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Foreword

A recent survey carried out for the European Parliament found that British voters were
among the least likely in the EU to vote in the forthcoming European elections, and

most likelytoexpess a | ack of knowl edge about the
British voters also showed the lowest levels of recall of media coverage of the
European Parliamentodos activities.

In light of these findings, this report is intended as a guide for anyonewititerest

in the forthcoming European elections, whether as a voter, a candidate, a canvasser, a
journalist or a student. It is hoped that the report will make some small contribution to
bridging the gap between the issues which our MEPs debate withigutopean
Parliament and the issues which dominate European election campaigns in the media
and 6on the ground?©d.

In no sense does this report seek to influence how people will vote in the election on 4
June. The core messages of this report are twoalstly, Democratic Audit wishes

to encourage all registered EU voters resident in the UK to exercise their right to cast
a ballot. Secondly, in light of the purpose of these eleciiowsich is to select UK
representatives to sit in the European Parliatrneve would urge voters to consider
which of the many political parties on the ballot best represents their own views on
the challenges facing the European Union in the earhc@dtury.

Simon Burall
Chair, Democratic Audit Board of Trustees
May 2009



What are European elections for?
ExecutiveSummary

A democratic paradox?

British voters have rarely shown much enthusiasm for European elections. In the first five
sets of European elections, held from 19B99, turnout in the UK was firmly at the
bottom of the European Union (EU) league table. In autumn 2008, 79 per cent of British
citizens polled by Eurostat said that they would be unlikely to vote this time around.

Since the Eurostat research was carried out, UK domestic political debate hat shifte
quite radically in light of the accusations of British MPs abusing the system of
parliamentary expenses. The potentimplications of these events for the out@of the

June 2009 elections haveeen widely debated, including the possibility that semall
parties could gain significantly from any loss of support for the main three UK political
parties.

Thi s course of events points to a possible
domestic politics prompts greater than usual voter interest in 0f%ER@ropean elections

the potential message being sent from UK voters to EU deas@ears could prove

highly misleadingat best This report therefore poses a
European elections for?6

The democratic deficit

In seeking to anser this question, the report highlights the continued existence of a
democratic deficit in the EU, despite the progressive strengthening of the European
Parliamentds role in relation to other EU i
signs of wdening as a result of the disjuncture between European and domestic politics,

because:

e The issues on which European political parties, sitting MEPs and candidates are
seeking a mandate are rarely those which dominate media and public discussion
of the eéctions within the UK;

e Low turnouts and low levels of interest in the European elections in the UK serve
to further disconnect British voters from the MEPs who represent them in the
European Parliament.

Small parties may gain

Since the introduction of pportional representation (PR) for European elections in the
UK in 1999, overall levels of support for the largest two parties have been squeezed.
Smaller parties have gained seats, and have proliferated on ballot papers. Im20Q9,

UK voters will be ofered a choice of up to 15 parties, as well aspeddents

With voters possibly considering wider voting options than at previous European
elections, the report examines the possible electoral outcomes based on five alternative
scenarios of changes woting share in the English regions. These hypothetical
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scenarios almost all of which assume that voters could defect from the main parties in
large numbers and that support for UKIP may fall compared to 28Bduld these
assumptions applyhese priections indicate that:

e Among the small parties standing, UKIP, the Green Party and the British National
Party(BNP) have a realistic chance of winning seats in the European Parliament;

e Under three of the five different scenarios for which we have pegjemtitcomes,
the Greens would gain up to four additional MEPs, and retain their two existing
seats;

e Under four of the five different scenarios, the BNP would gain at least one seat in
the European Parliament. Under one scenario, there would be BNP cesdidat
returned in up to five separate English regions.

The prospects for the BNP

The possibility of the BNP securing its first seats in the European Parliament has been the
most dominant issue in UK media coverage of the elections. In light of these ihiesuss

the report suggests that:

¢ While the BNP havea sufficient base in 5 or even 6 regions to make a realistic
challengefor seats their core clusters of support dissékae English regional
boundaries on which the European constituency boundarieased;b

e As with other small parties, levels of support for the BNP are likely to be under
estimated by recent opinion polls;

e Estimated regional thresholds which the BNP will need to reach to secure an MEP
do not sufficiently account for the possible colled support for larger parties;

e Regional variations in the impact of the recession on manufacturing employment
could be the crucial factor in determining levels of support for the BNP.

Small parties in Europe

The report also summarises the financial veses available to MEPs and considers the
possible options for smal | UK parties seeki
across the EU. Smaller parties which are in a position to join forces with broadly similar

political parties elected in othetJEmember states and establish an official political group

in the European Parliament can leverage further resources and potentially make an
important impact in the Parliament.

“@ ‘@r’ Democratic Audit

N Eleanor Rathbone Building
‘W Bedford Street South
Liverpool
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Introduction

From 47 June 2009, fojust the seventh time in historglectors across the European
Union will vote for their representatives in the European Parliament. Voters in the UK
will be among the firsin Europeto have the opportunity to cast ballots, with polling
stations opening oihursday 4June at 7am (Britiststandard Time)Scenes of UK
voters queuing to cast ballots are, of course, unlikely. Likewise, among those who do
voteon 4 June, only a tiny minorityill spendthe evening of Sunday Junewaiting

up for the first results from the UK amther EU membe states

Direct elections to the European Parliament wigst introduced in 1979n the nine
member statesf the European Ecammic Community (EEG)and have sincéaken

place every five yearsn a fixed electoral cycld. t I's clear tahat t ode
Union has a far greater bearing on the lives of Europeans than its predecessor twenty
years agoln the late 1970¢he EECwasdominated by questions associated with the
removal of tarff and trading barrierand the operation of a commoagricultural

policy among its nine member statesince that time, the organisatibasevolved

into the 27member European Unipmwith significant functions inareas such as
global trade negotiations, environmental regulation, consumer protection, regional
development and labour market policy,nd with acommon currency and central
bankoperatingacross 16 of it#lember states

Despite the growing importance of the Elbhwever, it isvirtually certainthat the

average turnout i n thi siongaih pravesto lkiedowwer p e an P &
than in 1979. Meanwhile, public understanding of the role of the European Parliament

remains poor, particularly in the UKiven this contet, the purpose of thibriefing

paperis to:

e explain theformalrole of European Pariment electione nd t he Par | i ame
role in relation to other EU institutions;

e highlight some of the problems of democratic accountability raised by
European Parliament elections;

e identify the key campaign issues, distinguishing between formalekl
delates and the issues which are most dominant in media and public
discussions of the elections in the UK;

e explain the electoral system used for the elections in the UK and consider the
likely outcomes of the elections in the UK, including turnout, votingeshad
party representation in the European Parliament;

e assess the prospects for smaller parties, including the likelihood of the British
National Party being returned to the European Parliament for the first time.



What are these elections for?

In simpke terms, these electiopgovide voters across the European Union with an
opportunity to return representatives to the European Parliament. The European
Parliament is one of the four main EU institutions, alongside the Commission, the
Court of Justice anthe Council of Ministers, and the only one which is directly
elected. h total the UK will return 72 representatives to the European Parliament in
2009 with elections being organisee a regional basis

However, onfusion among voters about the purpaseelections to the European
Parliament and about their likely consequences woulthtwee thanunderstandable.
Elections to the European Parliameae electiondike no other as the following
aspects ofhis imminent exercise iBU parliamentary demoary illustrate

e Voting will take place from the-Z June2009acr oss t he EUOGS
states using multiple different forms of proportional representdimmtuding
the use ofwo different varieties within the UK)

e In what is described by the EU detlargest transational election in history
atotal of 736 MEPs will be electedly around 375 million voter® a single
parliamentin which 23 different languages are spoken

e This single Parliamenis, in fact, located in two different placedolding
committee sessions Brusselsput decamng for one week in every month to
hold plenary meetings in Strasbourg.

e Virtually all MEPs will be elected to represent voters on the basis of national
party tickets, butwill be recognised within the European rRament as
membes of formal, transnational European Political Partiddost MEPs will
alsojoin distinct political groupings within the European Parliaméntyhich
political parties cooperate within more flexilealitions.

There is also widesprdaconfusion among voters about the powers of the European
Parliament and its relationship to the other organs of the European Ulrtien.
European Parliament was historically weak compared to other EU institutiods,
does not operate as a legislature adigiments are conventionally expected to do in
national parliamentary democraci€airopean legislatioin which is implemented in

all member statek is normally proposed by thenelectedEuropean Commissioor

the Council of Ministersnot the ParliamenMoreover, ot all legislation requires the
approval of the European Parliament.

However, the European Parliamdras been strengthened as a result of a number of
reforms over the past decadédiere has been an increasing role for the Parliament in
pasing legislation in conjunction with the intergovernmental Council of Ministers,
through the calecision procedurelhe key role for the Parliament is to scrutinise
legislationproposed by the Council of Ministers or the Commissi@nits specialist
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commitees, which subsequently propose amendments on which the Parliament as a
whole votes.The $ecialist ommitteescan wield significant influence in their
respectiveareasand t has been estimated that the dynamics of coalition building via

party groups wlhin the parliamentenable around 50 per cent of amendments
proposed by the Parliament to become.l&mv addition, he Parliamentvotes on

whet her to accept the EUO6s budget and has
President and members of tGemmission, as proposedly the Council of Ministers.

If the European parliament is elected why do people talk about there
being a 6democratic deficito I

The preci se na towatiedefigitfis nMudhelebddd.@ essehce of the
problem however,is that the growing role of the EU across a wide range of policy
areas has meant a decline in the influence an@ mumber ofpolicy areasthe
sovereignty, of national parliaments. Although the European Parliament has grown in
influence and statet particularly following the introduction of direct elections in
1979, the key shift of power is towards the &®&xecutive organs, the Council of
Ministers and the Commission. AsdreasFollesdal andSimonHix point out this
creates a situation in wthhicthere is no iderfiable electoral process whiafirectly
determireseitherthe political leadership of the EU thetrajectory of the EU policy
agendd. In essencethe mechanisms for grantingemocratic mandats and for
ensuring democratic accountabity fall between two stools Separate national
elections taking place at different points in time in each member state, ultimately
determine the composition of the Council of Ministebsit tend not to engage
significantly with EU policy issues. Yetthe E U étrensEuropean elections return
MEPsto a parliament with limited legislative powers, on the back of largely national
policy debates

(é) the processes of electing national ¢
European Parliament are not contesbout the content or direction of EU

policy. National elections are about domestic political issues, where the policies

of different parties on issues on the EU agenda are rarely debated. Sitmiganly

European Parliament elections are not in fact about &y e |, but- are 0sc¢
order national contestsé. They are fough
of national governments, with lower turnout than national elections, and hence

won by opposition and protest parties. At no point, then, do voters have t

opportunity to choose between rival candidates for executive office at the
European level, or to choose between rival policy agendas for EU action, or to

throw out elected representatives for their policy positions or actions at the EU

level?

! Andreas Follesdal and Simon Hix (2006) ‘Why There is a Democratic Deficit in the EU: ArRespo
to Majone and MoravcsikJournal of Common Market Studjégl (3), pp.533-562.
2 Follesdal andHix (2006), p.536.



In shot, it is hard for those voting in European parliamentary electionassess
preciselywhat difference their vote can make to the functioning of the Atbough

the EU comprises a significant, and growing, source of law in each member state,
national poliics tends to be the principal influence on voting behaviGhanges in

the composition of the European Parliament do not lead clearly to changes in the
conduct of the European Union; and the manner in which the Parliament reaches
decisions remains compdend opaqueThis tendencyossibly makeshe registering

of a protest vote or supporting a party with a clear, single objective such as
withdrawal more tempting.

What are the key issues at these electioasid what role does party
politics play in a transEuropean parliament?

If the discussion of European policy issues appears to be largely invisible in European
Parliament election campaigns, it is not because such issues are ahsdfiiropean

Par | i aumremcandpaign to promote participatiom the elections highlights ten

key areas of policy debate in the Eldcluding energy policy, the regulation of
financial marketsterrorism andsecurityissuesandsecuring an appropriateork-life
balance® A recent EUwide survey commissioned by Eurobareter undeihes the
importance of many ofthese issues to voters across Europe, with concerns about
economic andecurityissues ranking as priorities for voters across thé EU.

There is also a strong p&turopean basis to party politics in the EU. Ho#vities of
political parties are increasingly coordinated on an-vidde basis, both during
election campaigns and within the European Parliament its¥litually all MEPs

will be elected as representatives of a major political party within their r@tion

state (e.g. the British Labour Party, the German Christian Democratic Union).
However, most MEPs will also be members of European Political Parties, constituted
as transnational groupings of O&6sistero

par

centreleft Party of European Socialists or the cemtre g h t European Peopl

In turn, these European political parties, which receive direct funding from the
European Parliament for their work, may also be constituted as, or participate in,
loose groupings within the European Parliament. These groupings, which embrace all
but around 30 MEPs, act as broad coalitions and may include MEPs from different
European political parties, naaligned national parties and independents.

See the European Parliamentods website:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/elections2009/default.htm?language=EN&window_mode=5
* Eurobarometer (2009) The 2009 European Elections Report:
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opiniarchives/ebs/ebs 299 en.pdf

® Simon Hix, Abdul Noury and Gerard Roland (20@®mocratic Politics in the European
Parliament Cambridge University Press.
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It is also clear tht the positions taken by thprincipal European political
partiesgroupingsdo offer contrasting policy programmés electorsin response to

the issues which parties and electors seem to agree represent the major challenges for
the EU. Indeed, the positons taken in the respective party manifestos for the
European Parliament elections in the Eppear toffer a far starker choice between
competing political antleologicalperspectives than UK parliamentary electidfax.
instance,the UK Labour Party lsadopted thgpanEU manifesto of the Party of

Eur opean FeoptfiratlAinentdsectiondfor Europe  whi ch st at es:

The voters of Europe face a fundamental political choice in these European
elections.( €é) It I's a choi aproglessivevEgrepe inour Vi
which citizens,Member statesnd institutions work together to address the

issues ofyreatest concern to the people of Europe; or a conservative Europe in
whichthe future of our countries and people is left in the hands of theetfar

By contrast, the UK Conservhei ConParvgdsyv
promisetol eave t he European Peopledbds -rithgrty and
nonf eder al i st group in the EuropeannUParliam

his foreword to the manifest@avid Camerortlaims

Our new group will be pioneers of a different vision for Eurdpe Europe
whose diverse nations work very closely together; a Europe whose
governments take their direction from their electorates ratfan Brussels; a
Europe that isn the hands of its people, netureaucratic and political elife.

Beyond the main parties, the stance towards European integration tends to be more
radical. In the absence of a comniearopean Green Partganifestothe UK Green
Party puts forward the following vision for the EU in its manifesto:

Our vision for Europe seeks to replace the unsustainable economics of free
trade and growth with the alternative of local geliance. We want to foster
co-operation on isss of common interest, not establish international
institutions for their own sake. Accordingly we are critical of many of the
objectives built into the EU treaties, of the EU institutions and how they work,
and of many particular EU policies. We believamm things done and decided

in Europe might better be done by member states or by regions or loéalities.

® Party of European Socialists (200®ople First: A New Direction for EuropPES Manifesto:

European Elections June 2009, phitp://www.pes.org/downloads/PES_manifesto 2808pdf

" The Conservative Party (2009pte for Change: European Election Manifegic:
http://www.conservatives.com/Policy/European_Election Manifesto.aspx

® The Green Party (2009) 6itds the economy, stupidod,
Parliament election2009, p10: http://www.greenparty.org.uk/assets/files/EU_Manifesto _2009.pdf
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Despite this (democratically) healthy range of perspectives on European integration,
the European elections in the U&Selsewhere in the EU, willat befought primarily

with referenceto these contrasting visions for the future of the. B@ither will the
campaign focus significantly on the issugbich MEPs will ultimately spend their

time debatingin the European Parliament.This does not rendethe European
dimension of the campaigmtirelyirrelevant however A number of fringe parties in

the UK and elsewhere will focus their campaigns on outright opposition to the EU.
The potential for such parties to mobilise a significant proportion ofysteould not

be underestimatedror instance,fe Dani sh Peopleds Movement
been represented in the European Parliament since direct elections began in 1979.
Moreover, antEU representation in the European Parliament reached an hstakic
following the 2004 European Parliament elections, when over 60 MEPSs representing a
variety of Euresceptic parties were returned across the continent. The bulk of these
MEPs now sit with one of the two afflU groupings within the Parliament: the
Union for Europe of the Nations Group, which currently has 44 MEPs, or the
Independence/Democracy Group, with 22 MEPSs.

Wit hin the UsXcepstuicchd afseeaachednaepeainsthe 2004

European electiongn 2004,s upport for tamiEUDwWp ahpUK B pal

Independence PartWKIP) and the British National Party (BNRAmounted t&®1 per

cent of the votes cast nationallwith UKIP winning 12 seats in the European
ParliamentMoreover, since 20Q4he number of parties standing in ¢#ections to

the European Parliament on a specifically -&li or preEU ticket has proliferated

partly due to the splintering dfJKIP. As a result, sters inGreater Londomwill be
presented with a ballot paper offering a clkoietween 15 partiesnethird of which

are constituted specifically on the basis of their stance towards European integration.

Thus, voterswill be able for one offour Eurosceptic parties U K1 P, oUnited
KingdoméHrio sDbé@émocr aoyNodEWb.erYas . BaotedDde mocr ac

strongly preEuropeanparty (6 Ye s 2 ). BMost wvopees Gn the UK will be
presented with a similar range of options, although the range of parties standing in
Scotland, Wales and Northern Irelanth particular,is more restrictedOutside
London, moreover there is no overtly prcU small party to countebalance the
range of antEU parties on the ballot.

Despite theapparentdepth of Euresceptic sentiment in Britain,olvever, he two

issues which have dominated the campaign to date are cleddynestic political

issues. The first, which became the dominant theme in media coverage of the
elections during late April and early Mayg the issue oWwhether he BNPcould gain
representation in the European Parliam@stearly as 24 March, the Yorksh Post
reported views expressed by Rother ham MP
party winning its first (European) parliamentary seat is very real as it taps into
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frustration with other par PWringintheNewt he r ec
Statesman (20 April 2009), Matthew Goodwin and Robert Ford swegtjestthere is

abgood chanceb6 that the BNP wil| secure a |
in June®® Similarly, in an article in The Guardian on the 29 April, the Labour MP

Peter Hain warnedtha&tunl ess t he rest of wus get our ac
party could easily win three seatand quite possibly six or moran June'sEuropean

election$ ™!

The second issue, which has domindté&dmeda attentiorsince arly May, has been

the furore over MPs expenses. The fallout from these revelations has resulted in
widespread speculatiothat public outrage over the revelations will prompt a

significant loss of support for Labour and, to a lesser extent, the Congesyatti the

European Parliament electiotfsMeanwhile some political parties such as the Green

Party, have sought to underline their credentads candidates in the European
electionsrepresenting paswhich have not been tarnished by the expensewlata

This position has abbeen taken by the BNP, with the BBC reporting on 11 May that

the party leader Nk Griffin was predicting thabr evel ati ons about t h
West minster politicians would win his par!H
Concerns that a desire among British electors to register a protest vote may increase
support for the BNP has resulted in the unprecedented intervention of senior figures in

the Church of England to discourage supporting theidét party*

How much public interest is their likely to be?

Based on past trendsjrnout is likely to be around 45 per ceatross the EU as a
whole, but with significant variations between member stéseg figure 1)Turnout

is typically around 90 per cent in Belgium, whecompulsory voting is in forceand
around 75 per cent in Italffrior to 2004UK turnouts were always the lowest among
all member states, and were typically between one half andhivds of the EU
average as figure 2 highlightsExpansion of the EUirskce 2000 has raised the UK
from bottom place largely by virtue aimnouts ofunder 30 per cent being recorded in
a number of accession countries in Eastern Eufepe figure L As a result, the gap
between turnout in the UK and the average turnoutllinEel Members States
narrowed significantly in 2004.

°Jonat han Reed (2009) O6BNP could win s¥Yokshse i n Eur op
Post, 24 March 200%ttp://www.yorkshirepost.co.uk/news/BNf®uld-win-seatin.5101090.jp

“Matthew Goodwin and Robert FoNed Stateso20Aprilé The BNPds
2009, http://www.newstatesman.com/europe/2009/04/bampearparty british

“"pPeter Hain (2009) 6We need t-ond@Guaranyz®Amind t ackl|l e E
2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/apr/29/bumpearelectionspeterhain

“Russell Jenkins (20d0W)d 6pAngrerv otveerrs eixmptem saersms of t
The Times, 18 May 2008itp://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/politics/article6307048.ece

13BBC News (2009BNP Rejects Chuoh boycott call http:/news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8066000.stm
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Figure 1: Turnout in 2004 European elections, by
Member State
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Source: EurActiv.com (2009p Eur opean Parl i ament El ections

http://www. euractiv.com/en/elections/europeaiparliament-elections2004results/article-117482
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Figure 2: Turnout in European Parliament elections,
1979-2004
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Source A. Mellows-Facer, R. Cracknell and J. Yonwin (20@)ropean Parliament Elections 2004
House of Commons Research Paper 04/50, 23 June, p.12.

An EU-wide opnion poll of voters commissioned by Eurostat in October 2008
reinforced this evidence of significant variations between member states in the level
of popular interest in European Parliament elections. The polling data also highlight
the extent to which UKvoters are disengaged from the electoral process associated
with the European Parliament, compared to their European counterparts. As table 1
shows, only 34 per cent of British respondents described themselves as having an
interest in the forthcoming Eupean elections, just 21 per cent said they would
definitely vote and a mere 14 per cent were aware that the elections were taking place
2009, all among the lowest in the EU. This relative indifference to the forthcoming
elections also reflected a wider tiemcy of UK voters to express low levels of
knowledge of the &ropeanParliamenbs acti vities and |l ow | eve
coverage relating to thParliament. Notably, this low level of interest appears to be
reinforced by a particularly negative wieof the EiropeanParliament with UK
respondents being the least likely among 27 EU member states to take a positive view
of the European Parliament (17 per cent), describe it as important (52 per cent), or
describe it as democratic (44 per cent).

Thes opinion poll data and past experience of European elections in the UK would
suggest at first sight that a turnout in the UK much in excess of one third of registered
voters is unlikely. The 2004 European elections recorded the highest ever turnout in
the UK (38 per cent), but levels of participation were boosted by trials qfostal

voting in four English regions. However, current domestic political circumstances in
the UK may well give rise to increased interest in the 4 June elections, particularly i
large numbers of voters are minded to respond to recent esemsunding
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parliamentary expensds/ registering a protest vote for a small party. The fact that

the European elections will also be combined with elections to local councils in most
nonmetopolitan areas dEngland, in which turnouts o832 per cent are typical, is

also likely to boost participation, if only marginally. Under these circumstances, a

turnouti n 't he UKGOs Eur op40perceatlseemdlikelyns of ar oun

Table 1: Attitudes towards the European Parliam@&mR)in October2008-
percentage of survey respondents o €

EU-average UK UK rank Highest
(%) respondents (out of 27)  ranked (%)
(%)

Consider themselves well informe 23 19 27" = 44

about theE P &divities (Lux.)

Have a generally positive view of 34 17 27" 57 (Bulgaria,

the BP Romania)

Would describe the ERs 66 44 27" 73

6democraticé (Belgium)

Know that European elections are 26 14 25" 56 (Lux)

in 2009

Are interested in ERlections 44 34 25" = 60 (Ireland,
Netherlands)

Describe the EP as important 70 52 27" 85
(Slovenia)

Will definitely vote in ERelections 34 21 26" 61
(Belgium)

Recall recent news cevage of the 44 28 27" 72

EP (Slovakia)

Would like to see the EP playing ¢ 44 37 25"= 74 (Cyprus)

more importantole

Source Eurobarometer (2009he 2009 European Elections Report
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs 299 en.pdf

How does the edctoral system work?
Does it benefit small partie®

Two different electoral systems are used for European Parliament elections in the UK.
In England, Scotland and Wales, MEPs will be electsidg a regional list systemm |
Northern Ireland they will belectal using sgle transferablesote (STV).

In England the elections are organised on the basis of regional constituencies,
corresponding to the boundes of the ninestandard English regions/hile Scotland

and Wales comprise single constituenciésch voter casts a single vote for a party

list (or independent candidate) with seats subsequently being allocated on the basis of
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t he SO c a |l | fermula dJbderHthis gartibular form of proportional
representatiorfPR), the share of thgote obtainedoy each party idirst calculated,
and the first available seat tisenallocated to the candidateeadingthe list of the
party with the highest overall shara the second round of countindyetwinning
partyods s har e duided hytwe (i.evtbenhuenber of seatdhveom so far

plusong, whil e the other parties6 shares remai
this basis,with the process continuingver as many roundas there are seats
available. Any party votaswihthenefprewinthdlargesis s har

number of seats, but the division of its vote each time it is allocated a seat (initially by
2, then by 3, then 4 and so on) enables parties with around 10 per cent of the votes to
secure representation in an 8 seatoreg constituency.

In Great Britain, the electisnusea 6cl osed | istd system, w h €
individual candidates within each party list has already been determined by the parties
themselves. In eight EU member states, including AusBweden Italy, and the

Net herl ands, an O6open |listdé system is used
but can also express their preferences for individual candidates within that list.

In Northern Ireland, three MEPs are returned from a single coastiy using STV.
Under STV voters are asked to ramklividual candidates in order of preference,
expressing as many preferences as they wish, up to the maximum number of
candidates who are standing. The votes are initially counted on the basis of first
preferences, with candidates being required to obtain votes above a specific threshold,
or quota, in order to gain election. The quota is determined, in this instance, by the so
called 6Droop Formul ab. Under t hiuwesfor mul a
to secure electioms calculatedas follows:the total number of valid voting papers
cast divided by the number of seats to be filled plus oméus, if there are six
candidates, a share of at least -segenth of the votes cast is required to secur
election.

In the first round of counting, votes are counted on the basis of first preferences. Any
candidate securing sufficient votes on the basis of first preferences is elected. The
winning candidateds Osur pl us Gota)vavettees (i . e.
available for redistribution. These surplus votes are calculated, and allocated, on the

basis of the number of surplus votes available divided by the number of second
preference votes cast. If transferring the second preferences of anggusamididates

fails to raise sufficient candidates above the quota, the lowest scoring candidate is
eliminated and the second preference votes
remaining candidates on a similar basis. This process continuealltitd seats have

been filled.
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Figure 3: Share of the vote, by party, European elections in
the UK, 1979-2004
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Sources R. Cracknell and B. Morgan (1998)uropean Parliament Electionrsl979 to 1994House of
Commons Research Paper 99/57, 2 June; B. Morgan and R. Cracknell Eléé&ns to the
European Parliament June 1999 House of Commons Research Paper 99/64, 21 June; A. Mellows
Facer, R. Cracknell and J. Yonwin (20@)ropean Parliament Elections 200Mouse of Commons
Research Paper 04/50, 23 June, p.12.

Il n the UK, t he 1 nt foronduPRtini Buroparoefectiandren D6 Ho nd t
1999 hasresulted ina dramatic fall in the share tie vote gained bythe threemain

parties(see figure 3@and a sharp rise in thepresentation of smallgrartiesin the

European Parliament (see figure Hideed, as figure 5 showshereas the three main

parties secured around 85 per cent of the votes in the 1994 European elections, by

2004 their share had fallen to just over 60 per cent. The main beneficiaries of this

process to date have been the Liberal Democrats, who have demmatic increase

in their representation under the new system. In addition, the Green Party, Plaid

Cymru and UKIP have all gained their first MEPs following the introduction of the
D6Hondt regional | i st system i n 2009 9, wi t |
Following the 2004 elections, 20 of the U
were gained by smaller parties, with UKIP initially securing 12 MEPs.

YUKI P6s representation has since beenSilkMEfuced to ni
resigned from UKIP and Ashley Mote MEP wasspended from the party following a conviction for

benefit fraud. In 2007, Tom Wise MEP was also suspended from UKIP after being charged with

embezzling EU funds.
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Figure 4: Share of GB seats in the European Parliament, by
party, 1979-2004
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Ashgate, pp.16475

Figure 5: Distribution of votes in European elections in the UK
by 'party groups’
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Sources:Cracknell and Morgan (1999); Morgan and Cracknell (1999); Melieacer, Cracknell and
Yonwin (2004).See figure 3 for full details

What are the likely electoral outcomes?
The outcomes of European elections in th€, or elsewheretend to be difficult to

predict, not least because of the potential for protest vétast elections to the
EuropeanParliamentin the UKhave recorded two significant
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the Green Party averaged 15 per ¢ert989 ad whenUKIP secured 16 per ceimt
2004.However, if the current economic and political climate points to the possibility
of some drm of protest voten 2009, ecent opinion polls suggesithera high degree

of volatility in voting intentions or a highegjree of inaccuracy in the polls.

Table 2summarises the results of three opinions polls reported in the press from 13
22 May 2009. These polls suggest ttia proportion of voters intending to vote for
one of thethree main partievaries between 65nd 79 per cent, with only the
predicted levels of support for Labour showing a degree of consistency across all
three polls at 2325 per centWhile the Conservatives lead in all three polls, their
estimated support rangefrom 2834 per cent, while suppo for the Liberal
Democrats is put at 120 per cent. However, it is in relation to the smaller parties that
the picture is most uncertain, with estimated support for UKIP ranging frd&npger

cent, the Greens- 51 per cent and the BNP4Lper cent.

Table 2: Opinion polls: voting intetions in European elections
PopulusThe Times  ComRes/UKIP ICM/Guardian
13 May 2009 17 May 2009 22 May 2009

Conservative 34 28 30

Labour 25 23 24

Lib Dem 20 14 18

UKIP 6 15 10

Greens 5 11 9

BNP 2 4 1

Other 8 5 7

Sources The Timesl3 May 2009Sunday Expresd7 May 2009The Guardiar22 May 2009.

While voting intentions are likely to be volatile in the current political climate, it is
important to note thatpmnion polls tend to baighly misleading when useaks a basis
for predicting votingbehaviour inEuropean elections. hion polls tend tgrovide
especially inaccuratestimates osupport for small partiesFor instanceJKIP were
only showing at aroun@-5 per centin opinion polls published on 26 Ma&004*
Two weeks later, on 10 June 20QKIP receivedl6.1% of the voteup from6.5%in
1999.

There are two key reasorfigr the mismatch between opinion polls aBdropean
Parliamentelection results The first reason is thaurnouts tend to be lowThe
Times/Populus pollpublished on 13 May 2009oted that only 34 per cent of
respondents described themselves as certain toA®®ich, as many as twbirds of

the responses would ideally need to be disregarded in order to predict electoral

15 hitp:www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2004/may/26/uk.localgovernment
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outcomegmore accuratelyYougovpolls in 2004 which isolated the voting intentions
of thosesaying they were certain to vote in the European elecpanghe likely
UKIP voteat 12%:°

The secondgoroblemwith opinion polls is that they are rarely conducted orcales

sufficient to distinguish betwedarge regional variations in the votgee figure 6)

Such variations can ake a significant difference® electoral outcomegparticularly

under the regional list systerin 2004 the UKIP vote ranged from 6.7 pernten

Scotlandt o 26. 1 per cent in the East Midlands.
ranged from 1.7 per cent 8cotland tdB per cent in Yorkshire and the Humber.

In many ways, it istherefore more useful to try to discern likely outcoméy

interpreting opinion polls in light of pastends in voting behaviour in European
elections.Smaller parties have steadily increased their share of the vote in European
elections in the UKsince 19941t is unlikely thatthis trend will be reversed, since

none ofthethree main partiesould be expected tsignificantly increase their share

ofthevotef ol | owi ng t he f al |Pagi eldctiors guggesttdRthe e x p e
Liberal Democrat vote is likely to be relatively stabtearound 15 per cent, atitere

are few grounds to suppose that Conservatives will vary much from the 33 per cent
secured in 2004.

Of thethreemain partiesLabouris mostlikely to experience a significant squeeze in

its share of the votdndeed, it ispossiblethat the Labouvote may ollapse, even

against the poor showingin200da bour 6s poor performance il
impact of the recession and the higiofile cases of Labour MPs accused of abusing

the expenses system all renderch a scenarionore likely In addition, there are

anecdotal reports that Labour is struggling to recruit activists to leaflet and canvass for

the June 4 electiongdmong the smaller parties, it is UKIP which is most likely to

experiele a fall in electoral support, given the divisionsialh have emerged in the

party since its exceptional performance in 2004oters are reluctant to switch to the
Conservatives or Liberal Democrats, there may be an increase in support for the SNP

in Scotland and Plaid Cmyru in Wales. In the Englishaesi however, the most

likely beneficiaries are the Green Party and the BGiPen the very large number of
parties standing, particularly in the Engl
by any of the three main parties and UKIP may resutin6 f r agment edd pr ot
shared by half a dozen smaller parties.

Using the 2004 regional results as a basis, we have modelled poslsitieral

outcomes using fivalifferent scenariosA nu mber o f i mportant 0 he
must be made in reian to these scenarios and thetentialoutcomes which they

produceln particular it must be stressed that:

18 hitp://mww.guardian.co.uk/politics/2004/may/31/uk.otherparties
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e These scenarios are strictly illustrative and-eahaustive; a great number of
alternative scenariosould be plausible.

e The projections refled the assumptions made in each case about broad
potential shifts in voting shar@he assumptions made in these scenarios and
the possible outcomes of such voting patterns are summarised Hélow.
different assumptions were made, the outcomes would gleardifferent.

e Each scenario assumesher e i s uniform O6swiimgd acr o:
practice, there are likely to be quite significant variations at a regional level.

e Scenarios 14 assume there is no change in turnout, while scenario 5 assumes
a 10 per cent reduction in turnout. A significant rise or reduction in turnout
could alter the outcomes quite radically, even if the same assumptions about
transfers of votes between the parties were applied.

e In none of the scenarios does any party othan the Conservatives, Labour,
Liberal Democrats, UKIP, the Greens or the BNP gain more than 3 per cent of
the votes castt is, of coursepossible that significantly larger numbers voters
could switchto other smaller parties than our scenasissume

Scenario 1:The three main parties and UKIP lose votes, all small parties gain votes

Under this scenario, the Labour vote is assumed to be down by 35 per cent on 2004
and the UKIP vote by 30 per cent. Both the Conservative and the Liberal Democrats
are assumed to lose 10 per cent of the votes gained in 2004. This scenario also
assumes that the Greens gain significantly from the loss of votes among the main
three parties, as do the BNP. While the BNP are also assumed to gain votes from
UKIP, the bulk offormer UKIP voters are projected to switch to other -&idi
parties.

In terms of seatd,abour andJKIP would incur heavy losses, of up to five seats each
The BNP could gaim single seat in as many as fiZaglish regions rad the Greens
an additionatwo seats (in addition to their existing two).

Scenario 2:Conservative and Liberal Democrat support is stable, but UKIP lose one
guarter of their voters and the Labour vote collapses; the Greens and the BNP gain
most.

Under this scenario, the Labourteas assumed to be down by 40 per cent on 2004
and the UKIP vote by 25 per cent. Both the Conservative and the Liberal Democrats
are assumed to have stable levels of support roughly equivalent to 2004. This scenario
also assumes that the Greens, BNP &m@ lesser extent, other smaller parties gain
significantly from the loss of votes among the main three parties and UKIP.

Representation under this scenario would again see heavy losses for labeaur,
similar scale to scenario tyith the Conservative losing up to twdVIEPs due to the
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reduction in the number of seats available. UKIP and Liberal Democrat
representation would be relatively stable. The BNP could gain seats in up to three
regions(North West, West Midlands and Yorkshire and the Humbehng Green

would defend their seats in London and the South East, while ganirsgiditional

seat in the North West

Scenario 3: Modest transfer from Labour to the Conservatives and Liberal
Democrats, with gains for the Greens and BNP also; UKIP votesabenefiting all
anttEU parties.

Under this scenario, the Labour vote holds up better and is assumed to fall by only 15
per cent compared to 2004. There are modest gains for the Conservatives and Liberal
Democrats as a result, although the Greens asmn@ged to be the principal
beneficiaries. The UKIP vote is assumed to halve, resulting in gains for the BNP and
modest support for a range of aBW parties. Under this scenario, the BNP also pick

up some votes from former Labour voters.

This scenario wuld see UKIP as the heaviest losers in terms of represeniddion,
two-thirds compared to 2004. Labour could lose up to two seats, with the
Conservatives, Liberal Democrats and the Greens all gaining one additional seat each.
The BNP wouldstand to gaimup to twoseats one in the West Midlands and one in
Yorkshire and the Humber.

Scenario 4:Large swing from Labour to Conservative, increased support for the
Liberal Democrats but no rise in the Green vote. UKIP vote halves, benefiting the
Conservative, BNP and others.

Under this scenario, the Labour vote collapses to just above half its level in 2004.
There are big gains for the Conservatives and notable gains for the Liberal Democrats
also. In addition, the UKIP vote is also assumed to collapdeltef its 2004 level,

with the Conservatives, the BNP and &t parties being the principal beneficiaries.
Support for the Greens is assumed to be equivalent to 2004.

This scenario would see UKIBse twathirds of their MEPsind Labouup to half of
their existing representationh& Conservativesould bethe principal beneficiariges
gaining as many as 10 seafte BNPwould bein a position tasecure representation
in one region only: Yorkshire and the Humb€&he Greens wouldetaintheir existing
two seats but would make no gains.

Scenario 5 Overall turnout is down 10 per cent compared to 2004, with large

numbers of Conservative and Labour voters opting to stay at. eupgport for all
other parties is stable, but votes for parties standinthéofirst time are negligible.
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Under this scenario, theumber of votes cast fdrabourand the Conservatigdall
quite sharply, but the reduction in turnout reduces the impact in terms of
representationBecause voters deserting Labour and Conservatireesaassumed to

simply o6stay at homed, the i natsorelativelg i n vot
minimal
This scenario woulgrotectLaboub s r epr esent ati on, but t he

lose up to sixMEPs mainly because tlweuld pnake ity 6 s rec
impossible to prevent losses in regions where the total number of seats has been
reduced compared to 200ZFhe only party to gain seats would be the Liberal

Democrats, who would increase their representation by up to two MBBSGreens

would hold their existing tvo seats but would make no gains and the BNP would not

secure representation in any of the English regions.

Figure 6: Regional distribution of votes by party, 2004
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Source: Colin Rallings and Michael Thrasher (20@#tjtish Electoral Facts, 1832006 Aldershot:
Ashgate.

How likely is it that BNP candidates could be returned to the
European Parliament?

It has already been noted thhetBNP vote has obvious regidmancentrationsAs

figure 7 shows, vhile the BNPvote wasthree per centin the South West and the

South Easin 2004 there were fiveEnglish regions in which the BN¥#te was above

six per cent Yorkshire and the Humber (&r cent), the West Midlands (7.5 per cent),

the East Midlands (6.5 per cent), the North East and the North West (both 6.4 per

cent). Overall, the BNP 6 s perfor mance i n t he 20014 Eur
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significant improvement on their 1999 showing, with the party coming relatively
close to securing seats in two English regions (Yorkshire and the Humber and the

West Midlandg). However,in 2009the UK wil return six fewerMEPsthan in 2004
due to the reallocation of seats across the EU following the masitrenlargement
in 2007, when Rmania and Bulgaria joined as full member staléss has resulted
in a reduction in tb number of seats available five English regionsthe North
West, the East Midlands, the West Midlandondon and the South We#ts a result,
the share of the vote required to secure election is likely to risd Jpercentage

pointsin these areas compared to 2004.

European elections

O BNP 1999 m BNP 2004

Figure 7: BNP share of the vote, by region, 1999 and 2004
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Due to this O6raising of the

barrier 6,

it has been widely suggested thia¢ BNPwould require around 8.per cent otthe
vote to secure an MEP ife North West; 11.5 per cent the West Midlands or

Yorkshire and Humbersigld.3 per cent in the East Midlands; and 17 per cent in the

North East.’ However the precise share of the vote required to win a sebtieplend

crucially on what happens to levels of support for the main three parties and UKIP,
and whether votes transfer principally among these four or whether it is the Greens,
the BNP or other smaller parties which gain. The scenarios we have modeNed sh

that were the Labour vote to fall sharply, alongside large falls in support for either the

Conservatives or UKIP, the chances of BNP representatives beingectimuld rise
guite significantlyin four regions, but notably not in the North WeSharpfalls in

electoral support for a combination of the two main parties and/or UKIP would
effectively serve to lower the assumed threshold which the BNP would have to pass in
order to gain their first MEPs. Table 3 shows how the thresholds for BNP

7 http://www.hopenothate.org.uk/2009/ewetectionsystemexplained.php

23

and


http://www.hopenothate.org.uk/2009/euro-election-system-explained.php

representan in some regionsould therefore be potentiallye up to one percentage
pointl ower than those assumed by the O6Hope no

Table 3 Assumed thresholds versus possible thresholds for BNP representation
under scenarios modell¢% share bvotes cast)

Assumed threshold Possible threshold
North West 8.5 8.9
Yorkshire and the Humber 11.5 9.9
West Midlands 11.5 9.8
South East 7.5 6.9
London 8.5 8.2

Sources aut hor s;Hope aot Haiedlhe EuropearsElection: The BNP Thigat
http://www.hopenothate.org.uk/2009/BNRreateuropearelections.php

What factors might lead to an increase in BNP support?

While the BNP has joined other smallearpes in seeking to capitalise from the
revelations surrounding MPs expenses, it is recent economic change which is most
likely to foster support for the BNH.here are great uncertainti@asross the Eldbout

how the current economic crisis wilhfluence voting behaviourand it has been
widely suggested that economic circumstances may resalt increase in the BNP
vote. Regional contrasts in the impact of recession to datéd prove to be hugely
important factor. In this regard, i important tonote that theeconomic downturiis

likely to have acceleratettends already in place during the boom years, when
(largely unrecognised)atterns oeconomic restructuringhay havealready begun to
fosterthegrowth in BNP suppotin England

As map 1 ilustrates, BNP success in local council elections from -2008 was

clustered in three areas: East Lancashire/West Yorkshire; the West and East Midlands

and East London/southern Essex. There are also significant concentrations of BNP
membership in theseeas, which in some cases puts the BNP on a par with the three

parties in these localities, particularly if levels of activism are considered. In many

areas in which the BNP has prospered, the decay of lbabhbur Partiesis

particularly evidentln what were until recenthr abour Oheartl andsd suc
Stoke and Barking and Dagenham, virtuaiye party statedfor decadesl.abour
representation on local councils has collapsed. Labour no longer controls local
councils in either Stoke or Burnley. tarn, the relative weakness of théher main

parties which generallydid not hae a base from which to cap
decline,has preided richpickings for the BNP.
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Map 1: BNP electoral success290208 and party mmbership 2007
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While party membership and activism are falling nationally, the decline of local
Labour parties outside of Englandds major
particular patterns of economic change over & pecade. Iring the period 1997

2008,there was awoverall growth of employment in the UK of 3.6 million jolvgith

this employment growth generally concentrated in the major chiethe same time,

overall levels of employment often stagnated or eedlrin the districts around these

cities, particularly where¢here was largscale job loss in manufacturings map 2

indicates, such job loss has beemcentrated along the central spinécafland, with

significant job losses in East Lancashire, Weéstkshire, Staffordshire, Derbyshire

and Nottinghamshire. With cities amity-regionsbecomingthe focus of regional
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economic developmergfforts, manufacturing declineontinuedin the major urban
centresput did so from an already low base and waesked by a dramatic growtn
service sector jobs, mosbtably inthe public sectorDramatic job losses beyond the
metropolitan core generally went unnoticed. For instateke has witnessed the
loss of around 2000 manufacturing jobsver a ten yeargyiod from 19972007.

Map 2: Change in share of jobs in manufacturing, 22007, central England
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In the vast majority of local authorities where the BNP has found electoralssucce
manufacturing employment has typically declined from a third or more of loca
employment to a fifth or less. In the 25 local authorities in which the BNP found
electoral success from 20@P08, there wasa collective loss 0f173,000
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manufacturing jobdrom 19972007, amounting to 16 per cent of all manufacturing
job loss in England during this perio®@n average, these districts lost around 7,000
manufacturing jobs each, although in four cases (Bradford, Kirklees, Stoke and
Sandwell) the figure was abew.5,000. Thigpattern of job loss is significant because
there is a strong class basis to BNP suppehnich is concentratedmongthe skilled

and semskilled manual workersvho traditionally constituted the core base of
support for the Labour Party.

The concentration of BNP support in specific electoral wardkimvismalimedium

sized towns has enabled the paxtysecure representation on local coundils a
result, srong bases of BNP support and activisam be identifiedn the North West,

the WestMidlands, the East Midlands and Yorkshire and the Humber. Of these, the
East Midlands is the region with the clearest signs of growth in BNP activism and
BNP electoral supportdowever, thegeographyof BNP support and activism may
also limit the scope fothe BNP to gain seats ithe European electionsince the
main clusters of BNP support cut acroé$erent regional constituencieshe crucial
factor here is likely to be the extent to which econod&gelopmers since the onset
ofthe creditcruncker ve t o boost the BNPO6s appeal

This pattern of (previouslynnoticed job lossin parts of central England before 2008

is now spreading rapidly to large cgieThe most obvious cases &ieminghamand

Leeds. In Birmingham, in particular, there has bea@mnificant job loss in what

remains ofte ci t yés manuf ac tauapid nsg in bremspoymenp.r o mp t i
The claimant count in the West Midlands has doubled to 5.3% since March 2005 and
Birmingham is home to the only fouparliamentary seats in thgK in which
unemployment teod at 9 per cenbr more in March 2009. In these circumstances,

there is obvious potential for a spike in the BNP vote in Birmingham, augmenting

existing levels of BNP support in the West Midlands regibone fifth of the 84000

people who have joined the registered unemployed in the West Msddaadthe past

4 years become additional BNP voters, then the BNP will secure 16,800 more votes
than in 2004. On an equivalent turnout t o
shareof the vote from 7.5 to 8.6%.

What difference cansecuring an MEP make to a small party?

For small partiessecuring an MEP can have a significant impkot. any small party,

the election of one or more candidates to the European Parliasnargignficant
political successand can offer a psychological boost to campaigns for local and
national electionsThe existence of one or more BNP MEPSs, representing electorates
of millions, would have a greater impact again, achieving substantial media attentio
nationally and in the region/s concerned. It would be used as evidence by the party
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that it had a serious chance of winning a seat at Westminster in the forthcoming
General Election.

Whoever was electetd the European Parliament for a small pavbuld potentially
become a prominent figure regionally and nationally and would be able to utilise their
position to obtain publicity for the party and its objectives at these leMe¢sGreen
presence in the European Parliament has long been integral tatuts &s a national

force, since the system used at general elections has to date precluded Green
representation in the Westminster Parliament.

Any MEPs that might be electddr small partiesvould gain access to significant
resources. After the June efiens, all MEPs will receive the same salary of
approximately E7,000 per month. In addition, while some of the details will change
after the elections, each MEP is entitled to the following:

e A 6Gener al expenditure al | ooffaenanc 0, t o
travel costs, of E4,202 per month;

e The right to claim, on the production of proof, for the cost of travel in order to
attend official meetings of the European Parliament, both within the European
Community and internationally;

e The right to clan for the cost of travel outside of their member state,
undertaken as part of their duties but not to attend official meetings, up to a
maximum of E4,148 per month;

e A flat-rate subsistence allowance of E298 for each day of attendance at official
meeting of the European Parliament bodies on which the member serves
(subject to signing an attendance register and being present foalis)

e E149 per day, plus accommodation and breakfast expenses, for attendance at
meetings outside the European Commuynigain subject to signing an
attendance register; and

e Up to E17,540 per month to employ staff
various expenses including travel, social security contributions and ta¥paid

What difference cansmall parties make in the European Rarliament?

If a small partybecomes a participant in an official political group in the European
Parliament, it will as a member of that group potentially share in further resources, as

¥ European Parliament, 6Al 1l owances paid to Me mb

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/expert/staticDisplay.do?id=39
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well as enhanced procedural rights within the PadiatmMembers of groups receive
more office space, staff and money for organising meetings and distributing
information than they otherwise would. Groups can table resolutions and amendments
to reports, propose debates, and have enhanced committee mepnbigisisi As
discussed abovehée powers of the European Parliament have been enhanced in recent
years through the edecision procedure, which enables the Parliament to produce
legislation in conjunction with the Council of Ministers. Once again, paligoaups

have a keyole in the cedecision process.

Furthermore, beyond the financial and procedural details, as a participant in-a cross
European alliance of likeninded partiesa small UK partycan potentially enjoy
greater ability to wield influencacross the continent of Europe and beyofol
instance, in the case of the BNRyan current circumstances in Europe, including the
financial crisis and cohesion problems, an increase in support for radical nationalist
parties across the EU is a distimmssibility at the coming European parliamentary
elections. The successful election of a BNP candidate would be a significant
contribution to any such trend; and would increase the potential viability of a radical
nationalist group in the European Parlerh

What type of issues might a European Parliament political group including in it a UK
small party seek to exert influence ov@fe possible shared objective ofadical

national political group, which the BNP has stressed in its campaigning for the
European elections, would be opposition to Turkish membership of the EU. Nick

Griffin, who is headingthe BNPlisti n t he North West, has st at
the European Union we most definitely, and above all else, oppose its expansion to
bring 80 milon low-wage Musl i ms into ChfiPentersedyn de moc

another common feature of a possible radical nationalist political group could be
hostility towards the European Union itself, a key characteristic of the BNP, which
advocates UK withg&iwal. In this sense, BNP involvement in the European
Parliament would be negative in form, as it has been for the United Kingdom
Independence Party (currently with 9 MEPs). UKIP, as a participant in the
Independence and Democracy group, has focused, widlkgeee of success, on
exposing irregularities within the European Commission and Parliarhlemtever,

the Greens/European Free Alliance, incorporatiogn the UK the Green Partythe
Scottish National Party and Plaid Cymrave been able to campaign ammore
positive environmental anggionalistprogramme in the European Parliament.

It is highly unlikely thatthe presence of a small UK party such asBN& within the
European Parliament, either on its own or part of a group, would be part of & shift
the overall alignment of the Parliament impacting upon the major decisions it took.

19 Vaughne Miller (2009)European Parliament Political GroupsHouse of Commons Library

Standard Note, SN/IA/5031.

“BBC News (2009) O6BNP isgmd,t sl EuMay el ®&3,i on campa
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/luk politics/8043831.stm
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Moreover the chances of @olitical group including the BNP being formed and
sustained should not be exaggerated, though it has been reported that Nick Griffin has
carried out preliminary discussions with various potential Europmbes?! After

June 2009to be officially recognised, a political group must comprise a minimum of

25 MEPs, elected in at leastevenof the 27 member statess more stringent

requirement thabefore The tensions inherent in what
i nternational 6 make the establishment of
problematic. The formation of the o6l dentit

2007 was facilitatd by the accession of Romania and Bulgaria to the EU, which
introduced new radical nationalist MEPs into the European Parliament. But by the end
of the same year, following internal disputes, ITS collapsed with the withdrawal of the
Party of Greater Romim® The chances of UKIP having a group to participate in are
greder. However, it is unlikely that eith&tKIP or the BNPwould form anofficially
organisedand BJ-fundedEuropean Political Partyalong the lines othe European
Green Party

What should | do i f | 6m not sure how t

Read the campaign literature carefully afod,further information, access the relevant
Party manifestosyhere available.

If you stil!/l arenot sur e, try wusing this v
positiors onthe EU are closest to your own:
http://www.euranet.eu/eng/euranet/page/profiler/false

“’Leon Symons (2008) 6BNRBhseaks itamcre atTheilwishop efaar Par
Chronicle 24 Ocbber 2008.

?BBC News (2008hto6BUofias to form partyd, 25 January
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/europe/7210036.stm
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