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IntroductIon

Decision-making at European Union (EU) level has been extensively analysed 
in the last decades from several points of view. There is a wealth of literature 
on the role of each of the EU organs – primarily the European Commission 

(EC), the European Parliament (EP) and the European Council (EC) – in EU decision-
making and legislation. This research focused on the interrelatedness and the relative 
powers of these three institutions with the objective to measure their influence 
on the final political outcome. However, there are a high number of stakeholders 
influencing decision-making in the European Union. In addition to the three key 
institutions, the rotating Presidency of the EU, national governments and EU-level 
civil organisations have also impacts on the EU’s legislation.

The role of the European Parliament in EU legislation has mostly been assessed 
in light of its gradual empowerment by the consecutive European treaties. Legally, 
the Treaty of Maastricht made the EP a co-legislator with the Council, which was 
further extended to most of EU’s policy domains by the Treaty of Amsterdam, the 
Treaty of Nice and the Treaty of Lisbon.

Substituting the consultation and cooperation procedures, the co-decision 
procedure became the dominant legislative procedure by the end of the last decade. 
The increasing influence of the EP in EU legislation as well as its growing power 
towards the other two key EU institutions – the European Commission and the 
Council – attracted significant scientific attention.

Previous researches focused on the EP’s influence under the various legislative 
procedures.1 They found that the success rates of EP amendments were higher under 
the co-decision procedure compared to either the cooperation or the consultation 
procedure, so the EP gained power. On the other hand, Bernard Steunenberg2 and 
Christophe Crombez3 stated that the EP lost power with the introduction of the co-
decision procedure as it narrowed the agenda-setting role of the Parliament.

Another strand of studies4 investigated the factors influencing the adoption of 
the EP amendments. They concluded that first reading amendments, preambles 
and clarification amendments,5 compromise amendments6 and amendments 
supported by the European Commission7 are more likely to be finally adopted by 
the European Parliament plenary.

  1 Tsebelis and Kalandrakis, 1999; Kreppel, 2002; Tsebelis et al., 2001; Lucic, 2004; Yordanova, 
2009.

  2 Steunenberg, 1994.
  3 Crombez, 2000.
  4 Kreppel, 1999; Shackleton, 1999; Kardasheva, 2009.
  5 Kreppel, 1999.
  6 Shackleton, 1999.
  7 Kardasheva, 2009.
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The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is a common policy with the largest 
budget in the EU since its establishment in 1962. Therefore, it attracts particular 
attention both from the side of political stakeholders – including the three EU organs 
that have a role in the EU decision-making and legislative procedures – as well as 
from the civil society. The number of researches on the role of the introduction of co-
decision procedure in the CAP and its consequences on the European Parliament 
has increased. Crombez and Johan F. M. Swinnen analysed the prospective impact 
of co-decision on the CAP reform.8 Swinnen et al. focused on the role of the EP in 
the co-decision procedure.9 Their conclusion was that in practice the EP is not an 
equal co-legislator with the Council. Christilla Roeder-Rynning et al. analysed the 
factors that influenced the extension of the co-decision procedure to the CAP before 
the Lisbon Treaty.10 Alan Greer et al. concentrated on the inter-institutional relations 
among the Commission, the Parliament and the Council in the field of the CAP.11 
Their conclusion was that even under the co-decision procedure the Council is the 
most powerful actor in the CAP legislation and the EP is not a real co-legislator.

Last decades policy network analysis has been increasingly employed to evaluate 
EU policy outcomes,12 to examine the relationship of supranational and national 
institutions13 or to analyse the role of interest groups in EU decision-making.14 Net-
work analysis was also applied for mapping out the internal relationships of an EU 
institution, mostly the European Parliament.15 These papers provide strong evidence 
that policy network analysis is a powerful tool to explore relationship between key 
actors in the multilevel governance of the EU.

However, the number of studies applying policy networks for the decision-
making of the Common Agricultural Policy is still limited. John Peterson found that 
in the CAP a supranational network of experts emerged to influence the policy re-
form.16 Analysing the 1992 MacSharry reform Carsten Daugbjerg concluded that 
the structure of policy networks influenced policy reform outcomes.17

This paper also links to papers on national and party coalitions within the 
European Parliament.18 This paper is also connected to Ronny Patz19 as this article 
also deals with the internal relationships of the European Parliament.

There is also a link between Thurner and Binder20 and this paper, as both 
analyses the network of Member States (MSs) in an EU context. Similar to Heidrun 
  8 Crombez and Swinnen, 2011.
  9 Swinnen et al., 2012.
10 Roeder-Rynning et al., 2012.
11 Greer et al., 2012.
12 Daugbjerg, 1999; Patz, 2013.
13 Mérand et al., 2011.
14 Pappi and Henning, 1999.
15 Patz, 2011 b; Patz, 2012.
16 Peterson, 2004
17 Daugbjerg, 1999.
18 CEPS–VoteWatch, 2012; VoteWatch, 2014.
19 Patz, 2011 b; Patz 2012.
20 Thurner and Binder, 2008.
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Moschitz and Matthias Stolze21 this paper also covers the examination of the role 
of the national networks in EU decision-making.

The application of social network analysing techniques in a key EU policy domain 
is the link of this paper to Frédéric Mérand et al.22 Finally, similar to Peterson,23 this 
paper is also about testing the applicability of network analysis in the CAP.

The network analysis of the decision-making of CAP within the European 
Parliament is a new domain of research that might help to get a better and more 
sophisticated insight into a key segment of the EU decision-making. This could be 
beneficial not only to political actors or scholars but also to agricultural and food 
companies, interest groups of farmers and consumers and also to lobbyists.

This research is based on a newly elaborated database of the author containing 
the amendments jointly tabled by more than one Member of the European 
Parliament (MEP) to the CAP legislative proposals during the 2013 CAP reform. 
These ‘amendment coalitions’ of MEPs are assessed in this paper.

The objectives of the research are twofold. The first aim is to identify the key EP 
Groups and Member States in their respective networks in the EP. The second is to 
highlight the most powerful relationships between EP Groups as well as Member 
States embedded in the joint EP amendments. The paper contributes to the recent 
literature several ways. First, we apply a combination of EP amendment analysis and 
social network analysis. Second, in the European parliamentary context, previous 
analysis concentrated on national and party coalitions in the EP but these analyses 
are based on EP plenary voting results.24 This article comes up with national and 
party coalitions embedded in the jointly tabled EP amendments which have not 
been analysed yet.

Contrary to this, EP-related network analyses focus on the network of EP with 
other EU institutions, macro-level,25 the networks of EP committees or meso-level 
analysis.26 In this paper we turn to micro-level, where the network of MEPs is the 
subject of analysis.

In addition, previous network analyses in the CAP27 investigate the consultation 
procedure, but our focus is the extension of the co-decision procedure to the CAP 
in 2009.

Finally, social network analysing techniques has been already applied in the field 
of security policy28 or in a special segment of the CAP – i.e. organic farming –,29 but 
no comprehensive social network analysis of the CAP has not been conducted yet.

21 Moschitz and Stolze, 2009.
22 Mérand et al., 2011
23 Peterson, 2004.
24 CEPS–VoteWatch, 2012; VoteWatch, 2014.
25 Mérand et al., 2011.
26 Patz, 2011 b; Patz, 2012.
27 Daugbjerg, 1999; Moschitz and Stolze, 2009.
28 Mérand et al., 2011.
29 Moschitz and Stolze, 2009.
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MethodologIcal overvIew on
SocIal network analySIS

The methods of social network analysis have attracted considerable interest 
and curiosity in recent decades. Social network analysis is based on an 
assumption of the importance of relationships among interacting units. 

Relations defined by linkages among units are a fundamental component of 
network theories. Network models may be used to test theories about relational 
processes or structures. The key feature of social network theories or propositions 
is that they require concepts, definitions and processes in which social units are 
linked to one another by various relations. Both statistical and descriptive uses of 
network analysis are distinct from more standard social science analysis and require 
concepts and analytic procedures that are different from traditional statistics.30 
According to Wouter de Nooy,31 social network analysis is a methodology that can 
detect patterns of formal and informal social relations within a social space.

Social network analysis is inherently an interdisciplinary endeavour. The 
concepts of social network analysis developed out of a propitious meeting of social 
theory and application with a formal mathematical, statistical and computing 
methodology.32 Social network analysis is explicitly interested in the interrelatedness 
of social units.33

A social network consists of a finite set or sets of actors and the relation or 
relations defined on them. The presence of relational information is a critical and 
defining feature of a social network. Relation in this context means the collection of 
ties of a specific kind among the members of a group.34

Nodes and arcs are the basic building blocks for social networks. In a graph, 
nodes represent actors while lines represent ties between actors. In graph theory, 
the nodes are also referred to as vertices or points, and the lines are also known as 
edges or arcs.35

Visual displays including sociograms and two or higher dimensional 
representations continue to be widely used by network analysts.36 The visual 
representation of data a graph or sociogram offers often allows the researchers to 
uncover patterns that might otherwise go undetected.37

30 Wasserman and Faust, 1994, pp. 3–5.
31 De Nooy, 2003.
32 Wasserman and Faust, 1994, p. 10.
33 Ibid. p. 16.
34 Ibid. p. 20.
35 Ibid. pp. 90–95.
36 Ibid. p. 12.
37 Ibid. p. 94.
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A graph is a model for a social network with an undirected dichotomous 
relation.38 In the network analytic framework, the ties may be any relationship 
existing between units.39

A directional relation can be represented by a directed graph or digraph for short. 
The difference between a graph and a directed graph is that in a directed graph the 
direction of the lines is specified. These oriented lines are called arcs.40 In a digraph, 
a node can be either adjacent to, or adjacent from another node, depending on the 
’direction’ of the arc.41

The most frequently used indicators, metrics and definitions of the social 
networks are as follows:

• The degree of a node is the number of lines that are incident with it. 
Equivalently, the degree of a node is the number of nodes adjacent to it. 
A node with degree equal to 0 is called an isolate.42

• The density of a graph is the proportion of possible lines that are actually 
present in the graph. It is the ratio of the number of lines present to the 
maximum possible.43

• A path is a walk in which all nodes and all lines are distinct. The length of 
a path is the number of lines in it.44 The shortest path between two nodes 
is referred to as a geodesic. The geodesic distance or simply the distance 
between two nodes is defined as the length of a geodesic between them.45

• Centrality indices are examples of measures of the prominence or 
importance of the actors in a social network. Prominent actors are those that 
are extensively involved in relationships with other actors. This involvement 
makes them visible to the other. We define a central actor as one involved 
in many ties.46 An actor in the network is central when involved – directly or 
indirectly – in many relations.47

dataSet

The European Commission tabled its legislative proposals regarding the 
Common Agricultural Policy in October 2011. These proposals were about 
to be the legislative framework of the CAP for the 2014–2020 EU financial 

programming period regarding the direct payments, the rural development, the 
single common market organisations and the horizontal regulations. The proposals 
38 Ibid.
39 Ibid. p. 8.
40 Ibid. p. 112.
41 Ibid. p. 125.
42 Ibid. p. 100.
43 Ibid. p. 101.
44 Ibid. p. 107.
45 Ibid. p. 110.
46 Ibid. pp. 170–173.
47 Moschitz, 2009.
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– to which the EP amendments that are analysed in this paper were tabled – are 
as follows:

• Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council 
Establishing Rules for Direct Payments to Farmers under Support Schemes 
within the Framework of the Common Agricultural Policy, COM(2011) 625 
final/2, 2011/0280 (COD), Brussels, 19.10.2011.

• Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council 
Establishing a Common Organisation of the Markets in Agricultural Products 
(Single CMO Regulation), COM(2011) 626 final/2, 2011/0281 (COD), Brussels, 
19.10.2011.

• Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
Support for Rural Development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 
Development (EAFRD), COM(2011) 627 final/2, 2011/0282 (COD), Brussels, 
19.10.2011.

• Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council 
on the Financing, Management and Monitoring of the Common Agricultural 
Policy, COM(2011) 628 final/2, 2011/0288 (COD), Brussels, 19.10.2011.

Again, the database of this research was elaborated using EP amendments that 
were proposed by more than one Member of the European Parliament. After the entry 
into force of the Treaty of Lisbon in 2009, the legislation of the Common Agricultural 
Policy falls under the co-decision – with its official name, ordinary legislative – 
procedure. In this procedure, after the Commission tables its legislative proposal 
in a text form, the EP is entitled to table textual amendments to it. As for the EP’s 
internal procedure, there is a phase when all the Members of the EP – either alone 
or jointly with other MEPs – can make amendments. This is the so-called open 
amendment phase and amendments tabled here can be called open amendments. 
This analysis is based on these open amendments tabled to the above four CAP 
legislative instruments. It is also important to note that unlike open amendments, 
other types of EP amendments – amendments tabled by the EP rapporteurs, 
amendments of opinion-giving committees as well as plenary amendments – 
cannot form the basis of a network analysis, as no embedded MEP coalitions can 
be found in these types of amendments. The database contains almost 7.000 
European parliamentary open amendments related to the four legislative proposals 
of the 2013 CAP reform.

Table 1. Dataset of the analysis
Regulation Number of Joint Amendments

DP 1,078
EAFRD    885
SCMO    882
HR    248
Total 3,093
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In the database, the names of MEPs have been converted into their EP group 
affiliation and nationality. This makes it possible to analyse the networks among EP 
Groups and Member States.

MEPs from the following EP Groups tabled amendments:
• ALDE: Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe;
• EPP: European People’s Party;
• ECR: European Conservatives and Reformists;
• Greens–EFA: Greens–European Free Alliance;
• GUE–NGL: European United Left–Nordic Green Left;
• EFD: Europe of Freedom and Direct Democracy;
• PES: Party of European Socialists (also abbreviated as S&D, i.e. Socialists 

and Democrats);
• NI: Non-Inscrits.

MEPs from the following Member States tabled amendments: Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom.

Brief Overview on the CAP Legislative Proposals

DP SCMO EAFRD HR

Active farmer definition - voluntary 
versus mandatory

Export refunds - available budget and 
usage as crisis management instrument

Ring-fencing for environmental payments - 
share of EAFRD resources spent on green 

measures

Redistributive payments - threshold 
for eligible hectares and for funding

Public intervention - eligible products 
and intervention period

Greening under P1 and P2 - the issue of 
double-funding

Support for young farmers - 
mandatory versus voluntary; 
threshold for annual national 
ceiling; threshold for eligible 

hectares

Buying-in - measures on quantitative 
limitations Organic farming

Support for small farmers - 
mandatory versus voluntary; 

amount of annual payment; eligible 
hectares

Private storage aid - products eligible; 
conditions for granting aid

National distribution of RD resources - 
annual breakdown by Member States

Greening - Crop diversification: 
threshold for crop rotation; number 

of crops to be rotated

School fruit Scheme - maximum aid per 
school year; list of products Support rates

Greening - Permanent Grassland: 
level of application - farm versus 

Member State

Aid in the apiculture sector - timeframe 
of the operational fund; share of EU 

contribution to national programs
Young farmers - definition of eligible persons

Greening - Ecological Focus 
Areas: threshold to be applied; 

percentage of farmland

Sugar sector - the end year of the sugar 
quota system

Fund contribution - percentage of eligible 
expenditures

Internal and External Convergence - 
convergence between farmers and 

Member States

Wine sector - end of wine planting rights 
and setting up the new system

Areas facing significant natural constraints - 
deadline for new delimitation

Voluntary coupled support - list of 
sectors; percentage of national 

envelope to be spent;

Producer Organisations - mandatory 
versus voluntary recognition

Producer groups - eligible activity to be 
financed: setting up and/or development

Payment entitlements - reference 
year, SAPS relationship

Associations of producer organisations - 
mandatory versus voluntary recognition

Investments in irrigation - eligibility of new 
irrigation installations

Capping and degressivity - 
mandatory versus voluntary; 

threshold for capping;
Flexibility between pillars - extent 
of reallocation of funds between 

pillar 1. and 2.
Based on Fertő-Kovács, 2014

Interbranch organisations - mandatory 
versus voluntary recognition

Animal welfare payments - commitment 
period

Penalties in case of non-compliance with 
greening requirements

Table 2. Key items discussed in the 2013 CAP reform

General provisions - no double funding for 
environmental obligations

Transparency, publication of beneficiaries - 
threshold under which beneficiaries are 

exempted

Paying Agencies - number of paying 
agencies accredited in a Member State

Cross-compliance - the application of the 
Water Framework Directive and GAECs
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At this stage of the analysis, it is necessary to give an overview on the main elements 
of the legislative proposals. These elements were mostly discussed by the three EU 
organs during the 2-year reform process.

objectIveS of the reSearch

In this paper, the main research question is what patterns influence the formulation 
of coalitions of Member States and EP Groups when tabling EP amendments. 
This research has three specific objectives. These are as follows:
• To compare the network of Member States and EP Groups in case of the 

four CAP regulations;
• To identify the most active Member States and EP Groups along the four 

regulations;
• To identify the most frequent relationships between Member States and EP 

Groups in the network.

hypotheSeS

Based on earlier research and practical experiences of EU decision-making, 
we test the following hypotheses:

H1. Member States and EP Groups are the most active in the Direct 
Payment network.

As most of the CAP funds are allocated to the Direct Payments, it can be 
reasonably expected that MEPs are the most active in the network of the Direct 
Payment legislation. Activity in this context can be expressed by

• the number of nodes – how many actors are involved;
• the number of edges – how many connections are established among the 

actors;
• average degree – with how many other actors one actor is connected on 

average in the network;
• average weighted degree – how many connections on average are between 

two connected actors in the network.

H2. MEPs from the large EP Groups (S&D and EPP EP Group) are the most 
active ones in all four networks.

VoteWatch defines many types of activity rates for EP Groups. The EPP and S&D 
Groups are the most active ones based on their legislative performance.48

48 VoteWatch, 2014. p. 12.
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H3. MEPs from net contributor Member States49 form relationships with each 
other the most frequently in case of the Direct Payment Regulation.

In a similar analysis focusing on a network of intergovernmental relations, 
Thurner and Binder50 concluded that dominantly Nordic, net contributor Member 
States formed a network, and relationships between actors from these MSs were 
the most frequent. Additionally, as direct payments have the highest share in the 
CAP financing, it is the most likely that the Direct Payment regulation attracts the 
most attention from those Member States which are financing the CAP.

H4. The fragmentation of the network of Member States is the highest in case 
of the network of the Direct Payments Regulation.

As the Direct Payment Regulation played the key role in the 2013 CAP reform, 
the positions of Member States differed most significantly in case of this regulation. 
Also, the proposal on the DP Regulation contained the highest number of widely 
discussed issues,51 which increases the possibility for Member States’ positions to 
be fragmented and distanced. This hypothesis is also somewhat related to CEPS-
VoteWatch,52 which states that in spite of the ideological differences, MEPs are 
keener to cooperate with each other as well as to the outcomes of Mérand et al.,53 
which says that national level structures have less central role in the network. In this 
research, the fragmentation of the network will be measured by the average path 
length and the graph density indices.

H5. The most frequent relationship in all four networks is between Germany and 
France.

As the two leading net contributor Member States, Germany and France have 
also leading role in shaping the Common Agricultural Policy. Well before the official 
legislative proposals of the European Commission, these two countries issued a 
joint declaration on the CAP.54 This declaration earmarked the key pillars of the future 
reform. Also given that these two countries have the highest number of MEPs, it can 
be fairly expected that the relationships among them are the most frequent.

H6. The relationship between the S&D and the EPP EP Group is the most frequent.
Based on CEPS-VoteWatch, the EPP and S&D Groups of the EP vote together in 

more than 70 percent of all legislative cases.55 Therefore, it can be fairly expected 
that these two groups work together the most frequently when proposing joint 
amendments.
49 Net contributor Member States: Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 

Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Sweden, the United Kingdom. European Commission, 
2012.

50 Thurner and Binder, 2009, p. 94.
51 Fertő–Kovács, 2014.
52 CEPS–VoteWatch, 2012, p. 11.
53 Mérand et al., 2011, p. 130.
54 Franco-German position for a strong Common Agricultural Policy beyond 2013 – New 

Challenges and Expectations for Food, Biomass and Environment, 14.09.2010.
55 CEPS–VoteWatch, 2012, p. 10.
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H7. The ALDE Group is better connected to right wing parties in the networks.
Based on CEPS-VoteWatch,56 ALDE plays the intermediary role in the European 

Parliament, being the most frequent voting partner of the EPP and S&D groups in 
the legislation. It is also confirmed by VoteWatch57 that ALDE is the EP Group being 
most frequently in winning coalitions in the EP. Nevertheless, taking into account the 
ALDE’s position on EU budget and the 2013 CAP-reform,58 it might be reasonably 
expected that ALDE mostly act together with right-wing EP Groups, ie. EPP, ECR, 
EFD.

H8. The network of Member States in case of the Direct Payment Regulation 
reflects the networks embedded in the joint declarations of Member States before 
and during the CAP reform.

Before and during the political debate on the CAP, a number of Member States 
issued joint declarations with other Member States on the main policy direction of 
the CAP. These declarations also show some networks among the Member States. 
They primarily touched upon issues related to the Direct Payment Regulation. The 
most important declarations are as follows:

Table 3. Member States’ joint declarations during the 2013 CAP reform
Date Declaration Member States

December 2009 Paris Declaration
22 Member States – all Member States except 
Denmark, Malta, the Netherlands, Sweden and 

the UK

February 2010 Warsaw 
Declaration

Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Poland, Romania, Slovakia

September 2010 Joint Declaration France and Germany

December 2010 Joint Declaration
Bulgaria, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 

Slovakia and Sweden
2012 Joint Declaration Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania

2012 Joint Declaration Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, 
Romania, Slovakia

2013 Budapest 
Declaration

Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, 
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia

56 Ibid.
57 VoteWatch, 2014, p. 4.
58 ALDE Position Paper on EU Budget Post 2013, 14 December 2010.
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reSultS

Similar to Mérand et al.59 I use social network analysis not as a theoretical 
concept but as a methodological tool to analyse the data. Also, network 
analysis in this paper is not a depiction of policy coordination or collective 

action, but the formal representation of social relations.60

We test our hypotheses by applying the relevant network analysis indices: 
degree, weighted degree, graph density and average path length. In the dataset of 
this research, the relationship among the EP Groups as well as the Member States 
is undirected as there is no influence from one actor – node – to another: they are 
just ‘simply’ paired. In the context of this research, ‘node’ means the EP Groups or 
Member States, while ‘edges’ means the relationships among them. The network 
analysis has been carried out by using the free Gephi software.

It is important to note that in social network analysis, the meaning of ‘power’ 
is twofold. A central actor is powerful if it has a large number of social ties in the 
network while a broker is powerful if it connects different parts or non-connected 
actors of the network.61

Before the analysis, we provide a brief overview of the networks. These 
summarising tables contain six key indices; some of them will also be referred to 
later, during the discussion of the hypotheses.

59 Mérand et al., 2011.
60 Knoke, 1990, p. 8.
61 Mérand et al., 2011, p. 129.

Table 4. The main characteristics of the networks of EP Groups

Indices DP EAFRD SCMO HR
Average degree 2.5 2.29 2.33 2.2
Average weighted degree 90.25 94.29 135 106.8
Graph density 0.36 0.38 0.47 0.3
Average path length 1.67 2 1.67 1.67
Nodes 8 7 6 5
Edges 10 8 7 3

Source: own calculation
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Based on the characteristics of the networks of EP Groups we can draw some 
conclusions:

• EP Groups were more active in case of the DP Regulation, followed by the 
EAFRD, SCMO and HR Regulations. This is reflected by both the decreasing 
number of nodes (connected EP Groups) and number of edges (connections) 
in the four networks.

• The most intense relationship between two EP Groups was in case of the 
SCMO regulation. This is reflected by the highest value of the average 
weighted degree index.

• One actor – EP Group – is connected with the highest number of EP Groups 
in case of the DP regulation (average degree=2.5), followed by the SCMO 
regulation.

• The network is the densest – most united – in case of the network of the 
SCMO regulation. The highest value of the graph density index – 0.47 – 
reflects that almost half of the potential connections between the EP Groups 
was realised. It means that ideological differences inhibited the cooperation 
of EP Groups the least in case of the legislation of the SCMO regulation.

• There is no real difference between the networks in terms of the ‘average 
path length’ index.

The network of Member States in case of the four regulations has the following 
main characteristics.

Based on the indices, we can draw the following conclusions regarding the 
network of Member States:

• Similar to that of the network of EP Groups, also in case of this network 
Member States were the most active in case of the DP Regulation, followed 
by the EAFRD, SCMO and HR Regulations. This is shown by the decreasing 
number of both the nodes and the edges.

• The most intense relationship between the Member States was in case of 
the Direct Payment regulation, expressed by the highest value of the average 
weighted degree index.

Table 5. The main characteristics of the networks
of Member States

Indices DP EAFRD SCMO HR
Average degree 4.35 3.37 2.78 2.93
Average weighted degree 90.87 80.32 35.78 22.13
Graph density 0.2 0.19 0.16 0.21
Average path length 2.25 2.27 2.35 1.76
Nodes 23 19 18 15
Edges 50 32 25 22

Source: own calculation



T-2015/6

 Social Network Analysis in the European Parliament 15

• Also, in case of the network of the Direct Payment legislation, one actor 
– Member State – is connected with the highest number of other Member 
States. This is reflected by the 4.35 value of the average degree index.

• Given the relatively high number of actors, there is no real difference between 
the networks in terms of the graph density index. Similarly, the average path 
length index does not make a difference among the network.

Regarding the preliminary defined hypotheses, we can draw the following 
conclusions:

H1. Member States and EP Groups are the most active in the Direct Payment 
network.

Partly confirmed. This hypothesis is only true for the network of Member States, 
in which all the relevant indices – nodes, edges, average degree, average weighted 
degree – are the highest in case of the Direct Payment Regulation (see Table 5). In 
case of the network of EP Groups, three of these four indices – nodes, edges and 
average degree – are the highest in case of the Direct Payment Regulation (see 
Table 4). Nevertheless, the value of the average weighted degree is the lowest for 
the DP Regulation, therefore, H1 hypothesis cannot be fully confirmed.

H2. MEPs from the large EP Groups (S&D and EPP EP Group) are the most 
active ones in all four networks.

Confirmed. These two EP Groups have the highest number of degree and 
weighted degree values as well as the highest density percentages in all cases 
(except the Horizontal Regulation, when the ALDE Group is on the second place, 
followed by the EPP).

Degree Weighted 
Degree

Density Degree Weighted 
Degree

Density Degree Weighted 
Degree

Density Degree Weighted 
Degree

Density

ALDE 2 82 28.6% 3 84 42.9% 3 100 42.9% 2 21 28.6%
ECR 3 85 42.9% 2 43 28.6% 1 6 14.3% 0 0 0
EFD 3 130 42.9% 2 143 28.6% 2 123 28.6% 0 0 0
EPP 4 246 57.1% 3 217 42.9% 4 373 57.1% 1 18 14.3%
Greens-EFA 3 18 42.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 14.3%
GUE-NGL 0 0 0% 1 8 14.3% 1 5 14.3% 0 0 0
NI 1 48 14.3% 1 39 14.3% 0 0 0 0 0 0
PES 4 113 57.1% 4 126 57.1% 3 203 42.9% 2 11 28.6%

Source: own calculation

Table 6. The activity of EP Groups in the networks

DP EAFRD SCMO HR
EP Groups
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Graph 1. The networks of EP Groups
Direct Payments Regulation

EAFRD Regulation Horizontal Regulation

SCMO Regulation

H3. MEPs from net contributor Member States form relationships with each 
other most frequently in case of the Direct Payment Regulation.

Not confirmed. In the networks, there were altogether 1240 connections between 
net contributor Member States. Net contributor Member States established 
connections among them most frequently in the network of the EFARD Regulation 
(490; 39.5 percent of the total), followed by the network of the Direct Payment 
Regulation (411; 33.1 percent), the SCMO Regulation (212; 17.1 percent) and the 
Horizontal Regulation (127; 10.2 percent).
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DP EAFRD HR SCMO Total
Austria-Denmark 1 0 2 1 4
Austria-Luxembourg 0 52 0 0 52
Austria-Sweden 0 0 2 1 3
Denmark-Sweden 0 16 0 0 16
Finland-Sweden 1 2 0 0 3
Finland-Denmark 0 0 3 0 3
Finland-Germany 0 0 2 0 2
Finland-Netherlands 0 0 6 0 6
France-Luxembourg 1 0 0 0 1
France-Cyprus 54 33 0 0 87
France-Belgium 30 41 8 31 110
France-Sweden 0 10 0 0 10
France-Italy 0 0 0 5 5
Germany-Luxembourg 3 0 0 26 29
Germany-United Kingdom 42 11 39 29 121
Germany-Sweden 15 24 4 26 69
Germany-Denmark 12 10 0 22 44
Germany-Austria 2 196 0 27 225
Germany-France 0 0 0 5 5
Italy-Denmark 1 0 0 0 1
Italy-Austria 0 48 0 0 48
Italy-Germany 0 1 0 0 1
Italy-Finland 0 0 2 0 2
Luxembourg-Netherlands 0 0 0 1 1
Netherlands-Belgium 94 6 4 6 110
Sweden-United Kingdom 89 33 6 31 159
United Kingdom-France 53 0 39 0 92
United Kingdom-Finland 1 0 0 0 1
United Kingdom-Denmark 10 0 4 0 14
United Kingdom-Austria 2 0 2 1 5
United Kingdom-France 0 7 0 0 7
United Kingdom-Netherlands 0 0 4 0 4

Total 411 490 127 212 1240

Table 7. The number of connections between net contributor Member 
States in the networks

Source: own calculation

H4. The fragmentation of the network of Member States is the highest in case 
of the network of the Direct Payments Regulation

Not confirmed. As the lower value of the ‘Graph density’ index as well as the 
higher value of the ‘Average path length’ index express higher fragmentation in the 
network, it can be concluded that in case of the network of the SCMO Regulation is 
the fragmentation among Member States is the highest, followed by the networks 
of the EAFRD, Direct Payment and Horizontal Regulation.
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H5. The most frequent relationship in all four networks is between Germany and 
France.

Not confirmed. In the networks, there are only 5 connections between Germany 
and France. All these 5 connections are in the network of the Horizontal Regulation. 
The most frequent relationship is between Germany and Austria.

DP EAFRD HR SCMO Total
Germany-Austria 2 196 0 27 225
Sweden-United Kingdom 89 33 6 31 159
Germany-United Kingdom 42 11 39 29 121
France-Belgium 30 41 8 31 110
Netherlands-Belgium 94 6 4 6 110
United Kingdom-France 53 0 39 0 92
France-Cyprus 54 33 0 0 87
France-Portugal 23 19 0 34 76
Austria-Slovenia 0 72 0 0 72
Ireland-Portugal 72 0 0 0 72
Italy-Ireland 70 0 0 0 70
Germany-Sweden 15 24 4 26 69
Spain-France 56 0 0 0 56
United Kingdom-Ireland 26 10 19 0 55
Austria-Luxembourg 0 52 0 0 52
France-Ireland 28 11 2 10 51

Table 9. The most frequent relationship between Member States in the 
networks

Number of connections

Source: own calculation

Table 8. The fragmentation of the networks
of Member States

Indices DP EAFRD SCMO HR
Graph density 0.2 0.19 0.16 0.21
Average path length 2.25 2.27 2.35 1.76

Source: own calculation
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Graph 2. The networks of Member States

EAFRD Regulation

Direct Payment Regulation SCMO Regulation

Horizontal Regulation

H6. The relationship between the S&D and the EPP EP Group is the most 
frequent.

Not confirmed. The two EP Groups, which form connections with each other 
the most frequently are the EPP and EFD Groups (299 connections). The EPP–S&D 
relationship is the second most frequent (290 connections) followed by the ALDE–
EPP connections (228).
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DP EAFRD HR SCMO Total
ALDE - GUE-NGL 0 0 0 5 5
ALDE-ECR 0 4 0 0 4
ALDE-EPP 67 57 18 86 228
ECR-NI 48 39 0 0 87
EFD-PES 34 39 0 0 73
EPP-ECR 31 0 0 6 37
EPP-EFD 90 104 0 105 299
Greens-EFA - ECR 6 0 0 0 6
Greens-EFA - EFD 6 0 0 0 6
Greens-EFA - PES 6 0 8 0 14
GUE-NGL - PES 0 8 0 0 8
PES-ALDE 15 23 3 9 50
PES-EFD 0 0 0 18 18
PES-EPP 58 56 0 176 290

Table 10. The number of connections between EP Groups in the networks

Source: own calculation

H7. The ALDE Group is better connected to right wing parties in the networks.
Confirmed. The ALDE Group has 232 connections with right-wing parties (81 

percent of all connections), while only 55 connections with left-wing parties (19 
percent).

DP EAFRD HR SCMO Total
ALDE-S&D 15 23 3 9
ALDE - GUE-NGL 0 0 0 5
ALDE-ECR 0 4 0 0
ALDE-EPP 67 57 18 86

Table 11. The number of connections of ALDE Group in the networks

Source: own calculation

Left-wing parties

Right-wing parties

55

232

H8. The network of Member States in case of the Direct Payment Regulation 
reflects the networks embedded in the joint declarations of Member States before 
and during the CAP reform.

Not confirmed. As shown in Table 12, the number of connections between the 
Member States signing various joint declarations is low. More importantly, the 
density rates are generally low, with the exception of the Joint Declaration of the 
Baltic States and regarding the Member States excluded from the Paris Declaration.
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Declaration Member States Connections Number of 
connections

Density

Denmark-Sweden 0
Denmark-UK 10
Netherlands-UK 0
Sweden-UK 89
Bulgaria-Romania 4
Estonia-Latvia 26
Latvia-Lithuania 40
Poland-Bulgaria 1

Joint Declaration France and Germany France-Germany 0 0%
Bulgaria-Romania 4
Estonia-Latvia 26
Latvia-Lithuania 40
Poland-Bulgaria 1
Poland-Czech Republic 3
Portugal-Romania 0
Estonia-Latvia 26
Latvia-Lithuania 40

Bulgaria-Romania 4

Poland-Czech Republic 3

Bulgaria-Romania 4

Poland-Czech Republic 3

Table 12. The relationship between the joint declarations and the EP network of Member 
States in case of the Direct Payments Regulation

40%

18%

11%

67%

22 Member States – all 
Member States except 

Denmark, Malta, Netherlands, 
Sweden and UK

Paris Declaration

Warsaw Declaration

Estonia, Latvia, LithuaniaJoint Declaration

Joint Declaration

Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Slovakia and Sweden

Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 

Romania, Slovakia

Source: own composition and calculation

13%

10%

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Poland, Romania, 

Slovakia
Joint Declaration

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Poland, Romania, 

Slovakia, Slovenia
Budapest Declaration

dIScuSSIon, concluSIonS

This paper analysed the networks of Members of the European Parliament in the 
form of networks of EP Groups as well as Member States. Although social network 
analysis is on the upward track of importance in scientific research, this methodology 
has only been applied in the context of EU decision-making to a limited extent.

Previous research in EU policy-making dominantly focused on the comparison 
of the power and legislative influence of EU bodies, while less attention has been 
devoted to internal procedures. This paper has the novelty to deal with intra-EP 
relationships both from the perspective of EP Groups and Member States. It is also a 
novel element of this research that it compares the key four legislative procedures of 
the CAP legislative package under the 2014–2020 Multiannual Financial Framework.
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The research outcomes did not confirm most of the preliminary defined 

hypotheses. It was mostly confirmed that Member States and EP Groups were the 
most active in case of the network of the Direct Payment Regulation. It was also 
confirmed that the two largest EP Groups were the most active in case of all four 
regulations and also that the ALDE Group is mostly connected to right-wing EP 
Groups in the networks.

Nevertheless, it was not confirmed that MEPs from net contributor Member 
States form relationships with each other most frequently in case of the Direct 
Payment Regulation. Also, as the fragmentation of the SCMO network was the 
highest, the hypothesis that the fragmentation of the network of Member States is 
the highest in case of the network of the Direct Payments Regulation was rejected.

According to the widely shared opinion, the most frequent relationship in case 
of Member States is between Germany and France, while in case of EP Groups 
it is between the EPP and the S&D Group. These hypotheses were also rejected 
as the most frequent relationship is between Germany and Austria for Member 
States and between the EPP and EFD Groups for EP groups. And finally, it was 
neither confirmed that the network of Member States in case of the Direct Payment 
Regulation reflects the networks embedded in the joint declarations of Member 
States. Only in case of the joint declaration of the Baltic States it can be stated that 
it is reflected in the network of Member States in the EP.

Future research in this field can cover the analysis of network at later stages of 
the intra-EP decision-making (COMAGRI and EP Plenary adoption of amendments), 
as well as a comparative analysis with other policy domains under the 2014–2020 
MFF legislative package (cohesion policy, fisheries policy, etc.) or a comparison 
between the policy networks under the co-decision and the consultation procedure.

referenceS

CEPS–VoteWatch (2012) Mid-term Evaluation of the 2009–2014. European Parliament: 
Legislative Activity and Decision-making Dynamics. Special Report. (63).

Crombez, Christophe (2000) Institutional Reform and Codecision in the European Union. 
Constitutional Political Economy. 11 (1). pp. 41–57.

Crombez, Christophe and Swinnen, Johan (2011) Political Institutions and Public Policy: 
The Co-Decision Procedure in the European Union and the Reform of the Common 
Agricultural Policy. LICOS Discussion Paper Series. (286).

Daugbjerg, Carsten (1998) Explaining Policy Outcomes: Integrating the Policy Network 
Approach with Macro-Level and Micro-Level Analysis. In Marsh, David (ed.) Comparing 
Policy Networks. Buckingham: Open University Press.

Daugbjerg, Carsten (1999) Reforming the CAP: Policy Networks and Broader Institutional 
Structures. Journal of Common Market Studies. 37 (3). pp. 407–428.

De Nooy, Wouter (2003) Fields and Networks: Correspondence Analysis and Social Net-
work Analysis in the Framework of Field Theory. Poetics. (31). pp. 305–327.



T-2015/6

 Social Network Analysis in the European Parliament 23

Fertő, Imre and Kovács, Attila (2014) Analysis of the European Parliamentary Amendments 
to the Legislative Proposals of the 2013 CAP Reform. Brussels: Centre for European 
Policy Studies.

Greer, Alan and Hind, Thomas (2012) Inter-Institutional Decision-Making: the Case of the 
Common Agricultural Policy. Politics and Society. 31 (4). pp. 331–341.

Kardasheva, Raya (2009) The Power to Delay: The European Parliament’s Influence in the 
Consultation Procedure. Journal of Common Market Studies. 47 (2). pp. 385–409.

Knoke, David (1990) Political Networks: The Structural Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.

Kreppel, Amie (1999) What Affects the European Parliament’s Legislative Influence? An 
Analysis of the Success of EP Amendments. Journal of Common Market Studies. 37 
(3). pp. 521–538.

Kreppel, Amie (2002) Moving Beyond Procedure. An Empirical Analysis of European 
Parliament Legislative Influence. Comparative Political Studies. 35 (7).pp. 784–813.

Lucic, Sonja (2004) The Power of the European Parliament in Cooperation Legislative 
Procedure. UDK. (56). pp. 1–23.

Mérand, Frédéric, Hofmann, Stéphanie and Irondelle, Bastien (2011) Governance and State 
Power: A Network Analysis of European Security. Journal of Common Market Studies. 
49 (1). pp. 121–147.

Moschitz, Heidrun, Stolze, Matthias (2009). Organic Farming Policy Networks in Europe: 
Context, Actors and Variation. Food Policy. (34). pp. 258–264.

Pappi, Franz U. and Henning, Christian H. C. A. (1999) The Organization of Influence on the 
EC’s Common Agricultural Policy: A Network Approach. European Journal of Political 
Research. 36 (2). p. 257.

Patz, Ronny (2011 a) Open Data Activism, Political Science and Network Visualisation of EU 
Expert Groups. [Online] Available: http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2011/07/27/open-
data-activism-political-science-and-network-visualisation-of-eu-expert-groups/. 
[Accessed: 1 June 2015].

Patz, Ronny (2011 b) Making Use of Open Data: EP Intergroups and the Network of UK 
MEPs. [Online] Available: http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2011/10/25/making-use-
of-opendata-ep-intergroups-and-the-network-of-uk-meps/. [Accessed: 1 June 2015].

Patz, Ronny (2012) The Structure of EU Politics: Story-Telling about European Parliament 
Committees. [Online] Available: http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2012/10/21/the-
structure-of-eu-politics-story-telling-about-european-parliament-committees/. 
[Accessed: 1 June 2015].

Patz, Ronny (2013) Information Flows in the Context of EU Policy-Making Affiliation 
Networks and the Post-2012 Reform of the EU’s Common Fisheries Policy. PhD 
Dissertation. Potsdam: University of Potsdam.

Peterson, John (2004) Policy Networks. In Wiener, Antje and Diez, Thomas (eds.) European 
Integration Theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Rhodes, Rod A. W. (1988) Inter-Organisational Networks and the “Problem” of Control in 
the Policy Process: a Critique of “New Institutionalism”. West European Politics. 11 (2). 
pp. 119–130.

Roederer-Rynning, Christilla and Schimmelfennig, Frank (2012) Bringing Codecision to 
Agriculture: a Hard Case of Parliamentarization. Journal of European Public Policy.

Selck, Torsten J. and Steunenberg, Bernard (2004) Between Power and Luck. “The Europe-
an Parliament in the EU Legislative Process”. European Union Politics. 5 (1). pp. 25–46.

http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2011/07/27/open-data-activism-political-science-and-network-visualisation-of-eu-expert-groups/
http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2011/07/27/open-data-activism-political-science-and-network-visualisation-of-eu-expert-groups/
http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2011/10/25/making-use-of-opendata-ep-intergroups-and-the-network-of-uk-meps/
http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2011/10/25/making-use-of-opendata-ep-intergroups-and-the-network-of-uk-meps/
http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2012/10/21/the-structure-of-eu-politics-story-telling-about-european-parliament-committees/
http://polscieu.ideasoneurope.eu/2012/10/21/the-structure-of-eu-politics-story-telling-about-european-parliament-committees/


TANULMÁNYOK

24 Attila Kovács

S T U D I E S

Shackleton, Michael (1999) The Politics of Codecision. Paper presented at the ECSA Sixth 
Biennial Conference, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Steunenberg, Bernard (1994) Decision Making Under Different Institutional Arrangements: 
Legislation by the European Community. Journal of Institutional and Theoretical 
Economics. 150 (4). pp. 642–669.

Swinnen, Johan F. M. and Knops, Louise (2012) CAP Reform: Will the European Parliament 
Take the Bull by the Horns? CEPS Commentaries.

Tsebelis, George and Kalandrakis, Anastassios (1999) The European Parliament and 
Environmental Legislation: The Case of Chemicals. European Journal of Political 
Research. 36 (1). pp. 119–154.

Tsebelis, George, Jensen, Christian B., Kalandrakis, Anastassios and Kreppel, Amie (2001) 
Legislative Procedures in the European Union: An Empirical Analysis. British Journal of 
Political Science. (31). pp. 573–599.

Yordanova, Nikoleta (2009) Legislative Power of the European Parliament Committees: 
Plenary Adoption of Committee Reports. Paper prepared for the 11th Biannual 
Conference of the European Union Studies Association. Los Angeles, California, 23–25 
April 2009.

VoteWatch (2014) Voting in the 2009–2014 European Parliament: How Do MEPs Vote after 
Lisbon? Votewatch. Third Report.

Wassermann, Stanley, Faust, Katherine (1994) Social Network Analysis: Methods and 
Applications. New York: Cambridge University Press.


