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Introduction

Understanding the European Parliament elections of 2019

LUANA RUSSO, MARK N. FRANKLIN AND LORENZO DE SIO

Understanding an election to the European Parliament (EP) — any election to the EP
—is not straightforward. The elections are treated as being akin to a parliamentary
election, but whereas parliamentary elections in EU member states lead to the for-
mation of a government pledged to carry out policies on which its member parties
campaigned in the run-up to the election, an EP election leads to no government being
formed, much less one pledged to certain policies supported by voters. Indeed it is
not clear to most of those voters what is the purpose of these elections or what is the
point of voting in them. The most common appeal by national parties is that their
supporters should vote out of loyalty to those parties. Consequently those without
established party loyalties (particulary younger citizens) are especially unlikely to
vote and turnout seldom reaches even 50 percent. Some people also vote to register
dissatisfaction with government policies or to support policies that they feel are being
neglected. As a result, government parties (often larger parties) regularly lose vo-
tes at these elections whereas parties espousing ideas with limited appeal (mostly
small parties) do well. For reasons explained later in the book these phenomena ac-
cord with what is known as Second Order Election (SOE) theory.

In the first three decades of EP elections (1979 to 2009) these elections, despi-
te their ostensive purpose to elect a European parliament, had very little focus on Eu-
ropean matters. Instead they presented a distorted mirror of national political con-
cerns. In 2014 for the first time, these elections were clearly "about Europe" but it has
been argued that they were still just displaying a distorted reflection of national po-
litical concerns which, in the aftermath of the Great Recession and the economic strin-
gency that ensued in many EU countries, had also become "about Europe". In 2019
it was widely expected that the European content of the EP elections that year would
be even greater than in 2014. That does not seem to have occurred to any notable
extent; although there are signs of a possibly different process — not specifically re-
lated to EU issues — leading to some Europeanization of this EP election.

This is a book about those elections. In it a large group of scholars explore the
nature of these elections both within each of the 28 countries that participated and
also taking a comparative cross-national perspective. It tries to shed light on why the-
se elections were important and in what ways they may even have been pathbrea-
king, perhaps initiating a new era in which EP elections have palpable consequen-
ces that may even bring more European citizens to the polls. Certainly, from a tur-
nout perspective, the 2019 EP elections were quite remarkable: the first such elec-

De Sio, L., Franklin, M.N. and Russo L. (eds), The European Parliament Elections of 2019, Luiss Uni-
versity Press, Rome, 2019.
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tion in decades to exceed 50% turnout (the increase was of 8.4 percentage points
with respect to 2004). This increase was observed in 21 of the 28 member countries.

Along with the increase in turnout, these elections can be considered a first for
other reasons. They are the first to test the institutionalization of a 2014 innovation
that sought to link EP elections to the choice between candidates for President of the
European Commission — the so-called Spitzenkandidaten. In 2014 the candidate from
the European party group winning most votes did go on to become President of the
EU Commission, but will that happen again in 2019? That election also may be the
first to exhibit a common dynamic across all of the EU in swings of vote shares bet-
ween party groups — a "Europeanization" of EP voting.

The overall effort of this book is to provide a comprehensive and overarching,
yet systematic and detailed analysis of the election outcome. This goal is achieved
by explaining the outcome and the implications of the elections both in a wide-ran-
ging perspective — the first part of the book —, and within each country separately —
the second part of the book, in which experts from each EU member country describe
the elections there in detail.

The first part of the book is composed of five chapters.

Chapter One, Much ado about nothing? The EP elections in comparative perspec-
tive (by Angelucci, Carrieri and Franklin), takes a close look at the EP groups. The
authors find overall a higher level of fragmentation in the mainstream camp, com-
pared to 2014, and some consolidation in the Eurosceptic group. Also, more re-
markably, they show that aggregate change moves in the same direction as avera-
ge change for every EP party group. This finding suggest that these elections might
be exceptional in that, for what is probably the first time, it is possible to observe an
EU-wide dynamic of common variation across party groups.

In Chapter Two, Party system dynamics, and potential new cleavages? (by Emanuele
and Marino), the analysis covers all EP elections to date and focuses on three goals:
(1) to explain he patterns of electoral instability, (2) to compare these patterns (and
their variation) between national and EP elections, and (3) to explicate the under-
lying dimensions of competition and cleavage structures in the 28 European party
systems. They find that party swing is quite similar at the national and at Europe-
an elections within each country (with the exception of 1999 and 2009), and that
class cleavages are steadily declining.

In Chapter Three, Spitzenkandidaten 2.0: From experiment to routine in Europe-
an elections? (by Thomas Christiansen and Michael Shackleton) the authors study
the extent to which this 2014 innovation had become institutionalized by 2019, and
explore ways in which the practice already shows signs of evolution, by discussing
its impact on the inter-institutional dynamics between the European Parliament and
Council.

Chapter Four, Explaining the outcome (by De Sio, Franklin, and Russo) focuses
both on turnout and on party results. Normally turnout at EP elections is quite well
predicted by structural factors (such as the electoral cycle and the prevalence of com-
pulsory voting). Effects of these factors are confirmed over the past eight elections.
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However, the analysis suggest that the turnout increase in 2019 cannot be attribu-
ted to any structural factor. This result is surprising, and further research will need
to investigate this unexpected phenomenon. With regard to party results, the authors
introduce theoretical and methodological innovations, linking the structural model
of turnout evolution with the second order model of party choice. Findings de-
monstrate a previously undetected role of the electoral cycle in conditioning the way
parties gain or lose support as compared with the most recent national election.

Chapter Five, Impact of issues on party performance (by Maggini, De Sio, Garzia,
and Trechsel), builds on the previous chapter by testing whether there is some is-
sue content to the results. The analysis of EP electoral gains/losses according to par-
ty issue stances (collected from EU 2019 expert survey), shows that there indeed are
issue effects on party performance. When discounting second-order dynamics, some
issue effects even appear significant EU-wide, although the most accurate picture is
one that sees area-specific effect patterns, with environmentalist, pro-cultural in-
tegration, pro-welfare stances emerging from the North-West, and culturally con-
servative (and pro-market) stances emerging from Central Eastern Europe. This sug-
gests that the 2019 EU elections might actually, perhaps for the first time, show some
genuine issue content that is readable across multiple countries.

The second part of the book is composed of twenty-eight chapters: one for each
country. These are detailed electoral reports in which one (or more) experts regar-
ding each of the countries offer a detailed overview of the background and of the
results.

The overall structure of the book reflects an effort which we already pioneered
at the CISE (Centro Italiano Studi Elettorali) at Luiss in 2014, by offering — shortly
after the election — an overview of election results for all countries, plus some con-
tribution covering the result at the aggregate European level. For this book we can
say that that the 2014 experiment was further enhanced. New, international co-edi-
tors joined the project, a partnership between Luiss and Maastricht University was
established, the panel of country experts was, if possible, reinforced (leading to de-
dicated chapters for each of the 28 countries), and even the scientific content of the
comparative chapters of the first part of the book saw an enrichment. However, this
was done perhaps in an even shorter time span, which allowed us to publish this book
within one month from EP elections. This was of course only possible thanks to all
the authors of this book, who delivered interesting analyses and high-quality reports
in an incredibly short span of time. The impressive list of authors, to whom our dee-
pest thanks go, includes Davide Angelucci, Marcello Carammia, Luca Carrieri, Gior-
gos Charalambous, Henrik Serup Christensen, Thomas Christiansen, Mikotaj Cze-
snik, Lorenzo De Sio, Patrick Dumont, Piret Ehin, Vincenzo Emanuele, Marta Frai-
le, Mark N. Franklin, Diego Garzia, Heiko Giebler, Vlastimil Havlik, Andrija Henjak,
Enrique Herndndez, Louise Hoon, Janis Ikstens, Mazvydas Jastramskis, Raphaél Kies,
Michat Kotnarowski, Sylvia Kritzinger, Simona Kustec, Romain Lachat, Irene Lan-
dini, Marco Lisi, Nicola Maggini, Bruno Marino, Michael Marsh, Julie Hassing Niel-
sen, Maria Oskarson, Roderick Pace, Aldo Paparo, Carolina Plescia, Luana Russo, Ar-
jan H. Schakel, Dan Schmit, Michael Shackleton, Kaat Smets, Sorina Soare, Peter Spac,
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Marco Svensson La Rosa, Liisa Talving, Eftichia Teperoglou, Gabor Téka, Alexander
H. Trechsel, Claudiu Tufis, Nikoleta Yordanova. Last, but definitely not least, we also
wish to thank Jaanika Juntson and Aldo Paparo, for their invaluable help with or-
ganizational and operational aspects of the project.



PART I

COMPARATIVE OVERVIEW






Chapter One

Much ado about nothing?
The EP elections in comparative perspective

DAVIDE ANGELUCCI, LUCA CARRIERI AND MARK N. FRANKLIN

ABSTRACT

This chapter analyses the electoral results of the European Parliament (EP) Election
of May 2019. We adopt a twofold strategy: first, we calculate the shares of votes for
all the political parties that contested these elections and we then aggregate these
results to the level of EP group. Thus, we simulate a single European constituency.
This empirical choice aims at capturing the 2019 EP group performances over the
EU as a whole, observing differences from the 2014 EP elections. By simulating this
scenario, the objective is to understand the real electoral increases/decreases of each
EP group, net of all those institutional settings (e.g., electoral rules in each member
state, different distribution of seats across countries, etc.) which prime the mecha-
nisms through which the new Parliament will be formed. Second, we analyse the new
composition of the European Parliament in terms of seats. To the extent that ana-
lysis of the election outcome within a single European constituency clarifies the real
dynamics of the rise and fall of European parties, this approach will enable us to as-
sess the concrete relationships and potential equilibria that will be established wi-
thin the EP.

ELECTORAL RESULTS IN A EUROPEAN CONSTITUENCY

Previous work has demonstrated a significant electoral volatility at European Par-
liament (EP) elections, largely taking the form of increasing fleeing of votes from par-
ties belonging to the established EP groups, the PPE, S&D, ALDE, the Greens/EFA,
towards anti-establishment and Eurosceptic parties (old ones as well as new), which
are members of the ENF, EFDD, NGL-GUE and, partially, the ECR (Bosco and Wer-
ney 2012; Hobolt and Tilley 2016; Hooghe and Marks 2018; Morlino and Raniolo
2017). These trends may mirror not solely an electoral realignment, but also the emer-
gence of new ideological foundations in political competition. According to Kriesi
et al. (2006), globalization (or de-nationalization) has unleashed a new ideologi-
cal division, pitching those supporting cultural liberalism (Cosmopolitans) versus
those defending a national culture (Nationalists). This integration-nationalism ideo-
logical divide may transform the content of political competition, also including sup-
port/opposition for European integration as its fundamental component. The pro-

De Sio, L., Franklin, M.N. and Russo L. (eds), The European Parliament Elections of 2019, Luiss Uni-
versity Press, Rome, 2019.
ISBN (online) 978-88-6105-424-0 / ISBN (print) 978-88-6105-411-0



16 THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT ELECTIONS OF 2019

/-anti-European distinction may even, in 2019, have become pivotal in influencing
inter-party contestation at the EP level. EP elections represent a good vantage point
to assess electoral gains/losses of the Eurosceptic EP groups (the ENF, EFDD, NGL-
GUE and ECR) vis-a-vis the Europhile ones (EPP, S&D, ALDE and the Greens/EFA),
simulating a single European constituency.

Therefore, we identify a Pro-EU bloc, made up by EPP, S&D, ALDE, and the Gre-
ens/EFA. The S&D and EPP have historically represented two main groups, competing
to gain the majority of seats in the European Parliament (EP) and crucial positions
in the European Commission (EC). The Progressive Alliance of Socialists and De-
mocrats (S&D) mainly includes parties stemming from the Social Democratic, So-
cialist and Labour traditions, but it has recently comprised progressive parties par-
tially unrelated with this party family, such as the Italian Democratic Party (Carrieri
2014). On the contrary, the European People’s Party (EPP) is a more complex coa-
lition of parties. Indeed, the EPP had originally assembled parties of the Christian
Democratic tradition, which have become a minority over time, while other con-
servative parties have been integrated within this group (Emanuele 2014). The Al-
liance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe (ALDE), though with an internal degree
of heterogeneity, has sought to profile itself as the group of European liberals, mer-
ging the liberal-radical and liberal-conservative parties (Marks and Wilson 2000).
The Greens/European Free Alliance was founded in 1999, gathering parties with eco-
logist and post-materialist platforms.

On the other hand, we also identify a Eurosceptic bloc, which has a more com-
plex history. The Confederal Group of the European United Left/Nordic Green Left
(GUE-NGL) originated in 1995, including many communist or neo-communist par-
ties, but also more environmentalist and libertarian radical left parties. By contrast,
right-wing Eurosceptic parties have often shifted from one EP group to another. The
Europe of Freedom and Direct Democracy (EFDD) had originally a preeminent po-
sition within the radical right camp, undergoing several splits (Maggini 2014). In-
deed, some of these have joined the European Conservative Reformists (ECR), foun-
ded by the British Conservatives, has gathered significant governing and opposition
right-wing parties but suffered from some relevant party defections towards a group
favored by other eurosceptic parties who had formed the European for Nations and
Freedom (ENF). This latter EP group has achieved the more successful strategy in
terms of coalition-building, increasing the number of its member parties. Meanti-
me, the EFDD is dominated by Farage’s Brexit Party and the Italian Five Star Movement,
generally lacking a widespread membership in the EU-28.

In Table 1 we report the electoral results for each political party in each coun-
try but identified by the name of the EP group to which that party belongs. We also
show (in the row marked “Total”) the percentage vote received by each EP group at
the European level (evidently not the sum of national-level percentages, given the
huge differences in the sizes of national electorates). We also report, for each coun-
try, variations in EP group electoral performance over the period 2014-2019, which
are the differences between results achieved in 2019 compared to 2014 by the par-
ties that were members of each EP group in each member state. When we average
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this statistic across all EU member countries (bottom row of Table 1) we treat the
outcome of the EP election in each country as equally important, no matter the size
of that country's electorate. Thus, in what follows we refer both to the overall elec-
toral results as calculated at the European level (totals row), and also at this mean
of variations across EP groups, which gives us a view of the extent of common trends
across countries.

Importantly, the average change across countries always has the same sign as the
total change across countries (the EPP total vote share is less in 2019 than in 2014
and its variance across countries is also negative; the ALDE total in 2019 is greater
than in 2014 and its variance is also positive — and the same for other party groups),
so final outcomes in total votes are not aggregation artifacts. Trends across countries
are meaningful.

Both measures of change reported at the bottom of Table 1 tells us that the two
major EP groups in 2014, the EPP and S&D, both suffered from significant electo-
ral losses across the majority of countries. On average, the EPP is the main loser of
the 2019 EP elections, followed by the S&D. Overall, it is the other way around with
the S&D being the main loser with the EPP ranked second. On average the EPP lost
2.8 percentage points as compared to 2014, whereas the S&D lost 1.5 percentage
points; overall the losses with 3.2 and 6.8. Similarly, the EFDD, the ECR, and the GUE
all suffered important electoral losses.

If the main EP groups can be identified as the losers of this election, the winners
are the liberals of ALDE (they have gained, on average, 1 percentage point, an ove-
rall gain of 3.6), the Greens and, in particular, the ENF (which attained the highest
growth rate both on average and overall, as compared to all the other EP groups). Note
that overall gains/losses are always considerably greater than average gains/losses.

The remarkable electoral decline of the S&D is explained by the electoral collapse
that the S&D parties underwent in the four largest EU member states. In fact, the Ita-
lian Democratic Party (PD), the British Labour, the German Social Democrats (SPD)
and the French Socialists all experienced notable electoral losses. This voting trend
is due to multifaceted domestic backgrounds, but it clearly weakens the position of
this EP group. Once electorally hegemonic at the European level. S&D parties have
lost significant share of votes in 17 out of 28 EU member states, across both Western
and Eastern Europe. So the electoral losses have been widespread and generalized,
unsettling the electoral primacy of the S&D in the entire continent. Though there are
some significant success stories within this party family, such as the Portuguese, Spa-
nish Socialists, the Danish Social Democrats and the Labour Party in the Netherlands,
the EPP now electorally outweighs the S&D by 20.9 percent to 18.0 percent.

If Athens cries, Sparta does not laugh. This statement seems to synthetize the
EPP electoral performances at the 2019 EP elections. It did not lose as much as the
S&D but nevertheless lost 3.2 percentage points in the entire continent. This case
also mirrors a substantial electoral decline in some of the major EU member states,
such as France, Germany, Italy and Spain, which has dragged down its general per-
formance. The less dramatic losses of the EPP are due to its electoral stability (or mo-
derate growth) in many member states, such as Austria, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
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Table 1 - Electoral results by EP group and country. Cells report the percentage of votes calculated as the ratio
of the aggregate of valid votes of parties belonging to each group and the total of valid votes cast in Europe

PARTY EPP S&D ALDE GREENS
2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019
Austria 27 34.6 7.6 24.1 23.9 -0.2 8.1 8.4 0.3 14.5 14.1
Belgium 16.2 12.6 -3.6 18.3 16.2 -2.1 25.7 17.1 -8.5 14.6 15.1
Bulgaria 36.9 37.1 0.3 18.9 24.3 5.3 17.3 16.6 -0.7
Croatia 41.4 22.7 -19 29.9 18.7 -11 9.2 9.2 9.4 1.8
Cyprus 37.7 29 -8.7 18.5 24.4 5.9
Czechia 25.9 18.9 -7 14.2 4 -10 16.1 23.6 7.4
Denmark 9.1 6.2 -3 19.1 31.6 12.4 23.2 23.5 0.3 11 13.2
Estonia 13.9 10.5 -3.4 13.6 23.7 10.2 46.7 41.4 -5.3 13.2 1.8
Finland 27.8 25.7 -2.2 12.3 14.6 2.3 26.4 19.9 -6.5 9.3 16
France 20.8 8.5 -12 14 6.2 -7.8 9.9 24.9 15 8.9 13.5
Germany 34.5 28.9 -6.5 27.3 15.8 -11 4.8 7.6 2.8 12.8 21.5
Greece 22.7 33.1 10.4 15.8 9.2 -6.6 0.9 1.5 0.5 1 0.9
Hungary 51.6 52.6 1.1 20.6 22.7 2 9.9 9.9 12.3 2.2
Ireland 22.3 29.6 7.3 5.3 3.1 -2.2 22.3 16.5 -5.8 4.9 11.4
Italy 21.7 9.3 -12 40.8 22.7 -18 1.4 3.1 1.7 0.9 2.3
Latvia 46.6 26.4 -20 13.5 17.8 4.3 2.1 5.4 3.2 6.4 6.3
Lithuania 17.4 19.7 2.3 17.3 15.9 -1.4 30.8 15.6 -15 10.2 14.8
Luxembourg 37.7 21.1 -17 11.7 12.2 0.5 14.8 21.4 6.7 15 18.9
Malta 40 37.9 -2.1 53.4 54.3 0.9 2 2 2.9 0.7
Netherlands 15.2 12.2 -3 9.4 19 9.6 27.5 21.7 -5.8 7.2 II.1
Poland 38.9 38.5 -0.5 9.4 6.1 -3.4 0.3
Portugal 30 30.2 0.3 34 35.9 1.9 8.5 2.6 -5.9 4.2 7.4
Romania 24.7 38 13.3 37.6 25.7 -12 21.8 26.5 4.6
Slovakia 33.3 37.4 4 24.1 15.7 -8.4 6.7 -6.7 0.5 0.8
Slovenia 41.4 37.5 -3.9 8.1 18.7 10.6 9.3 26.9 17.6 I1.2 3.7
Spain 26.7 20.3 -6.4 23.5 33.2 9.6 15.4 15.1 -0.3 6.1 5.8
Sweden 24.4 25.5 1.1 36.9 24.3 -13 20.4 14.9 -5.5 19.2 11.5
UK 0.2 3.3 3.2 24.4 13.6 -11 6.9 20.2 13.3 10.1 16.5
Total 24.1 20.9 -3.2 24.8 18 -6.8 9.2 12.8 3.6 7.4 10.2
Mean var. -2.8 -1.5 1

Sources: Official national offices.
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Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Sweden. Neverthe-
less, and despite losses in 15 out of 28 EU member states, the EPP vote remains fair-
ly uniformly distributed across the continent, with this EP Group being still electo-
rally entrenched in many important Southern, Western and Eastern countries.

It is worth noting that the EPP and S&D total sum of votes decreased from 48.9%
(2014) to 38.9% (2019), indicating a sizeable and rapid electoral downturn of the
two main pro-EU EP groups, presaging many coalition-making dilemmas in the EP
and Commission (EC). However, these electoral losses have been partially compensated
by the increase of the votes achieved by the ALDE and Greens-EFA. These two EP
groups embody different ideological traditions as compared to the EPP and S&D, but
clearly belonging to the pro-EU pole. In 2019, the ALDE gains 2.8 percentage points,
reaching an overall share of 12.8%. This result is mainly due to the voting boost achie-
ved by the French The Republic on the Move (EM) and the British Liberal Democrats.
ALDE parties also obtained good performances in Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, Luxembourg, Romania, Slovenia and Spain. Though the electoral growth of
the ALDE parties appears to be indisputable, there are some elements of weaknes-
ses linked to its overall result. In fact, the uncertainty of the UK membership, with
the Liberal Democrats probably leaving the group with the rest of Britsh MEPs, and
the peculiar nature of the EM, depending so much on Emmanuel Macron's perso-
nal fortunes, leaves some questions regarding the future of this EP group, which has
obtained an important, but perhaps ephemeral, result.

On the contrary, the Greens-EFA electoral growth (+2.8 percentage points) pre-
sents different characteristics, outlining a well-defined electoral pattern. Indeed, the-
se parties have gained significant shares of votes in the West and, in particular, in
North European countries, such as Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Lu-
xembourg, the Netherlands and the UK. This result is certainly unsurprising, because
of the geographic bias of the Post-Materialistic cleavage (Inglehart 1976), which has
historically set up a favourable window of opportunity for this party family in North-
Western European democracies. Though the Greens-EFA parties have reinforced their
position in the in West European left camp, they are still electorally marginal in Sou-
thern and Eastern European democracies. This geographical unbalance in the elec-
toral fortunes of the Greens also explains the discrepancies between their electoral
performance calculated on the whole European constituency (+2.8) and their elec-
toral performance assessed in terms of average variation across countries between
2014 and 2019 (+0.2). Moreover, it is worth noting that the second-order nature
of the EP elections has always rewarded these parties in Western Europe, with the
EP electorate being less constrained by strategic motivations.

The Eurosceptic EP groups were widely expected to make major breakthroughs
at this EP elections. Instead, these groups have had only a limited electoral success,
undergoing (as we shall see) a redistribution of votes and seats among themselves.
In fact, three out of four of the Eurosceptic groups have lost remarkable shares of vo-
tes. First and foremost, the radical left parties of the GUE-NGL have suffered a no-
table setback, losing ground in their South-Western strongholds (especially Gree-
ce, France and Spain). These parties appeared to present a successful challenge to
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the austerity policies and the neo-liberal bias of the EU at the 2014 EP elections. In-
deed, the parties belonging to the GUE-NGL became central actors in many natio-
nal party systems. Nowadays, this so-called anti-austerity bloc is electorally stagnating,
weakening its presence almost everywhere. Meantime, the EFDD has lost 1.4 per-
centage points, suffering from the electoral defeat of one of its major members, the
Ms5S in Italy. Though Nigel Farage’s Brexit Party has enhanced its votes as compa-
red to the UKIP in 2014, which was the leading party of this EP group, the EFDD ove-
rall performance has lagged behind in 2019.

The ECR has also decreased its share of votes, losing 1.8 percentage points. This
electoral defeat has mainly to do with its lack of coalition-building capacity. In fact,
this EP group has suffered from many significant defections, with AFD (Germany),
DF (Denmark) and True Finns (Finland) moving towards the ENF. This shift of par-
ties largely explains the ECR voting losses, which has also been accompanied by the
collapse of the British Conservative party. The political and electoral crisis of the To-
ries, plus the outcome of the so-called Brexit referendum, may have minimised the
ECR appeal for other Eurosceptic parties. Nevertheless, the ECR has managed to in-
crease its share of votes in some national contexts, such as Croatia, the Czech Repu-
blic, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland and Sweden. While the ECR coalition-building stra-
tegy has been flawed, the ENF has been able to become more inclusive over time. We
may hypothesize that the Italian Lega entrepreneurial efforts have brought substantial
payoffs, with this governing party being committed to securing the adherence to this
group of new and old parties. Unmistakably, the ENF is one of the success stories of
these EP elections, gaining 5.8 percentage points and becoming the fourth electoral
EP group. Apart from its coalition-building strategy, many important results have been
obtained by its traditional members (FPO, LEGA, FN, VB, etc.), with the notable ex-
ception of the Dutch PVV. Nonetheless, the ENF's relative electoral breakthrough has
appeared to occur under the form of a voting redistribution with the other right-wing
Eurosceptic groups, which do not allow us to recognize a proper electoral realignment.

All things considered, despite the gains and losses summarized above, by scru-
tinising the overall percentages of the pro-EU parties and the anti-EU ones we may
identify some kind of stability in the balance of power within the continent. The pro-
EU camp has decreased its vote share by 3.9 percentage points. This bloc is certainly
more fragmented as compared to 2014 EP elections, with losses of votes by its two
major components (EPP and S&D) being moderately offset by the performance of
the two minor ones (Greens-EFA and ALDE). This is a pattern of electoral stability
with fragmentation, which clearly summarizes the pro-EU parties’ trajectory in the
2019 EP elections. Meantime, the Eurosceptic bloc has not boosted its overall voting
score, gaining only 0.5 percentage points. However, the ENF is clearly taking on a
hegemonic role within this camp, increasing votes and perhaps its blackmail power
within the EP. It is worth noting that the ENF may present a more concrete challenge
towards the pro-EU parties, because of its capacity to reduce the fragmentation of
the Eurosceptic formations in the EP. In a nutshell, the shift of the absolute votes
would draw a pattern of electoral stability, and in spite of some concerns concerning
the EU’s destiny, it is a “much ado about nothing” scenario.
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SEATS FOR THE EP GROUPS

The electoral results of the main European groups at the EU level do not reveal the
real balance of power within the new European Parliament. Its composition in fact
derives from the diversified electoral mechanisms within the Union, the different
allocations of seats between member states, as well as the different electoral dyna-
mics within each member state. After all, we are talking about 28 different elections,
reflecting very diverse internal scenarios, and electing a different number of re-
presentatives in the EP. Even at a first glance, it is clear how the electoral results cal-
culated on a European basis are not perfectly reproduced in the distribution of se-
ats across the various groups, which compose the European Parliament (Table 2).
And it is equally clear (as we shall see) that a distribution of seats based on the EU-
wide result would have returned an even more fragmented Parliament than the one
that will actually take its seats in the coming weeks.

Therefore, it is now time to delve into the real composition of the new Europe-
an Parliament, analyzing the new equilibria and the strategic options for the seve-
ral key players in town, in light of the next crucial steps to be taken regarding the
appointments of key figures of the Union (i.e. the President of the Commission, the
President of the European Parliament and the President of the Council).

Aswe have seen, the losers of these elections are the parties linked to the EPP and
S&D groups, the parliamentary groups that in past EP legislative sessions held together
a majority within the EP. Contrary to what we saw in terms of electoral results on an
European constituency (Table 1), the Populars (EPP) are the big losers in terms of
seats (Table 2). Overall, compared to 2014, they lost 41 seats, down to 333. The loss
is not localized but spans across different geographical areas in a rather homogeneous
way, just as did the loss of votes. In Northern European countries and in Eastern Eu-
ropean countries they lose 14 seats, whereas 13 are the seats lost in countries of the
Mediterranean area. In general, compared to the 2014 elections, in only 6 countries
out of 28 do the Populars improve their position in the new EP — a worse result than
in terms of votes, where they lost ground in 11 out of 28 countries.

The S&D lose 38 seats compared to 2014, and now get 153 seats. Not differen-
tly from what we observed for the EPP, losses are widespread in many EU countries,
particularly in Northern Europe and Southern Europe. Nevertheless, the most no-
table drop was recorded in Northern countries: 29 seats have been lost, an even grea-
ter loss than that recorded for the Populars in the same geographical area. The de-
feat in Southern European countries was more contained. Here the sharp decline
of the Italian S&D representation (-12 seats) was partly dampened by the growth
of the Social Democrats in Spain (+ 6 seats) and, to a lesser extent, in Portugal (+1
seat). Finally, the losses of the Social Democrats in Eastern Europe are minimal (-3
seats compared to 2014).

Just as we saw in terms of votes, together with the Greens and the members
of the ENF group, the Liberals of the ALDE are the winners of these elections in
terms of seats. Taking advantage of the crisis of the traditional parties, which are
mostly linked to the two historical groups of the EPP and the S&D, liberal forces
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have been able to gather wide support in the 2019 elections. The figures are re-
markable in Northern Europe, where the success of the ALDE has been impressi-
ve. The group moved from 38 to 70 seats, with an increase of 32 seats in total. The
parties which are included in the ALDE group obtained a good result also in Ea-
stern Europe: here 10 more seats have been gained as compared to 2014, thus mo-
ving from 19 to 29 MEPs.

The group of the Greens strengthens its presence in the European Parliament,
winning 73 seats, 23 more than in 2014. The ‘Green wave’ that in the chronicles se-
ems to have crossed the Old Continent, is however geographically localized, exclu-
sively involving the countries of Northern Europe. Except in Sweden and Austria, whe-
re the parties linked to this Eurogroup lose 2 and 1 seats respectively, the Greens vi-
sibly gained support everywhere in Northern Europe. Overall, in Northern Europe
the number of seats assigned to the Greens grew by 24 units, an increase that is se-
cond only to that of those parties which are linked to the ALDE. In Southern Euro-
pe and in Eastern Europe, the Greens representation, already meagre in 2014, re-
mains substantially stable. Of the 4 seats occupied in 2014, all are reconfirmed in
2019, with the decisive contribution of Spain and Portugal, the only two countries
in the area able to elect Green MEPs. The situation remains substantially unchan-
ged, compared to 2014, also in Eastern Europe, where the number of seats for the
Greens, already small in 2014, falls by one unit.

Apart from mainstream groups, significant losses are recorded both in the radical-
left group GUE and in the right-wing groups ECR and EFDD. For GUE, the number
of seats goes from 52 to 39, with a generalized drop throughout the continent and
a prevalence of losses in Southern Europe. For the EFDD group, the loss was 5 se-
ats in a rather homogeneous way throughout the continent. The only exception is
in fact the United Kingdom, where the parties linked to the group still managed to
obtain 5 more seats than in 2014 (and this is the figure that returns an overall po-
sitive balance between 2019 and 2014 in Northern Europe). Even the ECR, taken
as a whole, loses seats (-11 seats compared to the 2014 elections), but in this case
it is a geographically localized loss that mainly involves the countries of Northern
Europe. By contrast, a positive balance clearly emerges in Eastern Europe and, to some
extent, in Southern Europe.

Compared to the forecast on the eve of the election, the advance of right-wing
groups with a strong Eurocritical or even Eurosceptic connotation has been rather
limited, although still relevant. The EFDD and ENF groups together reach 115 se-
ats, 26 more than in 2014. If we add the seats of the ECR group, where there are also
some parties that are rather critical towards the EU (Fratelli d'Ttalia in Italy, for exam-
ple), the right-wing pole of the new EP will be able to count on 174 seats, far from
the majority of seats and, more importantly, far from being able to become a key pla-
yer in the formation of a new majority. For these groups, the only larger parliamentary
group with which there is the possibility of dialogue is in fact the EPP, but even by
adding the total number of seats obtained by the Populars with those of the right-
wing groups, the coalition would not reach the 376 seats that are necessary to have
a majority in Parliament. In addition to the scarcity of numbers, there exist deep di-
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Table 2 - Seats distribution in the new European Parliament by country, EP group, and regional area.
Green colours indicate gains; red colours indicate losses

PARTY EPP S&D ALDE GREENS

2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019

Northern Europe

Finland 3 3! 2 2 4 3 -1 1 2
Sweden 4 6 +2 6 5 -1 3 3 4 2
Ireland 4 5 +1 1 -1 1 1 1
UK 20 10 -10 1 17 +16 6 11
Austria 5 7 +2 5 5 1 1 3 2
Belgium 4 4 4 3 -1 6 4 -2 2 3
Denmark 1 1 3 3 3 5 +2 I 2
Germany 34 29 -5 27 16 -II 4 7 +3 13 24
Luxembourg 3 2 -1 1 1 1 2 +1 1 1
Netherlands 5 4 -1 3 6 +3 i 6 -1 2 3
France 20 8 -12 13 5 -8 7 21 +14 6 12
Total 83 69 -14 85 56 -29 38 70 B2 39 63

Southern Europe

Cyprus 2 2 2 2

Greece 5 8 +3 4 2 -2

Italy 17 7 -10 31 19 -12

Malta 3 2 -1 3 4 +1

Portugal 7 7 8 9 +1 2 -2 1
Spain 17 12 -5 14 20 +6 8 8 4 3
Total 51 38 -13 62 56 -6 10 8 -2 4 4
Central Eastern Europe

Bulgaria 7 7 4 5 +1 4 3 -1

Croatia 5 4 -1 2 3 +1I 2 1 -1 1
Republic 7 s 2 4 4 4 6 4 3
Estonia 1 -1 1 2 +1 3 3 1
Hungary 12 13 +1 4 5 APl 2 D) 2

Latvia 4 2 -2 1 2 +1 1 1
Lithuania 2 3 +1 2 2 3 2 -1 1 2
Poland 23 17 -6 5 8 +3

Slovenia 5 4 -1 1 2 +1 1 2 +1 1

Slovakia 6 4 -2 4 3 -1 1 2 +1

Romania 15 14 -1 16 9 -7 I 8 Fy

Total 87 73 -14 44 41 -3 19 29 +10 7 6
Total - EU 221 180 -41 191 153 -38 67 107 +40 50 73

Source: EP Parliament
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GUE ECR EFDD ENF
Var. 2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019  Var. 2014 2019 Var. 2014 2019
+1 2 2 2 -2 2
-2 I I 3 +3 2 -2
St 4 3 -1 1 1 -1
+5 1 1 20 4 -16 24 19 +5
- 4 3
+1 1 +1 4 3 -1 1 3
+1 1 1 4 -4 1
+I11 8 5 -3 8 -8 11
+1 3 1 -2 2 5 +3 4
+6 4 6 +2 1 -1 23 22
+24 23 20 -3 41 15 -26 27 29 2 32 42
2 2
6 6 1 -I
8 =8 5 +5 17 14 =8 5 28
+1 4 4
-1 11 -5
26 18 -8 1 5 +4 17 14 -3 5 28
2 2
-1 1 1
+3 3 1 -2 2 4 +2 1 -1 2
-1
-2
1 2 +1 1 -1
+1 1 1 2 -2
19 26 +7 4
-1
2 2
1 +1
-1 3 I -2 28 39 SIS 4 -4 4 2

+23 52 39 -13 70 59 -11 48 43 -5 41 72
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visions within the European right. Although some members of the EPP have called
for a new dialogue between centre-right and right-wing parties, this road seems to
be all uphill, primarily because this position is in fact a minority one within the EPP,
Moreover, even for the supporters of a dialogue with more Eurosceptic parties, this
strategy should involve only those parties which are most open to negotiation — which
would probably exclude, for example, the MEPs of the Brexit Party. At the same time,
an EPP shifting towards the right would definitively break the alliance with the S&D
and, most importantly in a EP that is for sure more fragmented than in the past, with
the Liberals of the ALDE who, at this point, seem to hold a critical position for the
formation of a majority in Parliament.

If it is true that the 2019 elections will not be remembered as a success for Eu-
rosceptic parties, it is equally true that the traditional groups of the centre-right and
centre-left have lost their centrality within the Parliament. The EPP and the S&D to-
gether do not reach the 376 seats that are necessary to have a majority and, as a con-
sequence, the coalition that was majoritarian in the previous legislature will necessarily
move towards the centre. The most plausible hypothesis is that of a coalition with
the centrist forces of the ALDE, which already in the previous legislature repeate-
dly supported proposals of the PPE-S&D coalition. It is also the only realistic possi-
bility for the formation of a rather cohesive majority. Indeed, the other possibility
for the PPE-S&D would be that of including the Greens in the coalition. However,
the main Greens component from Germany seems not to be willing to negotiate on
crucial matters such as environmentalism and socio-economic issues. Also, given the
strong socialist inspiration of the group, its entry into the coalition would skew the
balance of power between the EPP and the S&D excessively, an eventuality that se-
ems not to be plausible in the immediate future, given that the EPP still remains the
largest group in the Parliament.

In the coming weeks the picture will become clearer. The appointments of the
President of the Commission, the President of the Parliament and the President of
the Council will be a test for the new parliamentary arrangements. Until the end of
the previous legislature, these offices were owned by the groups most represented
in the EP. This time, however, in addition to the EPP and the S&D, there will be ano-
ther player, and it is to be expected that compromise will be more difficult than in
the past. These difficulties might emerge quite soon in the process of selecting the
new President of the Commission. Usually, the President of the European Commission
is selected by the most representative group within the Parliament. However, the in-
clusion of the ALDE in the EPP-S&D coalition might generate internal conflicts wi-
thin the coalition itself. The Spitzenkandidat of the Populars is in fact Manfred We-
ber, a long-standing MEP, elected from the CSU in Germany, whose candidacy is stron-
gly opposed by the Liberals (including Emmanuel Macron). Whether this will lead
to an early deterioration of the internal relationships is still to be seen. However, it
seems clear that, in a fragmented parliament, the most moderate groups will retain
a predominant position.



MUCH ADO ABOUT NOTHING? 27

REFERENCES

Bosco, A., and Verney, S., (2012), Electoral Epidemic: The Political Cost of Econo-
mic Crisis in Southern Europe, 2010-11, South European Society and Politics 17(2),
Pp. 129-154.

Carrieri, L. (2014), The Party of European Socialists: Stability without Success. In De
Sio, L., Emanuele, V. and Maggini, N., (ed.), The European Parliament Elections
of 2014. CISE, Roma-Firenze, pp. 289-293.

Emanuele, V., (2014), Expansion and Electoral Success: The Winning Strategy of the
EPP’. In De Sio, L., Emanuele, V. and Maggini, N., (ed.), The European Parliament
Elections of 2014. CISE, Roma-Firenze, pp. 51-57.

Hobolt, S., and Tilley J., (2016), Fleeing the Centre: The Rise of Challenger Parties
in the Aftermath of the Euro Crisis, West European Politics 39(5), pp. 971-991.

Hooghe, L., and Marks, G, (2018), Cleavage theory meets Europe’s crises: Lipset, Rok-
kan, and the transnational cleavage, Journal of European Public Policy 18(1) pp.
109-135

Inglehart, R. (1976), The Silent Revolution, Princeton University Press, Princeton.

Kriesi, H., Grande, E., Lachat R., Dolezal, M., Bornschier, S. and Timotheus, F., (2006),
The Globalization and the Transformation of the National Political Space. Six Eu-
ropean Countries Compared, European Journal of Political Research 45(6), pp.
921-956.

Maggini, N., (2014), The Populist and Eurosceptic Right: The Evolution of its Electo-
ral Success. In De Sio, L., Emanuele, V. and Maggini, N., (ed.), The European Par-
liament Elections of 2014. CISE, Roma-Firenze, pp. 79-86.

Marks, G. and Wilson, C. J., (2000), The Past in the Present: A Cleavage Theory of
Party Response to European Integration, British Journal of Political Science 30(3),
PP- 433-459.

Morlino, L., and Raniolo, F., (2017), The Impact of the Economic Crisis of Southern
European Democracies. Palgrave Macmillan, London.






Chapter Two

Party system change in EU countries:
long-term instability and cleavage restructuring

VINCENZO EMANUELE AND BRUNO MARINO

This chapter deals with the analysis of party system change in Europe after the 2019
European Parliament (EP) elections. Our task is threefold. First, we explore the pat-
terns of electoral instability in Europe at the 2019 EP elections and compare them
across countries and over time. Second, we compare trends and variations in elec-
toral instability between national and EP elections, following the expectations de-
rived from the Second Order Election (SOE) theory (Reif and Schmitt 1980). Third,
we aim to understand the underlying dimensions of competition and cleavage struc-
tures in the 28 European party systems. From an empirical viewpoint, our analysis
is based on data taken from a recently published dataset on electoral volatility and
its internal components in EP elections since 1979 (Emanuele et al. 2019).

ELECTORAL VOLATILITY IN EP ELECTIONS: NATIONAL AND TEMPORAL VARIATIONS

Starting with the first task, let us focus on the electoral instability of European party
systems after the 2019 round of EP elections. Table 1 reports figures using the Pedersen
(1979) index of electoral volatility for the 2019 EP election in the 28 EU countries.

Overall, electoral volatility (Total Volatility, TV) in 2019 was 23.7. This quite re-
markable level of electoral instability has been driven by particularly highly volati-
le elections in some countries, such as the United Kingdom (50.4), Slovakia (41.6),
and Italy (37.25). In as many as nine countries, this EP election has been the most
volatile in each country’s EP electoral history: Croatia, Denmark, Germany, Latvia,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Romania, Slovakia, and the United Kingdom, inclu-
ding both Western European (WE) and Central and Eastern European (CEE) coun-
tries. Moreover, in only three countries (Malta, Austria, and Cyprus) TV has been
lower than 10, lower than the average volatility in WE national elections after World
War II (Chiaramonte and Emanuele 2017).

As expected, there are some differences between WE and CEE countries (re-
spectively, 20.7 and 28.2). Notwithstanding this - still relevant — difference betwe-
en the two regions, even Western European countries display a clear pattern of in-
stability, as the average volatility exceeds the threshold of 20 set by Mair (201 1) for
considering an election as highly volatile. The key difference that still distinguishes
Western countries from their Central and Eastern counterparts can be found by di-
sentangling the aggregate index of electoral volatility between its two internal com-

De Sio, L., Franklin, M.N. and Russo L. (eds), The European Parliament Elections of 2019, Luiss Uni-
versity Press, Rome, 2019.
ISBN (online) 978-88-6105-424-0 / ISBN (print) 978-88-6105-411-0
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Table 1 - Electoral Volatility and its components in the 2019 EP elections, European Union

COUNTRY REGV ALTV OTHV TV

Austria 2.65 5.6 0.25 8.5
Belgium 0.55 16.8 0.65 18
Bulgaria 4.05 6.55 2.95 13.55
Croatia 8.55 11.75 10.2 30.5
Cyprus 2.75 4.3 1.9 8.95
Czech Republic 3.75 28.15 BT 35.6
Denmark 4.45 19.4 23.85
Estonia 2.95 16 14.1 33.05
Finland 10.7 1.5 12.2
France 3.3 8.25 2.25 13.8
Germany 1.65 19.35 2.4 23.4
Greece 7.9 13 5.75 26.65
Hungary 6.3 13.4 0.65 20.35
Ireland 1.25 18.95 3.05 23.25
Italy 3.85 31.7 1.7 37.25
Latvia 6.3 21.35 1.35 29
Lithuania 4.75 19.6 8.15 32.5
Luxembourg 1.05 16.5 0.25 17.8
Malta 1.35 1.75 1.05 4.15
Netherlands 6.45 23 0.95 30.4
Poland 4.75 11.45 0.3 16.5
Portugal 6.2 9.05 1.8 17.05
Romania 12.55 6.55 5.9 25
Slovakia 22.25 15.75 3.6 41.6
Slovenia 20.05 11.6 1.25 32.9
Spain 17.25 2.55 19.8
Sweden 3.15 13.35 0.2 16.7
United Kingdom 16.5 31.6 2.3 50.4
Mean WE 3.71 15.33 1.68 20.71
Mean CEE 8.75 14.74 4.74 28.23
Mean EU 5.69 15.1 2.88 23.67

Note: RegV refers to Regeneration volatility, AltV to Alteration volatility, OthV to Other parties volatili-
ty, and TV to Total Volatility. For more information, see Emanuele et al. (2019)
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ponents of Regeneration (RegV) and Alteration (AltV). The former measures the elec-
toral volatility due to the entry and exit of parties from the party system, while the
latter is the electoral volatility caused by vote switching between existing parties.

Table 1 shows that what accounts for most of the difference in electoral volati-
lity levels between the two regions is due to RegV: despite the recent wave of new
party emergence in Western Europe (Hobolt and Tilley 2016; Emanuele and Chia-
ramonte 2018), CEE countries continue to represent a sort of ‘world apart’. Indeed,
RegV is equal to 8.75 in CEE, against 3.7 in WE. In other words, in an average 2019
EP election in CEE, one or more new parties emerge, accounting for 17.5% of votes,
or one or more parties that existed in the 2014 election disappear.’ Conversely, the
electoral shifts among established parties are similar in the two regions, as AltV is
15.3 in WE and 14.7 in CEE.

To fully understand the scope of party system change brought about by this round
of EP elections, it is necessary to put the 2019 results into a longitudinal perspecti-
ve. Figure 1 reports the average levels of electoral volatility in Europe over time. We
have divided the temporal span of the analysis into four meaningful electoral pha-
ses: the ‘Cold War’ period, 1979-1989; the ‘post-Wall’ period, 1989-1999; the ‘En-
largement’ phase, 1999-2009; and, finally, the ‘Recession’, after 2009.

Figure 1. Components of electoral volatility in EP elections during different electoral phases
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1. This finding is consistent with previous studies about the exceptionality of CEE as concern the
multiplication of ‘electoral hurricanes’ due to new party emergence in national elections (Hou-
ghton and Deegan-Krause 2015).
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By looking more into detail at the data, what strikingly emerges from the figu-
re is that moving from phase 1 to phase 4, electoral volatility and its two internal com-
ponents have undergone a monotonic increase over time. TV has skyrocketed from
12.5 in the Cold War period to 23.8 in the Recession. Turning to its internal com-
ponents, AltV shows a fairly constant increase over time, from 8.8 (first phase) to 14.7
(last phase), while RegV is almost stable in the first three phases before a sharp up-
surge in the Recession phase (6.6).

The monotonic increase of TV over time is not merely a descriptive fact but, ra-
ther, a robust finding. Table 2 shows the results of a multivariate regression analy-
sis of TV (Models 1 and 2) and its internal components (Models 3,AltV, and 4, RegV)
on time (measured in years) and a dichotomous variable indicating CEE countries.

Overall, evidence shows the effect of time on the increase in TV is significant with
p<o.o12 Furthermore, our analysis shows this increase over time is due only to the
changing patterns in WE, given that CEE countries display very high but steady va-
lues of TV across the three electoral periods (2004-2009, 2009-2014, 2014-20109).
This is shown by Model 2, where an interaction between time and the dichotomous
variable for CEE is added to the linear model. Figure 2 below reports the Average Mar-

Table 2 - Regression analysis of TV and its internal components (AltV and RegV)

MODEL I (TV) MODEL 2 (TV) MODEL 3 (ALTV) MODEL 4 (REGV)
b se b se b se b se

Time 0.230%* 0.068 0.238%* 0.069 OSTEORE] 0.051 0.054 0.036
CEE 9.075%%* 1.798 15.82 11.429 2.600 1.340 4.493%** 0.959
Time*CEE -0.219 0.367
Constant TE T 7415 1.584 I 58N 1.610 SEGIE 1.181 2.200% 0.845
R-squared 0.297 0.298 0.127 0.198
Number of
elections 147 47 147 147
Number of 28 58 28 28

countries

*p <.05; **p < .01, ***p < .00I.

2. These findings are robust to alternative specifications: adding an additional dichotomous va-
riable to account for Southern European countries, performing a regression with country clu-
sters, a panel-corrected standard error (PCSE) regression, or a Prais-Winsten regression.
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ginal Effect (AME) of time on volatility at the two possible values assumed by our di-
chotomous variable. As shown in the figure, the effect of time on TV is significant only
in the case of Western Europe. In other words, a ‘permanent instability’ is what has
occurred in EP elections in CEE countries since 2004, while an increasingly destructured
party system is the dominant trend in WE.

Figure 2. Average Marginal Effect of Time on TV in WE (CEE=0) and CEE (CEE=1)
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By disentangling TV into RegV and AltV, Models 3 and 4 in Table 2 indicate that
AltV shows the same increasing pattern over time as TV, with only an important dif-
ference: the dichotomous variable for CEE is not significant, which means that the-
re are no differences in the AltV between the two regions, as compared to TV. Con-
versely, in the case of RegV, the effect of time is not significant (as already mentio-
ned), while the analysis shows a powerful positive effect of the CEE dichotomous va-
riable. In other words, this means that a certain level of Regeneration volatility has
always existed in EP elections, and this marks a clear difference compared to the hi-
storical patterns observed in Western European national elections (Bartolini and Mair
1990; Chiaramonte and Emanuele 2017).

COMPARING EP AND NATIONAL ELECTIONS: STILL A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE?

In the remaining part of this chapter, we raise two further research questions (RQs)
to address the two tasks formulated at the beginning. First, to what extent do the
levels and trends of electoral volatility in EP elections match or deviate from those
observed in national elections in the same countries and phases. Second, whether
this increasing instability of party systems signals changing patterns of competition
and cleavage structure across Europe.



34 THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT ELECTIONS OF 2019

Starting from the first research question, by considering all EP elections occur-
red in the 28 member countries, volatility (TV) is equal to 19 (N=147), while in na-
tional elections, in the same countries and period, TV is 15.1. By disentangling this
average between WE and the CEE countries, TV in EP elections is 16.4 (N=118) in
WE and 28.0 (N=29) in CEE. To make a comparison, in WE national elections, TV
has been, on average, 12.3 and, in CEE national elections, 26.4.3

As we have previously shown, this average TV in EP elections is the result of a
sharp and monotonic increase over time (see Figure 1) and this is absolutely consi-
stent with the trends observed in TV in national elections in WE, specifically with
regard to the last phase marked by the impact of the Great Recession (Drummond
2006; Hérnandez and Kriesi 2016; Dassonneville and Hooghe 2017). Conversely,
for CEE, we have evidence of sustained and prolonged instability ever since the de-
mocratic transition. However, recent studies have not detected an increase over time
for CEE countries, but rather a steady trend or even a declrase (Lane and Ersson 2007;
Casal Bértoa 2013; Emanuele, Chiaramonte and Soare 2018).

Allin all, and with some surprise, a clear difference between EP and national elec-
tions can be detected only in Western Europe.* In this regard, the long-established
second-order election theory (Reif and Schmitt 1980) stresses that, given that the-
re is less at stake in EP elections compared to national elections, voters are freer to
cast a sincere vote, and they often exploit this opportunity to defect from governing
parties or, more generally, from major parties to support opposition parties and new
contenders. As a result, a higher TV is expected in EP elections compared to natio-
nal ones. To accurately gauge whether TV significantly differs in two electoral are-
nas (EP and national ones) and to what extent such difference predicted by the se-
cond-order-election theory varies over time, we performed a regression analysis whe-
re the outcome is TV in both European and national elections, and the predictors are:
a dichotomous variable for CEE countries, a categorical variable for phases (reference
category: Cold War), and a dichotomous variable where o is attributed to TV in na-
tional elections, and 1 to TV in EP elections. Finally, we also added an interaction
between the variable for EP vs national elections and the phase variable.> This in-
teraction allows us to test whether being an EP election vs a national one has a si-
gnificant marginal effect on TV across phases. Figure 3 reports the average margi-
nal effects (AMEs) of the interaction.

3. Data on WE have been taken from Emanuele (2015), while, for CEE, from Emanuele Chia-
ramonte and Soare (2018).

4. Thisresult is similar to the one found by Caramani (2015), whose analysis does not consider
elections after 2009. This means that the recent Recession phase has not changed the overall
volatility pattern between national and EP elections.

5. Results are not shown but are available upon request.
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Figure 3. Average Marginal Effect of EP vs national elections at different phases
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Figure 3 shows that the marginal effect of the dummy distinguishing EP elections
from national ones has a significant effect only during the Enlargement phase. This
finding is rather surprising, as it shows that the distinction between EP and natio-
nal elections does not make a difference for predicting TV scores neither until 1999
nor after 2009. In the first two phases, European party systems are still in a phase
of relative electoral stability, and the above finding means that EP elections do not
bring a significant additional instability compared to national elections. Converse-
ly, the non-significant marginal effect in the Recession phase, characterised — as seen
earlier — by skyrocketing electoral volatility, witnesses a general convergence towards
instability, regardless of the type of election. To sum up, this analysis rejects, except
for the 1999-2009 period and at least for this limited aspect related to the expected
difference in volatility between the two electoral arenas, the second-order election
model.

BELOW THE SURFACE!
A CHANGING CLEAVAGE STRUCTURE IN EUROPEAN PARTY SYSTEMS?

What remains to be explored is our second RQ, namely, whether the detected in-
creasing instability witnesses the presence of changing patterns of competition and
cleavage structure in European party systems. To do so, we have resorted to a tra-
ditional conceptual and empirical tool, namely, bloc volatility (Bartolini and Mair
1990). The concept of bloc volatility refers to the net change in the aggregate vote
share for all parties included in a given bloc.® For a long time, given the predomi-

6. Blocvolatility is a component of TV, the other one being the electoral shifts among parties wi-
thin the same bloc (Within-Bloc volatility).
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nance of the left-right dimension of competition in Europe (Fuchs and Klingemann
1990), the concept of bloc has been intrinsically connected to that of cleavage and,
more specifically, of class cleavage (Bartolini and Mair 1990; Bartolini 2000). No-
netheless, the concept and the measurement of bloc volatility can be extended be-
yond the class cleavage, to capture the divide produced by any given cleavage. In this
regard, besides the class cleavage, recent studies have emphasized the emergence
of a new important transnational cleavage, that has been thought to structure po-
litical conflict in Europe. Kriesi and others (2006; 2008; 2012) have extensively ana-
lysed the emergence of a ‘demarcation-integration’ cleavage, opposing the so-cal-
led ‘losers’ and ‘winners’ of globalisation. This cleavage is based on three main di-
mensions: one related to the opposition to free trade and open markets (economic
globalisation vs. protectionism); the second related to the EU dimension (pro-EU vs.
anti-EU); and the third one related to being in favour or against multiculturalism and
immigration.’

To capture the characteristics of the cleavage structure in European party systems
and their evolution over time, we have calculated, in each country and election pe-
riod, the vote share received by parties belonging to the class and the demarcation
blocs and also the related class bloc volatility and demarcation bloc volatility. To do
so, we refer to the classification of parties in the two blocs provided in Emanuele et
al. (2019) and based on both quantitative and qualitative criteria®. According to the
theoretical framework of Bartolini and Mair (1990) and Bartolini (2000), the strength
of a cleavage can be captured by two indicators. The first, straightforwardly, is the
aggregate vote share of parties politicising that cleavage: the larger this vote share
is, the more relevant this division is in the society.

The second indicator can be captured by the mobility of voters across the clea-
vage line. The interpretation of this second indicator depends on the degree of ma-
turity of the cleavage: in cases of a consolidated cleavage, like the class one, limi-
ted electoral mobility across the cleavage line signals that voters conceive that con-
flict mainly as a dimension of identification. Conversely, high electoral mobility across
the cleavage line witnesses that voters no longer consider that conflict as relevant,
given they cross it between consecutive elections. On the other side, for emerging
cleavages, like the alleged demarcation one, the first phase of political and electo-
ral instauration is usually characterised by a relevant mobility across the cleavage
line, as voters move towards parties emphasising the new cleavage. Therefore, in this
context, the new cleavage is mainly a dimension of competition.

7. Different scholars have supported the idea of the existence of this new cleavage by providing
a vast range of conceptualisation (Bornschier 2010; De Vries 2018; Strijbis, Helmer and De
Wilde 2018; Hooghe and Marks 2018). For more details, see the codebook in Emanuele et al.
(2019).

8. For further information on the operationalisation and classification methods, see the code-
book in Emanuele et al. (2019).
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Figure 4. Aggregate vote share for parties in the class and demarcation blocs in EP elections across
different electoral phases
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Figure 4 patently shows a different evolution of the two cleavages over time. On
the one hand, the traditional class cleavage has experienced a sharp decline over time
in the vote share of parties politicising it (Communist, Socialist, and Social-Demo-
cratic ones). This finding is, of course, not new and largely discussed by the litera-
ture (Dalton, Flanagan and Beck 1984; Franklin, Mackie and Valen 1992; Drummond
2006), but what really strikes us is the evolution of the vote share of parties belon-
ging to the deemed demarcation bloc, which has undergone an opposite, increasing,
trend over time. While, in the 1980s, the ratio between the two blocs was more than
4:1 in favour of the class bloc, in the last decade, this ratio has shrunk to 1.3:1, with
a class bloc representing, on average, 26% of the vote share vs. a demarcation bloc
following with an average of 19.6%.

Figure 5. Evolution of TV, class bloc volatility, and demarcation bloc volatility across different phases
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Yet, this is just the first part of the story. Figure 5 tells us the second part, com-
paring the mobility across the cleavage line for the two cleavages. We observe two
distinct patterns for the two cleavages also in terms of bloc volatility. The class bloc
shows a fairly stable volatility over time, which is also very limited compared to TV.
This brings us to a crucial point: notwithstanding the sharp electoral decline observed
above, class bloc volatility still represents a domain of identification for a— more and
more limited — portion of the electorate. Indeed, it also interesting to note that, in
an age of increasing electoral instability, bloc volatility, which represents a compo-
nent of TV, has not followed the same upwards trend, which also means that vola-
tility is more and more accounted for by different dimensions of competition besi-
des class.

The demarcation bloc volatility is different. In this regard, Figure 5 shows that,
from the first to the last phase, the level of electoral mobility across the cleavage line
has tripled. This is a largely expected outcome in the case of emerging cleavages, whe-
re, at the beginning, bloc volatility is limited because of the very small vote share of
parties competing on that dimension, and, then, as these parties obtain increasing

percentages of votes and a larger portion of the electorate abandons older allegiances
for this new one, bloc volatility consequently rises. This trend signals that demar-
cation bloc volatility represents more and more a domain of competition in Europe.

Finally, it is interesting to take a look at the national variations of cleavage struc-
ture configuration in Europe. Figure 6 plots the 28 EU countries across two dimen-
sions based on, respectively, the average volatility of parties in the class and de-
marcation blocs. The chart can be divided into four quadrants according to the mean
values of the two variables.

Figure 6. National variations of class bloc volatility and demarcation bloc volatility in Europe
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Starting from the lower right quadrant, we find four ‘consensual’ (Lijphart 1999)
democracies (Austria, Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands), where class represents
a domain of identification (class bloc volatility is lower than the European average), whi-
le the demarcation bloc volatility is comparatively high. This means that, next to the
class cleavage, a new dimension of competition has been consolidating: let us notice
the presence, in these four countries, of relevant parties belonging to the demarcation
bloc, such as, among others, the Freedom Party of Austria (FPO), Flemish Interest (VB)
in Belgium, Alternative for Germany (AFD), and the Dutch Party for Freedom (PVV).

A different situation can be found in the upper right quadrant, where the de-
marcation bloc is also on the rise, but the high mobility across the class cleavage is
likely to witness a reduced capacity of class to represent a domain of identification
for voters. This quadrant mixes Western European countries with Central and Ea-
stern European countries. The former are clearly facing a reshaping of their dimensions
of competition, with a decline of traditional parties to the advantage of challenger
parties (France, Italy, the United Kingdom). The latter (Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries) are countries where the class bloc has always been limited (Hun-
gary) or has experienced a deep decline (Czech Republic and Slovakia).

Moreover, in as much as 11 countries (lower left quadrant), both cleavages show
a pattern of electoral stability. This may be due to the low relevance of the cleava-
ge as a dimension of conflict (such as the paradigmatic case of Ireland for class), or
to the fact that the cleavage has already stabilised, thus becoming a central domain
of identification. Obvious examples of this circumstance are Spain and Portugal, in
the case of class, and Poland for demarcation. This latter represents an exception in
the demarcation cleavage, as parties referring to the demarcation bloc total an ave-
rage support of 37.1%, witnessing that, in this country, this cleavage has successfully
overcome its phase of instauration and consolidation, becoming the main domain
of identification.

Lastly, in the upper left quadrant, we find five countries (Croatia, Cyprus, Lat-
via, Romania, and Slovenia) where there are no parties at all representing the de-
marcation bloc and where the volatility for the class bloc is comparatively high. Also,
here, we find Estonia, an outlier with the largest class bloc volatility in Europe by far,
which means that voters massively cross the class cleavage line in consecutive elec-
tions, thus not recognising it as a proper dimension of conflict.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, we have explored features of European party systems, both following
the 2019 EP elections and also from a longitudinal viewpoint, by focusing on electo-
ral volatility. Among our main findings, we have discussed the remarkable electoral
mobility brought about by the recent round of EP elections. This can be seen as the
last step of a long-term process of increasing instability, at least in Western Europe,
while Central and Eastern European countries have been always characterized by a
permanent instability since their accession to the EU. Interestingly, from a longitudinal
perspective, a substantial difference in electoral volatility between EP and national
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elections is detectable only between 1999 and 2009. This piece of evidence signals
the second-order election model, at least from the viewpoint of electoral volatility, ap-
pears not anymore very suited to fully describe EP elections — and their differences
from national elections. Finally, we have also focused on the stability and changes in
party systems concerning the structure and the evolution of the class and the de-
marcation cleavages across Europe. Our analysis has shown a marked decline in the
class cleavage which, even if it still represents an important domain of identification
in many European countries, is now flanked in most countries by the demarcation clea-
vage, which has undergone a process of development or even consolidation.
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Chapter Three

Spitzenkandidaten 2.0:
From experiment to routine in European elections?

THOMAS CHRISTIANSEN AND MICHAEL SHACKLETON

ABSTRACT

The Lisbon Treaty ushered in a new mode of appointing the President of the Euro-
pean Commission. The 2014 European elections witnessed the introduction of the
Spitzenkandidaten process through which European political parties and the Euro-
pean Parliament managed to wrest control over this appointment from the European
Council. While successful from the Parliament’s perspective in terms of the politi-
cal outcome, the academic assessment of the system led to mixed reviews, and from
both a political and a legal perspective the process has remained controversial. Ne-
vertheless, in the run-up to the 2019 elections, pan-European campaigns by Spit-
zenkandidaten intensified, with most parties except for the Far Right nominating lea-
ding candidates. This article analyses the maturation of this process, by reviewing
its evolution from 2014 to 2019, identifying the degree of change and continuity in
practices and then assessing the impact of the process on party political campaigns,
election results and subsequent appointment decisions. By way of conclusion, the
article discusses the degree to which Spitzenkandidaten have become established as
a routine part of EU politics and reflects on the future prospects of the system.

INTRODUCTION

One of the key features of the 2014 European elections was the innovation of Spit-
zenkandidaten —leading candidates nominated by the main political parties for the
post of President of the European Commission. This idea was founded on a new pro-
vision in the Lisbon Treaty, for the European Council to take into account the elec-
tions in proposing a candidate for the European Commission presidency, who would
then be elected by the European Parliament.! Providing a particular — some would
argue extreme — interpretation of this treaty article, the Party of European Socialists

1. Treaty of European Union, Art.17(7): “Taking into account the elections to the European Par-
liament and after having held the appropriate consultations, the European Council, acting by
a qualified majority, shall propose to the European Parliament a candidate for President of
the Commission. This candidate shall be elected by the European Parliament by a majority
of its component members.”

De Sio, L., Franklin, M.N. and Russo L. (eds), The European Parliament Elections of 2019, Luiss Uni-
versity Press, Rome, 2019.
ISBN (online) 978-88-6105-424-0 / ISBN (print) 978-88-6105-411-0
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took the initiative in 2014 by putting forward the then-President of the European
Parliament, Martin Schulz, as their candidate. The other parties — Christian-Democrats,
Liberals, Greens and the European Left - eventually followed suit, leading to pan-
European campaigning including a series of debates among the leading candidates.

The outcome of this process is well-known: the election of Jean-Claude Juncker,
the leading candidate of the European People’s Party (EPP) as Commission Presi-
dent. It was regarded as a success for the European Parliament (EP) in its inter-in-
stitutional power struggle with the European Council, where several heads of sta-
te had reservations about ceding the initiative to the EP. As such, it fitted into a wi-
der history of the EP expanding its power beyond the formal text of the treaty — a
process which has been termed interstitial institutional change in the European Union
(Farrell and Heritier, 2007; Moury, 2007) — and which included previous innova-
tions such as trialogues and hearings for designated Commissioners.

This is not to say that this innovation was without controversy. Beyond the Eu-
ropean Council which, as an institution, was somewhat critical about the idea for
obvious, self-interested reasons, critics have suggested different interpretations of
the legal text. For example, does “taking account of the elections” necessarily mean
that the largest party to emerge from the elections has a right to the Commission Pre-
sident position? Does the Treaty not intend that the European Council be the body
that proposes the candidate for this position rather than the EP or individual poli-
tical parties?

Given the novelty of the Spitzenkandidaten process in 2014, initial assessments
concluded that its introduction had the potential to constitute a transformative mo-
ment for representative democracy at the European level (Shackleton, 2017), but
that an evaluation of its lasting impact would be more appropriate after the 2019
experience (Christiansen, 2015). The second instalment of the use of this procedure
ought to provide clues as to whether the 2014 experiment was a one-off, or whether
it has managed to establish itself as a routine part of European democratic gover-
nance. While this chapter is written only a couple of weeks after the 2019 election,
and prior to the subsequent appointments to the main leadership positions in the EU,
it nevertheless provides a first opportunity for such an assessment. In other words,
this chapter addresses the question of how the Spitzenkandidaten process has per-
formed in 2019, and what this experience tells us about the lasting impact of the sy-
stem. We do so by providing in the next section a brief discussion of how the system
has been assessed, distinguishing between its perceived advantages and disadvan-
tages. This is followed by an analysis of the 2019 experience, considering both de-
velopments that have strengthened and those that have weakened the operation and
the impact of the system. By way of conclusion we provide an outlook on the futu-
re prospects of the system based on this analysis.
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THE PROMISE AND THE LIMITATIONS OF THE SPITZENKANDIDATEN SYSTEM

The underlying rationale for the original treaty change and the subsequent introduction
of leading candidates was the intention to increase the democratic legitimacy of the
office of the Commission President (and by implication of the Commission as a who-
le). This would be achieved through a more direct link between the outcome of Eu-
ropean elections and the appointment of the head of the European Commission, crea-
ting a tangible connection between voter preferences and the way in which Europe
is governed. This would be further facilitated by the intermediate steps that the in-
troduction of Spitzenkandidaten engenders: the need to form a party-political coa-
lition in order to achieve the required majority for the election of the Commission
President, the conclusion of formal or informal agreements among parties concer-
ning the ‘governing programme’ of such a coalition, and the creation of a more sta-
ble majority in Parliament on which the Commission can then base its legislative and
policy agenda (Ondarza, 2014).

A corollary of this increase in democratic legitimacy is the greater transparen-
cy of the way in which leadership appointment decisions are taken in the Europe-
an Union. The Commission President is now expected to emerge from a public con-
test rather than from deal-making behind the closed doors of the European Coun-
cil (Baldoni et al., 2014). Election to this position involves prior public commitments
to certain objectives and adherence to specific positions, making the holder more ac-
countable to Parliament and the electorate as a whole.

Furthermore, the strengthened link between Commission and Parliament resulting
from this process also implies a weakening of the link between Commission and Eu-
ropean Council, which in turn points to a Commission President who is more inde-
pendent of national governments, and hence more able to advance the common Eu-
ropean interest. This system therefore is seen as enabling the European executive
to be more effective and more impartial in comparison with past practice when mem-
ber states in the European Council could bargain with potential Commission Presi-
dent candidates over favourable treatment in return for their appointment.

One other important benefit of the Spitzenkandidaten system was meant to be
the greater salience of the European elections, the greater media attention devoted
to the individual candidates, and the impact that this would have in terms of public
awareness, electoral turnout and ultimately the legitimacy of the election results
(Schmitt et al., 2015). Against the background of a decades-long decline in parti-
cipation rates at European elections (it fell from 62% in 1979 to 43% in 2014 — but
see Chapter 4), the Spitzenkandidaten system promised a reversal of fortunes in this
respect by making the European elections both more visible and more genuinely Eu-
ropean (thereby countering their nature as second-order elections).

While expectations with regard to greater democratic legitimacy, an increase in
public accountability and a higher electoral turnout were strong arguments in favour
of the new system, critics have pointed out several weaknesses. One weakness was
that the President of the European Commission is a president in name only, presi-
ding as she or he does over a College of Commissioners that formally decides by sim-
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ply majority, and which is composed of members nominated by national governments.
This means that Commission Presidents have less authority over their ‘government’
than prime ministers have at the national level (not to speak of actual presidents like
in the US or France).

Beyond the Commission itself, any successful candidate not only has to work with
coalitions in the EP in order to succeed with a particular policy-initiative, but also
requires majority support in the European Council. In other words, unlike national
leaders a Commission President is inevitably engaged in a permanent search for com-
promise, first within the Commission and then in relations with the other EU insti-
tutions. This in turn means that the kind of promises and even manifestos that can-
didates would be campaigning on cannot actually be taken as indicators of subse-
quent performance in office and are thus misleading for the electorate. This not only
limits the usefulness of the Spitzenkandidaten system in terms of holding the Com-
mission President to account, but also suggests that — far from providing a stable le-
gislative majority — the system still requires the search for ad hoc support for each
individual policy proposal (Ondarza, 2019).

These arguments run counter to the previous arguments on democratic legiti-
macy and stability of governance, indeed - if correct — they amount to the charge
that the image created by the Spitzenkandidaten is actually counterproductive in rai-
sing false expectations among the electorate. Once voters come to realise that this
promise of a more accountable and stable ‘European government’ emerging from the
outcome of elections is not achievable in practice, the impact on support for the Eu-
ropean Union could prove to be negative (Hopner, 2014).

In addition to these criticisms one also needs to consider the wider limitations
of such a system. The idea of pan-European campaigning may sound good, but ac-
tually hits the buffers when confronted with the multilingual electoral space that con-
stitutes the EU. No single candidate can actually hope to speak directly to the voters
of more than a few countries, and on occasion perhaps only his or her own native
country. While English has become a lingua franca in Brussels, and debates among
candidates have been held in English, French and German, most EU citizens have
not been able to listen to communications from leading candidates in their own lan-
guage. Consequently, in 2014 (and most likely again in 2019) the Spitzenkandida-
ten received most attention in Germany where both candidates were able to deba-
te directly in German (Shackleton, 2017).

This structural impediment to pan-European campaigning contributes to and is
reinforced by media coverage of European elections that is still very much divided
along national lines, with — essentially still national — media reporting on national
lead candidates (which many parties in various members states appoint in addition
to the EU-level leading candidates). The consequence of this is a generally low le-
vel of name recognition of the leading candidates across the EU (Van der Brug et al.,
2016), and Spitzenkandidaten receiving attention from the media predominantly in
their own country (Hobolt, 2014). For their part, national political parties have lit-
tle incentive to prioritize candidates of another nationality for Commission President
above their own candidates standing for the European Parliament. These practical
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considerations feed into the much broader question of an elusive European demos
(Weiler, 1999) and the presence of multiple demoi in the European polity (Nicolai-
dis, 2004). In other words, the new system cannot remove the structural obstacles
to pan-European elections, and its pretence of doing so could also be counterproductive
in terms of the legitimacy of EU governance.

ASSESSING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE SPITZENKANDIDATEN SYSTEM

Against the background of the advocacy in favour and against the idea of Spitzen-
kandidaten it is important to be specific about the manner in which the actual prac-
tice of the system and its impact on EU politics is being assessed. A fairly simple, if
not simplistic, approach to such an assessment would focus on the basic continua-
tion of the discourse about, and the practice of, the system. In that regard, a repe-
atin 2019 of the 2014 practice counts as a success. However, even such an assessment
does not take us very far. A more meaningful assessment must include an analysis
not only of the basic maintenance of the system, but ultimately also of the impact
it has on the nature of campaigning, electoral behaviour and post-election decision-
making.

Implicit in the above discussion of “success” for the EP was the idea that a mea-
sure of its performance was the ability to determine who would be the “winner”. Ho-
wever, we would suggest a more nuanced understanding of what constitutes “suc-
cessful” performance of the system. This includes recognition of several elements
of what the system stands for, not all of which may be realised. In other words, suc-
cess or failure can be partial.

Specifically, a variety of scenarios and outcomes are possible in this regard. First,
EP and European Council may have different preferences regarding the c