunderdértertdie Evolution des
EP-Fraktionensystenmawischenl979und 2009.Analytische Narrative verbinden die Vorteile
deshistorischen Institutionalismus netnerrigorosen quantitativerAnalyse und verwenden ein
Modell um eine Equilibriunposition zu identifizierenMit ihnen lassenish dann die

historischen Daten mit den aus diesem Modell abgeleiteten Hypothesen vergldiohen
Verhaltensmustezu beschreiberdie zur Entwicklung eines gabelférmig geteilten
Parteiensystems fuhren, stelle adgnKonzeptlegriff derKartellierungvor. Im Unterschied zu
bisherige Forschungdie die Kartellparteitheorie auf das EP anwendeterteile ich

Kartellierung in zwei separate Prozesd€ollusion und Exklusionich analysiere jede

namentliche Abstimmung in den ersten 30 Jahren des EP umtiarbeg ob die Kollusion in

der BE/P undS&D mit der Zeit zunahm oder nicht und illustriere, wie diese Gruppen graduell zu
einem einheitlichen Abstimmungsblock geworden sWditerhin zeigt die Analyse von

Exklusion mithilfe von MixeeEffectsModellen das peripherd-raktionenviel weniger
wahrscheinliciPositionerder Ausschussleitung odBerichterstattungrhaltenals die
KernfraktionenDie Ergebnisse zeigen daher, dass die Verhaltensmuster in den ersten 30 Jahren
des EP am besten mit dem Begriff #artellierungdefiniertwerdenkdnnen.Dieser Befund
stelltauch die anhaltende Uberzeugumdrrage dass Fraktionen im BR ihrer Arbeit den Wert

vor allemauf Konsensbildundegen

Der zweiteArikel bietet eine Typologie von EPraktionen und verwendet dafur diezy set

Ideal Type Analysis (fsITA)Abgeleitet aus der Institutionalismusforschlagzipiereich vier
originelle Bedingungendarunter Konsistenz, Volatilitat und Fragiligdwieeine Md3einheit fur
die Dauer des MandatBie fsITA identifiziert anhand dieser Faktor&@mf unterschiedliche
Typen von EFFraktionen. Zwei davon spiegeln die Entwicklungsphasd#ikommen
institutionalisierter Gruppen wieder, drei davon sind assoziiert mitastner
Institutionalisierunglm zweiten Teil analysiert das Paper unterschiedliche Entwicklungsablaufe
mehrerer Parteienfamilien und illustriert Falle von institutioneller Konsistenisdhritt,
Ruckschritt und KollapsSchlie3lich entwickle ich auf d&rundlage der Typologie einen
Indikator flrvollkommeninstitutionalisierte Gruppierungen und integridre in eine negave
binomialeAnalyse von Berichterstattungszuweisung im ZeitraumAMfBbis 2014. Die
Ergebnisse zeigen, dass Mitgliegetlkommaen institutionalisierter Gruppen mehr Mdglichkeiten

an PolicyEinflussdurchdie Verwaltungmehrfacher legislativer Berichtebenals ihre



Kolleg*innen aus schwach institutionalisierten Grupd2as Paper identifiziedoendogeng
exogene und intgparlamentarische Dimensionen schwacher Institutionalisierung. Es erweitert

die Ergebnisse des ersten Artikels beztglichEoddusion peripherer Mitglieder

Derdritte Artikel verwendet eine zusammengefihrte logistische Regressionsanalyse um
Wechselverhalten innerhalb und zwischen degislaturperioden zu untersuch@®792014)
Es liefert dadurch zwei wesentliche Beitrdge zur Analyse von FraktionsweEtstehs
beinhalteder Datensatz D¥WominateWerte die zur Messung voRolicy-Distanzen zwischen
Delegationen unéraktionen sowie zwischen Mitgliedern und Fraktionen verwendet werden
Zweitens verwende ich Indikatorédir drei Typen va Fraktionskollaps Fusion, Auflosungind
fehlendes Wiederzusammenkommen nach einer Viadurch bertcksichtige ich sowohl
systembezogene als auch individuelle DeterminanteM@chselverhalterich kontrollieredas
Auftreten voschwachelnstitutionalisierungund bietedanach Einblicke inlie Ursachen von
Wechselverhalterich zeige, dass grofRe nationBlarteictlegationen ihre Fraktiomicht
deswegen wechselwgil sie nach Amtern oder Polidinfluss streben, sondern vielmehr weil
sie in auseinanderfallenden, schwach institutionalisi€t@ippen tberreprasentiert sirigarin
erweist sichdie Berlicksichtigung voasymmetrisclinstitutionalisierterParteiensystemen als

vorteilshaft fur die weitere Forschung

Der letzte Artikel analysiert Fraktionswechsel unter Anwendlogjstische
MehretenenmodelleEs untersucht direkt den Befund von Hix und Noury (2018), dass
ideologischvom Parteikern distanzierMEPs am wahrscheinlisten ihre Fraktion wechseln
diesem Artikel unterscheide ich zwischen Kask#éechslern, also den Mitgliedern diaah
einem Zusammenbruch ihrEraktionwechseln, und ambitionierten Wechslern, also den
Mitgliedern, die nur einmal innerhalb einkegislaturperiode gewechselt haben und nicht Tell
einer Kaskade wareille Mitglieder von auseinanderfallenden Gruppierungiea zum
Wechsel gezwungen, unabhangig von inrem Atter,Dauer ihres Mandatglerihrer Position
innerhalb der Gruppe; um defifé&kt von PolicyAbweichung auf Wechselverhalten gchétzen
ist es daher notwendi{askadeAWechsler von der abh&angigen Variable zu trennen und nur
ambitionierte Wechsler zu beobachtBie Ergebnisse zeigedass Ausreil3er oft als

unzuverlassige Partnangesehen gden Ferner ist eanhand mehrerer Messungen statistisch
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weniger wahrscheinligidass siéhre Fraktion erfolgreich wechselMEPSs die am

wahrscheinlichsteihre Fraktion wechseln, sind wiederum gemalRigibidonierteMitglieder.

Zusammengefasst identifizieren diese Artikel #®flapsvon schwach institutionalisierten

Gruppen als die primare Erklarufig die hohe Haufigkeit von Fraktionswechsel im. EP

Nachdemwir KaskaderWechsler kontrolligrhabenzeigt sich dass Delegationen

wahrscheinlicher wechselwenn sie innerhalb ihrer Gruppe ideologisch inkongruent Sired

Chancen fur MERNechsel sindviederum danmdher wenn sie mit dePosition ihrer Gruppe

zur Frage der Europaischen Integration nicht Gbereinstim8atiel3lichsuggerieren die

Ergebnisse, dass ambitionierte MEPs sich als zuverlassige Partner prasamiigsem, um

erfolgreich zu wechseln. Daher sind die Chancen fir einen Wechsel fur Ausreil3er geringer als die
von eher gemaRigten Mitgliedern, die mit ihrer Gruppe in einer PolicyDimension nicht

Ubereinstimmen.

Dievorliegendeg~orschung basiert auf einem originellen Datenslraus mehrere@uellen
zusammengestelturde.Die Automated Database for the European Parliamenteytand,
Sircar und Hix (2009ietetalle Variablen zum Parteiwechsdgrunterauch die originalen auf
der Ebene der Fraktion aggregierten Variablen zur Typologie von Institutionalisierung. Daten fur
namentliche Abstimmungen von Hix, Roland, ihalry (2007)sindwiederum essenzidilir die
Berechnung dddW-NominateWerte Fur dieGenderErfassung bei den MEPs verwende ich
den Datensatz von Daniel (2018)h benutzte seine Replikationsdaten fir das Manle
Berichtserstattungsmveisung im zweiten ArtikelFurdendritten Artikeln haben mir Hix und
Noury (2018) ihre Variablen zu nationalen Delegationen an der Regisowig Kommissare
Variablen zur Verfligung gestelkur dieParteipositionenerwende ich deRarlGovDatensatz
(DéringundManow 2016).

Meine Dissertatiomntersuchtlas EP mit Fokus auf das FraktionswechselverhdeemMEPSs

Die Ergebnisse laden dazu ein, einige bestehende Annahmen der Literaturen neu zu bewerten.
Beispielweise zeige icanhand von Exklusigrdass es schwierig zu argumentieren ist, dass

MEPs und natinale Parteidelegationen primar konsensorientiertigiolddass sie ihren Fokus
aufdie Bildung von tbergrof3en, inklusiven Koalitionkgen.Zusatzlichsprichtdie ungleich

verteilteZuweisungvon Berichterstatturgpufgabemn Mitglieder von schwach
Xii



institutionalisiertenGruppen gegen die Behauptung der Forschung, dass Unterreprasentation
primar durch Selbstausschlussdingt istVor allem bieten ekse Artikel historische und
empirische Erklarungen dafiwie rationale politische Entscheidungen \@geninteressierten
Politiker*innen unwillentlich eirkartelliertesFraktionensystem geschaffen habdgs durch

duale Prozesse von Kollusion und Exklusemsammengehalten wirBinerseitsstellt Kollusion

der Mitgliederdie Grof3en Koalition sichesodass ds EPzu einem funktionsfahigen

legislativen Organ im politischen System deuf®paischen Union wirdAndererseits kénnen
Mitglieder peripherer Gruppen wegen der Exklusarviel schwerer fir die Interessen ihrer
Wabhlerschafeinsetzenwas die Handlurgg und Wirkfahigkeit des EP als eine reprasentative
Versammlung verringertVeiterhin fordert die Marginalisierung von Mitgliedern auR3erhalb des
Kerns zur Escheinung und Reproduktion eines ungleichmalfig institutionalisierten zweistufigen
Fraktionensystem®ie hier prasentierte Interpretation ist nicht die erste, die ToH#dewischen
unterschiedliche Verantwortlichkeiten von Parlamenten identifiziSte bietet aber eine
endogene Erklarung dafiwie und warum das E@ie legislative Effizienz der paaimentarischen

Repréasentation vorgezogen hat.

Die Literatursieht eine klare Verbindung zwischkartellierung und ungleichmafiger
Institutionalisierungeinerseits under Schwachung der reprasentativen Fahigkeit eines
ParlamentaindererseitdVenn meineschlusgolgerungereutreffen ist der Preis fur die gut

dokumentierte Investition idie Erhdhung der legislativen Effektivitélie Unfahigkeit des EP,

substanzielle Reprasentanz zu bieten, insbesondere fir die wachsende Anzahl der Blrger*innen,
diedasZe | einer Ai mmer enger @dndieStarkeddasfEP ald lagibldtiveu nt e
Institutionzu verstehenmuss der Fokus adfe Zusammenarbeit undie Kollusion der Kern

Gruppen gelegt eden; umallerdingszu verstehen, warum das BEieh bislang schwer tagjne

Verbindung mit der europaisch&viéhlerschaft herzustellen und als reprasentative Versammlung

zu handeln, die imstande ware, die EU mit Iapegjitimitat zu fullen ist es relevant, die

Exklusion vonschwach institutionalisierten Gruppen zu analysieren.
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Introduction

Following the 2019 European election, the seat share of the two largest European Political

Groups (EPGSs), the Christian (EPP) and Social (S&D) Democrats, fell to a combined 44 percent,
representing the first time ihé history of the European Parliament (EP) that their joint

membership failed to reach an absolute majority. Byaming themselves Renew Europe (RE),

the Liberal Democrats (ALDE) abandoned a political label present in the EP since 1958. To these
breaks m continuity, consider the inevitable (Br)exit of several, large UK delegations from the

S&D (10 members), the Greens (11 members), and RE (17 members), and observers would
justifiably conclude that the EP is entering a period of pronounced instabilgypdapers

presented in this dissertation provide valuable historical and empirical context for clarifying how
and why the EP can maintain its effectiveness as a legislative body and a representative assembly

during this turbulent time.

My research projediegan with the goal of better understanding party group switching in the EP;

yet, it became clear that to fully appreciate the high ratesaffiliation by members of the

European Parliament (MEPSs), | must als@valuate the system of party groupkeTirst two

papers, therefore, examine the components of the EP party group system, including its format and
mechanics (Sartori, 2005), in order to describe the incentive structure MEPs face when choosing
whether or not to change groups. The secondtwogpa s appl y what i s | ear ng
unevenly institutionalized party group system to the analysis of party group switching. When
considered alongside the EPO6s current state of
confronted by a shockimilar to the 2019 election, the fully institutionalized core EPGs should

have the capacity to stabilize the EP as a legislative body. However, the uncertainty endemic to

the weakly institutionalized periphery remains a serious impediment to the Patlidmen e f f i c ac

as a representative assembly.

In comparison to the existing literature, the first two papers offer a significantly revised
interpretation of the EPG6s party group system
institutionalized, butather aligns more closely with what Randall and Svasand (2009) describe

as uneven institutionalization. Thus, when characterizing the EP, observers should neither

di scount the consistent | eadership andd reli ab



Coalition, nor should they exaggerate the negative impact that weakly institutionalized groups
have on the consolidation of the party group system. Further, by providing compelling evidence
that groups such as the Liberals, the Greens, and the Le#istbed active institutionalization

by the end of the Fifth EP session, the second paper offers evidence to counter-steniding
belief that size, measured by seat share, cor |
institutionalization (Hix and Lord1995). More importantly, however, the first two papers show
that MEPs from weakly institutionalized groups are less likely to become committee leaders or
rapporteurs, and that this asymmetry cannot be attributed solely to teedation of

disintereted parliamentarians. This disparity between weakly and fully institutionalized groups
represents a systelavel explanation for why ambitious, polisgeking members may be

motivated to leave a periphery group and switch into a core group. The exclusoneoMEPSs

from leadership positions and policy influence not only reproduces weak institutionalization
among EPGs, but it incentivizes the centripetal movement of members from the weakest to the

strongest groups.

Papers three and four draw directly on these insights by identifying group collapse as the causal
mechanism connecting weak group institutionalization to high rates of party group switching. The
disintegration of weakly institutionalized EPGs comes inglioems, including miesession

dissolution, mergers, or the failure to reconvene following an election; however, the literature has
yet to link these processes to the analysis of party group switching. Because members of
collapsing groups change partiesmatter their level of ambition or political preferences, in both

of these papers, | control for weak institutionalization before proceeding to evaluate the
relationship between polieseeking and party group switching. Among the multiple findings
relatedto party switching, these two papers provide evidence that large delegatadhiate

primarily because they are oveapresented in weakly institutionalized groups that collapse; that
MEPs from weakly institutionalized groups are the members most tikswitch groups

multiple times, because they often get caught in cycles of group formation and disintegration;
and, finally, that moderate MEPs are more likely to complete a successful switch than extremists

because EPGs do not view outliers as refigiartners.

In all of these cases, my results differ substantially from the contemporary literature which claims

that large delegations-adfiliate to gain power and policy influence, and that the most extreme
2



ideological outliers are the most likely mbers to switch groups (Hix and Noury, 2018). These
dissimilarities originate from the emphasis my research places on party group institutionalization.
By including the systerevel into the analysis, the theory and methods used here allow me to
differentiate between policgeeking members, or delegations, and those caught in the roil of
group collapse. In what follows, | outline the theories used in this dissertation, and then explain
how the key concepts introduced here advance our understanding ajrmparyswitching in the

EP. | then discuss the research design and methods found in the corresponding papers.

Theories of Party Switching

Party group witchingin the EPis defined as the process by whicpaaliamentarian, or a

national party delegatiofNPD), leaves a home group to-adfiliate with anew, targeggroup.The

process does not imply that the MEP also changes his or her national party affiliation, but this

type of dual switch does sometime occur. During the first seven EP sessions, tehgferce

MEPSs, on average, changed their party label per term. When compared to national parliaments,
only Brazil and Italy surpass the EPO6s averag
2013; Heller and Mershon, 2005). The frequency of party singdh the EP, therefore,

demands an explanation.

Scholars generally rely on M¢ller and- Str Bmds
affiliation; that is, we assume that politicians who change their party labetareeér do so in an

attempt o increase their odds of (re)election (Aldrich and Bianco, 1992), to angle for key

leadership positions (Yoshinaka, 2016), or to place themselves in a better position to influence
policy (Laver and Benoit, 2003)Vhile theliterature on party switching inational parliaments is

quite deep and fully developed (Heller and Merst2@09Y, the research ore-affiliation in the

EP ismore limitedandoften reachesonflicting or indeterminate conclusioifslix and Noury,
2018;McElroy, 2008; McElroy andBenoit 2009) My project addresses these ambiguities by

analyzing the EPG6s party group system in orde

1 National case studies of party switching include analyses of Italy (Heller and Me&®@n 2008), Brazil
(Desposato, 2006 Japan Kato and Yamamoto, 200Reed and Scheing2003), the UK (Webb and Bal2014),
Poland (Hug and Wues2011;Zielinski, Slomczynski, an8habagd2005), the Baltic States (Kreuzer and PeRa03),
Ukraine (Thames2007), South Africa (McLaughlir011), and the UniteStates (Yoshinak@016; Nokken 2009;
Grose and Yoshinak2003).

3



constraints faced by members of fully and weakly institutionalized party groups; furthermore, |
ask tle question: When do MEPs make the strategic, rational decision to switch groups and when
are these transitions pdetermined by the collapse of a group? In other words, when is switching

a variable and when is it a constant?

Theories of partgwitchingfall into two broad categories. The first pertainshieindividual
determinants of switching whereby politicians actively attempt to change their situation in order
to satisfy political goalsThe second theory of switching addresses sy$teri conditonswhich
make reaffiliation less costly to politicians becaysarty labels and voter identificatitrave yet

to consolidateScholarsobserve an increased incidermdeswitchingwhere party systems are

weak, or inchoatesuchas inpostCommunisiCentra and Eastern Eurog@cMenamin and
Gwiazda 2011; Shabad and Slomczynskd04 Zielinski et al, 2005)or in Latin American
statesduring theirtransition to democracfMainwaring and Scully, 1995) advance the state of

the art in the study of partygup switching in the EP by proposing that both of these processes
occur simultaneously in an unevenly institutionalized party system. Some members may be
ambitious moderates who change groups in search of policy influence or prestige, yet in parallel
to these archetypal switchers, we also observe members and delegations who are involuntarily

ejected from disintegrating, weakly institutionalized groups.

The literaturespecific toEP party group switching includes research that is descriptive (Evans

and Vink 2012), qualitative (Evan2009), orgroundedn the study ofndividuaklevel

motivations(Hix and Noury, 2018McElroy and Benoit2009; McElroy 2008). Scholars

generally dismiss votseeking as a motive for switching in the EP (McElroy and Bendd9R0

but both McElroy (2008) and Hix and Noury (2018) test hypotheses based onarfficgolicy
seeking behavior. McEIl royds (2008) study of s
having seniority, being on an important committee, being a member in onetwbtlargest

party groups, antolding anEPGleadership positiorsignificantly inhibis switching.Unlike

McElroy (2008), who finds no relationship between policy distandamas and switching, Hix

and Nouryds (201 8andwvathnsdssios switches,f19728% t datermimes

t hat MEPs who are incongruent with their grou|
group labels. Further, members from larger gsowfih more access to leadership positions are

less likely to reaffiliate. None of these treatmeritsclude a discussion dfie party group system
4



party group institutionalization,&row t hese I mpact a member ds mot |
switch Therdore, because these analyses do not control for party group collapse, they find it

difficult to accurately estimate the individual correlates edffdiation, especially those related

to policy-seeking behavior.

A party systentonsistf a format, theaumber and types of parties, and its mechanics, the

patterns of interaction that take place between those parties (S200%). Bardi (2002)

identifies three types of EP political groups: transnational, fpaltly, and ongarty. When a

single nationatlelegation accounts for morethameh al f of t he groupds memt
characterized as a oparty group. Because these groups are mainly vehicles for national (party)
interests, theyardy attainfull institutionalization; further, the presenceasfeparty groups

hindersthe entiresystem from becoming fullgonsolidated (Bardi, 2002lHe argues that

electoral shocks disproportionately disrupt the membership integrity of mudtioneparty

groups; contrariwise, hdaimsthat the transnationabpty groups make consistent gains at

election time and consolidate their power during the parliamentary session. Bardi concludes that
Athe two combined effects appear to have had
party groups, thus contributirig the creation of a twepeed party system in the EU,
characterized by an increasingly institutional
(Bardi, 2002: 64).

The field has not yet fully explored the implicationstoétvery important insightegarding the

asymmetry of the political groups. If it is true that the EP is divided between fully and weakly
institutionalized groups, then thisaswhll@al d ha-
observable parliamentary behavior among mempEnames, 2007Kreppel (2002determines

that as the EP gained competences, the newfound powers accreted disproportionately to the

Christian and Social Democrats. By changing the rules of procedbemédit themselveand by
coordinatingtheir voting behavior, theGrand Coalitiorintentionally set about marginalizing the

minor groups. Two things are worth najihere. First, Kreppel (2002) gicitly differentiates

bet ween major and minor group types, ospeed!| assi
hypothesis (2002). Second, the irgeoup relations that she describes reflect the pathern

identifiesin referencdo consolidanhg powerduring the course of thearliamentary term



The |iterature observesishgoi Aindarfimagdiof Dege o a:
(Jensen and Spop2010 and contends th&PGsfivary signi ficantlyo in t
institutionalization (McElroyand Benoit2007 6), but thescholarkip has neithecharacterized
thesedisparitesby using Randalhnd Svasardl £2002) concept of uneven institutionalization

nor has it empirically determined the origin of these differeriResearch oEPGsskews

heavily towardghe analysis of corgroupswhich makes it difficult to triangulate the presence or
absence of characteristiassociated with institutionalizatiosiich asdaptability, complexity,

autonomy, and coherenf@iduntington, 1968)in the periphengroups? For exampleBresannelli

(2014) analyzes theffects of enlargement on the EP party sysbgrautlining how theChristian
DemocratstheSocialistsand the Liberal$ALDE) employed vertical and horizontal

differentiation to increastheirlegislative efficiency and systemness; yétalbthe minor groups,

he onlydiscusseshe Greensin thisrespectMc EI r oy 6s c¢cl aim t hat fsmall
in nature and are probably not promoting party discipline in the manner exhibited by the two

domi nant gr oups o0 nff@& o rasonFitt8if)assuntes d sigmpficantt a

difference between smatnd largegroup behavior; and, second, ttearacterizatioof small

group® fluid and lacking thebility to constrain membsd implies that the source of this

variation is nstitutionalization For these reasons, it is necessary to examine not only the causes

of institutionalization, but to determine how it relates to party group switching.

The currentesearch projectt a k e s s er i o ussd ege dBaa r pimpiast Kireespogse | 6 s
determination that marginalization is a defining characteristic of the party system

incorporating both of thee insightsnto the study of party group institutionalizatiorhe first

two papers offer empirical evidence to support the claim that ERGsVarying levels of
institutionalization and analyzes the interactions between the core and the perigleteyrtone

how theyproduce atable yeunevenly institutionalized party group systebmly after reaching

these conclusions is it possible ttiresite the effect of policgeeking on ambitious switchers, an

exercise performed in papers three and four.

2 Notable exceptions incledthe growing body of work on the extreme righihg groups in the EP from Almeida
(2010), Startin (2010), Brack (2015), and Bale et al. (2010).



Research Design

To explain the causes of party groupafé@liation in the EP, I first differentiate between switches

caused by group collapse amds$e originating from rational, individual motivations. The first

t wo papers, therefore, descr i-esedpahysystemantd or i c al
both use a mixed methods approach. The second two papers rely on statistical models to

determne which variables significantly increase or decrease the oddsafffliion among

ambitious MEPs.

The analytical narrative approach combines the benefits of historical institutionalism with
rigorous quantitative analysis by using a model to ideatifequilibrium position and then

testing hypotheses derived from that model. The first paper uses this method to recount the
evolution of t he EP&QG09. gpeaifitally, | ntroducethe £oncept ef m, 197!
cartelization to describe the patisrof behavior responsible for the development of a bifurcated
party system (Detterbeck, 2005; Koole, 1996; Katz and Mair, 1995). Unlike previous scholarship
which applies the cartel party theory to the EP (Bressanelli, 2014; Rose and Bor#ip13
Kreppel, and Noury 2003), | divide cartelization into two separate processdisision and

exclusion. Analyzing every rettall vote from the first 30 years of the EP to determine whether

or not collusion among the EPP and S&D increased over time, this pagteaies how these

two groups gradually became a unified voting bloc. Further, the analysis of exclusion using
mixed effects models reveals that periphery groups are much less likely to gain committee
leadership positions or reports than core groupsrasdts, therefore, indicate that the concept

of cartelization best defines the patterns of behavior observed in the first 30 years of the EP, a
finding which calls into the question the leatanding belief that EPGs value consersuigding

above all e.

The second paper produces a typology of EPGs using fuzzy set Ideal Type Analysis (fSITA)
(Kvist, 2007). In this analysis, | construct four original conditions derived from the literature on
institutionalization, including consistency, concentration, vidiatiand fragility, as well as a
measure of tenure. From these factors, the fsITA identifies five distinct types of EPGs, two of
which reflect developmental phases of fully institutionalized groups, and three which are
associated with weak institutionaizon. | then create an indicator variable for fully



institutionalized groups based on the results

(2015) negative binomial analysis of rapporteurships, 2019. The results show that members
of fully institutionalized groups have many more opportunities to impact policy by managing
multiple legislative reports than do their colleagues from weakly institutionalized groups. This
paper, therefore, identifies endogenous, exogenous, angbartermentary dnensions of weak
institutionalization, and it extends the findings from the first paper regarding the exclusion of

periphery members.

The third paper, a pooled logistic regression analysis, builds on the research of Hix and Noury
(2018), who analyze betwre and withinsession switches (19724014), and makes two vital
contributions. First, | measure delegatiorgroup and memben-group policy distances using
DW-Nominate scores. Second, | include indicator variables which operationalize three types of
paty group collaps& mergers, dissolutions, and failure to reconvene following an election. In so
doing, this paper accounts for both systamd individuallevel determinants of switching. After
controlling for weak institutionalization, the results of thaper provide original insights into the
causes of switching. Most significantly, the analysis shows that large national delegations switch
groups, not because they are seeking offices or policy influence, but rather because they are over
represented inadlapsing, weakly institutionalized groups. The analytical benefits gained from
operationalizing weak institutionalization and group disintegration are clearly on display in this

paper.

The final paper uses multvel logistic regression models to stysrty group reaffiliation, and

it tests directly the conclusion made by Hix and Noury (2018) which states that ideological
outlying MEPs are the most likely switchehs thispaper, | differentiate between cascade
switchers, those members wheaféiliate following the collapse of their group, and ambitious
switchers, members who switched only once during a term and were not involved in a cascade.
All members of collapsing groups, no matter their age, tenure, or position within the EPG, are
forced to reaffiliate; therefore, in order to properly estimate the effect of pediaitying on

switching, it is necessary to analyze only ambitious switchers. The results show that, in fact,
outliers are often viewed as unreliable partners, and according to moigpkures, they are
statistically less likely to succeed in switching party groups. Alternatively, ambitious moderates

are the most likely MEPs to change groups.



These analyses rely on data from several sources. The Hgyland, Sircar, and Hix (2009),

Automaed Database for the European Parliament, was the most important data set because it
allowed me to create all of the party switching variables, as well as the original, EPG variables

used to for the institutionalization typology. Furthermore, the rolimdihg data from Hix,

Roland, and Noury (2007), were pivotal for calculating the-N@ninate scores, a process

which was undertaken for me by Keith Pool e. I
variable, and the replication files were neces$aryhe analysis of report allocation in the

second papeHix and Noury (2018) made theNPD ingovernment andommissioner variables

available to me for the third paper. Finally, | use the ParlGov data set for party position estimates
(Doring and Manow2016)

Implications

These papers view the EP through the lens of party group switching, and the results, when
aggregated, provide &aracterization at odds with many standard interpretations of

parliamentary behavior found in the contemporary literature. In this section, | explain the
significance of my revised description of the

reseach presented in this dissertation relates to the broader study of political science.

The first paper concludes that the EP has a cartelized party group system whereby the dual
processes of collusion and exclusion produce a stable, yet highly asymmssticél,

relationships between the core and periphery EPGs. The second paper determines that the two

core groups, the EPP and S&D, as well as three smaller groups, the Liberals, the Greens, and the
Leftists, have become fully institutionalized, while thstraf the EPGs remain weakly
institutionalized. These ctemnrbsiructerealandegpsamivitys de s
certain MEPs face distinct disadvantages. More importantly, they run counter to two bedrock
assumptions found in the literaturerdE, that consenstseeking operates as the guiding principle

in the EP(Bowler and McElroy, 2013urns 2013; Setterori and Neuhold, 2009; Ringe, 2010

and second, that the disproportionate allocation of leadership positions and report assignments

resu t s from t he xperliursdiomloe do fi sMEIPf[s who willingly
parliamentary work (Hurka and Kaeding, 2012; Almeida, 2010; Benedetto, 2005).



If by consensuseeking, scholars mean that EPGs orient themselves primarily towadisdui
inclusive, oversized coalitions, then the results of the first paper provide substantial historical
evidence to counter this position. The observable trends of silencing, obstructing, ard under
representation detailed below do not correspond wélsthAndard definition of consensus

building. Put simply, exclusion and consensagking cannot ecexist in the same system as they
are concepts diametrically opposed to one another. Prior to 2019, an agreement by the Grand
Coalition to vote together as®&ar an absolute majority and the successful passing of legislation.
Such coordination should be viewed as a minimum winning coalition, and inconsequential minor
group support for these bills should be considered bandwagoning, not evidence ofsinealer

voting coalition.

Furthermore, the idea that MEPs elect to forego their parliamentary responsibilities by choice
conforms with the narrative of consensgeking. If we assume that the core party groups work
to form the broadest, most inclusive, votin@ltmons possible, then it follows logically that
marginalized members have only themselves to blame. Citingxsgifsion, therefore, makes it
easier for observers to ignore the unequal legislative opportunities available to periphery MEPs.
However, theempirical findings, which cover at least thirty years of parliamentary activity,
provide strong countezvidence to this interpretation of disproportionality. The results from the
analysis of report allocation, 192914, show that, when measured by indiinal EPG indicators,
members from all groups except the radical right, receive a statistically significant number of
reports. When these individual dummies are replaced with an indicator for full
institutionalization, the subsequent disparity, unelgimaed in previous research, is too large,
covers too many sessions, and includes too many different types of groups, to be attributable
primarily to selfexclusion. Even after controlling for group size, the analysis shows that
members from weakly instituti@lized groups face substantial exclusion and receive statistically

fewer leadership positions.

The dual concepts of consensugentation and sekxclusion serve primarily to geoliticize the
EP. Indeed, consensaeeking, the practice of prioritizirdgcisioamaking processes intended to
satisfy as many participants as possible, is inherembliical. Likewise, arguing that exclusion

takes place only on a voluntary basis demands the acceptance of an iteitiga premise:
10



Preeminent politicias consistently refrain from using their influence to disadvantage competitors
because they prefer including even political
findings, these arguments do not stand up to scrutiny, and the evidemtsennelny of these
assumptions. Consequently, these finding suggest that the EP has always been a politicized
parliament where politicians, parties, and groups use their advantages to gain preferred outcomes,

sometimes at the expense of their competitors.

Because it entails exclusion, and exclusion is incompatible with Lijphardtian conseeirsy,
cartelization rules out thegolitical. Therefore, this dissertation provides the literature with a

way to understand how political decisions, made byis@dfested politicians, had the unintended
consequence of creating two institutions simultaneously. First, collusion among the members of
the Grand Coalition insured that the EP would become a functional, legislative organ within the
Eur opean Ualisystand Secandy éxclusionanakes it very difficult for members of
weakly institutionalized periphery groups to advocate for the interests of their constituents and
therefore diminishes the EPOGs ablhoughtothet o f uncH
first to identify the tradeffs faced by parliaments tasked with undertaking multiple
responsibilities, such as providing social linkage, offering constituents representation,
contributing to government oversight, and crafting legislation (Kre@pé&H; Wessels and Katz
1999) this interpretatiomloes provide an endogenous explanation for how and why the EP came

to privilege legislative efficiency ovgrarliamentaryepresentation

The literaturedraws a clear line connectingrtelizationanduneven institutionalizatiorio the

attenuationof@ ar | i ament 6s abi | i tBorexample, Brgssareli @014) i t s e
warns that fAthe consolidation of cartel parti
in managing financialresouc e s é [ t hey] are not interested in
society and governmento (54). Rose argues t hat

equates to &ransformismowhereby national parties campaign on one set of issues and then vote

agaist those positions as soon as they enter th
European Parliament is repressive, 0 and that |
represent their views when-7\Enalg ssheahigblightimk en o i |
uneven institutionalizationbs potenti al ef fect

Afdetracts from the competitiveness of the par:
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excluded not only from power but from any mean g f u | party representat.
conclusions presented here are -dacwunemedt e, t hen
investment in increasing its legislative effectiveness (Kreppel, 2002), is its inability to provide
substantive ngresentation (Pitkin, 1967), especially to the growing number of citizens who do

not support the pursuit of an fAever closer uni
as a legislative body, one must focus on cooperation and collusion amaagelygoups; yet to
understand the reasons why the Parliament has a had a much harder time connecting with the
European electorate and acting as a representative assembly capable of imbuing the EU with
input-oriented legitimacy, it is necessary to analyjmeexclusion of the weakly institutionalized

groups.

The four papers in the dissertation present an ambiguity that may be interesting for political
scientists to consider going forward. On one hand, the first paper relies on a method associated
with rational choice theory to explain how asymmetry among EPGs can produce equilibrium. By
examining why MEPs made specific decisions at critical junctures, the analysis assumes that
these leaders are both sigiferested and strategically motivated. Despite mamgtended
consequences, the members of the Grand Coalition undoubtedly succeeded in their goals by
raising the profile of the EP and cementing its role as a powerful actor within the European

political system.

On the other hand, papers three and filustrate a case where concentrating only on
individual sé, or political parti es 0 -intutieet i on al
conclusions. In the case of party group switching, the literature has not yet considered what role
group dsintegration plays in causing cascade switches. Because the literature has thus far
overlooked grougevel collapse, observers generally assume individuals and parties change

labels in order to maximize their political capital. In the case of the ERs ttiésnonstrably not

the case, however. Therefore, i1t is prudent t
act rationally, or at least, to act in accordance with the theories of parliamentary behavior found

in most studies.

In the case of an unevenly institutionalized party group system, it is necessary to recognize that

members of fully institutionalized groups work under a much different set of expectations than
12



periphery members. For example, core MEPs can be relativefigent that their group will

endure past the next election. This sense of security provides members with the time necessary to
marshal a bill through the legislative process as a rapporteur, even if this process takes more than
one session. The same canbe said for members of weakly institutionalized groups who work

under a much different set of incentives. In other words, what may appear rational to a core

member would seem like a waste of resources to periphery members. This is not to say that one is
rational and the other is not. More precisely, it means that when a system bifurcates into two tiers,

as Is the case in the EP, it is necessary to

expectations about what role they can successfully fulfill agleamentarian.
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Paper One

Consolidated Asymmetry: On the Emergence and
Reproduction of the EPOGOs Ca
System

Abstract

How has the European Parliament become an eféepbitical actor visx-vis the Council and
Commission while also failing to mature into a representative body capable of providing the
European Union with sufficient inpatriented legitimacy? To address this puzzle, | present an
analytical narrative, basl on the economic theory of agglomeration, to idgetndogenous
inflection points whichnitiated the emergenad acartelizedparty group systepfounded on the
twin institutions of collusion and exclusionpresent two empirical analyses. The fimatuses on
collusion and examines every roll call vote in the EP, 1209, to construct the Agreement
Index for the cartel and periphery clusters. The second presents aeaffecd regression model
and provides evidence that periphery groups are tnegeesented as committee leaders and
rapporteursThe implications of these findings are directly applicable to any discussjanding
the EPO6s role as a |l egitimating body or a rep!

Key Words. European Parliament, Party Systems, Cartel Theory, Analytical Narrative

Introduction
By constructing the popularly elected European Parliament (EP), European elites intended to

establish an assembly capable of representing
legislation. In carrying out these important tasks, the EP would atsalprthe European Union

(EV) with inputoriented legitimacy andovernment by the peop{Rittberger 2005). Following

multiple treaty reforms, the EP has become equal in standing to the Commission and the

European Council; today, no ordinary regulatioases into law without its approval.

Nevertheless, Eurosceptic political parties continue to gain growing support in national and
European el ections by shouting downwBouussel so
the consent of thgoverned. Therefe, it appears many voters and politicians have failed to

recognize the EP as the legitimating, representative, and deliberative body European leaders

envisioned upon first negotiating its formation.
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How can we explain this puzzle? How can the EP bdfantwe institution within the EU

political system yet struggle to represent its constituents? Rather than relying en extra
parliamentary interpretations, such as exogenous shocks or the second order election theory, to
explain the EPoormancei(keppel@200R; Reifiand $chmpie ¥980), | trace the
source of this problem to internal decisions made by members of the European Parliament
(MEPSs) at specific points during its development. These inflection points, in turn, created and
sustained aifurcated, or twetiered, party group system. | present an analytical narrative (Bates
et al. 1998), based on the economic theory of agglomeration (Krugman 1991), which concentrates
on three, critical junctures. The discussion of each decision point eeathi;emergence of an
institution, the alternative paths open to the EP had a different decision been met, the primary
source of opposition in the EP at the time, and an empirical analysis substantiating how this

institution was reproduced into the future

Using this approach, | adapt the theory of <cal
group system (Katz and Mair 1995; Sartori 2005). Cartelization can be disaggregated into two

distinct patterns of behavidrcollusion and exclusion. Caoiion among the two largest European

Parl i amentary Groups (EPGs), the European Peo|
(SOC/PES/S&D), determines which members gain access to deciaking levers and poliey

influencing mechanisms. Exclusion clargievhich parliamentarians will be undepresented or

placed out of bounds. Applying the concept of cartelization helps to explain the establishment and
reproduction of the informal, grand coalition which is, in turn, responsible for the asymmetry in
theBP6s party grcohuapmbseyrsétse m.n aflbhiel i ty t o adequat el

originates from this, the parliamentds wunbal al

Bressanelli (2014) offers the best overall summary of how the cartel theory applieEB the

party system. Focusing only on collusion, he finds insufficient evidence to confirm that a cartel
controls the EP. Rose and Borz (2013), however, demonstrate the presence of @oillision
determinghat that the redblack coalitionbetween the EPP & S&B i mi ni shes t he EPO
represent voter®8y taking a twedimensional approach to examining cartelization, one entailing

both collusion and exclusion, this analysis adds to the previous research by describing how these
processes crystallized duritige development of the party group system, thus providing the

literature with an innovative application of the party cartel theory to the EP.
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Building on Bardi (2002), | categorize EPGs as either members of the core or the periphery. This
asymmetry worksit cross purposes. On one hand, the collusive core, consisting of the EPP and

S&D, provides the Parliament with stable leadership and represents its institutional interests

during negotiations with the Commission and the Council. Hence, the core shomiNg rauch

of the credit for the EPOs effectiveness as a
presence of nenore, periphery members who have limited influence over policy and restricted

access to |leadershi p pienessasa regrgsentativea assgribtye s t he

Equality among members is a sine qua non of parliaments, as even Prime Ministers are generally
primus interpares A two-tiered system, however, lacks such parity. Parliamentarians from

small, challenger parties tmn the EP as equals but soon find themselves excluded from the
legislative process. Predictably, these periphery members use the EP plenary as a soap box to

amplify their critici sBrack20l5t he EUOGs democrati

Identifying this asymmetryt®uld motivate scholars to rearticulate their standard claims

regarding the EP as a consensasking body (Benedetto 2007). If this study provides evidence

of both collusion and exclusion, then the EP does not meet the standards of consensus, based on
inclusivity and the formation of oversized majorities, articulated by Lijphart (2012). Therefore,

the theory of cartelization, when applied to the EP, should inspire future scholarship to address
not only the impact of party system bifurcation on electordlgarliamentary behavior but also

to revise the standard argument which claims that the EP orients itself primarily towards building

consensus among groups.

Analytic Narrative
In this paper, | use the analytic narrative approach to explain how ratemsioths led to the

formation of the grand coalition, the periphery, and atiexed party group system (Bates et al.
1998). The puzzle under investigation asks: How has the EP become such an effective external

actor visa-vis the other European institatis while also failing to mature into a representative

3| use periphery here as heuristic device to describe thecamoel groups. While these groups share many

chaacteristics, it should not be assumed that they view themselves, or behave, as a unified entity.
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body capable of providing the EU with sufficient ijmutented legitimacy? | hypothesize that
cartelization results in the bifurcation of the EP party system. This process splits EPGs into two,
unbalanced clusters, and because a-tieoed party system cannot represent its citizens
effectively, this division contributes to the
European voters. The first part of the narrative, therefore, introductsetiry of cartelization, a

necessary starting point for examining this puzzle.

Analytic narratives take a formal model, and use it as a structuring device to explain why rational
actors behaved as they did and how these actions generated an equilibetsacdnd section
presents the economic model of agglomeration and clarifies what explanatory leverage it offers to
the analysis. | first translate the model into the context of the EP and then present the historical

narrative.

Unlike previous scholarshjphis paper does not rely solely on exogenous shocks to explain

variation within the party group system; rather, | focus on the emergence and reproduction of
endogenous parliamentary institutions, originating from deliberate calculations made by members

oo party groups (Weingast and Wi ttman 2006) . I
as, fAcritical junctures [which] permit the id
and thus the isolation of specific institutional structuresger at i ng i ncreasing re
This historical narrative discusses three critical junctures, including: first, the decision to sit in
transnational groups taken in 1953; second, the informal agreement reached by the Socialists and
Christian Demorats to vote as a single parliamentary bloc; and third, the 1999 dissolution of the
Technical Group for Nomttached Membefis Mixed Group (TDI). In examining these turning
points, the narrative offers an ogscongoldated expl

yet asymmetrical, party group system.

Cartelization
Katz and Mairés (1995) seminal article on the

related, but separatielead theparty cartelKoole 1996; Detterbeck 2005)his concept
describes how parties cooperate with one another to maintain access to state aid, protect
themselves from electoral shocks, and construct bamigrsdedto keep new partieseak Party

systemcartelization entailsvo relevantconditionsfirst, it hat t he est abl i shed
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€ collaborafe] with each othed  asecdnd, thattheifft ry t o prevent the ent
(Koole 1996 515516). Applyingthesecriteriato the study of party systenthe twinbehaviors
of collusionandexclusionmustbe presento producecartelization

The literature on the EP often conflates these two procdsseexample, Hix et al. suggest that

the AEPP and PES collude to prevent the small
workings of the Parlme nt 6 (2003, 320). Yoshinaka et al . ¢
Amembers of the EP who are opposed to further
report al | o(2040t475p and that thicimequalifymay be priugonmed by
keep the extremerighti nger s on t h,d63)sBy deéning colkisoa anfl x€lukion

as two distinct institutions, the origin and advance of which may be identified and evaluated, this
paper contributes to the study of cartelizatiothe EP.

Bartolini examines the relationship between c
proper starting question is how much collusion (i.e-competition) is necessary to set, to keep

in motion, and to defend competitive interaction ( Bar t ol i ni 1 héerpneed3 6 ) . T
notimply pathologyHowever, the EP |l iterature defines co
coalition between the EPP and PESO (Kreppel a
metaphorical @i r iuad (@OHiax tetl 6al . 2003, 318). Bressa
consequences of such cablcte@btweeratheEPPhand the ®ESt e nd i n o
makes it more difficult for the European citizens to understand whastala in the EU and

contributes to the decline in turnout for the EP electiony 2 0 1 4 , 149). Al though
parliaments rely on instances of cooperation between nominal party competitors to pass

legislation or to form a governing coalition, in the casénefEP, scholars view collusion as

potentially harmful.

Likewise, some form of exclusion is present in every parlianf@mtexample, de jure exclusion,

legitimized by democratic elections, occurs when a ruling coalition takes control of government
leadership positions, thus marginalizing the opposition. De facto exclusion, legitimized by

democratic norms, arises when maieatn parties collectively agree to ostracize challengers
deemed Abeyond the paled by prohibiting them -

2010). However, in the case of a party cartel, cooperation should supplant competition as the
22



primary mode of lgislating, and this collaboration must be paired with various forms of
illegitimate exclusion. To define a system as cartelized, collusion and exclusion must be

dominant patterns of behavior and both trends must be observable.

Cartelization bifurcatea party systemand members from the different tiers haggmmetrical

access to offices and policy influence. This disproportionality nourishesyatéim parties

which Al ump together all of the establkished p:
them to Atransl ate a part i ccartelzationa pagiessnioi on t o
more generalized assault on the ,p3d)rThogeoscg st em |
engaged in fAclassical oppobsibdhpoowbkbéréttheyfal
del egitimize the # wlMar20075y Bdceom eddfs gda vsecrrn am cneadt
periphery implies biased lamaking procedures. This negative throughput nullifies the input

oriented legitimacy gained from freed fair elections as well as the outpuented legitimacy

derived from effective policy implementation (Schmidt 2013). Therefore, cartelization not only
produces actors bent on-tgitimizing the political system, but it also taints much of the

legislation passed by the EP.

| define ollusionin the EP a@nformal interactionsvhich led to the emergence of the grand
coalition The first component, informalityndicatesthat these relatiort®ok place in the
parliamentary arendn thegovernmental arena, collusion would correspond to de jure coalition
formation. Lacking that optioflsPGsroutinize their coordination via informal, though repeated,
interactions. The second component, fashioniggaad coalitionreflects the substitution of

competition for cooperation amogpically adversarigparty families.

| define eclusion, the obverse of collusion, as the systematic silencing, obstructing, or under
representing of nenore political graups. Thecartelutilizes its majority to revrite rules which
disadvantage the smaller groups (Kreppel 2002); therefore, while collusion is informal, exclusion
has both legal and ad hoc dimensidnghe case of silencing, considest thatthe EPP and
S&Dact as an A a egean200g 11¢-H5) are théy ugtiisiadvantage keep

bills concerning European integration from being tabled (Hix 198%ausehis issue

exaggerates the differences between ther and antiEuropenfactions(Crum 2007).

Thereforemany ofthe periphery groups, whose policy preferences are best defined by either
23



hard or sofEuroscepticism (Taggart 1998), rarelyperiencelte opportunityto legislate on the

issue of integration because the core silences debhates topic. Thisortof exclusionis
deleteriousvecause t di mi ni shes periphery memberso abil
preferences vis-vis European integratio@bstruction occurs most noticeably when the core

groups keep certain delgipns from joining their ranks, when they change the rules to make it
harder for delegations to form a political gr

existence.

The literaturdinds numerous instances afderrepresentatiom the EP Referrirg to the

Technical Group of the European Far Right (DR
afforded access to the normal channels for cooperation between parliamentary groups nor were
they given any c o528niTHistwasdrudespita therfactdhat(DR Ba only

four fewer members than the Rainbow Group (RBW) in EP2 and began EP3 witMEBse

than both the United Left (CG) and the RBW (Bardi 2@IB). The two largest groups are
overrepresented in terms of repalfbcation while the radical right groups rarely receive

rapporteurships and are often barred from holding committee leadership positoasverjit h e
nontallocation of reports and committee ickairmanships to radical right MEPs indicates that

therei s a cordon sanitaire enclosing the249).adi cal

Thesefindings exemplifyhow the core uses exclusion to produce a parliamentary periphery.

The presence of exclusion in the EP is notable for two reasons becatise the EP does not

form a government and lacks a winitake-all mechanism for allocating leadership positions, it
depends on the norm of proportionality to distribute off(€dage 2010) Exclusion from

leadership positions in the EP cannot beétilegzed by formal rules similar to those found in

national parliaments. Consequently, untipresentation originating in the parliamentary arena

and implemented through informal channels represents a clear violation of this norm. Second,
scholars invesgjating the disproportional allocation of offices in the EP recognize the de facto
nature of this exclusion and justify this inequality by referencing the cordon sanitaire. While these
authors focus primarily on Eurosceptics and the radical right, thent@amalysis expands the
investigation to cover all necore groups, and my results show that exclusion impacts the entire

periphery, not just ideological extremists. Therefore, exclusion in the EP does not share the
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normative justifications used in natidnparliaments to place argiystem parties out of bounds

and may be viewed as illegitimate.

One of the strongest critiques of the party cartel hypothesis comes from Kitschelt (2000), who

claims that collusion among parliamentary parties is not sustaibabbuse it reflects a

prisonerods dil emma. Li kewise, he argues mai

challengers from running in elections or entering the legislative chamber. While these criticisms

are applicable to national contexts, tlugynot travel to the EP.

ns:

There are two ways t o o0V einaestaldehavome.aefdctorgini ndi

the prisonero6s dilemma. First, the participant

unlikely. Second, the players camgage in iterated negotiations such that stesrh interests are

subsumed under the shadow of future negotiations, thus encouraging cooperation (Axelrod 2006).

In the EP, we find evidence to support both sociological and instrumental mechanisms for

overcaning defection. First, the EPP and S&D each share a commordvsilyport for

European integration (Rose and Borz 2013). Despite ideological disputes over certain issues

(Bressanelli 2014), this common denominator is the foundation on which the grandmoalit

rests. Second, a voting coalition consisting of both the Christian and Social Democrats represents

the most efficient route for gaining an absolute majority; therefore, these groups participate in

constant negotiations within the committee system amaformal trilogues (Reh et al. 2013).

These groupsd coordinated behavior ensures

capable of passing legislation. Therefore, the EPP and S&D share common values regarding

support for the EU, common interesh making the EP an efficacious parliamentary chamber,

and multiple opportunities to participate in iterated negotiations. All of these characteristics help

t

h

overcome the prisonerds dil emma by encouragi n

cartel. Therefore, collusion is more viable in the EP than in national parliaments.

Kitschelt (2000) also argues that party cartels cannot prohibit challengers from running and
winning seats. This is true. However, once those members join the EP, periphemsrataod

chall enges that <cartel members do not. At

t

h e

al | groups are represented by a -emmenceroptter s on;
EPRED and the PSE, the dwutipohygl oéx poevesiédm nidrs
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(Judge and Earnshaw 2008, 164). In this case, the periphery members are indeed represented, but
they can always be silenced. While Kitschelt (2000) is correct that a party cartel cannot influence

the electoral spher@ the EP, the core administers most dimensions of the parliamentary arena.

The Model

| base my analytical narrative on an empirical model originally used by economists to explain
agglomeration, or the concentration of production facilities in geograpéés. Agglomeration

theory explains three key points: First, why manufacturing concentrates in certain regions;

second, why agricultural sectors surrounding these manufacturing regions remain less developed;

and third, how this disparity produces a staajailibrium for both clusters. According to this

model , Awith | ow transportation costs, a hiagh
scale, circular causation sets in, and manufacturing will concentrate in which ever region gets a
head srugmantl®991, d9K). Below, | translate this definition to the EP context.

The agglomeration cycle starts when a first mover begins manufacturing in a specific region. Low
transportation costs are important because they make it possible for workersnlining) areas

to move to the industrializing region. With more workers entering the market, the price of labor
goes down, which spurs more companies to begin manufacturing in the region. Competition
among firms and workers improves overall productivitystincreasing the share of the economy
originating from manufacturing, and decreasing the costs of inputs due to economies of scale.
These compounding effects lead to higher wages, which attract more workers from the rural to
the urban cluster. The cycleen repeats, and over time the urban sector gains strength while the
rural areas face continuing losses to their workforce. This repetition is what Krugman refers to as
circular causation, and it is the mechanism that locks in the agglomeration prockssoBy
definition, Krugmanés theowperofphagyloomed att i @m

whereby the manufacturing cluster represents the core, the agricultural sector stands in for the

periphery, and their interactions produce an equilibriumgkma n 2011, 4) . I empl
model to explain the asymmetric, though stabl
groups.

In the political science literature, circular causation is referred to as increasing returns, and

authors apply tlsi concept, in conjunction with path dependence, to explain the uneven
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devel opment of common wunits, such as states, |
di scussion of agglomeration is enlighmaning.
act like a magnet and influence the locational decisions and investments of other economic actors.
The concentration of these factors may in turn make the particular location attractive to other

firms that produce si mi luments lielp exglanghe prevalenceofa s i n g

pockets of specialized economic activityo (Pi
Krugmands theory aligns closely with qualitat,]
Two dimensions structureeh EP6s pol i cy space (Bewnmghit and La

ideological issues fall along the primary axis, wiskkues of supraationalism versus national

sovereignty compose the secondary dimension (McElroy and Benoit 2009). Groups take positions

in this space that are nawerlapping and which are consistent across parliamentary terms

(McElroy and Benoit 2012). To understand how agglomeration informs the bifurcation of the EP

party system, we can assume that locations within this policy spaceeepnatural resources, or
voters whose preferences align with the group:
with access to a certain type of voter. The theory of agglomeration allows us to understand how

some of these clusters become the cotteers become the periphery, and how this dynamic finds

an equilibrium.

The application of Krugmands model to the EP |
transportation costs between geographic clusters correlates with the low costluhgvptoty

groups in the EP (Hix and Noury 2018). Compared to national parliaments, the EP witnesses an
exceptional number of party switchers per ses:
element of carriage between clusters, increasing returns Wweufdpossible. Table 1.1 provides

counts of switchers, sorted by their start and end clusters. Note that during the first six EP

sessions, about 12 percent of all members changed group labels. Of ko $5 percendf
switchersoriginatel in the highy volatile peripheryand 26 percerdf switchers left a periphery

group to join the coréNot only do we see high rates of switching, indicating that the costs to re
affiliating are relativelylow, but the data show a centripetal flow of switchers mofrioig the

periphery to the core, as the model suggests.
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Start Session | Cartel | Cartel Periphery | Periphery

End Session | Cartel | Periphery | Cartel Periphery | Total
2,318 |0 0 1,186 3,504

Non-Switcher | (0.66) | (0.0) (0.0) (0.34) (1.0)
(0.985)| (0.0) (0.0) (0.81) (0.88)
37 30 123 283 473

Switcher (0.08) | (0.06) (0.26) (0.60) (1.0)
(0.015)| (1.0) (1.0) (0.19) (0.12)
2,355 |30 123 1,469 3,977

Total (0.59) | (0.01) (0.03) (0.37) (1.0)
(1.0) [(1.0 (1.0 (1.0) (1.0)

Table 11 Transportation Between Cartel andPeriphery Clusters(19732009)

The second

condition,

Ahi gh

manufactur.i

ng s hail

sense, the core cluster, which for the first eight EP sessions could reach the absolute majority

threshold without suppoftom the other groups, has a clear advantage when it comes to enacting

its preferred policies. If other polieseeking, periphery members recognize this, then due to low

transportation costs, they will switch to the hygtoductivity, core cluster.

Finally , t he

feconomi es

of

scal eo

concept

between the cartel and periphery is visualized in Figure 1.1. Based on the norms of

proportionality which ostensibly constrain the distribution of offices, algthimeing equal,

correl a

membership in a larger group is more attractive than membership in a smaller one (McElroy and

Benoit 2009). Therefore, the dominant seat share of the core cluster should have a positive impact

on attracting officeseeking members.
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Cartel and Periphery Seat Share
By EP Session
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9
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Percent Total Seat Share
(8]
L

Figure 1.1 Comparison of Seat Shardor Cartel and Periphery Clusters, byParliamentary
Session

These processes lead to increasing returns for the core and the debilitation of the periphery; yet,
according to agglomeration theory, this relationship geegrastable, though unbalanced,

equilibrium. How is that possible? From a rational perspective, if the core controls policy and

offices, then all ambitious members should join. This is not the case, however. Krugman contends

t hat @At he | ofpraduders themdedvesidetarnunedsthe docation of large markets.

Under the right circumstances, this could produce a circular causation in which concentrating
productionfedonitselBut t hat was not a necessary result,
mar ket size was opposed by the Ocken(tkKridgmard 6
2011, 45, my italics). This quote speaks to the electoral advantage that periphery members may
achieve based on their ideological extremity, outsider status,rosé&apticism (De Vries and

Edwards 2009). In this sense, pdryel opposition to European integration and motivated

Eurosceptic voters represent natural resources which make it possible for periphery members to
continue existing, although precariously their own spatial clusters. Certain members will have

no interest in joining the core, while other members might try to affiliate but face rejection. The
documentation of both push and pull mechanisms is critical for a theory describingi@réso

party group system because this dynamic stabilizes a system populated by clusters of unbalanced
strength.
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Historical Narrative

The First Critical Juncture: Defining the Units

Emergence

The historical narrative begins in the Common Assembly of the Europea@ari@b8teel

Community (ECSC). As early as June 1952, during the inaugural sitting of the Assembly, the
members, while crafting the original Rules of Procedure, came to a decision which represents the

first inflection point in the historical developmentbfé EP. According to Fitz
debates on the rules of procedure, as well as the form in which these were finally adopted, give

ample evidence of the conscious effort being made to fadflitassy, encouragie the formation

of formal party groupsfatransn at i on al character within the as
t wo years for the political groups to gain a |
of the assembly; 0 further, each twdpolcidgs@andgr oups

styles which differentiated-2ne from anothero

At this time, the Socialist group viewed itsel]l
social, interventioni st pRemdicraty, whotrefemedtothése L i b e |
chall engers as a dirigiste, Aprecursor OppoOSIi

(Fitzmaurice 1975, 1998). The Gaullist group (UDE) presented an-@y8tem, sovereigntist
critigue and argued for regaining iwatal control over decisiemaking powers as well as the
cessation or reversal of the integration process. Interestingly, despite thi€proszepticism,
the French Gaullists (UDR) did not c¢cross the
suchas the French UDCA and the Sozialistische R

which were, even at this early stage, placed out of bounds (Fitzmaurice 1975, 19).

From 1952 until the passing of the Single European Act (SEA) in 1986, the process of

pdliticization led to leftright polarization, floating vote coalitions, and the predominaneel of

hocpolicy arrangements among the groups (Pradhan and Pridham 1981, 50). Kreppel cites
similar trends and argues t hatt rtelme sg racnudp sd otgema
(Kreppel 2002, 36). During this period, party groups were undergoing differentiation while the

patterns of competition remained grounded in ideological conflict.
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Counterfactual

Viewing these historical instances through the prismattfi dependence makes it possible to

identify a starting point for several different processes which would later mature into full

institutions. Most significantly, if the members of the Common Assembly had chosen to sit as

national delegations rather thltansnational party groups affiliated with established party

families, then the historical development of the EP would be completely different. An alternative
resolution at this critical moment could have caused the EP to end up resembling the Cansultativ
Commi ttee of the Council of Europe, -789n ineff e
Furthermore, at this early stage, the groups were staking out their own individual trajectories.

This is relevant because endogenous group characteristics a&lpatterns of interaction and in

turn determine the shape of the party group system.

Sources of Opposition

Ideological competition between the Socialists, on one hand, and the Christian Democrats and
Liberals, on the other, defines this time period. Tdrener tabled an official motion of censure

against the High Authority in 1956 and was generally critical of its decisions (Fitzmaurice 1975,

198). In contrast, the latter two groups supported the High Authority, and in the case of the EPP
Aone camheaygemeat which holds the group toget
(Fitzmaurice 1975, 76). A faction in the EPP led by the German CDU viewed the Socialists
primarily as political competitors. Kurt Bied
broad, conservative, neconfessional, ansocialist alliance which can confront the socialists in

direct electionso (Fitzmaurice 1978, 113).

Anti-system groups, such as the Communists and the UDE, represented a different type of
opposition which producea centrifugal force within the emerging party group system. Lacking
the de jure structure of a governmempposition framework, this polarization represented a

serious impediment to coordination. Finally, even at this early stage, we detect three types of
delegationd 1) the two core groups plus the Liberals, 2) those outside the core but seated in the
Assembly, and 3) those deemed beyond the pale and totally excluded from the Assembly. At a
time before popular elections, it was much easier to rejectitidetype of delegation, and this

form of exclusion will play an important role later in the discussion. By identifying sources and

types of opposition, it is possible to better
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Reproduction

The choice to sit as tramational groups was one of the first, and most important, decisions
made by the Common Assembly. The EP has preserved this institution as the fundamental
political component of its parliamentary system in two ways. First, it regularly updates the Rules
of Procedure and reforms the minimum threshold requirements for creating a group (Kreppel
2002). Second, it uses the Rules to make group membership much more attractive than sitting as
an unaffiliated member. Groups receive access to budgetary funds pporsstaff, as well as
representation in the Conference of Presidents; additionally, they control plenary speaking time,
committee membership and the distribution of rapporteurships (Corbett et al. 2003, 58).
Consequently, it greatly benefits MEPs tolafte with a party group. Beyond the confines of the
EP, transnational parties support the workings of the EP party groups, thus offering external,
institutional support (Hanley 2008). All of these factors help reproduce thenatinogal EPGs

as the preeminent political units in the EP.

The Second Critical Juncture: Staking a Claim

Emergence

The decision taken atthe-soa | | ed fAmeeting of the giants, 0 wh
second term (19889), signifies the second critical juncturecodrding to Rudi Arndt of the

Ger man Soci al Democrats (SPD), at this meetin
point in a mutual flexing of muscles; the only sensible strategy was to achieve the appropriate

maj oritieso ( Weerdeft@apass butldets, he twd I&dedt groupsrsubstituted
competition for cooperation. | interpret this critical juncture as the emergence of a new

institution, collusion, which directly impacts every subsequent organizational development in the

EP.

The effects of this decision are immediately observable. In EP1 the SOC group voted with the
EPP and the Liberals around 60 percent of the time, and in EP2 the frequency jumps to 70
percent. By EP3 and EP4, the Socialists are voting with the EPP and4 dtdemst 3 out of 4
votes (Hix et al. 2009, 153). Bowler and McElroy find extraordinary voting cohesion between the
three | argest groups and determine that Athe
political groups have been settleddon bef or e bi |l Il s get to the fl ool
voting behavior is directly attributable to the meeting of the giants.
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This meeting occurred prior to the Single European Act (SEA) of 1986, yet the literature

identifies this treaty reform dke primary catalyst for spurring cooperation among the major

groups and the formation of the grand coalition. According to this account, the implementation of
new rules, such as weighted voting in the Con:
increases in the |l egislative powers and pol i t]
began to privilege the larggstar t i es t o t he dewhichimermhelpedfo ever y
the grand coalition to betobmepalihsgemonuceswsi ohi
(Kreppel 2002, 218.6). While we have no reason to dispute the significant role treaty reform

played, the meeting of the giants preceded the SEA by two years, and because arguments using

path dependency take sequencing serjo{idielen 1999), it is also important to consider how

the agreement to substitute cooperation for competition made it possible for the EPP and SOC to

take full advantage of their new powers. Had these groups continued to view each other as
adversaries, atey had during the period prior to the meeting of the giants, it is not clear that

passing the SEA would have had the same resul

From the perspective of Krugmands aggl omerat i
temi tory and the Adecision to create the marke:
Afirst mover6so benefit dHEywrlopei m@gcloai mit di tnh
space. An unintended consequence of this choice was thadrtheluster could draw switchers

from both ideological sides of the spectruror example, in the Third Session (198894),

fifteen Italian MEPs from the Italian Communist Party (PCI) left the Group for the European

United Left (GUE) in May of 1993 to jo the Socialist§ likewise, the entire European

Democratic Group (ED), led by the UK Conservatives, merged with the EPP in 1992. If we view

these changes through an ideological lens, it is difficult to discern similarities between Italian
Communists antJK Tories; yet, when we use the logic of agglomeration, which is predicated on

|l ow costs to switching, the coreds overwhel mi|
shape the agenda and enact policy, these shifts from the periphery to tmakengerfect sense.

Agglomeration draws members and delegations towards the core, thus consolidating and

4They would not stay members for long, as they later combined with the French Communists to establish a reformed
GUE-NGL group to begin the®™EP session.
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expanding the moderate, pEuropean cluster while simultaneously draining the periphery of its
most ambitious members. In the cases cited above,dnphery groups dissolved and those

members were then absorbed directly into the cartel.

Counterfactual

Had the meeting of the giants produced a dif f
look completely different. In such a counterfactual woeld, t her fAmaj or 06 group w
forced to fashion pacts with more ideologically congruent groups. For example, the SOC could

have tried to muster a United Front coalition including the Rainbow Group, the Communists, and
some of the lefteaning membs in the Liberal Group. Likewise, the EPP could have forged a
ConservativeNationalist Bloc with their natural allies, the Liberals, as well the Gaullists and UK
Conservatives. Had one of these alternative alliances gained traction, then the otheawsuld h

been forced to do the same, and the history of
more majoritarian trajectory. The choice to form a moderateEpropean cartel effectively split

the potential opposition into two separate ideologicalgs one on the left and one on the right,
weakening the periphery in the process.

Opposition

This second inflection point turns on an explicit choice made by the Socialists to forfeit their
dirigiste critique of the e@oadhanstandingasthe i nt egr a
chamber6és constructive opposition, an-d instea
integration Christian Democrats. From this point forward, the party group system would be

dominated by two groups working together andkseeconsensus for the betterment of the EP

and the European Community.

The periods divided by this second critical juncture revolve around two different interpretations

of the term consensus. In the first period, the Socialists often criticized thé\ttigbrity, the

EPP and the Liberals, so when these actors ail
(Fitzmaurice 1975, 197), this implied negotiating with an antagonistic opposition. In the period
following the meeting of the giants, hostdis were put aside, and the assumption of cooperation

acted as an informal standing order. In the first period, because the Socialist vote could not be

taken for granted, consensus was the product of active compromise, or the formation of what

Lijphart (20L2) refers to as an inclusive or oversized coalition. In the second period, consensus
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resulted from explicit collusion, and oversized majorities were replaced by a minimum winning
coalition. holars continue to refer to the EP as consensested(Bowler and McElroy 2015;

Burns 2013; Settebni and Neuhold 2009however, this tendency only concgahuneven

power dynamic and legitimizes teellusivec or e 6s domi nate position wi

system.

To confirm this shift in meaning, simply refe]
He recalls that the small groups reacted to the formation of the informal grand coalition by
referring to Arndt ( SOIC§t atestlakiCiO@Ip®A). hikewiseP P) as
Arndt himself admittedit hat thi s i s not entirely above boa
small er factions in the Group, and of <cour se,
(Westlake 1994.87).Would groups view @ansensuseeking negotiations as dictatorial? If they

were cooperating in an oversized voting coalition, would these periphery groups feel steamrolled?

In fact, consensuseeking continued, but in this second period its meaning changed; starting in

the seond term, consensus equated to the EPP and SOC formulating a common position and then
waiting to see which groups joined the bandwagon.

As a secondary benefit of the Socialistsd tur|
Councilasitsmaingor ce of opposition. The Counci l had e
relationshipo with the EP (Judge and Earnshaw
Counci |l Awas not obliged to take notice of an
slow to determine the date of the first popular European election, which finally occurred two

decades after Rome (Westlake 1994, 35). The weakness of the supranational EP was therefore
reflected in the lack of respect accorded it by the intergovernmentalcCd-ollowing the

meeting of the giants, the EP could ensure an easier path towards an absolute majority. When the
Liberals voted with the bloc, which they did frequently, the EP could indeed present a common
position to the Council. Further, once tleoperation procedure was introduced by the SEA, the

EP gained conditional agendatting powers (Tsebelis 1995), and the Council could no longer

ignore its influence over legislative proceedings. Therefore, the formation of the collusive cartel

made the ER much stronger chamber in terms of intestitutional competition.
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Reproduction

The evidence of collusion is overwhel ming. Re
administration, Westlake (1994) argues that the three main groups, the EPP, SOC/®ES and

Liberals ALDE), f or m an fol igopoly. o0 This idea extenct
agreement between the EPP and PES to rotate t|
excluding all ot her gr ou p88)oHixfetal.d2@03}) finditratthef f i c e |
core groups collude primarily on issues pertaining to European integratiovhanéver an

absolute majority is needed to pass legislatemtendency which persists into the post

Enlargement eraBfessanellt014). Further, theteraturedetermines hat @At he t hree m
families have a strong incentive not to compete on Integratidependence issues. But, as long

as the main party families form a pir@tegration cartel, there will be an incentive for anti

European forcestmo b i | i se @93 Hi x 1999

Collusion extends to votinigehavior within the EP as well.ldost no differencexistsbetween

the EPP, PES, and ALDE&hen they vote on issues dealing with European integratidact,

using & indicatorvariable to identifythese groups as a single bloc produces the same results as
analyzing them individually (Thomassen, Ny and Voeter2004 158).Further,the modal

figure for fAclose voteso in the first seven P;

largest goups (Bowler and McElroy 2015).

In order to determine whether or not the EPP and S&D behave collusively, | calculate the
agreement index (Al) (Hix et al. 2007) for EP sessiofs The Agreement Index ranges from 0,
when a party is evenly divided betweéaas, Nays, and Abstentions, to 1, when every member

of the party votes the same way. Rat her than
the EPP & S&D into a cartel cluster, and place the other groups into a second periphery cluster.
Figure 12 illustrates the increase in cartel cluster voting unity. The graph shows that between
EP1XEPS3, the members of cartel and the periphery were acting as individual groups, with average
Al scores around 0.4. However, by tHeEP session the trend line indtes that the EPP and

S&D groups began coordinating their behavior, with the Al increasing to over 70 percent by EP6.
The periphery, as expected remains divided across all sessions. The graph provides evidence to
show the process of cartelization is argtal in nature and developed over several sessions. That

the meeting of the giants predated the coming to force of the SEA and Maastricht Treaties is
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historical fact; that the increase in voting unity lagged several sessions behind both the meeting
and he treaties reflects the complexity of the institution and speaks to how both thenemcs,
taking place within the EP, and the matmends, occurring outside the Hemicycle, eventually
converged to produce a cartel that in EP6 had an Agreement lhdesrd.72.

Average Index of Agreement Per EP Session
Groups Aggregated into Cartel (EPP & S&D) and Periphery (All Others)

N4

nt Index

.6

N

Average Raw Agreeme
as
AN

3

Cartel Periphery ‘

Figure 1.2 Agreement Index for Cartel and Periphery Clusters

Changes to the Rules of Procedure certainly benefitted the grand coalition (Kreppel 2002).

However, these regulations are not collusiono:
Awhen certain actors ar e i heemplognoestioffpowermaytbe i mp
selffr ei nforcing. Actorséuse political authority

enhance power. Relatively small disparities in political resources among contending groups may
widen dramatically over time as positftee e dback sets ito (Pierson 20
the rules of the EP is a formal response to an informal agreement that was necessary precisely
because no de jure mechanism existed to create a governing coalition. Rule changes create a

Al astcpgol ebas making the i nfabdmal agmrarsd amaudlt
sessions (Thelen 1999, 390).
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The theoretical literature on informal institutions offers greater insights into how the collusive

core reproduces itself. Noted already, is the presence of repeated play among core members,

whi ch according to Axel r od 0 ghe bkelihoodobdefectoa.ink ( 2 0 |
examining stability and change in infor mal I n
selfreinforcing if they constitute an equilibrium outcome for the individual actors. As long as an
individual actor canntado better by pursuing a different stratdgyiven the strategies of other

actor&d¥ he or she will continue to act in accordan
MEPs cannot find a substitute constellation of groups capable of consistentingetheh

absolute majority threshold, the grand coalition will remain stable.

A large coalition gains an advantage by providing ambitious MEPs with the offices and policies

they seek. However, size can also disadvantage an informal coalition becausepasvgcome

larger, monitoring becomes more difficult, the risk of defection increases, and the likelihood of

di sciplining defectors declines (Knight 1992,
MEPs interested in policies outside the purvidihe standing committee system, represent a

space where cartel members may interact and keep tabs on one another. Representatives from the
two largest groups are highly oveapresented in intergroups, amdultsfrom network analyses

show that fortheiSxt h and Seventh EPs, 71 out of 76 (93
intergroup joiners are memberstbé EPP or S&DAdditionally,none ofthei most connect e
or fi mo s intergreup memédrsaccome from the periphery, reflecting an extremeofevel

core dominancéRinge and Victor 201,3L31-2). In other words, cartel members are not only the

most frequent participants, but they are the most influential members, in those networks.

Intergroup participation provides a secondary context for core ersnengage with one

another, and this is important because repeated interactions and increased information sharing

make titfor-tat strategies more effective which in turn helps to offset the potential problems of

increased group size.

The reproductio of the informal institution of collusion, therefore, comes from a combination of

low transportation costs, advantageous seat share, and control over policy outputs. These
characteristics make it possible for the cartel to rewrite laws specifically edead
Amarginali zed the periphery groups. By tiltin

introduces unequal payoffs for its members and makes defection less likely. Finally, even as the
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grand coalition grows in size, and thus faces the increadedf nonrcompliance, core members
use informal networks, such as intergroups, to maintain open channels of communication and
information sharing, thus decreasing the cost of monitoring and increasing the likelihood of

successful coordination.

The Third Critical Juncture: Setting the Boundaries

Emergence

If the first decision defined the nature of legitimate units, and the second inflection point prepared
the chamber for the emergence of a collusive cartel, then the third critical juncture represents th
use of exclusion to clearly demarcate insiders from outsiders. Recall that the three types of
exclusion include silencing, obstructing and unagresenting. In its most extreme version,
obstruction is equivalent to dissolving an entire group, anctieedvent illustrates such an

example.

On October 2, 2001 the Court of First Instance formally dissolved the Technical Group of

I ndependent Members (TDI) because its members
in breach of Rule 29(1). Thisdes i on upheld the EP Committee on
di ssolution of the group on September 14, 199
a group was coercively disbanded. The dissolution of the TDI set a precedent for the collapse of
theldentity, Tradition and Sovereignty (ITS) Group, which existed for eleven months in 2007
Despite the fact that TDI is described as a nf
categorized as a radical right parties (RRP) group (Startin 2010)jréwyfrom the exact same

pool of delegations, including Franceb6s Front
and Belgiumdébs VIaams Blok (VB). Therefore, th
histories are closely intertwined.

Sarthuses the term ficordon sanitaireo to descril
(201Q 432) He partially attributethe collapse of the group toh e rfinstitugoral force of the

EP, 0 personified i n t hilwlzandasatingent of EBRmMmembeisst ME |
Initially, the cartel attempted to block the ITS from e¥@ming, and then it made efforte keep

ITS members from gainingepresentatioon the Conference of Presidents (Startin 2@4@-1).

When he accusedthese r ei gnt i sts of | acking a fAshared po
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| TS by relying on the same | anguage found in f
According to Startinés formul ati omf, tthhe KR ,adh da
it deliberately used the cordon sanitaire to exclude members from parliamentary partigipation

an obvious case of obstruction.

Shortly after ITS dissolved, the cartel initiated and passed legislation raising the minimum

number of membersegessary to form a group from 20 to 25, a move that was intended to restrict

the future formation of similar mixed and far righiing groups. The core used its seat share and
influence to change the Rules of Procedure in order to disadvantage smallsragroup

i ndividual members. As Settembri notes in his
about managing internal complexity and this r
certain actors to the det)yi méhtspfobtbeusse S
explanation for how rule reform generates both increasing returns and asymmetrical units. As

noted in the first section, even as a consultative Assembly, the EP took a dim view of certain

extremist parties and refusemlet them participate. The third inflection point, therefore, transfers

this same logic to the elected chamber.

Counterfactual

Parties and members observed the actions taken by the cartel and adjusted their behavior
accordingl y; i ndeggidacy (a8 thekey thebectmat smacass) thd noore
6reconstructedd RRPs [radical right parties]
perceived to be more extreme than themselveso
analyzedoy McDonnell and Werner (2017), who determine that parties described as extremist by
nati onal media use their affiliation with Al e
respectability back home. Therefore, the dissolution of the technical andhagnogips has

impacted the strategies that parties use when determining which group best suits themiong
interest. I ndeed, these acts of exclusion may
radical right parties. Whether the letgrm impact of this is positive, i.e. the RRPs soften their

rhetoric and policies, or negative, i.e. the mainstream parties subsume RRP positions in order to
maintain their seat share, remains to be seen. However, had these groups been left to their own
devices,gven that they were formed out of fAtacti c.

political coll aborationo (Startin and Brack 2
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the same end as many other small, weakly institutionalized groups indhth&pPwould have

simply coll apsed on their own without the car:

Opposition

The third inflection point shifts the focus of opposition from outside the EP to within its own
chambers. Given the EPOs i nfoomeoaceraing itself wath ther e
par |l i ament @&sis thedsuncil, and hegan fosusing on internal challengers. Recall
that the Agreement Index increased substantially in the 5th EP sessior2(IBH9the same

time that the cartel was using exsion to determine which types of groups were beyond the pale.
By the time ITS was formed, the cartel was acting as a unified bloc and it used its influence
against the technical grouphe processes of collusion and exclusion are both necessary for the
catelization of the EP party group system, and we see both converging in this case.

Reproduction

Because exclusion has multiple dimensions, the obstruction described above may be reproduced
using other means, such as uagsaresentation. In this sectiotelt whether being a member of

a periphery group has negative consequences for becoming a committee leader, a member of a

Akeyo committee, or a rapporteur. | base my

consensus and proportionality in theiagsn ment of c-emmt 6t éedéfmegead

committee chairs and viaghairs.

The dependent variables for these models are aggregated office counts for eacesgmum

For example, in EP6 the Christian Democrats had 20 committee leadere &utidlists had 18,
while the Leftists (GUENGL) and the Union for Europe of the Nations (UEN) each had two.

Key committees, as defined by McElroy (2008, 220), includ&theronmental Committee,
Economic and Monetary Affairgndthe Industrial and Reaech Committeesa categorization
confirmed by Yordanova (2013, 39). The rapporteur outcome is not a measure of the number of
reports; rather, it aggregates single rapporteurs per group, so it measures the number of MEPs
who held at least one report duritinge term. | center each dependent variable on its mean.
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Table 1.2 Mixed Effects Regression Models. The effect of periphery membership on
receiving three leadership positions: Committee Leaders, Key Committee Members,

Rapporteurships.

Total Total Key Total
Committee Committee Rapporteurs/
Leaders/EPG Members/EPG EPG
Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model 6
VARIABLES Log Odds
-18.60*** 9.544*** -3.596
Periphery Member (1.620) (1.588) (5.618)
EP1 -5.688*** -8.969*** -9.404*** -11.72** -16.71*** -23.19%**
(0.234) (0.134) (0.259) (0.169) (0.699) (0.305)
EP2 -2.342*** -3.365*** -5.658*** -8.828** 1.897**  6.284***
(0.215) (0.128) (0.239) (0.161) (0.644) (0.292)
EP4 -18.97*** -26.25*** 0.482*  0.005 38.79*** 51 .48***
(0.212) (0.119) (0.236) (0.150) (0.636) (0.272)
EP5 -7.140%** -10.18*** 13.27** 16.82*** 25.66*** 31.99***
(0.224) (0.125) (0.249) (0.157) (0.672) (0.285)
EP6 -11.43*** 15 77** 15.19** 19.11** 54, 13** 70.89***
(0.211) (0.117) (0.234) (0.147) (0.631) (0.266)
Periphery*EP1 7.999*** 7.913*** 21.54%**
(0.227) (0.284) (0.517)
Periphery*EP2 2.742%** 9.042*** -6.504***
(0.204) (0.257) (0.466)
Periphery*EP4 23.19*** 0.046 -42.11%**
(0.208) (0.261) (0.475)
Periphery*EP5 9.407*** -13.22%** -21.60%***
(0.218) (0.274) (0.499)
Periphery*EP6 13.46*** -13.84*** -53.73***
(0.202) (0.254) (0.462)
EPG Seat Share  33.07** 42.67*** 209.4*** 185.6*** 509.7*** 461.7***
(1.597) (0.771) (1.771) (0.969) (4.787) (1.757)
Constant 2.755*% 14 71** 3.481**  -7.255%** .29 509%** .D( Q2%
(1.224) (1.538) (1.347) (1.498) (3.936) (5.365)
Observations 3,977 3,977 3,977 3,977 3,977 3,977
Number of groups 25 25 25 25 25 25

Log-Likelihood

-10735.49 -7639.62

-11147.66 -8545.87

-15100.26 -10924.16

EPG Variance ~ 34.653 4.708  41.920 4.452  362.038 57.443
(9.99)  (1.350) (12.071) (1.312) (104.588) (16.404)
Residual Variance 12.555 2.654 15449 4200  112.642 13.770
(0.282) (0.060) (0.348) (0.094) (2.534) (0.310)
Rho 0734 0640 0731 0515 0.763  0.807
AIC 21488.99 15308.24 22313.33 17121.73 30218.53 21878.33
BIC 2154558 15403.57 22369.92 17216.06 30275.12 21972.65

Notes. Committee Leaders hold either chair or-gicair positions. Key Committees follow
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the total number of reports. It aggregates the number of group members who managed at least one
report during the session.
Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

The primary explanatory variable is an indicdtorwhether the MEP began the session in a

periphery group. The expectation for each model is that the coefficients on these dummies should

be significant and negative, suggesting that MEPs from periphery groups receive fewer leadership
positions. | incldle fixed effects for EP sessions where EP3 is the baseline. In order to determine
the change in periphery membershipbdbs effect ol
terms between the periphery dummy and each session. | include EPG setd sbatrol for

proportional distribution of offices, and | expect larger groups to receive more leadership

positions. To estimate the effect of these covariates on winning committee leadership posts, seats

on key committees, or reports, | use a linearatieffects model where each MEP is nested in

their starting EPG (Rabldeskett and Skrondal 2012).

Tablel.2 presents six models, two for each of the three outcomes. Models 2, 4 and 6 include the
periphery grougeP session interaction terms.Ntodel 2, for committee leadership posts, all
components of the interaction term are highly significant. As expected, the coefficient for the
periphery indicator is negative, indicating that MEPs ftbase groups hold significantly fewer
committee leadergh positions, even after controlling for the size of the party groups. Figure 1.3
illustrates this relationship. We see that in every session, except for EP4, cartel groups have held
more committee leadership posts than periphery groups, although tlepdisny shrinks over

time.
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Total Committee Leaders Per EPG
Adjusted Predictions with 95% Cls

Linear Prediction, Fixed Portion

-20

EP

[—0— Cartel Groups  ——®—— Periphery Groups |

Figure 1.3 Predicted Probabilities for Model 2. Committee Leaders Per Group Per Session

Model 4 tests the effect of periphery membership on gaining seats on key committees, and in this
case, the coefficient on the pdrgry indicator is positive, indicating that members from these
groups are more likely to sit on one of these committees. This result is certainly due to the fact
that the Greens are both a periphery group and highly active on the Environmental Committee.

Model 6 analyzes the effect of periphery membership on rapporteurs per EPG, and although the
periphery indicator is not significant, it does take a negative sign, as expected. However, because
all five of the interaction terms are highly significant, wa ogect the null hypothesis which

states that there is no relationship between periphery EPGs and winning rapporteurships. Figure
1.4 provides an interesting story regarding t|
allocation. For the first tiee sessions (197B994), the periphery groups either gained more
rapporteurs than the cartel, or there was no difference. However, after the introduction ef the co
decision procedure in 1992, we see a pronounced increase in cartel members becoming
rapporteirs. This trend aligns nicely with previous discussion of cartel collusion, which also

began coalescing during this same time period. As hypothesized, the results show that, since
1994, the periphery groups have received significantly fewer reports thaartel groups. Given

that the Liberals and the Greens are coded as periphery members, this effect cannot be explained

solely by seHlexclusion (Benedetto 2007; Almeida 2010).
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Figure 1.4 Predicted Probabilities for Model 6. Rapporteurs Per Group Per &sion

These models provide strong evidence that periphery groups arerepcesented in the

distribution of committee leadership positions and the allocation of reports. The findings run

parallel to Almeida (2010), who observes similar effects usingadler sample. Identifying these

trends across multiple sessions allows us to better understand the relationship between exclusion
and the norm or proportionality. Where the Rul
to hold offices, such as in ti@nference of Presidents or EP Bureau, we should expect to find
silencing. In cases such as committee leadership and report allocation, where the norm is more
flexible, we expectto findundere pr esent ati on as the cartel s d
extreme cases, and as a last resort, we expect the cartel to employ obstruction, as in the case of
the TDIOGs dissolution.

Conclusions
This paper begins by presenting a puzzle: How has the EP become such an effective external

actor visavis the other Eunpean institutions, while also failing to mature into a representative
body capable of providing the EU with sufficient ijmuitented legitimacy? In addressing this
question, this study makes two major contributions. First, it presents@invemsional,

theoretical conceptualization of cartelization which includes the processes of collusion and
exclusion. Second, it uses the analytical narrative approach to apply this theory to the European
Parliament. The agglomeration model provides a template for wadeisy how asymmetry can

represent an equilibrium in systems with low transportation costs and economies of scale.
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Identifying historical inflection points makes it possible to trace the development of two political
institutiong® collusion and exclusian and to illustrate what key decisions led to the

consolidation of the grand coalition. The literature on exclusion, which thus far has focused only
on Eurosceptic and radical right groups, is expanded to include the entire periphery cluster. The
results showhat, at least in terms of committee leadership posts and report allocation, the

periphery has been at a steep disadvantage for many years.

The cartelization of the party group system i
representative body. Avo-tier party system does not meet the criteria for procedural democracy.

If parliamentarians do not stand as equals, then this curtails their ability to speak for their
constituencies. In turn, if voters feel that their voices are not being heard inoBtgshis

undercuts the legitimacy gained through popular elections. Therefore, one reason that the EP is

not satisfying its legitimating role can be traced to rational decisions made by strategic actors

working within the EP itself.

The cartel 6s exclusionary tactics may be acce|
governing coalition, but in the EP, where collusion takes place informally, the silencing, under
representing, and obstructing of periphery members is inppate. As noted by Bartolini

(1999), minimal levels of collusion often help systems remain stable, and this reasoning led the

EPP and the S&D to form a grand coalition. Shared interests in presenting a unified position to

the Council and Commission as W& common support for European integration permitted

these two groups to substitute competition for collusion. These decisions had unintended
consequences, however. The result is a bifurcated party group system which reduces the

He mi cy c | e 0 srvetlzepntereststofyall Eumpeans, and as Katz and Mair (1995)

predicted, such cartelization provides ammunition to periphery members who use their exclusion

as a justification for déegitimizing the EP and the EU.

Finally, based on the asymmetry itiéad in this analysis, it is no longer tenable to argue that the

EP primarily orients itself towards achieving consensus. The institution of exclusion cannot
coexist with Lijphartodés conceptualization of
among grand coalition members is collusion, the cartel adheres to the logic of a minimum

winning coalition, and when we observe the formation of oversized voting coalitions, this should
46



be considered an example of bandwagoning. Given these findingskétystat political

competition has always existed within the EU, yet a dominant frame, namely corsesising),

has obscured the true relationship between unequal EP participants. The dominance and collusion

of the cartel served a very important purpdsad it not coalesced, then the EP would not hold

the position within t hhatitdBdddtedaybHowezed, the degismhsi t i ¢ a |
that led to the formation of the cartel, and the exclusion which serves to maintain and stabilize it,
havemgati ve consequences, not only for the part
to act as a representative assembly.
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Paper Two

Who Works and Why? Uneven Institutionalization in

the EuropeanPar | i ament 60s Party Gr
Abstract
Schol ars often assign the European Parliament

however, this categorization, based primarily on seat share, does not capture the similarities
between the two largégroups and several of the smaller ones. Drawing on the

institutionalization literature, this paper introduces four original condidiarensistency,

concentration, fragility, and volatility to construct a typology of groups using fuzzy set Ideal

Type Andysis (fsITA). The typology indicates that the Liberals, the Greens, and the Leftists

share more in common with the Christian and Social Democrats than with weakly
institutionalized groups. | display this typol
developmental trajectories of selected groups in order to illustrate how the process of
(de)institutionalization occurred during the first seven EP terms. Second, | analyze rapporteurship
allocation (19722014) to demonstrate the disadvantage faced by menob weakly

institutionalized groups hoping to influence policy. The implications of this research-are far
reaching as the findings open new avenues for
unevenly institutionalized party group system.

Keywords: European Parliament, parliamentary groups, uneven institutionalization, Fuzzy
Set Ideal Type Analysis

Introduction
Empirical and descriptive analyses of the European Parliament (EP) rely on seat share as the

pivotal characteristic for distinguishifgetween types of European Parliamentary Groups

(EPGs). Due to their size, schol a+tEB)amde¢hter t o
Social Democrats (SOC/PES/S&D) as major groups, while designating small-sizeddEPGs

as minor groups (Kreppe2, 0 0 2 ) . Maj or groups receive the 1|ic¢c
(Hix et al. 2007), but the field has also examined meesirad groups, such as the Liberals
(LD/LDR/ELDR/ALDE) and the Greens (VAEFA) (Bressanelli, 2014; Jensen & Spoon, 2010).
Analysisof small EPGs, specifically those identified with the radical right (Bale et al. 2010;

Fieschi, 2000; McDonnell & Werner, 2019), Euroscepticism (Brack, 2015; Whitaker & Lynch,
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2014), or technical groups (Settembri, 2004; Startin, 2010), is present bedlim

Notwithstanding its ubiquity, the majoninor dichotomy has trouble accounting for a group like

the Liberals, which has held seats in the EP since its founding, and despite its size, often plays the
role of kingmaker (Rasmussen, 2012). To addreds Isoierline cases, this paper develops a

typology of EPGs using institutionalization as the key qualifier.

In order to refine our understanding of what types of political groups populate the Hemicycle, |
analyze the European Parliament (EP), 12094, ad construct a typology for comparing the
differences between party groups-asis their levels of institutionalization. Using fuzzy set

Ideal Type Analysis (fsITA) and four original conditi@gnsonsistency, concentration, fragility,

and member volatility this paper identifies the sources of full and weak institutionalization
among EPGs. Accounting for both exogenous, electoral shocks and endogenous, group
characteristics, | describe how levels of institutionalization change over time (Janda, 1980). The
results of the typology make it possible to trace the developmental trajectories of groups across
the first 35 years of the European Parliament. Additionally, | demonstrate the empirical utility of
the typology by analyzing how affiliation with weakly instibnalized party groups impacts a

member 6s ability to gain rapporteurships.

My findings show that EPGs fall into five distinct categories: potentially institutionalized,
actively institutionalized, merged, electorally shocked, andpamty. Small and d-sized EPGs,
such as the Liberals (EP), the Greens (EP4), and the Leftists (EP4), achieve active
institutionalization, indicating that these-salled minor groups share more characteristics with
the EPP and S&D than they do with radical righEarosceptic EPGs. Tracing group trajectories
clarifies how institutionalization proceeds at different speeds and in different directions; indeed,
de-institutionalization is an observable occurrence. Finally, the results confirm that members of
weakly insttutionalized EPGs receive significantly fewer reports than members of fully
institutionalized groups, providing an irparliamentary dimension of group consolidation

unaccounted for by exogenous shocks or endogenous group characteristics.

The literatue review begins by discussing institutionalization and how authors have applied this
concept to the EP party groups. The next section explains how fsITA is employed, after which, |

present the conditions used to build the typology and describe how theglibrated. In the
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Analysis and Results section, | present the typology, the developmental trajectories, and the
empirical analysis of report allocation. The Discussion and Conclusion section summarizes the

findings and notes the implications for futuesearch.

Institutionalization(s)
Il nstitutionalization, defined by Huntington (.

procedures acquire value and stabilityo (p. 1.
difficult to operationalize (JudgePR3), it is noamonotonic, in that déenstitutionalization is a

distinct possibility (Harmel et al. 2016), and it often implicates multiple levels of analysis (Casal
Bértoa, 2018). The literature proliferates with dimensions along which parties, pagiynsyand

parliaments become more or less institutionalizgde t , by using Huntington:d
criteria, which include adaptability, complexity, autonomy, and coherence, it should be possible

to identify specific factors which lead to EPG insinglization.

Scholars address multiple di mensions of the E
differentiation of its organizational sulnits, and its coherence, or the unity among

organizational members. These include: the structure of its policy space (Hi2GA%

McElroy & Benoit, 2007, 2012), its party system (Kreppel, 2002; Bardi, 2002), the political

groups (Hix & Lord, 1997), their voting cohesion (Hix et al., 2007), and the relationship between
national parties and EPGs (Hix, 2002). The literatureprad es a deep wunder st anc
committee system (Mamadou and Raunio 2003; Whitaker, 2005; Yordanova, 2013),

rapporteurships (Benedetto, 2005; Hurka and Kaeding, 2012; Kaeding, 2005), coordinator
assignments (Daniel and Thierse, 2017), and parlitaneoareer paths (Daniel, 2015). Evidence

shows that the political groups have undergone internal reforms to manage increased workloads
following enlargement (Bressanelli, 2014; Raunio, 1997). Gungdr (2009) analyzes the committee
system, staffing increasgand reforms to the Rules of Procedure to further substantiate the ways

the EP has acquired value and stability over time. In aggregate, this research establishes the EP as
an internally institutionalized parliamentary chamber (Ragsdale and Theis, 1997).

5 For a detailed literature review on the various dimensions of party institutionalization, see Harmel,
Svéasand and Mjelde (2018; 2016), and for detailed studies of specific cases, see Harmel and Svasand
(2019). For a discussion of the literature on pgroup institutionalization in the EP, see Bressanelli
(2014).
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Regarding the institutionalization of EPGs, McElroy and Benoit (2007) examine the number and

types of political groups in the EP, which they locate within adwaensional policy space, and

they determine that EPGs position themselves along the grdirtite traditional soci@conomic

spectrum while also maintaining consistent, ideological positions across sessions (McElroy and
Benoit 2012). The Iliterature also differenti af
with mature internal organizanos and r obust fimechani sms of coor
2332 38) , and Atemporary allianceso which suffer
Afdefectionso (Raunio, 2000, p. 242). This des:
majorand mi nor group types used by Kreppel (2002
Aoppositiono parties. The theoretical ability
groupodés seat share; when the EPP ainedm&o&tY) agr e:
insures the successful passage of legislation. The systems of categorization proposed by Raunio
(2000) and Kreppel (2002) imply a strong correlation between group size and levels of
institutionalization, a distinction first articulated by Hixnd Lor d, who find fda p
between the size of groups, their institutionalisation and spread of countries represented. The

| argest are also the most permanent and trans.|

Observers general |y upgysteneiswedkly institutibnalized.Hldeg par t y
identify a variety of reasons for this defici
election ballots, the multevel nature of party group competition, and the igstigsue

formation of voting oalitions (Evans and Vink, 2009). Likewise, high turnover rates among
members of the European Parliament (MEPs) acc:
against the EP institutionalizing and devel op
2015, p. 1362). Drawing an important connection between EPG instability and the weakly
institutionalized party groupasygtgmopupBandivi {
domi nant del egation that cont thovkakly mor e t han h;
institutionalized and | argely responsible for
he concludes that t-hpeER partdyvegsetemnt ooasis
Ai nstitutionalized cor e yaon d( Baa rntuit,a b2 0e0 2a,n dp .u n6s4
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The processes of party institutionalization (PI) and party system institutionalization (PSI) are
independent and need not converge (Casal Bértoa, 2018). Established parties facilitate PSI, but

this is not a necessary conditiar fongterm consolidation. The opposite is also true: The

presence of weakly institutionalized groups does not automatically prevent a system from

stabilizing. Randall and Svasand (2002) coin the term uneven party institutionalization to

describe the asymetric development of different parties in the same system. Uneven
institutionalization fosters an uncompetitive
social sectors [being] excluded not only from power but from meaningful party represertatio

(Randall and Svasand, 2002, p. 9). Research into this phenomenon determines that variation in
levels of party institutionalization has a significant effect on party discipline, and may be

implicated in other parliamentary behaviors, as well (Thameg$,)200

In their seminal work on parliamentary institutionalization, Copeland and Patterson (1994),
arguing from a functionalist point obBthati ew, c|
is, they are effective at fulfilling the specific tasks assijto them. Just like parliaments,

institutionalized EPGs are those that exhibit the capacity to carry out their primary functions,

whether that is training leaders, representing constituents, or formulating policy by managing
committee reports. Indeeds@ gr oups6®é6 behavior reflect this |
preparing for enlargement into Central and Eastern Europe, and an influx of new members, the

EPP, PES, and ALDE revised their organizational structures in order to increase their functional
capabilties. Through the processes of vertical and horizontal differentiation, these EPGs

improved their complexity and autonomy, thus becoming more institutionalized and ensuring

their ability to legislate effectively into the future (Bressanelli, 2014).

The typology presented in the next section details the characteristics associated with fully and
weakly institutionalized groups. Such a division implies that the EP party group system is
unevenly, not weakly, institutionalized. After presenting the typology atyument will be
articulated in more detail by tracing the developmental paths of some EPGs and analyzing how

reports are allocated disproportionately between the two types of groups.
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Fuzzy Set Ideal Type Analysis and Explanatory Conditions

Because theallow us to organize complex relationships and reduce them into parsimonious
categories which can then be used in empirical analyses, typologies play an important role in
social science research. Typol ogyealbypes, tadh ng
of which represents a unique combination of
p. 232); additionally, Schneider and Wagemann contend that a qualitative comparative analysis
(QCA) approach is suitable for generating engairtypologies (2010, p. 4). Here, | build on the
work of Blchel et al. (2016) and Kvist (2007) and use fuzzy set ideal type analysis as a method

for distinguishing between types of party groups in the EP.

Unlike statistical methods which rely on cortedaal relationships, fSITA uses set theory to
determine what configurations of conditions are consistent with an underlying type (Berg
Schlosser et al., 2009; Ragin, 2009). This approach addresses causal complexity directly by
building on the assumptiohdt social processes are subject to equifinality, conjunctural
causation, and asymmetric causality (Braumoeller, 2003). In the case of EPGs specifically, this
means that more than one configuration of factors may be associated with institutionalization,
same conditions will only be important given the presence of other factors, and the same

condition may be consistent with both fully and weakly institutionalized groups.

The first step of any QCA analysis is to transform variables into sets through teegpobc

calibration (Ragin, 2009). Using the direct method of calibration, | identify three anchor points to

i s

t

represent the thresholds for groups being dAful

anchor, or dAfully out 0hedowveranchereThe thirdddneharisv al ue s

knownasthecrossver point, and it represents the val

relationship to the set. All cases are assigned a fuzzy score ranging from 0 to 1 for each condition,

and each set resdles a logarithmic curve. One method of identifying appropriate anchors is to
|l ook for figaps, 0 or natwural breaks, in the

scatterplots and anchor points for each factor below.

Fuzzy set Qualitative Companat Analysis (fsQCA) identifies necessary and sufficient causal
conditions by analyzing a calibrated outcome. Alternatively, in fsITA the outcome for all cases is

set to (1), because each solution path represents a constellation of conditions obsergebdeamon
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cases. Logical remainders are coded (0) because these combinations are not present and therefore
do not contribute to the typology. The complex, parsimonious, and intermediate outcomes

produce the same series of solutions which are then reducedhesiBgolean minimization

process. The truth table presented in Table 2.2 lists the logical combinations observed in the data,

as well as which EPGs share these attributes.

Data, Operationalization, and Calibration
According to Hei daof aan dd iKfofoelree n tE PoQsd efirador et han n

groups, so they psuiggenersoer gtarne aztaitn go ntshoe nf 2a0s0 ORA, p .
all conditions described and calibrated below are considered relative to the EP as a particular

system. Tk unit of analysisisthe ER&essi on, and each variable re
the end of each term. This allows me to track
institutionalization across parliamentary sessions. All variables are atignsgaf individual

MEPs derived from the Automated Database of the EP (Hgyland et al., 2009). | benefitted greatly
from the Thomann et. al (2018) R manual for calibrating fuzzy sets; specifically, | used the

AQCAO (Dusa, 2018) aneatalt20l8)pécikages.Met hods o ( Oana.

The fsITA typology employs five conditions identified by the literature as theoretically associated

with institutionalizationtenure, consistency, concentration, member volatility, and fragility

These factors fulfil several crita. First,consistencgpeaks to the presence of exogenous,

el ectoral shocks which can unsettle a groupos
internal characteristics of groups in different ways. For exampleéetiueeand theconcentration

variables operationalize adaptability and complexity and should be associated with full
institutionalization. Likewisefragility andvolatility identify specific sources of disruption which

inhi bit groups from becomingsdomgaleirdatcod.stTh
when combined in diverse configurations, they produce fully institutionalized or weakly

institutionalized O0ideal typesd (Doty and GI i

Tenure

Organizations gain experience as they get older, and the literature findsgarstationship

between age and stability (Huntington, 1965, p. 395). The tenure condition operationalizes this
concept and relies on the groupbs name remai n|

this political label helps groups become reifiedociety (Randall and Svasand, 2002). Changing
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names, therefore, resets the groupbs tenure t
change represents the consolidation of an identity and contend-tranceng does not

necessarily signaleak institutionalization (Harmel, et al., 2016). However, in the EP, new group
names result from sessispecific negotiations between delegations, not the purification of an

identity, as most recently witnessed when the Emmanuel Mdedoirench coalibn of

delegations joined ALDE in 2019 and immediately used its political leveragentnme the

group Renew Europe (RE).

To create the tenure condition, | standardi ze
overall EP mean. This makegibssible to determine if groups with HIGH TENURE are more

likely to become fully institutionalized. Standardization does not change the underlying nature of
the variable, and when these values ard cali bl
its peers within the EP. | set the lower anchor poird &, indicating that only EPGs with one

session experience, or less, are fully out of the set of HIGH TENURE groups. The upper anchor,

set at 1.1, implies that the gains to institutionalizataow the logic of decreasing retuis

once a group has four termsodé experience, weach
institutionalization. The crossver point is set to O; therefore, groups with two terms of

experience are more out than indagroups with three and four terms are more in than out the set

of HIGH TENURE EPGs.

Figure 2.1 Scatterplot and Anchor Points for Tenure

TENURE
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|
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T T T T T T
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Raw score

Note Dotted lines indicate upper and lower anchors. Heavy line indicatesasr@spoint.
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Consistency

The seconaondition,consistency measures how many of the groupg
election. The literature argues that minor groups suffer disproportionately from electoral shocks
(Raunio, 2000), suggesting that some EPGs find it difficult to maintaisistent membership

across sessions. To become fully institutionalized, groups need experienced delegations. Without
such consistency, organizational learning and the transfer of knowledge across sessions becomes
impossible (Panebianco, 1988; LaPalompaf®3). Therefore, low consistency groups are

expected to remain weakly institutionalized because they lack experienced delegations.

To create the consistency condition, | build an expression which uses the number of delegations
present in both the cumeEP sessiort)and the previous sessidnl) as the numerator. The

total number of delegations in the current sesdiois (he denominator. Therefore, consistency

equals 1 if every delegation from periedl was present at time If no delegation fsm the

previous session is present in the current session, then consistency equals zero. Because it relates
group membership back to a previous version of itself, this calculation is not affected by

enl argement induced fAdelegation inflation. o

Figure 2.2 Scatterplot and Anchor Points for Consistency

CONSISTENCY
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Note Dotted lines indicate upper and lower anchors. Heavy line indicatesasr@spoint.
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Concentration

The third conditionconcentration t est s Bar di 6s-pa2092proupsm the
ingtitutionalized. The configurational analysis makes it possible to determine if HIGH
CONCENTRATION is the primary condition associated with weak institutionalization or if the
presence or absence of other conditions is also a contributing factor. | tefihdahi

Hirschman Index (HHI) of market concentration to operationalize this variable. According to the

US Department of Justice, a market that has an HHI of 1,500 to 2,500 is moderately concentrated;
anything over 2,500 is highly concentrated. To dakeuthe HHI, | sum the squares of each

national delegationds percentage of seats per
CONCENTRATION will be dominated by one or two delegations.

Figure 2.3 Scatterplot and Anchor Points for Concentration
CONCENTRATION
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Note Dotted lines indicate upper and lower anchors. Heavy line indicatesayresspoint.

Fragility

The fourth conditionfragility, measures a groupdés proximity to
count thresholds for maintaining political group status encoddéte EP Rules of Procedure.

HIGH FRAGILITY indicates that a group is very close to the threshold criteria for dissolution.

This operationalizes Huntingtonés (1965) conc:
and multiple delegations from variooseember states should be more institutionalized (Hix and

Lord, 1997). The more diverse the group, the less it suffers from fragility. Groups that barely
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reach the membership thresholds face no i nceni
internd organs (Huntington, 1965, p. 399). Therefore, HIGH FRAGILITY is expected to be

associated with weak institutionalization.

Fragility is constructed by first subtracting the number of total MEPs at the beginning of each

session from the membtreshold® The same is done for the number of member states. These

two numbers are standardized, thus making them comparable, and then they are summed. EPGs
with negative values are closer to the combined dissolution threshold. Because the fuzzy set must
be positive to measure set membership, I take

flipping the sign and making the most fragile groups those with the highest values.
Figure 2.4 Scatterplot and Anchor Points for Fragility
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Note Dotted lines indicate upper and lower anchors. Heavy line indicatesasresspoint.

Member Volatility
The final factor for determining institutionalization among political groupsambewolatility, a
variable that accounts for withsession, partyrgup switches (Hix and Noury, 2018). Unlike

traditional volatility which compares the chal

5 The threshold rules for determining group formation have changed many times over the life ofShe fe.Online

Appendix for the different rules used for each session.
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(Pedersen, 1979), this condition measures the
to the end of each EP sess(Mershon and Shvetsova, 2013). The literature finds a strong

empirical relationship between weak Pl and party switching (McMenamin and Gwiazda, 2011),

and Raunio (2000) also identifies this trend in the EP; therefore, HIGHLY VOLATILE groups

should be wakly institutionalized.

Volatility describes the change in membership from the official start of the -gexagon to the

end of the EP term. Volatility equals 1 if the entire group dissolved or switched and equals zero if
the exact number of members wétarted the session, ended the session. Because every

subtraction from one group is an addition to another, member volatility values are offsetting.
Therefore, to avoid counting each switch twice, | set all positive values to zero, and then take the
absout e value of each groupd6s negative change i

Figure 2.5 Scatterplot and Anchor Points for Member Volatility

VOLATILITY
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Note Dotted lines indicate upper and lower anchors. Heavy line indicatesauespoint.

Table 2.1 summarizes how these factmesexpected to relate to types of institutionalization as
well as the anchor points for each calibrated condition.
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Full Non- Cross Full

Expected Membership over  Membership
Sets Relationship Anchor Point  Anchor
HIGH TENURE Full -0.6 0 1.1
Institutionalization
HIGH Full 0.325 0.62 0.82
CONSISTENCY Institutionalization
HIGH Weak 1400 2150 4000
CONCENTRATION Institutionalization
HIGH FRAGILITY Weak 0.6 0.95 1.65
Institutionalization
HIGH Weak 3.25 7 22
VOLATILITY Institutionalization

Table 2.1 Calibration Anchor Points and Expectations for all Explanatory Conditions

Typology

The truth table in Table 2.2 lists the five group types presented in the Solution Paths found in
Table 2.3, which includpotentially institutionalized actively institutionalized, mergers,
electorally shocked, and oparty groupd. The potential and active types, both related to full
institutionalization, should be viewed as stages of maturation. They share a lack ivf fadil

the absence of concentration. Potential institutionalizers (Re8yS &ble 2.2) begin with a
diverse membership, and if they remain consistent, that is, if a high percentage of their
delegations return in the following term, this combination efditions produces active
institutionalization (Rows %, Table 2.2). Three of the four groups that reached full
institutionalization went through this twsiep progression, moving from potentially to actively
institutionalized. It is also notable that gpsuwith long tenure (Row 6) can overcome electoral
shocks, the negation of consistency, to remain actively institutionalized. This aligns closely with
how we would expect institutionalization to functioas the EPG becomes its own entity,
separate from itparticular units, generalized group experience minimizes the loss of specific

delegations.

7 All conditions andtheir negation were analyzed for necessity, and none had a consistency score greater than the

ninety percent threshold. Results can be found in the Appendix.
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Type

ROW

TENURE

FRAGILITY

VOLATILITY

CONSISTENCY

CONCENTRATION

Cases Per
Solution
Path

Potential

0

0

0

0

0

SOC1, LD1,
EPP1, V4

Institutionalizers

0

0

1

0

0

UENS,
In-Dem6

1

0

1

0

0

ELDR4

Actively

Institutionalized

15

PES3, LDR3,
EPP3, PES4,
EPP4, PESS,
ELDRS,
EPREDS,
V/IEFA5,
PES6,
ALDESG,
EPREDG,
GUE/NGLS,
VIEFAG,
S&D7

SOC2,
LDR2, EPP2,
GUE/NGL4,
GUE/NGL5

ALDE?7,
EPP7,
GUE/NGL?7,
VIEFA7

One-Party
Groups

DEP1, ED1,
COM1, DR2,
RDE3, CG3,
EDDS, EFD7

RDE2, ED2

||

COM2

=
o

o|o|o|o

OO |+

o|o|o|o

(=1l =]

Y=Y

NN |- [0

V3, ECR7

Electorally
Shocked

11

TCDI2,
GUES,
EDN4,
EDDS5,
TDI5, ITS6

12

CDI1,
RBW2,
RBW3,
ARE4,
UENG6

13

DR3, F
EDN4,
UPE4, FE4

Merged

14

1

1

RDE4

15

0

1

ED3

Table 2.2 Truth Table

1
Results

Note Political Group Abbreviation Key, Session Number Follows Group Abbreviation:
Democrats
ED); Liberal Democrats (LD/LDR/ELDR/ALDE and ARE); Greens (V/V/IEFA); Left
Communists(COM/G/GUE/GUE/NGL); Gaullist Groups (DEP/RDE); Regionalist (RBW);
Conservatives (ED/FE); Various Eurosceptic (EBDEDN/EDD/InDem/EFD/UPE/UEN/ECR);
Technical Groups (CDI/TCDI/DR/TDI/ITS)

Soci

al

(SOC/ PES/ S&D) ;

Europe-an

The typology identifies three paths for producing weakly institutioedlgroups. The orgarty

group

constell

at.i

on

val.i

dat es

Bar di

0s

Peopl

(2002)

volatility and inexperience are common to this type. According to my expectations, high volatility
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should be associated with weak ihgibnalization; yet, in this weakly institutionalized type, we
observe low volatility. This countentuitive result derives from the presence of a single,

dominant national delegation which ensures party unity among the group members. It is unlikely
thatany member or faction from one of these highly concentrated party groups could defect mid

session without being demoted on the next election ballot by their national party. Therefore, the

presence of high concentration makes volatility unlikely in thasex

Type 1: Type 2: Type 3: Type 4: Type 5:
Potentially Actively One-Party Electorally Mergers
Institutionalized Institutionalized Shocked
TENURE
~conceatration ~concentration | CONCENTRATION FRAGILITY CONCENTRATION
~fragility ~fragility ~volatility ~consistency VOLATILITY
~consistency ~volatility ~tenure ~tenure FRAGILITY
SOC1 S0OC23 COM1-2 CDI1 RDE4
EPP1 PES46 ED1-2 RBW?2-3 ED3
LD1 S&D7 DEP1 TCDI2
ELDRA4 EPP24 RDE?2-3 GUE3
V4 EPRED5-6 DR2 CG3
UENS EPP7 V3 DR3
InDem6 LDR2-3 ECR7 FE4
ELDR5 EFD7 ARE4
ALDEG-7 I-EDN4
GUE/NGL47 UPE4
V/EFA5-7 EDN4
EDD5
TDI5
ITS6
UENG

Table 2.3 Typology Solution Paths, Cases, and Consistency Scores

Note The presence of a factor is represented by Capital Letters. A Tilda represents the negation

of a factor.

The second type of weak institutionalization, characterized by a lack of temayis

inexperience, and high fragility, relates to electoral shocks. While HIGH CONCENTRATION is

the condition most associated with greaty groups, low consistency is the key factor for

electorally shocked groups. These groups exhibit low levels of ersimp continuity across

sessions. All but one of the Technical Groups (CDI1, TCDI2, DR3, RBW2, RBW3, TDI5, ITS6)
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sort into this type. Given that these alliances organize primarily for pragmatic reasons (Settembri,

2009; Startin, 2010), they should notdected to institutionalize. Therefore, the fact that the
typology places these groups in the same weakly institutionalized path provides it with face
validity. So far, the fsITA distinguishes between two separate proéefisesoncentration path
and theelectoral shock path. The typology determines that exogenous factors are most
detrimental to the technical groups, and that this process is separate from group weakness

originating from ovefconcentration.

The final group type shares a host of charasties including HHGH CONCENTRATION, HIGH
VOLATILITY, HIGH FRAGILITY, and HIGH TENURE. The European Democrats from EP3
and the Gaullists from EP4 (RDE) are the only two members in this type. Both of these

eventuallymergedwith another group. As leaderstoth e ED Gr oup, the UK Con

consistency, tenure, and ability to direct the voting behavior of its MEPs, likely made it an

attractive partner for the EPP. The RDE joined forces with Forza Europa (FE) to form the UPE.

Comparing this merger type toetloneparty groups discussed earlier supports the previous
analysis regarding volatility. If highly concentrated groups exhibit volatility, it will be extreme,

because the entire group will switch as a single unit.

In these three solution paths, the gsm produces clear examples of equifinality, conjunctural
causation, and asymmetric causality. First, multiple paths produce full and weak
institutionalization. Second, HIGH VOLATILITY is related to weak institutionalization, but only
given the presencd a host of other factors. Finally, both full and weak institutionalization
solution paths include | ow consistency and

solution paths.
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TENURE CONSISTENCY | CONCENTRATION | VOLATILITY FRAGILITY
Potential
Institutionalizers 0] 0 0
Actively
Institutionalized (0] 0] 0
One-Party
Groups 0 1 0
Electorally
Shocked 0 (0] A
Mergers A A A A

Table 2.4 Fuzzy Set Typology Solutions
Note An open circle represents the absence of the factor. A aboséelrepresents the presence
of a factor

Group Trajectories And (De)lInstitutionalization
In this section, | trace the development of several groups across sessions in order to illustrate the

observable (de)institutionalization trajectories found inERe | select the Social Democrats, the
Christian Democrats, the Liberals, the Leftists (CORIGUE3, GUENGL4-7), as well as the
Greens and the Gaullists (DEP1, RBEAJPE4, and the UEND).

Figure 2.6 Institutional Trajectories of Selected EP Political Groups

Change in Instiutional Type Across EP Sessions

Actively Inst. o

Potentially Inst.

Merger

Elect. Shocked

One-Party Group

1 2 3 4 5 6 T
EP
—— EPP/IS&D —— Liberals —— Leftists —  Greens ---' Gaullists
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The EPP and S&D, illustrated with a single line, follow the same institutional trajectory and
reflect the archetypal, developmental path that we expect to find in a major group. During the
first EP session, both groups were potential institutionalizers after which they progressed to
become actively institutionalized. The Liberals follow a similar path; however, in EP4, the group
had twenty total delegations with only eleven returning from ER&.to this moderate level of
inconsistency, ELDR4 slid back to the potentially institutionalized type. Note that a lack of
consistency, if offset by solid tenure and low fragility, is not enough to destabilize the group
entirely, i.e. to send it into thedectorally shocked type. From EP5 to EP7, ALDE regained its

position as actively institutionalized.

The Leftist groups represent a case of emergent institutionalization. Like the SOC, EPP, and
Liberals, the Leftists began their EP tenure in 1952. Untikee three groups, however, due to
their high concentration, the typology labels them amanty group for the first and second EP
sessions. In EP3, a schism caused the French and Italian factions to form their own groups, at
which point the typology sts both into the electorally shocked category. The GUE3 group
dissolved before the end of EP3 but was reconvened in EP4, under the monikBIGLU&fter

the reconciled Italian and French delegations joined forces with the Nordic Greens. At this point,
thefsITA sorts them into the actively institutionalized type, which they maintain through the
seventh EP session. The Communist groups, therefore, embody an important case of a weakly
institutionalized group transforming into a fully institutionalized grddypreducing fragility and
expanding membership, the GUNESL4 skipped the potentially institutionalized type and went
directly to active institutionalization.

The Gaullist groups began their tenure in the popukldgted EP as a ofparty group in the

First through Third EP sessions. In EP4, RDE merged with FE to form the UPE. By EP5, the
UEN, which grew out of the UPE, reaches potentially institutionalized status, indicating that the
group had diversified its membership by gaining new delegations faoioug member states,

thus making positive steps towards becoming actively institutionalized. The UEN was unable to
maintain this diversity, however, and after the election of 2004, they exhibit an archetypal
example of an exogenous shdcknly three delegans returned from the previous session. This

case exemplifies both dastitutionalization and group collapse.
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The Greens illustrate how a smaller group can become actively institutionalized and why
categorizing EPGs based solely on seat share oveilopkstant differences within the set of

small groups. The origin of the contemporary Green Group (V/EFA) begins with the Rainbow
Group in EP2. Despite the colorful name, this was essentially a technical group composed of
regionalists and Green partiesddike other technical groups, it was shived due to an

electoral shock. In EP3, the first Green Group split from the Rainbow Group and emerged as
weakly institutionalized, moderately concentrated around the German Green Party, which held
eleven out ofts 29 seats. In EP4, the Green Group reached potential institutionalization status by
significantly reducing its fragility and decreasing its level of concentration, down from 2385 in
EP3 to 1804 in EP4. In the Fifth EP session the Greens achievediastitvgionalization status

and maintained that level through the Seventh session. This is a story of concentration giving way
to diversification, eventually leading to full institutionalization; however, unlike the Leftists, the
Greens progressed throutiie potentially institutionalized type before reaching active

institutionalization.

In summary, the analysis of trajectories illustrates examples of both institutional consistency,
progress, and regress. Importantly, it makes clear that institutioralizatd seat share are not
perfectly correlated phenomena. The Greens and the Leftists provide examples of small groups
developing into fully institutionalized EPGs.

Disproportional Report Allocation

One way to observe how well EPGs and their membersdoti ut e t o the parl i am

wor kload is to analyze rapporteurship assi gnmi

(Thierse, 2019), who gmakidggrodesslBhssed on thairseatgharet h e
EPGs receive points thttey use to bid on reports they wish to control (Ringe, 2010). This

process was designed to distribute rapporteurs proportionally across all groups; however, some
research shows that the major groups are slightly@pmesented (Benedetto, 2005; Mamadou

and Rauni o, 2003), while other authors concl

u

di sproportionalityo where Athe PES and EPP ha

rapporteurs over the yearso (Kaeding, 2005,
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When analyzing repoallocation, the literature observes multiple forms of bias. For example,

MEPs from ruling parties with representation in the Council receive medeasion reports

(Heyland, 2006), members from Eurosceptic (Kaeding, 2005) and radical right groupg@ime

2010) are less likely to receive reports, and members from newly acceded states are also

significantly disadvantaged (Hurka and Kaeding, 2012). This disproportionality is important
because, as Dani el expl ai ns, ofitlihkedtof fi ce of c
prestigeébut [it is] also the main way that a
serious MEPséthe accrual of reports is an i mp
content of the EPOG6s wanalixdgrou@ aré those thmat make@hé ) . I f
parl i ament Awork, o then they should control t|

institutionalized groups are predicted to receive fewer reports.

I n this this section, | f repoet pllocatiorafor the fist3 years @ s ( 2 |
the EP. | substitute the authorso original, p;:
first Amajor groupo dummy takes a value of 1
or Social Demoratic groups. The second indicator operationalizes full institutionalization. All

members from groups categorized as potentially or actively institutionalized take the value of 1

on this variable. Because all major groups are a subset of fully inst#lidech groups, | estimate

the impact of these variables separately.

The outcome variable, the number of reports per member per session;iidlated; therefore,

Daniel (2015) uses a negative binomial regression model. | assume that this moderlg prop

specified and that the variables included are appropriate for studying the research question. The

goal here is not to improve this analysis per se, but rather to determine whether or not replacing
separate party family indicators with a full institutalization dummy benefits our understanding

of institutionalizationds effect on parliament

tests the empirical utility of the typology.

Table 2.5 presents the coefficients for the variables of int8iestfirst model is a direct

replication of Danields Table 5.5, Mo d el 3; t

71



indicators with the major group dummy; and the third includes the full institutionalization

indicator. Model 1 shows that all individyadirty family dummies are positive; further, with the

Table 2.5 Results Table for Analysis of Report Allocation

(1) (2) )
VARIABLES IRR IRR IRR
DV.
Reports Count
Christian Democrat  1.130***
(0.192)
Social Democrat 1.063***
(0.191)
Liberal 1.007***
(0.199)
Greens 0.887***
(0.198)
Communists 0.864***
(0.210)
Eurosceptics 0.122
(0.274)
National Conservative 0.988***
1.130
Major Group 0.258***
(0.0523
(Fsl:lcljyl/ml)nstltutlonallzed 0 371+
(0.079)
Constant -0.272 0.564 0.798
(0.565) (0.536) (0.535)
In(alpha) -0.138** -0.106* -0.108*
(0.044) (0.044) (0.044)

Fixed Effects MS YES
Fixed Effects EPG YES
Fixed Effects EFFerm YES

Observations 4,639
Log-Likelihood -9574.3
AlIC 19256.7
BIC 19604.6
R? 0.0575

YES YES
YES YES
YES YES
4,639 4,639

-9626.8 -9625.7
19349.6 19347.5
19658.9 19656.7
0.0523 0.0524

Note Negative binomial regression with errors clustered on member ID. Rethusiard errors
in parentheses. | am reporting on the IRRs for the notable variables. The full table can be found in

the Appendix.” p<0.001, ** p<0.010, *p<0.05
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exception of the Eurosceptics, all coefficients are highly significant. A series of \Wtd te
comparing the equality between pairs of party families show that all EPGs receive significantly
more reports than the Eurosceptics, while the Christian Democrats and the Socialists gain more
reports than the Greens and the Communists. According toddntbe observable under
representation of Eurosceptics is likely caused by members of these growgp<iseling (2010,

p. 248). However, when analyzed separately, the model suggests that the other groups receive a

significant number of reports.

Model 2 substitutes the major group dummy for the party family indicators, and the results
corroborate previous findingsthe two major groups control significantly more reports than the
minor EPGs. Based on these estimates, MEPs from major groups are expeategit@average

of 2.59 reports per term, compared to only 2 for minor group MEPs. Model 3 introduces the weak
institutionalization dummy. The coefficient on this variable is positive and significant,
demonstrating that, holding all other variables coristd&Ps from weakly institutionalized

groups receive 0.78 fewer reports than members of fully institutionalized groups, and this
difference is statistically significant (p<0.000).

Graph 7 presents the combined marginal effects of the two dummies froeish2oaind 3. There

is no significant difference between members of fully institutionalized groups and members of
major groups access to reports. However, because MEPs from the actively institutionalized
Liberals, Greens, and Communist groups are codedras ithe estimates for these groups are
inflated by almost 14 percent when compared to the results of the weak institutionalization
dummy. Consequently, observers who rely on the standard-major typology will not

recognize the true level of inequglipresent in the distribution of reports. Model 3 loses very
little in terms of fit, and it performs better than Model 1, where all party family coefficients are
positive but substantive differences are limited; furthermore, Model 3 maintains the adsvafitage
Model 2 in terms of modelling major group effects, while also more accurately estimating the
disproportionality of weakly institutionalized groups. Therefore, the evidence shows that the fully
institutionalized dummy variable contributes somethiny wseful to the modél a clearer

assessment of unbalanced access to the mechanisms of policy control in the EP.
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Figure 2.7 Predicted Probabilities Graph for Report Allocation

Number of Reports Assigned to Members of Fully Institutionalized and Major Groups

Predicted Probabilities with 95% Cls
3 -

251

N
(8]
1

N
1

.73

Predicted Number of Reports

—
[$)]
1

T T
Non-Members Members

——@—— Fully Institutionalized EPG
Major EPG

Note Predicted Probabilities for Models 2 and 3. Major Groups includeetibers of the

Christian and Social Democrats; rRorembers include MEPs from all other groups. Members of
Fully Institutionalized EPG include MEPs from any group that was either Potentially or Actively
Institutionalized; normembers include all MEPs fromeakly institutionalized group types.

The implications of these three models should not be understated. When viewed through the lens

of uneven institutionalization, the disproportionality in report allocation appears more extreme

than oncéelieved, thus confirming the expectations of systemic inequality enunciated by

Randall and Svasand (2002). The standard explanation for thisneptdesentation is self

exclusion. While this might explain the behavior of some-estiablishment, radicaight

members, the application of this same logic to all weakly institutionalized groups, including early
iterations of the Greens and Communists, the
Gaullist formations, is less convincing. Model 1 shows then estimated individually, all

groups except Eurosceptics receive a significant number of reports. It is highly unlikely,

therefore, that sekéxclusion can explain the level of imbalance observed in Model 3.
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To summarize, | use the typology constrdatsing fsITA to generate a full institutionalization

dummy variable. The variable performs as expected, and it shows that membership in a weakly
institutionalized group prohibits members from receiving reports, even after controlling for

important persoridactors such as seniority, education and age. This result points to a third

dimension of weak institutionalization that has not yet been discussed. On top of exogenous,

electoral shocks, and endogenous, group characteristics such as fragility, vaaiility

concentration, these models direct our attention to anpatleamentary dynamic that

reproduces the weak institutionalization of EPGs. If fully institutionalized groups are those that

work, then it makes sense for these groups to control reptantgever, excluding some groups

from access to rapporteurship equates to nevel
theécontent of the EPO6s worko (Daniel, 2015, |
groups cannot work if they have limiteccess to the legislative levers of power in the EP. Not

only do they face electoral shocks, and internal volatility, but these groups never share in the
legislative responsibilities associated with being a rapporteur, a pressure which, according to
Bressanelli (2014), is very important for spurring groups tonganize and streamline their

internal organization.

Discussion and Conclusion
For the EPG6s first forty years, the Christian

majority ofthemar | i ament 6s seats, and due to this over
them as major groups, while labelling the rest minors (Kreppel, 2002). Although this distinction

has become universal in the literature, Raunio (2000) and Bardi (20@2juced the concept of
institutionalization to categorize EPGs. This paper builds on their intuition and presents an

innovative method for classifying the political groups of the EP; namely, | employ fsITA to

construct a typology of EPGs which clarifies tliferences between fully and weakly

institutionalized groups.

Using five conditions, including tenure, consistency, concentration, fragility, and volatility, the
fsITA typology produces five ideal types: potentially institutionalized, actively institatized,
oneparty, electorally shocked, and merged. The first two represent stages of development
through which most groups pass before becoming fully institutionalized. The last three reflect
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specific archetypes already found in the literature. Thadyars, therefore, provides empirical
evidence to support previous claims about weakly institutionalized parties being susceptible to

electoral shocks and overly reliant on a single, dominant national delegation.

The results of the typology are appliedwo different ways. First, | trace the development of

several party families over the first seven EP sessions. In this section, the analysis illustrates how
the two largest groups moved directly from potentially to actively institutionalized and then
remained at that level for the rest of their tenure. Furthermore, it exemplifies how two small
groups, the Greens and the Leftists, transitioned from weak to active institutionalization,

following two distinct paths. The majoninor coding system emphasizessshare and therefore
overlooks the fact that these two smaller groups have more in common with the Christian and
Social Democrats than they do with technical groups, Eurosceptics, or national conservatives.
The analysis of trajectories also includesaample of denstitutionalization and group collapse.
These cases exemplify the mifliceted and dynamic nature of institutionalization while also

illustrating the ways group size does not correlate perfectly with party group consolidation.

In the empiical analysis, | use the results of the typology to construct an indicator for full
institutionalization and test the empirical utility of this concept as it applies to report allocation. |
include the dummy vari abl e e¢gessibneanalyss| 182014 20 15)
and the results show that weakly institutionalized group members receive significantly fewer
rapporteurships, than MEPs from fully institutionalized groups. This effect is stronger than
previously observed in analyses of maooups, which means that the literature has thus far

underestimated the disproportionality prevalent in committee report allocation.

The results indicate that the field may benefit greatly from introducing the fully institutionalized

EPG indicator intditure analyses of parliamentary behavior in the EP. As it stands, the literature

either chooses to include party family fixed effects, or based on theoretical grounds, it selects
specific group dummies to analyze. However, the coding of EPGs into pailg$asinot

always consistent. For example, should Jdanr i € Le Pends Group -of the
3) be coded as a technical group (as its EP3 name implies), a conservative group, a Eurosceptic
group, or a radicalight group? Is the European Radigdliance (ARE) from EP4 more like the

Liberals or the GreeRegionalists? Is the distinguishing characteristic of the European
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Conservatives and Reformists (ECR) group, its conservativism or its Euroscepticism? Authors
have justifiable reasons for coditigese groups differently, but these individual decisions may

result in inconsistent analytical estimations of party group effects across various studies.

The current analysis goes beyond party family indicators, and provides evidence that weak
institutionalization represents a common denominator for all these borderline cases. The benefits
of the full institutionalization indicator are numerous. First, it simplifies the coding of groups into
types. Second, members from all groups, not just the majoy amegs ot just the oldest ones, are
included in the analysis. Third, the indicator entails wiiioup variation across terms. Fourth,

we have theoretical grounds to believe that this indicator may have significant effects on
parliamentary behavior; thusxcluding it may introduce omitted variable bias into studies.

Finally, from a practical standpoint, using a single dummy instead of multiple fixed effects,

mitigates the degrees of freedom problem.

The implications of this research are-faaching ashte findings open new avenues for

examining parliamentary behavior in the EPOs |
example, scholars can now compare the EP against the findings in the literature on emerging
democracies, which conclude thateuenly institutionalized party systems negatively impact the
parliamentds ability to represent its constit.
members in weakly institutionalized groups, those faced with possible group collapse following

an eledabn, work within a completely different incentive structure than members of stable, fully
institutionalized groups. One would expect, therefore, that such uncertainty impacts

parliamentary activities, especially since the analysis here shows that thesel®a®t share in

the parliamentary burden of crafting and enacting legislation.

Lacking access to rapporteurships, does the average member of a weakly institutionalized party
group spend more time with her constituency? Is she more connected to dveal ntity? Does

she abstain more, make longer speeches, or submit more questions? The literature on
Eurosceptics and radical right parties addresses some of these questions, but it is important to
note that these anrsystem groups are only a ssét of d weakly institutionalized EPGs, and, as

the second portion of the analysis illustratesindgétutionalization can potentially affect any

group. Therefore, by establishing a historical referent for the behavior of MEPs from weakly
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institutionalized grops, scholars would be developing a baseline against which to compare the

behavior of members in newly established, or bslkng, groups in future EP sessions.
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Appendix A

Table Al. Descriptive Statistics for GroupLevel Variables

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Tenure 60 0.000 1.000 -0.808 2.459
Consistency 60 0.463 0.367 0.000 1.000
Concentration 60 1924.097 1664.016 405.625 8803.711
Fragility 60 0.000 1.921 -5.513 1.963
Volatility 60 16.807 33.937 0.000 100.000

Figure Al. Histogram of Tenure
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Figure A3. Histogram for Concentration
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Table A2. Member and MS Thresholds for Calculating Fragility

EP Minimum | Minimum
Session Members | MSs Source
1979 10 3 Fitzmaurice (1975)
14 1
1984 10 3
14 1
1989 12 3 Jacobs & Corbett (1990)
18 2
23 1
1994 14 4 Corbett, Jacobs, and Shackleton (20
18 3
23 2
29 1
1999 16 3 Corbett, Jacobs, and Shackleton (20|
2004 19 5 Nugent (2006)
2008 25 7 Startin (2010)

Table A3. P-Values for Pairwise Tests of Equality for Party FamilyCoefficients in Model 1.

Christian | Social Liberals | Greens | Communistg Eurosceptics
Democrats | Democrats

Social

Democrats 0.203

Liberals 0.122 0.467

Greens 0.003** 0.027* 0.207

Communists | 0.013* 0.059 0.228 0.848

Eurosceptics | 0.000*** 0.000*** | 0.000*** | 0.000*** | 0.001**

National

Conservatives| 0.189 0.489 0.877 0.420 0.374 0.000***

Significant pvalues indicate that the null hypothesis which states that two estimations are equal
can be rejected.
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05

85



Table A4. Analysis of Consistency

Condition Consistency Coverage
TENURE 0.367 1.00
FRAGILITY 0.403 1.00
VOLATILTY 0.226 1.00
CONSISTENCY 0.368 1.00
CONCENTRATION| 0.288 1.00
~tenure 0.633 1.00
~fragility 0.597 1.00
~volatility 0.774 1.00
~consistency 0.632 1.00
~concentration 0.712 1.00

Note The outcome condition equals 1. Consistency scores must be at least 0.90 for a condition to
be deemed Necessary.
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Table A5. Full Results from Negative Binomial Regression. Dependent Variable Is
Report count per MEP per Session. Based on Daniel (2015), Table 5.5, Model 3

(1) 3) ()
VARIABLES H1 Log Odds H1 Log Odds H1 Log Odds
education 0.0801 0.0845 0.0692
(0.0549) (0.0557) (0.0559)
terms_complete 0.313* 0.351** 0.331**
(0.111) (0.113) (0.112)
wave -0.165 -0.165 -0.176
(0.0892) (0.0908) (0.0909)
edu_seniority -0.0634* -0.0725* -0.0718*
(0.0289) (0.0290) (0.0292)
edu_wave 0.0340* 0.0347** 0.0378**
(0.0132) (0.0134) (0.0135)
seniority_wave 0.00109 -0.00159 0.00329
(0.0159) (0.0161) (0.0161)
EP_leader 0.217** 0.228*** 0.215**
(0.0686) (0.0687) (0.0692)
leadership 0.644*** 0.664*** 0.654***
(0.0497) (0.0508) (0.0505)
EP_reelect 0.224*** 0.217*** 0.222***
(0.0435) (0.0443) (0.0446)
dropout -0.884*** -0.872%** -0.863***
(0.0860) (0.0875) (0.0878)
natl_govt -0.0635 -0.0181 -0.00264
(0.0422) (0.0417) (0.0411)
age -0.00511* -0.00477 -0.00480
(0.00245)  (0.00246)  (0.00248)
female 0.147** 0.165** 0.159**
(0.0500) (0.0504) (0.0508)
new_ms -0.696*** -0.693*** -0.718***
(0.0870) (0.0872) (0.0872)
christian_democre 1.130***
(0.192)
socialist 1.063***
(0.191)
liberal 1.007***
(0.199)
green 0.887***
(0.198)
communist 0.864***
(0.210)
euroskeptic 0.122
(0.274)
conservative 0.988***
(0.215)
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austria 0.405* 0.228 0.269

(0.166) (0.163) (0.158)
belgium 0.188 0.127 0.0782
(0.157) (0.155) (0.153)
bulgaria -0.563* -0.649** -0.633**
(0.252) (0.243) (0.242)
cyprus -0.170 -0.199 -0.244
(0.433) (0.439) (0.405)
czech -0.136 -0.169 -0.120
(0.215) (0.219) (0.220)
denmark 0.104 0.0439 -0.0206
(0.177) (0.177) (0.173)
estonia -0.953** -0.954** -1.018**
(0.340) (0.339) (0.336)
finland 0.677** 0.653** 0.594*
(0.237) (0.235) (0.239)
france 0.0224 -0.0572 -0.0391
(0.137) (0.137) (0.132)
germany 0.403** 0.347** 0.348**
(0.129) (0.126) (0.123)
greece 0.156 0.0802 0.106
(0.151) (0.148) (0.145)
hungary 0.633* 0.540 0.623*
(0.278) (0.280) (0.279)
italy 0.211 0.0913 0.129
(0.141) (0.137) (0.134)
latvia -0.316 -0.311 -0.276
(0.292) (0.290) (0.303)
lithuania -0.580 -0.593 -0.607
(0.327) (0.339) (0.329)
luxembourg 0.201 0.163 0.130
(0.252) (0.251) (0.255)
malta 0.197 0.139 0.212
(0.334) (0.348) (0.343)
netherlands 0.833*** 0.763*** 0.715***
(0.144) (0.142) (0.139)
poland 0.138 0.0965 0.187
(0.198) (0.196) (0.193)
portugal 0.423** 0.391* 0.379*
(0.155) (0.153) (0.153)
romania 0.0242 -0.0431 0.00587
(0.288) (0.289) (0.293)
slovakia -0.116 -0.212 -0.132
(0.352) (0.353) (0.351)
slovenia 0.495 0.465 0.502
(0.302) (0.299) (0.298)

spain 0.329* 0.276* 0.292*



(0.140) (0.138) (0.134)
sweden 0.6471*** 0.605*** 0.541***
(0.170) (0.163) (0.162)
uk 0.275* 0.209 0.215
(0.133) (0.131) (0.128)
wavel -0.197 -0.172 -0.113
(0.391) (0.396) (0.398)
wave2 -0.135 -0.117 -0.0540
(0.309) (0.313) (0.315)
wave3 0.115 0.123 0.189
(0.240) (0.243) (0.245)
wave4 0.0177 0.0109 0.0556
(0.170) (0.171) (0.172)
waveb 0.0106 0.000939 0.00730
(0.105) (0.105) (0.105)
major 0.258***
(0.0523)
weak_inst -0.371***
(0.0791)
Constant -0.272 0.564 0.798
(0.565) (0.536) (0.535)
Inalpha -0.138** -0.106* -0.108*
(0.0440) (0.0441) (0.0444)
Observations 4,639 4,639 4,639
I -9574 -9627 -9626
chi2 980.3 938.5 921.6
2 p 0.0575 0.0523 0.0524
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Paper Three

Members, Parties or Groups: Analysing Individual
and Collective Party Group Switches in the European
Parliament

Abstract

The literature on péy group swittingin the European Parliametwntends that members re
affiliate primarily for strategic reasons this paper,| examinehow the collapse of weakly
institutionalizedgroupsexplains a large number of collective switches, specifically among large
delegationsTo account fopolicy-seeking behavioi calculatepolicy distances usin@Ww-
Nominate scores for the firsevensessions of the EP (192909).Thepooled logistic

regression modelshow that when delegations become ideologically distant from their group,
they are more likely to reaffiliate; however, individual membevgho find themselves at odds

with their group over issues of European integraliaveincreaseddds of switching. Thipaper
will haveimportantimplications forfuture research investigating the relationship betweesk
institutionalizationandparliamentarypehavior

Introduction
On November 26, 2007, Sajjad Kariatnember of the European Parliament (M&Bjn the

United Kingdom (UK), announced that he would be leaving both the Liberal Democrats and the
Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe (ALD&)sit under the Conservative whip as a

newly affiliated member of the EuropED@n Peopl
Tory delegation. Citing Davi d aCthemeagoformié s s peec|
transition (Conservative Home Blog: fiyjaDiary, 20079), observers immediately began

speculating about whethtre Toriesvould rewardKarim with favorable ballopositioningin the

upcoming election (Conservative Home Blog: Tory Diary, 2)0Just ten days earlieaandless

than a year aftat was formed, the Identity, Tradition, Sovereignty (ITS) Technical group

dissolved Due to disparaging remarks made by Alessandra Mussolini, the Greater Romania Party
(PRM) exitedI TS, thustriggeringa collapsewhich forced the remaining members teaféliate

as well Both of these cases represent instances of party group switching in the EP, but how

similar are they really?
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Party switching is an established field of research (Heller and Mera@08), incorporating both

analyses of individual parliaments (Desposa@g Heller and Mershor2008; Yoshinaka

2015), as well as comparative, crosgtional studies (Mershon and Shvets@@#3;06 Br i en and
Shomer2013 Volpi, 2019). The literatureonfirmsthat politicians in national parliaments

change party labels to increase their odds of (re)election (Aldrich and Bif82), to gain key

leadership positions (YoshingkZ015), or to influence policy (Laverand Ben@® 3 ) . Kar i mo s
interests inmmigration policy and gaining favorahiallot positioring reflect this logic.

However, a separate literature on emerging democrfctssa very strong empirical relationship

between weakly institutionalized parties and panitching (McMenamin and Gwiazga011;

Shabad and SlomczynsRi004 Zielinski et al, 2005).The collapse of the ITS party grqup

which had not yet reached its first anniversdajis under this category.

To account for both of these types ofaféiliation, this papeanalyze individual policyseeking

behavior as well as the effect of weak institutionalization party group switching in the

European Parliament (EP). tmeir multi-session treatment oé-affiliation in the EP, Evans and
Vinkconcluee t hat #dAcoll ective switcheso occur mor e
groups on the fringes, o while individuals are
groups (2012105). This finding encapsulates many of the assumptions undergitheanalysis

of party group switching in the EP. First, distinguishing between individual MEPs, national party
delegations (NPDs), and European Party groups (EPGSs), presupposes that dietelests

dependbn their relationship to the delegationgsoup (Hix 2002). Second, the literature

assumes MEPs and NPDs to be rationally motivated (Muller amach Sit999). Finally, much of

the scholarship internalizes the division between major and minor party gvithpat clearly

articulating how this digtctionimpacs parliamentarnypehavior(Kreppel 2002).

In this analysis of party group switching during the first six EP sessions-gU@e, |

complicate and expand upon these three assumptions. First, | introduce the concept of weakly
institutionalizd party groups and explain how thest dominanNPDs are overepresented in
fringe EPGs. If, by construction, weakly institutionalized groups like the ITS are more likely to
suffer a collapseg.g.merging with other groups, dissolving rredssion, ordiling to reconvene

after an election, then grougvel instability offers an alternative explanation for collective
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switches. In other words, large delegationsafféiate when groups collapse, not because they are

seeking offices or policy change.

Secmd, luseDW-Nominate scores to measure NPD to EPG and MEP to EPG policy distances.
The delegation to group distanaefate tocollective switches while the member to delegation
distances model individuad-affiliation. The results of the pooled logistiegression models

show thabeing ideologically incongruent with the group imysastillective switcheshut

individuals who are distant from their EPGs on the European dimension have the highest odds of
re-affiliating. Thereforeto properlyestimate the correlates collective and individugbarty

group switching, the paper incorporates the collapse of weakly institutionalized ,qaswys| as

MEP-level measures of policy incongruenc#p the analysis.

The literature review first discass institutionalization and its relationship to party switching, and
then recounts what previous authors hsaidabout the relationship between policy distance
variables and party group-edfiliation in the EP. | then present my data and methods before
turning to the results. The findings are summarezed | consider the implications of these in the

Discussion and Conclusion section.

Institutionalization and Party Switching

As Huntington defines the conc e phtorganidationsand t ut i
procedures acquire value and stabilityo (1965
party group system is weakly institutionalized. They attribute this deficiency to a constellation of
factors such as tahoonteStsbased aneational partydist, ineedad c t o r

|l egi sl ative organization, and political dy nami
is Anot conducive to par t3012519®.Likewisgsgh turndvdri t y o
ratesamog me mbers of the European Parliament ( MEP
stacked against the EP institutionalizing and
McElroy 2015: 1362)Thereforethe literaturegenerally maintains that the pagroup system

remains unconsolidated
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McElroy and Benoit (2007analyzethe number and types BPGs locatingthem withint he EP 6 s
two- dimensional policy spac&hey conclude thajroups are ideologically neoverlapping and

spatially stable acrossssons; furthermordzPGsare dispersed across the entirety of the

traditional socieeconomic axisvith antisystem EPGs populag the extreme end of the

European integration dimension t hus produci ng t-lishapeddMcElmy s p ac ¢
and Bend 2012) Beyondthis ideological approach, Bardi (2008amines the membership

composition of the groups aientifies three typesncludingtransnational, mukparty, and

oneparty. Transnational and muiparty EPGdaverelatively largeanddiversfied cass of

delegationsvhile one or two dominartiPDs control me-party groupsBardi argues that these

highly concentrated grouse unlikely to institutionalizeecause thegnobilize only national
intereststhereforetheir presence hinderstheconsi dati on of t BasedbrP6s par
these differences, Bardi (2002) identifies a stable core of groupsotisdlidats its power

during the parliamentary sessj@s well as a weakly institutionalized periphery, which he claims

is disproportiontely susceptible to electoral shocks.

Raunio(2000)dr aws a di stinction between the EPO6s sm
allianceso that are fpar @42¢aunlida rtlhyo sveu | nmoerrea biilees t
groups o t ha tdthkeirmnteeal érghrisateohs@m eonsolidated their positions in the

E P @33 The group differences he identifieflectvariation in levels ofnstitutionalization.

According to Evans and Vink, whose categorization of fringe and moderate gnoups

Bardi 6s (2002) core and -gnewnifaptneongyobstreersofypdrtat i o n
politics in the EP that electoral losses at the time of European elections contribute to the
disappearance of parliamentary groups at the startofarlee gi sl ati ve mandat e |
109).Hence we should observe weakly institutionalizézgimporary alliancesn the periphery of

t he EPO6s p ar sulfervariousfarmpsofsollapseesaocth as mass defections or the

failure to reconvene aften electoral shock.

| identify three specific types of EPG collapsergersoccur when one hundred percent of a
groud me mb altectively fmkes on another group label during the course of a session. This
happenedior examplewhen the Forza Eurep(FE) merged with the members of the Group of

the European Democratic Alliance (RDE) to form the Union for Europe (UPE) in EP4.

Dissolutionoccurs during the course of a session, when a gatyandsMany technical groups
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(TCDI2, TDI5, ITS6) have disseéd midsession, but other groups, such as the Group for the
European United Left (GUE) also disintegrateld failure to reconven¢FTR) captures the
phenomenon described by Evans and Vink (2012he membership of a group is shocked by an
EP electiorand cannot rorm itself in the following session, then all members must switch into

a new group. When we observe an EPG merge, dissolve, or fail to reconvene, this indicates the

conclusion of a series of events which led to the collapse of a weakiytinstlized group.

The goal of this paper is not to describe group collapse or to explain the causes of weak
institutionalization among EPGs; rather, | identify the connection between weakly
institutionalized groups and the occurrence of EPG collagseh | then used as a causal
explanation for party group switching. This nexus of events is implied in the literature, but to this
point it has never been tested. Including weak institutionalization in the analysis shifts the focus
from the member, or thielegation, to the group, and thisaaibration represents a clear

contribution to the study of party group switching.

Having identified weak institutionalization and party group collapse as a potential explanation for
switching, Inow explain how thiphenomenon relates tollective switches. Hix and Noury find

that 75 percent of all switches take place by
national delegation (20184)?° Likewise, McElroy and Benoitlentify not only the high

frequency dswitching in the EP, but the prevalence of entire delegations changing(2Qeds

152).To describe this phenomenoheylist a table containing 29 notable examples of national

party switching Of the 23enumeratedasef delegation®xiting weaklyinstitutionalized

group, we see an instance of group merger (UK Conservatives leaving the ED to join thaf EPP),
group dissolution (the Italian Party of the Left (PDS) leaving the GUE to join the SOC), and

many examples of groups failing to reconvenea.&@mple, the authors list the Spanish United

Left (1U), French Communist Party (PCF), and
switching out of the Communist and Allies Group (COM) in 1989 to join either the Left Unity

(CG) or the Group for the Eopean United Left (GUE). Due to a schism between the French and

8 This is considered a dissolution instead of a merger because after the ltalian Communisirfeartthe Social
Democrats (SOC), the rest of the GUE delegations affiliated with théngorits (NI).

9 This operationalization does not account for sirglEmber delegations.
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Italian Communist parties, the COM group did netaen in EP3, so all members and
delegations had no choice but teaféiliate. Consequently, the failure to reconvene by the

Leftists promped each of these collective switches

In short, group collapse explains many of the national party switches listed in the McElroy and
Benoit (2009) tableThis discussion is not meant to rule out the existence of collective switches
orchestrated by stiegically-oriented delegations; however, it does reveal that a significant
proportion of this type of raffiliation originates with group collapse and patitical
calculation.Table3.1 provides a list of all of the groups that either merge$olved, or failed to

reconvene in the first six EP sessions.

Within -Session Collapse Between Session Collapse

EP | Merger Dissolve Fail to Reconvene

Groupfor the Technical Coordination
Group for Technical Coordination and and Defense of Independent Groups
2 Defence of Independent Groupings a| and Members (CDI)

Members (TCDI) Group of European Progressive
Democrats (DEP)

Communist and Allies Group (COM)

European Democrats | Group for the European United Left
(ED) (GUE)

Forza EuropdFE) Left Unity (CG)

Europe of Nations Grougoordination | Technical Group of the European
4 | Group of the European Group (EDN) Right (DR)
Democratic Alliance

(RDE) Rainbow Group (RBW)

Group of the European Radical
Alliance (ARE)

5 Technical Group of Independent Group of Independents for a Europe
Members Mixed Group (TDI) Nations (FEDN)

Union for Europe (UPE)

6 Identity, Tradition, and Sovereignty | Europe of Democracies and Diversiti
Group (ITS) (EDD)

Table 3.1 All cases ofgroup collapse, 1972009

To understand the relationship between weak institutionalization and national delegation size,
consider Hix and NouddetermirationthatMEPsfrom the largest EPGs have lower odds ef re
affiliating, butmemberdrom the most powerfudelegationsre more likely to switch during the

course of a session (201867). Indeed, asnNPD6 s s eat share ag@fhe oaches

group the odds ofwitching increase dramatically. By conducting a study which privileges
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political parties, observers may assume that this tendency occurs becausatlarg
delegationdeverag their size to gain more prestigious offices or leadership positions in a
differentgroup. However, viewing switches through the lens ofiwestitutionalization makes it
clear that thenost dominanNPDs are disproportionately represented in weakly institutionalized
groups. When thegsainor, peripheral or fringgroups collapsehendominantdelegations find it

necessary to switch groups.

Figure 3.1 The Relationship Between EPG Seat Share and NPD Seat Share, Coded for
Group Collapse

Relationship Between NPD and EPG Seat Share, Coded for Group Collapse
EPG Seat Share = 0.005 - 0.286(NPD Seat Share) R-sq. = 14.1%

o
% o
I

EPG Seat Share (Mean Centered)

-2 0 2 4 6 .8
NPD Seat Share (Mean Centered)

No Collape ¢ FTR o Merger 4 Dissolve —— Fitted values

Figure3.1 provides a scatterplot to illustrate the relationship between delegation apdsged
share. Both variables are centered on their mean, so negative values stand for smaller than
average NPDs or EPGs, and positive values indicated larger than average seat share. The
relationship is negative. While small NP[ogn both small and largePGs, thenost dominant
NPDs are only found in small, weakly institutionalized groups. In fact, we find no delegation
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with more than twenty percent of a groupds s
see the relatively large Gaullist deléga which merged with the FE in EP4, as well as the

Italian Communists who joined the Socialists in EP3, thus initiating the dissolution of GUES3.
Finally, note that the vast majority of group collapse occurs in small grobissscatterplot,

therefore, onfrmsBar di 6 s ( 230a0 ithportaintcotrelaiionh existyh betwedarge

delegations and weakly institutionalized party groups.

This discussion of weak institutionalization highlightsogportunity to contribute to the
literature. Although it is atural to focus omationalbehavior within the context of the EP, and
especially for the discussion of party group switching, concentrating solely on-pofiae-,

and voteseeking overlooks the fact that not all members, especially those affiidtesimall
groupsperpetually facing the possibility obllapse share the same capacity to act strategically.
While it is certainly the case that some national parties make the rational choiadfilate, in
order to fully understand the causes Bf@switching, it is necessary to account for both

ambition as well as weak institutionahktion

Policy Distance with DW Nominate Scores
To this point, the paper has explained how weak institutionalization can be implicated in the high

incidence of collective switches in the EP; however, it is still necessary to understand the
relationship between polieyeeking and raffiliation. When aptying Millerand Stemé s ( 199 9)
theory of politicalbehaviorto thestudy of switching inhe EP, authors recognizbat anbitious

MEPsare most likely motivated by offie@r policy-seeking(Hix and Noury 2018, 570

McElroy, 2008; McElroy and Benoit, 20pNominate estimatagpresent an important because

they operationalize poliegeeking behavio o thisend | use DWNominate scoreandmeasure

NPD to EPG and MEP to EPgblicy distances.

Nominate is an algorithmic scaling technique whacdlalyze rdl call votes and produces two
dimensional ideal points for each legislator. Poole and Rosenthal (1997) introduced these scores
and utilize them to address topics such as issue dimensionality, party system polarization, and
party realignment in the US Comgs. Relative to the discussion of party group switching,

several authors use Nominate scores to stuadyfiletion in the American context (Nokken
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2009; Nokken and Poql2004). For example, Yoshinakaalyze whether switchers gain

committee assignnmés as a reward for faffiliating, and determines that high congruence, or low
policy distance, is associated with winning committee leadership positions after switching parties
(2015, 1656).

In the case of the EP, Hix, Noury and Roland (2007) introduce Nominate scaresdytpethe

di mensi onal ity o fThetliteraturdcoOFEB sommitteagsignynersyqydaciye .

relies onNominate scores tiest the effect ofdeological congruese on gaining offices
(Hausemer2006; McElroy 2006 Rasmusser2008;Yordanova2013). In their analysis of
rapporteur assignments, YoshinakécElroy and Bowlef2010) employ several distance

variables, including MEP to NPD and MEP to EPG measures.dfuttiey estimate single
session model s because t hpeintéstinates areMa dynaynic, a n d
which means they are estimated separately i
(Yoshinaka et a]2010: 471)The DW-Nominak scores presented here are dynamic; therefore,
this analysis covers all switches in the first six EP sessions using panel data.

The literature analyzinthe effect of policy distance guarty groupswitchingin the EPproduce

R«

1

mixed results. On one hargtudiesemployingconditional logit models to explamm s wi t c her 6 s

group choicdind a significant, negative relationship between policy distancé&®@l selection
once they have decided to change labdEPsselectthe groupclosest to theipreferred policy
position(Hix and Noury 2018; McElroy and Benqi2009). On the other hand, the two analyses
usng dichotomous outcome variablesawaluatehe causes of switching determine that
ideological policy distance isnrelated to switchingHix and Noury 2018; McElroy 2008). The
policy distance variables in these models are either statistiositynificant ortheytakenegative
coefficients, indicating that ascongruencencreases, the odds of switchidgcreaseBy
creatingpolicy distane variables from DWNominate estimateshis paper offers method for
measuring MEP to EPG and NPD to EPG distances, thus making it possible to examine both

individual and collective switches independently.

The DW-Nominate scores udén this paper werproduced by Keith Poole, who derives them
from a dataset includingll roll call votes collected by Hix et al. (2007) for the years 12399.

The scaling had a correct classification of 89.45 percent with an APRE of 0.5720 and a geometric
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mean probabilit of 0. 77. These standar di zidedpoimisageas ur e s

viable, indeed strong, estimations (Po@@05 129-130).Figure 3.2 visualizes the scores.

Figure 3.2 DW-Nominate Scores, EP®, 19792009

Note: SocialDemocrats (SOC/PES) have red dots; Christian Democrats (EREBEPRave blue
dots; Liberals (LDLDR; ELDR; ALDE) have yellow dots; Leftists (COM; CG; GUE; GUE

NGL) have pink dots; the Rainbow Group has lime dots; the GreeNdE¥A) have green dots;
European Democrats (ED) have navy blue dots; The European Right (DR) has black dots; The
UEN and UEN Coordinating Group are dark Orange; The Euroscepit3Nj EDD; InDem)

are orange; Technical groups (CDI; TDI; ITS) are maroon; Non Ingblijsare grey.

Some scholars find Nominate scores problematic because, especially in the first sessions, a
minority of votes were recorded as roll calls (McEIr2906). Critics also contend theat

selection effects biasroll call votes (Carrubba, Gabel and Hu2008), especiallywhenspecific
groups use them to either signal their policy positions to third parties or to enforce discipline
among their own ranks (Carrubba et 2006).The literature notes that, with sulcigh levels of
group cohesion (Hix at aR007) and delegation control over roll call votes (F802), variation

within delegations or groupsay not besignificant enough to measure policy distance.
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