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Political groups in the European Parliament 
EPP - Group of the European Peoples’ Party (Christian Democrats), changed in 2009 
from PPE-DE - Group of the European Peoples’ Party (Christian Democrats) and 
European Democrats. (This report will refer to the PPE as the EPP). 
S&D - Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European 
Parliament, changed in 2009 from PSE - Socialist Group in the European Parliament 
ALDE - Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe  
Greens/EFA - Greens/European Free Alliance (Regionalists) 
ECR - European Conservatives and Reformists  
GUE/NGL - European United Left - Nordic Green Left  
EFD - Europe of Freedom and Democracy Group (EU critical) 
NI - Non-attached Members (not a group and therefore their voting is not recorded in 
this report) 
IND/DEM - Independence/Democracy Group (EU critical), existed from 2004 to 
2009 
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Executive summary 
Examining the voting records of the three large, establishment groups in the EU-
Parliament (EPP, S&D and ALDE) reveals there are few political differences between 
the groups. When they show political differences in legislative votes they are usually 
divided internally. Most of the issues that the EPP, S&D and ALDE vote differently 
on are non-legislative political statements. On rare occasions one of the three large 
groups can lose votes on individual paragraphs in a report or a resolution but they still 
accept the outcome and vote yes in the final vote on the report or resolution as a 
whole.  
 
The main point raised by this report is that it does not matter which of the three large 
EU-parties/groups a voter chooses at the ballot box as they more or less act as one 
unified block in the final votes in the EU Parliament. During their election campaigns 
these groups and their member parties claim it makes a difference which party’s 
representative the voter sends to Brussels/Strasbourg. In reality this is not the case, at 
least not if the voter is pondering a choice between the parties which belong to these 
three big political groups. The Greens/EFA group is not much different. 
 
To compile this report, all final votes with RCVs in the EU Parliament during 2013 
have been examined and the results are clear as day. Of all the 338 final votes 
recorded with RCVs on resolutions and reports the Group of the European Peoples’ 
Party (EPP) and the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats 
(S&D) disagree in only 7.7% of the final votes. The three establishment groups agree 
in 92.3% of all final votes with RCVs. This percentage would be higher if all the final 
votes without RCVs were included, however only votes with RCVs register exactly 
how groups vote. During 2013, the EPP and the S&D only disagreed on four 
legislative votes, with both groups split internally. 
 
The EPP and the so called Liberals in ALDE disagreed in 7.2% of final votes with 
RCVs. Although the specific votes differed, the S&D and ALDE also disagreed in 
only 7.2% of final votes with RCVs. Previous studies examining final votes in the EU 
Parliament, conducted by the OEIC, showed similar results in 2008 and 2010.  
The few legislative issues that the EPP, S&D and ALDE disagree on are almost all 
resolutions outside of the legislative process, meaning that they are only political 
statements.  
 
While analysing the EU Parliament as a political and legislative institution it is 
important to highlight the existing grand coalition between Christian Democrats, 
Socialists and Liberals in the EPP, S&D and ALDE. Above all, these three groups act 
as one single “EU Parliament group,” that above all wants to protect the special 
interest that is their EU institution. This means that they consistently demand more 
political power and more money for the EU, in most cases against the will of their 
party colleagues represented in the EU Council and national and regional parliaments. 
  
One question which is raised from the results of this study is whether the old 
ideologies of conservatism, liberalism and socialism are dead in the EU Parliament? 
 
They at least seem to be dead in the three large groups EPP, S&D and ALDE. 
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Introduction 
This report intends to show the lack of left-right perspectives in the European 
Parliament. In some, but not all, EU Member States, election campaigns to the 
European Parliament include a focus on the differences between the centre-right and 
the centre-left. But in reality, a large governing coalition exists in the European 
Parliament, consisting mainly of the Christian Democrats (EPP) and the Socialists 
(S&D), with the Liberals (ALDE) and the Greens/EFA (Regionalists) who are willing 
to make deals in general. Even the Conservatives (ECR) and the Left (GUE/NGL) get 
some pieces of the pie by compromising in committees in exchange for supporting 
deals such as approving the Barosso II Commission. 
 
This report seeks to present a picture of how this large governing coalition works in 
practice at the final votes during plenary sessions. It examines political deals made in 
the Parliament and looks at the kinds of issues that really differentiate the political 
groups. 
 
There are various ways of comparing how political groups vote in the EU-parliament. 
But statistics are meaningless if you do not draw the right political conclusions from 
the data. Therefore, the OEIC considers this study of voting records more interesting 
from a political context – examining how the “grand coalition of three” agrees and 
disagrees on the main political line of the European Parliament. 
 
For further examinations, more data is available at Vote Watch Europe´s web page. 
This report is based on the main first hand source for voting data, the European 
Parliament.  
 
 
 
The general political work in the European Parliament 
As the former European Commissioner Ritt Bjerregaard once said; “This is not a real 
Parliament”. The European Parliament first and foremost seeks to promote an increase 
of political power for the European Union and of course for the European Parliament 
itself.  
 
No limitations have been specified on how far the Union should take over the political 
power of the Member States. On the contrary, the preamble of the Treaty of Rome 
specifically calls for an “ever-closer union”, meaning endless transfers of 
competences to the community level. Thus the European Parliament tries to suggest 
that it should assume power over every political area it can, from the environment and 
education to traffic and culture etc. No policy area is too small or remote for the 
European Parliament to have an opinion on. 
 
The adopted texts of the European Parliament are compromises negotiated mainly 
between the EPP and the S&D, but this also includes ALDE and the Greens/EFA. 
Compromises are agreed because the Parliament wishes to acquire more power in 
relation to the Council and for the Commission to take into account the Parliament’s 
view in their proposals for legislation. 
 
This inter-institutional power struggle has created a culture of compromise in the 
European Parliament. One glaring example of this is the election of the Speaker of the 

http://www.votewatch.eu/en/epg-coalitions.html
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European Parliament, where in general the EPP and S&D (previous named the PSE 
group) share the post over the five year term of the Parliament. During the current 
term, 2009-2014, the European Parliament had an EPP speaker for 2½ years who was 
later replaced by a member of the S&D for the remaining 2½ years. In the previous 
term the same system took place, with the order reversed. 
 
 
 
To vote the same – the culture of compromises 
According to the European Parliament, EU institutions should be involved in 
everything from action programmes for taking measures against bullying at work to 
common security and defence policy. The European Parliament also continually 
makes demands seeking to expand the Union’s competences to new policy areas, with 
inevitable increases in expenditures for the EU budget as a consequence. Every year 
the European Parliament demands an increase of the EU budget for the following 
year. Furthermore, the European Parliament of course also demands a larger long term 
budget than the Member states wish to pay for. For example, when the resolution on 
the Multiannual Financial Framework for 2014-2020 was approved in the European 
Parliament on the 13th of March 2013 the European Parliament wanted to influence 
the implementation to a larger extent, called for a direct tax income, and wanted the 
Member states to pay extra money for the EU’s expenses during 2012 and 2013 
instead of letting these expenses be paid by the budgets for the coming years. Many of 
the Member states in the Council were not that keen on these proposals from the 
European Parliament. 
 
Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) take care to safeguard and maintain the 
special interests of their Member States and constituencies such as subsidies from 
regional and structural funds, subsidies to the fishing industry and of course, subsidies 
to farmers through the Common Agriculture Policy. Compromises between MEPs are 
made in the spirit of “you get this today and I will get that tomorrow”. This reasoning 
leads the European Parliament to continually ask for increases in the EU budget. Very 
few examples exist of policy areas where it desires to see reduced spending at the EU 
level. 
 
As a consequence of this deal-making, the EU budget consistently needs more money, 
but the Member States’ representatives in the Council do not want to pay up. This is 
why the large groups in the European Parliament all agree that the European Union 
needs new powers to directly raise EU taxes from the citizens of the union, for 
example through a VAT or from companies inside the EU, for example a Financial 
Transaction Tax collecting revenue from banks and financial institutions. 
 
Also, a vast majority of MEPs from the biggest groups in the European Parliament 
agree that the EU treaties should give even more political power to the European 
Union and that it should be seen as a “federal union of European citizens”1.  
The biggest groups in the European Parliament also agree that the Union should talk 
with one single voice in the world and have a single seat on the United Nations 
Security Council and in other international institutions like the International Monetary 

                                                 
1 The term “federal union of European citizens” was an example used by the ALDE group leader Guy Verhofstadt in the 
European Parliament on the 12th September 2012. The exact words can vary, for example José Manuel Barroso, President of the 
Commission, used the words “federation of nation states” during the same debate. 
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Fund. All the above examples are supported by the Christian Democrats, the 
Socialists, the Liberals and most of the Greens in the European Parliament and many 
of these views are contrary to the opinions held by many of their party colleagues in 
national politics. 
 
 
 
The votes in the European Parliament 
The votes at the session are divided in three stages. 
- First is the voting by Show of Hands. This is the most common way of voting. 
- The Second stage - Electronic Vote (EV) is used to check if the sitting chairman of 
the vote interpreted the result correctly. During EV, only the result is recorded, and 
not how individual MEPs or groups voted. 
- The third stage is a so called Roll Call Vote (RCV), which takes place following a 
request in writing by a political group or by at least 40 Members. 
 
Some votes are also taken by Secret Ballot (SB). In the case of appointments, voting 
shall be conducted by way of secret ballot. Voting may also be conducted by secret 
ballot if this is requested by at least one-fifth of the Members of Parliament. The 
names of Members who have taken part in a secret ballot are recorded in the minutes 
of the sitting at which the vote was held. 
The Rules of procedure in the European Parliament have changed over the years in 
order to shorten the voting time at the sessions. For example, if very little opposition 
is encountered in the Committee vote before a session, some reports are handled in a 
single vote at the session itself. 
 
In 2013 there were 1.961 RCVs in total. A quite high number in comparison to 2012 
when there were 1.030, 2011 when there were 1.124 RCVs and in 2010 with 1.059 
RCVs. The RCVs in 2013 range in content from whether or not a certain subject 
should be taken up on the agenda of the session, or the postponement of a vote to the 
important final votes on economic and financial issues, where the European 
Parliament shares co-decision rights with the Council. 
 
Final votes were held 588 times on different resolutions, reports and various texts on a 
total of 565 dossiers. The reason there are more final votes than dossiers is that 
sometimes one or two groups have tabled alternative motions for resolutions on one 
dossier so there might be three votes on alternative resolutions before one is adopted. 
 
Of the 588 final votes there were 338 RCVs, 10 were SB (appointments), 18 were 
EVs and 222 votes took place with a show of hands.  
For the 222 final votes with a show of hands where a RCV was not requested, it is 
very likely that the four biggest groups voted the same way, and most likely most of 
the other groups as well. 
 
A change in the Rules of procedure was made on the 26th of February 2014. It was 
decided that from April 2014 all final votes at the sessions and in the committees 
should be taken with a RCV. This was a huge step forward for transparency. Some 
MEPs were sceptical at first about it though. In 2009, it was decided that: “When 
voting on any proposal for a legislative act, whether by way of a single and/or final 
vote, Parliament shall vote by roll call using the electronic voting system”. But in 
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practice it seems like the interpretation of this rule has changed over the years. In 
2010, there were not 100% RCVs at the final votes in the Consultation procedure or in 
the Budget procedure as it was in 2013.2 
As can be seen in table 1, in 2013 not all the final votes in the Consent procedure was 
seen as a vote about a legislative act. RCVs were called for in around one third of 
these final votes. 
 
 
 
The 588 final votes on reports and resolutions during 2013 
The question arises of whether RCV took place for the most important final votes or 
not. The table below clearly shows that it is much more common with RCV at final 
votes that are part of a legislative procedure, than for votes on reports and resolutions 
outside the legislative procedure. These are usually approved without a RCV. 
 
Of the ten SBs, which were all appointments, eight had a qualified majority of yes 
votes. Therefore, the conclusion can be drawn is that all of the four big groups must 
have voted in favour in eight of ten SBs. 
 
Of the 18 EVs in the final votes, two were in the Consent procedure, both had a large 
majority for approval. The other 16 EVs in the final votes were on resolutions and 
initiative reports from the Parliament. Of these 16 votes, seven had qualified 
majorities for approval, seven were approved with quite large majorities and two 
resolutions were rejected with clear majorities. 
In at least nine of the 18 final votes with EV, the two biggest groups, the EPP and 
S&D, voted the same way. As for how the other groups voted in these nine final votes 
is not possible to say without further research at the group secretariats. 
As for the other nine EVs in the final votes it is hard to say what positions the 
different groups had. But studies of what was said during the debates from the 
different group’s spoke persons and the groups that tabled some of the resolutions 
indicates that at least the EPP and S&D voted differently in these nine final votes. 
 
In the 222 final votes with a show of hands it is unlikely that the large groups voted 
differently due to the issues being uncontroversial as no group or other constellation 
of MEPs asked for a RCV. 

                                                 
2 See table at page 5 in the document “Is there really a political difference in the EU Parliament between the big groups?” 
http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/finalvotes2010_oeic.pdf 

http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/finalvotes2010_oeic.pdf
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Table 1. Final votes 2013 with RCVs or no RCVs in the different procedures – 
percentage 
Procedure Number 

of final 
votes of 
which: 

Number 
of show of 
hands 

Number 
of EVs* 

Number 
of SBs 

Number 
of RCVs 

Percentage 
RCVs of the 
votes in that 
procedure 

Final Votes 588 222  18  10 338 57.5% 
Consultation 
Procedure3 (*) 

 31 - - -  31 100% 

Consent 
Procedure 
(***) 

 39  22   2   0  15 38.5% 

Co-decision 
Procedure, 
First Reading4 
(***I) 

129 - - - 129 100% 

Co-decision 
Procedure, 
Second 
Reading5 
Proposal 
Rejection 
(***II) 

  1 - - -   1 100% 

Co-decision 
Procedure, 
Third 
Reading6 
(***III) 

  1 - - -   1 100% 

Decision on the 
opening of 
Interinstitutio
nal 
negotiations 

  4   0   0   0   4 100% 

Budget 
Procedure 

 28 - - -  28 100% 

Discharge 
Procedure 

 51  50   0   0   1 2% 

Appointments  10 - -  10 - 0% 
Interinstitutio
nal Agreement 
Procedure 
(ACI) 

  3   1   0   0   2 66.7% 

Initiative 
Reports (INI, 
INL) 

142  60   7   0  75 52.8% 

Resolutions 134  75   9   0  50 37.3% 
Immunity  10  10   0   0   0 0% 
EP Internal 
subjects 

  5   4   0   0   1 20% 

                                                 
3 Since 2009 Rule 166 in the Rules of Procedure states that; “When voting on any proposal for a legislative act, whether by way 
of a single and/or final vote, Parliament shall vote by roll call using the electronic voting system”. 
4 Since 2009 Rule 166 in the Rules of Procedure states that; “When voting on any proposal for a legislative act, whether by way 
of a single and/or final vote, Parliament shall vote by roll call using the electronic voting system”. 
5 Since 2009 Rule 166 in the Rules of Procedure states that; “When voting on any proposal for a legislative act, whether by way 
of a single and/or final vote, Parliament shall vote by roll call using the electronic voting system”. There is no final vote at the 2nd 
reading of the Co-decision Procedure. But at this special occasion the EFD group tabled a proposal to reject the Council position. 
This vote has therefore been counted as a final vote. 
6 Since 2009 Rule 166 in the Rules of Procedure states that; “When voting on any proposal for a legislative act, whether by way 
of a single and/or final vote, Parliament shall vote by roll call using the electronic voting system”. 
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Remark to table 1: 
* The EVs were not asked for by any of the groups. The chair might have requested it 
because the show of hands did not give a clear result or someone from the floor 
requested a check. The two EVs in the Consent procedure showed qualified majorities 
for approvals though. 
 
 
 
The political groups compromise and vote in a similar fashion 
Voting statistics in the tables below show how (in the main) the three biggest political 
groups compromise with one another on the content of the texts and then vote the 
same way in the final votes. 
 
The non-attached (NI) has been excluded as they do not form a group. But also the 
EFD Group has been excluded because they are more or less always divided between 
the Italian Lega Nord delegation on one hand and the British UKIP delegation on the 
other.  
 
Table 2. How frequently the groups vote the same as one other in the 338 final 
votes requiring a RCV in 2013. Commonality in percentages: 
  ALDE ECR GUE/NGL EPP S&D  Greens/EFA 
ALDE             
ECR 55.3%           
GUE/NGL 50.0% 40.8%         
EPP 92.6% 58.6% 47.9%       
S&D 92.6% 53.0% 54.4% 92.3%     
Greens/EFA 72.5% 45.9% 63.9% 70.4% 77.5%   
 
Remarks to table 2: 
* ECR Group: The ECR group were divided four times in final votes. The ECR group 
votes have then been determined in the way its chair, Martin Callanan (British 
Conservative), voted or in one case when he did not vote how his British delegation 
voted. 
* GUE/NGL Group: In one final vote, no one from the GUE/NGL Group participated 
(Thursday afternoon in Strasbourg) which of course does not match any other group. 
In a second final vote, the group members were equally divided with 10 yes, 10 no 
and 10 abstained. That vote has been determined as a yes vote according to the vote 
which the Chair, Gabriele Zimmer (German die Linke), casted. In a third final vote, 
only two GUE/NGL members participated (also a Thursday afternoon in Strasbourg) 
and that vote has been determined as a yes vote according to the vote Marie-Christine 
Vergiat casted as she belongs to the largest delegation within GUE/NGL of the two 
MEPs. 
 
 
S&D and ALDE and EPP and ALDE respectively have the highest voting cohesions 
in the final votes – 92.6%. Next is the link between the EPP and S&D (92.3%). This 
is not surprising, as these three large groups are the main actors in the compromises 
made. 
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The differences are shown inverted in the table below: 
 
Table 3. How often the groups vote differently to each other in the 338 final votes 
with RCVs in 2013. Differences are in percentages: 
  ALDE ECR GUE/NGL EPP S&D  Greens/EFA 
ALDE             
ECR 44,7%           
GUE/NGL 50.0% 59.2%         
EPP 7.4% 41.4% 52.1%       
S&D 7.4% 47.0% 45.6% 7.7%     
Greens/EFA 27.5% 54.1% 36.1% 29.6% 22.5%   
 
The three biggest groups, the EPP, S&D and ALDE, negotiate amongst themselves 
and ultimately almost always vote in the same way. The big three “are quite closely 
joined by the Greens/EFA in their compromises. The opposition comes from the ECR 
and GUE/NGL, but also from a part of EFD, even if that group often is divided.  
From a right-left political perspective it is interesting to note that the ECR and 
GUE/NGL vote in the same way in 40.8% of the final votes with RCV. 
 
 
 
How frequently the groups vote the same as one other in all 588 final votes 
If all 588 final votes are summed up, especially for the two biggest groups as they are 
more visible in numbers, it is likely that the EPP and S&D voted identical in 8 of the 
10 SBs and in 9 of the 18 EVs plus in all of the 222 show of hands. Undoubtedly, the 
EPP and S&D voted the same in 312 of the 338 RCVs according to the vote records. 
 

• Then it is very likely that the EPP and S&D voted the same way 551 times in 
588 votes which amounts to 93.7% voting cohesion. 

 
As for the ALDE and Greens/EFA it is not possible to say exactly how they voted in 
the 18 final votes with EV. But if these EV votes are deducted and we draw 
conclusions of the 570 final votes with RCV, SB and a show of hands (338 with 
RCV, 10 with SB and 222 with a show of hands) then the following conclusions can 
be made:  
 

• It is also very likely that the EPP and ALDE voted the same way 543 times in 
570 votes which amounts to 95.3% voting cohesion. 

• And S&D and ALDE are very likely to have voted the same way 543 times 
out of 570 which amounts to 95.3% voting cohesion. 

• Finally, larger differences appear when comparing voting cohesion with the 
smaller groups. Still, S&D and the Greens/EFA voted the same way on 492 
occasions out of 570 which amounts to 86.3% voting cohesion. 
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On what issues did the EPP, S&D and ALDE disagree? 
In total, there were 38 final votes on 30 dossiers when at least one of the groups had a 
majority that voted differently. 
Seven final votes on six dossiers were co-decision procedures in their first reading. 
One was a consent procedure and one was a consultation procedure. There was also 
one co-decision procedure about a decision on the opening of inter-institutional 
negotiations. As for the rest there were 17 final votes on 15 dossiers with initiative 
reports and eleven final votes on eight dossiers of resolutions. 
 
Of the six dossiers on co-decision procedures in their first reading, the S&D group 
was split on four of them, ALDE on three of them and the EPP on one of them. It was 
only one dossier (Measures for the recovery of European eel stocks) where there was 
a real group against group disagreement (the EPP voted no while S&D and ALDE 
voted yes). 
On the one dossier in the consent procedure (EU-Morocco Fisheries Partnership 
Agreement: protocol setting out fishing opportunities and financial contributions) all 
of the three big groups were split. They were also split in the co-decision procedure 
about a decision on the opening of inter-institutional negotiations on a Single GMO 
Regulation. 
 
For the European Parliament 2013 was a good year, at least when it comes to results 
from the deals. The big groups managed to agree on most issues. When they disagreed 
it was usually because the groups had internal splits.  
 
When the three big groups are not able do reach an agreement, mainly because they 
all have divisions within their groups - then there is chaos. The voting procedure in 
the Parliament does not produce secure vote outcomes when there are close results in 
votes.  
Among other improvements that could be made, the members should get more time to 
press their vote buttons when they vote. For example, on the 10th December 2013 
there was a vote on a resolution that was very emotional for many MEPs. It was the 
Estrela report (A7-0426/2013) on sexual and reproductive health and rights, which 
was just a political statement outside EU legislation. But the vote on the report got 
attention in the media due to its controversial nature. 
 
There were two alternative resolutions tabled, one from the EFD group and one from 
the EPP and ECR groups. The vote on the resolution from the EPP and ECR was of 
interest. This resolution was short and one of its main points were “Notes that the 
formulation and implementation of policies on SRHR and on sexual education in 
schools is a competence of the Member States”. 
This resolution was approved in RCV number 38 with 334 yes votes against 327 no 
votes with 35 abstentions. As this was an RCV, it is possible to carefully analyse how 
individual MEPs voted. But furthermore, if the notes of corrections to votes and 
voting intentions in the minutes of that vote are regarded the resolution would have 
been rejected with the slightest marginal possible, 334 to 334. 
The formal statement in the minutes does not have the effect of altering their 
individual vote, nor does it have an impact on the overall outcome. Once the chair has 
announced the result of the vote it is final. A vote is not repeated and the individual 
vote or the overall result is never changed. A vote, once cast, cannot be 'corrected'. 
The outcome of this vote was totally random, the details on all the “what ifs?” during 
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the Estrela vote can be found in a report published by the OEIC entitled “Voting 
procedure in the European Parliament 2011. An empirical analysis”.7  
 
This resolution was just a political statement from the EP, but it has its impact on the 
debate in Europe about sexual and reproductive health and rights. It would therefore 
be highly motivating to see the vote procedure being done in a proper manner so all 
questions about any randomness in the result could be eliminated. 
There are many emotions on the issue of sexual and reproductive health and rights, 
abortions, contraceptives et cetera. If this is such a big deal as many of the groups 
claim – then they ought to have better control on getting the members into the 
chamber to vote. 
 
A more detailed list of what issues the four biggest groups disagreed on can be found 
below. 
 
 
 
Comparison with a study of voting behaviour in 2010 
Research of the final votes in the European Parliament during 2010 showed more or 
less the same result.8 
In 2010, there were 266 RCVs at final votes. But in total there were 484 final votes 
that year. This means that 218 final votes were held by a show of hands. For the 218 
final votes for which RCV was not requested, it is very likely that the four biggest 
groups voted the same way, and most likely all the other groups as well, with the 
exception of the EU-critical EFD, in part consisting of the British UK Independence 
Party, which usually abstains or votes against. 
 
In total between the three big groups EPP, S&D and ALDE, they only disagreed on 
17 final votes (in this case it was the same number of dossiers). 17 votes in total of 
484 final votes is 3.5%.   
 
The two largest groups EPP and S&D disagreed in final votes just 14 times during 
2010, this is based on the reasonable assumption that they agreed in all final votes not 
conducted using RCV. 14 out of 484 final votes gives a figure of 2.9% of 
disagreements between the EPP and S&D. 
 
Of the 14 issues on which the EPP and S&D disagreed only two were legislative 
proposals. But in one of these two final votes S&D was split with a minority voting 
with the EPP and in the other vote the EPP was split almost in two with a large 
minority voting with the S&D. The other twelve resolutions on which the two largest 
groups disagreed on were outside legislation and simply led to statements from the 
European Parliament. When ALDE is included, the three other dossiers, where 
agreement was not made, were on two resolutions and one Consultation procedure (in 
principle they were also just a statement to the Council). The EPP and ALDE 
disagreed on 12 of the 17 dossiers (2.5%), while S&D and ALDE disagreed on 9 of 
these 17 (1.9%). 
                                                 
7 Pages 59-62 in the report “Voting procedure in the European Parliament 2011. An empirical analysis” 
OEIC. http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/oeic_ep_voting_procedure_2011.pdf  
8 See the document “Is there really a political difference in the EU Parliament between the big groups?” 
http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/finalvotes2010_oeic.pdf  

http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/oeic_ep_voting_procedure_2011.pdf
http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/finalvotes2010_oeic.pdf
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The Greens/EFA, the fourth largest group, also came in as the fourth partner in the 
agreements. Their closest partner of the big three above was S&D, with which they 
disagreed on 26 dossiers. 
 
Table 4. How frequently the groups vote the same as one other in the 338 final 
votes requiring RCV in 2010. Commonality in percentages: 
2010 ALDE ECR EFD GUE/NGL EPP S&D 
ALDE             
ECR 56.3%      
EFD 61.6% 48.8%     
GUE/NGL 57.8% 48.1% 45.8%    
EPP 95.4% 58.6% 62.4% 55.6%   
S&D 96.6% 56.0% 60.9% 60.5% 94.7%  
Greens/EFA 89.1% 52.6% 59.0% 63.1% 86.0% 90.2% 

 
 
Comparison with a study of voting behaviour 2008 
Furthermore, research of the final votes in the European Parliament during 2008 also 
gave more or less the same result.9 
In 2008, there were 535 RCVs at final votes. It must be noted that there were more or 
less RCVs at nearly all the final votes in the EP that year. Consequently, these were 
asked for by the now dissolved EU-critical IND/DEM group. 
 
In 28 out of 535 RCVs (5%) of the final votes during 2008, the EPP-DE, PSE and 
ALDE were unable to reach an agreement. However, these 28 RCVs only relate to 23 
dossiers, as there were separate RCVs on different group resolutions for two of these 
dossiers. In the cases where the EPP-DE, PSE and ALDE did not agree in the final 
vote on a dossier, the Groups were often divided internally. 
 
The two largest groups, the EPP-DE and PSE, only disagreed on 18 out of 535 RCVs 
(3%) in the final votes during 2008. In 7 of these 18 RCVs one of the groups chose to 
abstain from the final vote, and in another case one group did not vote at all.  
This therefore leaves 10 RCVs out of 535 (1.9%) in which the EPP-DE and PSE were 
completely at odds with each other and broke the principle of consensus in the EP. 
 
Of the 23 dossiers on which there was a disagreement between the three large party 
Groups, 18 were non-legislative own-initiative procedures (i.e. just ideas), three were 
under the Consultation procedure (in principle also just a statement to the Council) 
and two were dossiers under the first reading of the co-decision procedure. 
 
The 10 RCVs upon which the EPP-DE and PSE did not agree cover nine dossiers. Of 
these nine, seven were non-legislative own-initiative procedures (i.e. just ideas), one 
was under the Consultation procedure (also, in principle, no more than just a 
statement to the Council) and one came under the co-decision procedure, first reading 
(a report on common standards and procedures in Member States for returning third-
country nationals staying illegally). 

                                                 
9 See the document “Dossiers in 2008 on which the PPE-DE and PSE disagreed in the final vote (RCV)” 
http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/Final_votes_2008_EN.pdf  

http://www.oeiceurope.com/attachment/Final_votes_2008_EN.pdf


 

14 
 

The Christian Democratic/Conservative Group (EPP-DE) and the Socialist Group 
(PSE) thus managed to reach a compromise on 97% of the 535 RCVs in the final 
votes that took place in the European Parliament in 2008. 
 
 
 
Political issues where the four largest groups disagreed at the final RCV vote 
2013 (for those with a difference marginal of less than 10%) 
Listed below are the issues with the largest cohesion between the different 
constellations of the four largest groups. Also mentioned are votes when the groups 
have been split. We define a split vote as an occasion when 10% of the political group 
deviates from its majority, although it very often happens that at least one MEP votes 
differently from the majority of their group. 
 
 
 
Disagreements between the EPP and S&D (7.7% of the 338 RCVs): 
Most importantly – of the 26 final votes on the 20 dossiers when the EPP and S&D 
disagreed only five were final votes on Co-decision procedures in four subjects. Yet 
one dossier was in the Consultation procedure which in principle is just a statement to 
the Council. 
 
The dossiers in the Co-decision procedure were: 

• Timing of auctions of greenhouse gas allowances (up for vote twice) 
• Measures for the recovery of European eel stocks  
• Sound level of motor vehicles 
• Third countries whose nationals must be in possession of visas when crossing 

EU external borders. 
 
Three of the four issues above can be categorised as green issues and one as a 
migration issue. These are quite typical issues where it can be hard to reach a 
compromise between the groups. 
 
The dossier in the Consultation procedure was on “Mandatory automatic exchange of 
information in the field of taxation”. 
 
On the issue of “Timing of auctions of greenhouse gas allowances” both the EPP and 
S&D were internally split at both times when it was voted. S&D also had internal 
divisions when “Sound level of motor vehicles” and “Third countries whose nationals 
must be in possession of visas when crossing EU external borders” were up for vote at 
the sessions. 
 
The two largest groups disagreed on final votes 37 times during 2013. That means 
in total they voted the same way 551 times in 588 votes, which amounts to 93.7% 
voting cohesion. 
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List of the final votes where the EPP and S&D disagreed and how the splits occurred 
(legislative dossiers sorted first): 
 
6/2. Sound level of motor vehicles ***I - Ouzký (A7-0435/2012) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D was split (24 yes, 126 no, 7 abstained), 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
16/4. Timing of auctions of greenhouse gas allowances ***I - Groote (A7-
0046/2013) Proposal to reject the Commission proposal Am 20 (40 members) 
ALDE was split (31 yes, 44 no, 2 abstained), EPP was split (178 yes, 59 no, 21 
abstained), S&D was split (24 yes, 123 no, 28 abstained). Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
11/9. Measures for the recovery of European eel stocks ***I - Lövin (A7-
0242/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/9. Third countries whose nationals must be in possession of visas when crossing 
EU external borders ***I - Díaz de Mera García Consuegra (A7-0139/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted was split (24 yes, 143 no, 3 abstained), 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
10/12. Timing of auctions of greenhouse gas allowances ***I - Groote (A7-
0046/2013) 
ALDE was split (65 yes, 10 no, 2 abstained), EPP was split (80 yes, 168 no, 3 
abstained), S&D was split (155 yes, 15 no, 5 abstained). Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
11/12. Mandatory automatic exchange of information in the field of taxation * - 
Cutaş (A7-0376/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D abstained, Greens/EFA abstained. 
 
16/1. Role of EU cohesion policy in implementing the new European energy policy 
- Kolarska-Bobińska (A7-0437/2012) Joint alternative motion for a resolution 
Amendment 5 (S&D, Greens/EFA, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE was split (12 yes, 65 no), EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted 
yes. 
 
16/1. Role of EU cohesion policy in implementing the new European energy policy 
- Kolarska-Bobińska (A7-0437/2012) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 
4 (S&D) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
16/1. Feasibility of introducing stability bonds - Goulard (A7-0402/2012) 
Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 1 (EPP, S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA) 
ALDE was split (55 yes, 15 no, 8 abstained), EPP was split (81 yes, 142 no, 10 
abstained), S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
7/2. European Semester for economic policy coordination: annual growth survey 
2013 - Elisa Ferreira (A7-0032/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
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14/3. Integration of migrants, its effects on the labour market and the external 
dimension of social security coordination - Hirsch (A7-0040/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP was split (46 yes, 162 no, 12 abstained), S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
14/3. The case of Arafat Jaradat and the situation of Palestinian prisoners in Israeli 
jails - B7-0153/2013 (EPP)  
ALDE voted no, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
14/3. The case of Arafat Jaradat and the situation of Palestinian prisoners in Israeli 
jails Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0154/2013 (S&D, Greens/EFA, ALDE, 
GUE/NGL, Jaroslav Paška) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
11/6. Social housing in the European Union - Delli (A7-0155/2013) 
ALDE was split (33 yes, 19 no, 25 abstained), EPP was split (54 yes, 43 no, 153 
abstained), S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/6. Deadlock on the revision of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 Joint motion for a 
resolution - RC-B7-0256/2013 (S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA, ECR, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP was split (32 yes, 127 no, 33 abstained), S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
13/6. Promotion and protection of freedom of religion or belief - Andrikiene (A7-
0203/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
4/7. Arms exports: implementation of Council Common Position 2008/944/CFSP 
Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0258/2013 (S&D, Greens/EFA, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE was split (15 yes, 50 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
4/7. Arms exports: implementation of Council Common Position 2008/944/CFSP 
Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0260/2013 (EPP, ALDE, ECR) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D was split (2 yes, 43 no, 125 abstained), 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
10/9. More efficient and cost-effective interpretation in the European Parliament - 
Esther de Lange (A7-0233/2013) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 1 
(S&D) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
11/9. Tackling youth unemployment: possible ways out - Skrzydlewska (A7-
0275/2013) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 2 (GUE/NGL) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted no, S&D abstained, Greens/EFA abstained. 
 
11/9. Tackling youth unemployment: possible ways out - Skrzydlewska (A7-
0275/2013) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 3 (Greens/EFA) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted no, S&D abstained, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
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11/9. Internal market for services - Corazza Bildt (A7-0273/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
9/10. Technical requirements and administrative procedures related to air operations 
Motion for a resolution - B7-0440/2013 (TRAN committee) 
ALDE was split (11 yes, 51 no, 4 abstained), EPP was split (18 yes, 221 no, 13 
abstained), S&D was split (67 yes, 56 no, 48 abstained), Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
23/10. Suspension of the SWIFT agreement as a result of NSA surveillance - B7-
0467/2013 (EPP) 
ALDE was split (7 yes, 55 no, 8 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
23/10. Suspension of the SWIFT agreement as a result of NSA surveillance Joint 
motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0468/2013 (S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA) 
ALDE was split (57 yes, 8 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
10/12. Sexual and reproductive health and rights - Estrela (A7-0426/2013) 
Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 2/rev (EPP, ECR) 
ALDE was split (7 yes, 65 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
 
 
Disagreements between the EPP and ALDE (7.4% of the 338 RCV): 
The EPP and ALDE groups disagreed at 25 final votes on 22 dossiers. Like in the 
comparison of the EPP and S&D there were only five co-decision procedures on four 
dossiers where the EPP and ALDE disagreed. But instead of the dossiers “Third 
countries whose nationals must be in possession of visas when crossing EU external 
borders” and “Sound level of motor vehicles” that the EPP and S&D disagreed on, the 
EPP and ALDE disagreed on the dossiers “Common organisation of the markets in 
agricultural products” and “Amending certain regulations in the field of fisheries and 
animal health by reason of the change of status of Mayotte”. But in both of these two 
last mentioned issues the ALDE group was internally divided. 
As mentioned previously both the EPP and ALDE were divided in the issue of 
“Timing of auctions of greenhouse gas allowances”. 
 
After the British Conservative party left the EPP group in 2009, a merger of the EPP 
and ALDE into one big centre-right group can now be discussed. Both of them 
probably already cover a broad spectrum of opinions and a merger would not broaden 
that spectrum for any of them. 
 
List of the final votes where the EPP and ALDE disagreed and how the splits 
occurred (legislative dossiers sorted first): 
 
16/4. Timing of auctions of greenhouse gas allowances ***I - Groote (A7-
0046/2013) Proposal to reject the Commission proposal Am 20 (40 members) 
ALDE was split (31 yes, 44 no, 2 abstained), EPP was split (178 yes, 59 no, 21 
abstained), S&D was split (24 yes, 123 no, 28 abstained). Greens/EFA voted no. 
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11/9. Measures for the recovery of European eel stocks ***I - Lövin (A7-
0242/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
20/11. Common organisation of the markets in agricultural products ***I - Dantin 
(A7-0366/2013) 
ALDE was split (23 yes, 54 no, 2 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D was split (131 yes, 
42 no, 3 abstained), Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
10/12. Timing of auctions of greenhouse gas allowances ***I - Groote (A7-
0046/2013) 
ALDE was split (65 yes, 10 no, 2 abstained), EPP was split (80 yes, 168 no, 3 
abstained), S&D was split (155 yes, 15 no, 5 abstained). Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/12.  Amending certain regulations in the field of fisheries and animal health by 
reason of the change of status of Mayotte ***I - João Ferreira (A7-0425/2013) 
ALDE was split (22 yes, 44 no, 2 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes,  
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
10/12. EU-Morocco Fisheries Partnership Agreement: protocol setting out fishing 
opportunities and financial contributions *** Recommendation - Fraga Estévez (A7-
0417/2013) 
ALDE was split (15 yes, 39 no, 3 abstained), EPP was split (190 yes, 14 no, 12 
abstained), S&D was split (78 yes, 47 no, 3 abstained), Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
13/3. Single CMO Regulation (decision on the opening of inter-institutional 
negotiations) (2011/0281(COD)) Proposal for a decision: B7-0080/2013 
ALDE was split (19 yes, 51 no, 6 abstained), EPP was split (220 yes, 22 no, 8 
abstained), S&D was split (109 yes, 53 no, 3 abstained), Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
16/1. Feasibility of introducing stability bonds - Goulard (A7-0402/2012) 
Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 1 (EPP, S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA) 
ALDE was split (55 yes, 15 no, 8 abstained), EPP was split (81 yes, 142 no, 10 
abstained), S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
14/3. Integration of migrants, its effects on the labour market and the external 
dimension of social security coordination - Hirsch (A7-0040/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP was split (46 yes, 162 no, 12 abstained), S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
14/3. The case of Arafat Jaradat and the situation of Palestinian prisoners in Israeli 
jails - B7-0153/2013 (EPP) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
14/3. The case of Arafat Jaradat and the situation of Palestinian prisoners in Israeli 
jails Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0154/2013 (S&D, Greens/EFA, ALDE, 
GUE/NGL, Jaroslav Paška) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
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22/5. Implementation of the audiovisual media services directive - Borys (A7-
0055/2013) 
ALDE was split (24 yes, 45 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
23/5. Rwanda: thecase of Victoire Ingabire Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-
0243/2013 (EPP, S&D, Greens/EFA, ECR, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
Remark: Thursday afternoon, low attendance. 
 
11/6. Social housing in the European Union - Delli (A7-0155/2013) 
ALDE was split (33 yes, 19 no, 25 abstained), EPP was split (54 yes, 43 no, 153 
abstained), S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/6. Deadlock on the revision of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 Joint motion for a 
resolution - RC-B7-0256/2013 (S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA, ECR, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP was split (32 yes, 127 no, 33 abstained), S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
13/6. Situation of Rohingya Muslims Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-
0295/2013 (EPP, S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA, ECR, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE abstained, EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
Remark: Thursday afternoon, low attendance, only one ALDE member voted. 
 
3/7. Reforming the structure of the EU banking sector - McCarthy (A7-0231/2013) 
ALDE was split (20 yes, 54 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA 
voted yes. 
 
4/7. Connected TV - Kammerevert (A7-0212/2013) 
ALDE was split (11 yes, 45 no, 11 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
10/9. More efficient and cost-effective interpretation in the European Parliament - 
Esther de Lange (A7-0233/2013) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 1 
(S&D) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/9. Cross-border collective bargaining and transnational social dialogue - Händel 
(A7-0258/2013) 
ALDE was split (20 yes, 36 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/9. European cultural and creative sectors as sources of economic growth and jobs 
- Sanchez-Schmid (A7-0248/2013) 
ALDE was split (28 yes, 41 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA 
voted yes. 
 
23/10. Suspension of the SWIFT agreement as a result of NSA surveillance - B7-
0467/2013 (EPP) 
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ALDE was split (7 yes, 55 no, 8 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
23/10. Suspension of the SWIFT agreement as a result of NSA surveillance Joint 
motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0468/2013 (S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA) 
ALDE was split (57 yes, 8 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
21/11. Bangladesh: human rights and forthcoming elections Joint motion for a 
resolution RC-B7-0497/2013 (EPP, S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA, ECR) 
ALDE voted abstained, EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
10/12. Sexual and reproductive health and rights - Estrela (A7-0426/2013) 
Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 2/rev (EPP, ECR) 
ALDE was split (7 yes, 65 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
 
 
Disagreements between S&D and ALDE (7.4% of the 338 RCVs): 
S&D and ALDE disagreed at 25 final votes on 22 dossiers. Seven final votes/dossiers 
were on legislative issues. But in six issues either one or the other of the groups were 
divided, or both. Only on the dossier “Mandatory automatic exchange of information 
in the field of taxation” in the consultation procedure did the two groups disagree. 
Although the disagreement was not that big, ALDE voted yes and the S&D group 
abstained. 
 
As for the other six dossiers, S&D were split on the dossiers “Sound level of motor 
vehicles” (***I), “Third countries whose nationals must be in possession of visas 
when crossing EU external borders” (***I), “Common organisation of the markets in 
agricultural products” (***I), “EU-Morocco Fisheries Partnership Agreement: 
protocol setting out fishing opportunities and financial contributions” (***), and 
“Single CMO Regulation (decision on the opening of inter-institutional negotiations)” 
(COD). 
 
ALDE was split on the dossiers: “Common organisation of the markets in agricultural 
products” (***I), “Amending certain regulations in the field of fisheries and animal 
health by reason of the change of status of Mayotte” (***I), “EU-Morocco Fisheries 
Partnership Agreement: protocol setting out fishing opportunities and financial 
contributions” (***), and “Single CMO Regulation (decision on the opening of inter-
institutional negotiations)” (COD). 
 
Of the list below with the disagreements between S&D and ALDE there is at least one 
dossier that might not have been there if it had not been voted on during a Thursday 
afternoon in Strasbourg. When the resolution on the “Situation of Rohingya Muslims” 
was voted on during Thursday the 13th June, only one ALDE member took part and 
she abstained. If several ALDE members had been there they probably would have 
voted yes with the other big groups. 
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As can be noted, there were not that many issues during 2013 where S&D and ALDE 
disagreed. In 2010, among the groups in the Parliament S&D and ALDE were the 
closest to each other.  S&D has for many years strived to be in the centre of the old 
left-right scale. They seem to really be there today. A long term strategy for them 
might be to recruit centre parties. The Democratic Party of Italy joined the S&D 
group in 2009 and the group dropped their old name PSE. 
 
 
List of the final votes where S&D and ALDE disagreed and how the splits occurred 
(legislative dossiers sorted first): 
 
6/2. Sound level of motor vehicles ***I - Ouzký (A7-0435/2012) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D was split (24 yes, 126 no, 7 abstained), 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
12/9. Third countries whose nationals must be in possession of visas when crossing 
EU external borders ***I - Díaz de Mera García Consuegra (A7-0139/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted was split (24 yes, 143 no, 3 abstained)), 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
20/11. Common organisation of the markets in agricultural products ***I - Dantin 
(A7-0366/2013) 
ALDE was split (23 yes, 54 no, 2 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D was split (131 yes, 
42 no, 3 abstained), Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
12/12.  Amending certain regulations in the field of fisheries and animal health by 
reason of the change of status of Mayotte ***I - João Ferreira (A7-0425/2013) 
ALDE was split (22 yes, 44 no, 2 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes,  
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
10/12. EU-Morocco Fisheries Partnership Agreement: protocol setting out fishing 
opportunities and financial contributions *** Recommendation - Fraga Estévez (A7-
0417/2013) 
ALDE was split (15 yes, 39 no, 3 abstained), EPP was split (190 yes, 14 no, 12 
abstained), S&D was split (78 yes, 47 no, 3 abstained), Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
11/12. Mandatory automatic exchange of information in the field of taxation * - 
Cutaş (A7-0376/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D abstained, Greens/EFA abstained. 
 
13/3. Single CMO Regulation (decision on the opening of inter-institutional 
negotiations) (2011/0281(COD)) Proposal for a decision: B7-0080/2013 
ALDE was split (19 yes, 51 no, 6 abstained), EPP was split (220 yes, 22 no, 8 
abstained), S&D was split (109 yes, 53 no, 3 abstained), Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
16/1. Role of EU cohesion policy in implementing the new European energy policy 
- Kolarska-Bobińska (A7-0437/2012) Joint alternative motion for a resolution 
Amendment 5 (S&D, Greens/EFA, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE was split (12 yes, 65 no), EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted 
yes. 
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16/1. Role of EU cohesion policy in implementing the new European energy policy 
- Kolarska-Bobińska (A7-0437/2012) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 
4 (S&D) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
7/2. European Semester for economic policy coordination: annual growth survey 
2013 - Elisa Ferreira (A7-0032/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
22/5. Implementation of the audiovisual media services directive - Borys (A7-
0055/2013) 
ALDE was split (24 yes, 45 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
23/5. Rwanda: the case of Victoire Ingabire Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-
0243/2013 (EPP, S&D, Greens/EFA, ECR, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
Remark: Thursday afternoon, low attendance. 
 
13/6. Promotion and protection of freedom of religion or belief - Andrikiene (A7-
0203/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
13/6. Situation of Rohingya Muslims Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-
0295/2013 (EPP, S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA, ECR, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE abstained, EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
Remark: Thursday afternoon, low attendance, only one ALDE member voted. 
 
3/7. Reforming the structure of the EU banking sector - McCarthy (A7-0231/2013) 
ALDE was split (20 yes, 54 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA 
voted yes. 
 
4/7. Connected TV - Kammerevert (A7-0212/2013) 
ALDE was split (11 yes, 45 no, 11 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
4/7. Arms exports: implementation of Council Common Position 2008/944/CFSP 
Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0258/2013 (S&D, Greens/EFA, GUE/NGL) 
ALDE was split (15 yes, 50 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted no, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
4/7. Arms exports: implementation of Council Common Position 2008/944/CFSP 
Joint motion for a resolution - RC-B7-0260/2013 (EPP, ALDE, ECR) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D was split (2 yes, 43 no, 125 abstained), 
Greens/EFA voted no. 
 
11/9. Internal market for services - Corazza Bildt (A7-0273/2013) 
ALDE voted yes, EPP voted yes, S&D voted no, Greens/EFA voted no. 
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11/9. Tackling youth unemployment: possible ways out - Skrzydlewska (A7-
0275/2013) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 2 (GUE/NGL) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted no, S&D abstained, Greens/EFA abstained. 
 
11/9. Tackling youth unemployment: possible ways out - Skrzydlewska (A7-
0275/2013) Alternative motion for a resolution Amendment 3 (Greens/EFA) 
ALDE voted no, EPP voted no, S&D abstained, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/9. Cross-border collective bargaining and transnational social dialogue - Händel 
(A7-0258/2013) 
ALDE was split (20 yes, 36 no, 3 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, 
Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
12/9. European cultural and creative sectors as sources of economic growth and jobs 
- Sanchez-Schmid (A7-0248/2013) 
ALDE was split (28 yes, 41 abstained), EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA 
voted yes. 
 
9/10. Technical requirements and administrative procedures related to air operations 
Motion for a resolution - B7-0440/2013 (TRAN committee) 
ALDE was split (11 yes, 51 no, 4 abstained), EPP was split (18 yes, 221 no, 13 
abstained), S&D was split (67 yes, 56 no, 48 abstained), Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
21/11. Bangladesh: human rights and forthcoming elections Joint motion for a 
resolution RC-B7-0497/2013 (EPP, S&D, ALDE, Greens/EFA, ECR) 
ALDE voted abstained, EPP voted yes, S&D voted yes, Greens/EFA voted yes. 
 
 
 
Disagreements between S&D and Greens/EFA (22.5% of the 338 RCVs): 
S&D and Greens/EFA voted the same way in 77.5% of the final votes, ALDE and 
Greens/EFA voted the same way in 72.5% and EPP and Greens/EFA voted the same 
way in 70.4% of the final votes. 
 
S&D and Greens/EFA disagreed in 76 final votes (seven consultation procedures, four 
consent procedures, 24 co-decision procedures, first reading, one co-decision 
procedure, second reading (rejection or not), two inter-institutional agreements, five 
budget procedures, four co-decision issues on the decision on the opening of inter-
institutional negotiations (COD), 16 initiative reports, and 13 resolutions). 
 
ALDE and Greens/EFA disagreed in 93 final votes (eight consultation procedures, 
three consent procedures, 26 co-decision procedures, first reading, one co-decision 
procedure, second reading (rejection or not), two inter-institutional agreements, five 
budget procedures, three co-decision issues on the decision on the opening of inter-
institutional negotiations (COD), 27 initiative reports, and 18 resolutions). 
 
EPP and Greens/EFA disagreed in 100 final votes (eight consultation procedures, four 
consent procedures, 29 co-decision procedures, first reading, one co-decision 
procedure, second reading (rejection or not), two inter-institutional agreements, five 
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budget procedures, four co-decision issues on the decision on the opening of inter-
institutional negotiations (COD), 27 initiative reports, and 20 resolutions). 
 
 
 
Conclusions 
In short – the EPP, S&D and ALDE disagree on very few political issues, when they 
disagree on legislative dossiers the groups are often divided internally. But most of 
what the groups disagree on are political statements outside legislation. 
 
The main question after reading this report is; does it matter which one of the three 
large European parties you vote for when they are acting as a bloc in their votes in the 
European Parliament? In election campaigns they say that it makes a difference which 
party you as a voter send to Brussels/Strasbourg. But in reality it is not the case. Well, 
not if you choose between the three big party families. 
 
The report above has examined all the final votes with Roll Calls in the European 
Parliament during 2013. The result is very clear, of all the 338 final votes with RCVs 
on resolutions and reports the Christian Democrats (EPP) and the Socialists and 
Democrats (S&D) disagreed on only 7.7% of the cases. That means they agreed in 
92.3% of all the final votes. 
 
The EPP and the Liberals in ALDE disagreed on 7.2% of the final votes with RCVs 
while S&D and ALDE disagreed in the same numbers but on dfferent issues. 
Previously published research from 2010 and 2008 gave more or less the same results. 
 
The few issues on which the EPP, S&D, and ALDE disagreed on are almost all 
resolutions outside the legislative procedure, where the European Parliament simply 
makes a political statement. The three groups are often also internally divided in those 
issues where they do not reach an agreement between the groups. 
 
As mentioned earlier, there were in total around 2.000 RCVs in the Parliament during 
2013. Furthermore, there was a numerous show of hands and some EVs and ten SBs. 
The general figures say that when all the votes are considered, 70% has a majority 
consisting of the EPP, S&D and ALDE. In 15% of the votes the majority is said to 
consist of the centre-right EPP, ALDE and ECR. The third majority coalition with 
also around 15% of the votes goes to the centre-left ALDE, S&D, Greens/EFA and 
GUE/NGL. However, as can be noted when analysing the final votes, one of the three 
biggest groups might have lost some votes on details on a resolution but they can live 
with it and vote in favour of the resolution as a whole in the final vote. 
 
When analysing the European Parliament as a political and legislative institution it is 
important to emphasise the large political coalition in existence which consists of the 
Christian Democrats, Socialists and Democrats and the Liberals. More than anything, 
these groups of MEPs act as a common “European Parliament Political Group” whose 
concern is first and foremost the protection of the interests of their EU institution. 
This means they consistently call for more powers and funds for the EU, often against 
the wishes of their national party colleagues in the Council and in national and 
regional parliaments. Differences in opinions between the voters are not visible in the 
work in the European Parliament. 
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One glaring and recent example of how the Brussels-based institutions work together 
to increase their funds and power is the long term EU budget for 2014-2020.  
The European Parliament rejected the conclusions from the European Council.  
The Parliament wanted more money in the budget and more flexibility to move it 
around themselves. The resolution was prepared by the group leaders of the EPP, 
S&D, ALDE, Greens and GUE/NGL. It was adopted by 506 votes to 161, with 23 
abstentions. The Parliament also insisted that the issue of unpaid bills from 2012 had 
to be settled before concluding the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) 
negotiations. The Parliament also wanted a political undertaking from the Council that 
all bills due in 2013 had to be paid in 2013, to avoid "rolling over" a deficit into the 
new MFF. The EU cannot legally run a deficit. Furthermore, the European 
Parliament, as often before, made the case for a system of genuine own resources 
(which means a direct EU taxation on enterprises or citizens) to fund the EU budget. 
 
The EU Member States that to this day provide the funds for the EU budget are under 
severe pressure from Brussels to make domestic savings. At the same time, EU 
institutions keep asking them for more. This fact should be highlighted more often.  
In general, the biggest groups in the European Parliament seem to belong to a 
“European Party”. The biggest groups in the European Parliament all want to increase 
the EU budget in opposition to at least ten national parliaments. They also want to 
abolish the national rebates on membership fees that some countries have and even 
MEPs from countries that would be affected by this have voted with their groups 
against their national parties. 
 
Some suggestions that would improve transparency of European Parliament votes are: 
 

• The EPP, S&D and ALDE should scrutinize their own work in the European 
Parliament and think about either merging, since they already act so much as a 
bloc, or consider how they can profile themselves against each other. 

• That the final votes in the Committees should be recorded is a big step 
forward. But it would be best if all the votes in the Committees were recorded 
by RCVs in order to clarify the political positions of both the groups and 
individual members. 

 
One overall question raised by this study is – Are the old ideologies of conservatism, 
liberalism and socialism dead in the European Parliament? 
 
They seem to be dead in the three big groups EPP, S&D, and ALDE to say the least. 
 
 
 
 
 


