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Preface and Acknowledgements

These are challenging times for the EU. The term “crisis” has often been 
used to describe European integration as the EU is a political system in a 
state of quasi-permanent crisis. But the term crisis seems to have become 
truly meaningful in the last couple of years. Indeed, the EU is facing a 
“polymorphic crisis”. Since 2009, the ongoing economic crisis has called 
into question one of the central pillars of the European project’s legiti-
macy, i.e. the economic prosperity it is supposed to bring to its citizens. 
More recently, the migration crisis evidences the division of European 
leaders and their inability to solve urgent issues, feeding the arguments 
of sovereigntist parties for closed borders and returning to the nation 
state. The EU is also facing a value crisis with governments in some 
countries calling liberal democracy into question and the rise of radical 
right parties in several Member states. And of course, Brexit attests to 
the rejection of the European project by a (small) majority of British citi-
zens. As one Member state has decided, by referendum, to leave, the EU 
is now facing an existential crisis.

Such a period provides fertile ground for the galvanization of opposi-
tion to Europe. And it is not surprising that the 2014 EP elections saw 
the unprecedented success of Eurosceptic parties. Euroscepticism has 
become a stable of European politics but with the complex crisis, the 
integration process has entered a new phase characterized by the main-
streaming of Euroscepticism: anti-EU rhetoric and arguments stressing 
the need for major reforms have become commonplace across the conti-
nent, including among mainstream political parties.
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Against this backdrop, these are not only challenging times for the 
EU but also very interesting times to be an EU-scholar, especially if one 
is interested in opposition to Europe. This research was initiated partly 
out of academic interest but mostly out of personal curiosity. I was sur-
prised by the fact that people opposing the European Union would want 
to seat in the European Parliament. This seemed to me to be a paradox: 
Why are there Eurosceptics in the European chamber? I also was curi-
ous as to how they see their job. How do they deal with the tension 
between the Eurosceptic platform they ran on and the tasks and expec-
tations arising from the representative mandate? What are their strate-
gies once inside the institution? Rather than focusing on the sources of 
Euroscepticism, I wanted to understand and explain the behaviours of 
Eurosceptics in the EP.

Gathering data and meeting more than a hundred Eurosceptic MEPs 
were quite time-consuming. But it is, I believe, the best way to fully 
grasp the paradoxical situation of these actors. This research provides a 
detailed picture of the strategies of Eurosceptics in the EP and the moti-
vation behind their behaviour. But it also provides food for thought on 
the implications of their presence at the heart of the EU and on what 
these actors can bring to the table to contribute to alleviating the EU’s 
democratic deficit.

The research and writing process can sometimes be a lonely path. But 
I was lucky to be able to count on the help and support of colleagues 
and friends. Over the course of this project, I have received many use-
ful suggestions that have helped me improve the analysis and arguments 
presented in the chapters of this book. I would like to extend a special 
thanks to Olivier Costa, Jean-Benoit Pilet, Jean-Michel De Waele, Kris 
Deschouwer and Simon Usherwood who provided insightful comments 
on various parts of this research. This research would not have been pos-
sible without the help of many MEPs, parliamentary assistants and EP 
civil servants, who I would like to thank.

This project, at an early stage, was presented during my stay at the 
St Antony’s College at the University of Oxford. I would like to thank 
the participants of the seminar for their comments and especially Kalypso 
Nicolaïdis for her support and useful suggestions.

I would also like to express my gratitude to the series editors for their 
careful reading of the manuscript and their many useful suggestions as 
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well as to Imogen Gordon Clark, Steven Kennedy and the Palgrave team 
for their help, patience and work on this book.

I gratefully acknowledge the financial assistance of the Université libre 
de Bruxelles which made this research and its publication possible.

Finally, my friends have been a considerable source of encouragement, 
notably Katya who I especially thank for her careful reading and helpful 
advice as well as Karel, Corinne and Lou for their love and support.

Bruxelles, Belgium	 Nathalie Brack
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1

The European Union (EU) is once again in the midst of a storm. After 
two decades of treaty revisions which transformed the European pro-
ject into a political system, the EU is now facing a new and multifac-
eted crisis. The ongoing economic crisis, the migration crisis and the 
Brexit have reopened debates and provoked tensions on the nature and 
“raison d’être” of European integration. With the economic and finan-
cial crisis, it seems that the EU is no longer able to deliver one of the 
key promises of the integration process, i.e. prosperity. But more than 
that, the EU’s scope of intervention as well as its legitimacy is increas-
ingly challenged. These crises, combined to the current context of demo-
cratic malaise, provide fertile ground for the success of radical, populist 
and Eurosceptic parties. In the 2014 European parliament elections, par-
ties such as the UK Independence Party, the National Front in France, 
the Alternative For Germany Party, the Five Star movement in Italy 
and Syriza in Greece had an unprecedented electoral success (Brack and 
Startin 2015; Hobolt 2015, Hobolt and De Vries 2016). More impor-
tantly, the integration has reached a critical point as it has been funda-
mentally called into question with the Brexit referendum on the 23rd of 
June 2016. As a small majority of British citizens voted to leave the EU, 
they signalled their rejection of the European project and contributed to 
a partial disintegration of the EU. Although it is too soon to fully evalu-
ate the consequences of this vote, it undeniably reflects the growing dis-
content of citizens towards the EU and will maintain a momentum for 
the Eurosceptic agenda in the coming years.1

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

© The Author(s) 2018 
N. Brack, Opposing Europe in the European Parliament,  
Palgrave Studies in European Union Politics, 
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This opposition to the European project is far from new. European 
integration has always been a contested undertaking that has given rise 
to fears and oppositions within public opinions and among political 
elites (De Wilde 2010; Katz 2008). While these oppositions have long 
been seen as marginal or temporary, today there is a wide consensus that 
Euroscepticism has become a stable and persistent phenomenon across 
Europe (Usherwood and Startin 2013). Indeed, almost every party 
system has at least one Eurosceptic party competing in elections, and 
Europe has become an issue, if not a divider, in most European politi-
cal arenas (Harmsen 2005, p. 79). These oppositions to the EU soon 
became evident in the European parliament (EP). Indeed, if the EP is 
often presented as a bastion of Europhiles, there have been Eurosceptic 
MEPs since the 1970s who have used it as a forum to actively defend 
and promote their points of view. Initially dominated by social-
ists, Christian-democrats and liberals who are universally in favour of 
European integration, the EP came to include new political groups rep-
resenting the opposition of an increasing number of segments of the 
population. The pro-/anti-Europe axis quickly became particularly sali-
ent and remains even more so today (Hix et al. 2007; Otjes et al. 2016).

Eurosceptics face an interesting paradox: they achieve their great-
est electoral success in European elections, but once elected, they must 
operate within an institution and, more generally, a polity they strongly 
criticize or even simply oppose (Benedetto 2008). This situation creates 
tensions not only for these actors but also for the parliament and the EU. 
Their presence inside the EU’s institutions can trigger existential ques-
tions as to how they should carry out their representative mandate. In 
addition, the existence of these dissenting voices has implications for the 
EP and raises the issue of their impact on the institution, its functioning 
and its image. More broadly, the reality of Eurosceptic MEPs questions 
the place of political conflict within the EU as a political system which 
relies on consensual interactions. One may wonder the extent to which 
the persistent presence of Eurosceptics at the heart of the Union is an 
asset or a threat to its democratic legitimacy.

Surprisingly, only limited attention has been paid to Euroscepticism 
within the EP. Since Taggart’s seminal article (1998), the study of 
Euroscepticism has become a well-established interdisciplinary subfield 
within European studies (Flood 2002b). This literature seeks, first and 
foremost, to understand the nature of the policy positions of political 
actors and the factors underlying them. Scholars have highlighted the 



1  INTRODUCTION   3

heterogeneity and complexity of attitudes towards the European project 
and the influence of institutional, cultural, ideological and strategic fac-
tors (Hooghe and Marks 2007; Leconte 2010; Mudde 2011; Szczerbiak 
and Taggart 2008). Generally, however, they have neglected the analysis 
of these actors once elected to parliament (Jensen and Spoon 2010), and 
the field of research remains the national political arena. Apart from a 
few recent exceptions (Brack 2013; Brack and Costa 2012; Katz 2008; 
Lynch et al. 2012; Whitaker and Lynch 2014), scholars ignore the 
supranational level, while EP specialists tend to overlook Eurosceptic 
MEPs who are considered to be a weak minority with very limited 
opportunities within the EU institutional system (Neunreither 1998). As 
a result, studies of the strategies of Eurosceptic MEPs’ are still compara-
tively scarce. In other words, Eurosceptic actors are frequently dismissed 
from the analysis because they are not numerous, organized or suffi-
ciently integrated in the EP to really influence its deliberation. Their atti-
tudes, motivations and strategies at the supranational level remain largely 
understudied.

This book aims to address this gap. Rather than investigating the 
source of Euroscepticism, it seeks to understand and explain how 
Eurosceptics, once elected to the EP, conceive and carry out their man-
date. More specifically, the ambition of this study is to determine how 
these actors cope with the tension between the Eurosceptic platform 
on the basis of which they were elected and the tasks and expectations 
arising from their European representative mandate. It stresses that the 
interaction between the institutional context and individual preferences 
is a key to understand these anti-system actors. In addition, this book 
also analyses how the institution has managed them. Doing so, it offers 
a more general reflexion on the impact of the presence of Eurosceptic 
MEPs for the EU and its democratic legitimacy.

1  A  n Analysis of Eurosceptic Members of the European 
Parliament: What for?

Eurosceptics have constituted a persistent minority in the EP for more 
than 40 years and, until recently, did not seem to have had a major 
impact on European integration. The EU has a remarkable integrationist 
track record: it has faced multiple crises, has weathered them and contin-
ued to integrate (Fossum 2015). The institutions, though in persistent 
turmoil, are still standing; integration has widened as a result of several 
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enlargements and deepened through successive treaty reforms which 
have considerably empowered the EP. Although so far Eurosceptics have 
not been able to stop the integration process, they can claim victory with 
the results of the June 2016 referendum in the UK which will lead to the 
first exit of a country from the EU. In the short run, the Brexit caused a 
surge in support for the EU and the values of integration. But it is likely 
to have tremendous and more negative consequences in the longer term. 
As noted by Usherwood (2016), the Brexit will act as an icebreaker for 
Eurosceptic movements: leaving the EU is no longer a purely theoreti-
cal option but can be presented as a real possibility on the basis of the 
Brexit.

If the Brexit is the first obvious and direct victory of Eurosceptics, it 
should actually be seen as the result of a more gradual and latent pro-
cess. Eurosceptic actors have played a significant role as agenda-setters on 
European issues and have progressively contributed to the mainstream-
ing of their views. Through their success in national but mostly in EU 
elections, these parties have gained legitimacy, visibility and the means 
to pressure governmental parties, notably to demand the organization of 
referenda in relation to the EU but also a shift in other parties’ stances 
on European integration. The long duration and complexity of the cri-
ses have led to the blossoming of contestation against the EU and have 
reinforced the power of Eurosceptics in many Member states. While in 
the past, the solutions to crisis were framed between the status quo and 
more Europe, in contemporary debates, less Europe has emerged as a real 
option (Young 2016, p. 5). Euroscepticism is no longer a fringe phenom-
enon, and with its mainstreaming, we are witnessing a slowing down of 
the integration process (Brack and Startin 2015; Taggart and Sczerbiak 
2013; Usherwood and Startin 2013). Against this backdrop, it is essen-
tial to understand Euroscepticism, not only at the national but also at the 
supranational level. More particularly, an analysis of Eurosceptic MEPs’ 
strategies marks a contribution on two fundamental issues.

First, this research adds to the still limited literature on anti-system 
opposition within democratic institutions by providing a framework for 
the analysis of this type of actors (Berger 1979). This framework can be 
applied to other dissenting actors in other parliaments, such as region-
alists within the national parliaments of several European countries. 
The EP is considered here as a convenient laboratory for the study of 
the strategies of anti-system actors. It is the only directly elected institu-
tion of a political system in a state of quasi-permanent crisis, where the 
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tensions regarding the nature and the finalité of the EU are reflected. 
As noted by Mény (2012, p. 159), in the absence of a shared vision of 
what the EU could or should be, a permanent tension results from the 
persistent uncertainty about the nature of the European beast. The EU 
is a specific case of a deeply contested polity whose legitimacy remains 
questioned and in which constitutional issues are numerous, recurring 
and perceived as problematic (Neunreither 1998, p. 428). This is not 
a unique situation as several nation states also face strong contestations 
such as Belgium, Spain and the UK. However, the EU is a magnified 
example of a political system whose very existence is frequently chal-
lenged and in which the debate not only deals with the choice of pre-
ferred policies but also with how and at which territorial level decisions 
are to be made. In other words, the European project is underpinned 
by a fundamental conflict over how politics should be organized in 
Europe (Hooghe and Marks 1997, p. 7). This struggle is reflected in the 
EP as it provides one of the few channels of expression for oppositional 
actors. It is precisely around that matter that Euroscepticism is situated. 
Indeed, this book suggests that Euroscepticism should be understood 
not as an opposition to European policies but as a systemic opposition to 
European integration and its results (i.e. the EU and its institutions). It 
is located outside “normal politics” (Magnette and Papadopoulos 2008; 
Trenz and De Wilde 2009), differs from classical opposition directed at 
public policies and reflects an opposition to the constitutive dimension 
of the EU. Eurosceptic MEPs are therefore a case of principled oppo-
sition or anti-system actors (Sartori 1966) who challenge the European 
polity, its legitimacy and its basic principles. Thus, this book concentrates 
on these actors in order to understand how they operate, once elected, 
within the system they oppose and, by doing so, provides a framework 
for scholars of anti-system opposition in other parliamentary settings.

Second, the actor-centred approach adopted in this research 
addresses, in a fresh and innovative way, the issue of the EU’s demo-
cratic and legitimacy deficit. By focusing on Eurosceptic MEPs, this 
book outlines the consequences of their presence for the EP and for 
the legitimacy of the EU. Indeed, while political opposition is central 
to democracy, the EU lacks an institutionalized site for its expression. It 
missed the third milestone in the path towards democratic institutions, 
i.e. the possibility for an organized opposition to appeal for votes against 
the government (Dahl 1966). More precisely, while citizens enjoy the 
right to participate in EU elections and to be represented in the EP,  
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“we emphatically lack the right to organize opposition within the system. 
We lack the capacity to do so, and, above all, we lack an arena in which 
to do it” (Mair 2007, p. 7). This leads to the transformation of political 
opposition, from a classical opposition directed towards policies and the 
government to a principled opposition directed against the regime, i.e. 
Euroscepticism. And, as rightly pointed out by Mair (2007, p. 7), “once 
we cannot organize opposition in the EU, we are then almost forced to 
organize opposition to the EU”. The role of Eurosceptic MEPs is then 
fundamental in that respect. They raise the issue of the limits of the 
integration process. And, they also cast light on the key question of the 
role of opposition in a political system like that of the EU, which relies 
on relatively depoliticized and consensual interactions (Leconte 2010). 
Through an analysis of Eurosceptic MEPs’ strategies, the idea is also to 
assess whether their presence could paradoxically be an asset for the EU 
and the EP or, as some scholars argue, if it contributes to the delegitimi-
zation of the EP and the EU or indirectly hinders the pursuit of the inte-
gration process (Diez Medrano 2012; Schmidt 2015).

2  R  esearch Design

The goal of this book is to understand the strategies of Eurosceptic 
MEPs in parliament and to explore their impact on the EP’s decision-
making as well as on the EU’s legitimacy.

In order to do so, this analysis connects EU studies, legislative stud-
ies and comparative politics. Indeed, along with other recent studies, 
this research relies on the assumption that the EU can be effectively 
studied with tools provided by comparative politics. More precisely, it 
is argued that, even if it is important to take into account the specific 
nature of political representation at the supranational level, MEPs are 
first and foremost representatives, facing similar constraints and driven by 
similar motivations as those of their national counterparts (Costa 2001; 
Kreppel 2012). In accordance with this view, this book connects legisla-
tive studies to EU studies in order to examine the particular situation of 
Eurosceptic MEPs in a comparative way. Drawing on the literature on 
political representation, it relies on role theory which has been central to 
legislative studies and, more specifically, the neo-institutional approach of 
roles (Searing 1994; Strøm 1997, 2012).

The motivational approach developed by Searing in his study of the 
House of Commons provides a conceptual framework for understanding 
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the multidimensionality of the representative mandate while taking into 
account the subjective dimension of the representative process. Defined 
as a “dynamic configuration of interrelated objectives, attitudes and 
behaviours that are characteristic of people in a particular position” 
(Searing 1994, p. 18), the concept of role encompasses cognitive, nor-
mative and behavioural components. This approach emphasizes the 
content of roles in order to comprehend how, but also why, elected rep-
resentatives act in one way rather than another. In the particular case of 
Eurosceptics, this approach enables to go beyond the apparent heteroge-
neity of their individual behaviours in order to highlight the interrelat-
edness of their motivations, attitudes and behaviours and determine the 
roles they play. It is complemented by the insights of studies on MEPs 
as well as on role orientations (Strøm 1997). As a result, this research is 
structured along two research questions. First, how can one categorize 
the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs? Second, how can one best explain 
the diversity of their roles? In other words, the objective is to analyse and 
explain how and why Eurosceptics understand and carry out their repre-
sentative mandate.

The empirical analysis is divided into two phases. The first aims at 
determining the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs. Relying on a quali-
tative methodology and an inductive and interpretative approach, a 
typology of roles is proposed in order to demonstrate how these actors 
operate within the institution, outline their priorities and motivations 
and explain their emphasis on certain aspects of their representative 
mandate over others. This typology shows that, beyond the apparent 
homogeneity of their positions on Europe, Eurosceptic MEPs develop 
heterogeneous strategies within the institution. They carry out their 
mandate in different ways and have contrasting views of their job, their 
duties and their relations to citizens. These actors do not all adopt an 
outsider position, some are relatively well integrated into the parliamen-
tary game.

The second phase of the analysis aims at explaining the actors’ choice 
of role. Thereby, it contributes to the intellectual debate on the fac-
tors expounding the choice of a role. The hypothesis, which is tested 
here, assumes that the roles played by Eurosceptics result from the 
interaction between institutional and individual factors. Indeed, the 
roles adopted by actors are embedded in particular institutions; there-
fore, the institutional framework influences the scope of opportunities 
available to actors (Searing 1994). But individual factors also matter.  
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In the case of Eurosceptics, the central hypothesis is that the role played 
by a Eurosceptic MEP depends on the interaction between his/her pref-
erences regarding European integration and the EU’s institutions, on 
the one hand, and the formal and informal rules of the EP, on the other 
hand. The research thus examines a combination of macro-level (institu-
tional rules) and micro-level factors (individual preferences).

3  D  ata and Methods

By mobilizing multiple sources of data, this book combines both qualita-
tive and quantitative methods to test whether the role of an MEP results 
from the combination of institutional- and individual-level factors. It 
emphasizes an actor-centred perspective—the actor and his subjectivity 
being at the core of the analysis—and relies on the comparison between 
Eurosceptic MEPs from 18 Member States and 38 national parties (for 
an overview, see Chap. 3).

An inductive and interpretative approach is used to identify and cat-
egorize the roles played by Eurosceptics. The roles are not dictated by 
a priori constructs but reflect the actors’ universe of meaning (Searing 
2012). In other words, rather than testing pre-established typologies, 
the focus here is on the way MEPs conceive their role as elected repre-
sentatives and on their motivations to develop the typology of roles. The 
aim is to understand how they consider and carry out their mandate and 
why they do it in one way rather than another. To this end, interviews 
were carried out with more than 100 Eurosceptic MEPs, their assistants 
and EP officials. In addition, their parliamentary activities were analysed 
to determine their priorities, their use of time and resources and their 
involvement in parliamentary work. Additionally, data regarding their 
responsibilities within the EP (presidency or vice-presidency of a group, 
committee or delegation) were also collected to examine their level of 
integration in the parliamentary structure. The content of their parlia-
mentary questions over the course of two years has also been analysed 
to understand the subject matter of their questions and their territorial 
focus (electoral district, national interest, broader European interest or 
third countries/international relations). Their voting behaviour dur-
ing the same two-year period has been also evaluated to ascertain if they 
evolve according to the topic. Finally, the meetings of two Eurosceptic 
parliamentary groups (EUL/NGL and EFD) were observed during a 
six-month period to establish their priorities, working dynamics and  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_3
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to study the behaviour of, and interactions between, Eurosceptic MEPs 
more directly.

The typology is not the result of just one element but rather of the 
combination of these data. Indeed, as role perception and actual behav-
iour form a coherent and dynamic whole, it’s only through the use of 
different data that one can reconstruct the typology of roles developed 
by Eurosceptic MEPs.

The second phase aims at providing an explanation for why we 
observe a variation within the typology of roles. The analysis is based 
on a mixed-method and a deductive approach. In order to test the cen-
tral hypothesis of this research, the evolution of the formal and infor-
mal rules of the EP is analysed through a study of Rules of Procedures 
reforms. The aim is to systematically identify the constraints and 
resources derived from the institutional framework which could influence 
Eurosceptics’ room for manoeuver as well as their perception of the insti-
tutional reality. I then examine qualitatively and quantitatively the extent 
to which the roles played by Eurosceptics are influenced by three main 
factors: their attitudes towards European integration and the EU; socio-
biographical aspects; and the electoral system. The use of both qualitative 
and quantitative methods helps to identify general mechanisms explain-
ing the choice of a strategy by these anti-system parliamentarians.

4  S  tructure of the Book

The book is comprised of eight chapters. After this introduction, Chap. 
2 presents the theoretical foundation of the book. It offers a criti-
cal review of three strands of literature: political representation, leg-
islative studies and EU studies. First, it describes how, for a long time, 
research focused on the “descriptive” or symbolic side of representation, 
on trying to assess the representativeness of the EP. It is only recently 
that scholars have studied the substantive aspect of political representa-
tion at the supranational level, with a more recent and limited strand of 
literature concentrating on role orientations. Like these recent studies, 
this research considers that political representation should be seen as a 
dynamic process in which it matters less to know who the representa-
tives are than to know how they understand and carry out their mandate. 
Therefore, the second part of the chapter discusses the role theory and 
more particularly, the motivational approach which is used here to study 
representation in the EP.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_2
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Chapter 3 presents an up-to-date literature review on Euroscepticism. 
First, it describes the evolution of the phenomenon and the paral-
lel development of scholarly work trying to unpack these opposi-
tions to Europe. The main characterisations and categorizations of 
Euroscepticism are briefly exposed as well as the debates within the lit-
erature on the relative influence of ideological, strategic and institutional 
factors on the positions of political parties towards Europe. On the basis 
of this literature as well as on work on political opposition, it is argued 
that Euroscepticism should be seen as an anti-system opposition.

Chapter 4 provides an in-depth analysis of how Eurosceptics con-
ceive and carry out their representative mandate. It proposes a typol-
ogy of roles played by Eurosceptics in the EP. The analysis demonstrates 
that these actors play four ideal-types of roles: the Absentee, the Public 
Orator, the Pragmatist and the Participant. It shows that, despite the 
apparent homogeneity of their attitudes towards the EU, they develop 
heterogeneous strategies within the institution.

The next two chapters (five and six) test the central hypothesis of the 
research, i.e. the role played by a Eurosceptic MEP results from the com-
bination of institutional- and individual-level factors.

Chapter 5 focuses on the institutional context. Drawing on the insights 
of legislative studies, the main argument there is that the rules of the 
game have an impact on the way parliamentarians understand and carry 
out their mandate. In this chapter, a systematic analysis of the formal and 
informal rules of the EP is carried out to determine the extent to which 
they affect the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs. The first section is dedi-
cated to the formal rules, i.e. the rules of procedure of the chamber, while 
the second section concentrates on the informal rules. Both sections show 
that the institutional context is a key to understand the roles played by 
Eurosceptics. Although the rules of the game are the same for all MEPs, 
they have a specific impact on the room for manoeuvre of Eurosceptic 
members and determine the range of strategies available to them.

Chapter 6 focuses on individual-level factors. Whereas attitudes and 
preferences are usually used in the literature as “an explanatory comple-
ment” to other factors, the claim here is that the preferences of MEPs 
are keys to explaining their roles. This chapter examines the extent to 
which their roles are influenced by their attitudes towards European 
integration and the EU in general. It also tests an alternative hypothesis 
related to the impact of the electoral system, political affiliation, seniority 
and previous political experiences.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_6


1  INTRODUCTION   11

The Conclusion summarizes briefly the main arguments and empiri-
cal findings. It then examines the consequences of the presence of 
Eurosceptic MEPs for the EP and the EU. It discusses the issues of the 
institution’s representativeness and the EU’s democratic legitimacy. On 
the basis of the empirical results, the Conclusion claims that, rather than 
endangering European integration, the presence of Eurosceptics in the 
EP and the roles they play might be an asset for the EP’s and the EU’s 
legitimacy.

Note

1. � On the impact of the Brexit on Euroscepticism, see for instance 
Usherwood, S., “The UK referendum’s impact on British and European 
euroscepticism”, paper presented at the conference “Euroscepticism and 
the Eurocrisis”, ULB, Brussels, 1st of December 2016.
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Representation is one of the most fundamental political concepts. It is 
at the core of modern democracies. But as a complex phenomenon, it 
can be studied from a number of different angles. Both political theory 
and legislative studies have provided numerous studies on political repre-
sentation. For long, these studies were confined to the national political 
arena as there was no representative democracy beyond the nation state. 
Even with the creation of the European Communities in the 1950s, the 
European assembly did not attract much attention from scholars, espe-
cially not in terms of political representation. The institution was mostly 
a talking shop, without real power and seemed the least interesting or 
original part of the newly established supranational political system. 
Specialists of European integration rather turned to the Commission 
and the Council, which also fitted the dominant theoretical frameworks 
at the time—i.e. neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism (see Costa 
and Rozenberg 2008).

It is only with the gradual empowerment of the EP and its direct 
election that the situation evolved. The parliamentarization of the EU 
has triggered research on the supranational assembly. Scholars have 
provided numerous analyses of the EP’s powers, internal decision-
making but also on EU elections and the emergence of politics outside 
the framework of the state (Blondel et al. 1998; Judge and Earnshaw 
1994; Tsebelis 1994). From the 1990s onwards, a shift occurred as 
European studies evolved along with the EU, which started to resem-
ble a normal, state-like political system. As a result, European studies  

CHAPTER 2

Political Representation Beyond  
the Nation State

© The Author(s) 2018 
N. Brack, Opposing Europe in the European Parliament,  
Palgrave Studies in European Union Politics, 
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_2



16   N. Brack

have undergone a process of “normalization”: specialists in compara-
tive politics and legislative studies started studying the EU with concepts 
developed in the framework of the nation state (Keeler 2005; Kreppel 
2012; Young 2016). The literature on the EP has expanded and become 
increasingly diversified. Scholars have been drawing on the insights 
of approaches and theoretical tools usually used to analyse national 
chambers, especially the US Congress, to examine the internal organi-
zation of the EP and the development of a supranational party system 
(Bendjaballah 2016; Hix et al. 2007; Kreppel 2002; Yordanova 2011).

But these studies tend to neglect older and more fundamental ques-
tions related to representative democracy beyond the nation state. By 
concentrating on the institution and its inner workings, they leave 
aside the analysis of the elected representatives at the individual level 
whereas the performance of a system is to a large degree dependent on 
the personnel acting within it (Katz and Wessels 1999, p. 11). It’s only 
recently, notably with “the representative turn” in EU studies (Kröger 
and Friedrich 2013), that a burgeoning literature on political represen-
tation at the supranational level has developed. It emphasizes individual 
MEPs, their attitudes, career paths and representative practices. And it 
has showed that an in-depth analysis of MEPs’ identity and behaviour is 
a promising avenue to understand the EU but also to re-examine con-
cepts such as political representation, legitimacy and democracy (Costa 
and Rozenberg 2008, p. 251). Yet, the current knowledge of how MEPs 
understand their role as individual representatives remains limited, and 
there is much more we should know about how they perform their repre-
sentative function (Busby 2013; Farrell and Scully 2007; Priestley 2008).

Building on these studies, this research aims at investigating parlia-
mentary representation at the supranational level and its role in the dem-
ocratic legitimization of the EU. It is argued that even if it is important 
to take into account the specific nature of political representation at the 
EU level, MEPs are first and foremost elected representatives, facing sim-
ilar constraints as their national counterparts and driven by similar moti-
vations (Bale and Taggart 2006; Kreppel 2012).

The ambition here is to concentrate on a specific group of elected 
representatives who have been neglected so far—Eurosceptic MEPs—
to analyse how they conceive of and carry out their representative 
mandate. Indeed, once elected, they have to operate within an institu-
tion and a political system they strongly criticize or oppose. This situa-
tion is likely to trigger existential questions and tensions for these actors.  
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This research seeks therefore to determine how they cope with these 
issues and how they view their mandate. By shifting the focus from the 
institutional to the individual level (Jenson and Mérand 2010), the aim 
is to put the emphasis on opponents to the European political system in 
order to reflect on their role in the legitimization challenges the EU is 
currently facing.

To do so, this chapter presents the theoretical foundation of this 
book. It offers first a critical review of the relevant literature on politi-
cal representation which can be conceptualized and studied in a range 
of different ways. It briefly explains studies devoted to the “descriptive” 
or symbolic side of representation, trying to assess the social and politi-
cal representativeness of the EP. A second part then turns to the “sub-
stantive” approach to representation. It discusses research devoted to 
the relationships between MEPs, political parties, EP groups and con
stituents as well as the limited research on roles within the EP. Along 
with these recent studies on roles, political representation is considered 
here as a dynamic process in which it matters less to know the back-
grounds of elected representatives than to know how they conceive of 
and carry out their mandate. The last sections concentrate therefore 
on role theory. The concept of role as understood by the motivational 
approach is central in this research: this analytical tool takes into account 
the subjective dimension of representation and helps understand how 
Eurosceptics conceive of and carry out their parliamentary mandate in 
the EP. This book is structured along two research questions: How can 
one categorize the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs? And how can one 
best explain the variation between them? The central hypothesis states 
that the roles are the result of the interaction between the institutional 
context and individual preferences.

1  A   “Descriptive Approach” to Representation

Political representation is a complex and multifaceted phenomenon, at 
the heart of modern democracies (Sartori 1987). It usually refers to the 
process by which a community is made present in a parliamentary assem-
bly (Deschouwer 2005, pp. 85–86).1 As a delegation mechanism, the 
notion essentially refers to a relationship between a representative and 
those represented by him or her (Walczak and van der Brug 2013). But 
despite this broad definition, political representation can be studied from 
various angles (Farrell and Scully 2007, p. 41).
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A first way to analyse it is to adopt a so-called descriptive approach 
(Pitkin 1967) and investigate the representativeness of the assembly. 
The idea is to analyse the characteristics and identities of the representa-
tives and to compare them to the represented, the quality of represen-
tation being measured by the proximity between the two (Best and 
Cotta 2000; Esaiasson and Holmberg 1996). Among this approach, two 
strands of literature can be distinguished. The first concentrates on the 
social representativeness of the parliament and studies the characteristics 
of its members. The second focuses on the political representativeness of 
the assembly by measuring the congruence between voters and elected 
representatives.

1.1    Social Representativeness of MEPs: An Elite like Any Other?

The issue of social representativeness of parliaments has been central 
to the literature on democracy and the theory of representation. The 
extent to which the composition of the legislature reflects that of the 
electorate from which it is drawn matters for at least two reasons. On 
the one hand, the social representativeness of the parliament plays 
a role in the legitimacy of the political regime if the people identify 
themselves to the elite. Norris (1999, p. 88) highlighted in that regard 
that “legislative bodies which fails to reflect society may be perceived 
as symbolically less legitimate”. On the other hand, the legitimacy of 
elected representatives to stand for the represented is at stake. One of 
the assumptions of this approach in terms of “mirror-representation” 
is indeed that the social background of members of parliament has 
an impact on their behaviour, attitudes, priorities and role percep-
tions (Norris and Franklin 1997, pp. 185–186). The composition of 
the assembly will determine, at least partially, its policies and priorities 
(Clinchamps 2006; Pitkin 1967). Applied to the EP, the aim is to deter-
mine to what extent the assembly is an accurate reflection or a mirror of 
European society. These studies aim therefore to investigate who MEPs 
are in order to understand what they do (Beauvallet and Michon 2007, 
p. 9). This symbolic challenge related to the EP’s composition is signifi-
cant in the EU because its legitimacy is frequently questioned. Scholars 
have therefore analysed the selection process of MEPs, their profiles and 
careers as well as their social backgrounds to evaluate to what extent the 
EP is a microcosm of the European people (Costa and Rozenberg 2008; 
Scarrow 1997).
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These studies demonstrated that MEPs are not representative of their 
electorate in terms of their social backgrounds (Mather 2001). The social 
background of MEPs is more similar to those of political elites in general 
with a majority of well-educated middle-aged men, belonging to higher 
social-professional categories, with an underrepresentation of people from 
the farming or working classes. Second, the characteristics of MEPs have 
evolved over time. Whereas for a long time the status of MEPs may have 
been perceived as of second order, the situation changed: in many coun-
tries nowadays, MEPs are elected after a tough political competition and 
are often identified as specialists in EU matters (Costa and Rozenberg 
2008, p. 121). There has been a process of professionalization of MEPs 
over time, and their profiles are close to those of their national counter-
parts. (Daniel 2015; Kauppi 2005; Marrell and Payre 2006).

These findings have generated a series of works on the emergence of 
a supranational elite, understood as a relatively homogenous political 
class, independent from the national level (Cotta 1984; Verzichelli and 
Edinger 2005). This political class is argued to be composed of “pro-
fessionals living from and for Europe, accumulating political and sym-
bolic resources allowing them to claim leadership positions in the EP” 
(Beauvallet and Michon 2009). Overall, European integration did not 
lead to the emergence of an autonomous political class because of the 
multilevel structure of the EU (Kauppi 1996, 2005). Careers and profiles 
of MEPs are still deeply embedded in national political cultures.

Even if the EP does not mirror European society and cannot claim 
a form of symbolic legitimacy derived from its social representative-
ness, the institution can still bring legitimacy to the European political 
regime. Indeed, since the 1990s, the EP has been a stepping stone for 
politicians who are marginalized at the national level such as women or 
representatives from small and fringe parties. One of the unintended 
consequences of the presence of both federalists and Eurosceptics in the 
EP is to increase the democratic legitimacy of the EP (Kauppi 2005, p. 
97). However, this literature tends to concentrate on the development of 
a transnational elite and to overlook fringe actors such as Eurosceptics.

1.2    Political Representativeness: The Issue of Congruence Between 
Citizens and MEPs

Drawing on the work of Miller and Stokes on the US Congress (1963), 
scholars have tried to determine to what extent the preferences of 
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citizens are reflected by their parliamentarians. In that approach, we 
can speak of democratic representation if there is a policy congruence 
between the views of citizens and the actions and preferences of repre-
sentatives in the chamber (Powell 2004).

In order to apply this perspective to the EP, the majority of authors 
base their work on the Responsible Party Model of representation which 
focuses on the electoral process as a delegation mechanism. It assumes 
that for elections to work as instruments that link citizens’ policy prefer-
ences with the positions of elected representatives, two main conditions 
need to be met. First, political parties need to offer a range of choices to 
the electorate in terms of policy proposals. Second, voters have to vote 
according to their policy preference and choose the party whose posi-
tions represent their preferences best. If both conditions are met, the 
electoral process will lead to policy congruence between a party and 
its voters (Costello et al. 2012; Katz 1997; McEvoy 2012; Thomassen 
1994).

European elections are thus supposed to link citizens’ and representa-
tives’ policy preferences. The EP, as institution, should then increase the 
transparency of the European decision-making process and translate citi-
zens’ preferences into legislation (Yordanova 2011). The aim is then to 
evaluate to what extent voters’ positions are reflected by the positions 
of MEPs to determine if European elections are an efficient instrument 
for political representation at the supranational level (Thomassen and 
Schmidt 1997).

A series of works have analysed the voters–MEPs congruence on a 
scope of policy issues ranging from employment and the euro to bor-
der control and European integration. They found that the congruence 
between voters and MEPs’ preferences is rather high for issues related to 
the left-right cleavage but moderate or even weak for matters regarding 
the process of integration as well as cultural issues (Dalton 1985; Marsh 
and Wessels 1997). Indeed, there is a gap between political elites and the 
electorate on cultural issues and on issues related to European integra-
tion. This could explain the success of populist and Eurosceptic parties 
across Europe since they mobilize voters on those very issues (Costello 
et al. 2012; Mattila and Raunio 2006; Van der Eijk and Franklin 2004). 
Schmitt and Thomassen (2000, p. 320) noted for instance that “if it 
comes to the specifics of European Union policy-making, the con-
gruence between voters and their representatives is remarkably poor. 
Political elites are much more European-minded than their voters 
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regarding questions such as the abolition of border controls or the elim-
ination of national currencies in favour of a new European currency”. 
Similarly, recent studies demonstrated that parties do not represent their 
voters adequately on European issues, and this disjuncture seems to 
worsen over time (Lefkofridi and Casado-Asensio 2013; Lefkofridi and 
Katsanidou 2014; Mattila and Raunio 2012).

Because of the second-order nature of European elections, politi-
cal representation at the EU level may be compromised. Citizens’ lack 
of knowledge of (or interest in) European politics leads to a weak turn-
out at EU elections and a vote based on national rather than European 
issues. Moreover, parties do not offer voters a wide enough range of 
different positions on European issues and “European elections fail as 
an instrument of democracy at the European level in that they fail to 
express the will of the European people on European issues” (Mair and 
Thomassen 2010, p. 21). In order for the EP to be more representative, 
one option would be for MEPs to be less Europhile (Marsh and Wessels 
1997, p. 238; Thomassen 2012). But as studies on socialization show, 
the EP is a bastion of Europhiles because of a (auto-) selection process. 
In sum, candidates in EU elections tend to be politicians interested in 
and favourable to Europe (Katz 1997; Kerr 1973). In order words, 
MEPs do not go native in the EP and Eurosceptics do not become more 
pro-European as a result of their experience at the supranational level 
(Scully 2005). The gap between the electorate and MEPs feeds the dis-
connection between the EP and European voters and contributes to the 
success of Eurosceptics’ arguments.

In a nutshell, the EP is not a perfect mirror of European societies. 
MEPs can hardly claim to embody the European people or draw some 
legitimacy from their resemblance with the electorate. But, they are not 
that different from their national counterparts: MEPs are not a coherent 
elite, cut off from national realities and going native in the EP. Contrary 
to national assemblies though, the weak representativeness of the EP 
could be problematic as its very legitimacy is called into question by a 
significant minority of its members (Farrell and Scully 2007, p. 95). If 
several studies mention that the increasing presence of Eurosceptics 
could have an impact on the institution, they do not provide any in-
depth reflections on that subject. Moreover, these studies tend to present 
a frozen picture of representation, rather than a dynamic process and 
where the elected representative is often presented as being “passive” 
rather than as an actor (Pitkin 1967, pp. 90–113).
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This is why this research turns to a more dynamic approach of political 
representation in order to understand Eurosceptic MEPs’ strategies, how 
they interact with their environment and their impact on the EP and the EU.

2  A   Substantive Approach to Political Representation

The other main angle of study of political representation is the so-called 
substantive approach which focuses on what elected representatives do, 
rather than on their resemblance to their electorate (Nay 2002; Pitkin 
1967). Representation is seen here as a dynamic process with, at its 
core, a relation between represented and representative. According to 
this approach, we should examine what the representatives do with their 
mandate, their room for manoeuvre, their objectives and attitudes in 
order to understand political representation.

Political representation at the supranational level is hybrid and ambig-
uous. It is not clear whom MEPs are supposed to represent, because of 
the absence of a uniform electoral system and of a transnational constitu-
ency for EU elections as well as the weakness of the electoral connexion 
between citizens and EU decision-makers (Brack and Costa 2013; Costa 
2001; Costa and Navarro 2003; Niedermayer and Sinnott 1995; Reif 
and Schmitt 1980; Schmitt 2005).

But despite the particular nature of representation at the EU level, 
MEPs are similar to any other elected representatives (Bale and Taggart 
2006). Legislative studies’ scholars have therefore applied concepts and 
methods from the literature on the US Congress and to a lesser extent 
on European national chambers to the study of MEPs’ behaviour. They 
have showed how fruitful such approach can be to understand the 
European representative mandate.

2.1    MEPs as Agents with Two Principals

Numerous studies seek to understand how elected representatives deal 
with their multiple allegiances, their relations to their principals and 
whether they are independent of them or bound by a mandate from their 
principals. Because of the weakness of the electoral connexion at the 
supranational level, most of the work in EU studies concentrates on the 
relation between the MEPs, their national political party and EP group, 
while some recent researches have examined the linkage between MEPs 
and their constituents.
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Drawing on the literature on electoral behaviour in American politics, 
a series of studies have analysed MEPs’ behaviour through the lens of 
the “principal-agent” approach (Hix 2002; Hix et al. 2007; Mühlböck 
2012). This approach conceives the individual MEP as an agent of two 
principals: his/her national party and his/her EP political group. Each 
principal pushes the agent to adopt its position during votes. But as 
the agent is driven by three main objectives (vote-, office-, and policy-
seeking), each principal has an influence on the agent, depending on 
the hierarchy of his/her goals. European elections are in fact organized 
by national political parties at the national level, and the national party 
remains the gatekeeper for the MEP’s re-election as well as for his/her 
career at the national level. But the EP group controls the resources 
within the chamber, i.e. offices as well as policy influence (Bowler and 
Farrell 1995; Coman 2009; Faas 2003; Lindstädt et al. 2012). Scholars 
have therefore examined the tripartite relationship between individ-
ual MEPs, the national party and the EP group through roll-call vote 
analysis. Through roll-call vote analysis, they demonstrate that in case of 
conflict between the positions of the two principals, MEPs tend to fol-
low the voting instructions of the national party, as their first objective 
is to get re-elected. But at the same time, they have shown that political 
groups have been increasingly cohesive and that political competition in 
the EP is structured more by two ideological dimensions (the left/right 
cleavage and the pro-/anti-integration axis) than by nationality (Hix and 
Noury 2009).

Following a rigorous methodology, these studies greatly contributed 
to our understanding of the determinants of MEPs’ behaviour and of the 
way the EP works. But they also triggered controversies regarding their 
extensive use of roll-call votes,2 the normative implications of their find-
ings and their narrow view of the European representative mandate.

The normative implications of their findings in particular triggered 
criticism, as Hix and his colleagues argue that their findings indicate a 
“normalization” of the EP. They noted that “politics in the European 
Parliament is very much like politics in other democratic parliaments, 
dominated by left-right positions and driven by traditional party fami-
lies of domestic European politics”, which is “an optimistic conclusion 
about the accountability and stability of EU governance” (Hix et al. 
2007, p. 181). Other scholars consider that such conclusion overlooks 
the hybrid nature of political representation in the EU (Costa and Saint 
Martin 2011), but also the fact that multiple dimensions structure  
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political debates in the chamber and that variable coalitions occur in 
the EP depending on the issue, the period and the legislative proce-
dure under study (Crespy and Gajewska 2010). Recent studies (Otjes 
and van Der Veer 2016) also demonstrate that the pro-/anti-EU divide 
is increasingly salient in the EP with the ongoing crisis, which could 
overshadow the left-right cleavage on specific policy issues. Settembri 
and Neuhold (2009) also refuted the idea of a normalization of the EP, 
showing that its functioning remains in line with consociationalism as 
political conflict in the chamber is rare.

The theoretical foundations of these studies have also been criti-
cized as scholars consider that they rest on a narrow and simplistic 
view of the representative mandate. MEPs are reduced to the status of 
an agent of two principals, mostly motivated by his/her desire for re-
election, and the mandate is reduced to the votes in plenary. The scope 
of MEPs’ incentives is in fact broader than assumed in these studies 
(Navarro 2009). Not all MEPs seek re-election, and the hierarchy of 
their priorities might differ from one individual to another. Eurosceptics 
for instance might be more driven by policy-seeking objectives to sat-
isfy their party and voters (Faas 2003). Strategies of MEPs might 
vary depending on their attitudes towards European integration, the 
size of their EP group or the status of their party at the national level 
(Hausemer 2006; Kaeding 2004). And because these studies exclusively 
analyse the voting behaviour of MEPs, they do not take into account 
the multidimensionality of the representative mandate. Whereas MEPs 
are involved in all kinds of activities, we still know little about how they 
perform their representative functions beyond roll-call voting (Priestley 
2008).

2.2    Subjective Dimension of Representation: Role Theory

If the literature on how MEPs understand their role as representatives has 
been distinctly limited, recent studies have started to fill in this gap by 
analysing a broader range of political behaviour (see a.o. Benedetto 2005; 
Høyland 2006; Whitaker 2011) As elected representatives, MEPs face 
potentially infinite possibilities with a finite quantity of time, resources 
and energy; they must make choices and prioritize their activities. But 
they are relatively free to determine their own priorities. As a result, “par-
liamentarians differ considerably in the priorities they select and the mod-
els of representation they follow” (Farrell and Scully 2007, p. 94).
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In order to understand how and why MEPs make these trade-offs, 
scholars have drawn on the insights of role theory, which emphasizes not 
only parliamentary behaviour but also the views of elected representatives 
on their duties and responsibilities. The concept of role has proved to 
be a useful theoretical tool to grasp the strategies of elected representa-
tives, including in the EP. After falling out of fashion for two decades, 
this concept reappeared on the scientific agenda with the neo-institu-
tional turn in political science. Although it has not been the main driver 
of research on the EP so far, it has made a discrete return in EU studies 
and provided scholars with a useful concept to understand the multiple 
facets of the European representative mandate through an actor-centred 
approach (Bale and Taggart 2006; Blomgren and Rozenberg 2012; 
Farrell and Scully 2003; Katz 1997; Navarro 2009).

The concept of role is central to this book: it is at the heart of the 
theoretical and methodological framework of this research. Indeed, fol-
lowing Blomgren and Rozenberg (2012, p. 9), my argument is that 
analysing roles enables us to open the “black box” of legislatures and to 
study some of the more complex aspects of political representation. It 
allows us to articulate parliamentary behaviours and parliamentarian per-
ceptions of their mandate and to explain why they act the way they do 
within the institution.

After briefly outlining the fluctuating success of role theory, the two 
main neo-institutional perspectives on roles will be presented and the 
theoretical approach of this research will be explained.

2.2.1 � The Fluctuating Success of the Concept of Role in Political Science

For a long period of time, the study of role was central to legislative 
studies, before falling out of fashion due to flaws and shortcomings of 
the two main approaches from which role analysis takes its legacy: func-
tionalism and interactionism.

Functionalism assumes that understanding a political system requires 
analysing its functions, and the concept of role is a means to link MPs’ 
behaviour to the functions of the legislature. The pioneering study for 
role theory is undoubtedly the volume by Wahlke, Eulau, Buchanan 
and Ferguson, titled The Legislative System: explorations in legislative 
behaviour (1962). Their study aimed at mapping the roles of members 
of four American state legislatures (California, Ohio, Tennessee and 
New Jersey) in order to uncover the underlying political processes and 
informal channels within institutions. Roles were closely connected to 
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institutional positions and behaviour and were defined as a coherent set 
of norms of behaviour (Wahlke et al. 1962, p. 552). Their work resulted 
in an abundant literature on legislative and political roles in democratic 
institutions (Aberbach and Rockman 1988; Cayrol et al. 1973; Clarke 
and Price 1981; Converse and Pierce 1986; Gross 1978; Rush 2001). 
But the impact of their study is mainly related to one specific core role: 
the so-called representational role. It refers to the relationship between 
elected representatives and their voters. Wahlke and his colleagues distin-
guished the focus of representation (i.e. whether a representative should 
represent a specific, territorial interest or the general interest) and the 
style of representation (i.e. whether MPs consider themselves as bound 
by the instructions of those they represent or as free agents). Regarding 
the style of representation, they developed three categories: the del-
egate (bound by a mandate from voters), the trustee (does not follow 
instructions but rather his own judgement) and the politico (trustee or 
delegate, depending on the circumstances). There has been considerable 
research applying these concepts and categories to MPs, especially on the 
US Congress (Eulau et al. 1959; see Jewell 1983 for an overview of this 
literature). In the framework of the EP, many studies on role orientations 
are based on these categories and seek to determine who MEPs feel they 
represent, how they solve conflicts between various principals, what their 
main duties are and how they set their priorities (Brack and Costa 2013; 
Hagger and Wing 1979; Katz 1999; Scully and Farrell 2003; Wessels 
2005).

As a counterpoint, the interactionist approach emphasizes the the-
atrical metaphor: roles are taken and played by actors, according to 
the institutional context and their interlocutors (i.e. the framework of 
interaction). These scholars insist on the role taking: how politicians 
learn, negotiate and cultivate their roles in actual situations. The most 
influential study in this approach is the work of Fenno (1978) on the 
home style of Congressmen. He followed the activities of 18 mem-
bers of the US House of Representatives in their district over a period 
of almost eight years to observe how they related to their constitu-
ents. He showed how the activities in their districts were connected 
to their actions in Washington but also that the two are different 
worlds and the roles and strategies of elected representatives in their 
district change over time. Wodak’s study of the EP (2009) draws on 
this approach as she seeks to understand the various discourses MEPs 
deploy depending on their audience. The interactionist approach 
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focuses on the creation of roles in various social interactions, empha-
sizing the individual meaning that is given to them. It has the merit 
of highlighting the facts that individual elected representatives partici-
pate in defining their roles and that social situations shape roles. But 
the idea that parliamentarians are in a permanent state of representa-
tion, changing roles according to the audience is quite unrealistic. The 
professionalization and institutional socialization of MPs tend to gen-
erate a certain degree of role internalization, being a tool to reduce 
uncertainty for political actors (Costa and Kerrouche 2007, p. 185). As 
noted by Strøm (2012, p. 85), roles in politics as in any other aspects 
of our life exist to reduce uncertainty about effective and appropriate 
behaviour and help others develop plausible expectations about the 
ways in which we are likely to behave.

More generally, the inconclusive and contradictory results of the both 
interactionist and functionalist perspectives have gradually contributed to 
discrediting role theory. As noted by Jewell (1985, pp. 103–104), “most 
research on legislative roles have simply classified legislators according 
to their role orientations and little effort has been made to identify the 
variables explaining role orientations and even less to identify behavioural 
consequences”. Also, the meaning of the concept itself is rather vague, 
and the conceptual pluralism in role theory has created confusion rather 
than clarification (Biddle 1986; Searing 1994). While some authors con-
sider that there exists a consensus around the concept and that therefore 
there is no need to define it, others retain only one dimension of the 
role—mostly the trustee/delegate/politico categories—reducing roles to 
a bare minimum. As those roles do not exist in the minds of politicians 
and seem to describe academic ways of conceptualizing parliamentary 
representation rather than cohesive patterns of norms and behaviour, 
they appear meaningless (Price 1985, p. 169). This fragmented concep-
tualization explains the discrepancy often found between role orienta-
tions and behaviour, contributing to the discredit of the very concept of 
role (Navarro 2005; Price 1985). As Blomgren and Rozenberg (2012, 
p. 18) appropriately remark that “inconclusive results, conceptual con-
fusion, empirical costs, and parochialism all contributed to a substan-
tial decline in the use of the role concept in legislative research during 
most of the 1980s and 1990s”. Even though the concept continued to 
be used in multiple studies, there were no theoretical or methodologi-
cal developments in role theory until the “neo-institutionalist turning 
point” (Vom Beyme 2006).
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2.2.2 � Rediscovering Roles: The Neo-Institutionalist Approach

The neo-institutionalist turning point in political science has generated a 
renewed interest in role analysis. Two authors in particular have had an 
important impact on the reappearance of role theory in legislative stud-
ies: Kaare Strøm and Donald Searing. Each is associated with a variant of 
neo-institutionalism: Strøm outlined a strategic perspective while Searing 
proposed a motivational approach.

Both these approaches have made great theoretical contributions to leg-
islative studies and role theory. They are presented as contradictory to each 
other, whereas they in fact share a number of similarities. They agree on 
one of the basic tenets of methodological individualism, i.e. that human 
action is the key to explaining social phenomena. They also agree on saying 
that the concept of role is a relevant analytical tool to make sense of the 
behaviour of elected representatives and that beyond individual interpreta-
tions of the role, each representative predominantly plays one single role. 
And they consider that roles are the results of the interaction between the 
institutional context and individual preferences. The strategic and motiva-
tional approaches should therefore be seen as degrees on a continuum of 
new institutionalism rather than as irreconcilable positions (Aspinwall and 
Schneider 2009; Lowndes and Roberts 2013; Peters 2011).

Strøm’s strategic approach
This approach provides a conceptual framework inspired by rational 
choice theory to understand parliamentary behaviour. The concept 
of role is defined as “strategies for the employment of scare resources 
towards specific goals” (Strøm 1997, p. 155).

According to Strøm (1997, p. 163, 2012, pp. 87–88), roles are rou-
tinized strategies induced by the representatives’ pursuit of their politi-
cal objectives, constrained by the institutional environment in which 
they operate. Parliamentarians have four kinds of goals relative to their 
legislative service: reselection, re-election, party office and legislative 
office. In order to maximize their likelihood of achieving their prefer-
ences and objectives, they develop strategies or game plans to allocate 
their scarce resources most efficiently, i.e. political roles. Role differentia-
tion results from the various ways in which parliamentarians allocate such 
scarce resources. But these strategies are not only driven by MPs’ goals 
but also constrained by the institutional setting in which they operate. 
Institutions define the range of behaviours available to parliamentarians 
by shaping the incentives they face.
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As parliamentarians’ strategies are prescriptions and not directly 
observable, one must infer them from the patterned behaviour displayed 
by these representatives. Furthermore, one should systematically iden-
tify the institutions which affect the ability of parliamentarians to achieve 
their goals. Each goal is connected to a particular institutional constraint: 
the selection procedure (reselection), the electoral system (re-election), 
the member’s position within the party (party office) and his or her posi-
tion within parliament (legislative office).

This approach has been quite influential. Several studies have shown 
how the clarity of the concept and the parsimonious nature of the model 
proposed are particularly suited for comparative studies. One of the 
strengths of the strategic approach lies in the systematic analysis of the 
actors’ resources as well as of the institutional constraints leading to the 
selection of a role (Blomgren and Rozenberg 2012; Zittel 2012; Zittel 
and Gschwend 2008). But the strategic approach has also been criticized 
on two elements: its view on actors’ motivations and rationality on the 
one hand and its definition of role as strategy on the other hand. Its view 
on rationality has been considered rather restrictive. Portraying repre-
sentatives as utility maximizers, i.e. able to rank priorities on a scale of 
static and exogenous preferences, this approach considers parliamentar-
ians as motivated by an instrumental rationality (Aspinwall and Schneider 
2000, p. 10). Their actions are based on cost/benefit analysis to deter-
mine the most efficient strategy to maximize their gains (Esaisson and 
Holmberg 1996, p. 59). Yet, political action cannot be reduced to 
strategic calculations to achieve a rational interest (Brubaker 1984, pp. 
49–51; see also March and Olsen 2005; Navarro 2007). Politicians are 
not always calculating their expected utilities: “political behaviour, like 
other behaviour, can be described in terms of duties, obligations, rules 
and roles. Actions are not solely based on calculations of the return 
expected from alternative choices” (March and Olsen 1984, p. 744). 
And preferences are not purely exogenous: institutions are not a neu-
tral framework for the strategies of elected representatives but frame, 
enable and constrain their actions’ repertoire and preferences (Aspinwall 
and Schneider 2000; Giddens 1984; March and Olsen 1984). In addi-
tion to that, the definition of the role by the strategic approach triggered 
some questions. Roles are considered as routinized strategies3 enabling 
actors to rationalize a complicated environment characterized by con-
stant arbitrations. As such, it concentrates on patterns of behaviour, leav-
ing aside any normative elements. However, preferences and normative  
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incentives are generally considered an integral part of roles. One could 
then wonder if the concept does not become superfluous if one can talk 
of strategies only (Rozenberg and Blomgren 2012, p. 28). As argued 
by Searing (2012, p. xxii), the parsimony of the strategic approach in 
defining roles as strategic behaviour may be so parsimonious that its 
constructs are no longer recognizable as roles and is not well suited 
for in-depth analysis of case studies such as a supranational parliament 
(Searing 1991, 1994, 2012).

Searing’s motivational approach
Inspired by the new institutionalism of March and Olsen (1989) and 
Powell and DiMaggio (1991), Searing developed a conceptual frame-
work for the analysis of roles. He seeks to incorporate the insights from 
both sociological (functional and interactional) and strategic traditions. 
He believes that the previously disappointing results of role theories are 
not due to the concept itself but to the way it was used and defined. 
Through a study of the members of the House of Commons, he pro-
posed a motivational approach to roles (Searing 1994). His main claim 
is that roles should be studied on the basis of how MPs view them. 
Politicians are purposive actors, but they are embedded in an institu-
tional context.

Roles are defined here as “particular patterns of interrelated goals, 
attitudes and behaviors that are characteristic of people in particular sit-
uations” (Searing 1994, p. 18). It is composed of a motivational core 
(career goals and emotional incentives) and secondary components—
characteristic attitudes and behaviours. But emotional incentives are the 
principal energizing forces in all parliamentary roles, rooted in the per-
sonality of the MP. The role here is not dictated by predetermined theo-
retical models but is the result of an inductive and interpretive approach 
so that the role reflects how the actor understands it.

In order to understand elected representatives’ behaviour, the moti-
vational approach pays particular attention to their perceptions and 
visions of their mandate, as indicators of the motivations underlying their 
behaviour. Indeed, seeking to describe the roles from the actor’s point 
of view, this approach examines what actors do, how they do it and why 
they think it is appropriate to act this way rather than another (Searing 
1994, p. 351). But this motivational core, composed of beliefs, goals and 
desires, is closely related to attitudes and behaviour: “in studying purpo-
sive roles, the motivational approach seeks to reconstruct characteristic 
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clusters of desires, beliefs and behaviours that are inherently intertwined. 
These are the roles and the behaviour is part of the role” (Searing 1994, 
p. 380). The roles are established if there is a correspondence between 
the motivational core and attitudes and behaviour.

According to the motivational approach, roles are “the place where 
individual choices meet institutional constraints” (Searing 1994, p. x). 
This means that MPs are rational actors, motivated by career goals and 
emotional incentives and constrained by the formal and informal rules 
of the institution. Roles are embedded in institutional contexts: elected 
representatives enter parliament with their own motivations and prefer-
ences, but once in the institution, these preferences and goals can change 
to adapt to the situation.

Two steps are involved in the analysis of roles according to the moti-
vational approach (Searing 1991, p. 1255). The first one is a mapping 
operation, in order to identify the major roles. The idea is to understand 
political roles from the players’ point of view but to go beyond individ-
ual interpretations of the role to reconstruct, with sufficient generality, 
composite patterns of beliefs, attitudes and behaviours. The second is to 
explain, through an interpretive approach, the connections between the 
components of the roles, examine their origins and consequences, and 
illuminate their institutional contexts (Searing 1994, p. 22).

This approach is not without drawbacks. Mapping the roles relies 
on an inductive process, which is inherently subjective as well as time-
consuming given the large numbers of interviews needed. This process 
complicates cross-national comparisons and is better suited for in-depth 
case studies or international institutions, but it also makes it difficult to 
replicate and poses a challenge in terms of generalizability (Searing 2012, 
p. xxii).

However, several studies have shown that the conceptual framework 
of the motivational approach and its inductive complexity are its great-
est strengths. Wood and Yoon (1998) have demonstrated that the pref-
erence roles identified by Searing withstood the test of time and are 
still played today by members of the House of Commons. Others have 
shown that the motivational approach and its emphasis on emotional 
incentives enable scholars to grasp particular behaviour which could not 
be explained by the strategic approach (Rozenberg 2005). Navarro’s 
work (2009, 2012) reveals the relevance of the motivational approach 
in the case of the EP and its members. Offering a middle way between 
sociological and strategic perspectives, it is particularly suited for the 
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specific situation of MEPs. Indeed, the uncertainties surrounding the 
nature of the European representative mandate, the weak electoral con-
nection at the EU level and the multitude of tasks and demands MEPs 
face give them a significant degree of freedom in the way they carry out 
their mandate. They are relatively free to set their own priorities. In addi-
tion to that, the motivational approach takes into account the impact of 
the formal and informal rules of the institution on elected representa-
tives’ behaviour and preferences. This is crucial in the context of the EP. 
While most research on political roles tend to underestimate the inter-
play between rules and preferences, or use simplified understandings of 
rationality, the motivational approach considers that politicians’ prefer-
ences are both endogenous and exogenous. In other words, political 
actors define their goals and motivations in an ongoing dialogue with 
the rules that structure their environment (Searing 1991, 1994). Their 
behaviour is seen as rational, that is to say, oriented towards certain ends, 
but it is never entirely strategic. As Hooghe argues (1998, p. 8), politi-
cians “are neither puppets on a string nor ‘thick’ rationalists calculating 
utilities of particular strategies to achieve given ends”.

For all these reasons, this approach provides the best conceptual and 
methodological framework to understand how Eurosceptic MEPs con-
ceive of and carry out their mandate.

3  A   Motivational Approach to Study the Roles 
of Eurosceptic MEPs

The aim of this research is to analyse how Eurosceptic MEPs conceive 
of and carry out their representative mandate. To do so, it relies on the 
concept of role as defined by the motivational approach and is structured 
around two research questions: (1) How can one categorize the roles 
played by Eurosceptic MEPs? (2) How can one best explain the variation 
between their roles?

The concept of role will enable to overcome the apparent heteroge-
neity of their behaviour taken individually and to highlight the way in 
which motivations, attitudes and behaviour are articulated. More pre-
cisely, the research follows a two-step structure. A first one seeks to iden-
tify through an inductive method the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs 
and to propose a typology of roles. The second step uses this typology as 
the dependent variable and examines the factors which explain the varia-
tions of roles among Eurosceptics.
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3.1    Mapping the Roles Played by Eurosceptic MEPs

MEPs tend to resort to familiar patterns to achieve their goals, and their 
choice of a course of action depends on their interpretation of the situ-
ation rather than on a purely utilitarian calculation. Therefore, these 
familiar patterns—the roles—cannot be reduced to a rational strategy but 
also include a subjective dimension that should be taken into account to 
understand their behaviour.

Roles are thus understood here as dynamic patterns of interrelated 
goals, attitudes and behaviours that are characteristics of people in par-
ticular situations. The first step in the research is to reconstruct the roles 
played by Eurosceptic MEPs by identifying their main components 
(motivations, characteristic attitudes and behaviour). Emphasis will be 
put on the motivational core of the role, that is the goals and emotional 
incentives of the MEP and the way they perceive their mandate. But 
characteristic behaviour will also be taken into account.

However, because of the particular nature of the population stud-
ied (a minority of anti-system actors), the motivational approach will be 
amended on one aspect. Roles here will be closer to ideal types than to 
categories that live in the minds of politicians. The EP is not as institu-
tionalized as the British House of Commons; it is a relatively young insti-
tution, with a high turnover, and whose powers and organization are in 
constant evolution and where multiple national parliamentary traditions 
coexist. Therefore, the roles of Eurosceptic MEPs reconstructed here 
rely on the perceptions, attitudes and behaviour of Eurosceptic MEPs, 
but in order to go beyond their individual interpretation of the role and 
identify the contrasts between roles, the characteristics of each have been 
emphasized. Each MEP was then categorized according to the role he/
she was the most similar to.4

3.2    Explaining Role Choice

The second challenge of role theory is to determine why an elected rep-
resentative plays one role rather than another. The roles identified during 
the first step become the dependent variable, with the aim to explain the 
variation among them.

The central hypothesis derived from the motivational approach pos-
tulates that roles result from the interaction between individual prefer-
ences and institutional rules. However, while Searing’s approach provides 
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a detailed and thorough analysis of the roles, it does not offer the same 
level of sophistication when it comes to explaining why elected repre-
sentatives play one role rather than another. He proposes an interpreta-
tive explanation, i.e. explaining “the roles by identifying and describing 
the relevant sets of characteristic desires, beliefs and behaviours and their 
interconnection” (Searing 1994, p. 22). As this remains rather descrip-
tive, this research turns to the literature on legislative studies, and more 
particularly on parliamentary behaviour in EU studies, to clarify the cen-
tral hypothesis of this research. Studies on MEPs’ role orientations iden-
tified three alternative sources of variance.

A first source comes from institutional variables. On the one hand, the 
formal and informal rules of the institution have an impact on the roles 
of elected representatives (Strøm 2012, p. 97). But these constraints and 
resources are not the same for all as they depend on the representative’s 
position within the institution (March and Olsen 2005; Searing 1994). 
In the framework of the EP, Bowler and Farrell notice that the institu-
tional context does in fact affect parliamentary behaviour: “it is all too 
easy—especially when comparing across different nations—to forget fac-
tors which affect the behaviour of parliamentarians that are more related 
to the legislature in which they work” (Bowler and Farrell 1993, pp. 
48–49). It has been shown elsewhere that the formal and informal rules 
of the EP influence the way radical right MEPs conceive of and carry 
out their mandate (Brack 2012). On the other hand, institutional factors 
also refer to the electoral system. Indeed, there have been debates within 
legislative studies on the impact of the electoral system on parliamen-
tary behaviour. While some scholars show that it has a significant impact 
on the strategies of elected representatives (André and Depauw 2013; 
Cain et al. 1987; Carey and Shugart 1995; Norton 2002; Thomassen 
and Esaiasson 2006), others nuanced this statement and offered alter-
native explanations (Bogdanor 1985; Davidson 1969; Desposato 2006; 
Thames 2005). On the basis of these studies, scholars have examined the 
relationship between the electoral system and MEPs’ behaviour and view 
of representation (Bowler and Farrell 1993). Scully and Farrell (2003, 
2007) examined role orientations of MEPs, i.e. the way they see the 
people they represent and the most important aspects of their mandate. 
They highlight two explanatory variables: district magnitude and ballot 
structure. Smaller districts and an open ballot structure tend to incen-
tivize MEPs to cultivate a personal vote as they might be rewarded for 
their efforts towards the constituency. “As the electoral system becomes 
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more open, greater emphasis is placed on individual politicians, who in 
turn, it can be hypothesised, place greater emphasis on the representa-
tion of individual constituents and on personal vote chasing” (Farrell and 
Scully 2010, p. 8). This analysis reveals a relation between electoral sys-
tem design and the representative style of MEPs. But this impact remains 
moderate due to the relative homogeneity of the electoral system for EP 
elections. In other words, electoral system effects do not fully account 
for MEPs’ attitudes and behaviour (Scully and Farrell 2007, p. 122; 
Scully and Farrell 2010). On the basis of those works, the aim will be 
therefore to systematically identify the constraints and resources origi-
nating from the institutional framework which affect how Eurosceptic 
MEPs perceive and carry out their role. In that respect, it can be hypoth-
esized that there is a relation between the (formal and informal) rules of 
the EP as well as the electoral system (more particularly the ballot struc-
ture) and the roles played by Eurosceptics.

The second source of variance refers to cultural factors. General cul-
tural differences across countries in the expectations and demands placed 
upon elected representatives are essential to understand parliamentary 
behaviour. Katz (1997, 1999) in particular argues that the constituency 
orientation of British MEPs is not due to the electoral system, since they 
are elected on closed lists but is the result of the national culture. Yet, 
he observed that MEPs’ attitudes towards Europe also influence signifi-
cantly the way they perceive their roles (Katz 1999). Other research also 
tends to confirm the (moderate) impact of nationality on the way MEPs 
see their mandate (Costa 2001; Wessels 1999).

A third source of variance is related to individual factors. Political 
sociology has emphasized the impact of the individual background, 
especially career paths and political experience (Beauvallet and Michon 
2010; Georgakakis 2002, 2012). Bale and Taggart (2006) argue that 
political roles cannot be explained by nationality or political affiliation 
and that research should investigate individual-level variables. More par-
ticularly, they consider that professional training, seniority and political 
experience impact the way MEPs respond to their environment whereas 
variables related to social background variables offer little to explain leg-
islative role-taking. Many studies also mention individual preferences, as 
an additional variable, alongside cultural and institutional factors. The 
studies by Hagger and Wing (1979) as well as by Katz (1999) under-
line the influence of MEPs’ attitudes towards European integration and 
the institutional architecture of the EU on role orientations. Similarly,  
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Scully and Farrell (2003, 2007) reveal that MEPs’ perception of their 
mandate depends in part on their vision of the EP. As the effect of the 
electoral system seems moderate, they suggest research needs to move 
on to an individual-level approach and take into account more subjec-
tive elements. Navarro (2009) for his part argues that normative consid-
erations are central to understand MEPs’ roles. In his study of MEPs, he 
shows that neither social background variables nor seniority can explain 
the variance of their roles. Although he fails to analyse Eurosceptic 
MEPs, his analysis shows that the choice of a role depends not only on 
MEPs’ career goals but also on their views of European integration and 
democracy (Navarro 2009, p. 255).

Combining these studies with the motivational approach, the general 
hypothesis of this research states that the variance of roles results from 
the interaction between institutional factors and individual preferences. 
Figure 2.1 summarizes the theoretical framework used here: the roles 
played by Eurosceptic MEPs depends on the institutional context and 
members’ preferences with regard to European integration and the EU.

4  D  ata and Method

This approach takes an actor-centred and interpretative perspective 
to understand how Eurosceptic MEPs conceive of and carry out their 
mandate. Individual actors and their subjectivity are at the centre of 

Parliamentary roles
Institutional context: 
formal and informal 

rules

Attitudes towards 

European integration and 

the EU 

Characteristic 
behaviour

Characteristic 
attitudes

Motivational core

Goals and emotional 
incentives

Fig. 2.1  Roles—components and explanatory model
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the analysis (Searing 1994). Most of the research relies on a qualitative 
method in order to grasp the meaning MEPs give to their actions and to 
understand the motivations underlying their behaviour (Della Porta and 
Keating 2008, p. 26). But quantitative methods will also be combined 
to the qualitative methodology as this blend is more likely to provide a 
better understanding of the variation in the roles played by Eurosceptic 
MEPs.

4.1    An Inductive Method to Identify Parliamentary Roles Played 
by Eurosceptic MEPs

An inductive method was used to identify the roles played by 
Eurosceptic MEPs. Because the literature on Eurosceptic MEPs is par-
ticularly limited, such a method is useful to analyse the behaviour and 
attitudes of these actors without losing information. Indeed, it is par-
ticularly suited for the purpose of this research because of its bottom-
up perspective Morse et al. (2002). Such an inductive approach takes 
into account the complexity of the parliamentary mandate by seeking to 
reconstruct the roles from the actors’ point of view, focusing on their 
meanings and motivations (Searing 2012).

First, priority is given to the way Eurosceptics conceive of their role 
as MEP. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a sample of 
101 Eurosceptic MEPs as well as with 32 parliamentary assistants, civil 
servants and non-Eurosceptic MEPs. The answers they gave during the 
interviews served as indicators to determine how they perceive their role 
and what their motivations and priorities are. In addition to that, the 
observation of group meetings (EFD and EUL/NGL) and the inter-
views with non-Eurosceptic MEPs provide information on the broader 
context of the group and on the interactions among MEPs. Data on 
MEPs’ parliamentary behaviour were also collected and served as indica-
tors for the identification of roles given that, according to the motiva-
tional approach, the perception of role and behaviour forms a coherent 
and dynamic whole. Indeed, their parliamentary activities were analysed 
to determine their priorities and establish how they use their time and 
resources. These data also allow to determine to what extent they are 
involved in parliamentary work and to which activities they devote more 
resources and energy. Moreover, including behaviour in the analysis tests 
whether there is a correspondence between what Eurosceptics say and 
what they actually do. Finally, data regarding their responsibilities within 
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the EP were also examined to assess their level of integration in the par-
liamentary structure. Rather than rely on a single indicator, these ele-
ments were combined to develop the typology of roles (see annex on the 
operationalization of the concept of role). Following Martin (2011), this 
approach combines observational studies, self-presentations during inter-
views and behavioural analysis in order to account for how elected repre-
sentatives conceive of and carry out their mandate.

Each Eurosceptic MEP is more or less close to one role. To categorize 
him or her, priority was given to his or her role conception and motiva-
tions (the motivational core) as well as to the overall consistency between 
the perception of the mandate and the parliamentary activities of the 
MEP.

4.2    Testing the Hypothesis: Qualitative and Quantitative Methods

The second central question of this research addresses the variation 
between roles. Why does an actor play a parliamentary role rather than 
another?

The hypothesis argues that roles are the result of the interaction 
between the institutional framework and individual preferences relative 
to European integration and the EU. The analysis will therefore seek to 
identify in a systematic way the constraints and resources derived from 
the institutional framework which could influence the room for manoeu-
vre of Eurosceptic MEPs and their perception of the institutional real-
ity. This entails not only analysing the evolution of the formal rules of 
the EP through an analysis of its rules of procedure but also examining 
the informal rules. Then, the influence of MEPs’ preferences regarding 
European integration on the roles they play will be examined. To do so, 
the analysis is based on data from the interviews pertaining to MEPs’ 
positions vis-à-vis European integration and the European institutions. 
The combination of qualitative and a quantitative analysis will enable me 
to determine whether there is a relation between MEPs’ Euroscepticism 
and the role they play.5

5  C  onclusion

The EP is by now at the heart of a very rich body of literature, essentially 
because of its role in the debates on the democratic deficit of the EU. 
Parliamentary representation is the core of modern democracies. With 
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the parliamentarization of the European political system, people hope 
to increase the EU’s legitimacy and to develop a democratic European 
polity. Many studies have therefore been devoted to the role of the EP 
in the integration process and the democratic legitimacy of the EU. For 
long, this literature has concentrated on the institution’s powers and 
organization, but as the EU evolved towards a more “state-like” politi-
cal regime, scholars started examining the issue of political representa-
tion at the supranational level. They showed how the EP could be used 
as a laboratory to test hypothesis on legislators’ behaviour derived from 
comparative politics and legislative studies. Indeed, they revealed that 
despite the hybrid nature of the EP, MEPs are elected representatives like 
any other, facing similar constraints and driven by similar motivations as 
national parliamentarians. These studies greatly contribute to our under-
standing of the EP internal decision-making process as well as of the rela-
tionship between its members, its political groups and national parties. 
But they tend to provide a partial account of the representative mandate 
as they focus almost exclusively on voting behaviour. There is a need to 
move to an individual-level approach to enrich these quantitative roll-call 
analyses with qualitative and longitudinal methods. As Farrell and Scully 
note (2010, p. 37), “representation is a dynamic process and to under-
stand it, we need to move beyond a macro perspective on institution and 
aggregate outcomes towards a more micro-level analysis of individuals. 
We need to consider how these elected representatives interpret and seek 
to carry out their role as representatives”.

This is precisely the aim of this research to analyse, through an 
actor-centred approach, how Eurosceptics operate once elected in the 
EP. Recent studies have shown that MEPs are still in an “experimental 
phase” in the sense that there is no consensus on the best way to carry 
out the European mandate (Costa and Navarro 2003, p. 132). As a 
result, they display very divergent views and behaviours. In the specific 
case of the Eurosceptics, research on UKIP reveals that if representation 
in the EP provides resources for these actors, it also poses awkward ques-
tions about the extent to which they should engage with the EU, lead-
ing to some variation in the way Eurosceptics approach their role (Lynch 
et al. 2012).

Role theory, in its motivational variant, was used in this chapter 
to understand Eurosceptics’ strategies. This was particularly suited 
to understanding how Eurosceptic MEPs conceive of and carry out 
their representative mandate. It provides a comprehensive conceptual 
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framework that takes into account the subjective dimension of politi-
cal representation and enables one to make sense of the behaviour of 
elected representatives. Through the use of role theory, this research 
will contribute to filling in the gap in the literature on Euroscepticism at 
the supranational level. More generally, through an in-depth analysis of 
Eurosceptic MEPs’ strategies, it will provide a better understanding of 
representative democracy at the supranational level, by making sense of 
the behaviour of (a group of) representatives of the people.

Notes

1. � There is an extensive literature on representation in comparative politics, 
EU studies, philosophy, political theory and sociology. This chapter will 
only concentrate on EU studies and comparative politics/legislative stud-
ies, and the reader is referred to these works for alternative perspectives: 
Mansbridge (2003), Przeworski et al. (1999), Rehfeld (2011), Saward 
(2010), Urbinati and Warren (2008).

2. � On this issue, see Carrubba et al. (2006, 2008), Høyland (2010).
3. � Some scholars also pointed out the tension between routine and strategy 

in the definition of the roles by the strategic approach. See Searing (2012).
4. � For a similar approach, see Navarro (2009), Costa and Kerrouche (2007).
5. � To test the robustness of the analysis, alternative explanatory factors such 

as seniority, the electoral system and MEPs’ previous political experiences 
will also be tested.
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The development of anti-EU sentiment is one of the most important fea-
tures of the integration process over the last two decades (Usherwood 
2007a). The ongoing economic, political and migration crisis has pro-
vided fertile ground for the galvanization of oppositions to the EU. 
Euroscepticism has progressively become embedded at the national and 
supranational levels and is now part of the mainstream. Indeed, with the 
migration crisis, populist and Eurosceptic discourses have flourished, 
assimilating migrants, terrorism, and the free movement of persons and 
blaming the EU for the lack of border controls. The duration of the eco-
nomic crisis has also provoked a blossoming of contestation against the 
EU (Conti 2016), presented either as an “alien” power imposing auster-
ity measures on national democracies or as incapable of providing effi-
cient solutions in times of financial and economic turmoil.

As a result, Euroscepticism has generated a great wealth of scientific 
studies. Since the late 1990s, the study of Euroscepticism has gradu-
ally become an established sub-discipline of European studies (Flood 
2009; Mudde 2011). Scholars have sought to understand the complex 
nature of this phenomenon. They have proposed various typologies and 
classifications and examined the main factors explaining these opposi-
tions to Europe. The literature has significantly enriched our knowledge 
of Euroscepticism and its determinants, notably through the analysis 
of the impact of ideological, strategic, institutional and contextual fac-
tors on attitudes towards European integration. However, it suffers 
from two shortcomings. Firstly, most studies focus on taxonomic issues, 
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defining and categorizing parties according to their position vis-à-vis the 
European project (Harmsen 2010, p. 339). They overlook the behaviour 
of Eurosceptics once elected to parliamentary assemblies (Jensen and 
Spoon 2010). Secondly, with some recent exceptions, these studies focus 
on national parties and the national level with little consideration for the 
European level. While Euroscepticism is not a new phenomenon and the 
EP has served as a forum of expression for dissenting voices, Eurosceptic 
MEPs’ attitudes, motivations and strategies have been understudied so 
far.

This research seeks to address this gap. To do so, this chapter aims to 
define the concept of Euroscepticism such as it is understood here and 
to identify the Eurosceptics elected to the EP during the period under 
study (2004–2016). After placing Euroscepticism within a broader his-
torical context, the next section will review the main conceptualizations 
and their shortcomings before explaining how Euroscepticism is defined 
in the framework of this book. Going back to the core idea behind 
Taggart’s first definition of the phenomenon and drawing on research 
on political opposition, Euroscepticism is seen here as an anti-system 
opposition. Such a definition allows for a connection between research 
on Euroscepticism on the one hand and on political opposition and the 
study of anti-system actors on the other. The final section empirically 
identifies the Eurosceptic MEPs since 2004.

1  U  npacking Oppositions to the EU: A Complex 
and Evolving Phenomenon

Euroscepticism is often presented as a relatively new phenomenon which 
emerged in the early 1990s and marked the end of the permissive con-
sensus (Vasilopoulou 2013). Yet while the term is relatively new, the atti-
tudes to which it refers, namely opposition to the European project, are 
as old as the project itself (Katz 2008). European integration has always 
been inherently controversial, and the EU has been shaped by disagree-
ments between political actors on how to organize politics in Europe 
(Crespy and Verschueren 2009; Hooghe and Marks 1997). Indeed, 
the history of European integration, far from being linear and consen-
sual, has gone through various crises, revealing the existence of diverg-
ing visions of the European project (Brack and Costa 2012; Giacone and 
Olivi 2007; Ross 2011).
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1.1    The First Decades of Integration: The Golden Age of Permissive 
Consensus?

In the early 1950s, there was relatively widespread reticence among 
Western political elites to the establishment of a supranational institu-
tional system. Similarly, one can consider that it is not so much out of 
conviction but out of interest that national leaders rallied around the 
idea of the European project. This was facilitated by the ambiguity sur-
rounding the objectives of European integration. From the 1960s to 
the mid-1980s, Euroscepticism was somewhat stifled: the absence of 
major treaty revisions, market regulation and integration through the 
Europeanization of national legislation made the impact of the European 
Communities relatively unremarkable within national territories (Leconte 
2010, pp. 100–101). Tacit approval prevailed in national public opinion. 
Attitudes towards the EU and integration were generally favourable but 
unstructured and largely marked by a follow-the-leader attitude (concep-
tualized as “permissive consensus“) (Lindberg and Scheingold 1970). 
Objections by political elites towards the European project remained 
peripheral—confined to the margins of the political system; tempo-
rary—such as the empty chair crisis in 1965; or sectoral—such as trade 
union opposition to specific policies. In the early days of European inte-
gration, members were appointed directly by their national parliaments; 
hence, there was an overrepresentation of large parties and representa-
tives favourable to European integration, especially with the refusal of 
the French and Italian Communists to send representatives (Mény 2009, 
p. 35). But since the 1970s, the EP has provided a platform for parties 
critical of the integration process and, since then, the assembly is divided 
along two main dimensions: left/right and pro/anti-integration (Hix 
et al. 2007). During this first period, as opposition remained marginal 
and temporary, it attracted little interest from the academic world and, 
while early studies provided very detailed analyses of specific cases, they 
did not produce a theoretical framework with major explanatory value.

An initial rupture occurred within the context of the adoption of the 
Single European Act and the programme on the internal market. The 
apparent consensus among political elites as to both the economic and 
political benefits of integration was shattered by the emergence of a 
debate on the transformation of the European Economic Community 
and the regulation of the internal market (Usherwood 2007).  
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In response to Jacques Delors’ ambitions to strengthen European eco-
nomic and political cooperation, Margaret Thatcher’s speech in Bruges 
in 1988 revealed competing visions of the European project. From the 
mid-1980s, the development of the Communities provoked a debate on 
how the market should be regulated and organized: the programme on 
the internal market became then the starting point for the argument over 
the institutional configuration of the European system (Hooghe and 
Marks 1997, p. 6).

1.2    The Critical Turning Point in European Integration

It is the Maastricht Treaty however which undeniably marked a quali-
tative break. Although the thesis of a permissive consensus must be 
nuanced, there is no denying that this treaty’s negotiation and ratifica-
tion campaigns constituted a “critical turn” for European integration, 
as opposition became more visible and diversified (Lacroix and Coman 
2007). Symbolically, the treaty transformed the community into a Union 
and introduced European citizenship, triggering fears within public opin-
ion about the erosion of national identity. Moreover, by transferring 
competencies such as currency and foreign policy to the EU, the treaty 
provoked opposition given the challenges which these transfers pose to 
national sovereignty and the implications on national redistribution poli-
cies of the economic prescriptions contained in the treaty (Verney 2011). 
It was also a key moment in the debate surrounding the development 
of the EU. Boundaries between what is national and what is suprana-
tional became increasingly blurred, and the forms of opposition were 
increasingly diversified. European citizens also became more aware of 
the scale and nature of European integration, marking the beginning of 
the politicization of Europe (Franklin et al. 1994). European issues are 
increasingly becoming “normal” political discussions, subject to debate 
in national political arenas and polarizing opinions. While studies have 
shown that the level of public support towards integration nowadays is 
quite similar to what it was in the 1970s, there is, however, a greater dif-
ferentiation of attitudes towards Europe and a greater visibility of oppo-
sition within public opinion (Down and Wilson 2008). Hooghe and 
Marks (2009, p. 5) believe, therefore, that one can speak of a “constrain-
ing dissensus”: the politicization of European issues has revealed the gap 
between citizens and elites, and the latter should now take a more reluc-
tant public into account.
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Previously a marginal phenomenon, Euroscepticism became more 
complex as it spread across the continent and the political landscape. It 
has since become a stable and embedded phenomenon in a majority of 
Member states (Harmsen 2005, p. 79). European elections since 1994 
and the successive enlargements have broadened the spectrum of parti-
san positions towards the European project and consolidated the ranks of 
Eurosceptics within the EP. In parallel, the process of constitutionaliza-
tion has generated a public debate on the nature and future of the EU, 
facilitating the mobilization of Eurosceptic actors (Trenz and De Wilde 
2009). Since the pioneering article by Taggart (1998), literature seeking 
to understand Euroscepticism has grown exponentially (Flood 2009). 
There are, in that respect, ongoing debates and controversies regarding 
the respective importance of ideology and strategy and, to a lesser extent, 
of cultural and institutional factors.

A first approach relies on Lipset and Rokkan’s cleavage theory to 
examine the relationship between ideological positions and attitudes 
towards the EU. The traditional cleavages can then be seen as prisms 
through which the parties respond to integration (Hooghe and Marks 
2007; Marks and Wilson 2000; Marks et al. 2002). These studies dem-
onstrate that the political family, combining historical divisions, provides 
a reliable and effective indicator of party position on integration (Marks 
and Wilson 2000). Specifically, two major dimensions structure party 
competition and help explain actors’ positions on European issues: the 
left/right economic cleavage and the GAL/TAN (Green-Alternative-
Libertarian/Traditional-Authoritarian-Nationalist) dimension on non-
economic issues such as the environment, lifestyle and values (Bartolini 
et al. 2012). Parties on the GAL side of the axis, such as the Greens, 
tend to be more pro-EU whereas parties on the TAN side, such as radi-
cal right, tend to be Eurosceptic (Marks et al. 2009).

Conversely, the authors of the “Sussex School” believe it is not so 
much ideology but strategy that explains parties’ positions on European 
integration. Euroscepticism is seen as the result of strategic calculations 
in the national competition. In other words, there is no linear relation-
ship between the ideological position on the left/right cleavage and 
the party’s attitude towards European integration: “a party’s ideologi-
cal position does not provide sufficient information to deduce its posi-
tion on the EU” (Taggart 1998, p. 377). Several elements are then 
highlighted as explanatory factors: the characteristics of the national 
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context and constraints arising from national institutions (Lees 2002; 
Usherwood 2007); the parties’ objectives (office-seeking, vote-seek-
ing, policy-seeking) (Raunio 2007; Sitter 2001); the type of parties and 
their position in the party system (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2002, 2008); 
and the dynamics of partisan competition (Batory and Sitter 2008). 
Euroscepticism, according to this approach, is mainly found among 
opposition parties as well as protest-based actors as a strategic resource in 
the party competition.

Other studies have attempted to go beyond this debate between 
ideological and strategic considerations by emphasizing not only insti-
tutional factors and political culture, national history, but also the per-
ceptions of politicians and public opinion. The analysis of resistance 
to Europe is inseparable from the analysis of the political culture in 
which it operates (Lacroix and Coman 2007). Some authors have thus 
emphasized the influence of the history, context and identity of the 
nation state in which Euroscepticism has its roots (see a.o. Emanuele 
et al. 2016). Recent research has investigated the relationship between 
partisan positioning and the level of Euroscepticism in public opinion, 
demonstrating that this influence is reciprocal. Parties not only shape 
public opinion but also respond to the attitudes of citizens (Gifford 
2008; Harmsen 2010; De Vries and Edwards 2009; Steenbergen et al. 
2007).

Finally, researchers have recently emphasized the role played by the 
supranational context and the attitudes of European elites. The uncertain 
nature of the European project and the process of the EU’s constitution-
alization provide fertile ground for the galvanization of opposition to 
the EU (De Wilde 2010). Moreover, the reluctance so far of European 
elites to engage in a debate with Eurosceptics is damaging to the EU’s 
legitimacy, especially since this position contradicts the EU’s ambi-
tion to become a democratic polity, attentive to its audience (citizens) 
(Usherwood and Startin 2013). European elites have not developed 
arguments to justify and discuss their positions towards European inte-
gration and therefore are not responsive to the normative challenge 
posed by Eurosceptics (Morgan 2005; Nivet 2016). Finally, the EU’s 
democratic deficit and lack of institutional structure for the expression 
of conflicting views not only strengthen Eurosceptic arguments but also 
harden their position.
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1.3    Economic Crisis and Galvanization of Opposition

The window for institutional reform was just barely closed with the 
adoption of the Lisbon Treaty (2009) when the economic and Eurozone 
crises reopened the debate on European integration and on the capacity 
and legitimacy of EU intervention in economic governance (Emanuele 
et al. 2016; Serrichio et al. 2013). The unpopular bailouts increased the 
Union’s visibility in the public sphere (Mudde 2014), leading to the 
emergence or resurgence of opposition to Europe in several Member 
states. Interest in Euroscepticism grew again although most works con-
centrate on electoral results analysis or propose an assessment of the 
potential dangers Eurosceptic parties could constitute (for instance 
Dye 2015; Ivaldi 2014; Harris 2014). There is a consensus to con-
sider that European integration has now entered a new and more dif-
ficult phase of its existence, characterized by mass Euroscepticism, the 
rise of radical and populist parties and the mainstreaming of anti-EU 
rhetoric (Vasilopoulou 2013; Verney 2015). The European elections of 
May 2014 and the UK referendum on EU membership attest to these 
trends. Claims on the non-democratic nature of the EU and on the 
need for major reforms have become commonplace among mainstream 
parties (Abbarno and Zypruanova 2013) while we are also witness-
ing “a changing and more challenging media discourse with regards to 
portrayals of the EU” (Brack and Startin 2015). This context has pro-
vided particularly fertile ground for Eurosceptic actors over the last few 
years. Eurosceptic and anti-establishment parties, both left and right, 
experienced unprecedented success in the 2014 EP elections (Hobolt 
2015), leading some commentators to speak of a “Eurosceptic storm 
in Brussels” (FT 26 May 2014). The radical right has never won so 
many seats in the EP, particularly with the victory of the Front National 
in France and the Danish People’s Party. These elections also saw the 
entry of neo-Nazi parties such as the German NDP and Golden Dawn 
in the EP. Furthermore, in 2015, for the first time since the short-
lived “Identity, Tradition, Sovereignty” group (2007), a radical right 
group was formed in the EP (called Europe of Nations and Freedom). 
The crisis context was also favourable to the radical left, particularly in 
Southern European countries which were most affected by the economic 
crisis. Podemos in Spain and Syriza in Greece have been particularly  
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successful at the national and European levels. In the EP, the group of 
the radical left has increased from 35 to 52 MEPs. Against this back-
drop, it is therefore more important than ever to analyse these dissenting 
voices within supranational institutions.

2  A   Problematic Conceptualization

The diversification of negative reactions to European construction poses 
a real challenge to conceptualization; the term tends to be used as a 
generic concept that encompasses a disparate set of attitudes of opposi-
tion, reluctance and doubts towards European integration and the EU 
(Mudde 2011; Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008). Sometimes it is used to 
describe any form of opposition to or critique of the process of European 
integration, whereas on other occasions, it implies an ideological posi-
tion that structures parties’ stances on other issues. Like other concepts 
in political science such as populism, there is no commonly accepted def-
inition but rather a series of different interpretations within the academic 
community.

The most influential conceptualization is undoubtedly the one pro-
posed by Taggart (1998), which he refined with his colleague Szczerbiak 
(2000). This categorization distinguishes between two forms of 
Euroscepticism: soft and hard. Soft Euroscepticism covers cases where 
there is no principled objection to European integration or EU mem-
bership but where actors’ concerns towards one or more policy areas 
lead to the expression of qualified opposition to the EU (political 
Euroscepticism). It also covers cases where there is a perception that 
national interest is at odds with the trajectory of the EU (national inter-
est Euroscepticism). Hard Euroscepticism refers to a principled oppo-
sition to the EU and European integration, which can therefore be 
observed among parties which believe their country should leave the EU 
or whose positions towards the EU can be equated with opposition to 
the entire project of European integration (Taggart 1998; Taggart and 
Szczerbiak 2002).

Mudde and Kopecky (2002) believe that the overly inclusive defi-
nition of soft Euroscepticism may incorporate any disagreement with 
specific or general EU policies and that the boundary between these 
two forms of Euroscepticism is not easily identifiable. They propose 
therefore two different axes. The first relates to attitudes towards the 
general principles of integration that underpin the EU. This axis  



3  EUROSCEPTICISM IN THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT   59

opposes Europhiles who support the ideas of European integration 
(institutionalized cooperation on the basis of pooled sovereignty and 
an integrated liberal market economy) and Europhobes who do not 
support or are opposed to one or more of these ideas. The second 
axis relates to attitudes towards the EU as political system. On the 
one hand, it separates EU-optimists who support the EU as it is and 
as it is developing (although they may be critical of some EU policies) 
and, on the other hand, EU-pessimists who do not support the EU as 
it is, are pessimistic about the direction of its development or believe 
that it does not match their idea of integration. Four categories result 
from these axes: Euro-enthusiast (Europhile and EU-optimist); Euro-
pragmatic (Europhobe and EU-optimist); Eurosceptic (Europhobe and 
EU-pessimist) and Euro-reject (Europhobe and EU-pessimist).

These two main conceptualizations have attracted a number of criti-
cisms. Both have been characterized as imprecise and failing to take 
into consideration the complex and dynamic nature of Euroscepticism 
(Krouwel and Abts 2007). Flood and Usherwood (2007) consider that 
both conceptualizations suffer from the same type of shortcomings: 
they propose a binary and simplistic opposition between Europhilia 
and Europhobia vis-à-vis an ideal of European integration, without 
taking into account the diverging visions of the integration process. 
Furthermore, if Taggart and Szczerbiak use the same label for par-
ties holding very different views on the EU and European integration, 
Mudde and Kopecky use the term “Euroscepticism” to describe a sin-
gle category, leading to some ambiguity. Mudde and Kopecky’s “Euro-
pragmatic” has also been considered to be unrealistic and a priori 
contradictory while their “Euro-enthusiast” category has been criticized 
for being overly inclusive.

Despite an extensive literature, Euroscepticism remains an elusive 
and poorly defined concept which has become increasingly difficult 
to mobilize and operationalize (Harmsen 2010). The border between 
reformism and Euroscepticism is often blurry and difficult to draw pre-
cisely. If one accepts an overly inclusive definition, any actor might be 
perceived as being Eurosceptic from the moment they do not accept 
the EU unconditionally and want their preferences to be taken into 
consideration more (Usherwood 2005b). Moreover, while the concept 
remains marked by its roots in the post-Maastricht period and there-
fore takes on a radical dimension related to nationalism, much of the 
discourse is now more about qualified criticisms than the desirability of  
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European integration (Harmsen and Spiering 2004). Another difficulty 
is that the term contains a strong normative charge, serving in some 
contexts to disqualify certain actors or political adversaries (Neumayer 
2008; Ward 1996). Finally, not only do several conceptualizations 
coexist and come with their own labels,1 but a series of researchers, dis-
satisfied with the term, have created neologisms better suited to their 
object of study, be it euro-indifference for neutral positions (Delmotte 
2007), euro-realism in the framework of the CEEC (Neumayer 2008), 
euro-cynicism, euro-ambivalence or euro-alienation for public opin-
ion (Krouwel and Abts 2007; Van Ingelgom 2014) or even, resist-
ances to cover a broader set of actors (Crespy and Verschueren 2009; 
Lacroix and Coman 2007). As noted by Roger (2007, p. 31), “the lit-
erature on reactions to European integration is facing a proliferation 
of ad hoc concepts, which follow from semantic confusion and poor 
categorizations”.

3  E  uroscepticism as Political Opposition

In order to define Euroscepticism as it is understood here, it is essen-
tial to return to what constitutes the essence of the phenomenon: 
a posture of opposition. Indeed, as noted by Taggart (1998, p. 366), 
Euroscepticism is an opposition, whether qualified or principled, to the 
existing institutional reality.

Considering Euroscepticism not as an attitude of doubt, reluctance 
or an expression of critical reformism but as a form of political opposi-
tion against the status quo, that is to say, the European project, such as 
it is, makes it possible to delineate the contours of the studied popula-
tion more precisely. But it also allows us to go beyond the “artificially 
maintained dichotomy between political science and European stud-
ies understood as an independent sub-specialty” (Costa et al. 2008, 
p. 533). Indeed, the concept of political opposition has been the sub-
ject of major theories in both comparative politics and political theory. 
Through their work, authors such as Dahl (1971), Kircheimer (1964), 
Sartori (1966), Schapiro (1965), Madariaga and Ionescu (1968) as well 
as Berger (1979) have contributed to a better understanding of politi-
cal opposition, particularly parliamentary opposition in democratic 
regimes. Despite the normative biases and evolutionary perspectives 
of this literature, it has the merit of having promoted a binary distinc-
tion between so-called normal opposition and its deviant counterpart  
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(Brack and Weinblum 2011). Thus, Kircheimer drew a distinction 
between classical or loyal opposition, which offers alternative political 
choices while recognizing the government’s right to be in power, and, 
on the other hand, opposition on principle, opposition not only to the 
government and its policies, but also to its legitimacy and the very foun-
dation of the governance system. Similarly, Sartori distinguishes normal 
constitutional opposition from its anti-system form by affirming that 
“true opposition presupposes consent on the essentials, namely, the 
foundations of the community and the regime”.

However, this understanding of political opposition, as theorized by 
these authors, is not fully applicable to the EU. The existence of political 
opposition in the traditional sense of the term is essentially based on the 
identification of an executive against which this opposition is directed. 
But, the traditional pattern between majority and opposition is not eas-
ily identifiable at the European level (Helms 2008). The EU is one of 
those political systems where, according to Dahl (1999), “it is difficult 
to determine those who govern and those who oppose”. In addition, the 
EU lacks a fixed and institutionalized place from where opposition might 
be expressed. As a result of the absence of an executive with partisan 
coherence and the support of a majority of elected representatives, the 
EP is not structured by a permanent divide between majority and minor-
ity but rather by a juxtaposition of cleavages and a tendency to resort to 
the large majorities therein (Costa 2001; Neuhold and Settembri 2009). 
The structures and procedures of the EP do not allow the institution to 
play its role as a “site of opposition” in the classic sense of the term.

This work draws inspiration from the binary typologies outlined by 
the literature and suggests that Euroscepticism is a “deviant” form 
of political opposition, namely an anti-system opposition or princi-
pled opposition, directed against the system and the polity. Indeed, 
Euroscepticism is different from “normal politics”, from the classic 
opposition to public policy and denotes rather an opposition to the con-
stitutive dimension of the EU (Magnette and Papadopoulos 2008; De 
Wilde and Trenz 2012). As noted by Neunreither (1998), the EU is dif-
ferent in this respect from the majority of its Member states: in the latter, 
the regime’s existence is no longer questioned, and the opposition tends 
to focus on public policy issues.2 Indeed, although the nation state no 
longer benefits from an undisputed status, the overall political structure 
is generally not questioned and the opposition focuses on policy choices, 
government priorities and certain constitutional issues.
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Contrarily, at the supranational level, systemic and constitutional 
issues are numerous and recurring, especially now with the existential 
crisis the EU is facing. These issues are, moreover, seen as essential and 
problematic, particularly because of the lack of political finalité shared by 
a large majority of actors (Neunreither 1998). The EU’s lack of legiti-
macy, the uncertainties regarding its nature and the absence of channels 
for the expression of opposition are all sources of tension and conflict 
(Mény 2012). In the EU, the debate is not only about the type of fiscal, 
social, industrial or monetary policy but also about the territorial level 
where these policies are elaborated and the way in which decisions are 
made. In other words, “the conflict that underlies European integra-
tion concerns nothing less than the manner in which Europe should be 
organized politically” (Hooghe and Marks 1997, p. 7), and it is precisely 
on this dispute over the constitutive dimension that Euroscepticism is 
located. As noted by Hix and his colleagues (Hix et al. 2007), two main 
dimensions of conflict structure the EP debates: the traditional left/right 
axis and the pro/anti-EU divide. The latter cleavage is even becoming 
more salient since the Eurozone crisis (Otjes and van der Veer 2016). 
The EP resembles some national parliaments which have experienced 
situations of internal opposition to the regime. For instance, under the 
Fourth Republic, the French National Assembly was divided by a pro/
anti-regime split comparable to the pro/anti-integration split in the EP.3 
Euroscepticism should not be understood as opposition to implemented 
policies or in reference to the left/right axis, but as a systemic opposition 
aimed at the integration process and the resulting political system.

Based on this literature, the concept of Euroscepticism will be used 
here to describe the attitudes of opposition to the European regime, its 
institutions, its legitimacy and the very foundations of the system of gov-
ernance. MEPs who are opposed to European (political and economic) 
integration and/or to the EU as it is currently will be considered to be 
Eurosceptic. However, as a result of the heterogeneity and complex-
ity of Euroscepticism, it becomes necessary to differentiate it both in 
nature and in degree. Combining the conceptualization of Taggart and 
Szczerbiak with the work of Mudde and Kopecky, Euroscepticism should 
be seen as a continuum ranging from a soft, or reformist, position to a 
hard, or principled, opposition (Fig. 3.1). We should bear in mind that 
this distinction is based not only on the degree of opposition but also on 
the target of this opposition. Relying on Mudde and Kopecky’s concep-
tualization, it is essential to distinguish actors opposed to the integration 
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process and the general (political and economic) ideas and values under-
lying it4 on the one hand and to the EU as a polity on the other hand.

This definition has three major implications. Firstly, it relies on a more 
restrictive definition of Euroscepticism and to assume its radical nature, 
referring only to an opposition to integration and the EU and exclud-
ing any attitude of doubt, reticence or criticism towards EU policies. 
The aim is to distinguish Euroscepticism as an opposition to integra-
tion and/or the EU from other reactions that may be seen as the result 
of a normal politicization of European issues in a multi-level system (as 
traditional and normal opposition). Secondly, this definition allows for 
the inclusion of the study of Euroscepticism into the broader scope of 
research on opposition and in particular on anti-system actors found in 
other political systems. Finally, such a definition leaves aside any a priori 
regarding the motivations of parties who adopt a Eurosceptic attitude. 
Unlike the research of the schools of Sussex and North Carolina, this 
study does not examine the impact of the type of party or its position 
in the political arena on the degree of Euroscepticism, nor does it ambi-
tion to determine how ideology affects the actor’s position on the axis 
of integration. Here, the differentiation between actors is based on the 
degree and target of their opposition, without integrating the actor’s 
motivations for adopting a Eurosceptic attitude.

4  W  ho Are the Eurosceptic MEPs?
In order to apply this conceptualization and determine who the 
Eurosceptics were during the time frame of this research, several indica-
tors are used. First, the voting behaviour of MEPs on key texts concern-
ing the European project is analysed. The selection was then refined on 
the basis of their party affiliation and their discourse. Because there was 
no major report on European integration during the 7th and 8th par-
liamentary terms (respectively, 2009–2014 and 2014–2019), other ele-
ments, i.e. party affiliation, interviews with MEPs and the literature on 
Euroscepticism, were mobilized as well to identify Eurosceptic elected 
representatives.

Soft Euroscepticism        Hard Euroscepticism  

Fig. 3.1  Euroscepticism as an axis of opposition
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4.1    A Two-Step Approach to Identifying Eurosceptic MEPs (2004–
2016)

First, an exploratory analysis of the voting behaviour of all MEPs on key 
texts on the EU’s future and the European integration process was car-
ried out to identify the Eurosceptics. Indeed, the voting behaviour is not 
only one of the most visible aspects of parliamentary activities but also 
the best way for MEPs to publicly and definitively express their positions 
(Scully 1999, 2005). Contrary to national party programmes, expert 
surveys, survey responses or media statements (Proksch and Lo 2012), 
voting is a real behaviour which publicly engages the MEPs. Moreover, 
these votes deal with particularly symbolic texts. These addressed the 
state and future of both the EU and European integration, the principles 
of this process and their implementation.5 A recurring opposition to this 
kind of text is thus a good indicator of Euroscepticism (Bouillaud 2008).

During the 6th legislature (2004–2009), there were eight such texts: 
the EP resolution on the ratification procedures of the treaty establish-
ing a Constitution for Europe and the communication strategy around 
it6; the Corbett/Mendez de Vigo report on a constitution for Europe7; 
the resolution on the future of Europe sixty years after World War II8; 
the Duff/Voggenhuber report on the period of reflection: structure, 
themes and framework of evaluation9; the EP resolution on the next 
steps for the period of reflection and analysis of the future of Europe10; 
the Baron Crespo/Brok report on the continuation of the constitutional 
process11; the Leinen report on the convening of the Intergovernmental 
Conference12; and the Corbett/Mendez de Vigo report on the Treaty of 
Lisbon.13

A principal component analysis was first conducted on the eight 
votes to determine if one could speak of only one dimension. Indeed, 
one could have considered that these texts are not all of the same nature 
but the results of this analysis show that a single dimension is detectable 
throughout these votes and that this dimension explains 81.5% of the 
variance. The component matrix and the Cattell scree test show that a 
single component can be extracted from the data: the eight votes refer to 
a single dimension and each vote is highly correlated with the extracted 
dimension. All of these votes represent thus a single dimension, inter-
preted as attitude towards EU integration.

For each of the texts mentioned above, the voting behaviour of each 
MEP was then encoded as follows: vote in favour (0), vote against (1), 
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absent (missing value),14 abstention (0.5).15 The scores of each MEP 
were totalled to obtain an opposition scale ranging from 0 to 8. Any 
MEP who opposed at least half of these texts, or with a score of at least 
4, was considered to be a Eurosceptic (see Fig. 3.2). This resulted in a 
group of 151 individuals during the sixth parliament.16 MEPs who were 
absent more than half the time (163 individuals) were excluded from this 
initial selection and have been treated on a case-by-case basis depend-
ing on three factors: their voting behaviour when they were present and 
took a position, party affiliation and, if they took the floor, their dis-
course during the debate on the texts submitted to a vote. Twenty-one 
additional MEPs were added to the initial selection and were also con-
sidered Eurosceptics as a result of their negative attitude regarding these 
texts through their voting and party affiliation. In total, there were 165 
Eurosceptic MEPs (out of 862 individuals)17 in the European parliament 
during the sixth legislature, which is consistent with estimates by other 
researchers according to which Eurosceptics represented approximately 
20% of the EP (Bouillaud 2008; Leconte 2010) (Fig. 3.2, Table 3.1).

The 2009 and 2014 European elections changed the composition 
of the assembly considerably, especially within the Eurosceptic popula-
tion. Indeed, some parties, such as the June List (Sweden) and “Europa 
transparent” (The Netherlands), lost all parliamentary representation  
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while new parties like the Dutch Freedom Party (Partij voor de Vrijheid), 
the Finns (Perussuomalaiset—Finland), the Five Star Movement 
(Movimento 5 Stelle - Italy) and Alternative for Germany (AfD—
Germany) made their appearance in the EP. In the absence of votes 
similar to those of the 6th legislature, party affiliation, more precisely 
EP group membership, was used as an indicator. Although the choice 
of a group in the EP is sometimes dictated by domestic considerations 
and the founding charters often lack detail, even this lowest common 
denominator can give us information as to the stance of MEPs towards 
the EU. Indeed, MEPs adhere to the principles of their group’s charter 
and programme, and their parties choose to sit in groups whose politi-
cal platform is closest to their programme, at least on the most salient 
issues (McElroy and Benoit 2010). Membership in group also helps to 
determine the MEP’s capacity for compromise on the issue of integra-
tion, some sitting in Europhile groups and others preferring to belong 
to a smaller but Eurosceptic group (Benedetto 2008). On the basis of 
an analysis of the EP groups’ platforms, MEPs belonging to EUL/NGL, 
EFD, EFDD, ECR as well as non-attached MEP from radical right par-
ties and anti-EU groups can be identified as Eurosceptics. The European 
United Left/Nordic Green Left is opposed to the EU as it currently 
stands and to some of the values underpinning the integration process. 
Its members reject the economic values at the basis of European inte-
gration and strongly criticize the EU: “the confederal group of the 
European United Left is deeply committed to European construction but 
one of a different type than the one currently in place. (…) A different 
Europe which would wipe clean the democratic deficit as it is confirmed 
by the Maastricht Treaty and the monetarist and neoliberal policies that 
come with it. The EU is not a victim of the current economic, financial, 
environmental and global food crisis but one of its motors”.18 Similarly, 
the Europe of Freedom and Democracy (EFD) and its successor, the 
Europe of Freedom and Direct Democracy (EFDD) group, as well as 
the Europe of Nations and Freedom group (ENF) display a strong oppo-
sition to the European project. Their members tend to be opposed to 
the idea of supranational integration, essentially in the name of the 
defence of national sovereignty. The EFDD states in its charter that it 
opposes further European integration that would exacerbate the pre-
sent democratic deficit and the centralist political structure of the EU. It 
“favours an open, transparent, democratic and accountable cooperation 
among sovereign European states and rejects the bureaucratization of  
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Europe and the creation of a single centralized European superstate”.19 
In a similar vein, members of the ENF group “reject any policy designed 
to create a supra-state or a supra-national model. The opposition to any 
transfer of national sovereignty to supranational bodies and/or European 
Institutions is one of the fundamental principle uniting Members of the 
ENF”.20

In addition to these MEPs, members of the Swedish Green Party were 
also included (on the basis of interviews with these MEPs). A survey of 
the literature on Euroscepticism confirms this classification (esp. Barbieri 
2015; De Sio et al. 2014; Hartleb 2011; Mudde 2014; Taggart and 
Szczerbiak 2008) (Tables 3.2, 3.3).

4.2    Patterns of Euroscepticism

The graph and tables in the previous section attest that the group of 
Eurosceptic MEPs is very heterogeneous, coming from a majority of 
Member states as well as covering the entire partisan spectrum. Recently, 
Usherwood (2014) rightly noted “in all the media hype, it has been for-
gotten that ‘Euroscepticism’ doesn’t really exist, at least in the sense of 
a coherent ideology. (…) The differences between Eurosceptic parties in 
the European parliament are as big as the range of ideologies represented 
in the chamber as a whole”. As shown by the analysis of their charters, 
some political groups strongly oppose integration and the EU while oth-
ers are more moderate or solely focus on opposition to the EU. In order 
to differentiate them on the continuum explained previously, interviews 
were carried out with Eurosceptic MEPs. As explained, although the con-
ceptualization of Euroscepticism corresponds to a single continuum, the 
work of Kopecky and Mudde should be borne in mind. More precisely, 
the distinction between opposition to European integration and the val-
ues underlying it and opposition to the EU and its institutions is very rel-
evant, and MEPs were asked about their preferences on the two issues. 
On the basis of these interviews, three main positions could be found.

The first one is a principled opposition to institutionalized coopera-
tion at the European level, be it economic or political, if it entails pool-
ing or sharing sovereignty. It corresponds to hard Euroscepticism. These 
Eurosceptics are opposed to European integration and its basic ide-
als: “I am totally opposed to the whole concept. My own view is that I 
would be quite happy with a group of independent nation states trad-
ing and cooperating together” (interview with MEP15). They criticize 
the transfer of powers from the national to the supranational level, and 
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most of them would advocate for an exit from the EU (what Mudde and 
Kopecky call isolationists). For them, the only desirable form of coop-
eration is purely voluntary and usually takes the form of a free-trade 
agreement although some are inspired by other forms of voluntary 
cooperation: “The European Union is an artificial political construc-
tion and it is failing. Here is something as a working model, the British 
Commonwealth, which is a loose association of people with a simple 
understanding who want to work together. (…) Why can’t we have a 
Commonwealth of Europe?” (Interview with MEP57). Their opposi-
tion is not restricted to the integration process as they are very hostile 
towards the EU and its institutions which are considered to be corrupt, 
antidemocratic and beyond reform. Therefore, they do not develop argu-
ments or ideas to improve the institutional architecture of the Union: 
“There is no reform needed, we need to renegotiate the membership of 
our country to the EU and fight for sovereign states” (interview with 
MEP97). They view the EP as worthless, as lacking influence and are 
usually in favour of its disappearance although some of them would keep 
a deliberative forum, as long as it does not have any constraining power: 
“If it didn’t pretend to be a parliament, if we are talking about a body 
that occasionally meets to exchange views across Europe, possibly to 
reduce tensions, I have no objection to that as long as it is a forum, with 
no legislative powers” (Interview with MEP4).

A second position can be characterized as intergovernmentalism. 
These Eurosceptics are not opposed to their country participating in 
an institutionalized cooperation at the European level but this coopera-
tion should be intergovernmental. Member states should be the centre 
of power: “we do not want the EU as it exists, The European project 
should be similar to what it was at the very beginning that is, a European 
cooperation between sovereign states, without a parliament and with a 
strong Council where states decide” (Interview with MEP85). They con-
sider that the nation state is the irreplaceable framework for democracy 
and accept only a confederation or an intergovernmental Europe. They 
often consider that the integration process has gone too far and oppose 
any further transfer of power. Many of them believe that the integration 
process should be restricted to an internal market, without a level above 
the nation state: “my ideal Europe is actually to go back to the European 
Economic Communities. The only thing that brought prosperity is the 
internal market. Europe started as a market, it became an economic 
union and for us, it was enough” (Interview with MEP39). As far as the 
institutions are concerned, these Eurosceptics are in favour of reforms 
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which would enhance the powers of Member states. They are opposed 
to the Community method as well as codecision and would give a per-
manent veto power to the Member states in the Council. Logically, they 
favour a weakening of the power of supranational institutions, especially 
the Commission and the EP. They would like powers to be transferred 
from the EP to the national parliaments, although they acknowledge 
the relevance of the EP as a forum for the defence of national interests: 
“Wouldn’t it be actually better if MEPs all together keep the parliament 
but the parliament was actually composed of national parliamentarians, 
and some of the Committee of the Regions, that would mean that there 
would be absolutely no feeling that this is being done to us because you 
would have a delegation of members from the Scottish parliament, the 
UK parliament, the Assemblée nationale in France actually sitting in the 
EP with very direct link to domestic politics” (Interview with MEP13).

A third stance refers to reformism or soft Euroscepticism. These 
MEPs tend to consider European integration as a necessary evil or an 
unwanted constraint and they oppose further integration without 
major reforms in the process: “I think the idea of European integra-
tion is natural, logical, necessary but we need to think about the form 
and content of this integration” (Interview with MEP42). They accept 
the principle of institutionalized cooperation, a more or less integrated 
market as well as the transfer of sovereignty to the supranational level 
but they would like to limit this kind of transfer. They criticize the so-
called federal idea of Europe (European superstate or United States of 
Europe) but consider that supranational cooperation is needed, especially 
to deal with transnational challenges such as the environment, organized 
crime: “We are not opposed to the membership to the Union as such, 
it is not an ideological question or us. It’s rather that in our opinion, 
the EU should concentrate on those functions which bring added-value 
to everybody” (Interview with MEP75). For most of them, reflection is 
needed on the added value of the integration process and reform, and in 
a rather fundamental way, on the division of powers between the national 
and supranational levels. The EU should focus on common strate-
gies and put more emphasis on subsidiarity. Regarding the EU, these 
MEPs concentrate their criticism on the lack of democracy, account-
ability and transparency of its institutions and decision-making process. 
They perceive the institutions as overly elitist and develop narratives to 
reform the way these institutions work: “For a start, I would make the 
Council of Ministers completely transparent, I mean they are the most 
secret organization in Europe, they meet in secret, they don’t produce 
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minutes of their meetings. I would insist on complete transparency and 
openness for the Council. I would also insist that we have democratic 
elections for the European Commission and that we certainly don’t 
appoint Commissioners because they are not accountable to anyone at 
all now” (Interview with MEP60). At the same time, these Eurosceptics 
are usually positive towards the EP, seen as the only legitimate institu-
tion representing citizens and compensating the technocratic character 
of the Commission. As noted by this interviewee: “I fought against the 
Lisbon Treaty but not on these issues. I do hope the implementation of 
the treaty will enhance the role of the EP. If the EP has a stronger role, 
we are going in the right direction, towards more democracy in Europe” 
(Interview with MEP56). Nevertheless, they still consider that the EU 
needs major reforms, and enhancing the EP’s role is not enough.

5  C  onclusion

Oppositions to Europe have proven to be particularly complex, under-
pinned by both strategic and ideological factors, and prone to change 
according to the national context as well as the developments of the EU 
itself. In other words, Euroscepticism is a moving target, very much like 
the EU (Kny and Kratochvil 2015). This has sparked lively discussions as 
to its conceptualization but to date, there still is no commonly accepted 
definition.

This chapter has provided an overview of these discussions and has 
positioned this research within the literature on Euroscepticism. By 
doing so, it highlighted the gaps this book intends to address. First, 
while most analysis concentrates on the national level, this study focuses 
on the supranational level. Combining the literature on Euroscepticism 
with research on political opposition, it is possible to consider 
Euroscepticism as a form of anti-system opposition, directed against 
the status quo, namely the European project. Euroscepticism therefore 
qualifies the attitudes of opposition to European integration and/or the 
EU. Unlike the work of scholars from the “Sussex school” or “North 
Carolina school”, the aim here is not to seek to uncover the causes of 
Euroscepticism. Rather, the objective is to understand how Eurosceptics 
perceive and carry out their representative mandate once elected to the 
EP and to explain the variation in this regard. On the basis of an analy-
sis of MEPs’ voting behaviour, EP groups’ platforms and interviews, this 
chapter identified the Eurosceptics, and we can now turn to mapping 
their strategies.
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Notes

	 1. � For alternative typologies, see Flood and Usherwood (2007), De Wilde 
(2010), Vasilopoulou (2009).

	 2. � There are, of course, exceptions as several European countries, including 
Belgium, Spain, Italy and the UK, have been faced with challenges and 
demands from autonomist or ethno-regionalist parties, questioning the 
legitimacy of state authority and demanding a major revision of the insti-
tutional structure of the state. See also L. De Winter, Gomez-Reino, P. 
Lynch, Autonomist Parties in Europe: Identity Politics and the revival of 
the territorial cleavage, Barcelona, ICPS 2006.

	 3. � H. Rosenthal and E. Voeten (2004) have indeed demonstrated that two 
dimensions structured the French National Assembly under the Fourth 
Republic: the left/right economic dimension and the pro/anti-regime 
dimension, provoking instability in the cabinets and the political regime.

	 4. � It is particularly difficult to determine a priori precisely what European 
integration is. Indeed, on the one hand, the EU is rapidly evolving and 
stimulates constant debates over its nature and orientation. And, on 
the other hand, the actors may have varying interpretations of integra-
tion. Thus, we are not here to propose a definition of integration but 
to examine whether or not the opposition expressed is directed towards 
the integration process and its underlying values as perceived by the 
actors. For academic discussions on the meaning of integration, see: 
M. Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, Debates on European Integration. A Reader, 
Basingstoke, Palgrave McMillan, 2006. For a discussion of actors’ visions 
on integration and the EU, see also: O. Costa, P. Magnette, «Idéologies 
et changements institutionnel dans l’Union européenne. Pourquoi les 
gouvernements ont-ils constamment renforcé le Parlement européen?», 
Politique européenne, no. 9, 2003, pp. 49–75.

	 5. � Interviews with MEPs confirmed that these texts were considered as sym-
bols of integration and the synthesis of previous treaties reforming the 
EU.

	 6. � Resolution on the Ratification procedures of the treaty establishing a 
Constitution for Europe and a communication strategy concerning this 
same treaty, 2004/2553(RSP), adopted 14 October 2004.

	 7. � Opinion of the parliament on the treaty to establish a Constitution for 
Europe, 2004/2129(INI), adopted 12 January 2005.

	 8. � Resolution of the European parliament on the 60th anniversary of the end 
of World War II in Europe (8 May 1945), adopted 12 May 2005.

	 9. � The period of reflection: the structure, subjects and context for an assess-
ment of the debate on the European Union, 2005/2146(INI), adopted 
19 January 2006.
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	 10. � European parliament resolution on the next steps for the period of reflec-
tion and analysis on the Future of Europe, adopted 14 June 2006.

	 11. � Report on the road map for the Union’s constitutional process 
(2007/2087(INI)), adopted 7 June 2007.

	 12. � Leinen Report on the convening of the Intergovernmental Conference 
(IGC): the European parliament’s opinion (Article 48 of the EU Treaty) 
(11222/2007 – C6-0206/2007 – 2007/0808(CNS)), adopted 11 July 
2007.

	 13. � Corbett/Mendez de Vigo Report «The Treaty amending the Treaty on 
European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community», 
2007/2286(INI), adopted 20 February 2008.

	 14. � For individuals who were absent during one to four of these votes, the 
missing value was replaced by the average obtained from the other votes.

	 15. � It is of course impossible to determine the reasons justifying the attitude 
of an elected official on a particular vote. Following the example of R. 
Scully, we have thus coded abstention as midway between a positive and 
a negative vote (see Scully 1998). Indeed, we argue that through an 
abstention, an elected official, to some extent, takes a position. Rather 
than being absent for the vote, the official votes in an active manner, 
and this vote does not accept the proposed text without going so far as 
to oppose it. This may reflect a lack of knowledge of the dossier (for a 
new member) but especially a distancing from the group’s position with-
out being disloyal. This is particularly the case for members of principal 
groups such as the EPP and the PES under the sixth legislature which 
have encouraged their members to vote in favour of the texts, considered 
to be fundamental. An abstention in this case may be seen as a refusal to 
accept a key text on integration and the future of the EU without going 
so far as a frontal opposition. This is why such an attitude was attributed 
a value of 0.5.

	 16. � The discourse of elected officials during the debates related to these votes 
and the justification of their votes were analysed. This allowed me to cap-
ture their motivations as to their voting behaviour but also to ensure that 
I did not include any Europhile MEPs in the group.

	 17. � It should be noted that the database covered all of the 2004–2009 legisla-
ture and due to the number of departures and arrivals during the legisla-
ture, there were 865 elected officials (and not 785).

	 18. � Constitutional declaration of the EUL/NGL group, adopted on 14 July 
1994, last consulted on 6 July 2016. Presentation of the EUL/NGL 
group [http://www.guengl.eu], last viewed on 6 July 2016.

	 19. � EFDD charter, http://www.efddgroup.eu/about-us/our-charter, last 
viewed 6 July 2016.

http://www.guengl.eu
http://www.efddgroup.eu/about-us/our-charter
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	 20. � Charter of the ENF group, http://www.enfgroup-ep.eu/charter/, last 
viewed 6 July 2016.

	 21. � Lisbon Treaty was implemented, and Croatia became a member of the 
EU during the 7th legislature. As a result of the Lisbon Treaty, the num-
ber of MEPs increased by 18 MEPs, and Croatia elected 12 MEPs in 
2013. The EP was temporarily constituted of 754 MEPs. Most of these 
new members were not Eurosceptic, except for an extra Austrian MEP 
from the BZÖ and an extra Dutch MEP from the PVV as well as two 
Eurosceptic Croatian MEPs (one seating in the ECR and the other in the 
EUL/NGL).
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Euroscepticism is far from being a recent phenomenon and since early on 
in the EP’s history, there have been MEPs opposed to the European pro-
ject. This pro-/anti-integration division is very salient today, especially 
with the increase in the number of Eurosceptic MEPs after the 2014 EU 
elections. However, despite their persistent presence, these actors remain 
largely unknown. While EP specialists tend to neglect Eurosceptic MEPs 
as a result of their minority position, the literature on Euroscepticism has 
focused primarily on the national level. So far, the literature on oppo-
sition to Europe within the supranational institutions remains limited 
(Brack and Costa 2012, 2018).

As an attempt to fill this gap, this chapter examines how these dis-
senting voices act once elected to the EP. It focuses exclusively on 
Eurosceptic MEPs in order to explore how they conceive of and carry 
out their mandate. To do so, the concept of role as defined by the 
motivational approach is used to articulate MEPs’ perceptions and 
motivations as well as their attitudes and parliamentary practices. The 
chapter provides a typology of the roles assumed by Eurosceptic MEPs: 
the Absentee, the Public Orator, the Pragmatist and the Participant. 
These roles are ideal-types of strategies: the characteristic attitudes, 
behaviours and goals of each role were deliberately exaggerated in order 
to highlight their specificities and to demonstrate the differences among 
these four roles.

Relying on an interpretative and inductive approach, this typology 
is based on the analysis of data collected during interviews with MEPs  
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(as well as assistants and EP public servants), on the analysis of their 
parliamentary activities and on the observations of group meetings.  
The typology presented here is the result of a permanent interaction 
between this data and the effort to conceptualize ideal-types. The role 
is a complex and dynamic configuration of characteristic objectives, atti-
tudes and behaviours. The categorization of MEPs within the ideal-types 
was done in two stages. Priority was given to actors’ discourse and vision 
of their mandate in order to understand how they perceive and carry it 
out as well as why they act one way rather than another (Hooghe 2001, 
p. 11; Navarro 2009, p. 123). Data relative to their behaviour within 
the chamber were then analysed to determine their priorities and the 
way in which they invest their (limited) time and (scare) resources. This 
two-step approach tests the extent of the correspondence between their 
perception of their mandate and their implementation thereof. In other 
words, it monitors the relevance of the identified role in accordance with 
the motivational approach. Rather than relying on a single indicator, 
these elements were combined to develop the typology and categorize 
every MEP interviewed into the ideal-type which most closely resembles 
him or her.1

This typology should be understood as an attempt at classification to 
understand the paradoxical situation faced by these anti-system actors 
whereby they must act within the very system they condemn. It is not 
meant as a value judgement of their attitudes and behaviour or a way to 
distinguish “good deputies” from “bad”. Contrary to the idea generally 
conveyed by the media, the typology attests that these elected represent-
atives propose an alternative but no less legitimate interpretation of their 
mandate, given the expectations and constraints they face.

1  T  he Absentee

Though often clearly identified by both MEPs and observers, this type 
of elected representative is rarely incorporated into any analysis (with the 
exceptions of Bale and Taggart 2006; Navarro 2009). This is explained 
partly by the fact that a lack of involvement in the EP is not restricted 
to Eurosceptics (Costa 2001, pp. 415–417; Kauppi 2005) as well as by 
the challenge of collecting data on this type of MEP, particularly through 
interviews. It is argued here that while a lack of involvement in their man-
date is not limited solely to Eurosceptics, it has a special meaning in their 
case. More than being a residual category, the Absentee is a role ideal-type 
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in the same way as Public Orator, Pragmatist and Participant. Absentees 
are characterized by two main indicators: a comparatively low involve-
ment in the assembly and a concentration of their activities at the national 
level and in their constituencies. They receive little satisfaction from their 
European mandate and prefer to serve at the national or local level.

1.1    Reduced Involvement in the Chamber

Weak involvement of MEPs identified as Absentees can be interpreted 
as an exit strategy from the work of the parliament, motivated by a total 
refusal to engage in the workings of the institution or by indifference 
towards the European mandate: “No, I don’t want to get involved in 
this! It’s not a full-time job that I’m doing here. Most of the MEPs, they 
are involved, they have contacts with lobbyists, groups, they are doing 
amendments. But I don’t” (Interview MEP 54).

Considering their limited capacity for action, this type of MEP 
believes that any activities undertaken within the institution would be 
futile. For Absentees, it matters little on which committee(s) they sit 
as they consider this to be secondary and do not actively participate in 
committee work. Indeed, most Absentee MEPs do not regularly attend 
meetings and would rather send their assistants to represent them (inter-
view with MEPs, parliamentary assistants and EP officials). Absentees do 
not seek to oversee a report or hold responsibilities within the EP and 
its organs and are not involved in the work of their group or delegation: 
“We did not come here to be part of it” (Interview with MEP 5).

This same logic applies to other parliamentary activities. So even if 
Absentees follow the voting instructions of their national delegation or 
their group, they have a very realistic view of the impact of their vote: 
“I don’t think it matters by the way because even if we sit there to blow 
bubbles it doesn’t matter, they are going to push the laws through any-
way. So the whole thing is pointless. It’s just a question of principle I’m 
talking about now, practically it doesn’t really matter. That’s the balance 
we have to strike. […] The problem we’ve got, you see, is the more we 
do here, even voting, the more we add legitimacy to this place, and it’s 
got no legitimacy, so we’ve to be careful in how we get involved here, so 
I get involved as little as possible because I think it is a dreadful place” 
(Interview with MEP 7).

Similarly, and contrary to the Public Orator, interventions in plenary 
sessions assume no special significance for this category of MEP. Thus, 
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even the Absentee with a relatively elevated number of interventions in 
the plenary will derive little satisfaction from it: “Yes I do [speeches], but 
it’s in an empty chamber. It’s a waste of time, it’s not a debating cham-
ber. You got 1 or 2 minutes. And it isn’t that difficult to get minutes. 
But it’s not a debate as a British would understand! You can’t interrupt, 
people stand up, they don’t speak but read, everybody sleeps, it’s an 
empty chamber, it’s not taken seriously” (Interview with MEP 10).

1.2    Emphasis on the National Level

While neglecting the parliament, Absentees are very active at the national 
and local levels. When interviewed, most MEPs of this type acknowledge 
that they spend most of their time at the national level and attend parlia-
ment only a few days per month. In effect, Absentees see their role as 
a promoter of Euroscepticism in national public opinion through inter-
ventions in the media (radio, TV and internet), dissemination of DVDs, 
meetings and school visits. Their (limited) presence in the EP gives them 
access to information about the EU which can then be transmitted to the 
local or national level (Interviews with MEP 46 and MEP 3): “My main 
responsibility is to find out the truth of what the EU is doing to democ-
racy and expose it to the people in the UK” (Interview with MEP 96).

The Absentee’s main source of satisfaction is derived not from a non-
conformist attitude, an interest in efficiency or a desire to influence, 
but from an ongoing campaign against the EU in order to influence 
national public opinion: “Our concern is that our voters be informed of 
our actions through our media and through the media in general. We all 
have a mechanism to disseminate our work to ensure that the French see 
our policy markers on all these issues at the European level too, it is not 
in fact obvious but, nevertheless, each day we still have some input in the 
press” (Interview A # 9).

While certain Absentees are motivated by activism, we must also 
consider the more utilitarian and opportunistic Absentees. Indeed, 
Absentees may be motivated as well, at least in part, by MEP benefits 
such as compensation, salary, prestige and media access: “I am more 
interested in what the MEP status can provide me with, it provides me 
with a platform, I go on television and radio, because I am a MEP. (…) 
The letters MEP mean the doors are open for you in Britain to speak to 
associations, businesses, schools, universities, colleges” (Interview with 
MEP 7). Thus, they attend plenary sessions to avoid financial penalties 
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designated to combat Absenteeism but generally are not involved in 
group, delegation or parliamentary committee meetings.

Finally, others should be labelled as “utilitarian Absentees”: their par-
ticipation in European elections is largely driven by national political 
considerations and by a desire to take advantage of the electoral system 
for the EP which is more favourable to small fringe parties, especially in 
countries with a first past the post system such as the UK and France. 
European elections tend to be second-order elections favouring the 
emergence of protest parties (Reif and Schmitt 1980). The European 
mandate is thus seen as an opportunity to get attention at the national 
level and as a platform to increase visibility and gain legitimacy, all the 
while being only minimally involved in the EP. This is then seen as a 
mandate “by default”, providing an ersatz power (Kauppi 1996, p. 11) 
to such actors waiting for a “better” mandate.

I am very skeptical and critical of this system but I wanted to come here 
and see for myself as I’ve been for two terms a Finnish parliamentarian 
and 6 years in the committee for the finish parliament which deals with 
European Union matters. And I wanted to meet the heart of darkness and 
now I’ve met it and I’m going back to the Finish politics. So my successor 
is going take my seat within a month. (Interview with MEP46)

1.3    Characteristic Behaviours of Absentee MEPs

In terms of behaviour, MEPs identified as Absentee form a relatively 
homogenous group (Table 4.1). Firstly, most of them had comparatively 
low attendance records, though they were more present in plenary ses-
sions than any other type of meeting (groups, delegations and commit-
tees).2 While, on average, the Eurosceptics interviewed in the framework 
of this research have had an attendance record above 85% of the votes, 
MEPs close to the Absentee type were on an average present for 70% of 
the roll call votes.

They further characterized themselves through a limited involvement 
in any kind of parliamentary activity. Thus, these MEPs have not been 
in charge of any reports nor have they produced any written opinions. 
Most have not proposed or signed any written declaration. As an exam-
ple of their low involvement in their respective parliamentary commit-
tees and their lack of interest in the legislative process, these MEPs have 
introduced between 0 and 4 amendments to reports during a legislature. 
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Except for one MEP who was vice-chairman of a committee (but left the 
EP as soon as he could to return to the national level), none of these 
MEPs exercised any responsibility within the EP and its bodies.

Absentees are less homogeneous when it comes to the number of 
speeches in the plenary. On average, they made 28 speeches but this 
number varied from 9 to 70 speeches during the period under study. 
Some take more pleasure than others in expressing themselves during the 
plenary without giving it much importance. Finally, parliamentary ques-
tions are the only activity in which certain Absentees involve themselves; 
these do not require an actual physical presence in the EP. On average, 
these MEPs asked 30 questions during a parliamentary term. These 
questions were frequently used to defend their specific interests. Indeed, 
analysis of their written questions (though there were few) revealed regu-
lar allusions to their constituents, their district and to national issues. The 
objective may then be to defend individual cases or obtain information 
which can be used in their Eurosceptic campaign. In fact, this activity 
allows them to make pledges to their constituents and obtain an official 
statement from the Commission that they can then use at the national 
level: “Sometimes, if I’m dealing with a constituent who is just, feels 
betrayed and let down, and I’m feeling very sorry for him, I put a par-
liamentary question down, just to say, there is absolutely nothing I can 
do about, I would put a parliamentary question down because, at least, 
that’s all I can do” (Interview with MEP 10).

To sum up, the Absentee role allows for an exit strategy from supra-
national institutions through a lack of involvement in parliamentary work 
and a claim of proximity (true or not) to their constituents and fellow 
citizens through strong activity at the national level.

2  T  he Public Orator

Guided by a taste for anti-conformism and an attitude of frontal oppo-
sition, Public Orators prioritize two aspects of their mandate: public 
speaking and research and dissemination of negative information on 
European integration. They take great satisfaction from reactions to their 
behaviours and grand gestures. Like the Absentees, they are not inter-
ested in negotiating with colleagues or in developing a reform program 
for the EU. But unlike the Absentees, they choose to be present within 
the assembly and exercise their mandate at the supranational level to 
denounce the system by all the means at their disposal.
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2.1    A Strategy of de-Legitimization of the Institution from Within: 
The Importance of Public Interventions

The main objective of Public Orators is to publicize and defend their 
positions by all means necessary, “the main thing I do is speak and argue 
against European integration” (interview with MEP 40). They exploit 
any information in support of their positions, especially regarding the 
deficiencies and failures of European integration, its institutions and 
elites. Public Orators see themselves first and foremost as representatives 
in permanent opposition: “My main role is to speak, talk and stand for 
the people” (interview with MEP 22). They believe that their role is to 
speak on behalf of Eurosceptic citizens, neglected by European institu-
tions or, in other words, to “represent people who thought I should be 
their voice there” (interview with MEP 55). Public Orators seek first and 
foremost to delegitimize the institution by speaking in public.

Therefore, the vast majority of their activities consist of general accu-
sations of failure and of the negative consequences of integration. Their 
interventions do not address the content of specific European policies 
but seek to break down the so-called consensus within the assembly. 
Therefore, unlike the Absentees, it is important for them to be present 
in the EP to express their opposition: “I was elected because I reflected 
a political philosophy, and I maintained that political philosophy so I 
attempted to put my particular point of view into every debate, every 
discussion that I can. That means turning up, the empty chair philosophy 
doesn’t work over here unless you have unanimity and everybody has to 
be there and everybody has to agree. So turning up to the meetings, get-
ting speaking time, I am not here to make this place work better, I am 
not here to help this thing exist, I am to criticize, criticize, criticize. In 
committee, they call me mister no, I say no to everything” (Interview 
with MEP 57).

Even though Public Orators are relatively present in parliament, they 
are not very interested in the “traditional” aspects of parliamentary activ-
ities. They take little part in other activities of the EP. They prefer to 
uphold their campaign of denunciation and maintain a balance between 
their presence within the system and their desire not to be integrated 
into the system they criticize. They believe they should “be present and 
play an active part. Some people go further and say one should play a 
constructive role. Well it’s difficult to play a constructive part in an insti-
tution we don’t agree with” (Interview with MEP 4).
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Public Orators do not seek responsibility within the assembly, gen-
erally are not assigned reports and are rarely involved in parliamentary 
committee work. Moreover, they tend to rely solely on a contentious use 
of possibilities to propose resolutions and amendments such as censure 
motions and requests for a total rejection of the EU budget. Voting is 
subject to this same attitude of frontal opposition. While voting lists are 
prepared by parliamentary assistants and discussed during group or del-
egation meetings, Public Orators vote against the vast majority of texts, 
regardless of the policy area. They believe their role is to oppose nearly  
everything since they are opposed to parliament’s legislative powers and,  
more generally, to EU competences: “We vote against anything that 
recognizes the EU as an entity. We tend to vote against most things” 
(Interview with MEP 8).

2.2    Use and Abuse of the Rules of Procedure

Public Orators are by no means cut off from the institution: a compre-
hensive understanding of the parliament and its bodies’ formal and infor-
mal rules allows them to achieve their goal of obtaining speaking time. 
This ideal-type of role demonstrates the need to distinguish between the 
various aspects of socialization and more particularly between institu-
tional learning and acculturation (“going native”). While Public Orators 
are essentially in a position of direct opposition and do not change their 
views towards European integration as a result of their mandate (contra-
dicting the theory of acculturation), they are nevertheless socialized, in 
the sense of learning the rules of the institution.

Their behaviour in the chamber is clearly different from that of the 
other types. Indeed, they do not hesitate to resort to insults or personal 
attacks which allow them to garner the attention they desire. They take 
great satisfaction in the publicity resulting from their interventions and 
their “disobedience to EU protocol” (Interview MEP 98). Feeling dis-
criminated against and/or marginalized, Public Orators can disrupt par-
liamentary work or create controversy, arguing that their mandate is to 
stimulate debate by breaking up what they perceive as the overly consen-
sual nature of the EP. Some go so far in their nonconformist behaviour 
that they end up expelled from their EP group, although expulsion is 
in general very rare in the EP (Hix et al. 2007). The case of Helmer, 
a British conservative MEP (who switched party to become a mem-
ber of UKIP in 2012), illustrates both the Public Orator’s mastery of 
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institutional rules as well as their non-compliance through a non-
conformist attitude. Following a stunt in a plenary session, Helmer 
was excluded from the EPP-ED Group of the 6th legislature. In a 
debate held in May 2005 on a motion of censure against the European 
Commission,3 Helmer relied on his knowledge of institutional rules to 
obtain a public intervention: “None of us, Eurosceptics, were allowed 
speaking time in the debate, but I found an obscure parliamentary rule, 
the 141, to ask a question and have a forty seconds speech. And in that 
speech, I strongly criticized the for trying to keep the debate out of the 
Parliament, to swipe it under the carpet. And I criticized the leader to 
put pressure on us. This was regarded as causing great offence. […] 
They gave me 5 minutes to apologize and instead I spent the 5 minutes 
explaining why it was a good idea to fire me. As a result of which, I was 
expelled from the EPP, which I’m really pleased about”.

Because of this type of attitude, Public Orators maintain poor rela-
tionships with MEPs from other political groups and, in particular, with 
large groups. Indeed, this ideal-type enjoys some recognition, in the 
sense of identifiability. Eurosceptics from other ideal-types, particularly 
the Pragmatists and the Participants, rely on Public Orators as a reference 
point from which they can distinguish themselves. Similarly, non-Euro-
sceptic MEPs and assistants clearly identify them: “You don’t see them as 
engaged. The way they work is strange and they have this sort of moral 
conflict that they must have between saying we must be out of Europe 
and at the same time, they are earning a very good living from it. They’ll 
just vote against everything, we see this from time to time again, they 
don’t engage at committee level and then they become really vociferous 
at plenary level. Why didn’t you table amendments at committee level?”

But Public Orators are indifferent to this since their purpose is not to 
negotiate a compromise with their colleagues. In contrast to the effec-
tive MEP described by Corbett (2002, p. 4) as “someone who is able to 
explain, persuade and negotiate with colleagues from 15 different coun-
tries”, these MEPs evaluate their effectiveness in light of the responses to 
their actions and behaviour.

2.3    Dissemination of Negative Information About the EU at All 
Levels of Power

The second fundamental aspect of this ideal-type is the significance 
accorded to researching and disseminating negative information on 
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the EU and European integration, at any territorial level, including the 
supranational one. Indeed, like the Absentee, Public Orators consider 
it as their duty to inform the public of EU decisions and their negative 
consequences. But unlike the Absentee, they also seek to remind their 
colleagues that EP decisions are not supported by a segment of the pop-
ulation: “what we do in the parliament, on any issue which is essentially 
pro-integration/anti-integration, we are going to lose the vote by def-
inition. One of the things we do is simply get up as often as possible 
and remind them that people out there take a different view, and I get 
a perverse satisfaction out of that, because they hate it, they hate to be 
reminded that ordinary people out there on the streets take a different 
view on this matter” (Interview with MEP 40).

They frequently update their websites, are very aware of new forms of 
communication (blog, twitter and Facebook), maintain close relation-
ships with the press and are available for anyone wishing to contact them:  
“I talk a lot in committee and in plenary, interventions are the parliamen-
tary tool I use the most, my role is to lead the opposition. But I dedi-
cate about 40% of my time to the press, debates, communication with 
voters and the party” (Interview with MEP 39). Their presence in the 
EP is conditioned not only by the satisfaction derived from their public 
speaking but also by the need to collect and disseminate negative infor-
mation of any kind on European institutions: “the only way to fight is to 
be elected. Once in the machine, you get information that you can use 
to further advance your fight against it on the ground” (Interview with 
MEP 78). This same search for information can be found in the type of 
written questions posed to the Commission. Generally, they do not per-
tain to the content of European or national policies or projects, but tend 
to remain general in nature, even contentious or ironic. For example, 
they will question the contribution of European integration to peacekeep-
ing on the continent or the costs related to European Commissioners and 
their bodyguards, allowing them to collect financial information which 
they can then mobilize in their speeches critical of the EU.

2.4    Characteristic Behaviours of Public Orators

Analysis of Public Orators’ activities and their responsibilities within the 
parliament demonstrates that they form a relatively cohesive group, dis-
tinguished from others by their lack of involvement in the legislative pro-
cess, their lack of responsibilities within the EP and the priority given 
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to individual action, especially speeches. If we refer to (Table 4.2), one 
can see that the main behavioural characteristic of this ideal-type is the 
priority given to speeches in plenary session. On average, they gave 344 
speeches per parliamentary term, whereas on average the Eurosceptics 
interviewed in the framework of this research gave 219 speeches per leg-
islature. The Public Orators’ focus on speeches goes hand in hand with 
a limited investment in other types of activities and, in particular, in the 
“positive tools” at their disposals such as reports, opinions and amend-
ments. Only 2 MEPs identified as Public Orators out of 23 were rap-
porteur, one of which abandoned his task before the report was voted in 
plenary. Similarly, only one MEP of this type has overseen the writing of 
an opinion for his committee. And most of these MEPs proposed a lim-
ited number of amendments: while on average, Eurosceptics interviewed 
for this research proposed 43 amendments throughout a parliamentary 
term, MEPs close to the Public Orator type only proposed on average 17 
amendments per legislature.

This group is heterogeneous regarding the number and nature of 
their parliamentary questions. Indeed, while some asked very few ques-
tions, especially during the 6th legislature, others were particularly active, 
asking up to 388 questions. Content analysis of their written questions 
to the Commission over the course of three years does not reveal a 
homogeneous focus of representation. While some tend to concentrate 
on the national, regional and local levels, others ask questions related to 
the European level. Meanwhile, those who are the most active in par-
liamentary questions tend to focus on the relations between the EU 
and third countries, Turkey in particular (due to their negative stance 
towards the country’s accession to the EU). Finally, none of the Public 
Orator MEPs have exercised responsibility in the EP, except for one 
who is co-president of an EP political group. This demonstrates both 
their desire not to take part in the institutional system and their strained 
relations with their colleagues, as responsibilities in the EP depends 
on the endorsement of other MEPs through a vote (in committee or 
delegation).

In brief, this role provides, to those who endorse it, the opportunity 
to develop an essentially negative strategy vis-à-vis the European polity: 
it means being present in the heart of the system to denounce it with 
no desire to reform it, while adopting a posture external to this system 
through non-compliance with its rules and norms.
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3  T  he Pragmatist

As its name suggests, this ideal-type is characterized by pragmatism or, 
more precisely, by a dual strategy whereby, on the one hand, they seek 
to achieve concrete results while, on the other hand, not compromising 
their Eurosceptic beliefs. Guided by a desire to be efficient, Pragmatists 
are characterized by a greater investment in the EP’s daily work, a ten-
dency to follow the assembly’s rules and a willingness to change, in a 
targeted and limited way, the system of which they are critical.

Like the Public Orators and Absentees, the Pragmatists are aware 
they belong to a minority with little chance of changing the direction of 
European integration or of upholding their views in the assembly. While 
they may share some characteristics with the Public Orators, Pragmatists 
offer a completely different implementation of their European mandate. 
It matches the MEPs described by Costa (2002a, p. 110) as “motivated 
by the interests of efficiency which encourages them to not remain in a 
sterile opposition”. As one interviewee claims, “it is not only opposition, 
it is constructive opposition which makes reports and ​​proposals” (inter-
view with MEP 31).

Although they refuse any compromise on their Eurosceptic beliefs, 
their dissatisfaction with the EU does not result in an outsider posi-
tion, unlike the two previous roles. Rather, Pragmatists try to find a 
balance between the promotion of their convictions and the pur-
suit of tangible results without intending to disrupt the functioning 
of parliament or undermining the European political system. They 
also emphasize their mission of representation, in the sense of “acting 
on behalf of” and believe they have a quasi-imperative mandate link-
ing them to their constituents, fellow citizens or political party. Thus, 
they have developed a dual strategy, consistent with their perception 
of a European representative mandate: as Eurosceptics, they see them-
selves as opposition actors, but also, as MEPs, they wish to emphasize 
the constructive nature of their opposition and their willingness to get 
involved to make a difference through their actions. As noted by this 
representative “As MEP my role is to control legislation and see what 
I can achieve case by case but as a Eurosceptic, my role is to oppose… 
(…) and even as MEP, I could make a difference in important areas”. 
(Interview with MEP 16)

Two categories of Pragmatists can be found, each focusing on a differ-
ent aspect.4
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3.1    First Subgroup: Emphasis on Control

The first group emphasizes its mission of control over legislation. They 
see themselves as the watchdogs of European institutions. They conceive 
of and carry out their mandate in order to amend and control, in very 
specific areas, the initiatives of their peers and other European institu-
tions. “I think we should participate in legislative work and the control 
of parliament and I think it’s important that we use the resources at our 
disposal as MEPs to perform these tasks” (Interview with MEP 12).

They also rely on the EP to regulate their national government. 
Parliamentary questions are considered a very important tool as they 
allow them to carry out their mission of control, including over the use 
of budgetary resources, government compliance with European commit-
ments, or even respect for the principles of subsidiarity and transparency: 
“We ask the Commission and the Council to stress that the government 
does take actions or not” (Interview with MEP 6). The answers to these 
questions are then used not so much for the purpose of activism but 
for politicizing the national debate on the EU or for controlling their 
national government.

However, their involvement in parliamentary work is limited to poli-
cies in which they believe the EU has a role to play and they tend to 
be specialized in these specific areas: “in areas where we think the EU 
has a role to play, such as the single market, environmental issues, cli-
mate issues, things for which it makes sense to deal with at the European 
level, in these areas, we try to provide an alternative majority. But we 
are not willing to compromise on our way of thinking that the EU 
already decides too much over the national states and on more and more 
issues we need to work to give competences back to the national states” 
(Interview with MEP 87).

While the control function tends to prevail for this type of Pragmatist, 
it is nevertheless important to them to stay in contact with their con-
stituents and representational activities occupy a significant part of their 
agenda. Thus, it is essential for this subgroup of Pragmatists to report on 
their actions at the national level, including through explanations of vote.

3.2    Second Subgroup: A Strategy of Defence of Territorial Interests

While all Pragmatists value the national level as they consider it the legiti-
mate arena for political action, the second category is fundamentally 
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guided by the defence of national or regional interests within the assem-
bly: “to me, the most important responsibility is to work for the inter-
est of the people of your country, whatever is their interest. I am in the 
committee of regional development and the fisheries committee so I see 
what I can do to help fishermen or regional development in my country” 
(Interview with MEP 93). This subgroup relies on the European man-
date to solve regional and national problems, and their presence in the 
assembly is driven by this consideration. Their action is primarily instru-
mental, and the parliament is used as a forum for the defence of specific 
interests which they cannot effectively defend at the national level. And 
as explained by this MEP: “I’m at the service of the Cypriot citizens and 
I expect my political activities to help the major problems of my country, 
to promote peace in my country and I think through the enlargement of 
the EU” (Interview with MEP 53).

Thus, members of this subgroup mobilize all the parliamentary tools 
at their disposal to attract the attention of their peers and of European 
institutions to the specific problems faced by their region or country. 
They remain very active at the national level and hope to obtain addi-
tional resources for their territory, as a kind of pork barrel politics: “One 
must never forget, I am the expression of the people, thus, [my role is] 
to change as much as possible in the direction of improving democracy 
and the effectiveness of the European institution through policy, and sec-
ondly to activate myself to do everything possible to give answers to the 
territory, to respond to their needs, to, why not, bring money, assistance, 
be it from a social, economic or institutional point of view…” (Interview 
with MEP 43).

3.3    Investment in a Broad Range of Parliamentary Activities

The perception of their mandate developed by the Pragmatists, whether 
of the first or second category, implies greater investment in the work 
of the parliament and its bodies as well as the mobilization of a much 
broader range of activities than that of the Public Orators and Absentees. 
They consider committee work to be an essential tool to achieve their 
objectives, given the significance of this body of legislative activity and 
control of the EP (observations of group meetings and interviews with 
Pragmatist MEPs). As noted by a Pragmatist MEP, “I would say the 
most important is the work in the committees, putting the amendments, 
controlling powers, controlling the budget, the legislation process” 
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(Interview with MEP 16). Pragmatists derive great satisfaction from 
their commitment to their committees, which allows them to defend 
the interests that are most important to them and control the content 
of European policy: “The most important thing is to be present, to be 
diligent. We were elected to be there. For example, I sit in the Industry, 
Energy and Research Committee and it deals with very important issues 
for the future of Europe. One must be present in order to inform oneself 
in order to vote and to inform the citizens, in order to be able to partici-
pate on important issues such as REACH, Galileo, etc.” (Interview with 
MEP 44).

They also invest considerable time and resources to focus the atten-
tion of their colleagues on specific issues, through motions for resolu-
tions and written statements. They seek reports and opinions in the 
policy areas which interest them and accept the principle of negotiation 
with their colleagues: “Our aim is to change the EU and the Eurozone 
from inside the institutions. As a political party we are in opposition, in a 
group labelled as Eurosceptic. European integration is not going well so 
we are proposing another view. And the first goal is that we would like 
to open a debate inside the EU about the single currency” (Interview 
with MEP 84). To do so, they establish contacts with officials from other 
institutions to increase the effectiveness of their actions all the while criti-
cizing the functioning of the institution. They also file numerous amend-
ments, seen as the most useful tool at their disposal in the EP, given the 
difficulty for small groups and Eurosceptics to obtain reports. “In the 
last mandate I was very active in putting down parliamentary questions, 
because we were seekers after truth and very curious about all sorts of 
things, that was useful in terms of getting information. But in terms of 
actually doing something with it, putting down amendments is obviously 
the key way and which way influences how the legislation is going to go, 
I focus on the written work and the committee work” (Interview with 
MEP 13).

Voting is not the subject of an objection on principle. Pragmatists 
tend to modify their voting behaviour depending on the public policies 
being considered. Thus, they may vote favourably on all matters related 
to the internal market or environmental policies or to regional develop-
ment because this matches the idea that there is added value in the EU 
that these are policies in which they have been particularly involved or 
because they serve their territory.
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3.4    A Difficult Balance to Maintain: Respect for the Rules 
and Refusal to Compromise

This type of MEP also tends to respect the EP’s written and unwritten 
rules. The language and rhetoric of their interventions in plenary are less 
confrontational than those of Public Orators and these interventions, 
even if they are numerous, are not considered by them as the most effec-
tive tool in exercising their mandate. One of the Pragmatists’ concerns is 
to distinguish themselves from the Public Orators whose behaviour they 
condemn as excessive.

As a result of their respect for codes of conduct within the institu-
tion, Pragmatists maintain better relationships with their colleagues from 
other groups and are often recognized for their investment, their con-
structive attitude and/or their expertise on certain issues. They can take 
the lead on technical reports, particularly non-legislative opinions and 
initiative reports and have responsibilities within the delegations and par-
liamentary committees. When asked about her mandate and the oppor-
tunity to hold responsibilities in the assembly, this MEP said she was 
opposed to her country’s accession to the EU, but nevertheless: “you 
need to be present in the parliament, you must be engaged, you must 
have the arguments, you must be active in the group, the committees, in 
plenary. So if you are active and you really show other members that you 
are engaged, that you are willing to work, work hard” (Interview with 
MEP 59).

However, while being integrated within the institution appears mean-
ingful within the context of a limited number of policies, Pragmatists 
do not consider compromising their beliefs towards integration and the 
European institutions, even if this prevents them from influencing certain 
policies or holding responsibilities within the EP. Thus, one MEP noted 
that: “We have to find a balance but it is difficult because I am critical 
and opposed to the official policies and it is difficult you understand. If 
I was in favour of this, our work would be much easier” (Interview with 
MEP6). On these aspects, Pragmatists maintain an attitude of opposi-
tion and all their activities are essentially based on and judged accord-
ing to their Euroscepticism. They can then vote against everything they 
consider to be inappropriate to deal with at the supranational level, file 
numerous amendments to repatriate powers to the national level or 
refuse to join a group because it would require them to compromise 
on some of their opinions. In addition, they remain very aware of the 
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relative impact of their investment not only on the parliament’s legisla-
tive work but also on the direction of the European project and keep a 
certain distance with respect to their mandate: “I am elected to come 
here and do what I can for the people I’m elected by, so I take my role 
seriously, but I don’t kid myself that that’s going to change the UK rela-
tionship with the EU” (Interview with MEP 18).

3.5    Characteristic Behaviours of the Pragmatists

If we refer to (Table 4.3), we can see that the Pragmatists’ behaviour 
within the parliament is more heterogeneous than the two previous 
types. Indeed, their involvement in a broader range of activities leads to 
greater variation in the individual interpretation of the role.

First, more Pragmatists have exercised a position of responsibility 
within the EP than Absentees and Public Orators. Under the 6th legis-
lature, a majority of them held positions of responsibility but, with the 
exception of two MEPs, they were chairs or vice-chairs of parliamentary 
delegations or committees with weak legislative impact. During the 7th 
term, only a minority of Pragmatist MEPs succeeded in obtaining posi-
tions of responsibility. However, they did receive more sought-after posi-
tions including the (vice) presidency of the Fisheries, the Environment, 
Public Health and Food Safety, the Foreign Affairs and the Employment 
and Social Affairs Committees (non-attached members being excluded 
from the distribution of posts). Under the 8th legislature, only a minor-
ity have held positions of responsibility, mostly within their political 
group or as vice-chair of delegations.

Overviewing the activities of Pragmatists also demonstrates their 
involvement in the various facets of parliamentary work. Like the Public 
Orators, the Pragmatists use individual-type actions such as questions 
and speeches. On average, these MEPs have asked many more questions 
than their colleagues from the other types, as they see it as their mis-
sion to control the work of the institutions and to bring national issues 
to the attention of their colleagues. On average, they ask 141 ques-
tions during a legislature, whereas the average of the number of ques-
tions of Eurosceptics interviewed during this study is 100 questions per 
parliamentary term. They also give many speeches, although less than 
the Public Orators. However, they also use the other tools at their dis-
posal. Thus, their investment in their respective Commission appears to 
pay off with the allocation of reports and opinions. Two-third of these 
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MEPs have been in charge of reports and opinions for their committees. 
Similarly, Pragmatists filed a large number of amendments, with an aver-
age of 60 amendments per MEP per legislature (compared with an aver-
age for interviewed Eurosceptics of 43 amendments). While this suggests 
their willingness to make changes to European legislation, the number 
of amendments can vary greatly between them, depending on their level 
of involvement in their respective committees and the group in which 
they sit. Finally, they are the MEPs who propose the highest number of 
motions for resolution, reflecting their will to promote reforms of the 
EU and its policies inside the institutions.

In sum, the role of the Pragmatist gives those who endorse it limited 
and targeted influence and control over European legislation through an 
attitude of constructive opposition and meaningful involvement in parlia-
mentary work. Guided by a desire for efficiency, they develop a dual per-
ception of their representative mandate and try to find a balance between 
pragmatism and idealism all the while being aware of the difficulty of 
maintaining this balance.

4  T  he Participant

This ideal-type refers to a process of socialization in a broad sense, in 
the form of institutional learning, “by which individuals transform them-
selves from organizational outsiders to participating insiders” (Scully 
2005, p. 79). The Participant is characterized by his/her willingness 
to appear as an MEP like any other and adapt his/her behaviour to the 
rules of the game so as to achieve his/her main objective: influence over 
the European legislative process.

4.1    Looking “like Any Other” MEP

The Participants see themselves first and foremost as legislators, whose 
mandate is to influence European policies. They want to “formulate 
European initiatives, discuss them with other MEPs and find a middle 
ground that can be shared” (interview with MEP 48). When asked about 
her role, this elected representative defined herself not as an opposition 
player, but by her institutional affiliations and responsibilities within the 
EP: “the duties of a MEP are to inform, engage, share and represent the 
citizens of Europe. We have a pretty important and delicate role. I try to 
never miss all the works regarding the committees, from the committee 



104   N. Brack

meetings to the shadow meetings, the coordinators meetings as I am 
coordinator of the Libe committee and I follow many reports. I am cur-
rently rapporteur on two reports and I am shadow rapporteur on many 
other dossiers of the Libe committee, in particular those on migration 
and the defence of fundamental rights as well as on the legal affairs com-
mittee (…)” (Interview with MEP 91).

To satisfy their desire for influence, they invest the majority of their 
time in the chamber and its bodies. As noted by a representative of this 
type, the European mandate involves immersion in European issues, “we 
must become involved in the institution and society, once engaged in 
Europe, we cannot have other responsibilities, it requires serious invest-
ment in institutional work” (interview with MEP 56). Unlike the Public 
Orators and the Pragmatists, Participants not only know and respect the 
formal and informal rules governing the operation of the EP but adjust 
their behaviour to them. They subscribe to the rules of political delib-
eration. Within the context of the EP, this means developing negotiating 
skills, seeking the broadest possible coalitions and accepting compromise, 
with the parliament being regarded as “the place where resolutions are 
prepared in the spirit of consensus and compromise. Compromise is a 
European value I think” (Interview with MEP 42). They can, occasion-
ally, disregard their Eurosceptic beliefs in order to conform to the rules 
and thus receive consideration.

Here we don’t work on an isolated basis, never. You have your political 
point of view and your ideological background and this is of course mir-
rored in the proposals you present but then we work on the basis of coop-
eration with the other groups. At the end, what counts is really what we 
can do, and not what any member in particular can do. (Interview with 
MEP 38)

Participants therefore consider it essential to be accommodating and 
willing to compromise during negotiations. They believe that negotia-
tion is the best way to obtain a final result that corresponds, at least in 
part, to their beliefs. They are also aware that the legislative process takes 
place at an inter-institutional level and that the EP must have a unified 
position with regard to the Council in order to be heard (interview with 
parliamentary assistants). Thus, an MEP of this type states that a suc-
cessful MEP “should be able to pass a legislative package of measures, 
to reach consensus between parties in order to prepare the vote. So he 



4  STRATEGIES OF EUROSCEPTIC MEPS   105

should be a good negotiator- he should be able to work across parties 
since the EP is different from national parliaments and requires a consen-
sus” (interview with MEP 52).

Parliamentary committees are seen as the best political space for 
them to reach their goal. These committees are the principal venue for 
the socialization of MEPs where take place most of the deliberations, 
the legislative and technical work and especially negotiations (Costa and 
Brack 2011, pp. 107–108; Neuhold 2001).

We want to be critic but we also want to be part of the solution. (…) and I 
think the main duty or responsibility a MEP has is on the legislative/direc-
tive/regulation front within the parliament, which means you need to be 
fully involved and engaged with your committee work. MEPs who don’t 
attend committees cannot be active MEPs. I am not talking here of people 
who are president of the parliament or some other roles. But if you don’t 
actively engage in the committee work, you cannot expect to be participat-
ing in the working of this parliament. So the first duty is contributing in 
that way, on legislation. (Interview with MEP28)

In maintaining good relationships with colleagues, they can obtain 
legislative reports that they can then draft in such a way that they will 
be accepted by their fellow MEPs. For example, a member of the ALDE 
group described a report written for the Committee on Budgetary 
Control by a well-known Eurosceptic as follows: “One would not be 
able to distinguish his report from a report which had been written by 
someone else. He plays the game”. Participants appear indeed to play 
along and consider it important to show others that they are valuable 
and responsible partners in committees, despite their Eurosceptic views.

4.2    Eurosceptics Guided by a Search for Influence

However, all of their activities are conditioned by their quest for influ-
ence. The choice of committees on which they serve tends to be deter-
mined by the competences of the latter.

In Italy, I was on the institutional affairs committee, but here the insti-
tutional affairs committee has no real power. In Italy, I voted on con-
stitutional laws, I made my contribution to change the constitution, on 
parliamentary immunity, on the transfer of power from the states to the 
regions. Here, the Constitutional Committee can only make proposals but 
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cannot make decisions. The Lisbon Treaty is not at the parliamentary level, 
we have only taken a position, we can take positions and give opinions 
but we cannot amend the treaty. But I can make amendments to family 
law, company law, etc. So this is why I prefer the Legal Affairs Committee. 
(Interview with MEP 51)

Similarly, while, in principle, Participants mobilize all parliamentary 
tools at their disposal, Participants have a predilection for reports, opin-
ions, amendments and questions, considered to be the most effective and 
interventions in plenary generally confined to areas related to their parlia-
mentary committees. As this MEP explains it, “interesting things do not 
happen there, they happen upstream but when it comes to the plenary, 
it’s testimony, the hemicycle is a place of testimony” (interview MEP 9). 
They thus focus on the means by which they can have an impact before 
the plenary meeting, during informal meetings or coordinators meetings.

Amendments and reports. Also, I organize and negotiate the voting with 
the other members of my committee, so that we can get a sufficient num-
ber of votes for a proposal. If I should put them according their degree of 
importance I would say/ first doing reports- this is the most important 
activity, then second- reaching and negotiating the majority in the commit-
tee and third- speaking in the Chamber. I think that speeches are more for 
publicity- to get visibility; the most important work is in the committees 
and the reports. (Interview with MEP 52)

This can lead to frustration on the part of this type of MEP, especially when 
sitting in small EP groups. Indeed, in the EP, success depends on finding a 
large majority, i.e. on convincing members of larger groups. Some MEPs 
may find it more difficult to achieve their goals due to the rules governing 
the functioning of the EP, including the distribution of reports and opin-
ions according to the D’Hondt method (interview MEP 62).

Participants derive great satisfaction in contributing to negotia-
tions and influencing the legislative process. Therefore, it is not about 
denouncing the EU in plenary, controlling the initiatives of their peers 
or providing solutions for their territory, but about participating in the 
EU decision-making process, even if this requires compromises on their 
Euroscepticism.

Yeah, I mean, if, you can get a report carried by the majority, that reflects 
not only what the industry itself wants but also it enables you to have a 
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serious input of that, where you are perhaps shaping the policy, by you 
know certain aspects guiding the industry, but also bending the commis-
sion to your beliefs, I think that is quite important, it does give you a feel-
ing of achievement. (Interview with MEP 60)

They also seek to perform duties and responsibilities within the cham-
ber (to chair committees and delegations) and are involved in the devel-
opment of rich networks of contacts in the EP but also the Commission, 
the Council and the Permanent Representations. They are generally 
involved in multiple intergroups, forums and discussion groups and dedi-
cate a lot of time and resources to more informal activities such as meet-
ings with lobbyists, working lunches and dinners which will be useful to 
them later. They greatly appreciate “to have access to influential people 
and being able in their own small way to influence events. It gives them a 
great deal of pride to think that they were able to move the situation to a 
better way because they were there, because they were able to speak to a 
Commissioner for example” (Interview A # 10).

4.3    Complex Relationships with Their Constituents?

While Participants believe that their tasks are primarily at the suprana-
tional level and require commitment and a significant presence in the EP, 
this does not mean they are cut off from the national and local political 
arenas. Indeed, they try to maintain a connection with their constituents 
and fellow citizens through their websites, newsletters, local assistants 
and constituency visits during weekends and the so-called green weeks. 
But unlike the Pragmatists, the Participants do not intend to solve local 
problems or to politicize the national debate but rather to “educate” 
their fellow citizens on European issues and to promote their work, 
or even the work of the EU in some respects. This can also cause a lag 
between the MEP and his/her voters, whether on their vision of the EU 
(although the representatives define themselves as Eurosceptics) or their 
expectations about the role of the representative Participants may then 
have the feeling of being torn between the expectations of voters and the 
way in which they perceive their role.

What is true is here we see what the EU is concretely and how it can be 
positive, we understand better through our work here.(…) but voters live 
this less concretely, those who truly travel in Europe are quite minority 
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but here is a tower of Babylon. I think the concrete and direct experience, 
including participation in things, if it is not obtuse, and that is not full of a 
priori, it is indeed, we feel better, we better see the bottle half full [rather 
than half empty]. (Interview with MEP 9)

It’s not easy to find enough possibilities [to go home] and if you’re at 
home, every time the people are interested but they complain because they 
don’t hear about you when you’re not there. They don’t know what we 
are doing, I invite people to come here or in Strasbourg to discuss with 
them, to show how we are working, what is possible and what is not pos-
sible and they are interested but 3 months later, they still complain because 
they don’t hear about you in the news in the region […] My role is to be 
here and see what I can do. But a lot of the left members think it is easier 
on the national level to defend our views but I think in the area of globali-
zation, it’s not possible, you’ve to act at all levels and I try to get more 
influence in my own political group and party for this thinking. (Interview 
with MEP 62)

Additionally, the national or local level may also serve as a fallback 
position for disappointed Participants, who, having failed at reaching 
their goal at the supranational level, may then tend to invest in the party 
or local tasks. Indeed, if the Participants are unable, for various reasons, 
to be influential in the EP, they may withdraw and regret choosing the 
European mandate.

Well I was interested in European politics before, I was a member of the 
parliament and of the European integration committee. Here my main 
responsibility is to take part in the parliamentary work, in the plenary ses-
sions and the committees, delegations, and so on. To be part of the func-
tioning of the Parliament. (…) But well I can tell you, as a politician, the 
most satisfying part of my job is to be local councillor of my town, I’ve 
been local councillor for 20 years and this is the most satisfying part of poli-
tics because you can directly see the outcomes of your decisions. In the EP, 
it’s much more difficult to see the real outcome. (Interview with MEP 19)

4.4    The Characteristic Behaviours of the Participant MEPs

The involvement of the Participants in all EP activities, both formal and 
informal, causes a certain heterogeneity of the practices of MEPs in this 
ideal-type. Their quest for responsibilities within the assembly is not 
always successful although some have held important positions within 
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the EP such as the (vice) chair of sought-after committees (Internal 
Market, International Trade, Constitutional Affairs, Industry, Research 
and Energy) or even the position of Quaestor over the course of the 3 
legislatures under study. The others then fall back on functions within 
their group or delegation. During the 8th legislative term, a minority 
obtained positions of responsibility in the EP but again, some scored 
sought-after positions such as the (vice) presidency of the special com-
mittee on taxation, of the International trade committee or of the 
employment and social affairs committee.

Regarding their parliamentary activities, MEPs close to the Participant 
type are characterized by three main elements. First, in comparison with 
MEPs of the other ideal-types, they use relatively few individual-type 
actions such as questions and speeches. Indeed, on average, these MEPs 
have asked only 47 questions per term (while Eurosceptics interviewed 
for this study asked on average 100 questions per legislature) and they 
gave only 63 speeches on average during a legislature (the average for 
Eurosceptics being 219 per term). Secondly, as they try to look like any 
other MEP, they do not resort to a particular type of activities and they 
stand out from the other ideal-types through moderation in all of their 
activities. Finally, as these MEPs concentrate on influencing the legisla-
tive process and are involved in all types of parliamentary activities, they 
have, for the most part, been in charge of reports and opinions. On aver-
age these MEPs have taken the lead on more than 2 reports during a 
parliamentary term, which is twice as many as the average Eurosceptic 
MEP (Table 4.4).

In summary, like the Pragmatists, the Participant matches the posture 
of an insider seeking change from within the system of which he is criti-
cal. However, guided by a desire for influence, they focus on the legis-
lative aspects of the European mandate. Rather than trying to maintain 
a balance between the search for concrete results and their Eurosceptic 
beliefs, Participants do not see themselves as opposition players and 
adapt their practices to the rules of the institution.

5  C  onclusion

Eurosceptic MEPs are at the centre of a paradox: they are particu-
larly successful during EU elections, campaigning on the basis of a 
Eurosceptic platform but once elected to the EP, they have to oper-
ate in an institution, and more generally a political system, they 
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strongly criticize or even oppose. Despite the extensive literature on 
Euroscepticism and abundant research on the EP, little is known about 
the individual activities of MEPs and on how they perform their repre-
sentative function. The aim here was therefore to propose an in-depth 
and comparative analysis of the strategies developed by Eurosceptic 
MEPs as anti-system actors.

This chapter has examined how these actors cope with the ten-
sion between the Eurosceptic platform on the basis of which they were 
elected and the tasks and expectations arising from their representative 
mandate. Relying on the concept of role and an inductive methodol-
ogy, it analysed how Eurosceptics conceive of and carry out their par-
liamentary mandate. The idea was to understand the roles played by 
Eurosceptic MEPs.

A typology of four ideal-types of roles has been developed: the 
Absentee, the Public Orator, the Pragmatist and the Participant. Analysis 
has shown that, like any elected representative, Eurosceptics inter-
pret their mandate so as to match both their visions of the role of the 
MEP and the presumed expectations of their electorate. Given the con-
straints they face and the lack of consensus on the best way to exercise 
the European mandate, they offer alternative ways of conceiving of and 
inhabiting the parliamentary function, which could differ from those of 
their colleagues. Moreover, unlike some studies on roles (see Price 1985; 
Van Vonno 2012), no role-switching was observed. Although the study 
period is relatively short, the actors remained faithful to their role in  
parliament over the course of three legislatures, confirming the hypoth-
esis of Searing (1994) according to which individuals primarily interpret 
one role.

The analysis also demonstrates that, beyond their Eurosceptic posi-
tion, there is a diversity in the ways Eurosceptics conceive of and carry 
out their European mandate. They do not all adopt an attitude of pro-
test but exhibit diversified attitudes and behaviours, some being relatively 
well integrated into the parliamentary game. As noted by Birenbaum 
(1992) in his study of the French National Front, we should refrain from 
a simplistic interpretation of the practices of anti-system actors.

Eurosceptic MEPs can remain in an outsider position by endorsing 
the Absentee or Public Orator roles. The Absentee reflects a position 
of retreat from the institution but not to the point of total withdrawal. 
Indeed, unlike some national parties such as Sinn Fein whose elected 
representatives refused to sit in the British Parliament on principle  
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(see Usherwood 2008), Absentees actually fill their seats but are not 
much involved in parliamentary work. This type of MEP is not inter-
ested in the European mandate and is only active at the national or 
regional level as they see their role as promoting Euroscepticism at 
home. Absentees derive great satisfaction from carrying out a perma-
nent campaign against the EU in their country and use the European 
mandate as a way of obtaining information, resources, visibility and legit-
imacy. Meanwhile, Public Orators are more present in the EP but are 
not involved in the traditional aspects of parliamentary work. This type 
of MEP sees his/her role as being an opposition speaker whose mission 
is to delegitimize the institution and the EU through speeches in ple-
nary. Such MEPs take great pride from the reactions aroused by their 
anti-conformist behaviour and do not seek to participate in the legislative 
or oversight function of the parliament. In doing so, they claim, their 
opposition to the EU from within the institution by refusing to accept 
the risks of participating in the deliberations.

But Eurosceptic MEPs may also adopt an insider position and assume 
the roles of the Pragmatist or Participant. The Pragmatist is driven 
by a desire to be efficient and seeks a balance between achieving con-
crete results and promoting his/her Eurosceptic views. Such MEPs 
develop a dual conception of their role: as MEP on the one hand, he/
she wants to be constructive and contribute to the oversight function  
of the parliament or represent the national interest in the EU but as 
Eurosceptic on the other hand, he/she does not want to compromise 
his/her point of view on Europe. As they maintain a posture of opposi-
tion, this prevents them from having any real impact on sensitive policies. 
Finally, the Participant wants to appear as any other MEP and certainly 
not as being in opposition. Motivated by a desire to influence the legisla-
tive process, these MEPs are very much involved in all aspects of parlia-
mentary work. They seek responsibilities within the chamber and adapt 
their behaviour to the EP’s rules and the expectations of their colleagues.

Now that it has been established that, beyond their shared opposition 
to the EU, Eurosceptic MEPs develop heterogeneous strategies within 
the institution, the next step is to explain the diversity of their roles. The 
next two chapters address one of the main challenges of role theory, i.e. 
explaining the elected representative’s choice of a role. They are dedi-
cated to examining the impact of two key elements: the institutional con-
text and individual preferences.
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Notes

1. � For each established roles, each MEP has his/her own individual inter-
pretation. But the aim here is to reconstruct principal roles with sufficient 
generality to provide a typology of roles summarizing their patterns and 
characteristics (see Searing 1994, p. 369).

2. � The attendance rate does not adequately reflect their investment since on 
the one hand, it only allows to control the presence of the elected repre-
sentatives in the building and not their participation in debates and, on 
the other hand, MEPs must sign a register during the plenary sessions to 
receive their allowances, motivating them to be present.

3. � The censure motion was aimed primarily at the European Commission 
President, Barosso as the MEPs suspected conflicts of interest. Indeed, 
Barroso had spent his vacation on the yacht of a Greek shipowner after 
his nomination as the head of the Commission. Soon thereafter, the 
Commission approved Community funding for this shipowner. This gen-
erated a series of parliamentary questions as well as a request for debate. 
A group of MEPs who were unsatisfied and complained about the 
Commission’s lack of transparency on this question, introduced a censure 
motion, obliging the president of the Commission to respond to parlia-
mentary questions during a debate in the plenary session.

4. � In practice, these categories are not water tight: in the interpretation of the 
role of the pragmatist, MEPs have two types of consideration at the heart 
of their actions.
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Roles are embedded within a particular institution. As Searing noted 
(1994, p. x), “political roles are the place where individual choices meet 
institutional constraints”. According to the motivational approach, insti-
tutional context is a key to understand the roles developed by parliamen-
tarians. Institution can be defined as rules and procedures, both formal 
and informal, which structure social interactions and give political actors 
incentives (Davison et al. 2005; Helmke and Levitsky 2004; North 
1990). These rules define the scope of permissible action and influence 
actors’ ability to achieve their objectives by encouraging or discouraging 
certain kinds of behaviour. In other words, rules have a double-edged 
quality: they are at both constraining and empowering for elected repre-
sentatives (Sheingate 2010, p. 168; see also Giddens 1984). But institu-
tions empower and constrain actors differently, depending on multiple 
factors such as their skills or professional experience but mostly on the 
parliamentarian’s position within the institution (Costa 2001; March and 
Olsen 2005; Searing, 1994). Along with other works in legislative stud-
ies, it is argued here that the rules of the game have an impact on the 
way (Eurosceptic) elected representatives conceive and carry out their 
mandate.

This chapter aims therefore at systematically identifying the con-
straints and resources deriving from the institutional context which 
influence the room for manoeuvre of Eurosceptic MEPs and their per-
ceptions of institutional reality. Doing so makes it possible to deter-
mine to what extent the formal and informal rules of the EP affect the 
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roles they play. The evolution of the chamber’s formal rules is studied 
first. The analysis shows that political groups have become key actors 
in the functioning of the EP at the expense of individual parliamentar-
ians’ rights. Individual legislators’ room for manoeuvre has decreased, 
and their behaviour has become much more constrained over time. The 
second part of this chapter is devoted to the examination of the infor-
mal rules of the European parliament and their influence on the roles of 
Eurosceptic MEPs. Three main elements are studied here: the way the 
EP works; membership in a political group and the effect of the cordon 
sanitaire around some Eurosceptics. The analysis highlights the impact 
of these formal and informal rules on the roles played by Eurosceptic 
MEPs. Although the formal rules apply to all MEPs, which should 
have the same parliamentary rights and privileges, there is a differen-
tiation among MEPs as a result of parliamentary organization (Strøm 
2012, p. 97). The rules of procedure have fundamentally changed over 
time and now tend to marginalize individual parliamentarians as well 
as small groups. The informal rules reinforce this trend and incentiv-
ize Eurosceptics to integrate the institution, in the roles of Pragmatist 
or Participant while discouraging MEPs from staying at the margins  
(as Absentees and Public Orators).

1  T  he Influence of Formal Rules on Eurosceptic 
Strategies

The formal rules regulating the EP are contained in the chamber’s 
Rules of Procedure (RoP). These rules frame the daily activities within 
the EP. They define the MEPs’ room for manoeuvre, their relations to 
their political group as well as the relations between political groups 
(Kreppel 2002, p. 9). Unlike many national parliaments whose organi-
zation depends on constitutional rules, organic laws or a priori control 
of their procedural rules by external bodies, the EP has full autonomy 
in defining its organization. MEPs are therefore free to determine their 
deliberation methods. They can change their RoP as they want (Costa 
2010). Nonetheless, this text has been at the heart of power struggles 
as the distribution of power among actors in the chamber is at stake 
(Brack et al. 2015; Kreppel 2002). It has been frequently reformed: in 
the 30 years after the first direct elections of MEPs, there were 17 edi-
tions of the RoP (1979–2009). The text was again deeply reformed after 
the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty and has been reformed once again in 
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December 2016. These changes were necessary for the EP not only to 
face its growing empowerment after each treaty reform but also to cope 
with the increasing number of MEPs after each enlargement and deal 
with new situations, such as behaviours deemed inappropriate by MEPs. 
For instance, the rules regarding the transparency register and the stand-
ards of conduct of Members were changed after a scandal involving three 
MEPs accepting money in exchange for amendments to proposed legis-
lation.1 The reforms of the rules have rationalized parliamentary work, 
i.e. procedures have been increasingly codified, individual MEP’s room 
for manœuvre has been restricted and the division of labour within the 
chamber has been enhanced (Costa 2001, p. 305). This has allowed the 
EP to become more efficient, maximize its impact on the legislative pro-
cess and claim new powers (Corbett et al. 2007; Hix 2002b; Kreppel 
2002, 2003). Through its various reforms, the RoP has become increas-
ingly precise and complex: whereas in 1979, the text was 42 pages long, 
with 54 rules and 2 annexes, in January 2017, it contains over 230 rules 
and 7 annexes, for a total of 158 pages.

The changes went beyond what was technically required and deeply 
changed the internal organization of the EP as well as the intra-
institutional relationships between actors within the EP (Kreppel 2003, 
p. 898). This section will not evaluate all the modifications of the rules 
and their impact on the EP (see Brack et al. 2015; Kreppel 2002; 
Williams 1995). It will concentrate rather on the consequences of the 
rationalization of parliamentary work on the activities of Eurosceptic 
MEPs. The rules relative to the rights of individual MEPs will be 
examined before evaluating the empowerment of political groups. 
Then, the particular situation of non-attached MEPs will be analysed to 
highlight their marginalization from parliamentary activities. Finally, the 
growing constraints on parliamentarians’ behaviour will be examined.

1.1    An Increasingly Reduced Scope for Individual Action

As noted by Corbett et al. (2007, p. 56), the individual backbencher 
can play a considerable role in the EP. With very little rules regarding 
the tasks and duties of an MEP and in the absence of a clear majority/
opposition cleavage to frame parliamentary behaviour, an MEP is 
relatively free to define his/her priorities and to get involved (or not) in 
the various aspect of the European mandate. To do so, he/she can rely 
on the rights granted by the RoP.
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First, an MEP can ask written questions to European institution. And 
as the previous chapter has shown, parliamentary questions are consid-
ered to be a useful tool by some Eurosceptics, especially the Absentee 
and Pragmatist. Through parliamentary questions, they have access 
to information or can control the actions of the Commission, the 
Council, the European Central Bank or even their national government. 
However, since the 2008 reform, this activity is framed by the princi-
ples laid down in Annex II. Whereas before, parliamentarians were totally 
free to ask their questions on the topics of their choosing and in the way 
they wanted; now, their questions should be concise (no more than 200 
words), contain an understandable interrogation, not contain offensive 
language and not relate to strictly personal matters. Moreover, since 
January 2017, the number of questions has been limited to 20 written 
questions over a rolling period of 3 months.

Second, an MEP can participate during question time, although 
here again, the number of questions and follow-up questions have been 
reduced over time. Question time remains a platform relatively free 
of constraints for individual MEPs. But a single member cannot ask a 
question for oral answer with debate, the threshold being a committee,  
a political group or one-twentieth of parliament’s component Members 
(rule 138).

Third, any MEP can intervene during plenary sessions through  
various procedures. He or she can take the floor at the end of the debate 
through the catch-the-eye procedure if he/she could not get speaking 
time during the debate itself. MEPs can also make personal statements 
to rebut any remarks that have been made about them in person in the 
course of the debate or about opinions that have been attributed to 
them, or to correct observations that they themselves have made (rule 
164). Individual MEPs can also make a one-minute speech to draw  
parliament’s attention to a matter of political importance or raise the 
blue card to ask a question to the person speaking in plenary.

Finally, any MEP also has the right to propose amendments in the 
committee he/she is a member of, which is an important resource for 
Eurosceptics endorsing the roles of Pragmatist or Participant. Any 
MEP can also table a motion for a resolution on a matter falling within 
the spheres of activity of the EU, with a maximum now set at one per 
month (art. 133). Although it rarely leads to the adoption of that kind 
of motion through the EP, this type of individual initiative gives MEPs 
some visibility, notably towards their voters. Until the 8th legislature, 
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any MEP could also table a written declaration but this now requires 10 
MEPs from at least 3 political groups (art. 136), and the possibility dis-
appeared in January 2017.

These possibilities are significant resources for Eurosceptic MEPs 
and give them some room for manoeuvre, especially in plenary ses-
sion. However, at the beginning of the 1990s, they could use two other 
options, whose impact on parliamentary activities was more impor-
tant. They could table amendments in plenary sessions (art. 69, 1991), 
whereas now, this prerogative lies solely with the responsible committee, 
a political group or at least 40 MEPs (art. 169).2 They could also ask 
for a referral back to committee, entailing the suspension of the discus-
sion of the report (art. 103, 1991). This could be used as a filibuster-
ing technique but is now reserved for political groups or at least 5% of  
parliament’s component Members (art. 188).

Overall, the rules offer some room for manoeuvre for dissenting 
voices within a political group or a coalition of individual MEPs 
to trigger various procedures, notably to obstruct parliamentary 
work (Corbett et al. 2007, p. 56). However, the impact of those 
possibilities is limited, and their scope has been progressively reduced. 
If, in most chambers, members wanting to filibuster can extend the 
debates, table a large number of amendments or use procedural and 
interruptive motions, these tools are not efficient in the EP. Indeed, the 
multiplication of speeches is no longer possible, and the massive tabling 
of amendments does not significantly delay the adoption of a report 
(Costa 2001, p. 429). Only procedural motions remain: verification of 
the quorum, points of order, moving for the inadmissibility of a matter, 
closure of these debates or adjournment of a vote. But many of these 
rights are only open to a political group or to at least 40 Members, 
and procedural motions need to be approved by the majority of the 
chamber. And, because of abuse by some parliamentarians, especially 
Eurosceptics, filibustering opportunities have been reduced, and rules 
have been reformed to avoid future misuse. The rules were changed 
during the 6th legislature after numerous abuses by several MEPs, and 
now, the EP’s president has the power to “put an end to the excessive 
use of motions such as points of order, procedural motions, explanations 
of vote and requests for separate, split or roll-call votes where the 
President is convinced that these are manifestly intended to cause and 
will result in, a prolonged and serious obstruction of the procedures of 
the House or the rights of other Members” (art. 164a).
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1.2    The Growing Importance of Political Groups

Along with diminished rights for individual MEPs, the rationalization of 
parliamentary work went hand in hand with the empowerment of politi-
cal groups. Through various reforms, EP political groups have become 
key players in the chamber. Before the direct election of the EP, several 
rules granted rights to political groups but also to a small number of 
MEPs, which meant MEPs could remain non-attached without facing 
too many constraints. Over time, however, the number of parliamentar-
ians required to exercise the same rights as a political group has pro-
gressively increased. For instance, candidates to the EP presidency can 
be nominated by a political group, whatever its size or one-twentieth of 
parliament’s component Members (rule 15), whereas it was possible for 
4.59% of the chamber to nominate a candidate in 1994 and for 2.44% 
in 1981 (art. 12, 1981). Similarly, a committee, a political group or at 
least 5% of parliament’s component Members may put a question with 
oral answer (rule 128), whereas it was possible for 1.95% of MEPs to 
do so in 1991 (rule 58). At the beginning of the 1970s, political groups 
were mentioned in only 6 rules; in 1981, 22 rules referred to them, and 
groups have progressively received exclusive prerogatives rules (Kreppel 
2002, p. 115). For instance, only a group may designate a coordinator 
or shadow rapporteur (rule 205 and 205a). Overall, “groups control 
the deliberation because of the extended rights the Rules of Procedure 
grant them, because of the control they have over the hierarchical bodies 
of the assembly and because of the role they play in the functioning of 
parliamentary committees” (Costa 2001, p. 306).

The reforms have not only empowered the political groups at the 
expense of individual parliamentarians, they have also consolidated the 
power of the two largest groups (Christian-democrats and socialists). 
After the Maastricht Treaty, the rules were once again modified, and 
the functioning of the Conference of the Presidents changed. The 1993 
modification altered the electoral system by introducing the weighted 
vote: if a consensus cannot be reached, the matter is put to a vote subject 
to a weighting based on the number of MEPs in each political group. In 
a way, it institutionalized the co-management of the EP’s organization 
by the two main groups. Bringing together between half and two-thirds 
of the MEPs, they share the presidency and most of the vice-presiden-
cies of the EP since the mid-1980s as well as many chairmanships of 
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committees and delegations because of the D’Hondt rule. Furthermore, 
since the 1993 reform, they can impose their point of view in the 
Conference of the Presidents because of the weighting of the votes. 
Smaller groups, where most of the Eurosceptics are found, are gener-
ally subjected to the rule of the two largest groups when these reach an 
agreement beforehand (Brack et al. 2015). As this MEP notes, “the big 
negative tendency is to pretend the increased number of MEPs requires 
to drastically limit the expression of political pluralism beyond the two 
main political families, for instance through amendments and committee 
debates. It’s a permanent struggle. Most of the time, it’s lost because the 
two largest groups rule and the others are just tolerated”.

Political groups control every aspect of parliamentary life and are 
key players in the institution. They manage the legislative and non-leg-
islative activities in the EP and control the access to resources such as 
the agenda-setting or the allocation of reports and responsibilities. On 
the contrary, the freedom of action of individual MEPs has been tight-
ened. Like any other parliamentarians, Eurosceptics have some room for 
manoeuvre, but the powers of isolated MEPs are limited in scope and 
now require some coordination, within a group or with like-minded 
colleagues. But collective action at the supranational level has been 
problematic for many Eurosceptic MEPs, especially from right-wing 
nationalist parties (Halikiopoulou and Vasilopoulou 2014). As explained 
by Hanley (2007), because these MEPs are hostile to the EU, it is 
quite logical that they oppose any institutionalized cooperation at the 
European level. Eurosceptic political groups are often technical alliances 
rather than ideological groupings, and cooperation among radical right 
MEPs is usually fragile and short-lived (Brack and Startin 2017; Fieschi 
2000; Startin 2010). Fringe EP groups grant more freedom to their 
national delegations as the national level remains the main framework for 
Eurosceptics: “if you are a member of a political group, you have some 
privileges but our first priority is to be independent in our activity and 
to focus on the national level and our party” (interview with MEP 73). 
Most Eurosceptic MEPs tend to conceive of and carry out the parlia-
mentary mandate as an individual task, and few consider the collective 
dimension of parliamentary work, depriving themselves from the rights 
granted by the rules to groupings meeting the threshold of one-twenti-
eth of parliament’s component Members.
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1.3    The Situation of Non-attached MEPs: An Increasing 
Marginalization

The reforms of the rules have not only empowered political groups at 
the expense of individual MEPs, but they also have penalized non-
attached MEPs, most of whom are Eurosceptic.

Indeed, because of their fringe position within their national political 
arena and their ideological orientations, these MEPs are unable or 
unwilling to join a group or to form one or even to act in a coordinated 
manner. As this EP civil servant (CPE #3) explains, “this is always the 
problems for the non-attached members. They come from different 
horizons and we cannot put them together to vote. They belong to the 
same parliament, they have been elected as the others but as far as the 
organization is concerned, they cannot be a political group because there 
is a threshold. As a result, they are involuntarily non-attached and we 
cannot force them to be organized”. If at some point, there has been a 
coordination, especially among radical right members, in order to allocate 
speaking time in plenary, they are usually not numerous enough to use the 
tools at the disposal of a political group or of the threshold established in 
the RoP. Because of their inability to cooperate, non-attached MEPs have 
been deeply impacted by the gradual reduction of individual member’s 
rights granted by the RoP: “I have seen that colleagues who are non-
attached are in fact very limited in their actions and have a lot of obstacles 
by the actual rules of procedure” (Interview with MEP 90).

These obstacles are one of the main drivers behind the attempts by 
radical right MEPs to form a group, as exemplified by the pressure by 
Marine Le Pen to create the new radical right group ENF during the 
8th legislature. Non-attached MEPs are given less logistical and financial 
resources than groups and are excluded from most of the organizational 
aspects of the institution (Clinchamps 2006, p. 282). They are unable 
to influence the decision-making process within the institution as they 
do not have voting rights and no longer have the right to choose their 
own representative to the Conference of Presidents. Indeed, the two 
largest groups sought (and achieved) to reduce the representation 
(without voting right) of the non-attached in the Conference of the 
Presidents from two to one representatives. After the implementation of 
the Lisbon Treaty, the RoP was changed, and the nomination procedure 
for the representative of the non-attached members to the Conference 
of the Presidents modified. Whereas, historically, non-attached MEPs 
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could choose their representative, it is now the EP President who 
designates the representative. Officially, the aim was to put an end to the 
continuous struggles of the non-attached to choose their representative. 
But the reform also gives the opportunity to the President to choose a 
conciliatory member (interview CPE #2).

Additionally, non-attached members cannot nominate shadow 
rapporteurs or coordinators. They are therefore excluded from the 
coordinators’ meetings which are crucial for committee work. Indeed, 
coordinators play a key role in the management of committee work and 
reports, and it is during these strategic meetings that report allocations, 
agenda-setting and the political priorities of the committee are debated 
and decided (interview CPE #8). These meetings were informal until 
the 7th legislature but have since then been mentioned in the rules. Rule 
205 stipulates that the status of coordinator is for members of political 
groups only. Non-attached are therefore excluded: “we cannot attend the 
coordinators and chairmen’s meetings and as a result, we are cut off from 
the actual functioning of the Parliament because everything is decided 
there” (Interview MEP 85). Some questioned the discriminatory nature 
of this rule and informal practices developed: whereas several committee 
chairs authorized the attendance of non-attached members or of civil 
servants as observers during coordinators’ meetings, others were opposed 
to it (interview CPE #6). This led to the adoption of an interpretation 
of rule 205 in 2012, which now mentions that “Non-attached Members 
do not constitute a political group within the meaning of Rule 32 and 
they cannot therefore designate coordinators, who are the only Members 
entitled to attend coordinator meetings. (…) In all cases, non-attached 
Members must be guaranteed access to information, in accordance with 
the principle of non-discrimination, through the supply of information 
and the presence of a member of the non-attached Members’ secretariat 
at coordinator meetings”.

In a nutshell, non-attached members are, comparatively to other 
MEPs, marginalized by the rules of procedure of the EP. They do not 
have influence in the Conference of Presidents or on the decisions made 
between political groups, and they are excluded from the coordinators’ 
meetings. Furthermore, because of the formal rules, they have very 
limited access to responsibilities within the chamber and a very limited 
impact on the legislation-making process. For some non-attached 
members, this situation is a burden on their activities, and on the way, 
they conceive of their mandate: “I think it’s important to use all the tools 
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at our disposal to carry out our mandate as European parliamentarians 
and that’s why I consider it very serious that non-attached members do 
not have the same means and opportunities as the colleagues belonging 
to a political group. I think non-attached members should also be able 
to propose amendments in plenary, be candidate to various positions, 
should have the same resources, secretariats, etc.” (Interview MEP 12).  
They tend to concentrate on plenary meetings rather than on committee 
work as they are rather unlikely to become rapporteur, and the likelihood 
of becoming one will depend on relatively random factors such as the 
personality of the individual MEP, the size of the committee and its political 
culture (interview CPE #6). This exclusion from areas of parliamentary 
work tends to trigger a feeling of political impotence among non-attached 
members: “being non-attached is not easy, notably because not everybody 
gets along. And we do not have a great room for manoeuver, we cannot 
work on the legislation because we are very seldom in charge of reports, 
we cannot submit amendments in plenary, all this is quite discriminatory” 
(interview A #9). The discrimination against non-attached members entailed 
by the rationalization of deliberation is a recurring issue within the EP. It 
refers to a larger debate regarding the balance between the efficiency of 
parliamentary work and democracy within the chamber, notably through 
political pluralism and parliamentary minority rights (Brack et al. 2015). 
Non-attached members claim they should have the same rights as the 
members of political groups, in the name of democracy. MEPs from the 
main groups argue that the efficiency of parliamentary work is the best 
guarantee for the legitimacy of the institution and the implementation of 
parliamentary democracy at the EU level.3 Any upgrade in the rights of non-
attached members tends to be followed by other rules constraining their 
room for manoeuvre (see Settembri 2004). Some non-attached therefore 
feel strongly discriminated against: “the rules are always interpreted to 
our disadvantage. Even when the Court ruled in our favour, then the EP 
changed the rules so that we don’t have access to this or that anymore. You 
have to understand who the non-attached are: the non-popular ones, those 
who do not have many political friends in the parliament and nobody is 
interested in our rights” (Interview with MEP 58).

1.4    A Progressive Reduction of Speaking Time

Because of the rules, many Eurosceptic MEPs, among which those who 
are non-attached members, tend to turn to individual types of actions 
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such as parliamentary questions and speeches in plenary session; the 
various reforms of the rules also limited the time allocated to debates. 
Indeed, in order to deal with the empowerment of the EP as well as with 
the increased number of MEPs, parliamentarians seem to have favoured 
efficiency and a focus on the legislative process (Rasmussen and Toshkov 
2011). Legislative debates now occupy the bulk of the agenda. This 
went hand in hand with an increased codification of the parliamentary 
proceedings and a limitation of speaking time. The various options for 
MEPs to speak in plenary session have been progressively reduced, penal-
izing the elected representatives who favour this type of actions such as 
public orator and, to a lesser extent, Pragmatist Eurosceptics.

The reforms have quite limited speaking time for questions. The post-
Maastricht reform of the rules removed the possibility of oral questions 
without debate. Half a day during plenary sessions used to be allocated 
to such questions, granting 10 min of speaking time to the author(s) 
of the question, with a short reply from a representative of the relevant 
EU institution (rule 59, 1991). It also reformed the procedure of oral 
questions with debate, by increasing the number of MEPs required to 
ask such a question (from 7 to 40) and reducing the number of min-
utes for the question (from 10 to 5). At the same time, the procedure of 
Question time, introduced after the accession of the UK, was modified to 
reduce the time allocated to debate. The post-Maastricht reform removed 
the possibility of a one hour debate after Question time and reduced the 
number of complementary questions to the Commission and Council. 
The current RoP caps the number of complementary questions.

The rules give MEPs other opportunities for supplementary speaking 
time, although these have also been reduced. As explained previously, 
because of abuses from a minority of MEPs, the speaking time allocated 
to procedural motions (referral back to committee, closure of a debate, 
adjournment of a debate and vote, and suspension or closure of the sit-
ting), points of order and personal statement has been changed from 
three to one minute per member. Moreover, to use a point of order, the 
MEP should be able to mention the exact rule he or she refers to, lead-
ing some MEPs to become masters of the rules of procedure.

Voting explanations are another opportunity for MEPs to speak during 
a plenary session. But here again, the speaking time has diminished, and 
more importantly, the 1994 reform of the rules allowed the President to 
postpone the explanations after the vote, reducing the attractiveness of this 
speaking time. MEPs wanting to explain their vote can no longer hope to 
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extend the debate through an explanation of vote and are often speaking 
in a chamber whose ranks are emptying (Corbett et al. 2007, p. 57). 
However, as shown in Chap. 4, it remains a popular tool for a category of 
Eurosceptics who seek to reach their voters through their statements.

The constant reduction of speaking time has triggered hot debates 
in the EP. On the one hand, members of the larger groups and the 
hierarchical bodies within the assembly consider that these reforms are 
necessary to increase the institution’s efficiency: “Parliament will have 
more legislative powers and we must get ready to place legislating at 
the heart of our work” (Leinen, S&D). One the other hand, members 
of smaller groups denounce this vision, considering that these reforms 
“to turn our Parliament into a bureaucratic machine where the role of 
individual MEPs and minority groups and even the committees must 
be subject to the growing, partly arbitrary, decision-making power 
of the Conference of Presidents and the administration” (Frassoni, 
Greens/EFA).4 Several Eurosceptic MEPs argued, during the revision 
relating to the standards of conduct of MEPs that this reform “flouts 
parliamentary democracy” (Lang, Non-attached), considering that 
“interruptions in debates and a visible display of different opinions are part 
and parcel of normal parliamentary practice.” (Meijer, EUL/NGL) and 
that the reform is “an attempt, in the name of the smooth functioning of 
Parliament, to use policing and sanctions in order to restrict and control 
the expression of reaction, protest or disagreement and terrorise those 
Members who wish to express their opposition” (Pafilis, EUL/NGL).5

New procedures were introduced in order to compensate for the reduced 
speaking time while limiting filibustering tactics. Since the 2009 reform, 
any member can hold up a blue card to indicate they would like to ask a 
question to another MEP giving a speech. If both the speaker and the 
President agree, then the Member will have half a minute to ask the question 
(rule 162). Finally, after each debate, up to five speakers are selected on the 
“catch-the-eye” principle, whereby the President selects members indicating 
their wish to speak. If this is the case, then the member will have up to a 
minute to give a short speech. But overall, the trend is toward a greater 
emphasis on legislative activities rather than plenary debates.

1.5    A Stricter Regulation of Members’ Behaviour

The behaviour of MEPs has become increasingly regulated, especially since 
the 2000s. The aim was not only to manage disruptions to the proceedings 
but also to control more tightly the activities of individual parliamentarians.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_4
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In addition to the 2008 and 2014 reforms regulating the form and 
content of parliamentary questions, the rules regarding the behaviour 
of MEPs in plenary session have also been changed in reaction to 
disruptions. A first reform occurred after two incidents in the late 
1980s6, which increased the powers of the EP’s president and included 
sanctions for troublemakers. But it was not enough to discourage further 
disruptions. In 2005, British and Polish Eurosceptic MEPs refused to 
lower their banners opposing the vote on the European constitution 
despite the orders of the President. Their “not in my name” campaign 
disrupted the launch of the official information campaign on the 
Constitution, leading to agitation and scuffles, inside and outside the 
hemicycle.7

This type of incidents showed the limits of the rules: existing sanc-
tions, notably expelling the troublemaker(s) from the plenary session and 
his/her deprivation of voting rights, were rarely applied as they infringe 
on the MEP’s representative mandate.8 As noted by this EP official, 
“there were doubts about what was legally possible and it was never used 
because the sanctions would go far and posed too many practical prob-
lems. The issue was therefore to find a way to discourage people from 
disrupting the proceedings. We have to guarantee the liveliness of the 
debates, to ensure the freedom of speech in the parliament but when the 
freedom of speech of some limits the freedom of speech of others…”.

As a result, an in-depth reform was carried out in 2006 to regulate  
MEPs’ behaviour. Principles of conduct and new sanctions were  
introduced in the rules of Procedure.9 For the first time, the EP’s rules 
included values, norms and principles that its members have to respect, 
such as the dignity of the parliament and the smooth conduct of  
parliamentary business. Since 2017, the rules also state that “Members 
shall not resort to defamatory, racist or xenophobic language or  
behaviour in parliamentary debates, nor in that context shall they unfurl 
banners” (rule 11). The rules also specify that “a distinction should  
be drawn between visual actions, which may be tolerated provided  
they are not offensive and/or defamatory, remain within reasonable 
bounds and do not lead to conflict, and those which actively disrupt 
any parliamentary activity whatsoever” (rule 166). They also extend the 
responsibility of MEPs to his/her entire staff, who must now respect 
the rules of conduct applicable to elected officials and, secondly, to all 
the EP buildings as assistants had participated in some disrupting events  
in the past.10 Despite a careful phrasing, these rules govern MEPs’ 
behaviour more strictly. New penalties were also introduced in 2006 
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and strengthened in 2017. They may now consist of one or more of the 
following measures: a reprimand, forfeiture of entitlement to the daily 
subsistence allowance for a period of between two and thirty days; tem-
porary suspension from participation in all or some of the activities of 
parliament (for a period of between two and thirty days, without prej-
udice to the right to vote in plenary); and prohibition of the Member 
from representing the parliament on an inter-parliamentary delegation, 
inter-parliamentary conference or any inter-institutional forum, for up to 
one year and, in the case of a breach in the obligations of confidentiality, 
a limitation in the rights to access confidential or classified information 
for up to one year. These sanctions may be doubled in case of repeated 
offence.

The enforcement of these new sanctions is still quite controversial. It 
is sometimes difficult to identify all the troublemakers in case of a col-
lective incident such as during the signature of the European Charter of 
Fundamental Rights in 2007, and some MEPs, such as the former Green 
President Cohn-Bendit, have been opposed to the exclusion of MEPs in 
the name of democracy. Overall, penalties are rarely applied.11

If these reforms have restricted the room for manoeuvre for 
Eurosceptics, they have also unexpectedly provided some of them with 
new opportunities, especially for public orators. The reforms have 
given them new arguments to denounce the European regime. As they 
see themselves as opposition speakers, they seek to break the so-called 
consensual nature of the chamber and express their views by all means. 
The new sanctions have therefore a limited effect on their “outrageous” 
behaviour and their untimely speeches. This is indeed one of the justifi-
cations for the increase in penalties as the hierarchy of the EP (mostly the 
Bureau) feels powerless to avoid such (repeated) behaviour. If they con-
sist of a reprimand or fines, these sanctions give public orators the pub-
licity they seek, and they can present themselves as victims of the system, 
as attested by the reactions in the media regarding the sanctions against 
Farage.12 And if the sanctions consist of an exclusion from the EP’s activ-
ities, it could be problematic to dismiss duly elected representatives and 
harm the institution’s legitimacy.

In a nutshell, the formal rules have evolved in a dramatic way 
over the last 20 years. Although all MEPs are subject to the rules of 
procedure, they are crucial to understanding the room for manoeuvre of 
Eurosceptic members. The rationalization of the chamber’s functioning 
led to the empowerment of political groups at the expenses of individual 
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MEPs. The latter have seen their rights, and the scope of their freedom 
shrink over time. As noted by Bardi and Ignazi (2004, p. 51), “for 
the individual MEP, whether marginal or marginalized within a group 
or non-attached, there are only crumbs: the meticulous and complete 
architecture of the EP leaves little room for manoeuver for free electrons, 
contrary to what happens in many national parliaments”. Eurosceptics 
have few choices. They either integrate the EP’s structures in order to 
be involved in parliamentary work and influence the decision-making 
process (through the roles of Pragmatist or Participant) or remain at 
the margins and resort to individual-type of actions such as speeches 
and questions (through the roles of Public Orator or Absentee). But 
the gradual reduction of debate and speaking time as well as the stricter 
regulation of parliamentary behaviour tend to deter from an excessive 
exit from traditional parliamentary activities on the one hand and to 
give new means for MEPs willing to denounce the system from the 
inside through nonconformist attitude (notably the public orators) 
on the other hand. But as the next section will show, it is mostly the 
informal rules which are constraining for Eurosceptic MEPs. Informal 
rules reinforce the impact of formal rules, leaving Eurosceptics with very 
limited options, between an insider and an outsider strategy within the 
institution.

2  I  nformal Rules: A Further Restriction 
on Eurosceptics’ Room for Manoeuvre

Political actors respond to a combination of formal and informal 
incentives, and both should be taken into account to understand the 
institutional context in which elected representatives act (Helmke 
and Levinski 2004; Waylen 2010). The same applies to MEPs, whose 
behaviour is also conditioned by a series of non-written institutional 
rules, norms and traditions (Abélès 2001, p. 37). These informal rules 
can constitute both a resource and a constraint for Eurosceptic MEPs. 
This section first examines the way the EP works and how this affects the 
room for manoeuvre of Eurosceptic MEPs. It will then concentrate on 
the informal rules governing report allocations, and finally, it considers 
the consequences of political affiliation for Eurosceptics’ strategies. 
Throughout the analysis, it will be shown how these informal rules act 
mostly as a constraining element for Eurosceptic MEPs, limiting the 
range of available strategies.
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2.1    A Compromise-based Chamber

A first series of constraints for Eurosceptics stems from the position of 
the EP within the institutional system of the EU as well as the way the 
chamber works. For a long time, the EP was reduced to a talking shop: 
its members could devote a lot of time to debates in plenary, adopt ambi-
tious resolutions and afford a more conflictual style with the other insti-
tutions (Costa 2001; Yordanova 2011). But the empowerment of the 
EP required a rationalization of its functioning: it led to a more efficient 
decision-making process and allowed the institution to have a united, 
and more moderate, position vis-à-vis the other institutions (Kreppel 
2002, p. 101). But it also changed the way it operates, with a stronger 
emphasis on expertise, the need for pragmatic and variable coalitions and 
a decision-making process essentially based on compromise. In other 
words, we moved from a debate democracy to a negotiation democracy, 
as the MEPs became mostly experts whose aim is to reach an acceptable 
compromise: “the European Parliament is without doubt the best exam-
ple of a watering down of debates and the empowerment of a negotia-
tion democracy” (Abélès 2001, p. 134). The bulk of the agenda is now 
devoted to legislating, leaving little time for debates on the future of the 
EU which the EP has no formal power anyway. With the rare exceptions 
of debates on resolutions regarding treaties reforms, there are very few 
opportunities for discussions on the scope of European integration or 
the transfer of powers from the national to the supranational level. Yet, it 
is precisely on these issues related to national sovereignty and the pro-/
anti-EU dimension that many Eurosceptics have been elected. The lack 
of debates on those issues within the chamber makes it difficult for them 
to represent and stand for their voters and political platform.

More importantly, the way the EP works is characterized by a 
tendency to reach a compromise, requiring large coalitions across the 
left-right cleavage (Costa 2001, p. 328). The consensual nature of the 
chamber—some scholars even talking of an “institutionalized consensus” 
(Benedetto 2008) is derived from the internal decision-making mode, 
especially the proportional representation according to the D’Hondt 
method (Westlake 1994). Although coalitions may vary according 
to the issue under consideration, the EP tends to be dominated by 
a grand coalition composed of the Christian-democrats (EPP) and 
the Socialists (S&D), sometimes with the Liberals (or the “2 + 1 
coalition”) (Settembri 2006). This can be explained by several elements: 
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the ideological proximity between the two main political groups on 
fundamental issues (a social market economy and further integration 
in Europe), the technical nature of the texts under discussion which 
may reduce political competition; the moderating role of expertise; 
the pressure to overcome the high majority requirements imposed by 
the treaties; and the common desire of the two main groups for the 
EP to have a unified and strong position vis-à-vis the other institutions 
(Corbett et al. 2007; Corbett 1998; Costa 2001; Hix et al. 2007; Judge 
and Earnshaw 2008; Kreppel 2002). The tendency to resort to large 
coalitions is a way of simplifying the complexity of parliamentary work 
through division of labour among groups (Settembri 2006). It has three 
major implications for Eurosceptic MEPs.

First, the main groups work together on sensitive policies and issues. 
They do not want or need the support of small and marginal groups 
and can therefore avoid any compromise with Eurosceptics. As noted 
recently by the leader of the parliament’s centre-right EPP group, 
Manfred Weber, “it is crucial this stability is safeguarded. We want to 
make sure that the role of radical and extremist MEPs is limited and that 
they cannot influence major EU decisions” (EU observer, 24 November 
2016). Contrary to the situation of some anti-system actors in national 
parliaments, Eurosceptics are not numerous enough and are too frag-
mented within the chamber to have any blackmailing power (Benedetto 
2008). Moreover, the decision-making rules give large groups forming 
a coalition a de facto veto power on the content of each report, forcing 
the minority to either seek the support of at least one of the two main 
groups for their text or amendment to be adopted (Hausemer 2006, p. 
513) or to give up.

Second, the consensual nature of the decision-making process in 
the EP, combined with the technicality of the texts and the valorisation 
of expertise, leads to a lack of conflict within the European political 
system. As Neuhold and Settembri (2009, p. 135) found out in their 
study, EP committees play a key role in producing compromise: “while 
fulfilling the task of preparing the vote of the plenary, they are almost 
inevitably successful in building and offering a consensual deal”. Votes 
in all committees and under all procedures are virtually unanimous, and 
political conflict is particularly weak. Any potential conflict tends to be 
dealt with ex ante, through an agreement between the most important 
parties. This tendency deters the emergence of a conflictual style within 
the EP and reduces the potential for constructive opposition. It keeps 
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the EP from being the institutional forum for the expression of political 
opposition (Kohler 2014; Mair 2007; Neunreither 1998).

Third, the mode of deliberation with the EU, combined with the lack 
of electoral connexion at the European level tends to give incentives 
to MEPs to join the camp of compromise, or at least to be involved 
in legislative activities rather than remain in permanent opposition. 
At the national level, opposition parties can be rewarded by voters for 
systematic opposition. In the EP, on the contrary, Eurosceptic MEPs 
cannot hope to replace the governing coalition formed by the main 
groups whereas an involvement, even limited, could be synonymous of 
influence (Settembri 2006).

2.2    A Further Constraint for Eurosceptic MEPs: The Allocation 
of Reports

The situation of Eurosceptic MEPs is further constrained by the system 
for the allocation of resources in the EP, which is the D’Hondt method 
(i.e. proportional system, allocating resources depending on the size of 
each EP group). This method ensures the control of large groups over 
all facets of parliamentary activities. Not only do they cooperate closely 
during the legislative process, but they also control the Conference of 
the Presidents, share among themselves most of the chairmanships and 
vice-chairmanships, and they are overrepresented in the allocation of leg-
islative reports.

MEPs derive substantial benefits from sitting in the two large 
political groups in terms of the informal arrangements inside the 
chamber, especially regarding reports. Being in charge of a report 
is considered to be one of the most important tasks for an MEP 
(Judge and Earnshaw 2008, p. 176). Yet, the allocation of reports 
is not defined in the rules of procedure and remains informal. 
It happens according to a complex bidding system, favouring a 
proportional allocation among party groups according to the size 
of their delegation. But the exact rules can vary from committee 
to committee, leading some to compare it to horse-trading or an 
elaborate poker game (Høyland 2006, p. 32; Hausemer 2006, p. 510).  
Basically, each political group has a quota of points, according to its size, 
and has to bid on each report, the value of each report being decided 
by the coordinators’ meeting (codecision and budgetary reports are 
usually costlier) (Kaeding 2005; Yordanova 2011). To avoid a group 
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saving its points to win an important or salient report, every group 
has to participate in the bid on each report (Yoshinaka et al. 2010). 
If, in theory, the allocation is proportional to the size of the group 
and should be fair for all national delegations within groups, studies 
have demonstrated that in practice, some actors are better placed than 
others to be rapporteurs (Yordanova 2011). More precisely, they 
showed that the system is not strictly proportional, and a series of 
factors influence the allocation of reports (Benedetto 2005; Høyland 
2006; Kaeding 2005; Mamadouh and Raunio 2003; Yordanova 2009). 
The likelihood of being in charge of a report depends on the political 
affiliation of an MEP, his/her nationality, ideology, attitude towards 
European integration and the position of his/her national party at the 
national level. As a result, socialists and Christian-democrats tend to be 
overrepresented during report allocations and members of the three 
main groups (socialists, Christian-democrats and liberals) obtain most 
of the codecision and budgetary reports (Benedetto 2005; Kaeding 
2005). Moreover, MEPs whose national party is in government are more 
likely to become rapporteurs, whereas MEPs from new Member states 
tend to be disadvantaged during their first term (Høyland 2006; Hurka 
and Kaeding 2012). Conversely, MEPs with extreme views, i.e. whose 
political positions are far from the median representative in the chamber, 
can only hope for minor reports, in low-saliency policy domains 
(Hausemer 2006).

Eurosceptic have very limited opportunities to be in charge of a 
report at all (Yoshinaka et al. 2010; Settembri 2004). Indeed, the lead-
ers of the main political groups make sure that Eurosceptic MEPs are 
not in a position to promote their Eurosceptic views through important 
reports or exert influence on sensitive issues (interview CPE #8). It is 
not surprising to observe that Eurosceptic MEPs feel strongly discrimi-
nated against: “what I do feel though is that the ECR group within the 
parliament is not treated fairly, people appear to think less of us because 
we are in the ECR than they would have done had we been in the EPP. I 
don’t really know why because it’s a bit short-sighted but that’s the way 
it is” (Interview with MEP 18). Radical right MEPs in particular have to 
face a “cordon sanitaire”. With the majority of the chamber being hostile 
to their presence, these MEPs tend to be excluded from parliamentary 
activities, especially from responsibilities (Kestel 2008; Startin 2010). For 
instance, when radical right parties managed to form a (technical) group 
between 1984 and 1994, none of its members were elected as chairman 
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of a committee, and the group was excluded from inter-group coop-
eration (Fieschi 2012). And the Identity, Tradition, Sovereignty radical 
right group (ITS, constituted and dissolved in 2007) was the only group 
not to be granted any report, chairmanship or vice-chairmanship of com-
mittee (Almeida 2010, p. 248). The issue of the cordon sanitaire resur-
faced in October 2015 when a radical right MEP’s amendment in the 
environment committee in order to ban a dangerous pesticide triggered 
a debate among the two main political groups on how to deal with such 
situations. In both groups (S&D and EPP), the French national delega-
tions pushed for a strong cordon sanitaire so that no amendment from 
the radical right could be supported by the members of the S&D and 
EPP, whatever the content of the amendment.13 This “political quaran-
tine” is not limited to the radical right, as under the 8th legislature, the 
EFDD group has also faced the same obstacle: some of its members were 
candidates for vice-chairmanships which they were supposed to obtain 
according to the D’Hondt rule in use in the EP. But the proportional 
allocation of responsibilities according to the D’Hondt rule was bypassed 
by the main groups to avoid giving institutional positions to the EFDD: 
“we have had first-hand experience of that cordon sanitaire by the time 
we entered into the EP. We were denied all of the institutional posi-
tions in the parliamentary committees as well as the vice-presidency of 
the Parliament’s Bureau. Here they have adopted the D’Hondt method, 
which is a gentlemen’s agreement, that is to say, it is not an estab-
lished rule but rather an agreement that was always followed and always 
respected by all parliamentary groups. This year, it was decided not to 
respect it and we were denied the charged which have been attributed 
to other parliamentary groups. This is not fine because democracy must 
respect majorities, minorities, oppositions and above all give everybody 
the possibility to establish a reputation. This is the democracy, otherwise 
it is a dictatorship of the majority” (Interview with MEP 91).14

In the light of this, Eurosceptics face a set of constraints. They 
generally belong to small groups; their political party, with some 
exceptions, is in the opposition at the national level, and their views are 
usually far from the median MEP, including on European integration. 
They are thus unlikely to be in charge of a (salient) report. Non-
attached MEPs and small groups are, unsurprisingly, underrepresented 
in the report allocation and are responsible for less salient reports, 
worth few, or even no points in the bidding process (Almeida 2010,  
p. 248). One must add to this marginalization a tendency of 
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Eurosceptics to exclude themselves from the process. Indeed, they are 
in charge of few reports not only because of their radical positions but 
also because some of them do not want to be. Undeniably, as reports 
do not deal with central issues of their political programme, they 
trigger less interest on the part of Eurosceptics. Moreover, in order for 
a report to be adopted, the rapporteur needs to moderate his or her 
own opinion to achieve a centrist compromise and win the support of 
a majority of colleagues. This perspective is not attractive for elected 
representatives who have campaigned on an anti-establishment platform 
(Almeida 2010, p. 249). This dual process of marginalization due to the 
informal rules and of auto-exclusion explains the underrepresentation 
of Eurosceptics in the allocation of reports: “on the one hand, we are 
allocated very few reports, either because MEPs are not interested, 
because they don’t want to be involved directly in the EP, or because 
the parliamentary committee does not want to give us sensitive reports. 
So we have the ones that are not really interesting. And when we may 
have an interesting report, the risk is to make a report that is politically 
unacceptable for the majority of the parliament. So for instance, Mr. X 
had a report for the constitutional affairs committee and of course, it was 
considered as unacceptable, unadoptable. The report remained at the 
committee stage and was never sent to the plenary. It shows the problem 
for our type of political group: either the MEP accepts a report, asks the 
staff of the committee to do it and ends up with a report he or she does 
not want to approve or the MEP writes it himself or herself and loses the 
majority to support it” (Interview CPE #2).

2.3    Parliamentary Group Affiliation

A last set of informal rules derive from the political affiliation of an MEP. 
As explained earlier, belonging to a (large or small) political group in 
the EP affects the MEP’s access to resources within the chamber. But it 
can also influence his/her room for manoeuvre because of the rules and 
internal structure of the group.

The choice of a group has a significant impact for Eurosceptic MEPs 
(Benedetto 2008, p. 130). Joining a large group or a group such as the 
Greens/EFA and UEN (6th legislature) means agreeing on the funda-
mental principles of the group, i.e. reaching a compromise with non-
Eurosceptic colleagues, including on European integration. It also 
means respecting the desire of the political group to be cohesive and not 
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defecting too often from the EP group’s line. In exchange for that, the 
member gets opportunities to influence the decision-making process and 
access to important internal resources.15

In this regard, a distinction should be made between small and large 
groups on the one hand and small and fringe groups on the other. The 
two largest groups provide their members with more resources and 
opportunities within the EP. But this goes hand in hand with stronger 
constraints in terms of respecting the group, its hierarchy and its cohe-
siveness.16 Indeed, large groups have more incentive to be cohesive in 
order to continue dominating the legislative process at the European 
level (Hix et al. 2007). But some Eurosceptics, including the British 
Conservatives, sat within the EPP but in a separate branch, called the 
European Democrats, in order to have access to the resources provided 
by a large group but with more freedom, notably on votes on issues that 
were salient for their electorate. They could influence the positions taken 
by one of the main groups from within and have access to responsibili-
ties within the EP (reports, chairmanships) while having some room for 
manoeuvre.

On the contrary, members of small marginal groups such as Ind/Dem 
(6th term), EFD (7th term), EFDD (8th term) and EUL/NGL or ENF 
have much more freedom from their group. But the latter offers them 
little influence due to their small size and their status at the fringes of 
the political arena. The Communist group (EUL/NGL) has opted for 
a confederal structure, leaving their members to vote as they see fit. As 
one of its former presidents explains, this structure “was required due 
to differences in historical cultures in a specific context (…) we don’t 
usually vote in group meetings and there is little voting discipline. The 
most important thing is to know where the misunderstandings can 
come from and if we differ in our views, we assume this difference” 
(interview with MEP 56). If the monthly group meetings aim at 
reconciling the points of views, debates can be heated as the group 
is still characterized by several divisions, ranging from European 
integration to agriculture and fisheries policies. They share the same 
voting lists but sometimes for totally different reasons, and MEPs do 
not feel constrained by group discipline (interview A #3). Similarly, the 
charter of the Ind/Dem group (2004–2009), EFD group (2009–2014) 
and EFDD group (2014–2019) ensures the freedom to its members 
to vote as they see fit in the name of respect for national differences. 
These groups were created on the “agree to disagree” principle on 
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many policies and therefore remain more technical groupings (rather 
than political ones): “it is a marriage of convenience. I am often on the 
same side as UKIP and opposed to the 5 star movement. We all share 
ideas such as the dislike of the Euro, of the EU bureaucracy but we can 
have different opinions about a lot of policies but it’s not a problem” 
(Interview with MEP 76). Their members share a same opposition to 
the EU but have diversified preferences regarding numerous public 
policies. For instance, it can happen that during group meetings, some 
national delegations argue in favour of a common European immigration 
policy while other delegations are favourable to exiting the EU and do 
not want any common policy at all. This leads to contradictory voting 
behaviour in plenary, with some MEPs voting against proposals from 
their own EP group. Cohesion is therefore particularly low. However, it 
is worth noting that this type of group, especially the Ind/Dem group 
during the 6th legislature, tends to encourage an oppositional style 
from their members. Because leader(s) of the group as well as some 
national delegations see and present themselves as the only opposition 
in the chamber, they do not tolerate behaviour that could be perceived 
as too positive towards the EP.17 Similarly, the newly constituted ENF 
group leaves great room for manoeuvre to its members and national 
delegations. Its charter explicitly states that “the parties and individual 
MEPs of the ENF Group recognize each other’s right to defend their 
specific unique economic, social, cultural and territorial models”. They 
can therefore vote and act as they see fit.

Members of the other small groups are in an intermediary situation. 
Small non-radical groups seek to achieve good internal cohesion in order 
to have some weight in the decision-making process whenever possible. 
However, national delegations among those groups remain the key 
elements, and MEPs have some freedom from their EP group on the 
topics relevant to their national party. For instance, each year, regionalist 
MEPs from the Greens/EFA group negotiate a work programme with 
the Greens (Brack and Kelbel 2016). Eurosceptic MEPs within the 
group do not feel obligated by the group’s voting instructions, especially 
on topics related to the integration process (interviews with MEPs 49 
and 29). Under the 6th legislature, the EUN group presented itself as 
a right-wing conservative and nationalist group. It was highly cohesive 
on economic questions but was very divided on institutional and 
constitutional issues (Brack 2008) as the national delegation remained 
the main principal of MEPs from that group. The ECR group for its 
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part attempts to be cohesive not only on issues related to the left-right 
cleavage in order to appear as a partner for the EPP but also on topics 
regarding European integration to show its opposition to a federal 
Europe. But the daily activities are organized by the national delegations, 
which issue voting instructions. Group meetings tend to be rather short 
and aim at accommodating the interests and preferences of the various 
delegations without constraining them too much (meeting with D. 
Eppink, 17 September 2012 and interviews A #6 and #8).

Finally, non-attached members are per definition totally free. They 
have little institutional resources at their disposal but do not have to 
compromise with colleagues from other political parties. As summarized 
by a non-attached MEP: “we are not in a fraction, so we are freer to vote 
and speak in an independent way, according to the party programme and 
we do not have to make compromise” (Interview with MEP 68). They 
are only accountable to their national party and to voters.

In short, informal rules in the EP reinforce the effect of the for-
mal rules: they also a source of resources but mostly of constraints for 
Eurosceptic MEPs. They restrict their room for manoeuvre. As noted by 
Settembri (2006, p. 24), “at the micro level, MEPs seem to be driven 
by a somewhat similar “be in” imperative, given that the EP institu-
tional context makes much more remunerative in political terms a proac-
tive participation than an enduring and consistent opposition. This is so 
because the system provides deputies with great incentives to come to an 
agreement and equally great disincentives to be against, especially on a 
permanent basis”. The institutional context gives therefore incentives to 
Eurosceptics to either be involved in the parliamentary work, through 
the roles of pragmatist or participant, or to stay at the margins, with the 
roles of Public Orator and Absentee.

3  C  onclusion

Roles are the interplay between institution and individual preferences 
(Searing 1994). Legislative rules and structures steer individual member’s 
choices in certain directions, by encouraging and discouraging certain 
kinds of behaviour. The aim of this chapter was to examine the effect of 
the institutional context on the strategies available to Eurosceptic MEPs. 
More particularly, it analysed whether the roles played by Eurosceptics 
are influenced by the formal and informal rules of the EP.
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A first part was dedicated to the formal rules. Indeed, parliamen-
tary organization and procedures define a large part of the repertoire of 
parliamentarians’ strategies (Strøm 2012, p. 97). This chapter showed 
that to deal with the empowerment of the institution and the increas-
ing number of MEPs as well as the technicity of legislative proposals, the 
parliament has attempted to preserve its efficiency and ensure its legit-
imacy in the face of other institutions through frequent reforms of its 
Rules of Procedure. These reforms have progressively changed the rules 
of the game. They altered the balance of power between actors and led 
to a specialization and division of labour. They empowered political 
groups at the expense of individual MEPs, reduced the time allocated 
to debates and regulated more strictly the behaviour of elected rep-
resentatives. A second part explored the constraints coming from the 
more informal rules, i.e. from how the chamber works and from the 
consensus-oriented decision-making process. The analysis revealed how 
the functioning of the EP as well as membership in a political group has 
consequences for the room for manoeuvre of Eurosceptics. Formal but 
mostly informal rules give incentives to Eurosceptic MEPs to “be in”, 
to get involved in parliamentary work and to seek to influence the deci-
sion-making process. In other words, they incite them to play the role of 
Participant or Pragmatist. On the contrary, the rules tend to discourage 
Eurosceptics to stay in permanent opposition, synonymous of marginali-
zation.

The institutional context impacts the range of roles available to 
Eurosceptic MEPs by affecting their room for manoeuvre. Rules help 
form a parliamentarian’s sense of satisfaction or frustration inside the 
institution. Representatives may therefore not desire institutional influ-
ence, especially if they know that the formal and informal rules make 
it unlikely that they will be able to satisfy that goal in the future (see 
Davison et al. 2005). Eurosceptics have the choice between an insider 
and an outsider position. As they belong to a minority whose point of 
view has little chance of prevailing, they can be involved in the EP and 
join one of the non-fringe groups. Thereby, they accept some restraints 
but hope to benefit from the advantages and resources that belonging to 
such a group bring. As the next chapter will show, members of “larger” 
groups as well as of the Greens/EFA, UEN and ECR tend to play the 
roles of Pragmatist and Participant. Or Eurosceptics can remain in per-
manent opposition to reject the institution and any compromise. With 
limited resources, they tend to be structurally marginalized and to turn 
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away from traditional parliamentary work to focus on individual-type 
actions. They then pursue a strategy of hindrance (Public Orator) or of 
empty chair (Absentee).

If the analysis sheds light on the variation between an insider 
(Pragmatist and Participant) and outsider (Public Orator and Absentee) 
strategies, the institutional context alone does not fully explain the 
roles of Eurosceptics. Due to the formal and informal rules, MEPs 
are more or less free to pick and choose a role but then they tailor it 
to suit their individual preferences. The next chapter will therefore be 
devoted to the other variables put forward by the literature and further 
test the hypothesis that roles are the result of the interaction between the 
institutional context and individual preferences.

Notes

	 1. � MEPs were contacted by fake lobbyists (actually Sunday Times journalists  
pretending to be lobbyists), and three MEPs accepted to submit  
amendments in exchange for money. These kinds of practices were not 
covered by the RoP. The rules were changed, and now, the Annex I on 
the Code of Conduct for Members of the European Parliament with 
respect to financial interests and conflicts of interest stipulates that MEPs 
should respect several principles such as disinterest, integrity, openness,  
diligence, honesty, accountability and respect for the parliament’s  
reputation. They should refrain from obtaining or seeking to obtain any 
direct or indirect financial benefit or other reward.

	 2. � This reform was highly contested at the time by many MEPs, especially by 
those who were non-attached. They considered this reform as a seizure 
of their rights as in most Member states, an individual MEP can table 
amendments in plenary sessions (Settembri 2004, p. 155).

	 3. � See, for instance, the speeches of non-attached members during the 
debate on the report on the reform of the rules of procedure after the 
Lisbon Treaty, 23 November 2009, report D. Martin A7-0043/2009.

	 4. � See speeches of Jo Leinen (S&D) and Monica Frassoni (Greens/EF) 
during the debate on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure, 
(report A6-0273/2009 Corbett), 5 May 2009.

	 5. �V oting explanations on the Onesta report (A6-0413/2005), on the 
amendments to be made to the European Parliament’s Rules of 
Procedure relating to standards for the conduct of Members of the 
European Parliament, 18–19 January 2006.

	 6. � In 1988, Reverend Paisley disrupted the speech of Jean-Paul II and was 
expelled from the chamber. A year later, members of the radical right 



5  THE EP, AN “UNREWARDING” LOCATION FOR EUROSCEPTICS?   141

protested against their exclusion from the allocation of responsibilities 
within the EP and provoked a brawl in the chamber.

	 7. � N. Smith, «Vote no protest sparks EU scuffles», The Telegraph, 13 January 
2005.

	 8. � The sanctions were applied once in December 1997, against a Portuguese 
MEP who hit one of his Danish colleagues after a heated debate 
regarding subsidies for tobacco production. See Corbett et al. (2007), p. 
181.

	 9. � Onesta report A6-0413/2005 on the amendments to be made to the 
European Parliament’s Rules of Procedure relating to standards for the 
conduct of Members of the European Parliament (2005/2075 (REG)).

	 10. � The Corbett report of 2016 on the general revision of the rules proposes 
to extend this measure to any person for whom the member has arranged 
access to parliament’s premises or equipment.

	 11. � Giertych was sanctioned with a reprimand for the use of the parliamentary 
logo and diffusion of a racist pamphlet entitled “civilisation at war in 
Europe”, which was against the fundamental values of the EU. N. Farage 
was more severely sanctioned for his insulting comments on the then 
President of the European Council Van Rompuy in a plenary session. As 
he refused to apologize, the President of the EP decided to deprive the 
British politician of 10 days of allowance (i.e. 2980€). In 2015, a Polish 
MEP (Korwin-Mikke) and Italian MEP (Buananno) were fined for a Nazi 
salute and references in the chamber and were suspended for ten days.

	 12. � See in particular “Killing Dissent in Europe: Mr. Nigel Farage won’t be 
the last victim”, The Commentator, 24 September 2012.

	 13. � See for instance Euractiv, “National Front stung in attempt to ban bee 
pesticide”, 16 October 2015, http://www.euractiv.com/section/
sustainable-dev/news/national-front-stung-in-attempt-to-ban-bee-
pesticide/.

	 14. � During the midterm changeover in January 2017, one MEP from EFDD 
became vice-chair of the JURI committee.

	 15. � Most groups try to maintain high internal cohesion in order to have 
a united position during votes in order to influence the decisions. As 
highlighted by scholars, a significant part of the influence of EP groups 
depends on their cohesiveness, i.e. on the will of their members to abide 
by the group’s rules and constraints (Bowler and Farrell 1995: 211).

	 16. � Under the 6th legislature for instance, two dissenting voices who 
criticized the hierarchy of the EPP-ED during a plenary session were 
expelled from the group and ended up sitting with the non-attached.

	 17. � During the 6th legislature, a MEP from Ind/Dem was very much 
involved in his committee: he was vice-chairman, in charge of several 
reports and proposed numerous amendments. His commitment triggered 

http://www.euractiv.com/section/sustainable-dev/news/national-front-stung-in-attempt-to-ban-bee-pesticide/
http://www.euractiv.com/section/sustainable-dev/news/national-front-stung-in-attempt-to-ban-bee-pesticide/
http://www.euractiv.com/section/sustainable-dev/news/national-front-stung-in-attempt-to-ban-bee-pesticide/
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tensions within the group and was strongly criticized by some, who 
questioned his Euroscepticism during group meetings. He was asked 
to propose amendments in his own name or with the support of his 
committee rather than in the name of the group. After the 2009 election, 
his successor changed group. (Interview CPE #2, observation group 
meetings and interviews with parliamentary assistants).
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One of the main challenges of role theory is explaining the choice of a 
role. Members of parliament tend to have diverging views on representa-
tion, their mandate and on how they should behave. In the case of the 
EP, the rationalization of the chamber’s work and the specialization of 
its members have not yet led to homogeneous strategies for MEPs, quite 
the contrary. Studies have revealed that there is still a lot of variation in 
the way MEPs conceive of and carry out their representative mandate 
(Navarro 2009; Scully and Farrell 2007). This heterogeneity of views 
and behaviours can also be found among Eurosceptics as they can choose 
among four roles: the Absentee, the Public Orator, the Pragmatist or the 
Participant.

To explain this variance among roles, three main elements are 
generally put forward in the literature: institutional variables, mainly  
the electoral system and the institutional context, cultural factors and 
individual-level variables. The structuring hypothesis of this book states 
that roles depend on the interaction between the institutional context 
and the MEPs’ preferences regarding European integration and the 
EU. The previous chapter was dedicated to the institutional con-
text. The analysis of the EP’s formal and informal rules reveals that the  
institutional context is a key element to understand the roles played by 
Eurosceptic MEPs. Indeed, the rules of the game have an impact on the 
room for manoeuvre of Eurosceptic members and determine the range 
of strategies available to them. But the institutional context alone does 
not explain the variety of roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs. And it’s 
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time to turn to the second part of the hypothesis to test whether MEPs’ 
preferences regarding the EU and European integration influence 
the role they chose to play. Whereas attitudes and preferences are usu-
ally used in the literature as “an explanatory complement” to other fac-
tors; it is argued here that MEPs’ preferences are key to explaining their 
roles. In order to test this hypothesis, it will examine whether the roles 
played by Eurosceptics are influenced by the degree and nature of their 
Euroscepticism. But alternative hypothesis put forward by the literature 
will also be tested such as the impact of the electoral system as well as of 
nationality, political affiliation and political background of MEPs.

To do so, this chapter relies on two types of data. First, the interviews 
conducted with Eurosceptic MEPs provided information on their per-
sonal position vis-à-vis the EU and the integration process. They were 
asked how they would situate themselves regarding European integra-
tion, what they think of the EU and its institutions, which reforms were 
necessary and which power, if any, should be transferred to the EU or 
back to the national level. Second, for each of these MEPs, data were 
collected on their background (seniority in the parliament, previous 
political experiences), country, including its electoral system, and EP 
group. In order to examine the relation between the typology of roles 
and the other variables, a combination of methods is used. Indeed, 
qualitative analysis and bivariate analysis make it possible to assess the 
existence and strength of a relationship between the variables under 
consideration. Then, a multivariate analysis provides some answers as to 
the relation between all the variables in one model. The first two sec-
tions analyse individual-level factors: the first one will be devoted to the 
main argument, i.e. the impact of MEPs’ preferences regarding Europe 
on their roles, while the second one will concentrate on the relationship 
between the background of MEPs and the roles they play. The third sec-
tion will examine more macro-level elements, i.e. the relation between 
parliamentary roles, nationality, political affiliation and the electoral sys-
tem. A final section aims at determining the key variables explaining the 
choice of a role by Eurosceptics. The analysis reveals the relevance of the 
degree and the nature of MEPs’ opposition to the European political sys-
tem to understand their strategies within the parliament. Beyond their 
shared Eurosceptic label, MEPs have diverging attitudes towards the EU 
and the integration process, ranging from a hard Eurosceptic position to 
a soft Eurosceptic stance. Taking an actor-centred approach, this chap-
ter shows how important it is to take into account individual preferences 
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regarding the political regime in order to understand the strategies of 
anti-system actors.

1    Parliamentary Roles and Attitudes Towards Europe

Attitudes towards European integration and the EU can be considered 
to influence the way MEPs conceive of and carry out their mandate. The 
study by Wessels (2005) for instance shows that MEPs have diverging 
preferences on the European political system as well as on the role of the 
EP and that these preferences influence their strategies. Similarly, Scully 
and Farrell (1995, 2007) noted that MEPs’ attitudes towards the EP are 
essential to understanding how they see their representative mandate.

However, most of those works tend to see these preferences as sec-
ondary to other elements such as the electoral system or the social 
backgrounds of legislators. Here, these attitudes are at the core of 
the explanatory model. It is indeed argued that the roles played by 
Eurosceptics depend primarily on their attitudes towards European inte-
gration and the EU institutions.

Of course, the focus here is on Eurosceptic MEPs as anti-system 
actors. The analysis therefore concentrates on negative attitudes towards 
Europe. Nevertheless, research on Euroscepticism demonstrates that 
Eurosceptic actors have heterogeneous views on Europe, just as pro-EU 
actors do. They have diverging preferences as to what kind of coopera-
tion is necessary and desirable at the European level and on the powers 
of each EU institutions.

The analysis of the interviews reveals three categories of atti-
tudes towards Europe. Two correspond to the categories proposed by 
Szczerbiak and Taggart (2002, 2008) who distinguished soft and hard 
Euroscepticism. These two categories are seen here as a continuum with 
a middle category which corresponds to intergovernmentalism.

The first position corresponds to hard Euroscepticism, i.e. a prin-
cipled opposition towards any institutionalized political or economic 
cooperation at the supranational level if it implies a loss of sovereignty. 
These MEPs are opposed to European integration and to its underly-
ing principles. They stress the need to stop European integration and 
replace it with a form of free-trade agreement. They are often in favour 
of their country exiting the EU and reject any constraints on national 
sovereignty: “I think that in the future Germany should go out of the 
European Union because the European parliament is a copy of the 
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parliament of the United States and we don’t want that for Europe” 
(interview MEP 83). As a result, any transfer of power from the national 
to the supranational level is rejected by hard Eurosceptics. They usually 
argue for bilateral free-trade agreements between countries although 
some are more inspired by other forms of cooperation such as the 
Commonwealth (interview MEP 57). Unsurprisingly, hard Eurosceptic 
MEPs are very critical of the EU and its institutions, which are seen as 
corrupt, non-democratic and impossible to reform. Such MEPs do not 
propose arguments or plans to reform the institutional architecture of 
the EU: “The EU is beyond reform and it deserves to be put out of its 
misery. (…) It’s taking too much power to the center and it does not 
respect the democratic wishes of the states” (Interview MEP 40). Their 
position on the EP is hostile as well. They consider it to be a useless 
institution, lacking any real power and are usually in favour of disman-
tling it although some of them would keep it as a forum for debates, as 
long as the EP did not have any constraining power. For instance, this 
MEP explains: “now would I be in favor of a forum like the EP? No if 
the EP didn’t pretend to be a parliament, it would be ok, if we are talk-
ing about a body that occasionally meets for exchange of views across 
Europe, possibly to reduce tensions” (interview MEP 4).

A second position refers to intergovernmentalism. These 
Eurosceptics are not opposed to belonging to the EU or to an institu-
tionalized cooperation at the European level, as long as it is an inter-
governmental cooperation in which the Member states are central: 
“we do not want Europe as it is, with a president, a service for for-
eign affairs and a diplomatic service. We do not want to exit the EU 
like UKIP does. But Member states should remain sovereign, there 
shouldn’t be any political integration or federal Europe” (interview 
MEP3). These MEPs consider nation states to be the only suitable 
and legitimate level for democratic governance and therefore, only an 
intergovernmental Europe or a confederation, leaving national sover-
eignty intact, is desirable for them: “I would go back to the start of 
the European project, which was a cooperation among sovereign states 
such as the Ariane project. I think we should go back to that and 
then decide what we want to do regarding our borders, our curren-
cies, etc.” (interview MEP 85). They usually consider that European 
integration has gone too far and opposed the pursuit of integra-
tion as it stands, let alone any further transfer of power to the EU:  
“I think it’s gone far enough. I am not keen on further political 
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integration” (interview MEP 18). They are very critical of the orienta-
tions of the integration process and would generally go back to a pre-
vious stage of that process: “My opinion is that the process goes the 
wrong way, it is a mistake, a mistake from the basis and I think that this 
frame was wrong from the treaties of Maastricht and further” (inter-
view MEP 6). If most stress their opposition to political integration and 
would limit European cooperation to an economic union with a single 
market, others emphasize their reluctance to the economic orientation 
of the integration process. Especially since the global financial crisis, 
some Eurosceptic parties argue for a profound reform of the economic 
policies of the EU or even for their country to exit the Eurozone: “as 
a movement, we have a fairly clear idea regarding the euro: we have 
always said that we are not against Europe, we do not want to destroy 
Europe but the Euro does not work and we want to get out of this 
money” (interview MEP 89). Contrary to hard Eurosceptics, these 
MEPs have ideas to reform the EU’s institutional architecture in the 
direction of a central place for Member states. They are usually against 
the Community method and favour an intergovernmental method, with 
unanimity as the voting system in the Council of the EU in order to 
provide each country with a veto power: “the first thing I would do 
is transfer more responsibilities to the Member states, in conformity 
with the subsidiarity principle. The national level is the best to evalu-
ate the situation and take appropriate measures” (Interview MEP 92). 
They would like to reduce the powers of supranational institutions 
especially the Commission and the EP in order to give more power 
to the Council and to the European Council: “institutionally I would 
close down the EP and have a 2 chambers system with the Council and 
the national parliaments. Then I would take the right of initiative from 
the Commission and give it to the Council and I would redefine the 
objectives of the Court so that it can no longer make political deci-
sions, but only a less ambitious way to interpret the law. The Economic 
and social committee and the committee of the regions can disappear 
because it’s basically just a waste of money. On the division of powers, 
I would put much more focus on elements of the treaties linked to eco-
nomic growth, rather than social benefits or third countries aid, inferior 
issues” (interview MEP 70). As a result, they favour a transfer of legisla-
tive power from the EP to national parliaments, although they are not 
opposed to the EP as such which could be used as a forum to defend 
national interests, as long as it does not have strong legislative powers.
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The third and last position corresponds to soft Euroscepticism. It is a 
moderate opposition to the integration process, in particular as a politi-
cal project. These Eurosceptics see European integration as an unde-
sired constraint or even a necessary evil: “We want less EU. But there 
are topics that can only be solved at the European level, but it’s not the 
majority, so we should reduce everything. Asylum policy makes sense at 
the European level. For foreign policy we also should try to find a com-
mon line. But it must not be an excuse for all the rest” (interview MEP 
82). They accept the principle of an institutionalized cooperation, with 
a more or less integrated common market and some transfers of sover-
eignty but they want to limit these. They oppose any idea of a European 
superstate, of a United States of Europe, but consider that supranational 
cooperation is necessary in order to deal with cross-border issues or to 
defend their national interests on the global level: “We are in favour of 
the single market but against any federation. Certain decisions should 
be taken at the EU level for efficiency purposes: the environment, 
transnational crime, the economy” (interview MEP 23). According to 
them, we should re-evaluate the added-value of European integration 
to reform the balance of power between the EU and nation states and 
emphasis should be put on subsidiarity as well as the respect of diversity: 
“We want less EU, in the sense that only decisions that are really neces-
sary should be taken by the EU. Now for a majority of the decisions, 
there is no need to take them here. But there are topics that can only 
be solved at the European level, but it’s not the majority so we should 
reduce everything that is done here to a minimum. Asylum policy makes 
sense at the European level, foreign policy we should try to find a com-
mon line, it has to do with geographical arrangements as we understand 
ourselves as one bloc, environment might be something, but it must 
not be an excuse for everything but these are topics where we should 
work together more” (interview MEP 82). This group also includes 
“resigned” Eurosceptics, who would prefer a purely intergovernmental 
Europe or who even campaigned against their country joining the EU 
but who today argue that it is utopic to wish to rewrite history. They 
prefer dealing with the reality such as it is and adopting a more moder-
ate position by concentrating their criticism on the EU. They consider 
that “EU integration is the future of the continent, it has to be done in a 
globalized world. It does not mean that I like it but it’s like this” (inter-
view MEP 63). As far as the EU is concerned, moderate Eurosceptics are 
essentially reformists: “I have been a long standing critic of what’s going 
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on in the EU. But I was never one of those people who said we have to 
leave. I never wanted to destroy the European Union. I saw that there 
are some merits to it and there are some advantages for us to belong 
to it, up to a point but we need major reform” (interview MEP 72). 
They denounce the lack of transparency and accountability of the EU 
as well as the elitist nature of its institutions. They stress the democratic 
deficit of the EU and develop ideas on ways to reform how the insti-
tutions work, to increase the transparency of the Council or the legiti-
macy of the Commission. These Eurosceptics are usually in favour of 
the empowerment of the EP: the chamber is seen as the only legitimate 
and democratic institution to represent citizens and counterbalance the 
technocratic nature of the Commission “Every strengthening of integra-
tion must also have a strengthening of democracy and of the role of the 
European parliament, which is the only institution elected by the people. 
Especially the role of the Council today is very bad and it is a clear obsta-
cle to the integration. The role of parliament should be strengthened, 
and also the citizens’ initiative should be reformed. It should absolutely 
become legally bounding in the sense that the commission should give 
an answer and should propose legislative acts answering to the citizens’ 
initiatives” (interview MEP 90). However, they remain critical of the way 
the EP works and consider that in-depth reforms are needed to alleviate 
the democratic deficit: “I am not of the opinion that automatically grant-
ing new powers to the EP will make the whole decision-making process 
more transparent and easier” (interview MEP 61).

According to the hypothesis, it is expected that these diverging atti-
tudes towards European integration and the EU influence MEPs’ 
roles. More precisely, a stronger opposition to Europe will discourage 
Eurosceptic MEPs from being involved in parliamentary work and that 
they play rather the role of the Absentee or of the Public Orator. On the 
contrary, moderate Eurosceptics would want to engage themselves in the 
work of the EU and try to reform it from the inside, through the roles of 
Pragmatist or Participant.

If we look at the Table 6.1, we see that the data seem to validate 
the hypothesis. Hard Eurosceptics are only found among Absentees 
and Public Orators while soft Eurosceptics are mostly found among 
Pragmatists and Participants. Intergovernmentalists for their part are 
split: the majority of them play the role of Pragmatist but a signifi-
cant minority is found among Public Orators and 13.8% of them are 
Participants. The vast majority of Absentees and Public Orators are hard 
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Eurosceptics while 65% of Pragmatists and 82% of Participants are soft 
Eurosceptics. The analysis also shows that these two variables are sub-
stantially related: the measure of association indicates that there is a sig-
nificant relation between the level of Euroscepticism and the roles played 
by MEPs.

At this point, the hypothesis seems corroborated by the data: the 
roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs are indeed influenced by their atti-
tudes towards Europe. A stronger opposition to Europe tends to lead 
MEPs to choose an outsider role, such as the Absentee and the Public 
Orators whereas soft Eurosceptics seem more likely to play the roles of 
Pragmatists or Participants. However, the literature on role theory puts 
forward an alternative hypothesis and other variables need to be tested in 
order to assess the relevance of the attitudes towards Europe for under-
standing the roles of Eurosceptic MEPs.

2  S  ocial Background and Parliamentary Roles

The social background of parliamentarians is often mentioned as  
an individual-level variable to explain the variation in the way they con-
ceive of and carry out their mandate. Scholars have indeed argued that 
legislators come from various backgrounds and that roles cannot be 

Table 6.1  Euroscepticism and parliamentary roles

p < 0.001; Cramer’s V = 0.556, λ = 0.314

Euroscepticism Total

Hard 
Eurosceptic

Intergovernmentalist Soft Eurosceptic

Role Absentee Count 6 2 1 9
% 28.6 6.9 2.0 8.9

Public 
orator

Count 15 7 2 24
% 71.4 24.1 3.9 23.8

Pragmatist Count 0 16 30 46
% 0.0 55.2 58.8 45.5

Participant Count 0 4 18 22
% 0.0 13.8 35.3 21.8

Total Count 21 29 51 101
% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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explained by general elements such as nationality or the electoral sys-
tem. They tend to emphasize the effect of previous political experiences, 
which could impact the way members of parliament react to their envi-
ronment (Bale and Taggart 2006; Beauvallet and Michon 2010; Navarro 
2007). Others consider that seniority is the key variable to understand 
the way elected representatives act. Mughan and his colleagues (1997) 
for instance show in their study on the House of Commons that the 
time spent in the institution influences the degree of radicalism of parlia-
mentarians. The most radical members would gradually become social-
ized and less extreme in their behaviours and attitudes. According to this 
strand of research, there would thus be a relation between seniority and 
roles, either because of institutional socialization or because of the career 
interests of legislators (Beyers 2010; Lewis 2005).

Table 6.2 examines the relations between the roles played by 
Eurosceptics and their previous political experiences. These include any 
mandate at the local, regional, national or international level, from local 
councillor to civil servant in an international or European organization, 
before entering the EP. It could have been expected that people with 
previous experience would be more likely to play the game in the institu-
tion in order to be influential (Participant) or to defend local or regional 
interest in the chamber (for instance through the role of pragmatist). To 
a certain extent, the analysis reveals that Eurosceptics playing the roles 

Table 6.2  Political experience and parliamentary roles

p ˃ 0.1, Cramer’s V = 0.237, λ = 0.087

Previous political experience Total

None Yes

Role Absentee Count 6 3 9
% 66.7 33.3 100.0

Public orator Count 15 9 24
% 62.5 37.5 100.0

Pragmatist Count 21 25 46
% 45.7 54.3 100.0

Participant Count 7 15 22
% 31.8 68.2 100.0

Total Count 49 52 101
% 48.5 51.5 100.0
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of Participant or Pragmatist tend to have had some political experi-
ence before entering the EP. Indeed, most of the Participants and the 
Pragmatists have had political experience at another level before being 
elected as MEP. Or, in other words, 75% of those with political experi-
ence before sitting in the EP play the roles of Pragmatist or Participant. 
At the same time, there is a significant minority of Absentees and Public 
Orators with political experience and of Pragmatists and Participants 
without any. Overall though, the relation does not seem significant (p ˃ 
0.1).

However, it must be noted that the size of the sample and the particu-
lar nature of the population under consideration do not allow to draw 
a general conclusion regarding the relationship between political experi-
ence and roles. There has been no in-depth analysis of the trajectories of 
Eurosceptics here as it is not the purpose of this study, contrarily to some 
studies in political sociology (Michon and Beauvallet 2010; Georgakakis 
2012). But the results shown in Table 6.2 seem to go along with the 
conclusion of Wessels’ study (2005) which demonstrated that the previ-
ous political experiences of legislators have a limited effect on their roles.

We now turn to seniority. The general idea within the literature is that 
the time spent in the institution will have an impact on the role played 
by a parliamentarian. In other words, does seniority in the EP lead to 
a moderation in the behaviour of Eurosceptic MEPs? Do more senior 
MEPs tend to play the roles of Pragmatist or Participant rather than 
remaining outsiders (Absentee and Public Orator)?

The analysis reveals that Eurosceptic MEPs in their first mandate (jun-
ior) tend to choose the roles of Pragmatist and, to a lesser extent, of 
Public Orator. But senior Eurosceptics (in their second mandate or later) 
tend also to be found among Pragmatists as well as among Participants 
(Table 6.3). The majority of Absentees (56%), Public Orators (71%) and 
Pragmatists (63%) are in their first mandate whereas 73% of Participants 
are at least in their second mandate. So contrary to the findings of 
Navarro (2009), there seems to be a moderate relation between seniority 
and roles (p < 0.05, Cramer’s V = 0.322). Eurosceptics returning to the 
EP seem to a certain extent more likely to play the role of Pragmatist or 
Participant or Eurosceptics playing those roles are more likely to stand 
for election again and be re-elected.1
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3    Political Affiliation, Electoral System 
and Parliamentary Roles

A last set of factors put forward by the literature to explain the variation 
in the strategies developed by legislators is more general and refers to 
more macro-level elements such as the electoral system, political affilia-
tion as well as political culture.

A recent study by Wessels and Giebler (2011) shows that parliamen-
tarians have diverging views of their mandate and that this variation can 
be explained no so much by the electoral system but by their individ-
ual characteristics as well as their political affiliation. Hagger and Wing 
(1979) stressed the influence of nationality on the way MEPs perceive 
their mandate. And Katz (1999) argued that parliamentary roles can be 
explained by cultural factors, i.e. by national differences regarding the 
expectations and demands towards parliamentarians. He considers for 
instance that British legislators devote attention to their constituency not 
because of the electoral system since they are elected on closed lists but 
because of the British political culture.

The majority of studies though emphasize the key role of the elec-
toral system: variations in electoral rules lead to different behaviours and 
views of representation among members of parliament (Bowler and Farrell 
1993). Farrell and Scully (2007) analysed the role orientations of MEPs 
in order to show that nationality does not account for the variation in 

Table 6.3  Seniority and parliamentary roles

p < 0.05, Cramer’s V = 0.322, λ = 0.101

Seniority Total

Junior 2nd mandate or more

Role Absentee Count 5 4 9
% 8.8 9.1 8.9

Public orator Count 17 7 24
% 29.8 15.9 23.8

Pragmatist Count 29 17 46
% 50.9 38.6 45.5

Participant Count 6 16 22
% 10.5 36.4 21.8

Total Count 57 44 101
% 100.0 100.0 100.0
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the way MEPs conceive of and carry out their mandate. More particu-
larly, they revealed that MEPs coming from a country with open lists and 
a more personalized electoral system devote more time and attention to 
their constituency as well as to territorial representation. Indeed, open lists 
and the possibility to express a preference vote tend to put the focus on 
the individual candidate rather than the political party. Voters may reward 
or punish an MEP on the basis of his/her performance. Therefore, indi-
vidual MEPs have an incentive to be responsive to voters and seek a per-
sonal vote (Hix and Hagermann 2009; Wessels 2005). But Farrell and 
Scully also show that if the electoral system influences the roles of MEPs, 
its impact remains moderate and does not fully account for the differences 
in their attitudes and behaviour. This has to do, among other things, with 
the relative uniformity of the electoral rules for EU elections: although 
each Member state can set its own procedure for the election of its MEPs 
in terms of ballot structure, district magnitude, etc., they have to respect 
a number of broad principles (proportional representation being the most 
important one in this case) which limit the possible variations of electoral 
systems. As a result, studies have shown that electoral system-related fac-
tors matter but are not all-important for shaping the attitudes and behav-
iours of MEPs, leading some to conclude that it is “not easy to explain 
individual subjective attitudes to the role of representative with broad and 
objective criteria” (Scully and Farrell 2007, p. 112).

The aim here is certainly not to settle the controversy on the respec-
tive impact of cultural factors vs electoral system-related variables but 
rather to examine their effect on the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs. 
To do so, a bivariate analysis examines the relation between the typol-
ogy of roles on the one hand and political affiliation, nationality and two 
electoral system-related factors on the other hand.

3.1    Political Affiliation and Parliamentary Roles

Table 6.4 shows the bivariate analysis between the roles of Eurosceptic 
MEPs and the EP group they belong to. Two main conclusions can 
be drawn from it. First, Eurosceptics from fringe right-wing politi-
cal groups as well as non-attached members tend to remain outsid-
ers. They mostly play the roles of Absentee or Public Orator. Indeed, 
53.8% of non-attached members, 60% of the radical right ENF group 
and 34% of the members of Ind/Dem—EFD(D) choose the role of 
Public Orator. In addition to that, 15.4% of non-attached members and 
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17.1% of members of Ind/Dem and EFD(D) group choose the role of 
Absentee. However, it should also be noted that a significant minority of 
the members of ENF and Ind/Dem and EFD(D) groups play the role 
of Pragmatist. So the members of these groups tend to remain at the 
margin of parliamentary work, in part because of institutional constraints 
(see Chap 5) but are split, with some attempting to get involved, in a 
limited way, in the EP’s work through the role of Pragmatist. Second, 
Eurosceptics from left-wing groups and from the ECR group mostly play 
the roles of Pragmatist or Participant. A majority of Eurosceptics from 
the left (Greens and EUL/NGL) play the role of Pragmatist while 36% 
of them choose the role of Participant. Overall, 35% of Pragmatists and 
41% of the MEPs playing the role of Participant are found among left-
wing Eurosceptics. Members of the ECR group play either the role of 

Table 6.4  EP political group and parliamentary roles

p ˂ .001, Cramer’s V = .367, λ = .107

Ep  group

Greens 
+GUE/
NGL

ECR + 
ED

Ind/
Dem + 
EFD(D)

ENF NA Total

Role Absentee Effectif 0 1 6 0 2 9
% dans 
EP 
group

0,0% 4,3% 17,1% 0,0% 15,4% 8,9%

Public 
orator

Effectif 0 2 12 3 7 24
% dans 
EP 
group

0,0% 8,7% 34,3% 60,0% 53,8% 23,8%

Pragmatist Effectif 16 10 14 2 4 46
% dans 
EP 
group

64,0% 43,5% 40,0% 40,0% 30,8% 45,5%

Participant Effectif 9 10 3 0 0 22
% dans 
EP 
group

36,0% 43,5% 8,6% 0,0% 0,0% 21,8%

Total Effectif 25 23 35 5 13 101
% dans 
EP 
group

100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-60201-5_5


160   N. Brack

Pragmatist or Participant. They are thus much more involved in parlia-
mentary work and choose an insider strategy. While 45% of Participants 
are found among the members of the ECR group, half of the Public 
Orators and 67% of the Absentees are found among the Ind/Dem or 
EFD(D) groups. The members of these two right-wing Eurosceptic 
groups have very different strategies inside the chamber, compared to 
their colleagues from other political groups.

It seems here that political affiliation has an impact on the roles played 
by Eurosceptics. But this relation also refers to the institutional con-
text. As shown in the previous chapter, the formal and informal rules of 
the EP limit some actors’ room for manoeuvre. Fringe actors, i.e. radi-
cal right MEPs, non-attached members and to some extent members of 
the Ind/Dem and EFD(D) groups face significant constraints, notably 
because of the cordon sanitaire. These restrictions, combined with self-
exclusion mechanisms, lead these MEPs to prefer individual-type actions, 
such as speeches rather than involvement in policy-making. Moreover, 
belonging to a political group also brings some constraints in terms of 
rules, norms and standards of behaviour. Although small groups, where 
most Eurosceptic MEPs sit, leave their members room for manoeuvre, 
one could hypothesize that there is a “valorization” effect of particular 
behaviours and attitudes among some groups. Indeed, if a role is domi-
nant among a group, it could reflect the fact that particular behaviours 
tend to be appreciated and others discouraged. It appears from the 
interviews as well as from my observation of group meetings that the 
EUL/NGL group tends to promote a collective view of parliamentary 
work and some degree of involvement of its members in the work of the 
parliament. On the contrary, leaders of the Ind/Dem and EFD groups 
tended to encourage protest actions and were reluctant towards an active 
and positive involvement in parliamentary work. This was particularly the 
case in the 6th legislature within the Ind/Dem group.2 It is therefore 
not surprising that a significant share of their members is found among 
Absentees and Public Orators.

Furthermore, it should be noted that it is not the individual MEPs 
but national political parties which decide on the choice of an EP group, 
on the basis of various criteria such as political congruence, pragma-
tism and the political context (Bressannelli 2012; Whitaker and Lynch 
2014). The choice of a role might depend on the national party, more 
particularly on the type of party it is, what its goals are and how radical 
it is. On the one hand, MEPs from large or mainstream parties aim at 
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governing at the national level and at influencing policies. On the other 
hand, we need to distinguish between small parties, which are moder-
ate and want to be seen as potential coalition partners, and fringe radi-
cal parties. As noted by Deschouwer (2008), when a small party enters 
a governing coalition or supports the government, this creates tensions 
within the party. This is especially true for Eurosceptic parties as it entails 
forsaking their anti-establishment stance and moderating their principled 
opposition. Fringe parties, which do not seek to govern, can just concen-
trate on their opposition and their responsiveness to their voters, without 
moderating their stances.

The sample here is too limited to draw any conclusions on the rela-
tion between national parties and the roles of Eurosceptics. But we can 
see from Fig. 6.1 that some parties are more present in some roles. For 
instance, members of the British Conservatives, of the Polish PiS and 
of the Czech ODS tend to be mostly found among Pragmatists and 
Participants. They are members of mainstream parties at the national 

Fig. 6.1  Country and roles
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level, which are or used to be in government; it is therefore not sur-
prising that they want to be involved in the decision-making process in 
the EP and play insider roles. On the other side, members from UKIP, 
the Greek Golden Dawn and the Hungarian Jobbik exclusively play 
the role of Absentee and Public Orators. They oppose the EU as well 
as their national government, as part of their anti-establishment attitude 
and do not want to be part of it, through any positive involvement in 
the chamber. But Eurosceptic parties’ strategies in the EP may change 
depending on their aims at the national level. For instance, the Italian 
Lega Nord tried to change its strategy inside the EP between the 6th 
and 7th legislatures. As the party wanted to be seen as a potential partner 
at the national level, it selected other candidates than its incumbents for 
the 2009 EU elections. It then encouraged its MEPs to be more con-
structive in their opposition and to improve their reputation within the 
EP, in other words to shift from a Public Orator role to a Pragmatist or 
Participant role (interview MEP 43). Similarly, although it is too soon to 
tell, the changes within the French Front national (Crépon et al. 2015; 
Startin 2014) and its increased share of seats in the EP could lead to 
some change in the roles played by its MEPs.

In a nutshell, it seems that political affiliation has some effect on the 
roles played by Eurosceptics. Belonging to a particular EP group rein-
forces or discourages particular patterns of behaviours among MEPs. 
The objectives of the national party, its position in the national political 
arena and its level of radicalism are also significant elements to under-
stand the roles of Eurosceptic MEPs.

3.2    Nationality and the Electoral System

As mentioned previously, the main controversy in the literature on role 
theory is on the respective impact of electoral system-related factors 
on the one hand and of nationality and political culture on the other. 
However, it is difficult to test the impact of these variables empirically in 
the case of the EP for two main reasons. First, these two kinds of variables 
are particularly tricky to disentangle: they are interrelated and do not vary 
over time in the case of all the countries represented in the EP. Second, 
all Member states now have proportional representation for EU elections 
which reduces the variations in electoral system-related elements.

Therefore, two factors related to the electoral system are tested here: 
the ballot structure for EU elections and the type of electoral system 



6  EXPLAINING THE ROLES OF EUROSCEPTIC MEPS   163

for national elections. Using the work of Farrell and Scully (2010), two 
types of ballot structure are distinguished. On the one side, open list 
systems and systems allowing preferential voting are candidate-based: 
the focus is on the individual candidates. These are considered to be 
open list systems. On the other side, we have closed list systems: they 
are party-centred, since the party controls the list. It could be expected 
that MEPs elected on open list systems would be more likely to seek a 
personal vote, through an emphasis on the defence of local, regional 
or national interests (which are more prominent among the roles of 
Absentee and Pragmatist). Regarding the national electoral system, one 
must distinguish between countries with a proportional system and those 
with a majoritarian system. It could be expected that the electoral sys-
tem influences the roles of Eurosceptic MEPs, especially for members of 
small parties. Indeed, countries with a proportional system offer more 
career opportunities to these actors, who could be elected at the national 
level. On the contrary, members of small parties from countries with a 
majoritarian system have fewer opportunities at the national level. The 
European mandate is then often the only available option for them to 
achieve parliamentary representation, as a mandate by default for the 
leaders of small Eurosceptic parties.

The analysis confirms the difficulty in analysing the relation between 
nationality and parliamentary roles. Indeed, Fig. 6.1 shows that some 
delegations are more likely to be found among particular roles: the 
British constitute a substantial share of the MEPs playing the role of 
Absentee and Public Orator, while the Germans are comparatively more 
present among the Participants and the Italians and French among the 
Pragmatists for instance. But the small size of each national delegation in 
the sample makes it impossible to draw any conclusions or examine any 
relationship (p ˃ 0.1).

Regarding the electoral system, we can see from Table 6.5 that there 
does not seem to be a relation between the ballot structure at the EU 
level and the roles of Eurosceptic MEPs. Most Absentees are elected on 
closed lists, contrary to expectations. Although they put a strong empha-
sis on the local, regional and national level, it does not seem that this 
tendency comes from the ballot structure at the EU level. Most Public 
Orators and Participants are also elected on closed lists. It is only among 
Pragmatists that a majority is elected on open list systems. But the rela-
tion is not significant and it should be noted that this variable is corre-
lated with the national electoral system (0.716**). The electoral system 
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and nationality are so intertwined that it is very difficult to analyse their 
respective impact on MEPs’ parliamentary behaviour.

Finally, if we turn to the national electoral system, there seems to be 
a relation here (Table 6.6). Indeed, a majority of MEPs from countries 
with a majoritarian system at the national level can be found among 
Absentees and Public Orators (outsiders). On the contrary, a majority 
of Participants and Pragmatists come from countries with a proportional 
electoral system for national elections. So, the majority of MEPs from 
countries with a proportional electoral system for domestic elections are 
found among the MEPs playing the roles of Pragmatists and Participants 
whereas Eurosceptics from countries with a majoritarian electoral system 
tend to turn to the Public Orator role. But it should be noted that this is 
highly related to the country: it is mostly MEPs from fringe parties from 
France and the UK who are choosing the roles of Absentee and Public 
Orator. These parties have had little to opportunity to gain parliamentary 
representation at the national level and have had their main success in the 
EU elections. But once in the EP, they tend to choose an outsider strat-
egy and remain at the fringe of parliamentary work, probably because 
of their strong opposition towards the EU and their anti-establishment 
stance, rather than because of the electoral system.

Overall, two conclusions can be drawn from these bivariate analy-
ses. First, as hypothesized, the individual preferences of MEPs regard-
ing European integration and the EU matter in order to understand how 

Table 6.5  Ballot structure in EU elections and parliamentary roles

p ˃ 0.1; Cramer’s V = 0.231, λ = 0.059

Electoral list EU elections Total

Closed Open

Role Absentee Count 6 3 9
% 66.7 33.3 100.0

Public orator Count 17 7 24
% 70.8 29.2 100.0

Pragmatist Count 20 26 46
% 43.5 56.5 100.0

Participant Count 12 10 22
% 54.5 45.5 100.0

Total Count 55 46 101
% 54.5 45.5 100.0
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Eurosceptic actors conceive of and carry out their representative man-
date. There is a substantial and significant relationship between the roles 
of Eurosceptics and their attitudes towards Europe. The more opposed 
an actor is to the EU and to the integration process, the more he or 
she will endorse an outsider position, playing the role of Absentee or 
Public Orator. On the contrary, soft Eurosceptics tend to play the roles 
of Participant or Pragmatist and want to be involved in parliamentary 
work. Often considered as a secondary factor (or even overlooked) by 
the literature, individual preferences seem in fact essential when examin-
ing the parliamentary roles of anti-system actors. Second, other factors 
also matter. Although the aim here is to test the relation between the 
degree and nature of MEPs’ Euroscepticism and the roles they play, the 
analysis also reveals that seniority, political affiliation and the domestic 
electoral system seem to have some impact on the variance among the 
roles of Eurosceptic MEPs. More senior Eurosceptics are mostly found 
among insiders, i.e. Pragmatists and Participants. Those from right-wing 
fringe parties coming from countries with a majoritarian system tend 
to turn to the roles of Absentee and Public Orator. Eurosceptic MEPs 
from left-wing parties as well as from mainstream parties and those from 
countries with a proportional electoral system are more likely to play 
the roles of Pragmatist and Participant. However, it is very difficult to 
determine empirically the respective impact of nationality and of electoral 
system-related factors, especially given the relatively small sample of this 

Table 6.6  National electoral system and parliamentary roles

p < 0.05, Cramer’s V = 0.294, λ = 0.083

National electoral system Total

Proportional Majoritarian

Role Absentee Count 3 6 9
% 33.3 66.7 100.0

Public osrator Count 10 14 24
% 41.7 58.3 100.0

Pragmatist Count 33 13 46
% 71.7 28.3 100.0

Participant Count 14 8 22
% 63.6 36.4 100.0

Total Count 60 41 101
% 59.4 40.6 100.0
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study. These elements are intertwined, and it is probable that both play 
some role in the way Eurosceptic MEPs conceive of and carry out their 
mandate.

4  H  ow to Explain the Roles of Eurosceptic MEPs?
So far, the analysis reveals that four variables seem to interact with the 
typology of roles: the attitudes towards European integration and 
the EU; seniority, political affiliation and the national electoral sys-
tem. As a last test of the hypothesis, an ordered logistic regression was 
performed on the data. It allows to examine the relation between the 
ordinal dependent variable (the typology of roles) and the independ-
ent variables which were significant in the bivariate analysis in one single 
model rather than separately. It also provided information as to whether 
the main independent variable, i.e. preferences regarding European 
integration and the EU, is indeed the key to understanding the roles 
of Eurosceptics. The choice of an ordered regression is justified by the 
nature of the dependent variable. It has four categories, which can be 
seen as a continuum ranging from the most outsider stance, i.e. the least 
involved in parliamentary work (Absentee) to the institutional insider, 
i.e. the most involved in the EP (Participant). The reference category 
here is the Participant role, which is at one end of the continuum. The 
idea is therefore to measure the likelihood for an MEP to play the role of 
Participant, rather than the three other roles.

As far as the independent variables are concerned, only the factors who 
reached statistical significance at the stage of the bivariate analysis were 
selected, i.e. the level and nature of Euroscepticism, seniority, EP groups 
and the electoral system.3 Regarding the electoral system-related variables, 
the ballot structure used during EU elections and the electoral system 
used for domestic elections are correlated (0.716**). Because of this, only 
one of them can be tested in the model. The electoral system used for 
domestic elections was included rather than the ballot structure for EU 
elections because the bivariate analysis showed a relation between the roles 
played by Eurosceptic MEPs and this variable, while no relation could be 
detected between the roles and the EU election ballot structure.4

Because of the small size of the sample, one must be cautious when 
interpreting the results. The aim here is to further test the impact of 
Eurosceptic MEPs’ preferences regarding Europe on the way they con-
ceive of and carry out their mandate and to compare it with the other 
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explanatory variables rather than to provide a comprehensive explanatory 
model.

If we look at Table 6.7, the data corroborate the expectation. Indeed, 
it shows that an MEP’s type of Euroscepticism is strongly related to the 
role he or she plays. The more an MEP is opposed to European inte-
gration and the EU, the less likely he or she is to play the role of the 
Participant (reference category). An intergovernmentalist is also less 
likely than a soft Eurosceptic to play the role of Participant but still 
more likely to do so than a hard Eurosceptic. The relation between 
the roles and Euroscepticism is therefore relatively strong and statis-
tically significant (p = 0.000 for hard Euroscepticism and 0.008 for 
intergovernementalism).

As far as the other individual-level elements are concerned, the analy-
sis reveals that a Eurosceptic MEP in his/her first mandate seems less 
likely to choose the role of Participant but these relations do not reach 
statistical significance (p = 0.576). Similarly, MEPs from the fringes 
of the chamber (non-attached, ENF, I/D and EFDD) have a negative 
coefficient, meaning they are less likely to play the role of Participant. 
It is especially true for the non-attached who are, with MEPs from the 
radical right group ENF, the least likely to play the role of Participant. 

Table 6.7  Ordered logit model for the typology of role, by significant inde-
pendent variables

Pseudo R2 (Nagelkerke) = 0.598
LR Chi2 = 80.406
***p ˂ 0.001; **p ˂ 0.005; *p ˂ 0.05
aref.category

Estimate S.E. 95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

Hard Euroscepticism −4.364*** 0.888 −6.101 −2.627
intergovernmentalism −1.456* 0.551 −2.540 −0.372
Soft Euroscepticism 0a

Non-attached −2.239** 0.829 −3.953 −0.704
ENF −2.349* 1.222 −4.744 −0.046
I/D + EFD(D) −1.572* 0.698 −2.940 −0.205
ECR 2.381** 0.829 0.756 4.006
Eul/Ngl + Greens 2.329** 0.829 0.704 3.953
Proportional elec. system −0.112 0.511 −1.151 0.926
seniority = junior −0.270 0.483 −1.217 0.676
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On the contrary, members of the ECR group or Eurosceptics from the 
left (EULG/NGL) are the most likely to choose the role of Participant. 
Finally, the fact that a country has a proportional electoral system for 
national election is negatively related to the role of Participant but this 
variable fails to reach statistical significance (0.832).

Overall, the central hypothesis of this research can be considered as 
corroborated. The level and nature of opposition of MEPs towards the 
EU and the integration process are a key element to understand their 
strategies they develop. But their political affiliation also plays a role, 
which is quite logical: MEPs at the fringe of the chamber are also the 
most Eurosceptic and are less likely to be insiders (Pragmatists or 
Participants), contrary to their colleagues from radical left and the ECR 
group, which are more integrated as explained in the previous chapter.

5  C  onclusion

In their study of political representation at the European level, Farrell 
and Scully (2007) showed that MEPs have clear but heterogeneous 
views of their role as representative. This variation can be explained, 
according to them, partially by broad and systematic variables such as the 
electoral system. But they noted that it is not easy to explain individual 
roles with broad and objective criteria and called for research on how 
MEPs understand and approach their role as individual representative. In 
a more recent study, they considered that there is a need to move beyond 
a macro perspective on institutional and aggregate outcomes towards a 
more micro-level analysis of individuals, which takes into account the 
attitudes of elected representatives (Scully and Farrell 2010, p. 37).

As an attempt to answer this call, this research concentrates on indi-
vidual-level factors to explain the variance among the roles played 
by Eurosceptic MEPs. While the literature mostly focuses on the con-
troversy between the impacts of political culture versus electoral sys-
tem-related variables, it is argued here that attitudes and individual 
preferences, far from being secondary, should be placed at the heart 
of the analysis. The hypothesis at the core of this study is indeed that 
individual preferences regarding the integration process and the EU, 
together with the institutional context, are essential to understanding the 
way Eurosceptic MEPs conceive of and carry out their mandate.

The analysis confirms that the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs 
depend not only on the rules of the game within the institution but 
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also on their preferences regarding European integration and the EU. 
Indeed, it revealed that the formal and informal rules of the EP influence 
the room of manoeuvre for Eurosceptics. But it has also shown that the 
degree and the nature of their opposition to the European political sys-
tem have an impact on the roles they play. The more an MEP is opposed 
to the integration process and the EU, the more likely he or she is to stay 
at the margins of EP’s work (Absentee and Public Orator) whereas soft 
Eurosceptics are more likely to be involved in parliamentary work and 
become institutional insiders (Pragmatist and Participant). Of course, 
as noted by Beyers (1998, p. 2), arguing that “attitudes are important 
for understanding human behaviour is not the same as positing a deter-
ministic relation between attitudes and behaviour”. Actors’ strategies are 
affected by many factors. MEPs’ preferences towards Europe are not the 
only explanation for the roles they play and given the small size of the 
sample in this study, the results must be interpreted with caution. It is 
likely that other elements such as nationality, ideology, electoral system 
variables also affect the roles of Eurosceptics, as well as factors related 
to the personality of each individual which are very difficult to study 
systematically.

Nevertheless, the increased visibility of the EU in national political 
arenas since the Euro-crisis has triggered new resistance among public 
opinion and boosted the success of Eurosceptic parties at the 2014 EP 
elections. But beyond their shared Eurosceptic label, these parties have 
diverse stances on Europe: while some of them are hard Eurosceptics and 
would support their country’s exit from the European project, most of 
them target specific aspects of the EU, its architecture or principles, such 
as the Euro or the free movement of people. Through an actor-centred 
perspective, the analysis has highlighted how important it is to consider 
the degree and nature of opposition to Europe displayed by MEPs to 
grasp how they view their mandate and behave in the parliament. More 
generally, it shows the need to take into account individual preferences 
regarding the political regime in order to understand the strategies of 
anti-system actors.

Notes

1. � It is beyond the scope of this study but it would be interesting to carry 
out an in-depth longitudinal analysis, including a wider variety of indica-
tors, to examine the relation between seniority and the way Eurosceptic 
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MEPs conceive of and carry out their mandate. It would provide a bet-
ter understanding of the potential institutional socialization of these anti-
system actors.

2. � For instance, one IND/DEM member was particularly active in his com-
mittee. He proposed many amendments, was rapporteur and was very pro-
active in policy-making in his policy area. His involvement was strongly 
criticized by his colleagues from the group, who were mostly Absentees 
and Public Orators. Indeed, they saw themselves as the only opposition 
in the EP and felt the activism of one member could threaten this iden-
tity of the group. They even questioned his level of Euroscepticism and 
asked him not to associate the group with his legislative initiative within his 
committee.

3. � Another ordinal regression with all the independent variables can be found 
in annex.

4. � A separate analysis was carried out which included the EU election bal-
lot structure rather than the electoral system for domestic elections. No 
significant change could be detected. The same variables were significant 
(R² = 0.542).
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The EU has reached a critical point. It is confronted with an accumu-
lation of tensions triggered by the economic and financial crisis, the 
refugee crisis, the Brexit and an existential crisis not to mention the per-
sistent legitimacy and democratic deficit. The integration process has 
entered a new phase, characterized by the rise of Euroscepticism and the 
unprecedented success of radical parties and the mainstreaming of anti-
EU sentiments across the continent.

This context of crisis has increased the EU’s visibility in national 
political arenas and has engendered a new wave of resistances among 
citizens and the (renewed) success of Eurosceptic parties. The 2014 EP 
elections attest to this trend with an upsurge in the support for radical 
and Eurosceptic parties. As noted by Grabow and Hartleb (2014: 7), 
“while Euroscepticism is not a new phenomenon, the scale and success 
of the opponents of the EU are striking, with right-wing and national 
populist parties leading the way”. At the same time, Euroscepticism has 
not only become firmly embedded across Europe, it has also “come in 
from the cold” (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2013). No longer at the mar-
gins, it has entered the mainstream, and the current complex crisis has 
consolidated its position there. The success of fringe parties has led to a 
shift in mainstream parties’ positions on Europe. Euroscepticism seems 
increasingly contagious as leaders of governmental parties are becoming 
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more and more critical towards the EU (see Meijers 2017; Taggart and 
Szczerbiak 2013).

Against this backdrop, the study of Euroscepticism, its nature, causes 
and consequences remains crucial. As Mény remarked (2012, p. 162), 
“however excessive, contradictory, confusing and unpleasant are the mes-
sages, anti-EU populist rhetoric deserves our attention”. While most 
research concentrate on the national level to uncover the nature and 
sources of parties’ stances on Europe, this book focuses on the suprana-
tional level. The aim was to concentrate on Eurosceptic MEPs in order 
to analyze their strategies once elected. Indeed, Eurosceptic parties have 
usually been more successful at EP elections than during domestic polls, 
and they have used the supranational level to gain resources and legiti-
macy. But what do these elected representatives do in the EP? How do 
they see their job? To what extent and why do they behave differently? 
Based on the role theory, this study provides the first in-depth analysis 
of how and why Eurosceptics conceive and carry out their representative 
mandate in the EP. It proposed a typology of four roles—the Absentee, 
the Public Orator, the Pragmatists and the Participant—and showed that 
Eurosceptic MEPs carry out their mandate in different ways and have 
contrasting views of their job, duties and relations to citizens. The anal-
ysis also revealed that in order to understand the variation among the 
roles of this typology, two elements are essential: the institutional con-
text in which they operate and MEPs’ preferences regarding the EU and 
European integration.

The ambition is also to address, through the actor-centred approach 
adopted here, the issue of the democratic and legitimacy deficit of the 
EU in a fresh way. Indeed, by shifting the focus from an institutional to 
an individual level, the analysis of Eurosceptic MEPs could offer a reflec-
tion on the consequences of their presence for the EP and for the legiti-
macy of the EU. More generally, studying opposition to the EU within 
the supranational institutions can be useful to understand the key issue of 
the relation between conflict and legitimacy in democratic systems.

After summarizing the main findings of this research and propos-
ing avenues for new research, the last part of the conclusion will pro-
vide food for thought regarding the implications of the presence of 
Eurosceptic MEPs. It is argued here that their presence and the roles 
they play, rather than endangering European integration, could be an 
asset for the affirmation of the EU as a democratic political system, open 
to conflict.
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1  T  he European Parliament as a Laboratory for the 
Analysis of Anti-System Actors

1.1    Which Strategies for Eurosceptic MEPs?

Euroscepticism within the only directly elected European institution 
has comparatively been overlooked for many years. Whereas opposi-
tion to the EU has been at the heart of an extensive literature, research 
tends to concentrate on the national level in order to grasp the nature 
and the causes of Euroscepticism. As noted by scholars, it seems that 
Euroscepticism has regained primary political relevance as of 2010 
as the financial and economic crisis, and then the migration crisis have 
provided fertile ground for the mobilization of (new) Eurosceptic, pop-
ulist and radical parties (Conti 2016). But even now, the literature on 
Euroscepticism within the EU institutions remains limited.

This research aimed therefore to contribute filling this gap by con-
centrating on the EP and analyzing how Eurosceptics conceive and 
carry out their mandate, once elected at the supranational level. In other 
words, it sought to understand the strategies of elected representatives in 
a political system they strongly criticize or even oppose.

To do so, it relied on the motivational approach of role theory and 
on an inductive approach. The concept of role, defined as a dynamic 
configuration of objectives, characteristic attitudes and behaviours, was 
used to apprehend how Eurosceptics conceive and carry out their rep-
resentative mandate in the EP. The analysis of more than 100 interviews 
with Eurosceptic MEPs, parliamentary assistants and EP civil servants, 
combined with observation of group meetings and the examination of 
the behaviour of the interviewed Eurosceptics allowed me to propose an 
original typology of four roles played by these actors: the Absentee, the 
Public Orator, the Pragmatist and the Participant.

The Absentee is characterized by two main elements: a comparatively 
low involvement in the assembly and a concentration of his/her activities 
at the national or local level. Such MEP derives little satisfaction from 
their European mandate. His/her weak involvement in the EP can be 
interpreted as an exit strategy from the work of the parliament, moti-
vated by a total refusal to engage in the workings of the institution or by 
indifference towards the European mandate. While neglecting the par-
liament, absentees are very active at the national and local levels, where 
spend most of their time. This ideal-type of role is essentially motivated 
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by activism—the promotion of Euroscepticism at home—but also by 
utilitarian and opportunistic considerations. Such MEP seeks to take 
advantage, financially and symbolically, of his/her mandate to promote 
his/her position, while not being involved in parliamentary work and 
preferring to claim proximity (true or not) to their constituents and fel-
low citizens through a strong activism at the national level.

Unlike the Absentee, the Public Orator chooses to be present in the 
EP in order to denounce and delegitimize the EU from the inside guided 
by a taste for anti-conformism and an attitude of frontal opposition, such 
MEP prioritizes two aspects of the representative mandate: public speak-
ing and research and dissemination of negative information on European 
integration. The Public Orator sees himself/herself first and foremost 
as representatives in permanent opposition. But even though such MEP 
is relatively present in parliament, he/she is not very interested in the 
“traditional” aspects of parliamentary activities. Public Orators prefer to 
uphold their campaign of denunciation and maintain a balance between 
their presence within the system and their desire not to be integrated in 
the system they criticize. So, this role provides, to those who endorse it, 
the opportunity to develop an essentially negative strategy vis-à-vis the 
European polity: It means being present in the heart of the system to 
denounce it with no desire to reform it, while adopting a posture external 
to this system through non-compliance with its rules and norms.

The third role is the Pragmatist. While such MEP may share some 
characteristics with the Public Orator, the Pragmatist offers a completely 
different way of conceiving and carrying out the European mandate. 
MEPs playing this role develop a dual strategy whereby, on the one 
hand, they seek to achieve concrete results while, on the other hand, not 
compromising their Eurosceptic beliefs. In other words, as Eurosceptics, 
they see themselves as opposition actors, but also, as MEPs, they wish to 
emphasize the constructive nature of their opposition and their willing-
ness to get involved to make a difference through their actions. Guided 
by a desire to be efficient, the Pragmatist is characterized by a greater 
investment in the EP’s daily work, a tendency to follow the assembly’s 
rules and a willingness to change, in a targeted and limited way, the sys-
tem of which he/she are critical. They also emphasize their mission of 
representation, in the sense of “acting on behalf of” and believe they 
have a quasi-imperative mandate linking them to their constituents, fel-
low citizens or political party. Two subgroups could be distinguished, 
the first emphasizing its mission of control over legislation and seeing 



7  GENERAL CONCLUSION: THE IMPACT OF EUROSCEPTIC MEPS   177

themselves as the watchdogs of European institutions; the second cat-
egory is fundamentally guided by the defence of national or regional 
interests within the assembly as the parliament is used as a forum for the 
defence of specific interests which they cannot effectively defend at the 
national level.

The last role is the Participant. Like the Pragmatist, this strategy 
matches the posture of an insider, seeking change from within the sys-
tem of which he/she is critical. Guided by a desire for influence, the 
Participant is characterized by his/her willingness to appear as an MEP 
like any other and adapt his/her behaviour to the rules of the game. 
Such MEPs do not see themselves as opposition players but rather as 
legislators. They invest the majority of their time in the chamber and its 
bodies. Unlike the Public Orators and the pragmatists, participants not 
only know and respect the formal and informal rules governing the oper-
ation of the EP but adjust their behaviour to them. In sum, they sub-
scribe to the rules of political deliberation.

This typology shows that despite their common Eurosceptic position, 
there is a diversity in the ways Eurosceptics conceive of and carry out 
their European mandate. It confirms that MEPs still have heterogene-
ous behaviour and diverging attitudes regarding their job and their rela-
tions with voters (Costa and Navarro 2003, p. 132). It also attests that 
we should refrain from a simplistic or normative interpretation of the 
strategies of these anti-system actors. On the one hand, they do not all 
adopt an attitude of protest but exhibit diversified attitudes and behav-
iours, some being relatively well integrated in the parliamentary game. 
On the other hand, the analysis of the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs 
reveals that like any elected representative, these actors interpret their 
mandate so as to match both their visions of the role of the MEP as well 
as the presumed expectations of their voters. Given the constraints they 
face and the lack of consensus on the best way to exercise he European 
mandate, they offer alternative ways of conceiving of and inhabiting the 
parliamentary function. These ways could differ from those of their col-
leagues, but they do not necessarily jeopardize the representative process 
at the European level, contrary to what their critics might say.1

1.2    Beyond the Case of Eurosceptic MEPs

The relevance of this typology goes beyond the case of Eurosceptic 
MEPs. First, although it has been developed on the basis of the attitudes, 
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objectives and behaviours of Eurosceptics, the roles it contains may not 
be exclusive to these actors. It is indeed likely that other MEPs conceive 
and carry out their mandate in a similar way as the roles described here. 
If we look at the regular rankings of Votewatch, we can notice that a 
weak involvement in parliamentary activities or a comparatively low 
attendance is not restricted to Eurosceptics. Kauppi (2005) also noted 
that some MEPs, which he calls “tourists”, are not much involved in 
the EP and prefer to focus on national or local activities. Similarly, some 
non-Eurosceptic MEPs concentrate on their speeches in plenary and 
seek publicity for their activities, a bit like Public Orators (Navarro 2009,  
p. 162–173). And others emphasize the defence and promotion of their 
voters’ or their constituency’s interests and try to politicize debates on 
EU issues at home, like Pragmatists do (Brack and Costa 2013). Hence, 
it would be interesting to reproduce this research to determine whether 
the typology can be useful to understand non-Eurosceptic MEPs’ atti-
tudes and behaviours and to examine, empirically, to what extent 
Eurosceptic MEPs differ from their non-Eurosceptic colleagues.

Second, the typology proposed here could also serve as basis to study 
anti-system actors in other parliamentary settings. The motivational 
approach argues that roles are the result of the interaction between 
the institutional context and individual preferences and are, therefore, 
embedded in a particular institution. But the particularistic nature of this 
approach could be countered by seeing the typology as basis to exam-
ine the strategies of contestation of individual actors within an institution 
(see for instance Hirschman 1970, 1978). The roles of Absentee and 
Public Orator correspond to an outsider position and can be interpreted 
as an exit strategy, from both the traditional parliamentary work as from 
the institution itself. They do not see themselves as being part of the 
parliament (Huitt 1961). The role of Absentee is the closest to an exit 
strategy: it’s not a total exit since the actor participates in election and 
takes his/her seat but the role allows for a detachment from the institu-
tion, through a weak involvement in its activities and a focus on other 
territorial levels. The Public Orator does not seek either to integrate or 
to change the system he/she criticizes, stays aside and is not interested 
in parliamentary work. Such actor claims his/her opposition to the sys-
tem from within the institution, notably by refusing to respect its rules 
and to accept the risk of participating in the deliberation. The roles of 
Pragmatist and Participant can be conceived as an insider position and 
more like a voice option. Their dissatisfaction with the European political 
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system is expressed through the mobilization of the various parliamen-
tary tools at their disposal to change the source of their discontent. The 
Pragmatist gets involved in the chamber in the hope of influencing or 
at least of controlling, in a limited way, some European public poli-
cies, while maintaining a posture of opposition. The Participant accepts 
the rules of the parliamentary game and can compromise on his/her 
Eurosceptic position in order to have some impact on the legislative 
process.

While several democracies, inside and outside the EU, are facing con-
testation from movements and parties against their institutional and con-
stitutional structure, this typology could serve as basis to future studies 
on anti-system actors in national parliamentary assemblies. Belgium, 
Canada, Spain and the UK in particular could be interesting cases, where 
political parties ask for a deep reform of the State. An avenue for future 
research could hence be to determine to what extent the patterns of 
behaviours, objectives and attitudes highlighted here could be identified 
within other national parliament and allow to grasp the strategies devel-
oped by these anti-system parties.

2  E  xplaining MEPs’ Role Choice: The Interaction 
Between Institutional Context and Individual 

Preferences

One of the main challenges of role theory is to explain the variation 
among roles and why people play one role rather than another. Drawing 
on the insights of the motivational approach, the central hypothesis of 
this book assumes that the roles played by Eurosceptic depend on the 
interaction between institutional and individual factors. Two elements in 
particular were examined: the impact of the EP formal and informal rules 
on the one hand and of the individual preferences regarding the integra-
tion and the EU on the other hand. The main findings will be briefly 
summarized before assessing how the EP has dealt with the persistence 
of Eurosceptic members.

2.1    The Influence of the Institutional Context

According to new institutionalism, the institutional context is a key ele-
ment in explaining the behaviour and attitudes of elected representatives. 
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The rules of the institution act as a source of constraints and of oppor-
tunities for its members and, at the same time, frame the repertoire of 
strategies they can have (Strøm 1997, p. 163).

The systematic analysis of the formal and informal rules of the EP 
revealed that the institutional context influences the roles played by 
Eurosceptics. It steers individual member’s choices in certain directions, 
by encouraging and discouraging certain kinds of behaviour. It does 
not mean that the institutional context dominates actors’ behaviour or 
change their core attitudes and beliefs. But it affects their perceptions of 
the institutional reality and their strategies by delimitating appropriate 
behaviour (Beyers 1998).

More precisely, the rules of the game have evolved dramatically over 
the last 30 years. And although all MEPs are subject to the rules of pro-
cedure, they are crucial to understanding the room for manoeuvre of 
Eurosceptic members. The institutional context impacts the range of 
roles available to Eurosceptic MEPs by influencing their ability to achieve 
their objectives. Eurosceptic MEPs belong to the fringes and the for-
mal and informal rules tend to give them incentives to participate and 
integrate the EP’s structure or otherwise to remain permanently mar-
ginalized. If the institutional context alone is not enough to explain the 
variation in the roles played by Eurosceptic MEPs, it nevertheless con-
tributes to a better understanding of the typology of roles.

More generally, these findings give a better idea as to how the EP has 
accommodated to the persistent presence of an anti-system opposition. 
The efficiency and legitimacy of its deliberation depend notably on the 
ability and willingness of its members to demonstrate that they can deal 
with the EP’s powers. But, as it has been shown, there is a minority of 
Eurosceptics whose aim is to disrupt parliamentary proceedings and to 
delegitimize the institution. In order to preserve its efficiency and its 
legitimacy, especially in its relations with the other European institutions, 
the EP has constantly rationalized the way it works through various 
reforms of its rules of procedure. These reforms have changed the distri-
bution of power among actors in the chamber and led to a specialization 
of its members as well as to a division of labour among various types of 
actors within the EP. They have also resulted in an empowerment of the 
political groups at the expenses of individual members and to a stricter 
regulation of MEPs’ behaviour, reducing thereby Eurosceptics’ ability 
to be a nuisance, especially Public Orators. Due to these evolutions, the 
presence of an anti-system opposition cannot fundamentally jeopardize 
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the legitimacy or the efficiency of the EP’s functioning, because these 
actors have no other choice than to use the existing institutional tools to 
express their opposition. Due to the constraints and resources coming 
from the institutional context, Eurosceptics can choose between (lim-
ited) involvement in the work of the assembly, a structurally marginalized 
position allowing them to denounce the so-called consensual functioning 
of the EP or pursue a strategy of empty chair.

2.2    The Key Role of Individual Preferences

In spite of some recent and inspiring research on political representa-
tion at the supranational level, there is still a lot we should know about 
MEPs, their behaviour, their attitudes towards the EP and towards the 
integration process (Farrell and Scully 2007; Priestley 2008; see also 
Whitaker et al. 2017). If the literature highlights the influence of these 
attitudes on how MEPs’ role orientations and behaviour, many scholars 
adopt a macro-level approach and consider individual preference as “an 
explanatory complement” to other factors, considered more central, such 
as the electoral system and political culture.

Here MEPs’ preferences regarding the EU and European integration 
were at the heart of its explanatory model. The analysis showed that if 
the role depends on several variables, among which political affiliation, 
the degree and nature of an MEP’s opposition to Europe significantly 
influences his/her choice of a role. The more an MEP is hostile towards 
the integration process /the EU, the more likely he/she is to play the 
role of Absentee or Public Orator whereas a soft Eurosceptic is more 
likely to play the role of Participant.

These results corroborate the central hypothesis: the interaction between 
the formal and informal rules of the EP and the MEPs’ preferences regard-
ing European integration, and the EU explains to a large extent the roles 
Eurosceptics play. More generally, these results demonstrate that an actor-
centred perspective is fruitful to understand anti-system actors in parliamen-
tary settings. It allows to reveal the impact of the institutional context on 
this kind of elected representatives and to emphasize how important it is to 
take into account the degree and nature of their opposition to the system 
in which they operate in order to comprehend the way they conceive and 
carry out the representative mandate.

The research strategy developed here, combining a wide variety of 
data, as well as inductive and deductive approaches, is demanding and 
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time-consuming. But the comprehensive nature of the explanatory 
model developed here, and the choice of an actor-centred perspective 
allows to provide an in-depth understanding of the complexity and mul-
tidimensionality of the European mandate and to take into consideration 
the subjective dimension of the representative process.

3  T  he Implications of the Presence of Eurosceptics 
MEPs

Until recently, the impact of Euroscepticism had been rather indirect. 
Eurosceptics have been acted as agenda-setters and have partially influ-
enced the terms of the debate on European integration. They have 
raised the key issue of legitimacy at the EU level and of the relation-
ship between the integration process and national democracies (Leconte 
2010, p. 13). But their influence on the decision-making has been lim-
ited. It remains so today at the EU level as Eurosceptic MEPs remain too 
poorly organized and heterogeneous to have a significant influence delib-
eration of the EP or have blackmail potential on the European decision-
making process.

That does not mean that Eurosceptics do not have any impact at all. 
European elections have strengthened these parties at home. Political 
parties like the French FN, UKIP or even Alternative for Germany were 
at first mainly focused on EU elections. They have been developing a 
strong anti-EU discourse, and the electoral rules have allowed them to 
get representation in the EP, which was not always possible in general 
elections. They have also benefited from the fact that EU elections are 
“second order” and thus favourable to anti-system parties. Progressively, 
they have become embedded at the local and national levels and now 
play an increasing role in politics in some countries. Their position in the 
EP has provided them with resources (positions, staff, access to media, 
etc.) and increased legitimacy (Startin 2010; Reungoat 2015). These 
parties have managed to expand their electoral basis and to put govern-
ments and other national parties under pressure to address European 
integration. Indeed, with their electoral success, they put pressure on 
mainstream parties to shift their positions on EU issues. Eurosceptic par-
ties have been trying to change the terms of the national competition. 
Not only have they forced others to position themselves, even though 
mainstream parties are internally divided (van de Wardt 2015) but 
they have also had a contagious effect on other parties. And as noted  
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by Kriesi (2016), the gains made by Eurosceptics during elections, even 
at the national level, will make their influence increasingly felt at the 
intergovernmental level. Moreover, while the solutions put forward to 
past crisis were either more Europe or the status quo, the Brexit made 
a visible difference (Young 2016). Now, less Europe or even no Europe 
has emerged as a real option, and it can be considered as a first major vic-
tory for Euroscepticism.

The presence of Eurosceptics at the core of the EU institutions is not 
without consequences either. The presence of such dissenting voices has 
an impact on the EP’s representativeness as well as on the democratic 
legitimacy of the EU. It is argued that their presence should not sys-
tematically be seen as an obstacle to European integration but also as an 
asset for the EU’s legitimacy.

3.1    Consequences for the European Parliament: Eurosceptics as a 
Potential Asset for the Institution’s Representativeness

While European citizens are increasingly willing to express dissatisfac-
tion with the EU, the EP as the only directly elected institutions has 
failed to build effective links between the people and the EU (Farrell and 
Scully 2007). There are segments of the population who do not share 
the same view as their representatives on EU issues, and there is a lack 
of congruence on the EU dimension between voters and MEPs (Mattila 
and Raunio 2012; Thomassen 2012). In other words, the positions of 
Eurosceptic voters are almost totally ignored.

In that respect, the presence and the roles of Eurosceptic MEPs could 
help enhance the linkage between citizens and EU institutions. Indeed, 
these dissenting voices provide a channel for the expression of opposi-
tions found in some segments of the population that would otherwise 
remain unrepresented. They allow citizens’ dissatisfaction to be expressed 
inside the EP and, hence, make an opposition not only to but also in 
the EU possible. Contradicting the widely held idea of European elites 
entirely devoted to furthering the integration process, the presence and 
strategies of Eurosceptic MEPs contribute to increase the EP’s rep-
resentativeness as an institution open to society in its diversity. While 
challenging the legitimacy of the EP’s deliberation, either through an 
empty-chair strategy (Absentee) or through a posture of vocal opposi-
tion (Public Orator), Eurosceptics contribute to the legitimacy of the 
institution through their participation in EP elections. Indeed, by 
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participating in election (rather than resorting to boycott as Sinn Fein 
did in the British context), and entering the institution, they help inte-
grate the most Eurosceptic segment of the population within the system 
and contribute to the plural and democratic nature of the institution, 
legitimizing thereby indirectly its deliberation. Moreover, as this research 
has shown, a majority of the Eurosceptics do not remain in an outsider 
position. Pragmatists and Participants are involved in the daily work of 
the institution. They recognize its legitimacy and its decision-making 
process. Complying with the rules and practices of the institution, they 
integrate with the system they criticize without being able to significantly 
influence the EU’s decision-making on sensitive issues. Similarly to the 
“function tribunitienne” that the French Communist Party assumed 
(Lavau 1968; see also Hamel et al. 1975) these Eurosceptics contribute 
in a crucial manner to legitimizing the EP.

The presence of an anti-systemic opposition, even in its most con-
flictual form, could be an asset for the representativeness of the EP 
and could strengthen the role of the EP as an arena for political con-
flict. However, that would require that these oppositions are not only 
represented in the chamber but also engaged with, and that a debate 
takes place in which citizens can identify themselves. For now, the sta-
tus of opposition in the EP is still indefinite: Eurosceptics are ideo-
logically divided and split across different political groups but more 
importantly, they face strong institutional constraints. To deal with the 
filibustering and delaying tactics, as well as the outrageous behaviour 
of some Eurosceptics, there have been frequent reforms of the rules 
of procedure, and the individual freedom of elected representatives 
has been gradually reduced. This adaptation of the institution to the 
presence of dissenting voices raises questions as to the status of politi-
cal opposition in the chamber but more generally, to the role of the 
EP as arena for debate and conflict. The evolution of the rules gener-
ates a tension between the need for efficiency, in order for the EP’s 
voice to be heard in the decision-making process, on the one hand, 
and the respect of pluralism and of MEPs’ individual freedom, on the 
other hand. This tension refers to the more general debate between 
two visions of democracy in the EU: democracy through parliament 
or democracy in parliament. The first vision entails a democratization 
of the European lawmaking process through an empowerment of the 
EP as the democratically elected institution. It requires the institution 
to be efficient, to formulate clear, coherent and moderate position 
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in order to maximize its influence in the inter-institutional negotia-
tions. The second implies a free, spontaneous and public parliamentary 
deliberation and requires the respect of pluralism and of representa-
tiveness (Costa 2010). So far, MEPs seem to have given priority to 
the first vision at the expense of the second, and they could ensure 
the empowerment of their institution (see also Kohler 2013). The EP 
became less and less a talking shop and is now an influential legislative 
assembly.

But it has also led to an increasingly bureaucratic functioning of the 
assembly. If the rationalization of the EP’s functioning has contributed 
to consolidate its position in the institutional triangle, it has been at the 
expenses of the representative function of the chamber. The empha-
sis has been much more on efficiency than on the function of symbolic 
representation of the parliament. As a result, the EP is not fulfilling its 
task as public arena for debate and of political conflict, which reduces 
its input legitimacy stemming from the principle of representation. It is 
not surprising to see that the empowerment of the EP has been inversely 
proportional to the attention it generates among citizens (Rozenberg 
2009). It was expected that the EP contributes to solve the democratic 
and legitimacy deficit of the EU. But its direct election and its empow-
erment do not seem to do the trick while the way it works does not 
contribute to make parliamentary debates and what is at stake under-
standable for citizens. The increased number of Eurosceptic MEPs since 
2014 could have triggered a change in that aspect and their presence 
could then be a real asset for parliamentary democracy at the suprana-
tional level. But so far, it does not seem to be the case as the “grand coa-
lition” is still in place and new reforms of the EP rules have been put in 
place to ensure that Eurosceptics do not gain any influence.

3.2    Eurosceptic MEPs and the Politicization of Europe

In addition to increasing the EP’s representativeness, the presence 
of dissenting voices at the heart of the EU could be a resource for the 
legitimization challenges of the European polity. The EU relies on 
largely consensual and depoliticized interactions, leading some scholars 
to categorize it as leaning towards a “consociational” political system 
(Bogaards 2002; Costa and Magnette 2003). As noted by Abélès (1996: 
63), “political practices at the European level involve comprehension (in 
the etymological sense of taking together) rather than confrontation”. 
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EU institutions tend to emphasize the technical rather than the politi-
cal aspects of politics, in order to facilitate reaching compromise and 
overcoming both political and national divisions. This “technicisation” 
of issues, understood as the reduction of ideological and intergovern-
mental conflicts through the use of technical or consensual arguments 
(Lascoumes 2009), is essential in building alliances. But it also results 
in a depoliticization of the debates and a lack of clarity for citizens to 
understand what is at stake. This logic of conflict avoidance fuels the 
EU’s legitimacy deficit as citizens perceive its institutions as remote, 
technocratic and cut-off from their daily concerns. The situation is fur-
ther reinforced by the relative weakness of its democratic institutions and 
more particularly, by the lack of an institutionalized site for the expres-
sion of opposition. A political community exists only insofar as the 
opposition is present within the political system (Zellentin 1967). But 
the EU seems to have missed the third milestone on the path towards 
fully democratic institutions (Dahl 1966, 1971), namely the establish-
ment of the right of an organized opposition within the system to call 
to vote against the government. The lack of electoral accountability fuels 
discontent among voters as they cannot express their discontent to EU 
policies or actors, other than voting for radical parties. As a result, clas-
sical opposition tends to turn into principled opposition to the EU, i.e. 
Euroscepticism (Mair 2007), while the lack of politics at the EU level 
leads to indifference and apathy among citizens, as evidenced by the low 
turnout during EP elections.

The presence of Eurosceptics in the EP could be seen as an asset in 
that respect. It contributes to the politicization of Europe, understood 
as increasing controversiality of joint decision-making, greater partisan 
conflict on European issues and the widening of the audience (De Wilde 
2011; Schmitter 1969; Zürn 2016). Eurosceptic actors have been the 
main drivers of politicization of European integration (Grande and Kriesi 
2016; Hooghe and Marks 2009), notably by posing fundamental ques-
tions related to the EU responsiveness to societal demands and increas-
ing democratic awareness and critical capacity of citizens.

This politicization has not led to deeper integration through more 
authority transfers as expected by the neofunctionalists. On the contrary, 
it has resulted in a constraining dissensus (Hooghe and Marks 2009). 
While it could appear critical for the European project in the short term, 
especially in a context of crisis, that does not necessarily mean that polit-
icization will have a constraining effect on the integration process (De 
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Wilde et al. 2016). Quite the contrary, its effect can be beneficial for the 
EU and its democratic nature: politicization contributes to the articula-
tion of conflicts, and conflict is a key ingredient of democratic politics 
(Schattschneider 1975; see also Schmidt 2006). As noted by Magnette 
and Papdopoulos (2008, p. 14), “the politicization of the EU should be 
seen as a value in itself and not merely as a positive or negative instru-
ment for European integration”.

Eurosceptic MEPs are key actors in triggering and politicizing debates 
on EU issues, both at the national and supranational levels. And unlike 
pro-EU actors, Eurosceptics bring to European politics the “gift of plain 
speaking” (Duff 2013, p. 152), making dividing lines and EU issues 
more understandable for citizens. Through the politicization of these 
issues, they contribute to the emergence of a debate and of a more politi-
cal and confrontational style in a consensual and technocratic polity. 
They contribute to expanding the scope of conflict within the political 
system, by expanding the audience of the debates from a closed, elite-
dominated arena to wider publics (Statham and Trenz 2012). This could 
help the EU to switch from a negotiating democracy to a debate democ-
racy since this increased contestation through politicization is a core ele-
ment of a consolidated and “normal” political system (De Wilde and 
Zürn 2012). Their presence might therefore be an asset for the affirma-
tion of the EU as a democratic political system, open to conflict and help 
alleviate its democratic deficit.

However, one of the assumptions is that for the politicization to have 
positive effect on the integration process, it requires the supporter of 
the European project to take the opportunity to articulate their views 
and mobilize citizens (Habermas 2012; Hix 2006; Kriesi 2016). So 
far, mainstream parties have mostly de-emphasized EU issues: They are 
internally divided and have no interest in putting those issues on the 
agenda (Grande et al. 2016; Kriesi 2016). They avoid talking about 
Europe or even obscure their positions, which hampers a fully-fledged 
debate on European integration (Adam et al. 2016). In the EP, this 
trend is reflected by the tendency of the pro-EU political groups to 
vote together and form a grand coalition, blurring the policy differences 
between right and left and therefore contributing to the de-politicizing 
the policy-making process. As showed by a recent survey (Votewatch 
2015), the increased presence of Eurosceptics has altered the dynam-
ics of the parliament during the first half of the 8th legislature, by forc-
ing the EPP and S&D to dilute their differences. This grand coalition 
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has come under threat in 2017 with the election of the new president 
of the EP where the EPP disregarded their gentlemen agreement with 
the other largest group, the S&D. Only time will tell if a new dynamic 
will emerge in the chamber, in which meaningful debates can take place 
on the arguments put forward by Eurosceptics. But so far, pro-integra-
tion actors have favoured a non-partisan approach to the EU function-
ing, which constitutes a strong challenge to the legitimization of the 
European polity.

More globally, the results of the 2014 EP elections and the Brexit 
referendum could be interpreted as a signal or even a warning for (EU) 
elites. With the victory of pro-EU candidates and parties at the French 
and Dutch elections in 2017, European elites could heave a sigh of 
relief. But the scores of Eurosceptic and radical parties were significant, 
and the concerns of their voters are not going to disappear just because 
a pro-EU government could be formed. There is a need of debate on 
the EU’s reform, direction and raison d’être. The current context of cri-
sis exacerbates the EU’s legitimacy deficit and stresses even more the 
need for a debate on the nature and purpose of the European project. 
In that respect, conflicts, opposition and a plurality of views are at the 
heart of a democratic regime (Nicolaïdis and Pelabay 2007, 2008). It 
could be damaging for the EU to persist in ignoring the Eurosceptics. 
As a political system which claims to be open, transparent and demo-
cratic, “the greatest danger is not the election of so many Eurosceptics 
to the EP but the risk that the parliament and the Union can continue 
to function as if nothing has happened. (…) (The Eurosceptics) form 
a legitimate part of the body politic and deserve as much attention as 
any other section of society” (Usherwood 2014). The existence of an 
anti-system opposition within the chamber is not likely to undermine 
the effectiveness of the decision-making process because this opposi-
tion has little choice but acting within the institutional arrangements. 
But in the absence of a dialogue with the EU’s critics, the EP cannot 
yet be considered as a proper institutionalized site where opposition is 
engaged with. And the EU does not appear to be open to criticism and 
conflict. Rather than endangering European integration, the presence 
of Eurosceptics in the EP could be turned into an asset for the EU’s 
legitimacy. They provide a channel for the expression of opposition of 
segments of public opinion. It attests to the democratic nature of the 
EU, which cannot be presented like a bureaucratic Leviathan exclusively 
composed of federalists. As such, they contribute to increasing the EP’s 
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representativeness as well as to the politicization of European issues. A 
debate seems to have emerged with the publication of the Commission 
White Paper on the future of Europe in March 2017. Only time will 
tell whether this debate will include and engage with dissenting voices 
throughout the continent. And whether this could lead to a normaliza-
tion of the EU from a conflict-avoiding system to a more democratic 
and mature polity, which could, paradoxically, deprive Eurosceptics from 
their main arguments.

Note

1. � For instance, Guy Verhofstadt, the leader of the ALDE group, denounce 
the way N. Farage carries out his mandate: “Well, colleagues, what I think 
is the biggest waste of money in the European Union today is the salary 
we are all paying to Mr Farage—that is the biggest waste of money! Mr 
Farage, let us be honest about it. You are a member of the Committee on 
Fisheries, for example, and you are never there, never! In 2011, no attend-
ance. In 2012, no attendance. It is fantastic what you are doing. You come 
here saying that the salaries that are paid are a scandal, and you pay your-
self a salary without doing any work in your own committee. (…)You can 
laugh. I hope that maybe this can be sent out on the BBC this evening, 
and on all the other private television channels in Britain, showing how 
you are in fact cheating your own citizens here, all the time, three years 
in a row already. See the debate on the “preparations for the European 
Council meeting with particular reference to the Multiannual Financial 
Framework”, 21 November 2012.
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The operationalization of the concept of role can be summarized in the 
form of the following table:

Dimensions Indicators
Attitudes (interview data) Behaviours

Focus of representation Who do you represent first 
and foremost in the EP?

Proportion of written  
questions with a European, 
regional, national or 
local focus or relating to 
problems of their electorate 
or with no particular focus

What does it mean for you to 
be a good representative?

How much time per month 
do you spend in your 
district?

How would you qualify 
your relationship with the 
citizens?

Perception of role Thinking about your broad 
role as MEP, what are the 
most important duties and 
responsibilities involved?

Appendix 1: Operationalization  
of the Concept of Role

(continued)
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Dimensions Indicators
Attitudes (interview data) Behaviours

How important is your work 
as MEP to the functioning 
of the society as a whole?

What are the activities you try 
to never miss? Why?

Priorities How did you choose the 
parliamentary committees in 
which you seat?

How much time do you 
spend working in and for 
the committees a month?

Number of reports, ques-
tions, opinions, written 
declarations, speeches in 
plenary

What parliamentary tools do 
you most often use (ques-
tions, speeches, amend-
ments, etc.)? Why?

Responsibility within the EP 
and its bodies (including 
within the groups)

What are your priorities for 
this parliamentary term?

Attendance in plenary

Voting behaviour in one 
year: proportion of negative 
votes, proportion of votes 
in the EP minority/analysis 
of voting themes (vote dif-
ferentiated by policy area)

Motivation/gratification Why did you decide to 
become a politician?

Respect for rules of the 
institution

Why did you decide to 
stand as candidate for the 
European elections?

Thinking about your political 
activity, what do you find 
personally most satisfying 
about it?

What would you miss most if 
you left politics?

What would you like to do 10 
years from now?
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Estimate S.E. 95% Confidence interval

Lower 
bound

Upper 
bound

Hard Euroscepticism −5880*** 1282 −8392 −3367
Intergovernmentalism −1690* 698 −3058 −322
Soft Euroscepticism 0a

Gender = male 128 626 −1099 1356
Seniority = junior −335 620 −1551 881
Political experience = none −444 582 −1584 696
Non attached −1173 1393 −3903 1558
ENF −1907 1668 −5177 1362
I/D + EFD(D) −1495 1001 −3.457 0.466
ECR −256 0.931 −2082 1569
Eul/Ngl + Greens 256 0.931 −1.569 2.082
Proportional elec. system (national) 634 3827 −6867 8135
UK 2425 4141 −10.541 5691
Belgium −4.657 4.289 −3749 13.063
Netherlands −4.448 4.144 −3673 12.570
France −1.466 1.159 −0.805 3.737
Sweden −2.192 4.032 −5.711 10.095
Italy 0.167 3.879 −7436 6993
Portugal 793 4259 −7555 9142
Greece −1.562 4244 −6755 9880
Cyprus −2202 4556 −6746 11.151
Germany 061 4062 −7900 8022
Finland −3364 4299 −5062 11.791
Denmark −1885 4082 −6115 9885

Appendix 2: Ordered Logit Model 
for the Typology of Roles,  
all Independent Variables

(continued)
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Estimate S.E. 95% Confidence interval

Lower 
bound

Upper 
bound

Poland −2425 4141 −5691 10.541
Czech Rep. 287 4045 −8215 7642
Ireland 1233 2813 −4281 6747
Austria −3339 4269 −5028 11.706
Croatia −3173 4704 −6048 12.393
Hungary −0.491 2377 −5149 4167
Spain −1.295 4.942 −8.392 10.981

Pseudo R2 (Nagelkerke) = 0.692
LR Chi2 = 101.659
***p ˂ 0.001; **p ˂ 0.005; *p ˂ 0.05
aref. category
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Interviews List

Eurosceptic MEPs

	 1.	� MEP 1, NL, interview in Dutch, in Brussels, 12 September 2009
	 2.	� MEP 2, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 23 July 2009
	 3.	� MEP 3, NL, interviewed in Dutch, in Brussels, 28 October 2009
	 4.	� MEP 4, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 7 October 2009
	 5.	� MEP 5, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 23 February 2011
	 6.	� MEP 6, GR, interviewed in Brussels, 8 December 2010
	 7.	� MEP 7, UK, interviewed in Strasbourg, 15 July 2009
	 8.	� MEP 8, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 28 January 2010
	 9.	� MEP 9, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 26 January 2010
	10.	� MEP 10, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 23 March 2006 and 9 

December 2009
	11.	� MEP 11 UK, interviewed in Brussels, 14 October 2009
	12.	� MEP 12, BE, interviewed in Brussels, 1 September 2009 and 14 

February 2014
	13.	� MEP 13, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 3 February 2010
	14.	� MEP 14, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 9 June 2010
	15.	� MEP 15, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 21 March 2006
	16.	� MEP 16, DK, interviewed in Brussels, 9 July 2009
	17.	� MEP 17, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 30 March 2011
	18.	� MEP 18, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 22 March 2010
	19.	� MEP 19, CZ, interviewed in Brussels, 12 April 2011
	20.	� MEP 20, NL, interviewed in Brussels, 29 October 2009
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	21.	� MEP 21, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 5 May 2010
	22.	� MEP 22, UK, interviewed in Strasbourg, 15 July 2009
	23.	� MEP 23, SE, interviewed in Brussels, 21 March 2006
	24.	� MEP 24, PL, interviewed in Brussels, 12 January 2010
	25.	� MEP 25, PT, interviewed in Brussels, 3 March 2010
	26.	� MEP 26, CY, interviewed in Brussels, 9 December 2009
	27.	� MEP 27, IRL, interviewed in Brussels, 3 February 2010
	28.	� MEP 28, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 26 August 2009
	29.	� MEP 29, SE, interviewed in Brussels, 18 March 2010
	30.	� MEP 30, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 6 October 2010
	31.	� MEP 31, PT, interviewed in Brussels, 26 January 2010
	32.	� MEP 32, SE, interviewed in Brussels, 23 November 2011
	33.	� MEP 33, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 9 June 2010
	34.	� MEP 34, SE, phone interview, 5 March 2010
	35.	� MEP 35, CZ, interviewed in Brussels, 17 March 2010
	36.	� MEP 36, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 3 February 2010
	37.	� MEP 37, AT, phone interview, 2 February 2010
	38.	� MEP 38, PT, interviewed in Brussels, 11 June 2010
	39.	� MEP 39, NL, interviewed in Brussels, 30 November 2010
	40.	� MEP 40, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 20 March 2006 and 2 July 

2009
	41.	� MEP 41, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 23 June 2010
	42.	� MEP 42, CZ, interviewed in Brussels, 9 June 2010
	43.	� MEP 43, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 13 April 2010
	44.	� MEP 44, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 2 April 2009
	45.	� MEP 45, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 28 January 2010
	46.	� MEP 46, FI, interviewed in Brussels, 16 March 2011
	47.	� MEP 47, IRL, phone interview, 7 August 2009
	48.	� MEP 48, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 17 March 2011
	49.	� MEP 49, SE, interviewed in Brussels, 28 April 2009
	50.	� MEP 50, DK, interviewed in Brussels, 2 February 2010
	51.	� MEP 51, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 3 June 2010
	52.	� MEP 52, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 16 March 2010
	53.	� MEP 53, CY, interviewed in Brussels, 11 November 2009
	54.	� MEP 54, UK, phone interview, 15 April 2006
	55.	� MEP 55, PL, phone interview, 7 April 2010
	56.	� MEP 56, FR, phone interview, 20 August 2010
	57.	� MEP 57, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 7 July 2009
	58.	� MEP 58, BE, interviewed in Brussels, 28 January 2010
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	59.	� MEP 59, SE, interviewed in Brussels, 1 December 2010
	60.	� MEP 60, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 30 June 2009
	61.	� MEP 61, CZ, interviewed in Brussels, 2 June 2010
	62.	� MEP 62, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 15 March 2010
	63.	� MEP 63, CZ, interviewed in Brussels, 18 April 2006
	64.	� MEP 64, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 18 January 2012
	65.	� MEP 65, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 15 September 2009
	66.	� MEP 66, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 15 October 2015
	67.	� MEP 67, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 16 September 2015
	68.	� MEP 68, HU, interviewed in Brussels, 16 June 2015
	69.	� MEP 69, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 10 November 2015
	70.	� MEP 70, DK, interviewed in Brussels, 12 January 2016
	71.	� MEP 71, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 11 November 2015
	72.	� MEP 72, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 19 April 2016
	73.	� MEP 73, GR, interviewed in Brussels, 26 February 2015
	74.	� MEP 74, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 17 March 2015
	75.	� MEP 75, FI, interviewed in Brussels, 30 March 2015
	76.	� MEP 76, CZ, interviewed in Brussels, 15 April 2015
	77.	� MEP 77, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 25 February 2015
	78.	� MEP 78, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 25 February 2015
	79.	� MEP 79, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 25 February 2015
	80.	� MEP 80, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 25 February 2015
	81.	� MEP 81, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 5 May 2015
	82.	� MEP 82, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 5 May 2015
	83.	� MEP 83, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 16 September 2015
	84.	� MEP 84, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 16 September 2015
	85.	� MEP 85, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 27 May 2015
	86.	� MEP 86, DE, interviewed in Brussels, 7 May 2015
	87.	� MEP 87, FI, interviewed in Strasbourg, 2 July 2014
	88.	� MEP 88, ES, interviewed in Brussels, 28 January 2016
	89.	� MEP 89, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 2 December 2015
	90.	� MEP 90, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 2 December 2015
	91.	� MEP 91, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 20 January 2016
	92.	� MEP 92, PL, phone interview, 20 April 2016
	93.	� MEP 93, HR, interviewed in Brussels, 21 March 2016
	94.	� MEP 94, AT, interviewed in Brussels, 10 November 2010
	95.	� MEP 95, IT, interviewed in Brussels, 12 January 2015
	96.	� MEP 96, UK, interviewed in Brussels, 25 September 2014
	97.	� MEP 97, SE, interviewed in Strasbourg, 3 July 2014
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	98.	� MEP 98, UK, interviewed in Strasbourg, 15 July 2009
	99.	� MEP 99, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 4 May 2011
	100.	�MEP 100, PL, phone interview, 13 May 2010
	101.	�MEP 101, UK, phone interview, 15 September 2011.

Non Eurosceptic MEPs

1.	�MEP 102, ALDE, BE, phone interview, 7 April 2006
2.	�MEP 103, S&D, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 9 November 2009
3.	�MEP 104, S&D, FR, interviewed in Strasbourg, 16 July 2009
4.	�MEP 105, S&D, FR, interviewed in Brussels, 24 February 2010
5.	�MEP 106, EPP, LU, interviewed in Brussels, 27 January 2010
6.	�MEP 107, EPP, ES, interviewed in Brussels, 3 February 2010
7.	�MEP 108, EPP, PL, interviewed in Brussels, 7 April 2010
8.	�MEP 109, EPP, FI, interviewed in Brussels, 13 July 2010
9.	�MEP 110, EPP, RO, interviewed in Brussels, 17 March 2010.

Civil Servants

1.	�Interview CPE #1, Brussels, 23 June 2010
2.	�Interview CPE #2, Brussels, 29 January 2010
3.	�Interview CPE #3, Brussels, 25 February 2010
4.	�Interview CPE #4, Brussels, 23 November 2011
5.	�Interview CPE #5, Brussels, 12 April 2006
6.	�Interview CPE #6, Brussels, 8 June 2010
7.	�Interview CPE #7, Brussels, 18 March 2014
8.	�Interview CPE#8, Brussels, 10 January 2017.

Parliamentary Assistants

	 1.	� Interview A # 1, Brussels, 12 March 2010
	 2.	� Interview A #2, Brussels, 29 April 2010
	 3.	� Interview A #3, phone interview, 29 March 2006
	 4.	� Interview A #4, Brussels, 12 February 2010
	 5.	� Interview A #5, Brussels, 25 March 2011
	 6.	� Interview A #6, Brussels, 18 January 2010
	 7.	� Interview A #7, Brussels, 21 March 2006
	 8.	� Interview A #8, Strasbourg, 15 July 2009
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	 9.	� Interview A #9, Brussels, 12 October 2010
	10.	� Interview A #10, Brussels, 8 April 2011
	11.	� Interview A #11, Brussels, 9 April 2010
	12.	� Interview A #12, Brussels, 12 November 2009
	13.	� Interview A #13, Brussels, 8 February 2010
	14.	� Interview A #14, Brussels, 5 March 2010
	15.	� Interview A #15, Brussels, 18 March 2015.
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