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Abstract

Previous research reports that parties learn from and emulate the successful election strategies
of foreign incumbents (Böhmelt et al., 2016). We theorize that party policy diffusion takes place
through party groups in the European Parliament (EP). Relying on party manifesto data and spa-
tial econometric analyses, we show that belonging to the same EP party group greatly enhances
learning and emulation processes between national political parties. Estimated short- and long-
term effects are approximately two and three times greater when foreign incumbents are in the
same EP party group compared to other foreign incumbents. Our results have implications for our
understanding of how the EP party groups influence national parties’ policy positions, and for our
understanding of policy diffusion.
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Party Policy Diffusion and Transnational Party Alliances

Recent research on policy diffusion emphasizes the role of political parties (Butler et al., 2017; Gi-

lardi, 2010; Shipan and Volden, 2008; Grossback, Nicholson-Crotty and Peterson, 2004), and Böhmelt

et al. (2016, 2017) report evidence of cross-border party-to-party policy diffusion (‘party policy diffu-

sion’). We introduce the influence of the European Parliament (EP) on party policy diffusion (Marsh

and Norris, 1997; Kreppel, 2002; Hix, 2002; Hix, Noury and Roland, 2007), and argue that transna-

tional party alliances represented by ‘party groups’ in the EP greatly enhance policy linkages between

political parties.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that domestic political parties learn from and emulate foreign parties

(a process that has been labeled ‘party policy diffusion’). A few examples include Tony Blair’s ‘New

Labour’ drawing inspiration from Clinton’s ‘New Democrat’ campaign, the Danish Conservatives tak-

ing cues from the UK Conservative Party under Thatcher, and more recently, the German party Die

Linke adopting policies from the Greek government party Syriza. While earlier research on party com-

petition had largely focused on domestic factors driving party behavior, like public opinion (Adams

et al., 2006), rival parties (Meguid, 2005) and economic conditions (Ezrow and Hellwig, 2014), more

recent studies suggest that political parties emulate and learn from successful foreign parties (Böhmelt

et al., 2016, 2017).

Surprisingly, the latter Böhmelt et al. studies do not find that domestic parties learn from and

emulate foreign incumbent parties of the same party family. Peculiarly, this (non-)finding is at odds

with the examples that actually motivate current research on party policy diffusion. These examples,

such as New Labour drawing from the New Democrats, suggest that parties are influenced by foreign

political parties from similar ideological camps.

Briefly summarized, Böhmelt et al. (2016, 2017) argue that domestic parties employ a heuristic (or

a cognitive ‘shortcut’) of copying foreign incumbent political parties to cope with the uncertainty of

electoral competition. Following this argument, however, parties would still be required to keep track

of a large number of foreign incumbent parties: on average, there are 22 foreign incumbents that can be

potentially copied in a given country-year. We argue that direct transnational organizational channels,

observed through membership to EP party groups, complement heuristics as a mechanism to explain

party policy diffusion.

Political parties are embedded in the multi-level system of the European Union (EU), with most
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European parties represented at the national level and also at the European level. Within the EP political

parties closely cooperate with like-minded parties from abroad in transnational party alliances. In

fact, the transnational party alliances (‘party groups’) institutionalized in the EP represent a venue in

which political parties are exposed to other parties from abroad (Kreppel, 2002; Hix, 2002; Hix, Noury

and Roland, 2007). Parties that belong to the same EP group are in close contact and organize their

own political activities (Corbett, Jacobs and Shackleton, 2011). Very often these activities form an

important channel of communication between corresponding national parties. Therefore, belonging

to the same EP party group provides parties with opportunities to observe and learn from foreign

incumbent parties in other countries.1 This motivates the following hypothesis:

EP Party Group Hypothesis: Political parties respond to the left-right policy positions of
foreign incumbents that belong to the same EP party group more than to other foreign
incumbents.

Research Design

To test our hypothesis, we rely on spatial-econometric analysis (Anselin, 1988; LeSage and Pace,

1998; Darmofal, 2015). We use time-series cross-sectional data from Böhmelt et al. (2016) that include

215 political parties from 26 Western European democracies for the time period from 1977-2010.2 Our

unit of analysis is a party-year. The dependent variable is a party’s left-right policy position (RILE

Party Position). The data come from the Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP/MARPOR) (Volkens

et al., 2014). The original CMP variable ranges from -100 (extreme left) to +100 (extreme right).

We use a rescaled version of the response variable that ranges from 1 (extreme left) to 10 (extreme

right). As information from CMP codes only cover election years, values from years between elections

are missing. Therefore, each party’s position between election years is assigned its value at the last

election.

We also include the same control variables as the original study. These include the left-right po-

1In the appendix we address selection bias by considering that political parties are not randomly assigned to EP party
groups (see RILE & Selection into EP Party Groups in the appendix). We find evidence that parties’ left-right positions
are a rather poor predictor of EP group affiliations. This is in line with previous studies that report that party positions on
the environment (Bressanelli, 2012; McElroy and Benoit, 2009) and political power predict parties’ EP affiliation (Hix and
Noury, 2018). Accordingly, we cannot completely eliminate the role of selection bias but our additional analysis suggests
that it is less of a problem with respect to left-right ideology.

2These data cover EU member states from 1977 onwards, with additional data becoming available with the accession of
new member states, and are also available for a few nonmember states. Please consult the appendix for a list of all parties
(Table A14).
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sition of the median voter in a given country. The median voter data are collected from Eurobarometer

surveys, and the variable is lagged by one year. The median voter data is on the same 1-10 scale as

the CMP/MARPOR estimates of party position. Furthermore, the model includes a lagged indicator

of economic globalization, because the degree to which a country is integrated in the global economy

may affect the policy positions of political parties in the national party system. Finally, the effects of

economic globalization on parties’ policy positions may be conditioned by the position of the median

voter position (Ward, Ezrow and Dorussen, 2011), and consequently the interaction term between the

Lagged Median Voter and Lagged Economic Globalization variables is included.

Methodology

We estimate the parameters of a spatio-temporal autoregressive model of a party’s policy position

at time t as a function of foreign incumbent parties’ policy positions at an earlier time e − 1. The link

between parties is defined by spatial weights matrices. The model we estimate is,

yt = φyt−1 + βXt−1 + ρWye−1 + εt (1)

where yt is the dependent variable (RILE Party Position at time t), yt−1 signifies the (one year)

temporally lagged dependent variable (RILE Party Position t-1), Xt−1 is a matrix of temporally lagged

explanatory variables - Lagged Median Voter, Lagged Economic Globalization, a multiplicative term

between the two variables, year- and party-fixed effects, the constant, and ε is the error term.3 Wye−1 is

a (non-standardized) spatial lag variable that is the product of a spatial weights matrix W (NxNxT) that

captures the relative connectivity of units and a matrix (NxT) of the time-lagged dependent variable of

other units. The time lag e − 1 is constructed so that it considers positions of parties in the year before

the last election held in their country.4 The rationale behind using a time lag is that it takes time for

a party to receive information about policy positions of foreign incumbent parties and again to adjust

its own policy position (Adams and Somer-Topcu, 2009). The decision to use a time-lagged spatial

lag variable erases the simultaneity bias of spatial ordinary least squares (S-OLS) models because the

3Including year- and party fixed effects helps to reduce the possibility that what appears to be a diffusion process across
political parties is actually the result of common exposure. In addition, it reduces potential omitted variable bias.

4Böhmelt et al. (2017) provide the following example: To illustrate this lag structure, assume that the political parties
competing in the 2002 Dutch national election looked to the party position of the incumbent UK Labour Party. The previous
interelection period in the UK was 1997-2001. Thus, given our assumptions, Dutch parties relied on the 1997 Labour party
position.
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time-lagged spatial lag does not carry the same information as the dependent variable on the left-hand

side of the equation (Beck, Gleditsch and Beardsley, 2006; Franzese and Hays, 2008).

Defining Spatial Lags

Based on our hypothesis, connectivity between our units of analysis is defined by incumbency

status of the foreign party (partyk) and parties’ belonging to EP party groups. The connectivity matrix

(W Foreign Incumbent: Same EP group) of this spatial lag variable is defined so that each element

Wi,k,t receives a value of 1 if partyi and partyk are not based in the same country, partyi and partyk

belong to the same EP group and partyk was part of the government (or the governing coalition) during

the year before the last election in its own system before time t; and 0 otherwise. The data on parties’

status indicating whether they are recent incumbents or not come from the ParlGov project (Döring

and Manow, 2012). Parties’ EP group affiliations are obtained from the Euromanifesto project (Braun

et al., 2015). The Euromanifesto project covers all parties that gained representation in the EP and

issued their own party manifesto (see Table A5 for a list of parties).

To compare results from models that link parties that belong to the same EP group with results from

models that link parties that belong to different groups we create the following weight matrices. The

connectivity matrix (W Foreign Incumbent: Different EP group) captures links between parties and

foreign incumbents that do not belong to the same EP group but are represented at the EU level. It is

defined so that each element Wi,k,t receives a value of 1 if partyi and partyk are not based in the same

country, partyi and partyk belong to different EP groups and partyk was part of the government (or

the governing coalition) during the year before the last election in its own system before time t; and 0

otherwise. Finally, we created a spatial weights matrix to replicate the “foreign incumbent” findings by

Böhmelt et al. (2016). The connectivity matrix (W Foreign Incumbent) is defined so that each element

Wi,k,t receives a value of 1 if if partyi and partyk are not based in the same country, and partyk was

part of the government (or the governing coalition) during the year before the last election in its own

system before time t; and 0 otherwise.
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Empirical Results

Model 1 (Table 2) shows that the estimate of the spatial lag variable (ρ Foreign Incumbent) is

positive and statistically significant at conventional levels, which is consistent with Böhmelt et al.

(2016). Models 2 and 3 then focus on our hypothesis about the influence of EP party groups. The

spatial lag variable linking parties that belong to the same EP party group (ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same

EP group) is positive and statistically significant at conventional levels. The spatial lag variable linking

parties that are not in the same EP party group but represented at the EU level (ρ Foreign Incumbent:

Different EP group) is positive, smaller in size though, and not statistically significant at conventional

levels. The spatial weights matrices are not row-standardized (Williams, 2015; Williams, Seki and

Whitten, 2016), and, consequently, to estimate the short-term effects the coefficients of the spatial lags

are multiplied by the average number of neighbors (Plümper, Troeger and Manow, 2005). The average

number of neighbors for the various spatial lag variables is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Average number of neighbors for spatial lag variables

Spatial lag variable Neighbors

ρ Foreign Incumbent 22.29
ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same EP group 1.97
ρ Foreign Incumbent: Different EP group 7.82

Each political party in the data has 22.29 neighbors, on average, that are foreign incumbents, and

only 2 neighbors that are foreign incumbents and belong to the same EP group. Also, each party has 8

neighbors that are foreign incumbents but belong to different EP groups. Focusing on our hypothesis,

the short-term effect for (ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same EP group) is 0.003. It is calculated from its

rounded coefficient of 0.002 multiplied by the average number of neighbors.

Substantively, a party’s left-right policy position would be 0.003 points higher in the short run,

if the two foreign incumbents (on average) in the same EP party group shift one unit to the right,

compared to the year before. For the second spatial lag variable (ρ Foreign Incumbent: Different

EP group), if all foreign incumbents in different EP party groups (that is eight on average) move to

the right, the statistically insignificant effect would be 0.001. The difference in the average number

of foreign incumbents between the same EP party group and other EP party groups is quite large,

and the implication of this difference is nontrivial. The fact that the short-term effect of ρ Foreign

Incumbent: Same EP group outperforms the short-term effect of ρ Foreign Incumbent: Different EP
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group underscores the substantive importance of belonging to the same EP party group: there are fewer

parties causing a greater overall effect on the focal party position. We also compare results to foreign

incumbents that are not represented in EP party groups in Model 7 in the Supplementary Appendix

(Table A4), and the party policy diffusion effects are greater for incumbent parties belonging to the

same EP party group than for incumbent parties that are not represented at all in the EP.

To further enhance the interpretation of learning and emulation within the same EP party group,

we rely on statistical simulation techniques (along the lines suggested by King, Tomz and Wittenberg

(2000)), and these analyses which are described in the Supplementary Appendix (Simulations) support

our conclusion.

Table 2: Single & Multiple Spatial Lag Regression Models (S-OLS and MSTAR)

Dependent variable: RILE Party Position

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Lagged RILE Party Position 0.752∗∗∗ 0.749∗∗∗ 0.752∗∗∗ 0.750∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Lagged Median Voter 0.488∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.434∗∗∗ 0.448∗∗∗

(0.159) (0.158) (0.158) (0.158)

Lagged Economic Globalization 0.032∗∗∗ 0.029∗∗ 0.027∗∗ 0.029∗∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Lagged Median Voter *
Lagged Economic Globalization −0.007∗∗∗ −0.006∗∗∗ −0.006∗∗∗ −0.006∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

ρ Foreign Incumbent 0.003∗∗∗

(0.001)

ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same EP group 0.002∗∗ 0.002∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

ρ Foreign Incumbent: Different EP group 0.0002 0.0001
(0.0003) (0.0003)

Constant −1.467∗ −1.094 −1.006 −1.083
(0.837) (0.819) (0.820) (0.820)

Party Fixed Effects X X X X
Year Fixed Effects X X X X

Observations 2,718 2,718 2,718 2,718
R2 0.888 0.888 0.888 0.888
Adjusted R2 0.877 0.877 0.876 0.877
Residual Std. Error 0.324 0.324 0.325 0.324

(df = 2465) (df = 2465) (df = 2465) (df = 2464)
F Statistic 77.639∗∗∗ 77.622∗∗∗ 77.417∗∗∗ 77.290∗∗∗

(df = 252; 2465) (df = 252; 2465) (df = 252; 2465) (df = 253; 2464)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Since our model includes a temporally lagged variable (Lagged RILE Party Position) the coefficient

estimates of the spatial lags only reflect short-term effects in a current year. Therefore, we estimate

asymptotic long-term effects for our spatial lag variables by considering the coefficient of our tempo-

rally lagged dependent variable (Plümper, Troeger and Manow, 2005; Plümper and Neumayer, 2010).
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The asymptotic long-term effects are shown in Figure 1.

The long-term effect of ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same EP group is 0.013. Thus, if the two foreign

incumbents in the same EP party group (on average) switch their left-right position by one, the effect

on a party is 0.013 (0.29 units on the original CMP/MARPOR scale). If all foreign incumbents in

different EP party groups switch their left-right position by one, the effect on a party is 0.007, and this

effect is not statistically different from zero. Also, Model 4 includes both spatial lag variables in a

multiple spatial lag regression model, and it suggests that belonging to the same EP party group is a

significant predictor of a party’s policy position while belonging to a different EP party group is not.

To evaluate the difference between the two spatial lag variables further, we use the variance-

covariance matrix and the parameter estimates of Model 4 and estimate expected values of the de-

pendent variable by setting the in-group (ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same EP group) and out-group (ρ

Foreign Incumbent: Different EP group) spatial lag variables at the ninetieth percentile, respectively.

This simulates a situation in which the neighbors within the same EP group have a cumulative RILE

of 35 and the parties in other EP groups have a cumulative RILE score of 104. All other variables

are held constant at their mean. After calculating first differences between the two expected values it

shows that in 894 out of 1000 simulations the expected value based on the parties from the same EP

group is larger than the expected value based on the different EP group. Thus the effect of (on average)

two incumbent parties within the same EP party group is larger than the effect of (on average) nearly

eight parties in other EP party groups.

Figure 1: Temporal short-term and asymptotic long-term effects of ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same EP
group and ρ Foreign Incumbent: Different EP group

p different EP group

p same EP group

−0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02

Spatial Effects

short−term

long−term

Note: The horizontal bars are 95 percent confidence intervals and the vertical dashed line represents a spatial
effect of 0. Estimates are based on Models 2 and 3 in Table 2.
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Conclusion

Previous research finds that policies diffuse across national boundaries, and that political parties are

influenced by foreign incumbent parties. Yet, this finding is at odds with anecdotal evidence about how

parties may influence one another through transnational party families. Here, we shed light on the ini-

tial non-finding around party family, by showing that the EP provides a direct institutionalized channel

for party policy diffusion through their party groups. Our results help to understand the consequences

of the upcoming EP election in May 2019 for national party politics. An illustrative example is given

by the French governing party La Republique en Marche. The party is expected to enter the EP (for

the first time) and gain between twenty and thirty seats. The implication of this study is that the party

will influence other national political parties within their EP party group. With respect to the British

exit from the EU, this suggests that UK parties will no longer be influenced by foreign incumbents in

Europe that are members of the same EP party groups (and nor will they have similar influence).
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Appendix

Simulations
We estimate the parameters of Model 2 and Model 3 and draw 1000 sets of simulated coefficients from their

posterior distribution. Next, we fix the spatial lag variables (ρ Foreign Incumbent: Same EP group and ρ Foreign
Incumbent: Different EP group) at the fifth (0.00 and 0.00) and ninety-fifth percentile (45.25 and 128.94) holding
all other variables at their means, and then 1000 expected values of the RILE Party Position are calculated.
Figure 3 shows the distributions of simulated expected values. In the left panel, we observe differences in
expected values of the RILE Party Position depending on whether the values of the spatial lag variable (ρ Foreign
Incumbent: Same EP group) are low or high. The means of the two distributions are different from each other
at conventional levels of statistical significance. In contrast, we observe no differences in expected values of the
RILE Party Position depending on whether the values of the spatial lag variable (ρ Foreign Incumbent: Different
EP group) are low or high. The two distributions are not different from each other at conventional levels of
statistical significance. This indicates that the positions of incumbent parties within the same EP group will
influence a focal party, while the positions of incumbent parties in other EP groups do not.

Figure A 2: Simulated expected values of RILE Party Position

Note: The plot shows the distribution of a focal party’s expected RILE position on the x-axis, based on
simulations fixing the spatial lag variables at the fifth (dark gray) and ninety-fifth percentile (light gray). The
y-axis indicates the number of simulations. Left panel: Same EP party group. Right panel: Different EP party
group. The left panel (for same EP party family) shows that left-right positions of a focal party are more
strongly influenced, i.e., pulled further to the left or right, by foreign incumbents in the same EP party family,
when compared to the effects simulated in the right panel for foreign incumbents that are not in the same EP
party family.

Additional Spatial Weights Matrices
The two matrices (W Foreign Incumbent: Same EP Group and W Foreign Incumbent: Different EP Group)

described in the main part of the manuscript connect parties that are represented at the EU level and affiliated with
an EP party group. However, there are further links between parties to explore where either partyi or the foreign
incumbent partyk is not affiliated/represented at the European level. As previously mentioned, each focal party
has on average 22.29 neighbors. Leaving aside, the 1.97 neighbors in the same EP group and 7.82 neighbors in
different EP groups there are around 12 neighbors left representing situations where either partyi or the foreign
incumbent partyk is not affiliated/represented at the European level. To consider links between parties that are
represented and affiliated at the EU level and parties that are not represented and affiliated at the EU level, we
construct the following additional connectivity matrices. The first one (W Foreign Incumbent: partyi & partyk
not affiliated/represented) is defined so that each element Wi,k,t receives a value of 1 if partyi and partyk are not
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based in the same country, partyi and partyk are not affiliated to an EP group or not represented in the EP and
partyk was part of the government (or the governing coalition) during the year before the last election in its own
system before time t. Second, (W Foreign Incumbent: partyi not affiliated/represented) is defined so that each
element Wi,k,t receives a value of 1 if partyi and partyk are not based in the same country, only partyi is not
affiliated to an EP group or not represented in the EP and partyk was part of the government (or the governing
coalition) during the year before the last election in its own system before time t. Third, (W Foreign Incumbent:
partyk not affiliated/represented) is defined so that each element Wi,k,t receives a value of 1 if partyi and partyk
are not based in the same country, only partyk is not affiliated to an EP group or not represented in the EP and
partyk was part of the government (or the governing coalition) during the year before the last election in its own
system before time t. The average number of neighbors for each of the three spatial weights matrices is shown
in table A3.

Table A 3: Average number of neighbors for additional spatial weights matrices

Spatial lag variable neighbors

ρ Foreign Incumbent: partyi & partyk not affiliated/represented 2.72
ρ Foreign Incumbent: partyi not affiliated/represented 6.85
ρ Foreign Incumbent: partyk not affiliated/represented 2.93

Additional Empirical Results
The coefficients of spatial lag variables considering non-affiliated and non-represented parties further sub-

stantiate the important role of being represented at the EU level in order to learn from and emulate foreign
incumbent parties (Table A4). The coefficient ρ Foreign Incumbent: partyi & partyk not affiliated/represented
is negatively signed and statistically significant at conventional levels which indicates that parties that are not
represented at the EU level or affiliated to an EP party group do not learn from and emulate each other but
instead move further apart in their RILE position. Similarly, the coefficient ρ Foreign Incumbent: partyi not
affiliated/represented indicates that parties that are not represented at the EU level or affiliated to an EP party
group do not learn from and emulate foreign incumbents that are represented at the EU level and affiliated to
an EP party group. Finally, the coefficient ρ Foreign Incumbent: partyk not affiliated/represented, statistically
significant at conventional levels, indicates that parties represented at the EU level and affiliated to an EP group
observe and respond to foreign incumbent parties that are not represented at the EU level or not affiliated to an
EP party group. This suggests that parties that are represented and affiliated at the EU level consider additional
channels. However, considering the short-term and long-term effect of the spatial lag based on shifts in left-right
positions of (on average) three foreign incumbents we see that learning from foreign incumbents that belong to
the same EP party group outweighs learning from foreign incumbents that are not represented at the EU level.
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Information about Political Parties

Table A 5: National Parties and Political Groups in the EP

EP MS MS Party Groups Party Groups No. of national parties

EP I (79’) 9 9 7 7 49

EP II (84’) 10 10 8 7 56

EP III (89’) 12 12 10 10 68

EP IV (94’) 12 12 9 9 77

EP V (99’) 15 15 8 8 90

EP VI (04’) 25 21 7 7 97

EP VII (09’) 27 21 7 7 113

Note: Numbers in plain font represent information from the European Parliamentary Research
Service. Numbers in bold represent our data set. The number of parties gives the absolute number of
parties that are included in our data per EP term.

Seat distribution in the EP by party groups (1979-2009)

Note: Consult table A13 for the full names of EP party groups.

Table A 6: Party Groups in the EP (1979)

EP Party Group Seats

SOC 112
EPP 108
ED 63
COM 44
L 40
DEP 22
CDI 11
NI 10
Total 410
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Table A 7: Party Groups in the EP (1984)

EP Party Group Seats

SOC 130
EPP 110
EDP 50
COM 41
L 31
RDE 29
RBW 20
DR 16
NI 7
Total 434

Table A 8: Party Groups in the EP (1989)

EP Party Group Seats

PES 180
EPP 121
LDR 49
ED 34
V 30
EUL 28
EDA 20
DR 17
LU 14
RBW 13
NI 12
Total 518

Table A 9: Party Groups in the EP (1994)

EP Party Group Seats

PES 198
EPP 156
ELDR 44
EUL 28
FE 27
EDA 26
G 23
ERA 19
EDN 19
NI 27
Total 567
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Table A 10: Party Groups in the EP (1999)

EP Party Group Seats

EPP-ED 233
PES 180
ELDR 50
GR/EFA 48
EUL/NGL 42
UEN 30
TGI 18
EDD 16
NI 9
Total 626

Table A 11: Party Groups in the EP (2004)

EP Party Group Seats

EPP-ED 268
PES 200
ALDE 88
GR/EFA 42
EUL/NGL 41
IND/DEM 37
UEN 27
NI 29
Total 732

Table A 12: Party Groups in the EP (2009)

EP Party Group Seats

EPP-ED 265
S&D 184
ALDE 84
GR/EFA 55
ECR 54
EUL/NGL 35
EFD 32
NI 27
Total 736
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Table A 13: List of Political Groups in the EP

Abbreviation Full name

ALDE* Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe
CDI* Group for the Technical Coordination and Defence of Independent Groups and Members
COM Communist and Allies Group
DR* Technical Group of the European Right
ECR European Conservatives and Reformists Group
ED/EPP-ED European Democrats/ European People’s Party - European Democrats
EDA Group of the European Democratic Alliance
EDD* Europe of Democracies and Diversities
EDG European Democratic Group
EFD* Europe of Freedom and Democracy Group
ELDR Group of the European Liberal Democrat and Reform Party
EN Europe of Nations
EPD Group of European Progressive Democrats
ERA* Group of the European Radical Alliance
EPP Group of the European People’s Party
EUL Group for the European United Left
EUL/NGL Confederal Group of the European United Left-Nordic Green Left
FE* Forza Europa
G The Green Group in the European Parliament
GR/EFA Group of the Greens-European Free Alliance
IND/DEM Independence/Democracy Group
L* Group of Liberals and Allies
LDR* Liberal and Democratic Reformist Group
LU Left Unity
NI* Non-Attached Members
PES Party of European Socialists
RBW Rainbow Group
SOC* Group of the Socialists
TGI* Technical Group of Independent Members - mixed group
UEN Union for Europe of the Nations Group

Note: * represent previous names or EP party groups that are not included in our data, however, they
are listed to understand the abbreviations in tables A6-A12.
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Table A14 - National parties included in empirical analysis

Austria
BZÖ Alliance for the Future of Austria (2007-2010)
FPÖ Austrian Freedom Party (1996-2010)
GRÜNE The Greens (1996-2010)
KPÖ Austrian Communist Party (2003-2010)
LIF Liberal Forum (1996-1998)
SPÖ Austrian Social Democratic Party (1996-2010)
ÖVP Austrian People’s Party (1996-2010)

Belgium
AGALEV Live Differently (1982-2010)
CVP Christian People’s Party (1977-2010)
ECOLO Ecologists (1982-2010)
LDD List Dedecker (2008-2010)
MR Reform Movement (2004-2010)
PLDP Liberal Democratic and Pluralist Party (1977-1980)
PRL Liberal Reformation Party (1977-1994)
PRL-FDF Liberal Reformation Party - Francophone Democratic Front (1996-1998)
PRL-FDF-MCC Liberal Reformation Party - Francophone Democratic Front - Citizens’ Movement for Change
(2000-2002)
PS Francophone Socialist Party (1979-2010)
PSC Christian Social Party (1977-2010)
PVV Party of Liberty and Progress (1977-2010)
SP Flemish Socialist Party (1977-2010)
SPIRIT Social, Progressive, International, Regionalist, Integrally Democratic and Forward-Looking (2008-2009)
SPIRIT Socialist Party Different (2004-2009)

Bulgaria
ATAKA National Union Attack (2006-2008)
BSP Bulgarian Socialist Party (2006-2008)
DSB Democrats for a Strong Bulgaria (2006-2008)
KzB Coalition for Bulgaria (2005-2008)
NDSV National Movement Simeon the Second (2005-2008)
ODS United Democratic Forces (2005-2008)

Cyprus
AKEL Progressive Party of the Working People (2005)
DIKO Democratic Party (2005)
DISY Democratic Coalition (2005)
KISOS Social Democrats’ Movement (2005)

Czech Republic
CSSD Czech Soc. Democ. Party (2005-2010)
KDU-CSL Christian and Democratic Union - Czech People’s Party (2007-2010)
KDU-CSL-US-DEU Christian and Democratic Union - Czech People’s Party - Freedom Union - Democratic
Union (2005)
KSCM Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia (2005-2010)
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ODS Civic Democratic Party (2005-2010)
SPR-RSC Association for the Republic - Republican Party of Czechoslovakia (2005)
SZ Green Party (2007-2010)

Denmark
CD Centre Democrats (1977-2006)
DF Danish People’s Party (1999-2010)
DKP Danish Communist Party (1977-1987)
EL Red-Green Unity List (1995-2010)
KF Conservative People’s Party (1977-2006)
KrF Christian People’s Party (1977-2006)
NY New Alliance (2008-2010)
RV Radical Party (1977-2010)
SD Social Democratic Party (1977-2010)
SF Socialist People’s Party (1977-2010)
V Liberals (1977-2010)
VS Left Socialist Party (1977-1986)

Estonia
EER Estonian Greens (2008-2010)
ER Estonian Reform Party (2005-2010)
IL Pro Patria Union (2005-2006)
K Estonian Center Party (2005-2010)
M People’s Party Moderates (2005-2010)
RP Union for the Republic (2005-2010)

Finland
KK National Coalition (1994-2010)
LKP Liberal People’s Party (1994)
NSP Progressive Finnish Party, also known as Young Finns (1996-1998)
SKL Finnish Christian Union (1994-2010)
SSDP Finnish Social Democrats (1994-2010)
VAS Left Wing Alliance (1994-2010)
VL Green Union (1994-2010)

France
CDP Centre, Democracy and Progress (1977)
CNIP National Centre of Independents and Peasants - Conservatives (1977-1992)
FN National Front (1987-2010)
GE Ecology Generation (1977-2010)
Les Verts The Greens (1994-2010)
MR Reformers’ Movement (1977)
PCF French Communist Party (1977-2010)
PS Socialist Party (1977-2010)
RPR Rally for the Republic - Gaullists (1977-2001)
UDF Union for French Democracy (1979-2010)
UMP Union for the Presidential Majority (2003-2010)
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Germany
90/Greens Alliance‘90/Greens (1984-2010)
CDU/CSU Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social Union (1977-2010)
FDP Free Democratic Party (1977-2010)
L-PDS The Left. Party of Democratic Socialism (2006-2008)
LINKE The Left (2010)
PDS Party of Democratic Socialism (1991-2004)
SPD Social Democratic Party of Germany (1977-2010)

Great Britain
Conservative Party (1977-2010)
Labour Party (1977-2010)
Liberal Party (1977-2010)
SDP Social Democratic Party (1984-1991)
SF Ourselves Alone (1998-2004)
UUP Ulster Unionist Party (1993-2004)

Greece
DIKKI Democratic Social Movement (1997-1999)
KKE Communist Party of Greece (1981-2006)
ND New Democracy (1981-2007)
PASOK Pan-Hellenic Socialist Movement (1981-2007)
Pola Political Spring (1994-1999)
SYP Progressive Left Coalition (1990-2003)
SYRIZA Coalition of the Left, Movements and Ecology (2005-2006)

Hungary
FiDeSz-MPSz Federation of Young Democrats - Hungarian Civic Union (2005-2010)
FiDeSz-MPSz-KDNP Alliance of Federation of Young Democrats - Hungarian Civic Union - Christian Demo-
cratic People’s Party (2007-2010)
MDF Hungarian Democratic Forum (2005-2009)
MSzDP Hungarian Social Democratic Party (2007-2010)
MSzP Hungarian Socialist Party (2005-2010)
SzDSz Alliance of Free Democrats (2005-2009)

Ireland
DLP Democratic Left Party (1993-2001)
Family of the Irish (1977-2010)
Green Party (1990-2010)
Labour Party (1997-2010)
PD Progressive Democrats (1988-2010)
Soldiers of Destiny (1977-2010)
WP Workers’ Party (1982-1992)

Italy
AD Democratic Alliance (1995-2000)
CCD Christian Democratic Centre (1997-2000)
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DC Christian Democrats (1977-2000)
DP Proletarian Democracy (1984-1991)
FI Go Italy (1995-2007)
FdV Green Federation (1988-2007)
House of Freedom (2002-2005)
IdV List Di Pietro - Italy of Values (2002-2010)
LN Northern League (1993-2010)
M-DL Daisy Democracy is Freedom (2002-2005)
MSI-DN Italian Social Movement-National Right (1977-2007)
NPSI New Italian Socialist Party (2002-2007)
Olive Tree (2002-2007)
PCI Italian Communist Party (1977-2005)
PD Democratic Party (2009-2010)
PI Pact for Italy (1995)
PLI Italian Liberal Party (1977-1993)
PR Radical Party (1977-2000)
PRC Communist Refoundation Party (1993-2007)
PRI Italian Republican Party (1977-1993)
PSDI Italian Democratic Socialist Party (1977-1993)
PSI Italian Socialist Party (1977-1995)
PdCI Party of Italian Communists (2002-2007)
PdL People of Freedom (2009-2010)
PdUP Proletarian Unity Party for Communism (The Manifesto/Proletarian Unity Party) (1977-1986)
RI Italian Renewal (1977-2000)
RnP Rose in the Fist (2007)
The Girasole (Sunflower) (2002-2005)
UdC Union of the Center (2007-2010)
White Flower (2002-2005)

Latvia
JL New Era (2005)
LC Latvian Way Union (2005)
LPP Latvia’s First Party (2005)
PCTVL For Human Rights in a United Latvia (2005)
TB-LNNK For Fatherland and Freedom - Latvian National Independence Movement (2005)
TP People’s Party (2005)

Luxembourg
CSV/PCS Christian Social People’s Party (1977-2010)
DP/PD Democratic Party (1977-2010)
GAP Green Alternative (1985-1993)
GLEI Green Left Ecological Initiative (1990-1993)
GLEI-GAP Green Left Ecological Initiative - Green Alternative (1995-2003)
KPL/PCL Communist Party (1977- 1993)
LSAP/POSL Socialist Workers’ Party (1977-2010)
The Greens (2005-2010)
The Left (2010)

Netherlands
CDA Christian Democratic Appeal (1978-2010)
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CU Christian Union (2003-2010)
DS’70 Democratic Socialists’70 (1977- 1980)
D’66 Democrats’66 (1977-2010)
GL Green Left (1990-2010)
LN Livable Netherlands (2003-2005)
LPF List Pim Fortuyn (2003-2005)
PPR Radical Political Party (1977-1988)
PVV Party of Freedom (2007-2010)
PvdA Labour Party (1977-2010)
SP Socialist Party (1995-2010)
VVD People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy (1977-2010)

Norway
DnA Norwegian Labour Party (1991-2006)
H Conservative Party (1991-2006)
KrF Christian People’s Party (1991-2006)
SV Socialist Left Party (1991-2006)
V Liberal Party (1991-2006)

Poland
LPR League of Polish Families (2005-2006)
PO Civic Platform (2005-2010)
PiS Law and Justice (2005-2010)
SLD Democratic Left Alliance (2006)

Portugal
BE Left Bloc (2000-2010)
CDS Social Democratic Center Party (1986-2010)
CDU Unified Democratic Coalition (1992-2008)
ID Democratic Intervention (1988-1990)
MDP Popular Democratic Movement (1986)
PCP Portuguese Communist Party (1986-2010)
PEV Ecologist Party ’The Greens’ (1986-2010)
PRD Democratic Renewal Party (1986-1990)
PS Socialist Party (1986-2010)
PSD Social Democratic Party (1986-2010)
UDP Popular Democratic Union (1986-1990)

Romania
PDL Democratic Liberal Party (2009-2010)
PNL National Liberal Party (2009-2010)

Slovakia
ANO Alliance of the New Citizen (2005)
HZDS Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (2005-2010)
KDH Christian Democratic Movement (2005-2010)
KSS Communist Party of Slovakia (2005)
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SDKÚ-DS Slovak Democratic and Christian Union - Democratic Party (2005-2010)
SDL’ Party of the Democratic Left (2005)
SNS Slovak National Party (2007-2010)
Smer Direction-Social Democracy (2005-2010)

Slovenia
For Real (2009-2010)
LDS Liberal Democracy of Slovenia (2005-2010)
Nsi New Slovenian Christian People’s Party (2005-2010)
SD Social Democratic Party (2005-2010)
SDS Slovenian Democratic Party (2005-2010)
SLS Slovenian People’s Party (2005-2010)
SNS Slovenian National Party (2005-2010)

Spain
CDS Centre Democrats (1986-1995)
CiU Convergence and Union (1986-2010)
IU United Left (1986-2010)
PDP Popular Democratic Party (1986-1988)
PL Liberal Party (1987-1988)
PP Popular Party (1986-2010)
PSOE Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party (1986-2010)

Sweden
FP People’s Party (1996-2010)
Kd Christian Democrats (1996-2010)
MP Green Ecology Party (1996-2010)
MSP Moderate Coalition Party (1996-2010)
SAP Social Democratic Labor Party (1996-2010)
VPK Left Communists Party (1996-2010)
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RILE & Selection into EP Party Groups
In this section we address a potential endogeneity problem. It may be the case that not only EP party group

affiliation, which is together with incumbency a defining criterion of connectivity in our spatial weights matrices,
affects a national party’s left-right position through learning and emulation but that a national party’s left-right
position simultaneously affects EP party group affiliation. Thus, we may observe simultaneity bias.

To learn about the severity of the concern we explore the relationship between national parties’ left-right
positions and EP group affiliation in several ways. We begin by describing differences between EP party groups
based on the left-right positions of affiliated national parties. Figure A3 presents the distribution of national
parties’ left-right position by EP party group. Three things stand out. First, the left-right positions of national
parties are certainly useful for understanding the dimensionality of party organization in the EP. In most years,
we are able to identify two balanced clusters consisting of (around three) EP party groups on the left (values
below five) and right (values above five) of the ideological spectrum. Second, however, we see that there are
many EP party groups within the two clusters that overlap in their left-right position. For example, the three
EP party groups having means above 5 in 2001 (UEN, EPP-ED, ELDR) seem to be indiscernible from each
other with regard to the left-right position. This is a first indication that national parties’ left-right position is no
decisive factor for the selection of national parties into EP party groups. Third, the interquartile ranges of many
of the EP party groups (e.g., ELDR and EPP in 1994; EUL/NGL in 2004) show that EP party groups often bring
together national parties that vary substantially in their left-right position.

Second, we investigate the extent to which a national party’s left-right position contributes to explaining EP
group affiliation at the beginning of each of the seven EP terms using conditional logit models. Figure A4 shows
the McFadden R2 or explained variance when using the absolute distance between a party’s left-right position
and the average left-right position of each of the EP party groups to explain selection into EP party groups. It
shows that left-right distance is a rather poor predictor of EP party group affiliation. On average 23% of the
variation in EP party group affiliation are explained by the left-right distance.

One also needs to keep in mind that this result considers the full set of choices. However, more realistically,
a radical right party would very likely never consider a communist or green EP party group as a real alternative.
If we reduce the choice set accordingly and let national parties choose between the EP party groups that are
located at the same side of the political spectrum instead of all available EP party groups, the McFadden R2 or
explained variance drops significantly for most EP terms.

In addition, figure A4 shows that the explanatory power of the variable becomes smaller over time. Thus,
other explanations seem to become more relevant as the general power of the EP increases. In the following we
discuss studies pointing to these alternative explanations.

Two robust findings in the literature on EP party groups suggest that left-right positions of national parties
are not the most important reason for a national political party’s selection into EP party groups. First, several
studies show that the left-right position is just one out of many policy positions that matter (McElroy and Benoit,
2009, 2010; Bressanelli, 2012). For example, more specific policy positions such as on deregulation or the
environment are vital. In addition, a party’s position on European integration is identified as a second dimension
that structures national political parties’ EP party group affiliation. The example of the Conservatives in the
UK leaving the EPP-ED group described in Hix and Noury (2018) illustrates the importance of this second
dimension:

(...) Now, in ideological terms, the UK Conservatives were close to the EPP-ED average on a
left-right scale but considerably less pro-European than the average member of that group: the UK
Conservatives were at 6.56 on a 1-10 left-right scale compared to an EPP-ED median of 6.74, but
at 2.56 on a 1-7 anti-/pro-Europe scale compared to an EPP-ED median of 5.55. In fact, when
averaging across all the policy positions of the national parties and European political groups,
McElroy and Benoit (2010) found that the UK Conservatives were closer to the average member
of the (more right-wing and Eurosceptic) Union for a Europe of the Nations (UEN) group than the
average member of the EPP-ED. From a policy congruence point of view, then, it made sense for
the UK Conservatives to leave the EPP-ED group and form a new more Eurosceptic group (ECR),
which they did in June 2009 (cf. McElroy and Benoit 2011)
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Figure A 3: National parties in EP party groups on the general left-right scale.

Note: The figure represents EP party groups with two national party observation at least.
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Second, there are factors beyond policy congruence that are vital to a national party’s decision which EP
party group to join. Analyzing the full population of national party switches from one EP party group into
another EP party group between two EP terms, Hix and Noury (2018) show that the absolute distance on a 0-10
left-right scale between a national party and the median party of the EP party group before switching to a new
group had no effect on the decision to switch. Rather the results show that political power (e.g., policy influence,
access to resources) explains party switching from one EP party group to another. This suggests that national
parties primarily switch from weak to powerful EP party groups. In sum, party’s left-right positions contribute to
understanding party organization in the EP, however, the variable itself is a rather poor explanation. Other policy
dimensions such as pro/anti European integration are relevant. In addition, parties strongly consider power when
selecting into EP party groups (Hix and Noury, 2018). Given the discussion and additional analysis provided,
we do not consider a party’s EP party group affiliation to be determined by its RILE position.

Figure A 4: McFadden R-Squared
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