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The threat of terrorism within the European
Union and its counterterrorism policy

MEPs torn between national interests and party politics

ABSTRACT

Since the member states of the European Union are differently affected by terrorist attacks, the question
arises whether the voting behavior of the respective Members of the European Parliament (MEPSs) vary,
in regard of their countries of origin. Do MEPs rather vote alongside country line or alongside party lines
when it comes to counter terror resolutions? Since this research question has not sufficiently been tar-
geted in the existing research, this thesis sheds light onto the research gap by quantitatively analyzing
14 counter terrorism resolutions over 15 years and by applying two competing theories, namely the lib-
eral Intergovernmentalism (LI) and the securitization theory. The astonishing result is relatively clear:
the voting behavior of the MEPs concerning counter-terrorism legislation is predominantly influenced
by their EPG affiliation, and not by their national interests. Furthermore, MEPs who are ideologically
positioned further right on the left-right ideological scale are more likely to support counter-terrorism

legislation in comparison to MEPs who are ideologically embedded further left.

KEY WORDS
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INTRODUCTION

According to Rule 2 of the Parliament’s Rules of Proce-
dures, the Members of the European Parliament (MEPs)
“(...) shall exercise their mandate freely and inde-
pendently, (and) shall not be bound by any instructions
and shall not receive a binding mandate.” (European
Parliament 2019:12). This condition gives the impression
that MEPs take each vote individually, solely based upon
their own opinion. However, the question arises whether
their voting behavior is nevertheless additionally led by
external influences, or even coercions? The MEPs are
delegates from their national parties, they are moreover
members of European party groups (EPGs), and addition-
ally represent the preferences of their countries of origin.
Thereby, they are exposed to different expectations and
carry various influences. Thus, the following research
question arises: What determines the voting behavior of
the MEPs?

There is an extensive literature analyzing the voting be-
havior of parliamentarians, to which this master thesis
speaks to. Most of the scholars agree that the votes of
parliamentarians, such as the here analyzed MEPs, are
primarily and dominantly influenced by their EPG affilia-
tion rather than their national interests. “Almost every-
thing is explained by political group affiliation.” (Noury
2002:52). This argumentation is rooted in the fact that
the ideological dimension, based upon which the MEPs
are organized in EPGs, is decisive for their voting behav-
ior. Furthermore, it is argued that the EPGs can establish
intra-group cohesion through sanctioning mechanisms
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and incentives (Attina 1990; Hix, Noury and Roland
2007, 2009; Kreppel and Tsebelis 1999).

If (the MEPs’) ‘true’ preferences are such that
nationality matters more than ideology, then we
should see MEPs voting along national lines on
non-legislative resolutions. But (...), this is not
the case. Member state, territory or nationality
are not strong determinants of voting behaviour
in the European Parliament. In contrast, there is
overwhelming evidence that left-right prefer-
ences are the dominant determinants of MEP and
party behaviour on all issues in the Furopean
Parliament.” (Hix, Noury and Roland 2007:68)

While this argumentation and the empirical evidence
sound convincing, there are other strands of literature
arguing that national interest dominate the policy-
making process within a supranational institution. This
occurs especially in the domain of the foreign and securi-
ty politics, since countries see these domains as their
core national interests, their prerogatives and raisons
détre (Keukeleire and Delreux 2014:23; Raunio and Wag-
ner 2017:9f.). Thus, they do not accept to lose their
sphere of influence in this sensitive field to a suprana-
tional body such as the European Union (EU). Rather,
countries are eager to control their foreign and defense
policy themselves, since their geopolitical interests pre-
vail over the European ideology (Moravcsik 1998:430),
resulting in the limited competencies of the EU in the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) domain.
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Thus, the EU legislation related to foreign and defense
policy is highly contested and is therefore expected to be
predominantly shaped by national preferences.

Hence, these two above mentioned conflicting theories
result in a puzzle, namely the question whether the dom-
inance of the EPGs” influence on their MEPs is also appli-
cable to the EU legislation within the CFSP domain
where national interests often prevail since legislation
touching upon security and foreign policy is a sensitive
issue in the EU.

This theoretical puzzle is highly relevant since it has not
yet been answered satisfactory. Different studies exam-
ining the voting behavior of MEPs in the domain of the
external dimension led to varying outcomes on whether
the EPGs or the national delegations are more cohesive
and therefore have a prevailing influence over the na-
tional interests. Attina argued for example in his early
study that the cohesion within the EPGs was higher in
international issues such as security, foreign policy, or
armament questions than in other issues due to the af-
finity of the EP with international political questions
(Attina 1990:572). These findings are in contrast with
scholars who showed that the EPG cohesion is lower on
external relations issues, since some of these issues split
the MEPs along national lines (Hix, Noury and Roland
2007:127).

Thus, this master thesis aims at solving this puzzle by
focusing on one specific and well-defined field within the
domain of the CFSP, namely the counter-terrorism legis-
lations. Hence, in the following, the voting behavior of
MEPs concerning legislations within this policy field is
examined quantitatively. Thereby, the above introduced
research question regarding the decisive influences on
the MEP’s voting behavior is being answered by analyz-
ing the case of the counter-terrorism legislation of the
EP in the time frame of 2004 — 2019.

The policy field of counter-terrorism is chosen since ter-
rorist attacks on European soil are becoming more fre-
quent. The EU acknowledges the threat of terrorism and
declares its fight against it as a top priority (General Sec-
retariat of the Council 2020). The timeframe is defined as
stated since the first terrorist attack within the EU took
place in Madrid in 2004 and reliable data later than 2019
are limited. Additionally, this research period thereby
spans over three legislative terms of the EP, enabling the
analysis of various relevant legislative acts.

The methodological approach of this master thesis con-
tains a two-step empirical analysis. The first step aims at
determining whether a MEP is more likely to vote ac-
cording to other MEPs from the same EPG with which
hel is affiliated, or whether he rather votes likewise
MEPs from his country of origin. These findings are sub-
stantiated in the second step, which sheds light on the
individual differences potentially influencing the MEPs’
individual voting behavior, namely the MEPs” ideological

position and the perceived threat of terrorism in their
countries of origin. The conducted empirical analysis
provides significant evidence for the prevailing effect of
the MEPs” EPG affiliation over the influence of the na-
tional interests, despite the here analyzed sensitive do-
main of the counter-terrorism legislation. Thereby, it
supports the hypothesis of previous studies arguing for
the dominance of the EPG. This assumption can there-
fore also be applied onto the here examined case of one
specific field within the CFSP, namely the counter-
terrorism legislation.

THEORY

There is a vast academic literature regarding the Europe-
an Parliament (EP), targeting its development, its com-
position, its role, and its position within the EU. This
thesis speaks mainly to the literature of the legislative
behavior of parliamentarians, especially of the MEPs. In
the following, two different strands of theories are intro-
duced, both aiming at explaining the MEPs” voting be-
havior.

The first theory argues that MEPs vote according to their
EPG affiliation, resulting in a high intra-group cohesion
of EPGs, which will be formulated in Hla. This assump-
tion has been examined and proven through various
quantitative studies which analyzed RCVs of past EP
legislative terms. However, valuable counterarguments
against the domination of MEPs” EPG affiliation can be
found, arguing that the national interests also play a
crucial role, especially in contested domains such as the
EU CFSP. Thus, as a competing theory, the Liberal Inter-
governmentalism (LI) is used, which justifies the pre-
dominance of the national interests. These assumptions
are formulated in the following in H1b.

INTRA-EPG COHESION

To elaborate about the state of the research regarding
the voting behavior of the MEPs according to the EPG
lines, a brief background of the development and organi-
zation of EPGs is needed at first. EPGs were established
as party groups along the ideological lines in the 1970s.
The Social democratic party was founded as the first EPG
in 1974, followed by the Association of Liberal and Dem-
ocratic Parties and the European People’s Party of the
Conservatives in 1976 (Hix 2003:160f.). Democratically
elected MEPs are not grouped alongside their national
lines, but rather sit according to their ideological prefer-
ences in party groups in the EP. This is done in order to
avoid the dominance of national points of view and to
underline the supranational character of the EP (Raunio
1997:36). These EPGs “(...) are much more than proce-
dure requisites. They assemble elected representatives of
national parties which share a consistent similarity in
political ideologies and strategies.” (Attina 1990:557).

'In this paper, the generic masculine is used for better readability. Female and other gender identities are explicitly included.

Seite 3

WISI ONLINE SPECIAL EDITION 2



Theresa Fuchs | The threat of terrorism within the European Union and ist counter-terrorism policy

Moreover, the EPGs do not only act as umbrella organi-
zations for national parties but turned into powerful ac-
tors over time. They share the cost of gathering infor-
mation, divide the workload, and issue voting instruc-
tions for their members. Thereby, they are lowering the
costs of each MEP and increase his chance of achieving
the aspired policy goals (Hix, Noury and Roland
2009:821f.).

The importance of EPGs is shown since a vast literature
argues that the voting behavior of the MEPs is first and
foremost influenced by the preferences of their EPGs,
since the “(...) legislative behavior in the EP is structured
more by party affiliation than national affiliation. MEPs
are more likely to vote with their EP party groups than
with MEPs from their Member State (who sit in other EP
groups).” (Hix 2001:684).

Since this master thesis analyzes the voting behavior of
MEPs regarding counter-terrorism, scholars addressing
the voting behavior of MEPs in the domain of external
relations, such as Raunio and Wagner, who published
different studies on this issue (Raunio and Wagner 2017;
Raunio and Wagner 2020a, 2020b, 2020c), are highly rel-
evant. They acknowledge that the MEPs would have good
reasons to follow the interests of their country of origin
in key issues within the domain of external relations,
since national interests often prevail over supranational
preferences in the EU’s foreign policy (Raunio and Wag-
ner 2017:10). Nevertheless, their most recent study
proves that the prevailing effect of party cohesion over
country cohesion can also be traced in external relations,
arguing that “(...) foreign policy is indeed ‘business like
any other’ in the Parliament” (Raunio and Wagner
2020b:11). Even Attina argued in his early study that the
cohesion within the EPG was higher in international is-
sues including security, foreign policy, or armament
questions than in other issues due to the affinity of the
EP with international political questions (Attina
1990:572).

The here examined EPG cohesion is defined by Hix and
Lord as “(...) the cohesion of the party groups (...) mean
(s) their ability to achieve internal unity and make deci-
sions without
ence.” (1997:140). Through the measurement and com-
parison of the intra-EPG cohesion with the cohesion
within the national delegations, it is assessed whether
the MEPs rather vote according to their EPG affiliation or
according to their national delegation, hence their na-
tional interests. Thereby, the question whether the EPGs
dominate the legislative process within the EP or not,
can be answered. Summarizing, based on the above out-
lined state of the art and the therein contained theory,
the following hypothesis is constructed:

Hla: The cohesion within the EPGs is higher than the
cohesion of national delegations when voting on counter
-terrorism legislation.

excessive outside interfer-
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A dominating effect of the EPGs influence on the MEPs
voting behavior is assumed. The cohesion within the
EPGs is therefore expected to be higher than the cohe-
sion within the national delegations. This hypothesis will
be tested on the case of the EP’s counter-terrorism legis-
lation in the 6th, 7th, and 8th legislative term during
2004 - 2019.

COHESION OF NATIONAL DELEGATIONS

Despite the above introduced overwhelming literature
regarding the dominance of party lines in the legislative
behavior of the MEPs, there are nevertheless cases and
domains questioning the predominance of the EPG influ-
ence. As an example, the case study of Callaghan and
Hoppner demonstrated the predominance of national
interests and showed a division within the EPGs along-
side the national lines (Callaghan and Hopner 2005:307,
321).

Most of the scholars acknowledge that national interests
can undermine the EPG cohesion in certain situations.
This holds especially true when national interests are at
stake, when some issues are of higher importance for
certain member states than for others, or as the result of
lobbying by national actors. This occurs in particular in
foreign policy legislation (Costello and Thomson
2016:774, 781; Hix, Noury and Roland 2007:90, 127;
Raunio 1997:84, 108). Therefore, EPGs sometimes decide
not to release a voting instruction regarding internation-
al issues and thus allow their EPGs to use their free man-
date (Hix, Noury and Roland 2007:127). Moreover, pres-
sure is exercised on MEPs if the national interests’ con-
flict with the EPG line. Then, national parties as well as
the MEP’s EPG pressure the MEPs through high-level
meetings and written briefings (Costello and Thomson
2016:774f.).

The LI is consulted to theoretically underpin the argu-
ment of the prevalence of the national preferences.
While it was originally used to explain integration pro-
cesses, such as the EU’s, it is here applied to the case of
the voting behavior of the MEPs concerning counter-
terrorism legislation. Hence, it argues that the cohesion
of the national delegations should be higher than the
intra-EPG cohesion since the national interests prevail.
The Intergovernmentalism goes back to Hoffmann
(1966), was theoretically embedded by Moravcsik (1991,
1993, 1998), and originally aimed at explaining the inte-
gration on the international level. According to Hoff-
mann, integration does only occur in policy areas where
states constantly profit from the cooperation and do not
draw disadvantage from delegating competencies. Thus,
the gains must constantly outweigh the losses for inte-
gration to happen in an issue area. According to Hoff-
mann, integration in high politics areas, such as defense
and foreign politics, is highly unlikely and unrealistic for
the future (Hoffmann 1966). According to Hoffman and
his slogan more obstinate than obsolete, the intergov-
ernmentalist approach stresses the national core compe-
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tence of the states regarding external issues. Thereby, it
is limiting the theoretical implication expecting further
international integration in the foreign policy domain.
(Hoffmann 1966:869, 892-908). Moravcsik extended
Hoffmann’s intergovernmentalist approach by applying
it onto the case of the formation of the Single European
Act, and explaining a deepened EU integration through
Intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik 1991:56). Later he
expanded the theory by adding a liberal perspective by
including background on how national preferences are
formed, thereby manifesting the LI. Domestic societal
groups formulate, depending on their interests and their
influence, preferences which are then aggregated by the
government (Moravcesik 1993:482f.). The underlying as-
sumption of the liberal intergovernmentalism is thus
that the “(...) state behaviour reflects the rational actions
of governments constrained at home by domestic socie-
tal pressures and abroad by their strategic environ-
ment.” (Moravcsik 1993:474). According to the LI, state
preferences are shaped by domestic groups, leading to
the fact that national preferences are not fixed potential-
ly changed by exogenous influences regarding their ideo-
logical, geopolitical and economic environment
(Moravcsik 1998:22f.).

The ground-breaking book The Choice for Europe by
Moravcsik in 1998 tested the LI over different cases of EU
integration. It further extended the LI by the possibility
that other actors, not only states, are involved in the
bargaining process on the international level, while
states remain nevertheless the most decisive actors re-
garding all international relevant decisions. (Moravcsik
1998). Due to its principle that states are the most im-
portant actors in the international system, the LI over-
laps with realism. However, these two theories differ
since the LI argues that states are no black boxes since
their underlying national preferences are shaped by their
political economy (Moravcesik 1991:27, 1998:3,6).

Thus, the integration as well as the state’s preferences
are driven by the geopolitical and economic interests of
the state, while the importance of the geopolitical influ-
ence is based upon the linkage between the economic
policies and the wunderlying politico-military goals
(Moravcsik 1998:26f., 428). Moravcsik divides the inter-
national negotiations in three different stages, namely
the formation of national preferences, the interstate bar-
gaining, and the institutional choice. These preferences
are being bargained over with other states (Moravcsik
1998:20).

“The liberal intergovernmentalist view seeks to
account for major decisions in the history of the
EC by positing a two-stage approach. In the first
stage, national preferences are primarily deter-
mined by the constraints and opportunities im-
posed by economic interdependence. In the sec-
ond stage, the outcomes of intergovernmental
negotiations are determined by the relative bar-
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gaining power of governments and the functional
incentives for institutionalization
(..).” (Moravcsik 1993:517).

Moravcsik furthermore agrees with Hoffmann that inte-
gration in the domain of foreign and security policy is
not realistic because states are not willing to hand over
competencies in this domain, since the member states
see their foreign policy as their prerogative and raison
d'étre (Keukeleire and Delreux 2014:23). Thus, they do
not want to lose their influence in this field to a suprana-
tional body but want to maintain full control over their
foreign and defense policy, since their geopolitical inter-
ests prevail over the European ideology (Moravcsik
1998:430). This leads to an expected domination of na-
tional interests over party politics. Legislative acts within
the contested domain of the CFSP are therefore highly
sensitive and expected to be primarily shaped by national
preferences, also due to the lack of competencies of the
EU.

Thus, national interests are expected to dominate party
politics in the domain of the CFSP, also in the EP when
foreign policy issues are on the MEPs” agenda (Raunio
1997:108). Empirical evidence regarding the lower cohe-
sion of EPGs on external issues was for example found by
Hix, Noury, Roland, who argued that “(s)ome external
relations issues (...) split MEPs on national lines as well
as along party lines.” (2007:127). Raunio and Wagner
justify these findings by arguing that the spirit of the
politics stops at the water’s edge can be found within the
CFSP, meaning that the party politics is put aside, and a
consensus is aimed for to enable the actor to speak with
one voice regarding sensitive CFSP issues (Raunio and
Wagner 2020c:6). These findings are in contrast with the
above-introduced findings by Attina, who argued that
the intra-EPG cohesion is higher regarding issues related
to foreign and security policy in comparison to other
domains (1990:572).

Especially the domain of the CFSP is shaped rather inter-
governmentalist since EU institutions have limited com-
petencies in this field. The EP managed nevertheless to
increase its role significantly towards being a decisive
actor in the EU external relations, with its votes influenc-
ing legislations such as international trade agreements,
the EUs” development policy and the accession of new EU
members (Raunio and Wagner 2017:6). While the prima-
ry goal of the LI was to explain EU integration (Moravcsik
1991:27), the theory can nevertheless be used for the
MEPs’ legislative behavior since every adopted legisla-
tion by the EP results in a deepened EU integration.
Thus, when applying the LI on the case of counter-
terrorism legislation voted upon in the EP, it can be ex-
pected that the voting behavior of the MEPs is rather led
by national interests than by the EPGs preferences. As a
competing hypothesis to Hla, it is therefore expected
that the cohesion of national delegations is higher than
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the EPG cohesion in the field of the counter-terrorism
legislation.

HIb: The intra-group cohesion of the national
delegation is higher than the intra-EPG cohesion
when voting on counter-terrorism legisiation.

INFLUENCE OF MEP’S DIFFERENCES

Beside the influence from their EPG and their national
preferences, individual differences, such as the MEPs’
ideology or their countries of origin are argued to play a
crucial role regarding their attitude towards a resolution.
Thus, these underlying individual differences amongst
the MEPs will be analyzed since they are expected to
influence the MEPs” voting behavior concerning the ana-
lyzed counter-terror legislation. The two following as-
sumptions each substantiate one of the above-
mentioned hypotheses and help us to learn more about
the underlying reasons regarding the MEPs” preferences.
Since these hypotheses serve mainly as a support for
either Hla or Hlb, their theoretical framework will be
addressed more briefly than the theory of the first two
hypotheses, because these build the main theoretical
part.

INFLUENCE OF THE MEPS’ DIFFERENT IDEOLOGICAL
POSITIONS

It can be argued that the different ideologies of the MEPs
are a decisive factor for their vote, especially on sensitive
issues within the CFSP domain, such as the counter-
terrorism legislation. The underlying theory, which is
referred to in this context, is known as the law and order
politics. This theoretical approach is applicable since the
counter-terrorism resolutions analyzed here can be seen
as law and order policies.

Law and order politics can be defined as the following:

“The term ‘law and order politics’ describes a
pattern of public discourse in which one political
party or politician seeks to gain electoral ad-
vantage over another through exaggerated (or
false) claims about crime and promises of (ever)
tougher policies to deal with it. Practitioners of
law and order politics routinely deride their op-
ponents as ‘soft on crime’ and with being more
concerned about the rights of offenders than the
welfare of crime victims.” (Wakefield and Flem-
ing 2009:185).

Measures advocated by law and order politics may in-
clude for example the demand for a higher funding for
the police and prisons, a zero tolerance policy of the po-
lice, stricter laws concerning the prevention and prose-
cution of crimes, more extensive surveillance of public
places, comprehensive interception measures, or more
police presence in the public (Hartleb 2004:126f.). How-
ever, the underlying motives of parties and politicians
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advocating for law and order politics is rarely the crime
control, but usually a mean to generate more power, and
thus, the “(...) crime control (as) the ostensible objective
of the politics of law and order, frequently takes a back
seat to the scramble for power and position among poli-
ticians (...).” (Scheingold 1984 :xii).

Traditionally, conservative and right-wing parties are
more likely to support law and order policies than green
or social democratic parties (Wenzelburger 2020:7,97).
Conservative parties as well as populist or right-wing
parties portray themselves as the preservers of the na-
tional identity and want to be seen as the saviors of the
culturally homogenous community (Minkenberg
1998:174). Therefore, these parties demand a more in-
tensive fight against crime, claiming that the social order
has to be re-established and that the silent majority of
the population has to be defended as a result of the in-
creasing crime rate (Hartleb 2004:125).

The threat posed by terrorism, terrorist acts and terrorist
organizations is on the rise causing multiple fatalities in
Europe per year. The European Council and the Council
of the European Union also frame the threat of terrorism
as the following: “Terrorism threatens our security, the
values of our democratic societies and the rights and
freedoms of European citizens. Fighting terrorism is a
top priority for the EU and its member states as well as
its international partners.” (General Secretariat of the
Council 2020). Therefore, terrorism can be seen as an
issue related to crime, and can be incorporated in the
definition of law and order policies (Wenzelburger
2020:6). Thus, this theoretical construct of law and order
politics is applicable to cases concerning counter-
terrorism policies.

When applying this theory onto the case of the counter-
terrorism legislation in the EP, the following assumption
can be made, since the legislative acts analyzed here can
be categorized as law and order policies: MEPs who are
positioned on the right side of the ideological left-right
dimension are expected to be more likely to vote in favor
of counter-terrorism laws than MEPs who are located on
the left side of the ideological spectrum. However, since
the assessment of each individual MEPs” ideological po-
sition is out of the scope, it is being operationalized
through their EPG affiliation and its respective ideologi-
cal position. Thus, the above-introduced assumption
regarding the MEPs” ideological position is being applied
to the EPGs’ position on the left-right dimension, result-
ing in the following hypothesis:

H2: The further right a MEP's EPG lies on the
ideological left-right spectrum, the more likely
he is to approve a counter-terror legislation.

INFLUENCE OF THE MEPS’ DIFFERENT COUNTRIES

OF ORIGIN

Besides the differing ideologies, it can be argued that
further differences among the MEPs, such as specificities
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of their countries of origin, play a crucial role. The as-
sumption formulated in H1b argues that the voting be-
havior of the MEPs, especially regarding legislations
within the contested CFSP domain, is primarily shaped
by their national interests. Deriving from this hypothe-
sis, it is argued that the different perceptions of threat of
terrorism by the population in the member states plays
an important role concerning the MEPs” voting behavior.
The underlying theoretical construct is the collective
securitization. This theory argues that besides a national
state, a supranational organization such as the EU can
also act as a securitizing actor (Sperling and Webber
2017, 2019). This theory builds upon the securitization
theory of the Copenhagen School, which elaborates the
effect of framing an issue as a security issue by a securit-
izing actor (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998). According
to this theory, securitization can be defined as “the dis-
cursive process through which an intersubjective under-
standing is constructed within a political community to
treat something as an existential threat to a valued refer-
ent object, and to enable a call for urgent and exception-
al measures to deal with the threat.” (Buzan and Waever
2003:491). The collective securitization constructed by
Sperling and Webber firstly advances the securitization
theory of the Copenhagen School by opening it up to
different sectors. Another extension is the acknowledge-
ment of the importance of the interactions with the pub-
lic by including the recursive interaction, which means
that the member states and their populations “(...) serve
as the validating audience of a securitisation move
(...)” (Sperling and Webber 2017:21).

The collective securitization theory is applied onto the
EU in the present study. Concerning the securitization of
terrorism, one can argue that the terrorist attack of Sep-
tember 11th 2001 (9/11) can be seen as the precipitating
event which led to the collective securitization of terror-
ism as a security threat by the EU. By the securitizing
move through European leaders, terrorism was therefore
successfully framed as a security threat. Thereby, the
European political elite was enabled to formulate policy
objectives and to push for further EU integration by pro-
moting relevant EU legislation concerning counter-
terrorism measurements (Kaunert and Léonard 2019:266
-269). The MEPs are part of the securitization actors
since they are the only democratically elected EU officials
and adopt legislation, thereby contributing to the secu-
ritization process.

According to Raunio and Wagner, the securitization of an
issue as a security threat leads to the decrease of party
politics. This holds especially true for issues located in
the hard field of the security and defense domain since
the party political division is more likely to be overcome
if an issue is existential to the continued existence of the
community (Raunio and Wagner 2020b:8). Since the
counter-terrorism legislation analyzed here lies in the
domain of the CFSP, this assumption can be seen as the
first theoretical indication that the EPGs influence on the
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MEPs decreases regarding resolutions linked to foreign
or security related issues. This presumption, that party
politics is not mainly decisive for votes within the CFSP,
is contrary to H2, which assumes that the ideological
differences predominantly influence the voting behavior
of the MEPs.

Referring back to the fourth step in the collective securit-
ization cycle, the audience is granted an influential role
through the recursive interaction (Sperling and Webber
2017:26). When applying this onto the here analyzed
case of counter-terrorism legislation, it can be expected
that the European population plays a decisive role in
influencing the EP’s legislation and the MEPs” voting
behavior. Therefore, the perceived threat of terrorism is
considered, since it is expected that the attitude of the
European population towards terrorism affects the MEPs.
The perception of the European population regarding
threat of terrorism varies over the different EU member
states (European Commission 2005:77). These differ-
ences are partially rooted in the fact that different coun-
tries are differently affected by terrorism with some
countries having suffered from multiple terrorist attacks
with different ideological or religious backgrounds while
other EU member states have not yet been targeted by
terrorist attacks. However, the different perception does
not necessarily result from the objective number of ter-
rorist attacks but can also be influenced by a country’s
attitude towards menaces, its resilience and history.
Thus, the perceived level of threat of terrorism is consid-
ered rather than the objective level, since the attitude of
the population is expected to play a role, and the peo-
ple’s attitude is driven by emotions rather than hard
facts.

Therefore, the following hypothesis substantiates H1b
and assumes that the higher the perceived level of threat
of terrorism in a MEPs” country of origin, the more likely
it is for him to support the respective counter-terrorism
resolution.

H3: The greater the perceived threat of terrorism
in a member state, the more likely it is for MEPs
representing this country to vote in favor of
counter-terrorism legislation at EU level.

RESEARCH DESIGN

This master thesis follows a quantitative approach, aim-
ing at answering the above generated research question
and at testing the introduced four different hypotheses.
The quantitative approach is chosen to analyze the ob-
ject of investigation, the voting behavior of the MEPs
regarding counter-terrorism legislation, over the time
span of three legislative terms in the EP. This allows for a
higher number of resolutions to be examined, namely 14
legislative acts between 2004 - 2019, avoiding the speci-
ficities of one resolution to dominate the analysis and
hereby enabling a generalization of the outcome. The
sum of all the individual votes taken by the MEPs over
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the three different legislative terms for the 14 legisla-
tions amounts to over 8.950 individual voting acts.

Since all relevant legislative acts are considered and ana-
lyzed, there is no risk of a distorted sampling or a selec-
tion bias. The data is therefore representative, and the
calculations can easily be reproduced, since all the ana-
lyzed votes on the legislative acts are publicly available.
The approach is furthermore deductive, applying the
above mentioned different theoretical approaches re-
garding the voting behavior of MEPs onto the case of
counter-terrorism legislation of the EU during the re-
search period 2004 - 2019.

The here conducted two-step approach allows to firstly
target the cohesion within the EPGs and within the na-
tional delegations in order to find out whether the MEPs’
EPG affiliation prevails or whether it is their national
interests which predominate the MEPs” voting behavior.
In a second step, the individual differences of the MEPs,
namely their ideological position and the perceived
threat of terrorism in their countries of origin, are being
examined. In this course, H2 and H3, which substantiate
the main hypotheses Hla and H1b, are tested. This ana-
lytical approach is visualized in the following figure.

The research period of the present works spans from
2004 to 2019. The start of this timeframe is chosen since
the first attack on European soil took place in Madrid in
2004. Moreover, a new legislative term in the EP started
in this year as well, thereby facilitating the gathering of
data concerning potentially relevant counter-terrorism
legislation. 2019 as the time of end is designated due to
the limited availability of the most recent Eurobarometer
surveys and because of the end of the 8th European Par-
liament legislation term. This research period allows the
analysis of 14 counter-terrorism resolutions voted upon
by the MEPs, matched with the most recent Eurobarome-
ter survey data.

Hla: Their EPG H2: Their ideological
affiliation position
RQ: What determines
the voting behavior of
MEPs?
L 5 H3: The perceived

H1b: Their country of

e level of threat in their
origin

countries of origin

Figure 1: visualization of hypotheses—own depiction

CASE SELECTION

The cases of the counter-terrorism legislation analyzed
here were selected according to four different criteria,
namely the fact that the EP voted upon them, the date of
the vote, the thematic relevance of the resolution as well
as the voting mechanism used in the vote. These criteria
are introduced in more detail in the following.

Since the research question examines the voting behav-
ior of the MEPs, the resolutions must firstly be voted
upon by the EP. The EP has only limited competencies
regarding the legislative process. This criterion elimi-
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nates some important and even some mile-stone resolu-
tions, such as the European Council Declaration on Com-
bating Terrorism of 2004, or the European Union Counter
-Terrorism Strategy of 2005 (Council of the European
Union 2005; European Council 2004). In comparison to
the Council and the national governments, the role of
the EP in the CFSP legislation remains minor.

Secondly, the resolutions must be voted upon by the EP
during the defined timeframe of 2004 — 2019. This period
spans over three legislative terms and covers different
periods, in which the EU suffered from terrorist attacks.
Thereby, a direct linkage of one terrorist attack onto the
EU counter-terrorism legislation is avoided and the indi-
vidual attacks become less important.

The third criterion concerns the thematic relevance of
the resolutions. Since this work analyzes the voting be-
havior of MEPs concerning legislative acts in the domain
of the CFSP, more specifically counter-terrorism legisla-
tion, only resolutions with a thematic relevance are se-
lected. The assessment whether a legislation is relevant
or not has been conducted by the author, after a thor-
ough analysis of the content. The resolutions must frame
terrorism as a threat and must include specific counter-
terrorism measures. These proposed measures can be in
different domains, such as the establishment of a new
institution for the fight against terrorism or an interna-
tional cooperation enabling the facilitated exchange of
information. Thus, as an example, resolutions which only
briefly refer to terrorist attacks but first and foremost
contain propositions which are not directly related to the
fight against terrorism are not included in the data set.
However, legislative acts which propose concrete counter
-terrorism means and approaches or target a specific
problem of terrorism, are considered.

Another important criterion regards the voting mecha-
nism in the EP. Three voting procedures are exercised in
the EP, namely the electronic vote, the show-off-hands
method as well as the RCV method. The RCV is however
the only voting procedure which tracks the individual
voting behavior of each MEP, while the electronic vote
and the show-off-hands method only track the final vot-
ing result of the vote. The RCV can be requested by any
EPG or by a group of MEPs (Johansson and Raunio
2016:18) and is automatically used at the final vote on a
legislation when deciding on the basis or a report, ac-
cording to Rule 179 of the EP’s rule of procedure
(European Parliament 2018a:108). Thus, only legislative
acts which are voted upon using RCV can be used in the
quantitative analysis since the needed data cannot be
derived through the other voting mechanisms. The risk
of a selection bias occurring when choosing resolutions
through a sample is avoided since all relevant legislative
acts are analyzed here.

As a result of these four criteria, 14 different resolutions,
which are thematically relevant since they target the
fight against terrorism, and which were voted upon by
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the MEPs in the timeframe of 2004 — 2019 using the RCV
method, were found. Thereby, the analysis includes a
variety of legislative acts which are the cases for the pre-
sent master thesis.

DATA

All data concerning the MEPs” voting behavior was col-
lected from publicly available information. The infor-
mation of the MEPs, such as their nationality and their
EPGs affiliation, was derived from the website of the EP
(European Parliament). This information is needed in
order to test Hla and H1b and to estimate whether the
EPG affiliation or the national affiliation predominates
the MEPs” voting behavior. While MEPs changing their
EPG affiliation within a legislative term are rare, these
changes were tracked and applied to the timeframes
where votes regarding the analyzed counter-terrorism
legislations were held. This results in the fact that some
names of MEPs appear twice in the dataset since their
EPG affiliation changed and thus, they were treated as
different MEPs. The voting records of the MEPs concern-
ing the 14 analyzed counter-terrorism legislative acts
were gathered from the Minutes Protocols published by
the EP after each voting session (European Parliament
2005:11f., 2008b:47f., 2008c:62f., 2010:4f., 2014b:30f.,
2014c:233f., 2015b:54f., 2015c:171f., 2015d:198f.,
2016:44f., 2017:5f., 2018b:14, 2018c:15f., 2018d:8f.).
These protocols list the votes by the MEPs of the respec-
tive day and categorize them firstly into the consent, the
rejection, and the abstention, but cluster them also ac-
cording to the MEPs” EPG affiliation.

The MEPs” voting records were manually transferred in
the author’s Excel data set, resulting in over 8.950 indi-
vidual voting acts. Besides the individual voting behavior
of the MEPs concerning the 14 analyzed legislative acts
on counter-terrorism, the data set contains the MEPs’
personal information, such as their name, their EPG affil-
iation, and their country of origin. This information is
self-explanatory assigned to the respective votes in the
data set. This data set builds firstly the basis for the cal-
culations of the Agreement Index (AI), which is needed
for the construction of the dependent variable. Moreo-
ver, the Al derived from this data set was then used for
the empirical analysis testing H2 and H3 with a logistical
regression.

OPERATIONALIZTION

After the description of the data in the previous chapter,
the following sequence presents the operationalization
of the dependent variables (DVs), the independent varia-
bles (IVs) as well as the control variables.

Since this paper contains a two-step analytical approach
to answer the research question on the influences on the
MEPs regarding their voting behavior on counter-
terrorism legislation, the DV varies. In the first step, the
intra-group cohesion in the EPGs and the national dele-
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gations is regarded as the DV1, while the individual vot-
ing behavior of the MEPs is treated as the DV2 in the
second step. Overall, four IVs are taken into considera-
tion in this paper. Amongst those are the MEPs" EPG
affiliation (IV1), their nationality (IV2), the ideological
position on the left-right dimension (IV3) as well as the
perceived threat of terrorism in their home countries
(IV4). Moreover, two control variables are included in the
analysis, namely the country size of the EU member
states and the objective level of terrorism threat.

OPERATIONALIZATION DV

As mentioned above, this quantitative master thesis fol-
lows a two-step approach to answer the research ques-
tion regarding the influences on the MEPs” voting behav-
ior as thorough as possible. Thus, the DV changes since it
is operationalized differently, thereby generating a high-
er explanatory value. However, the data for both DVs is
the same, namely the individual voting records of the
MEPs concerning the 14 legislative acts on counter-
terrorism, which were selected according to the four cri-
teria elaborated in the chapter above.

In the first step, the DV1 is the intra-group cohesion of
the EPGs and the national delegations for votes on coun-
ter-terror legislation. These cohesion scores are com-
pared to find out whether the MEPs vote rather according
to their EPGs or likewise other MEPs from their country
of origin. In comparison, DV2 in the second step is oper-
ationalized as the individual voting behavior of the MEPs
regarding the counter-terror legislation. This is done
since individual factors determining the voting behavior
are analyzed in the second step, thereby substantiating
the first two hypotheses. In the following, the operation-
alization of DV1 is explained before elaborating on the
operationalization of DV2.

DV1, the intra-group cohesion is constructed to test Hla
and Hlb. It considers all three voting options (Yes, No,
Abstentions) since the abstention vote is often also a
strategic choice, caused by competing demands and posi-
tions by the MEP’s EPG on the one hand and the MEPs’
national party on the other hand. The inclusion of ab-
stention was not the standard procedure in the earlier
analyses of the EP legislative procedure. The recent liter-
ature agrees however upon the importance of absten-
tions and thus, includes it in the analysis of the legisla-
tive voting behavior in recent studies (Miihlbock and
Yordanova 2017:234). Thus, three categories of answers
are included in DV1 to calculate the intra-group cohe-
sion, which is realized with the help of the Al Even
though some scholars use a different methodological
approach, such as a non-parametric analysis of variances
instead of an Al to rule out a potential bias regarding the
temporal variation (Voeten 2009:110f.), the vast majority
of scholars use some kind of AI to evaluate the intra-
group cohesion.

WISI ONLINE SPECIAL EDITION 2



Theresa Fuchs | The threat of terrorism within the European Union and ist counter-terrorism policy

The present paper uses the Al to operationalize the DV1,
the intra-group cohesion of the EPGs and the national
delegations. Here, the Als are calculated according to the
following formula by Hix, Noury and Roland, “(...) where
Yi denotes the number of Yes votes expressed by group I
on a given vote, Ni the number of No votes and Ai the
number of Abstain votes.” (Hix, Noury and Roland
2005:215).

Here, the Als for the different EPGs as well as those for
the different national delegations were calculated ac-
cording to the formula introduced above for each voting
act. A mean Al for every legislative term was generated.
This was followed by constructing the relative Al for each
EPG and for each national delegation per legislative
term, thereby taking the overall cohesion of the EP in the
respective legislation period into consideration. One
relative Al per EPG and national delegation was con-
structed by taking the mean of these three values. Thus,
DV1 portrays the intra-group cohesion for each EPG and
each national delegation over the whole research period.

In comparison to DV1, DV2 portrays the MEPs’ individu-
al voting behavior regarding the counter-terror legisla-
tion in the EP and is used for the logistical regression in
the second analytical step. DV2 is used to test H2 and H3
concerning the wunderlying individual differences
amongst the MEPs and therefore portrays all of the
MEPs” individual voting behavior for the 14 analyzed
different counter-terrorism legislation during 2004 -
2019. Here, the abstentions are excluded since they can-
not be incorporated in the conducted statistic regression.
This is justified since the observations nevertheless
amount to over 8.100 votes, and the main interest lies in
the analysis of the agreement or disagreement concern-
ing the legislation by the MEPs. Thus, DV2 is constructed
as a dichotomous variable portraying the individual vot-
ing behavior of the MEPs (votingbehaviour total new).

OPERATIONALIZATION IV

Overall, four IVs, namely the MEPs” EPG affiliation (IV1),
the MEPs” country of origin (IV2), the EPGs” ideological
position (IV3), and the perceived threat of terrorism in
the different EU member states (IV4) are considered.

The first IV (IV1), the MEPs” EPG affiliation, is needed to
test the first Hypothesis Hla. Each individual MEP’s EPG
affiliation is tracked to measure the influence of the par-
ty affiliation on the MEPs” voting behavior. This infor-
mation is derived from the public accessible website of
the EP (European Parliament). MEPs, who see them-
selves as Non-Inscrits (NI), as non-attached members,
are categorized as those and are not considered in the
analysis. MEPs who changed their EPG during a legisla-
tive term appear twice in the dataset and are thus treated
as different MEPs, since their EPG affiliation is crucial for
this IV. This results in the fact that the dataset contains a
few more MEPs than in the actual respective legislative
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term, even though not every listed MEP voted in every
vote, due to the reason mentioned above.

The country of origin of each MEP is the second IV (IV2).
The MEPs’ nationality is tracked to measure the influ-
ence of nationality onto the MEPs” voting behavior. This
information is also publicly available on the website of
the EP (European Parliament) and is used to test the Hy-
pothesis Hlb. MEPs originating from countries which
joined the EU during the research period are included in
the data as soon as they participated in a relevant vote.
This concerns MEPs from Croatia, Romania, and Bulgar-
ia.

The third IV (IV3), the ideological position of each MEP,
is operationalized by using his EPG affiliation, since the
research regarding each MEP’s ideological position is out
of the scope. Thus, the ideological position of the differ-
ent EPGs on the left-right dimension is being examined
across the different legislative terms to test Hypothesis
H2. MEPs who are not affiliated with any EPG and are
referred to as NI are excluded in this sub-analysis. The
data needed to examine the ideological position of each
MEP is tracked in an ordinal scale (EPG total) and
matched with the voting behavior of its MEPs over the
whole research period, in order to test H2, stating that
MEPs” whose affiliated EPG is located further right on
the ideological scale are more likely to approve counter-
terrorism legislations.

The perceived level of threat of terrorism as the fourth IV
(IV4), is also indirectly measured. It is operationalized
using a specific question from the EU-wide Eurobarome-
ter surveys. The terrorist threat perception is measured
by analyzing the answers given by the population of the
different member states to the question “What do you
think are the two most important issues facing (our
country) at the moment?” (European Commission
2019:17). Here, respondents are provided several answer
possibilities, such as terrorism, unemployment, housing,
immigration, etc. amongst which they could choose two
options. These answers are tracked in percentage, also
providing the average percentage of each item. Thus,
IV4, the perceived level of threat of terrorism is opera-
tionalized through a question of the Eurobarometer sur-
veys. This IV is needed in the second analytical step to
test H3.

OPERATIONALIZATION CONTROL VARIABLES

After having introduced the operationalization of the
DVs and the IVs, other variables should also be consid-
ered in the analysis as control variables. Since it is as-
sumed that further factors influence the MEPs” voting
behavior, the objective threat of terrorism as well as the
size of the member states are included as control varia-
bles to make the model more robust to alternative expla-
nations.

One could argue that it is trivial to analyze the voting
behavior of the MEPs regarding counter-terrorism legis-
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lation at all, since the different votes could only be solely
based upon whether or not the country of origin of the
MEP recently suffered from terrorist attacks or not. The
objective threat of terrorism is though believed to influ-
ence the MEPs” voting behavior and is thus included in
the analysis. Since the objective threat of terrorism can
only be measured indirectly, it is operationalized
through the assessment of the Global Terrorism Data-
base (GTD). In the GTD, all terrorist attacks worldwide
which fulfil these criteria are listed, including the num-
ber of fatalities, injured persons as well as the perpetra-
tor group and the target type. Terrorist attacks which
have not killed or injured anyone but have still been car-
ried out are also included (University of Maryland
2019:10f.). For this thesis, all terrorist attacks carried out
in EU member states, regardless of their ideological back-
grounds are considered, since the ideological background
of attacks is out of the scope. The relevant attacks are
incorporated in the thesis” dataset by including a dichot-
omous variable (Terroristattacks_total), classifying EU
member states in countries which have experienced a
terrorist attack in the year of the vote (“yes”) and in
countries which have not experience such (“no).
Furthermore, the size of the EU member states is consid-
ered in the logistical regression to control whether the
size of their countries of origin effects the MEPs” voting
behavior. The underlying theoretical assumption argues
that large EU member states have more influence in the
legislative process in the EP, since decisions are some-
time bargained informally prior to the official voting
time, enabling thereby large EU member states to control
the EP legislation. This could lead to the fact that a large
EU member state is more likely to support a legislative
proposal in comparison to a smaller EU member state
due to the fact that its content had been negotiated and
agreed upon informally prior to the actual vote
(Callaghan and Hopner 2005:318). The size of the EU
member states is operationalized through the total
amount of the seats of their national delegations in the
EP in the respective legislative term since the seats are
distributed proportionally according to their population.
The number of seats per country is tracked in an interval
scale (Country_size), over the three different legislative
terms and is matched with the votes of MEPs originating
from the respective member states.

METHOD

As mentioned previously, this work contains a quantita-
tive two-step analytical approach. The test of Hla and
H1b regarding the intra-group cohesion of the EPGs and
the national delegations marks the first step of the em-
pirical analysis regarding the voting behavior of MEPs on
the here analyzed case of counter-terrorism legislation
during the research period of 2004 - 2019. This is con-
ducted with the help of the cohesion index, as explained
in the sub-chapter on the operationalization of the DV.
The relative Als for each EPG and for every different na-

Seite 11

tional delegation for the whole research period were cal-
culated with Excel. Based on this comparison, it is decid-
ed whether the intra-group cohesion of the EPGs or the
intra-group cohesion of the national delegation is high-
er, which results in the acceptance or denial of Hla and
H1b. Since these hypotheses are competing ones, maxi-
mum one of them can be accepted. The calculations with
the AI formula are followed by a two-sample t-test in
Stata to test for the significance and to rule out a random
correlation of the means.

As a second step in this quantitative master thesis, the
effects of the MEPs” individual differences on their indi-
vidual voting behavior concerning counter-terrorism
resolutions are examined. After having determined in the
first analytical step whether the EPG or the national del-
egations have a higher influence on the voting behavior
of the MEPs, the next step aims at finding differences
amongst the MEPs concerning their EPG affiliation and
their countries of origins, as argued for in H2 and H3.

These two hypotheses substantiate the previous hypoth-
eses Hla and H1b and are tested with a logistic regres-
sion, since DV2, the MEPs” individual voting behavior, is
dichotomous because abstentions are treated as missing
values. The potential influence of the control variables
objective level of threat of terrorism and country size is
also controlled for during the logistic regression. This is
done to verify whether it really is the MEPs nationalities
or their EPG affiliation which shape the MEPs” voting
behavior regarding counter-terrorism legislation, or
whether it is rather the size of the EU member states or
their objective level of terrorism threat which influences
the MEPs.

This two-step approach enables an in-depth empirical
analysis concerning the voting-behavior of the MEPs.
The combination of the calculation with the AI formula,
which is verified with a statistical t-test in Stata gener-
ates a high explanatory value and is therefore well-
suited. The underpinning of the first findings with the
logistic regression from the second-step sheds light on
the differences of the MEPs concerning their individual
voting behavior and thereby provides insight infor-
mation.

EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

To answer the research question: What determines the
voting behavior of the MEPs? an empirical analysis is
conducted in this chapter to test the four hypotheses
generated above. Firstly, Hla and H1b will be tested with
the help of calculations with the relative Al to compare
the cohesiveness of the MEPs in their EPGs and their
national delegations. A two-sample t-test controls for
the statistical reliability in Stata. In the second step, a
logistic regression further examines the underlying indi-
vidual factors of the MEPs, namely their ideological posi-
tion and the perceived level of threat of terrorism in their
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countries of origin, which could influence the MEPs” vot-
ing behavior, as assumed in H2 and H3.

ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF THE INTRA-

GROUP COHESION

First and foremost, the intra-group cohesion of the EPGs
and the national delegations are calculated and com-
pared by using the respective relative Als. These values
measure the degree of cohesion and take the overall co-
hesion of the EP in the legislative term into considera-
tion, therefore enabling a comparison (Hix, Noury and
Roland 2007:93). Thus, the relative AI considers the
overall cohesion of the EP in each period and thereby
indicates whether an issue is contested amongst the
MEPs or whether they share the same opinion and voting
behavior on an issue. The relative Als of the three legis-
lative terms were added up and a mean was generated for
each EPG and each national delegation to have one value
for the whole research period.

This analysis is done to determine whether the cohesion
within the EPGs or the cohesion within the national del-
egations is higher. In case of a higher cohesion within
the EPGs, Hla: The cohesion within the EPGs is higher
than the cohesion of national delegations when voting
on counter-terrorism legislation will be accepted, while
H1b: The intra-group cohesion of the national delegation
is higher than the intra-EPG cohesion when voting on
counter-terrorism legislation is accepted if the cohesion
of the national delegations shows a higher cohesion.

The different relative Als for the whole research period
for each national delegation and for all the EPG which
existed between 2004 - 2019 are compared in the follow-
ing. The highest theoretically possible relative Al
amounts to 0,729, based on the fact that the Als are put
in relation to the overall AI of the whole Parliament
through a division and hence, only the Al can reach 1,
not the relative Al

When analyzing the relative Als of the national delega-
tions, it shows that their degree of internal cohesion is
highly fragmented and varies more than the intra-group
cohesion of the EPGs. The national delegation of the UK
shows by far the least cohesion concerning the here ana-
lyzed counter-terrorism legislation, with a relative Al of
0,335. While ten national delegations such as Greece,
Germany or France have a low relative Al, which ranges
from 0,400 to 0,499. The mean relative Al for the nation-
al delegations thus results in 0,550. The national delega-
tion of Malta shows the highest degree of internal cohe-
sion, with a relative Al of 0,687. Since the highest possi-
ble relative Al amounts to 0,729, it must be acknowl-
edged that the MEPs of the national delegation of Malta
almost always voted likewise concerning the counter-
terrorism legislation. The high internal cohesion of Malta
is at least partially rooted in the fact that Malta has the
smallest national delegation, including five MEPs in the
6th term and 7th term and six MEPs in the 8th term,
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thereby facilitating a cohesive voting behavior in com-
parison to for example the UK whose national delegation
included 78 MEPs in the 6th term, 72 MEPs in the 7th
term, and 73 in the 8th term (European Parliament 2004,
2009, 2014a).

When comparing the relative Als of the EPGs with the
respective data of the national delegations, one can ar-
gue that the values from the national delegations are
more fragmented than the relative Als of the EPGs. By
analyzing the means of the relative Als, one can see that
the weighted mean relative Al of the national delega-
tions amounts to 0,550, while the respective value of the
EPGs is higher with 0,588. While four out of six EPGs
show a very high degree of internal cohesion since their
relative Als lie between 0,673 and 0,696, only four out of
28 national delegations show a comparable high internal
cohesion with relative Als varying between 0,680 and
0,687, namely Malta, Romania, Bulgaria, and Croatia.
While some national delegations thus show comparable
high internal cohesion, their relative Als do not exceed
the EPG ones. Therefore, it can be summarized that the
internal cohesion of the EPGs is higher than the internal
cohesion of the national delegations. As a result, there is
a strong tendency to accept Hla while H1b, which argued
that the intra-group cohesion of the national delegations
is higher than the intra-EPG cohesion, should be reject-
ed. However, this must be statistically verified.

To rule out a coincidental correlation, these calculations
are being tested for their significance with a two-sample
t-test in Stata, which is statistically significant on the 1%
-level. Thus, HO assuming that there is no difference
between the relative Als of the EPGs and the national
delegations can be rejected. The fact that the total rela-
tive Al of the EPGs exceeds the relative total Al of the
national delegations is thereby proven and statistically
significant.

The result of the statistical analysis provides a strong
evidence for the acceptance of Hla: The cohesion within
the EPGs is higher than the cohesion of national delega-
tions when voting on counter-terrorism legislation.
These findings lead to the rejection of Hlb: The intra-
group cohesion of the national delegation is higher than
the intra-EPG cohesion when voting on counter-
terrorism legislation. In other words, evidence was found
for a higher internal cohesion within the EPGs than with-
in national delegations.

One can therefore argue that the predominating effect
for the influence of the MEPs” voting behavior is their
EPG affiliation, rather than their country of origin, which
brings us one step closer to answering the above intro-
duced research question concerning the decisive influ-
ences on the MEPs” voting behavior. This result is in line
with the theory introduced in chapter 2.1, which argues
for the dominating influence of the EPGs on the voting
behavior of the MEPs (Attina 1990; Hix, Noury and Ro-
land 2007, 2009; Kreppel and Tsebelis 1999). Thus, this
theoretical approach can be applied onto the here ana-
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lyzed case of the counter-terrorism legislation during
2004 - 2019, despite the fact that it is embedded in the
highly contested field of the CFSP and the counter-
terrorism domain can therefore be seen as a sensitive
domain.

The assumption, that the EPGs also dominate the MEPs’
voting behavior concerning issues on foreign policy or
external relations (Attina 1990:572; Raunio and Wagner
2020b:11), was found to be true in the here analyzed case
and is hereby verified in the course of the analyzation of
the MEPs” voting behavior concerning one specific field.
Surprisingly, the issue of counter-terrorism therefore
does not seem to be so contested that it leads to the divi-
sion of the MEPs along national lines.

ANALYSIS OF THE MEPS’ DIFFERENCES

The first step of the empirical analysis revealed, that the
MEPs rather vote likewise MEPs who are affiliated with
the same EPG than likewise MEPs from their country of
origin, through the comparison of the means of the rela-
tive Al for the EPGs and the national delegation. Now,
the second analytical step focuses on the underlying mo-
tives of the voting behavior of the MEPs, which are speci-
fications of Hla and H1b.

Thus, the aim is to explore potential differences between
the EPGs and the member states which influence the
MEPs” individual voting behavior. These are formulated
in the hypotheses H2 and H3. Whether they can be ac-
cepted or rejected is being analyzed with a logistical re-
gression, since the DV2 (votingbehaviour total new) is
dichotomous after the exclusion of the abstentions. DV2
hence includes all the individual voting behavior of the
MEPs for the 14 different counter-terrorism legislation
during 2004 — 2019, resulting in over 8.100 cases.

The IVs tested for are constructed as mentioned in the
operationalization chapter. IV3, the MEPs ideology is
operationalized through the ideological position of the
EPGs’ they are affiliated with (EPG_total). And IV4, the
perceived level of threat of terrorism in the different
member states is operationalized through the evaluation
of a question in the surveys
(standardized Eurobarometer total). Furthermore, the
logistical regression includes the control variables for the
objective threat of terrorism (Terrorattacks total new)
and the size of the member state (Country_size) to make
the model more robust to alternative explanations. This
is done to verify whether it really is the MEP’s nationali-
ty or his EPG affiliation which influences his voting be-
havior. Or whether it is rather the objective threat of
terrorism in his home country or the size of his country
of origin which influences his voting behavior regarding
counter-terrorism legislation. To rule this out, the con-
trol variables are included in the following logistical re-
gression. When analyzing the logistical regression, one
notices right away that this statistical model is first and
foremost highly significant on the 1%-level. The value of
Pseudo R2 provides us with the information, that this

Eurobarometer
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statistical model explains 3,10% of the variance of the
explanatory variables.

Regarding the effect of the ideological position
(EPG total) of the MEP, the statistical analysis yields a
positive and statistically significant result, with an aver-
age value of 1,21. Thus, the chance, that a MEP votes in
favor for a counter-terrorism resolution is 21% higher in
comparison to a MEP whose affiliated EPG is located 1
further left on the left-right dimension than the EPG of
the first mentioned MEP. After calculating the margins,
an even more concrete prediction can be made. Thus, a
clear positive influence of the ideological position of the
EPG, which equals the ideological position of the individ-
ual MEP, on the MEPs” voting behavior is found, with a
positive influence of 1,2 in average. As a result of this
statistical analysis, a significant effect of the ideology
from the individual MEP onto his voting behavior on
counter-terror legislation is revealed. MEPs who are lo-
cated further right on the ideological left-right dimen-
sion therefore rather vote in favor of counter terrorist
legislation than MEPs located further left. H2 can there-
fore be accepted.

Therefore, it can be argued with confidence that the un-
derlying individual differences such as the ideology of
the MEPs also play a crucial role concerning their voting
behavior. Putting these empirical findings in the theoret-
ical context of H2, the assumption, that conservative and
right-wing parties rather support law and order policies
in comparison to parties located on the left side of the
ideological dimension can be applied to the here ana-
lyzed case of counter-terrorism resolutions. As discussed
earlier, the counter-terrorism legislation can be seen as
law and order policies (Wenzelburger 2020:6). Thus, the
findings worked out in the empirical analysis above, that
MEPs, whose EPGs are located more right on the left-
right dimension, are more likely to vote in favor for the
counter-terrorism legislation, goes in line with the theo-
retical approach of the law and order politics. This theo-
retical argument is supported by the findings in this
analysis.

Furthermore, the here accepted H2 can be seen as a spec-
ification of Hla, which argues for the dominating effect
of the MEPs” EPGs affiliation since the MEPs are orga-
nized in EPGs based on their ideological preferences,
thereby representing the whole ideological left-right
spectrum. Thereby, the results of the analysis in the first
analytical step, resulting in the findings that the EPGs
predominantly influence the MEPs” voting behavior, is
strengthened and supported.

After having discovered the positive effect of the MEPs’
ideology onto their voting behavior, the influence of the
perceived level of threat of terrorism in the different EU
member states onto the voting behavior, which is formu-
lated in H3, is examined. According to the conducted
logistic regression, there is a statistically significant mar-
ginal negative effect of Iv4
(standardized Eurobarometer total) onto DV2. The log
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odds are 0,987 times lower for a MEP whose country of
origin shows a one percentage higher level of perceived
level of threat of terrorism, in comparison to a MEP
where the level of perceived threat of terrorism in his
country of origin is one percent lower, holding all other
IVs constant. Thus, the chance for a MEP to vote in favor
of a counter-terrorism legislation is 1,3% lower in com-
parison to a MEP whose country of origin show a one
percentage lower perceived level of threat of terrorism.

After conducting the calculation of margins for the per-
ceived level of threat of terrorism, the prediction can be
made more concrete, by saying that a MEP whose coun-
try of origin shows a level of perceived threat of terror-
ism amounting to the standardized 1% has a 88,39%
probability to vote in favor of a counter-terrorism legis-
lation. The negative effect of IV4 can be seen here since a
MEP whose country shows the highest perceived threat
of terrorism, namely 46% which is here standardized and
treated as 100%, has a 68,18% chance to support the
counter-terrorism legislation. While the effect is margin-
al, it is still negative and hence, H3 has to be rejected
since a higher perceived level of threat of terrorism in a
MEPs” country of origin does not encourage the MEP to
vote in favor for a counter-terrorism legislation. These
empirical findings must also be put into the context of
the hypothesis” theoretical framework, namely the theo-
ry of the collective securitization which stresses the im-
portance of the recursive interaction, thereby meaning
the interactive dialogue between the securitizing actor
and its audience which is needed in order to validate the
securitizing move (Sperling and Webber 2017:26).

This theoretical assumption thus argued for the influen-
tial role of the European population and their attitude
onto the EP’s legislation in general, and hence also on
the here analyzed case of counter-terrorism legislation.
Since H3 is rejected, one must acknowledge that the Eu-
ropean population, more specifically, its attitude towards
terrorism and its perception regarding the threat of ter-
rorism, does not influence the MEPs” voting behavior
positively. In contrast, a marginal negative influence,
resulting in the fact that MEPs whose countries of origin
have a lower perceived threat of terrorism are slightly
more likely to support counter-terrorism resolutions in
comparison to other MEPs, was found. Thus, these em-
pirical findings are not in line with the theory on collec-
tive securitization, more precisely its element of the re-
cursive interaction, and thereby this theoretical frame-
work cannot be applied onto the here analyzed counter-
terrorism legislation. The reasons for this are diverse and
various but cannot be elaborated at this point, due to the
limited scope of this master thesis.

H3 can furthermore be seen as a specification of Hlb,
which argues for the decisiveness of the member states
specifics resulting in a higher internal cohesion within
national delegations. Through the rejection of H3, the
individual underlying factors of the MEPs based on their
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country of origin goes in line with the rejection of H1b,
thereby showing the clear predominant effect of the
MEPs” EPG affiliation and the significant influence of the
underlying individual factors of the MEPs which are also
related to their EPG affiliation, namely their ideological
position on the left-right dimension.

While the control variable country size is not statistically
significant, the objective threat of terrorism is. These
control variables were held constant during the calcula-
tions to make the model more robust to alternative ex-
planations. The effect of the country size onto the MEPs’
voting behavior cannot be interpreted since it is statisti-
cally not significant. The objective threat of terrorism
was expected to influence the MEPs” voting behavior
positively by leading them into supporting a counter-
terrorism legislation if their country of origin suffered
from a terrorist attack. This positive influence on the
MEPs” voting behavior was not found in the statistical
model, rather a statistically significant negative effect
was observed. Hence surprisingly, MEPs whose countries
of origin did not suffer from a terrorist attack in the year
of the vote are more likely to support a counter-terrorism
legislation than MEPs whose countries of origin experi-
enced a terrorist attack. This finding is contrary to the
expected influence of the objective threat of terrorism
onto the MEPs” voting behavior.

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The first analysis in this two-step quantitative master
thesis examined whether the MEPs vote according to
other MEPs from their EPG or according to other MEPs
from their national delegation. This question was an-
swered through the comparison of the relative Als for the
EPGs and the national delegations. Since the mean rela-
tive Al of the EPGs with 0,588 exceeded the mean rela-
tive Al of the national delegations 0,550, and no national
delegation showed a higher degree of relative Al than an
EPG, it can be stated that the internal cohesion of the
EPGs is higher than the internal cohesion of national
delegations. Thereby, Hla was accepted while H1b had to
be rejected.

Thus, the analysis showed that MEPs voted rather like-
wise MEPs from their EPGs than from their national del-
egations. Hereby, the findings are in line with the litera-
ture arguing for the dominance of the party influence
over country influence. This results in the fact that this
theoretical framework can also be applied on the here
examined case of counter-terrorism legislation, even
though this field is in the highly contested domain of the
CFSP. The LI on the other hand, which assumed the
domination of national interests, especially since the
counter-terrorism lies within the national core interests,
is not applicable onto this case. Thus, the EPG affiliation
(IV1) has a strong influence on the DV1, the intra-group
cohesion, whereas the country of origin (IV2) cannot be
seen as a decisive factor concerning the voting behavior
of the MEPs.
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Figure 2: Influences of IV1 on DV1—own depiction

Recalling the research question asking what determines
the MEPs” voting behavior, the acceptance of Hla and
thus rejection of H1b provides first valuable information
that the MEPs EPG affiliation plays a decisive role. How-
ever, in order to examine the differences amongst MEPs
from different EPGs, and between MEPs from different
member states, underlying individual factors of the
MEPs, namely their position on the left-right ideological
dimension as well as the different perceived level of
threat of terrorism in their countries of origin were ana-
lyzed in a logistical regression. The statistical analysis
resulted in the acceptance of H2 since an average posi-
tive effect of IV3, the MEPs” ideology amounting to 1,21
onto their voting behavior was found.

This means, that if the EPG of a MEP is located one fur-
ther right, the chance for him to vote in favor of a coun-
ter-terrorism resolution is 21% higher compared to a
MEP whose EPG is located further left on the left-right
ideological scale. After examining the conditional mar-
ginal effects, it must be noted that this positive influence
effects the EPGs and their affiliated MEPs located further
left on the dimensions stronger than EPGs located on the
right side. These findings are in line with the theoretical
framework of this hypothesis, the law and order politics
which assumes that conservative and right-wing parties
are more likely to support law and order policies due to
their self-image as defenders of the national security and
identity (Minkenberg 1998:174). And since the counter-
terrorism legislation can be seen as a law and order poli-
cy (Wenzelburger 2020:6), this theory is not only appli-
cable to this case, but is furthermore supported by the
conducted statistical analysis.

In comparison to the positive effect of IV3, the ideology
of the MEPs operationalized as their EPGs” ideological
position on the left-right dimension, the theoretical as-
sumed positive effect of IV4 argued for in H3, the per-
ceived threat of terrorism, was not found. Rather, a mar-
ginal negative effect was found, resulting in the rejection
of H3. This goes in line with the result of the first hy-
pothesis test, since H2 is a specification of Hla as it ex-
plains the differences of the MEPs voting behavior
amongst the different EPGs. The theoretical framework
of H3, the theory of collective securitization, promotes
the great importance of the recursive interaction be-
tween the securitizing actor and its audience. After ap-
plying this theory onto the here analyzed case, one must
acknowledge that the assumed great importance of the
audience, here the European population, is not support-
ed.

Summarizing, DV2, the individual voting behavior of the
MEPs, is positively influenced by IV3, the MEPs” ideolo-
gy, operationalized as their EPGs” ideological position
while IV4, the perceived threat of terrorism, showed a
marginal negative influence on DV2.

As a result, one can therefore argue that the MEPs” EPG
affiliation as well as their ideology are decisive for their
voting-behavior regarding the counter-terrorism legisla-
tion in the EU during 2004 - 2019. This goes in line with
the theory arguing that the MEPs” EPG affiliation deter-
mines their voting behavior (Attina 1990; Hix, Noury and
Roland 2007, 2009; Kreppel and Tsebelis 1999). The the-
oretical assumption, that MEPs vote rather likewise
MEPs from the same EPGs, than likewise MEPs from the
same country, can thus be applied to the case of counter-
terrorism legislation in the EU in the time frame 2004 —
2019.

This agrees with the findings of a very recent study ana-
lyzing the broad context of the external relations legisla-
tion, which demonstrated that even in sensitive legisla-
tive areas, such as external relations, the influence of
EPGs prevails over the influence of the interests of the
MEP’s countries of origins (Raunio and Wagner
2020b:11). The introduced conflicting theoretical LI ap-

MEPs’

IV3:
1deology of
the MEP

Figure 3: Influence of IV3 on DV2
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proach is not supported. However, the influence of the
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national delegations onto their MEPs should not be con-
sidered as of no importance at all, since some national
delegations show a relatively high internal cohesion.
Thus, the theoretical approach of Hix et al., according to
which the MEPs should be seen as agents with two prin-
ciples, is furthermore supported in this case of the coun-
ter-terrorism legislation (Hix, Noury and Roland 2007:3;
133-136) since the influence of the EPGs on the MEPs’
voting behavior prevails while the influence of the na-
tional interests through the national delegations cannot
be completely neglected.

CONCLUSION

The present work aimed at closing the research gap con-
cerning the voting behavior of MEPs regarding a specific
legislation field within the area of the EU CFSP. In order
to do so, 14 legislative acts on counter-terrorism were
analyzed in the research period from 2004 — 2019. The
theoretical underpinning was derived from scholars such
as Attina, Hix, Noury and Roland on the one hand, argu-
ing for the predomination of the MEPs” EPG affiliation
over the influence of their countries of origin. On the
other hand, the LI was consulted, based on Hoffmann
and Moravcsik, according to which the national prefer-
ences prevail, especially in the domain of the CFSP. The
thereby resulting contradiction was addressed in the here
conducted two-step quantitative analysis, including cal-
culations resulting in comparable relative indices of
agreement as well as statistical analysis such as a t-test
and a logistic regression, which were conducted with
Stata. The empirical findings demonstrated that the
MEPs” EPG affiliation and the MEPs” ideology predomi-
nates their nationality and the different attitudes related
to their different countries of origins and therefore dom-
inate their voting behavior.

The first step, examining the intra-group cohesion of
each EPG and each national delegation, provides evi-
dence that the cohesion within EPGs is statistically sig-
nificantly higher than within national delegations. Thus,
the voting behavior of the MEPs concerning counter-
terrorism legislation is predominantly influenced by their
EPG affiliation, and not by their national interests. In the
second analytical step, the individual voting behavior of
the MEPs was examined to substantiate the first step by
finding decisive factors explaining the MEPs” differences.
The results of the hypotheses test for H2 and H3, derived
from a logistical regression, showed a significant positive
effect of the MEP’s ideology. Thus, MEPs whose EPG is
located further right on the left-right ideological scale,
are more likely to support counter-terrorism legislation
in comparison to MEPs who are ideologically embedded
further left (H2). It was furthermore assumed that the
different perceived levels of threat of terrorism in the
member states play a decisive role for the MEPs in their
voting behavior, arguing that MEPs whose countries of
origin show a high level of perceived threat of terrorism
are more likely to vote in favor for counter-terrorism
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legislation (H3). However, the conducted analysis did not
find evidence for this expected positive effect. It showed
rather a marginal negative effect, making it surprisingly
slightly more unlikely for MEPs to support the respective
legislative acts if their countries of origin show a high
level of perceived threat of terrorism.

To summarize, this paper demonstrated the prevailing
effect of the EPGs concerning the MEPs voting behavior
on counter-terrorism legislation: Firstly, because the
EPGs’ intra-group cohesion is higher than the cohesion
within national delegations. And secondly, since the ide-
ology of the EPGs, which build the basis for their organi-
zational structure, is another decisive factor.

Hence, the empirical results are in line with the exten-
sive literature arguing for the prevalence of the EPGs
over national interests when analyzing the external in-
fluences of the MEPs. Thus, the research question posed
in the beginning, what determines the voting behavior of
the MEP? can be answered with the predominance of the
EPGs’ influence as well as the ideological differences, as
demonstrated in this case of the EP’s counter-terrorism
legislation. This furthermore shows that MEPs do not
vote solely according to their own opinion and their own
values, but are influenced by external factors, namely
first and foremost their EPG affiliation. Hence, the MEPs
are subject to the means of coercion or incentives issued
by their EPGs.

The puzzle introduced in the beginning of this master
thesis, caused by two conflicting theories arguing for the
dominating influence of the EPGs on the one hand and
the national delegations on the other hand on the MEPs’
voting behavior concerning counter-terrorism legisla-
tion, was thereby solved.
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