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Jak hlasovat, kdyz jste MEP

o Aklamacni hlasovani
e Elektronicke hlasovani
* Jmenovite hlasovani

* https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=lcCQSsC90gg



RCV - roll call votes

e |5— 33 % celkoveho objemu hlasovani

N o N oNs /

dulezité otazky (Gabel a Carruba)

* Jedine co jde zkoumat!?



Zakotveni

o Clanek 167 (RoP 2014) : Jmenovité
hlasovani

* |I. Kromé pripadu stanovenych v cl. 106
odst. 5, ¢l. 107 odst. 5 a clanku 166 se
hlasuje jmenovite, pozada-li o to pisemne
nejméné Ctyricet poslancu nebo politicka
skupina vecer prede dnem hlasovani,
pokud predseda nestanovi jinou lhutu.



Motivace

e RCV jako strategicky nastroj

» Signalizace postoje vuci jinym aktérum
» Nastroj odkryti pozic ostatnich aktéru
* Demonstrace jednoty

o Zastraseni

* a dalsi
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skupiny




1989,
cervenec

1987, cerven
1991, Unor

1984, cerven

1992, unor

1993, fijen

1994, cerven

1995, Unor
1998, unor
1996,
listopad
1998, unor

Prvni omezeni

pokud neni prukazné sednuti/
stoupnuti; na navrh 23
poslancl nebo politické

skupiny - psanou formou

na navrh
23
poslancl
nebo
politické
skupiny -
psanou
formou

na navrh
26
poslancl
nebo
politické
skupiny -
psanou
formou

na navrh 29 poslanct nebo
politické skupiny - psanou
formou
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Dalsi zprisnéni ohlasovaci povinnosti Zavedeni automaticky u legislativnich aktu

na navrh na navrh

politické politické

skupiny nebo
32 poslanci -
psanou
formou vecer
pfed
hlasovanim,
pokud

predseda
nestanovi jiny
termin

na navrh politické
skupiny nebo 37
poslanci - psanou
formou vecer pred
hlasovanim, pokud

predseda
nestanovi jiny
termin

skupiny nebo
40 poslancl -
psanou
formou vecer
pred
hlasovanim,
pokud
predseda
nestanovi jiny
termin

na navrh politické skupiny nebo 40 poslanct - psanou
formou vecer pred hlasovanim, pokud predseda
nestanovi jiny termin, hlasovani probéhne elektronicky;
pfi hlasovani o navrhu legislativniho aktu, at uZ jde o
jediné nebo konecné hlasovani, Parlament uplatni
jmenovité hlasovani za pouziti elektronického
hlasovaciho zatizeni




Kvantitativni analyza

e Dve zakladni kategorie proménnych

> Nominalni
o Ordinalni

> (Skalové)
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e HmM?



voteWWatch.eu |l

» Political line of a European political group

* We have defined the political line of either a
European political group or a national party
delegation as the position adopted by the plurality of
MEPs within that Group or Delegation. Example: if 40
MEPs from the ALDE group voted "FOR", 25 MEPs
voted "AGAINST" and other 27 MEPs voted
'ABSTENTION, the political line of ALDE to this vote
was "FOR". In cases where an equal number of MEPs
vote "FOR" and "AGAINST" in a European political
group, the conclusion is that "there is no political line"
and the statistics for the MEPs in the European
political groups and the national party delegations are
shown accordingly.
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* 'Loyal'/'rebel

* An MEP is considered 'loyal’ to his/her European political
group or national party delegation if his/her voting option is
identical to the political line of the political group or party
delegation, respectively. Example: if PMoscovici votes "FOR"
and the political line of S&D to that vote is also "FOR", then
he is loyal to his political group. On the contrary, if he had
voted "AGAINST" or "ABSTENTION", he is considered as
'rebel'. The use of the terms 'loyal' and 'rebel' does not imply
a value judgment as to whether MEPs were 'right' or 'wrong'
to vote they way they did; the terminology is merely
designed to help you understand how MEPs behave.

¢ Members who attended less than 100 votes (for instance
because they left the Parliament shortly after being elected)
are not included in the loyal/rebel scores.
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 Cohesion of a European political group

» 'Cohesion' refers to how united a European political group is
in voting situations. This feature can be defined in various
ways, but we have here calculated cohesion of the European
political groups in two steps: at each vote, we establish an
‘Agreement Index' for each European political group
according to the Hix-Noury-Roland formula:
Ai=(max(Y,N,A)-(0.5((Y+N+A)-max(Y,N,A))))/(Y+N+A),
whereY = number of votes "FOR", N = number of votes
"AGAINST", and A = number of "ABSTENTIONS". Then, the
cohesion rate of a European political group is determined by
the arithmetical average of the scores of the Agreement
Index.We provide results regarding both the overall cohesion
rates and by various policy areas. In the latter case the
cohesion rate is being calculated only in relation to the votes
cast in that specific policy area.



RCV a jejich pouziti

e Kdy, kde, jak a proc!?

* Gabel a Carrubba —jen 15 %

e Theim—25%

e Hix — tretina

* Westlake — neexistuje presne vyjadreni,
jen odhad



Pomeér RCV

TARBLE 2 Responsible Commitiee by All Voles and RCVs (Final Voles and

Amendmenits)
All All All
Commitice non-RCVs RCVs votes
Agnculture and Rural Development 147 65 212
Row percentage 69 37 -
Column percentage 6 6 5
Budgetury Control 53 42 95
Row percentage 56 33 -
Column percentage 2 3 2
Budgets 361 74 435
Row percentage 85 i7 -
Column percentage 12 7 i
Citizens’ Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home
Affairs 359 174 533
Row percentage 67 33 -
Column percentage 12 i6 i3
Padiament’s delegation to the Conciliation Committec 10 1 11
Row percentage 91 9 -
Column percentage < <1 <1



Conference of Presidents
Row percentage
Column percentage
Constitutional A ffairs
Row percentage
Column percentape
Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport
Row percentage
Column percentage

Development and Cooperation
Row percentage
Column percentage

Economic and Monctary Affairs
Row percentage
Column percentage

Employment and Social Affairs
Row percentage
Column percentage

Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy
Row percentage
Column percentage
Fishecnes
Row percentage
Column percentage
Forcign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Sccurity
and Defence Policy
Row percentage
Column percentage

<1
n

767



Industry, Extermal Trade, Rescarch and Encrgy 295 63 358

Row percentage 82 I8 -
Column percentage 10 6 9
Legal Affairs and the Intornal Market 148 38 186
Row percentage 80 20 -
Column percentage 5 E 5
Regional Policy, Transport and Tounsm 150 26 176
Row percentape 85 15 -
Column percentage 5 2 B
Women's Rights and Equal Opportunitics 50 0 50
Row percentage 100 0 -
Column percentage 2 0 ]
Total 2948 1,085 4033

Notes: Row percentage is calculated as the percentage in that category from that committec.
Column percentage is calculated as the peroentage from that committee (not) roll-call voled.
= 1L147.5 (p<<0.001).



TABLE 3 Percentage and Number of Voles and RCVS by Type of Motion

Type of motion All non-RCVs All RCVs All votes
Legislation 2,232 173 2,405
Row percentage 0.93 0.07 -
Column percentage 0.66 0.13 0.52
Resolutions 1,139 1,124 2,263
Row percentage 0.50 0.50 -
Column percentage 034 0.87 0.48
Total 3371 1,297 4,668

Notes: Row percentage is calculated as the porcentage in that category that arce of that type
of proposal. Column percentageis calculated as the percentage of that type of proposal (not)
roll-called. y* = 756.3 (p << 0.001).



TABLE 4 Percentage and Number of Voles and RCVs by Type of Legisiative Vote

Type of motion All non-RCVs All RCVs All volcs
Consultation 985S 103 1,088
Row percentage 97 9 -

Column percentage 34 58 36
Asscnt 15 1 16
Row percentape 9y 6 -

Column percentage i ] i
Codecision | 606 65 671
Row percentage o0 10 -
Column percentage 21 37 22
Codecision 11 616 3 619
Row percentage 99 ] -
Column percentape 21 2 20
Codecision I 10 1 I
Row percentage 91 9 -
Column percentage <1 ] <]
Codecision II, 111, and Asscent 641 5 646
Row percentage 99 ] -
Column percentage 22 3 27
Total 2,873 178 3,051

Notes: Row percentage is calculated as the porcentage in that category that are of that type
of proposal. Column peroentage is calculated as the percentage of that type of proposal (not)
roll-called. y* = 88.57 (p << 0.001).

Carrubba, C. a kol (2006): Off the Record: Unrecorded Legislative Votes, Selection Bias and Roll-Call Vote Analysis



Hlasovaci oblak

Czech Republic, 1998-2002 (Parliamentary/Minority G;\'ernment)
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FIGURE 1B

MEDP Ideal Points in the Second
European Parliament (1984-1989)

FIGURE ID MEP Ideal Points in the Fourth
European Parliament (1994-1999)
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FIGURE Ic MEP Ideal Points in the Third
European Parliament (1989-1994)
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FIGURE 1E MEP Ideal Points in the Fifth
European Parliament (1999-2001)
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a. Fifth European Parliament
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b. Sixth European Parliament
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Stranicka koheze
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Fig. 1. Internal ideological diversity and national fragmentation of the two main party groups

Hix a kol (2005) :Power to the Parties: Cohesion and Competition in the European Parliament, 1979-200|



Vypocet koheze |

e Stuart A. Rice

° Je jedno jestli skupina pro navrh ze 70 nebo
30 % = koheze je 40

° Proc?

o Vzorec!

> |Ano - Ne| = stupen koheze



Vypocet koheze |

Index of Cohesion = Index of Agreement

_ highest modahity — sum of the other two modalities

1A , o
total number of votes

LY

Attina

~ max [ Y, Ni. Af) — 3[(Y:+ N+ A)) — max | Y., Ni, A}

Al =
{ Y.' + .‘V,' . ."‘.')

Hix



Loayalita

» Na zakladé RCV také muze byt spocitana
loayalita daného poslance, skupiny, k jine
skupine ci celemu EP

e Jinymi slovy — na kolik se jejich hlasovani
shoduje



Vypocet dominantniho sméru
skupiny

e Arbitralne zvolena uroven

o Definuji si, co povazuji za dominantni pocet
hlasu z celku (kdy mohu tedy konstatovat, ze
tento nazor je nazor skupiny jako celku)

o Definuji si podminky vylouceni z vyzkumu

° Srovnanim s referencni skupinou posléze
dojdu k zaveru zda hlasuji stejne ci nikoliv



