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Introduction 

The European Parliament is more and more influential in European politics, but does 

it possess the qualities required to be given such responsibility? 

 

There have been some clear cases in which randomness has governed voting in the 

European Parliament, like when the Lehne report about a company law directive 

concerning take-over bids was rejected July 4, 2001 with 273 votes yes and 273 no. It 

was the third reading in a co-decision procedure for the European Parliament, so the 

decision process on this subject had to start all over again. 

 

In the European Parliament there is a tradition of consensus work. The three largest 

political families, the Christian Democrats (PPE), the Socialists (in the S&D group), 

and the Liberals (in the ALDE group), are the main actors trying to work together in 

the interest of their EU institution against those of the Council and the European 

Commission. 

 

In previous parliaments, when the centre-left was stronger and there were more 

reports outside legislation, shifting majorities were common during a vote when 

members came and went. However, this broad political majority comprising the three 

largest groups should ensure that tiny majorities are very rare in the European 

Parliament. Close votes might result if centre-right and centre-left disagree on a 

resolution outside legislation (on an international matter, for example), but a large 

majority should be far more common.  

 

 

Groups in the European Parliament 

PPE - Group of the European People's Party (Christian Democrats) 

S&D - Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the 

European Parliament 

ALDE - Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe 

ECR - European Conservatives and Reformists 

Verts/ALE - Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance (Regionalists) 

GUE/NGL - Confederal Group of the European United Left - Nordic Green Left 

EFD - Europe of Freedom and Democracy Group (EU critical) 

NI - Non-attached Members
1
 

 

 

The votes the 23
rd

 of June 2011 

From Wednesday 22nd to Thursday 23rd of June, the European Parliament held a part 

session in Brussels. There were quite a few items up for vote at the end of the session 

before lunch Thursday. The members had to vote on twenty-three reports and many of 

them were requested roll call votes (RCVs) on various proposed points and 

amendments. The vote on the 23rd of June was extremely important for various 

reasons. The “six pack” on economic governance in the eurozone was to be voted on; 

it was “Ordinary legislative procedure (first reading)” (meaning that the European 

Parliament had co-decision responsibility with the Council on these matters); the 

Jordan Cizelj report on spent fuel and radioactive waste was to be voted on (which is 

                                                 
1
 NI – Non-attached Members is not a group but a label given to those that are independent of the 

groups. 



 3 

an important subject despite being only a consultation procedure for the Parliament); 

and the Parliament also gave its opinion on the upcoming 2012 budget in a resolution. 

These last political standpoints are critical during the budget negotiations between EU 

institutions. 

 

There were 106 RCVs for which special minutes register how each member voted. 

There were also 22 electronic votes (EV) in which the result is registered but not how 

each MEP voted. Of these 128 RCVs/EVs there was one vote that was an 

appointment to European Central Bank. That means that in total there were 128 RCVs 

and EVs. 

 

 

MEPs present June 23rd 

In total, 659 MEPs signed in as being present in the minutes, but there were in total 

679 MEPs that took part in at least one RCV. Furthermore, eight MEPs signed in as 

present but did not take part in that day’s vote: five PPE members (three of which 

were Polish including Buzek, the President of the EP, along with one German and one 

Finn), two ALDE members (one German and one Estonian), and one Green 

(Verts/ALE) member (German). That means that 28 MEPs voted but were not signed 

in as present in the minutes; these 28 probably signed in as present on another list in 

the EP. In order to get the daily allowance, MEPs had to vote in at least 50 percent of 

the RCVs that day. 

 

Even though there were 679 MEPs that voted at least once in a RCV, the single 

largest number to participate in any one RCV was 675. Never did all 679 MEPs 

present vote at the same time. The number of participants decreased gradually to 566 

in the last RCV at 13.35.41. 658 MEPs participated in the first RCV at 12.16.26. 

 

Diagram 1. Number of MEPs that participated in the RCVs and EVs in the 

European Parliament the 23
rd

 of June 2011. 
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As can be seen in the diagram above, the number of participants varies heavily from 

one RCV/EV to another. At no point did the same MEPs vote in back to back RCVs.
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Table 1. Participation of MEPs in the RCVs the 23
rd

 of June 2011, divided by 

group 

 Number 

of 

MEPs  

Number 

of MEPs 

taking 

part in the 

vote 

Percentage 

of MEPs 

taking part 

in the vote 

Number 

of MEPs 

taking 

part in 

the last 

RCV 

Percentage 

of MEPs 

taking part 

in the last 

RCV 

Number 

of MEPs 

that left 

during 

the 

vote** 

PPE 264 244 90,9 210 79,5  34 

S&D 185 176 95,1 143 77,3  33 

ALDE  85  75 88,2  67 78,8   8 

ECR  56  54 96,4  42 75,0  12 

Verts/ALE  55  50 90,9  46 83,6   4 

GUE/NGL  35  31 88,6  24 68,6   7 

EFD  27  23 85,2  17 63,0   6 

NI  29  26 89,7  17 58,6   9 

Total 736 679 92,3 566* 76,9 113 

 

 

Note: 

* Two MEPs (one Irish PPE member and one Spanish non-attached member) reported 

afterwards to the minutes how they intended to vote in the last RCV that took place. 

This is disregarded. They must have been present because they voted in the RCV half 

a minute beforehand. However, due to the ability to declare intended votes up to two 

weeks afterwards by an MEP, the two MEPs mentioned have not been included in the 

statistics above or in the tables that follow. MEPs’ post-vote declarations about how 

they intended to vote have not been examined in this study. Such notes do not change 

the results of the votes and are therefore inconsequential. 

** Derived by subtracting the number that participated in the last RCV from the total 

number of MEPs that voted that day. 

 

 

Comments on Table 1 

The ECR and S&D groups had the best discipline in terms of members’ attendance at 

the vote, but Verts/ALE is the best in terms of their MEPs staying until the last vote.
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Table 2. Groups strength in percentage during the RCVs the 23
rd

 of June 2011 
 Number 

of 

members 

in the EP 

groups 

Groups’ 

percentage 

share of 

the EP in 

total  

Members 

taking 

part in 

the vote 

Groups’ 

strength in 

percentage 

of MEPs 

taking 

part in the 

vote 

Number 

of 

members 

taking 

part in 

the last 

RCV  

Groups’ 

strength in 

percentage of 

the members 

taking part in 

the last RCV 

PPE 264 35,9 % 244 35,9 % 210 37,1 % 

S&D 185 25,1 % 176 25,9 % 143 25,3 % 

ALDE 85 11,5 % 75 11,0 % 67 11,8 % 

ECR 56 7,6 % 54 8,0 % 42 7,4 % 

Verts/ALE 55 7,5 % 50 7,4 % 46 8,1 % 

GUE/NGL 35 4,8 % 31 4,6 % 24 4,2 % 

EFD 27 3,7 % 23 3,4 % 17 3,0 % 

NI 29 3,9 % 26 3,8 % 17 3,0 % 

In total 736 100 % 679 100 % 566 99,9 % 

 

 

Comments to Table 2 

PPE increased their share of present members in the last vote in comparison to their 

representation in the EP. Verts/ALE did, as well. 

A scenario where all 264 PPE members would have been present would have 

increased the participants in the last RCV to 620 members; of these, PPE would then 

have had a share of 42,6%. With close to 43% of all participating MEPs, everything 

decided in the EP would have been decided by the PPE. 

 

In a scenario where S&D would have had all their 185 members present in the last 

RCV, the total number of MEPs participating would have increased to 608. Of these 

608, S&D would have had a share of 30,4%.
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Table 3. Presence of MEPs participating in the RCVs the 23
rd

 of June 2011 

divided by nationality 
 Number 

of MEPs 

Number 

of MEPs 

taking 

part in 

the vote  

Percentage 

of MEPs 

taking 

part in the 

vote 

Number of 

MEPs 

taking part 

in the last 

RCV  

Percentage 

of MEPs 

taking 

part in the 

last RCV 

Number of 

MEPs that 

must have 

left during 

the vote
2
  

Belgium 22 21  95,5 19 86,4  2 

Bulgaria 17 17 100 16 94,1  1 

Czech 

Republic 

22 20  90,9 13 59,1  7 

Denmark 13 13 100 11 84,6  2 

Germany 99 91  91,9 80 80,8 11 

Estonia  6  3  50  3 50  0 

Ireland 12 10  83,3  7 58,3  3 

Greece 22 20  90,9 18 81,8  2 

Spain 50 47  94 34 68 13 

France 72 65  90,3 54 75 11 

Italy 72 69  95,8 45 62,5 24 

Cyprus  6  6 100  5 83,3  1 

Latvia  8  3  37,5  3 37,5  0 

Lithuania 12 10  83,3  9 75  1 

Luxembourg  6  4  66,7  4 66,7  0 

Hungary 22 20  90,9 18 81,8  2 

Malta  5  5 100  5 100  0 

Netherlands 25 25 100 25 100  0 

Austria 17 17 100 16 94,1  1 

Poland 50 46  92 42 84  4 

Portugal 22 22 100 17 77,3  5 

Romania 33 29  87,9 28 84,8  1 

Slovenia  7  6  85,7  5 71,4  1 

Slovakia 13 13 100 12 92,3  1 

Finland 13 11  84,6  9 69,2  2 

Sweden 18 18 100 16 88,9  2 

United 

Kingdom 

72 68  94,4 52 72,2 16 

In total 736 679 92,3 566 76,9 113 

 

                                                 
2
 Based on the last RCV of the day 
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Comments on Table 3 

The lower presence from Estonian and Latvian MEPs can perhaps be explained by the 

fact that for Estonia the 23
rd

 of June is a day marked by important official ceremonies 

celebrating Victory Day when Estonian forces won in the Battle of Võnnu in 1919. As 

for Latvia, there is a Latvian festival held the night of June 23rd to celebrate the 

summer solstice (Midsummer)—the shortest night and longest day of the year. The 

day of Līgo (23th of June) and the day of Jāņi (24
th

 of June) are public holidays, and 

people usually spend them in the countryside. It is not unusual at the sessions of the 

EP that at least one of the 27 national delegations has important events in their 

country. 

 

 

Randomness in decisions due to close results 

Most of the decisions that are voted on in the European Parliament have a large 

majority behind them due to compromises made beforehand by the qualified 

majorities of the largest groups in the Parliament. 

 

Sometimes, however, randomness is visible in a result. The worst example is from the 

4
th

 of July, 2001 when a report was rejected with the votes 273 yes, 273 no, 22 

abstentions, and 58 absent. The report was about a directive on company law 

concerning take-over bids. It was the third reading in a co-decision procedure for the 

European Parliament. Not all MEPs were satisfied about the conciliation with the 

Council, and the Parliament was divided very much according to national lines 

instead group lines. Of course, this was a factor that confused the voting, because if 

MEPs that did not know what the vote was about voted as their group colleague next 

to them from another country, then they might have voted against instructions from 

their national party. The vote on the report was also the first vote that day and several 

members were delayed. For example, four members noted in the minutes afterwards 

that they intended to vote yes, but for some reason they did not vote. In the RCV after 

the equal result there were 17 more MEPs voting than there had been in the previous 

vote. 

 

As a more recent example, there was an equal result during the last votes just before 

the session closed on Thursday afternoon the 16
th

 of December, 2010 in Strasbourg. 

There were votes on different group resolutions on the subject of Eritrean refugees 

held hostage in Sinai. A common resolution tabled by the S&D, ALDE, Verts/ALE 

and GUE/NGL was rejected with 31 votes in favour, 31 votes against and no 

abstentions; 674 members were not present or did not vote. Unfortunately, this 

happened on an electronic vote so how the participating MEPs voted was not 

recorded. 

 

As for Thursday the 23
rd

 of June, 2011 there were ten RCVs and ten EVs in which the 

difference between yes and no was 35 votes or less. RCV number 88 (on the Balzani 

report on the 2012 draft budget trilogue, or Budgetary procedure, amendment 8 part 

2/Delete) was especially close with only six votes separating yes and no. 
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Table 4. Close results at the voting the 23
rd

 of June 2011 
 Feio report A7-0179/2011 - 

Implementation of excessive 

deficit procedure 

(Consultation procedure) – 

Amendment 2 PC Kl. 

12.29.08 

Goulard report A7-

0180/2011 – Budgetary 

surveillance in the euro area 

(Ordinary legislative 

procedure, first reading) – 

Amendment 2PC (Art 4, §2) 

Kl 12.35.54 

Goulard report A7-

0180/2011 – Budgetary 

surveillance in the euro area 

(Ordinary legislative 

procedure, first reading) – 

Amendment 2PC (Art 5) Kl. 

12.36.48 

Wortmann-Kool report A7 -

0178/2011 –  

Surveillance of budgetary 

positions and surveillance 

and coordination of 

economic 

policies (Ordinary legislative 

procedure - first reading) 

 - Amendment 2 PC (Article 

1, point 1 c) Kl. 12.40.39 

Wortmann-Kool report A7 -

0178/2011 –  

Surveillance of budgetary 

positions and surveillance 

and coordination of 

economic 

policies (Ordinary legislative 

procedure - first reading) -  

Amendment 2 PC (Article 3, 

§ 2, point c - 

Regulation 1466/97) Kl. 

12.41.57  

Group Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip. 

Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip. 

Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip. 

Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip. 

Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip. 

ALDE  72   2  0  74  71   1   1  73  74   0   0  74  73   0  0  73  73   0  0  73 

ECR   4  50  0  54   4  49   0  53   4  46   0  50   3  49  1  53   3  49  1  53 

EFD   4  10  9  23   2  11   9  22   4  10   9  23   5  10  8  23   4  10  9  23 

GUE/

NGL 

  0  31  0  31   0  30   1  31   0  29   1  30   0  30  0  30   0  30  0  30 

NI   3  13  9  25   2  17   6  25   4  16   5  25   5  12  7  24   4  15  6  25 

PPE 241   0  0 241 238   2   0 240 239   3   0 242 236   1  0 237 237   2  0 239 

S&D  12 162  0 174   8 164   1 173   8 162   1 171   6 162  4 172   8 162  1 171 

Verts/

ALE 

  2  45  3  50   7  40   3  50   7  40   3  50   3  44  3  50   7  40  1  48 

In 

total 

338 313 21 672 332 314  21 667 340 306  19 665 331 308 23 662 336 308 18 662 
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Table 5. Close results at the voting the 23
rd

 of June 2011 
 Wortmann-Kool report A7 -

0178/2011 –  

Surveillance of budgetary 

positions and surveillance 

and coordination of 

economic 

policies (Ordinary legislative 

procedure - first reading) -  

Amended proposal Kl. 

12.43.48 

Jordan Cizelj report A7-

0214/2011 – Spent fuel and 

radioactive waste 

(Consultation procedure) – 

Amendment 59 Kl 13.00.29 

Jordan Cizelj report A7-

0214/2011 – Spent fuel and 

radioactive waste 

(Consultation procedure) - 

Amendment 136/1 Kl 

13.03.57 

Balzani report A7-

0230/2011 - 2012 draft 

budget trilogue (Budgetary 

procedure) - Amendment 8 

D/2 Kl 13.16.49 

Group Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip 

Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip 

Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip 

Yes No Abst Tot. 

parti

cip 

ALDE  72   2  0  74   5  63  1  69  71   1  0  72   8  52  4  64 

ECR   4  43  5  52  48   3  0  51   0  52  0  52   1  47  0  48 

EFD   4   8  9  21  13   8  1  22   3  16  3  22  11  10  1  22 

GUE/

NGL 

  0  30  0  30   6  23  0  29  25   3  1  29   0  24  2  26 

NI   5  18  1  24   9  13  3  25   9  11  4  24   5   9  0  14 

PPE 237   4  0 241 215  17  1 233  16 213  1 230 204  17  0 221 

S&D   6 158  6 170  14 153  1 168 149  18  1 168  56  88 15 159 

Verts/

ALE 

  5  40  5  50   1  48  0  49  49   0  0  49   0  44  0  44 

In 

total 

333 303 26 662 311 328  7 646 322 314 10 646 285 291 22 598 
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Comments on Tables 4 and 5 

The participation from the MEPs in the vote decreased continuously. It is not evident 

that MEPs suddenly left after an especially important vote; instead, they left probably 

because the vote took longer than expected and some MEPs had a lunch meeting or 

flights to catch back home. 

 

For example, the first vote in Table 5 was an important RCV about the amended 

proposal from the European Parliament on the surveillance of budgetary positions and 

surveillance and coordination of economic policies as a whole. At this point, there 

were around ten members that had already left the plenary. The groups (ECR, 

GUE/NGL, S&D and Verts/ALE) that voted no and lost with a 30 vote margin could 

have won if the nine members from ECR, twelve members from S&D, and ten 

members from Verts/ALE that either voted yes or abstained would have voted no with 

their groups’ majorities. 

 

The PPE group is the largest group and the master of the European Parliament. If they 

would be able to keep their MEPs in the plenary during the whole vote they could win 

much more frequently. As can be seen above in Table 5, the last three selected votes 

were very close and PPE narrowly lost. They would have won the last two if all their 

244 members that had voted that day would have voted in these two RCVs. They also 

would have won the fourth vote in Table 5 at 13.00.29 if they had better cohesion in 

their group. 

 

As can be noted in Tables 4 and 5, PPE and ALDE won the five close votes in Table 4 

and the first vote in Table 5 connected to the “six pack” on economic governance. But 

the PPE lost the three last votes in Table 5 with close margins. PPE lost because 

ALDE switched to the S&D and ECR side but also because PPE had 16-17 MEPs that 

voted contrary to the majority of the group. In the RCV about amendment 8 part 2/D 

in the Balzani report, PPE lost even when S&D was heavily divided. Also, more than 

ten MEPs from the PPE had left the plenary at this time, which further worsened the 

PPE’s chances to win RCVs. 

 

The vote on the Balzani report on the 2012 draft budget trilogue (Budgetary 

procedure), amendment 8 part 2/Delete, where only six votes separated yes and no, is 

an interesting vote to analyse in the context of national interests. 

An Italian MEP from PPE tabled an amendment to delete paragraph 46 in the 

proposed report. Paragraph 46 was as follows: “Calls for a further reduction of export 

refunds and regrets the continued subsidising of the tobacco production in the EU, 

which is contrary to the objectives of the EU health policy;” 

At the vote, the paragraph was split in two and the vote was to delete the second part 

“and regrets the continued subsidising of the tobacco production in the EU, which is 

contrary to the objectives of the EU health policy;” The difference between yes and 

no was only six votes. 291 MEPs voted not to delete this text from the report, 285 

voted yes. The PPE was rather cohesive in their will to delete this part and they got 

support from MEPs in S&D from mainly tobacco growing EU countries. 
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Table 6. How MEPs voted in RCV 88 about the regret of the continued 

subsidising of the tobacco production in the EU (Balzani report Amendment 8 

part 2/Delete) the 23
rd

 of June 2011 divided by nationality 

 Yes No Abstained Total 

participants 

Did not 

vote or 

had left 

the 

plenary 

Not 

present 

Belgium  3 15  0 18  1  0 

Bulgaria 10  4  1 15  2  0 

Czech 

Republic 

 1 14  1 16  4  2 

Denmark  0 11  0 11  2  0 

Germany 39 43  3 85  6  8 

Estonia  1  1  1  3  0  3 

Ireland  0  9  0  9  1  2 

Greece 17  3  0 20  0  2 

Spain 36  3  2 41  6  3 

France 31 22  1 54 11  7 

Italy 43  9  5 57 12  3 

Cyprus  2  2  1  5  1  0 

Latvia  1  2  0  3  0  5 

Lithuania  3  3  1  7  3  2 

Luxembourg  2  2  0  4  0  2 

Hungary 16  3  0 19  1  2 

Malta  1  1  2  4  1  0 

Netherlands  7 17  0 24  1  0 

Austria  7  9  0 16  1  0 

Poland 24 16  1 41  5  4 

Portugal  8  8  1 17  5  0 

Romania 17 10  0 27  2  4 

Slovenia  2  3  1  6  0  1 

Slovakia  7  4  0 11  2  0 

Finland  2  7  1 10  1  2 

Sweden  5 13  0 18  0  0 

United 

Kingdom 

 0 57  0 57  11  4 

In total 285 291 22 598 81 57 

 

 

Comments on Table 6 

As can be seen above, the British, Danish, and Irish delegations clearly want to keep 

the criticism of tobacco policy in the EU in the report. 

The Italians mostly voted yes to delete the text. As can be seen in Table 6, twelve 

Italians left the plenary before this vote or did not vote in this RCV. Of these twelve 

Italians, nine belong to the PPE. If these nine Italian PPE members would have voted, 

the text would have been deleted. 

However, Table 6 is an example of how national interests overpower group discipline 

in the European Parliament. 
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Cohesion within the groups 

From Tables 4 and 5, some conclusions can be drawn about group cohesion. First of 

all, that the EU-critical EFD group has lower cohesion than other groups is not 

surprising. This group agrees in their criticism of EU institutions but differs in opinion 

in many other issues. The Conservative ECR group and the Green/Regionalist 

Verts/ALE group also have room for improvement. 

 

It would be very time consuming to analyse all 106 RCVs from the 23
rd

 of June. 

Therefore due to limited time to process the data, a sample has been taken of every 

fifth vote from RCV numbers 1 to 106. It gave the results as follows. 

 

Table 7. Comparison of the groups cohesion in every fifth vote (RCV 1 to 106) 

the 23
rd

 of June 2011. 

Group Cohesion 

ALDE 95.68% 

ECR 90.37% 

EFD 63.97% 

GUE/NGL 87.05% 

NI* 55.13% 

PPE 98.06% 

S&D 91.90% 

Verts/ALE 90.96% 

 

Note: 

* NI – the non-attached members are not a group. The figure for the non-attached 

members is interesting to compare, however, with the cohesion in the groups of the 

European Parliament. 

 

 

Comments on Table 7 

That the non-attached (NI) members have the lowest cohesion is not surprising, and 

neither is the fact that the EFD group comes in with the second lowest cohesion. As 

for the highest cohesion for PPE, randomness cannot be excluded as a reason. As can 

be seen in Tables 4 and 5, PPE had a high cohesion when the “six pack reports” were 

voted on, but on the reports about spent fuel and radioactive waste and the coming 

2012 budget, the PPE had defections from the group line that caused their defeat in 

three RCVs with close results. 

 

 

The larger groups working together 

As has been mentioned above, the groups in the European Parliament try to find 

compromises in their daily work in order to fight for expansion of their EU 

institutions’ influence over the Commission and the Council. The 23
rd

 of June was not 

a typical example of how the larger groups work together, which is interesting in and 

of itself. 
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Table 8. Comparison of how the majority of each group voted with the majority 

of the other groups in percentage of the 106 RCV 

  EFD GUE/NGL Verts/ALE ECR ALDE S&D 

PPE 66.00% 21.70% 55.70% 51.90% 87.70% 54.70% 

S&D 50.90% 54.70% 72.60% 50.90% 53.80%  

ALDE 61.30% 26.40% 63.20% 52.80%   

ECR 54.70% 40.60% 34.90%    

Verts/ALE 50.00% 49.10%      

GUE/NGL 35.80%      

 

Note: 

NI – Non-attached is not a group and has been excluded from this table. 

 

 

Comments on Table 8 

The political agenda of the EP session the 23
rd

 of June, 2011 was extraordinary. The 

S&D group was not in agreement with PPE and ALDE on the six packet of economic 

governance. The final votes on these reports were postponed. In general, these three 

groups find compromises in the Committees. As be seen in Tables 4 and 5, the 

opposition to the six packet reports came from all other groups, even the Conservative 

ECR group. 

 

As can be seen above, the 23
rd

 of June, 2011 was more a day when PPE and ALDE 

voted together and, on the other side, S&D and Verts/ALE frequently voted together. 

Farthest from each other were the Leftist GUE/NGL from PPE and ALDE. It must 

also be noted that the Conservative ECR did not have much in common with the 

Christian Democratic PPE and the Liberal ALDE. 

 

 

Final comments 

The European Parliament was elected in 2009 with a turnout of 43% all over the 27 

member states. In the last RCV of the 23
rd

 of June, 2011, 566 of 736 elected members 

took part, which is a 76,9% turnout. If these two turnout figures are multiplied, we see 

that only around 33% of the electorate of the European Union was represented in the 

last RCV this day. This is a legitimacy problem for the European Parliament. Its 

political will can be neglected in the debate both because it is elected with a low 

turnout and because its members do not bother to take part in longer votes in the 

plenary which in turn might lead to randomness in decisions. 

 

A pairing system for the European Parliament as many national parliaments have is 

not an option, either. First of all, the European Parliament does not have a government 

side and an opposition side. Additionally, as can be seen in Tables 4 and 5, in close 

RCVs the groups usually do not have 100% cohesion. National delegations within the 

groups have a large amount of independence and can vote according to their own 

preference to a large extent. How can one pair an English Conservative versus a 

Danish Socialist versus a Polish Christian Democrat? 

 

The European Parliament has to solve this problem of a decreasing attendance during 

longer votes. With every new treaty, the European Parliament has increased political 
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influence within the European Union. It needs to show that it takes responsibility to 

adjust its voting procedure according to this increased political responsibility. 

 

Some ideas for better vote attendance in the European Parliament are as follows: 

 

 

Proposal of measures to improve the voting procedure in the European 

Parliament 

 

 Voting must be given more time in the schedule. 

 

 More time must be given to the MEPs to vote when there is a RCV. To have 

four RCVs in one minute is too stressful. The members must get more time to 

press the vote button. Ideally, they should have at least 20 seconds for each 

vote. 

 

 If the MEPs have been voting for more than one and a half hours and still have 

not completed the list, the rest of the votes must be postponed until the next 

day or the next session. 

 

 Groups must demand that their members are present when there is a vote. 

Tougher rules should be implemented that reduce allowances if MEPs are 

absent from too many sessions over the course of the year. 

 

 MEPs should be able to take sick leave or parental leave from the European 

Parliament. Substitute members should be called in if a MEP is on leave for 

more than 30 days. 

 

 Some sort of pairing system between the groups in the European Parliament 

should be created. Those that work in the European Parliament should 

consider this further. 

 

 

Finally, however, the group leaderships and, in the end, the MEPs themselves share 

the largest responsibility to ensure that randomness does not dictate vote results. 

 

 

 


