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This article draws upon the literature on comparative political institutions in order to re-examine the logic of Twitter
usage during campaign periods, now that social media has become a standard tool that is used across the political
spectrum. We test how electoral institutions and individual characteristics shaped Twitter activity during the 2019
European elections cycle and compare the nature of this usage with the previous 2014 campaign. Our findings allow
for an evaluation of social media campaigning against the backdrop of its dynamic evolution, while also confirming its
normalisation in the European elections’ revival of the Spitzenkandidat process. Rather than seeking to differentiate
themselves from party-internal and external competitors or highlighting their own qualities, our findings suggest that
Members of the European Parliament used Twitter in 2019 to emphasise the lead candidate that they have in common.
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Introduction

Since its founding in 2006, Twitter’s focus on a simple and
public micro-blogging interface, along with its interactive
capabilities, has given it a clear edge in political communi-
cations. Within the European Parliament (EP), as in other
legislatures, Twitter has been a useful signalling medium
during the legislative season (Daniel et al, 2019;
Scherpereel et al., 2018) and a central campaigning tool
during elections (Larsson, 2015; Obholzer and Daniel,
2016). As Twitter’s influence on global politics continues
to wax, it is worth considering how politicians’ use of it has
evolved over time, as well as the extent to which the plat-
form reflects politicians’ more traditional ‘offline’ behav-
iours during election campaigns.

In this article, we focus on the use of Twitter by the out-
going Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) who
sought re-election in May 2019. We first collect original
data to replicate Obholzer and Daniel’s (2016) study on the
2014 EP campaign, which we consider to be a useful frame-
work for viewing the individual incentive to build an online
‘electoral connection’ with voters (i.e., Mayhew, 1974).
Given the diverse set of national electoral system features
present within the singular EP that incentivize some mem-
bers to curry a personal vote whereas others rely more

heavily on their national political parties (e.g., Carey and
Shugart, 1995), we then compare the frequency of individ-
ual MEP tweets with those aimed specifically at boosting
the MEP’s party lead candidate.

This theoretical distinction allows for us to differenti-
ate between those behaviours that we consider to be ‘indi-
vidual-centred’ and ‘party-centred’. The former refers to
activity that sets an MEP apart from competitors, both
within and beyond party lists. We take this to be all tweets,
as MEPs expend effort to build a personal profile. Yet,
they may also specifically emphasise their party affilia-
tion, with items such as a party manifesto, and which
reflects party-centred campaigning. In this way, party-
centred campaigning is complementary to and not exclu-
sive to individual-centred campaigning. Our findings
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show that social media continued to play a key role in the
2019 European elections in a way that was broadly com-
parable to older forms of electioneering. However, the
relatively costless nature of social media allows for some
politicians to simultaneously campaign as both individu-
als and as ‘party animals’ in ways that analog campaign-
ing might not.

Uses of Twitter during the EP
campaign

Platforms such as Twitter can be used by political cam-
paigns in a variety of important ways. They heighten the
possibility of individual-centred campaigning by broad-
casting positions, creating and sharing content, and
enhancing voter turnout beyond political party gate-
keeping (Golbeck et al., 2010; Kruikemeier, 2014;
Kruikemeier et al., 2013). They also provide a tentative
online ‘electoral connection’ with voters that leads to
more organic forms of two-way interactions (Kessel and
Castelein, 2016; Lassen and Brown, 2011). And, spe-
cific to the EP context, Twitter can be used to augment
the salience of European Union (EU) issues in an elec-
tion routinely seen as ‘second order’ to national contests
(Hix and Marsh, 2011; Reif and Schmitt, 1980; van der
Eijk et al., 1996).

During the 2014 EP elections, 341 of the 751 outgoing
MEPs (45.41%) were active on Twitter during the cam-
paign (Obholzer and Daniel, 2016). In the May 2019 elec-
tions, 595 of 751 MEPs (79.22%) used Twitter during the
campaign period — nearly double the percentage active
from just five years before. How might this growth in usage
affect MEPs’ social media campaign strategies? We con-
sider this in the following section, which re-visits and rep-
licates Obholzer and Daniel’s (2016) research on the 2014
campaign, as a means of identifying individual-centred
incentives to launch a personal campaign online, before
focusing new attention on the complementary use of Twitter
to promote more party-centred campaigns via the
Spitzenkandidat system.

Individual-centred campaigning on
Twitter in 2019

Obholzer and Daniel (2016)’s study of Twitter usage by
re-election-seeking MEPs in 2014 identified ways in
which tweets can become part of an individual-centred
campaign to build an online electoral connection with
voters. To do so, their article tested five propositions
against the aggregate volume of tweets emitted by all
245 re-election-secking MEPs who took to Twitter dur-
ing the two-month lead-up to the 2014 elections.
Expectations included: hypothesis 1 (H1) that MEPs rep-
resenting larger numbers of citizens would tweet more,
as the platform allowed for an efficient way to compete

for seats in a legislature in which citizens from various
countries are dramatically over-/under-represented;
hypothesis 2 (H2) that MEPs from countries with larger
average district magnitudes would tweet more if they
competed on preferential list systems and would tweet
less if they competed on non-preferential/closed lists —
accounting for the candidate/party trade-off to campaign
styles established in the comparative political institu-
tions literature (i.e., Carey and Shugart, 1995); hypoth-
esis 3 (H3) that MEPs from ‘safe seats’ would tweet
more, as they typically occupy party leadership positions
and are thus more likely to broadcast their positions;
hypothesis 4 (H4) that MEPs from more dominant and
better-resourced national political parties would be more
active; and hypothesis 5 (H5) that MEPs with party sup-
porters more adept at social media and internet usage
would tweet more.

Using different waves of analysis meant to demonstrate
the ramping-up of the campaign between March and May
— and then contrasting this usage with pre- and post-clec-
tion baselines — the article found robust evidence for H1
and H2 during the campaign season. MEPs did make a
rational use of Twitter’s broadcasting abilities — particu-
larly when they represented large numbers of constituents
and that their tweet volume coincided with the incentives to
seek a personal vote outlined by Carey and Shugart (1995).
Thus, they tweeted more as average district magnitude
increased under preferential voting systems, while the
opposite held true under non-preferential, closed-list sys-
tems. Other hypotheses proved more mixed, however, with
leading MEPs actually tweeting less often (H3) — perhaps
as marginal candidates made use of the platform to raise
their profiles and save their seats. Party resources and dom-
inance (H4) had no effect on MEP behaviour and voter
backgrounds mattered only tangentially — and even then,
only outside of campaign time (HS5).

As a general finding, the article by Obholzer and Daniel
(2016) suggested that MEPs used Twitter campaigning
constructively, when it benefitted their re-clection cam-
paigns as individuals. This finding, however, was taken at
only one time point — using what was then a relatively
untested platform. Therefore, we begin by replicating the
study for 2019. To do so, we collect all MEP Twitter han-
dles from the EP’s Twitter list of MEPs, MEPs’ profiles on
the EP website, and online research. We then used the
Chorus TCD package (Brooker et al., 2016) to collect our
dependent variables, which are counts of Tweets during
specific time periods. The number of tweets indicated on a
MEP’s Twitter profile on 26 February 2019, that is, three
months prior to the election, serves as a baseline for pre-
electoral cycle behaviour. We then compare the number of
tweets made during the early campaign period (7-2 Months,
28 March—26 April 2019), the mid-campaign (7-1 Month,
27 April-26 May 2019), the final week (7-1 Week, 17-26
May 2019) and the immediate post-election period (7+/
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Month, 27 May-25 June 2019). Given the widespread
adoption of Twitter handles, we only include those MEPs
who both sought re-election and who were active on Twitter
during the period, which — in keeping with the 2014 elec-
tion — we define as having tweeted at least once during the
studied period. This number ranges from 314 MEPs in the
first few months to 351 in the final week, once MEPs from
the United Kingdom joined the election.

In line with the 2014 study, we collect explanatory vari-
ables linked to each original hypothesis: the number of
Citizens Represented by each MEP (in 10,000s), the pres-
ence of a Preferential Vote system in the country that allows
individuals the right to choose or re-order their selections,
the country’s Average District Magnitude' and its interac-
tion with preferential voting, MEP List Safety®, national
Seat Share and Party in Government® status to proxy for
party dominance and resources, and Member State Social
Network usage to proxy for more internet-driven societies®.
Control variables also replicate the original paper by
Obholzer and Daniel (2016), with ideological extremeness
(general left-right, green—alternative—libertarian/tradi-
tional—authoritarian—nationalist and positions on European
integration, all taken from Polk et al., 2017), MEP demo-
graphic data on EP seniority, internal leadership positions,
age, and gender, and European party group (EPG) fixed
effects. Table 1 displays the regression results and Figure 1
plots the key effects from 2019 in comparison with the
original 2014 results.

Broadly speaking, the 2019 results replicate those from
the 2014 elections. MEPs representing larger constituen-
cies were significantly more likely to tweet — both before,
during, and after the campaign. This validates H1. As in
2014, the seat safety variable performed in the opposite
direction from initial expectations, with safe MEPs sig-
nificantly less likely to make use of Twitter at one month
prior to the vote. Once again, this may indicate the need
for ‘at-risk” MEPs to use social media as a means of rais-
ing their own profiles®. Also similar to the 2014 study,
MEPs from more social media-prone countries were more
active on Twitter, prior to the campaign. The variables
related to party resources (H4) remain insignificant, as
was also the case in 2014.

Most differently from the previous cycle, the interac-
tion effect between preference voting and district magni-
tude no longer holds for the 2019 data. While the
interaction term and its constituent district magnitude
variable appear significant in places (albeit with some
opposite signs from the 2014 election), the effect disap-
pears entirely in the week just prior to the election, when
we might expect it to be strongest. This null finding con-
tradicts the 2014 analysis and suggests that the incentive
to seek a ‘personal vote’ in candidate-(as opposed to
party-)centred electoral systems may no longer work in
the same way that was found previously, with MEPs
making use of the platform mostly as a general

broadcasting tool (as in H1) or in the most dire needs to
heighten attention (H3)°. Additionally, the general uptake
in Twitter usage discussed above may mean the 2014 set
of MEPs on Twitter might have included those self-
selected politicians with the most strategic desires to use
the (then relatively new) platform. Thus, when the vast
majority of MEPs made use of the platform in 2019, this
might have been for a wider variety of reasons, such as to
share and comment on general news, that were less inher-
ently strategic and which may not be election-related.
While the results for individual-level motivations to
make use of Twitter are broadly consistent, though also
somewhat evolved from the 2014 race, what other ways
might the use of social media be different in 2019, at the
broader party level?

Lead candidate @-mentions: party-
centred campaigning in action?

While we have thus far interpreted tweets as individual
candidates’ campaigning, we can also identify to what
extent MEPs put emphasis on their affiliation with European
parties. Analysing whether MEPs mention their party’s lead
candidate(s) in their tweets provides additional insight into
a measure of party-centred as opposed to candidate-centred
campaigning (albeit with reference to the European, rather
than the national party).

Created for the 2014 clections, the lead candidate sys-
tem (widely referred to in the German, Spitzenkandidat)
was meant to help voters translate their ballots into identi-
fiable connections with leadership — as the EPG with the
most seats would be rewarded with their preferred candi-
date as the President of the Commission. While some
scholars have taken a rosy view of this process (e.g.,
Synnott, 2018), others have pointed to the lopsided cover-
age that 2014 lead candidates received in their home
countries as a re-nationalization of the elections, instead
of the de-nationalization that it was perhaps intended to be
(e.g., Braun and Schwarzbozl, 2019; Gattermann and
Vasilopoulou, 2015; Popa et al., 2019).

Even as the process was ultimately disregarded by the
European Council during their 2019 post-election sum-
mit, in favour of compromise candidate Ursula von der
Leyen that had not been named by any of the party groups,
the Spitzenkandidaten remained fixtures of the social
media debate prior to the elections. They also likely
enhanced both voter knowledge about the process and
general turnout levels, if previous trends from 2014 held
true (cf., Popa et al., 2019; Schmitt et al., 2015). And per-
haps most importantly for our research, they provided
outgoing MEPs with an easy shorthand to signal support
for their European party (cf.,, Braun and Schwarzbozl,
2019: 429). As such, it is worth contemplating whether
MEPs made use of them as a means of party-centred
campaigning.
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Table I. Mixed effects linear regression: number of tweets.

(1) 2) @3) (4) (5)
Model | Model Il Model llI Model IV Model V
Base T-2m T-Im T-Iw T+1Im
Citizens represented 133,13 %% 1.796 2.172 |.318%* 1.017*
(49.691) (1.325) (1.473) (0.644) (0.595)
Preferential vote 3,759.781 96.548 71.728 -7.592 7.855
(3,085.563) (60.343) (85.735) (40.252) (39.279)
Average district magnitude 19.917 0.110 0.079 -0.850 -0.884*
(52.667) (1.146) (1.429) (0.544) (0.522)
Preferential vote X average district -88.943 -4.028* -4.093 -0.995 —1.487
Magnitude (117.576) (2.375) (3.24¢6) (1.553) (1.616)
Member of European Parliament (MEP) list safety —-294.846 -17.579 -22.184* -7.295 -5.450
(669.917) (12.025) (13.195) (5.125) (6.381)
National party seat share 4,709.559 29.792 -44.074 -10.614 24.780
(6,612.896) (98.495) (106.146) (42.966) (49.169)
National party in government -1,673.326 —-22.466 -16.022 -18.908 -12.157
(1,599.739) (17.212) (24.868) (12.208) (12.943)
Member State social network 280.808* -0.268 1.201 0.695 -0.890
Usage (147.194) (1.859) (2.402) (1.189) (1.323)
National party extreme (left-right) 17.051 1.389 3.746 2.893* 1.760
(182.137) (2.563) (3.504) (1.512) (1.752)
National party extreme (green—alternative—libertarian/ 59.356 -1.524 -2.027 0.292 -0.463
traditional-authoritarian—nationalist) (168.489) (1.790) (2.808) (1.390) (1.616)
National party extreme (integration) -110.251 —-2.459 -5.929 -2.551 -3.485
(223.696) (2.480) (3.629) (1.860) (2.139)
Followers 0.038%** 0.000** 0.001** 0.000 0.000
(0.013) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
MEP seniority -0.341 -0.010%* -0.009 —0.006%+* —0.008***
(0.394) (0.005) (0.006) (0.002) (0.002)
MEP age -48.670 0.109 -0.073 -0.094 -0.079
(74.361) (0.736) (0.795) (0.355) (0.420)
Female -1,143.891 5.557 12.904 9.058 1.371
(1,061.493) (16.572) (24.241) (9.902) (12.002)
European Parliament leader —206.846 48.429 77.326 29.940 18.593
(1,974.092) (37.610) (51.565) (21.722) (24.781)
Committee leadership -1,329.828 -15.051 =11.955 -11.707 -17.528*
(1,070.448) (14.884) (18.047) (9.153) (9.241)
Party group dummies Included Included Included Included Included
Constant -18,827.298* 2.159 -55.063 -31.424 84.892
(11,183.907) (155.689) (205.622) (101.491) (123.272)
Intercept variance 737.313 43.436%%F 62.757%% 26.274%% 22.6| 7%
(4225.928) (10.973) (13.598) (7.644) (9.173)
Residual variance 10533.27+* 154.995%FF  183.534%+* 89.552F  103.567+F*
(2816.616) (38.256) (27.414) (12.315) (14.485)
Observations 314 314 314 351 351
Number of groups 27 27 27 28 28

Note: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.

We therefore refocus our exploration of Twitter usage
to include a new dependent variable, which is a binary
variable for whether a MEP referenced his/her EPG’s lead
candidate(s) during specific time periods of the 2019

campaign’. In this way, we are easily able to make use of
the @-mentions feature on Twitter, while also navigating
the complex challenge that many studies of Twitter con-
tent face when working across multiple languages. Our
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Figure |. Comparison of key findings between 2014 and 2019
Twitter usage.

choice of the ‘own lead candidate’ variable also permits us
to assume that mentions of the Spitzenkandidat in ques-
tion will be positive ones, as opposed to rival attacks. We
choose to retain the same independent variables as in the
first section, which we view to be an important compari-
son with the individual-versus-party-centred determinants
of tweeting.

Table 2 presents our mixed effects logistic regression
results, using the same time periods from the initial anal-
ysis. In addition to MEPs from party groups without a
lead candidate, we drop all MEPs that do not tweet in the
respective time period. Hence, the number of MEPs
included in the sample is lower®. In other words, then,
our models answer the question: if a MEP tweets during
the time period in question, what are the odds that they
mention their lead candidate(s) at least once? Whereas
we interpreted the number of tweets above as an indica-
tor of the extent to which a MEP seeks to cultivate a
personal vote, here we investigate an indicator of a more
party-focused campaign. How party-centred or candi-
date-centred are different electoral systems? How do
individual-level variables affect the odds of MEPs
emphasising their affiliation with specific lead candi-
dates to head up the European Commission? Table 2
speaks to these dynamics.

Of particular interest is the effect of the interacted ballot
structure and district magnitude variables on the odds of
mentioning one’s lead candidate(s). Prima facie, mention-
ing the Spitzenkandidat is a campaign tactic that fits neatly
with party-centred campaigning. Rather than seeking to
differentiate themselves from party-internal and external
competitors or highlighting their own qualities, MEPs
emphasise the lead candidate that they have in common.
Yet, Figure 2 demonstrates that, counterintuitively, men-
tioning one’s own lead candidate(s) corresponds closely to

the incentive to seek a personal vote (Carey and Shugart,
1995) discussed above.

In preferential voting systems, where candidates also
compete with other candidates from their own national
parties, they are more likely to mention the lead candi-
date, as average district magnitude — and hence the inter-
nal competition — increases. In closed-list systems, by
contrast, MEPs are less likely to mention the lead candi-
date, as the average district magnitude and, hence, the
importance of the party list increases. In sum, this sug-
gests that MEPs may use mentions of their party lead
candidate(s) in order to differentiate themselves from
their competitors, rather than as a party-focused cam-
paign device. This finding connects interestingly with
the non-result for individual campaigns in the first
section.

We also note a strong national orientation to lead can-
didate mentions, whereby MEPs from countries that had
a lead candidate from their own delegation were much
more likely to mention them. These descriptive findings
are viewed in Figures 3 and 4, with average MEP men-
tions broken down, across each Member State, for the
two main party groups. We view this as perhaps an indi-
cator that the lead candidates have not fully penetrated
electoral politics, but that they come with the potential to
make European election campaigns more competitive
and ‘first-order’ by directing national campaign activity
towards EU-level issues.

It may also be that, under certain circumstances, men-
tions of the Spitzenkandidaten on social media have also
become akin to the ‘coattail” effect found in other multi-
level systems, such as the United States (e.g., Campbell
and Sumners, 1990; Ferejohn and Calvert, 1984). Either
of these explanations would be good news for those hop-
ing for a revival of the Spitzenkandidat process. If von
der Leyen’s commitment, from her first address to the
European Parliament (available at: https://ec.curopa.eu/
commission/presscorner/detail/en/speech 19 4230), to
transnational lists means that we will see them again in
2024, then we can learn how their electoral appeal
extends beyond their home country.

Conclusion

In sum, Twitter usage by MEPs continues to increase in its
importance and centrality to the European elections.
Whilst a number of the structural trends observed by
Obholzer and Daniel (2016) from the 2014 race appear to
have been replicated during the 2019 campaign, the more
nuanced and conditional findings of the original study
have perhaps become less significant, with a vast majority
of MEPs now tweeting at a relatively constant rate. On the
other hand, MEP mentions of 2019 own-lead candidates
appears clearly linked with classic electoral system
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Table 2. Mixed effects logistic regression:

mention of own lead candidate(s).

(1) @) ) (4)
Model | Model Il Model llI Model IV
T-2m T-Im T-lw T+ 1Im
Citizens represented -0.025% —-0.007 0.016 —-0.010
(0.014) (0.012) (0.019) (0.013)
Preferential vote 1.367 0.403 -1.752 -1.862*
(1.386) (1.340) (1.550) (1.084)
Average district magnitude 0.051* 0.026 -0.022 0.007
(0.026) (0.024) (0.024) (0.017)
Preferential vote X average district magnitude -0.018 0.030 0.114%* 0.037
(0.043) (0.039) (0.060) (0.041)
Member of European Parliament (MEP) list safety 0.046 -0.039 -0.203 0.183
(0.147) (0.142) (0.164) (0.148)
National party seat share =-1.191 —-1.585 -1.987 -2.921*
(1.486) (1.399) (1.696) (1.535)
National party in government 0.034 0.504 -0.092 -0.377
(0.420) (0.402) (0.501) (0.442)
Member State social network usage 0.019 —-0.025 -0.100* 0.037
(0.040) (0.035) (0.058) (0.041)
National party extreme (left—right) -0.019 —0.080 —-0.076 —-0.057
(0.067) (0.060) (0.073) (0.072)
National party extreme (green—alternative—libertarian/traditional— 0.002 0.021 0.113%* 0.019
authoritarian—nationalist (GAL/TAN)) (0.047) (0.043) (0.054) (0.047)
National party extreme (integration) 0.056 0.153%* 0.058 0.004
(0.075) (0.068) (0.081) (0.077)
Followers 0.000% 0.000 0.000% 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
MEP seniority 0.000%* 0.000* 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
MEP age -0.006 -0.024 -0.028 -0.018
(0.018) (0.017) (0.019) 0.018)
Female -0.344 0.256 0.424 -0.061
(0.329) (0.312) (0.356) (0.333)
European Parliament leader 0.788 —0.360 0.241 0.388
(0.781) (0.805) (0.903) (0.772)
Committee leadership -0.393 0.464 0.632 -0.332
(0.441) (0.399) (0.463) (0.440)
Party group dummies Included Included Included Included
Constant -5.158 -0.655 3.486 -16.036
(3.443) (3.107) (4.522) (730.516)
Intercept variance 0.551 0.423 0.956 0.538
(0.245) (0.255) (0.364) (0.234)
Observations 279 270 292 287
Number of groups 27 27 28 28

Note: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.

factors, such as the candidate-centred and party-centred
indicators of preferential voting and district magnitude.
Our results suggest that general Twitter activity may be
more than just about individual-centred campaigning, for
example, through the broad uptake of Twitter for uses other

than electioneering. Future studies should therefore focus
more closely on the election-related aspects of politicians’
Twitter activity, as we did in our measure for party-centred
campaigning. If mentioning a lead candidate is taken as a
measure of using Twitter for campaign-related tweets, then
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Figure 2. The conditional effect of electoral systems on
likelihood of mentioning one’s lead candidate.
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Figure 3. European People’s Party: average of mentions during
two-month campaign.
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Figure 4. Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats:
average of mentions during two-month campaign.

this explains why we might be seeing the ‘party animals’

also being the most likely to seek a personal vote.
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Notes

1. Weighted for German Members of the European Parliament,
to reflect varying district magnitudes between the Christian
Democratic Union of Germany/Christian Social Union in
Bavaria regional lists and other parties’ national ones.

2. Coded on a three-point index, where 3 represents national
or regional list leaders of viable parties, 2 represents seats
projected to be ‘safely’ elected, 1 represents Members
of the European Parliament (MEPs) from countries with
purely preferential/unordered lists, and 0 represents
‘unsafe’ MEPs that are not projected to win an elec-
tion. The coding scheme replicates Obholzer and Daniel
(2016) and follows recommendations by Giebler and Wiist
(2011). Party seat projections were collected from Politico
Europe’s Poll of Polls (available at: https://www.politico.
eu/europe-poll-of-polls/).

3. Coded based on ParlGov data and measured at the time of the
last plenary session of the outgoing European Parliament in
April 2019 (Déring and Manow, 2019).

4. We are unable to include party-level data on internet affin-
ity and voter age because the data from the post-election
Eurobarometer have not been published yet at the time of
writing, meaning we cannot exactly replicate hypothesis 5 at
this point (cf., European Commission, 2019).

5. This relationship is even more consistent through the elec-
tion cycle if United Kingdom Members of the European
Parliament are excluded from the analysis — given their
general uncertainty about the dynamics of their continued
service in the European Parliament as Brexit deadlines
approached and were missed (cf., Online Appendix A for
Models IV and V).
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6. We explored a number of possible composition effects
that may have driven this non-result. Two countries made
changes to their ballot structure (Hungary added a prefer-
ence option) or district magnitude (France moved back to a
national list), while the weighting on German district magni-
tude changed in response to a weaker Christian Democratic
Union of Germany/Christian Social Union in Bavaria pres-
ence than in 2014. Including the 2014 electoral system vari-
ables in the 2019 model, that is, assuming that Members of
the European Parliament still behave as if they were elected
under the old rules, does not change the results.

7. We opt for the logistic model given that in the periods studied,
between 66% and 78% of Members of the European Parliament
in the sample do not mention the lead candidates. Therefore,
the binary operationalisation appears theoretically relevant.

8. Some European parties on the right did not nominate lead can-
didates, and non-attached Members of the European Parliament
(MEPs) have no affiliation with any European party. We
drop these MEPs, so only those affiliated with the European
People’s Party (EPP), Progressive Alliance of Socialists and
Democrats (S&D), Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for
Europe (ALDE), European Conservatives and Reformists,
Greens/European Free Alliance (Greens/EFA), and European
United Left/Nordic Green Left are included. Where more than
one lead candidate (all except EPP and S&D) and/or more than
one European party make up a party group (Greens/EFA), we
include all relevant lead candidates in the analysis. We also re-
estimate the models excluding ALDE, as they nominated a full
‘team’ of lead candidates and might therefore bias our results.
The substantive findings remain unchanged.
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