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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. The research question

In the months preceding the 2009 European elegtgaeral reasons emerged to deem such
round of voting a special case, deserving particti@ntion. The 2009 elections come after the
outbreak of one of the worst economic crises ofdsedecades. Moreover, the initial financial
outbreak of the crisis came in the final phasehefU.S. presidential campaign, preventing
immediate action by the U.S. government. This dadleveral European governments to take the
lead of a coordinate action: an effort which ondytfally succeeded. Also, the European Central
Bank was criticized by many for not being as fasteacting as required by the severe crisis.

In this general political climate, the 2009 Eurapetections became a key test case for the
assessment of two general research questions.

The first question concerns the presencefigicts of delegitimation of EU policy makirg
possible outcome of the crisis could be of turrtimgattention of most citizens back to national
governments, which would appoimationalanswers to the crisis. In this regard, one coxfrket
such phenomena as increasing abstention, increpsitgst voting, increasing fragmentation,

increasing success of anti-EU parties.



The second question is less closely tied to Elcpatiaking, and concerns the ordinary
mechanism of reward-and-punishment connected teldotoral evaluation of government action,
especially in intermediate, second-order electitmshis regard, one could expecpotential

weakening of electoral support to governing partse to the emergence of the economic crisis.

As seen, the 2009 elections provide an intereséisgcase for an initial answer to these two
guestions. Yet, an appropriate evaluation of telts requires an appropriate contextualization,
based on two separate aspects.

First, the 2009 European elections require to detualized imnalyticterms. Several
contributions in the literature have proposed &fe European elections in termsetond-order
elections This interpretation is based on the hypothesitttie stakes are generally less relevant in
European elections than in national elections. ehsEuropean elections can be considered
second-order electiondeing generally considered by politicians anizeits as an occasion to
gauge political consensus, in campaigns mostly dataed by national issues. Given the lower
relevance of such elections, the second order naefeles European elections as characterized by
alower turnout(and higher percentages of non valid votes), bgually —particularly positive
results for small or new, “flash” partiesand bylosses for governing partieRegarding this last
point, the notion oélectoral cyclewill be used, linking to the idea that the natwl@velopment of a
legislature through its period of office featuré$edent phaseseach characterized by different
priorities and type of government action. As subkse phases also imply different levels of
political support by the public opinion, with theeakest point occurring generally in the middle of
a cycle (Reif and Schmitt 1980; Schmitt 2005; M&t9A8).

Secondly, this round of voting calls for an appratgrhistorical contextualization. It is of
limited utility to simply compare these electiorsués with the previous European or national
elections in each countries. Trends across a ldimgerspan are required, in order to reliably
answer the main research question, that is, i2@® European elections are significantly different
from other European elections in the past. It ecigely this need for historical contextualization
that led to the choice of analyzing a longer tiragfe.

Lastly, precisely for the mechanisms suggestedhéybtion ofelectoral cycleit cannot be
overstated that national factors must always bertakto account, and often suspected for being the

key explanatory factor in each election.



1.2. The data

The research question has been investigated deciise of eight European countries,

aimed at including all large countries and a megfninselection of smaller countries that were

deemed most sensitive for anti-European and protgstg. Also, the availability of longer time

series was considered as a criterion, leadingot@\aailing selection of Western countries. As a

result, the research included Austria, France, @agmltaly, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain and
the United Kingdorh These eight countries total 75,4% of the totatEpopulatiof
For each country, electoral results have beenateliiefor the 199% 1999, 2004 and 2009

European electiofisand for all national general electidrsince 1992 Table 1 details all national

elections included in the analysis.

Table 1 — The 66 elections included in the analysis
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O=European election®=National elections

! Countries are indicated through the report byrrizfg to their ISO 3166 country code, coincidingtwiheir

Internet top-level domain country code.

% Source: Eurostat, “Total populatiotittp://ec.europa.eu/eurostat

%1996 for Austria.

* For Poland, 2004 and 2009 only.

® Results for the lower House, where a bicamerdld®aent exists.

® In some cases earlier elections were added (FE9®2, Uk 1992), in order to include at least foational

elections per country. Poland 1993 was also indudeorder to increase the number of Polish edesti given that

only two European elections were available for taantry.



For each election, the following variables havenbealected and/or computed:

electoral participation (operationalized as thecprtage of valid votes on the total of
registered votef3;

— electoral party results for each party;

— effective number of parties, or.fN(Laakso and Taagepera 1979);

— two-party vote concentration index (percentageatidwotes to the first two

parties).

In addition to these data based on official resaltselection of results from public opinion
polls was collected, for all the eight surveyedrdaes, for the January 2008-June 2009 timeframe.
Finally, this research also provides a classifaratf all the main political parties in the

surveyed countries, based on their position on$sugd

1.3. Hypotheses and indicators

Given the general research questions outlined pusly and the available data, the
following hypotheses were chosen for empiricalitgston the eve of the electoral results. Their
confirmation is aimed mainly at two goals: 1) validg the second-order model on a broad sample

of elections; 2) highlight differences emerginghis specific election.

H1: Turnout in European elections is lower than innational elections.

(indicator: electoral participation)

This hypothesis is clearly derived from the secorkr model approach, stating that the less
relevant stake is paramount in predicting a lovwagtigipation, compared to a “civic”
participation model that would predict comparalaetigipation levels also in European

elections.

H2: Voting concentration in European elections isdwer than in national elections.
(indicators: Ngi, two-party concentration)

Also derived from the second-order model. The lomeégvance of second-order elections
brings about a favorable setting for small and r#ash” parties, thus decreasing the

concentration on large parties.

" Due to uneven availability of actual turnout data.

8 See section 4 for details.



H3: Anti-European parties are stronger in Europeanelections than in national elections.
(indicators: electoral results, interpreted through a party classification on EU issues)

This hypothesis derives from the idea that Europgections are at least partly disputed on EU
issues. Such elections should therefore bring realience to the issues traditionally qualifying

anti-EU parties, creating a favorable setting fatsparties.

H4: Governing parties are weaker in European electins than in national elections.
(indicators: 2004 secondary analysis; 2009 electoral results, compared to latest national

election)

The baseline hypothesis stems from the generabetdacycle model. The comparison between
2004 and 20009 is crucial, as it aims at highlightivhether a drop in the support of governing

parties is in line with the past.

H5: Since autumn 2008 (the outbreak of the economarisis), governing parties weakened.
(indicators: public opinion trends and past electoral results)
This hypothesis is explicitly aimed at testing eedi effect of the economic crisis on the level of

political support enjoyed by parties in office.

H6: since autumn 2008 (the outbreak of the economarisis), anti-European parties
strengthened.

(indicators: public opinion trends, interpreted through a party classification on EU issues)
Again, this hypothesis is explicitly aimed at tagta direct effect of the economic crisis on the
level of political support enjoyed by anti-EU pasli

2. ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION

The research was carried out through a two-stagsegure. In order to ensure an
analytically sound evaluation of the hypothesdsfahem were first assessed before the 2009
elections. This was made to establish a baselieepiretation, in order to provide an appropriate
predictive foundation for the 2009 outcome. All bitpeses (and the overall interpretation) were
then re-assessed, based on the actual 2009 outBa®i@ts from the two separate assessments are
presented separately, in order to explicitly hightithe confirmation of previous predictions or, on

the other hand, any surprising, unpredicted outcome



2.1.

Hypothesis assessment before the 2009 elections

The first empirical test concerns the historical catextualization of the electoral participation levés for European

elections, compared to national elections, in thaisreyed countries. Due to uneven availability of amparable

turnout data, the chosen indicator is the percentag of valid votes on the total of registered voterd.rends for

this indicator are presented in

Table 2, with separate rows for European and natielections.

A first overall evaluation of the phenomenon hights how hypothesis H1 can definitely be

confirmed: turnout in European electionsiignificantlylower than in national elections.

A synthetic European elections mobilization indar be computed for each country, as the

ratio between a 3-election average participatioBuropean elections (excluding the 2009 election)

and the average patrticipation in correspondingnatielections.

Table 2 - Electoral participation (% valid votes onregistered voters) in European and national eleatns, 1994-

2009
Election year
92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 O01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 avg

Austria

EE 65,4 47,9 41,3 41,5 49,0
NE 80,1 84,0 79,2 83,0 77,1 77,2 80,1
France

EE 49,9 44,0 41,3 38,9 43,5
NE 64,5 65,6 61,6 59,3 62,7
Germany

EE 58,6 44,5 41,8 42,3 46,8
NE 77,9 81,1 78,1 76,4 78,4
Italy

EE 69,0 64,0 66,5 62,2 65,4
NE 80,4 76,9 75,4 81,2 77,5 78,3
Netherlands

EE 35,6 29,9 39,2 36,5 35,3
NE 78,4 73,2 78,9 79,9 80,2 78,1
Poland

EE 20,3 24,1 22,2
NE 51,7 46,1 44.4 38,9 52,7 46,8
Spain

EE 45,2 61,5 44,4 45,1 49,0
NE 76,2 67,2 73,7 72,6 72,4
United Kingdom

EE 36,5 24,1 34,2 34,2 32,3
NE 77,6 71,4 59,3 61,3 67,4

This index highlights how the surveyed countriesiakty cluster in groups. A first group is

characterized by very low mobilization, featuringldhd with a value of 0.43 (over 3 European

elections, of 100 citizens voting in national eiecs, only 43 vote in European elections), the
Netherlands with 0.45 and the UK with 0.47. Theoselcgroup shows instead higher mobilization
values, including Germany (0.62), Austria (0.64)atd (0.70) and France (0.72). Italy stands out as
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an outlier, with the very high value of 0.85. Howewhe detailed trend for Spain shows how the
1999 election seems to lie out of the general tfenthis country: on an overall basis, Italy and
France can be considered the two countries witlhidiigest mobilization levels.

2.2. Hypothesis assessment after the 2009 elections

It is precisely the pre-electoral assessment of toout trends that allows us to examine turnout resus for 2009
based on the previous knowledge that European eléahs are characterized by much lower participation.This

result is also clearly visible in the trends presded in

Table 2, where the 2009 value is also reportednFadirst general looking at the table, it
appears that the 2009 European election has néecharsignificant, general decrease in voting
turnout. Compared to the 2004 election, GermanySpain report slight increases, while Poland
reports a more then 3-point increase. Italy repogtead a significant decrease of more than 6
points; however, it is still by far the country tvithe highest European turnout rate.

Table 3 — European mobilization index — ratio betwen participation in an European election and partigpation

in the closest national election

1994 1999 2004 2009 2004-2009
variation
it 0.86 0.83 0.88 0.80 20,08
fr 077 0,67 0,67 0,66 20,02
es 059 081 0,60 0,62 +0,02
at 061 0,50 0,54 +0,04
de 075 055 0,54 0,55 +0,02
uk 047 034 058 0,56 -0,02
nl 0,45 041 0,49 0,45 20,04
ol 0,46 0,46 +0,00

Both the UK and Austria confirm the turnout raté2004, while France reports a 2.4-point
decrease, and the Netherlands reports a 2.7-pein¢ase.

In general, it is difficult to maintain that the@®election has marked a significant decrease
in European vote participation. Compared with tB84£1999 transition, which reported major
decreases in most surveyed countries (actuallyglresponsible for much of the overall decrease in
a 15-year period), the 2004-2009 transition show#ystable turnout trends, with several
countries slightly increasing turnout, and withrsfigant decreases — with the exception of the
Netherlands — only in countries with still quitgyhiturnout rates.

This interpretation can be even reinforced whertake into account the general turnout
trend (also in national elections) affecting theetved countries. This can be done by computing

the previously introduced European mobilizationexdor each European election (since 1994) in



each country, by comparing its turnout rate with tirnout rate of the last national electjahus
controlling for the general decrease in turnout liggthlighting the particular features of European
elections. Values of this index are reported inl&&b

The table clearly shows how in most cases the ihdexstabilized through time, and 2009
marks no relevant, general decrease in the EMEed hountries mark an increase of the EMI, one
has in 2009 the same value as in 2004, four casiark a decrease. It must be noted, though,
that only for Italy and France the 2009 marks adswwalue of the EMI for the observed period. In
all other countries, the 2009 election did not memkhistoric low for the EMI vald&

As a conclusion regarding the eight observed cas)twe can see not only that, in general,
European elections are characterized by a lowendurt but also thathe 2009 elections were not
affected by particularly high levels of abstention

3. PARTY SYSTEM FRAGMENTATION

A second implication of the aforementiorgetond-ordeelection model concerns party
system fragmentation, since there are severalriattat would suggest higher levels of
fragmentation in European elections.

As second-order elections, European electionstaracterized by stakes perceived as less
relevant, and often occur in the middle of an @edtcycle, where government support is lower.
Also, as turnout can be much lower than in nati@hedtions, significant electoral success (in terms
of percentages on valid votes) can be obtained legth valid votes than in national elections.
Moreover, the proportional-representation electsyatem employed (albeit with various formulas
and constituency sizes) by all EU countries fordleetion of the European Parliament is almost
always more favourable to small parties than threesponding system in national elections. This
difference can be extremely relevant for countaigspting a single-member district, plurality or
majority system for their national elections, sashFrance and the UK. Finally, the presence of EU
issues, in those countries where these issuespialg in the campaign, can help move the
competition out of the traditional, national paalignments, thus favoring specific parties targeted
at EU issues.

All these factors combined define European elestama political and institutional setting
which can be much more favourable to small partied, specifically for new, “flash” parties. As a
result we previously posed hypothesis H2, by hypsithing that European elections would be

° Except for the 1994 European election in Spairenetthe comparison was made with the 1996 national
election.
19 Spain reported its low in 1994, Austria and Gernyiar2004, the UK and the Netherlands in 1999.
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characterized by higher levels of party systemrfragtation, compared to corresponding national

elections.

3.1. Hypothesis assessment before and after the 2009 elections

We chose to operationalize party system fragmemtdty referring to two specific
indicators: the effective number of parti®g+) and a two-party vote concentration index.

The effective number of parties was introduced aritu Laakso and Rein Taagepera as
the choice among several alternatives to “courd’rélevant number of parties in a party system
(Laakso and Taagepera 1979 yields a result that can be interpreted in terfreffective
number of parties; as an example, a party systémttiiee parties obtaining 38, 28 and 15%, and
with six more parties between 5 and 1% actuallidgible; =3,96: several small parties count as
almost one party.

Since this index is not very sensitive to smallnges in party vote shares, we also recurred
to a simple two-party vote concentration index,chhis obtained by summing the vote shares of
the first two parties.

In these terms, hypothesis H2 translates in theifspexpectation that European elections,
compared to comparable national elections, shdwavsiighervalues ofNes (higher

fragmentation) antbwer values of two-party concentration.

The pre-electoral analysis started by examiningrireds reported in Table 4, without the
data point for the 2009 European elections, whiek not available at the tifffeA first look at the
table seemed to disconfirm our hypothesis, but hat®nal cases deserve some attention.

At first sight, Germany only shows a minor confitioa of the hypothesis. Both the 1994
and 2004 cases show a slightly higher level ofrfragtation, while the 2004 election presents the
same fragmentation as the comparable nationai@e&pain, on the other hand, not only presents
constantly the lowest fragmentation levels of dghecountries, but also shows an impressive
similarity between fragmentation in European aniibnal elections, consistently across the 1994,
1999 and 2004 elections.

The situation becomes slightly more complex as xeargne Poland and Italy. Poland is a

more problematic case, as only the 2004 electi@rs available in the pre-electoral analysis, thus

1

Zpiz,

"itis defined asN 4 =

wherep; is the vote share obtained by party

12 As a result, this part of the analysis ignores26@9 data point reported in all figures.
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preventing any interpretation of trends. Italy,tba other hand, presents mixed evidence. The 1994
elections even showedawver fragmentation than the comparable national elestidisputed only
two months beforg. While the 1999 result — with a success of miratips — is a confirmation of
the second-order hypothesis, the same result isbs®rved in 2004, while national elections —
consistently with the effect of the electoral refisr— show a decreasing trend in fragmentation
across all observed elections.

This first group of countries provided then, on éve of the 2009 elections, little support

for the hypothesis of a higher fragmentation indp@an than in national elections.
Table 4 - Party system fragmentation (effective nuiver of parties) in European and national elections] 994-
2009

Election year
92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 avg
Austria

EE 3,9 3,9 3,9 4,9 4,1

NE 39 36 3,8 3,0 3,7 4,8 3,8
France

EE 7,3 8,6 6,7 6,6 7,3

NE 7,2 7,2 5,2 4,3 6,0
Germany

EE 4.4 3,8 4.8 5,7 4,7

NE 3,7 3,8 3,9 4,5 4,0
Italy

EE 6,0 7,9 6,0 4,6 6,1

NE 7,6 7,2 6,3 55 3,8 6,1
Netherlands

EE 5,0 5,6 6,4 7,8 6,2

NE 5,7 51 6,0 5,0 5,8 55
Poland

EE 7,5 34 55

NE 9,8 4,6 4,5 59 3,3 5,6
Spain

EE 2,7 3,3 2,7 2,9 2,9

NE 3,2 3,0 3,0 2,8 3,0
United Kingdom

EE 3,5 4,3 51 6,2 4,8

NE 3,1 3,2 3,3 3,6 3,3

After the electoral result, this first group of cdes seems to confirm this impression,
except for some specifications. Spain in the fitate confirms its close overlap between
fragmentation in the two types of elections. Polémldere a trend is now available) shows a low
fragmentation in line with the results of the Iaational elections, that confirms the restructuring
process experienced by this party system. Italyshostead a somewhat mixed result. While on
the one hand the level of fragmentation is conbtal#creasing since the 2004 election, it is in

3 This could be explained to a major “bandwagonatffthat boosted the vote share of Silvio Berlusson

Forza Italia in the European elections, after thexpected victory of Berlusconi two months before.
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2009 on a higher level than expected, based o2d08 national election result. It must be noted,
though, that the 2008 election is@utlier in the regular trend of national elections, dutght®
particular competition strategy employed by theteefeft coalition. As such, the level of
fragmentation observed in the 2009 European elegiio Italy can hardly be considered
significantly higher than in national elections.

Reversed considerations apply to Germany. In @se cthe European election happens
shortlybeforethe national elections (rather than shodtiter, as in the Italian case). While the
1994-2004 analysis showed a close overlap in fraggtien levels between the two types of
elections, the 2009 elections marks a strong iser@aparty system fragmentation.

In this case, (given the distance in time froml#st national election) the only reliable test
for our hypothesis requires the result of the foothing national elections. Given the past trend of
close overlap between European and national etex;tige could forecast a higher level of
fragmentation even in national elections.

The result of small differences in fragmentatiotwsen different types of elections is still
partly confirmed as we examine the trends for teéhNrlands and Austria. Austria shows only a
slightly higher fragmentation in 1996 and 2004, levtine 1999 election confirms the same
fragmentation as in national elections. The sitrais partly similar in the Netherlands, where only
the 2004 election reports a higher fragmentatioellthan in national elections, consistently with
the second-order hypothesis.

Yet results seem to go in a different directionvasexamine the United Kingdom and
France. These two cases show a similar trend: [Baroplections show a higher level of
fragmentation, and this difference in fragmentaBeems to increase over time, as we compare the
1994, 1999 and 2004 elections with the correspandational elections. This result suggested that,
compared to other factors hypothesized, the instital constraints of the electoral system should
be regarded as a key explanatory factor.

The 2009 result provided then a definition of tteatl (Table 4), which in some cases leads
to more interesting hypotheses. Starting with teeaf Austria, the 2009 result confirms an
increase in fragmentation, which was already olesemr national elections, yet not with levels
significantly higher than in these latter. On tlieev hand, the Netherlands present a more
problematic and interesting case, with a closeagyalith Germany. Here again, we observe a
strong increase in the fragmentation level; yetdiséance in time since the last national election
does not allow to understand whether this resydeuliar of the European election, or if it ingtea

11



reflects a general fragmentation trend occurrinthenDutch party systeth But the two most
interesting cases are those of France and thedJKitegdom. Here the 2009 result even reinforced
our pre-electoral interpretation: the divergingqittdoetween European and national elections has
even increased. This shows in the first place #erklevance of the electoral system, since the two
countries where fragmentation trends diverge m@streose that adopt a plurality or majority
system for national elections. Yet, this is thesagawhy this result has much less predictive power
for the forthcoming UK elections, where the resalh be expected to be in line with the national
election trend, rather than with this last res@iEoropean elections. On the other hand, there is a
reason why this level of fragmentation could haveealback effect on national elections. The 2009
European election in the UK has redefined the oblghird party”, since both the Labour and the
Liberal Party have achieved extremely similar redalthis case, we could expect that a traditional
viability shortcut which leads voters — in plurality systems — toidvthird” candidates, will work

in a potentially different direction in the forthming UK national electiorts

As a result of this analysis based on the Nefirsh impression is that the hypothesis of a
higher fragmentation in European elections shoelddgarded with caution, except for some
institutional factors that seem to play a key rélso, the 2009 elections have not marked a
general, significant increase in fragmentation eRaht increases have been observed in the
Netherlands and in the UK, and partially in Germdnyall these cases, although, such results do
not mark an exception to long-term trends; as stingy, cannot be directly connected to effects of
the economic crisis.

Table 5 allows to compare the increase of fragntiemtan European elections versus
national elections. In most cases fragmentatidngler in European elections (ratio >1,00). With
the exception of Austria and Poland, the differastare positive throughout the period (1994-
2009) considered, as it is shown by the positivaasaof the 1994-2009 variation.

1t must be noted that the Netherlands have the$owalues of the European mobilization index. lthas
half of voters of national election actually voteEuropean election, and this difference in elettoalone could
explain a difference in fragmentation.

!> 0On the other hand, it must be noted that the llifference in turnout between the two types of e is

probably overestimating this fragmentation effect.
12



Table 5 - European differential fragmentation index— ratio between Neff in an European election and &ff in the

closest national election

1994 1999 2004 2009 2004-2009 4-election

variation average
es 0,85 1,04 0,92 1,06 +0,14 0,97
it 0,79 1,11 0,95 1,22 +0,27 1,02
at 1,01 1,28 1,01 -0,27 1,10
nl 0,87 1,08 1,29 1,35 +0,06 1,15
de 1,18 0,99 1,24 1,28 +0,04 1,17
fr 1,01 1,18 1,27 1,52 +0,24 1,25
pl 1,67 1,02 -0,65 1,35
uk 1,16 1,33 1,53 1,73 +0,21 1,44

This first impression is mostly confirmed, as wewaon to the analysis of the second
indicator employed: two-party vote concentration.

Table 6 reports the trends for this indicator ia éight surveyed countries. It must be noted,
in the first place, that this indicator (the suntloé vote shares of the first two parties) has alhmu
higher sensitivity to changes compared toNkeg since it only depends on the vote sharesvof
parties, rather than on the vote sharealigbarties. A small percentage change in the voteestfa
one of the two parties immediately reflects in viakie of the index.

We would then expect higher variability for thiglex in the observed elections, given the
variations in fragmentation measured by g Yet, as we examine the first four countries, this
result is not strongly present. In general, thedrr the two-party vote concentration seems to
confirm the results provided by the analysis oflthg and to some extent to show an even lower

variation.
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Table 6 - Two-party vote concentration (% valid voes to the first two parties) in European and natioal
elections, 1994-2009

Election year

92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 avg

Austria

EE 58,8 62,4 66,0 53,5 60,2
NE 62,7 66,4 60,1 78,8 69,7 55,2 65,5
France

EE 40,1 35,0 455 44,3 41,2
NE 38,9 38,7 57.4 64,3 49,8
Germany

EE 64,2 70,0 58,0 51,4 60,9
NE 70,5 69,3 68,0 62,0 67,5
Italy

EE 49,7 42,6 52,0 61,4 51,4
NE 41,4 41,6 46,0 55,0 70,4 50,9
Netherlands

EE 53,7 47,1 48,0 37,0 46,4
NE 46,2 53,7 449 55,9 47,7 49,7
Poland

EE 40,1 71,8 55,9
NE 35,8 61,0 53,7 51,1 73,6 55,0
Spain

EE 85,1 76,4 85,2 81,9 82,1
NE 77,2 79,9 81,6 84,7 80,9
United Kingdom

EE 69,6 63,8 52,3 44,3 57,5
NE 76,4 74,0 72,4 67,6 72,6

Starting from Germany, this country — consistentith the results of the Neff analysis — shows

only a slightly lower level of concentration in Bpean elections, with the same level in the two

elections in 2004, and the 2009 result confirmingmrevious interpretation (and potential
prediction). Spain also confirms the results ofgihevious analysis, with a very close overlap
between European and national elections. Both Edjiarthe two elections considered) and Italy
consistently show an overlap between European atdmal elections, and this result is particularly
strong in this latter case. Also, this result carcbnsidered surprising, given the increase in the
Neff observed in 1999. Yet there is a simple intetgtion: in that election, much of the increase in
fragmentation should be attributed to a rebalanbetgveen the first two parties. This has the effect
of increasing the Neff (a closer balance betweerfitht two parties conceptually increases the
effectivenumber of parties) without affecting the two-parbte concentration. Also, the
comparison between 2008 and 2009 shows also irstefiavo-party vote concentration, how the
2008 national election lies out of the (currergntt, also in national elections.

Coming finally to a second group of countries, Wi Isave a general confirmation for the results of
the Neff analysis. Austria and the Netherlands shalghtly lower level of concentration, yet with

a general overlap between European and natioralais. In this latter case, the next national
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election will provide a key test for the Dutch fragntation trends. Finally, the UK and France
confirm the results of the Neff analysis: the tvemgtries with the strongest differences in
fragmentation between European and national electoe those that employ plurality or majority

systems for national elections.

Table 7 - European differential two-party concentraion index — ratio between two-party concentrationin an

European election and two-party concentration in tle closest national election

1994 1999 2004 2009 2004-2009 4-election

variation average
it 1,20 1,02 1,13 0,87 -0,26 1,06
es 1,10 0,99 1,04 0,97 -0,08 1,03
at 1,04 0,84 0,97 +0,13 0,95
nl 1,16 0,88 0,86 0,78 -0,08 0,92
de 0,91 1,01 0,85 0,83 -0,02 0,90
pl 0,75 0,98 +0,23 0,86
fr 1,03 0,90 0,79 0,69 -0,10 0,85
uk 0,91 0,86 0,72 0,65 -0,07 0,79

Table 7 compares the increase of concentratiomurogean versus national elections. Th
decrease in the concentration of the vote frononatito European elections is a characteristics of
any European election (with the partial exceptib©d94) and the 2009 values are not significantly
different from those of 2004.

As a first, general conclusion on the analysisatysystem fragmentation, the main result
is that hypothesis H2 should be appropriately exvisnd contextualizeth general, European
elections do not seem to present significantly éidévels of fragmentation than comparable
national electionsAs such, hypothesis H2 should be rejected ifitheplace: European elections
do not seem to be a strongly privileged arenarmalsand new parties. And regarding specifically
the 2009 election, there seem to be present naosigrsudden increase in fragmentation that could
be attributed to the effect of the economic crisis.

On the other handome countries show a clear trend towards an ingeaa fragmentation,
and this trend seems to interact strongly withgtracture of opportunities and incentives provided
by the electoral systerithis phenomenon deserves some brief considesatiloat can be framed as

new research questions for future research.

a) In the first place, it must be noted that thecegs of minor parties is not a distinctive
character of European elections. Even if — in soases — susceptible of empirical test in the
forthcoming national elections, trends for Germahg, Netherlands, and Austria show that a

possible trend of an increasing fragmentation dygadlects national and European elections.
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b) There are two key exceptions, albeit in two mgifgodirections. The first exception is the
UK, where a trend of increasing fragmentation —lsimo that observed in other countries — is
clearly visible in European elections, while almalssent in national elections. A reversed example
is that of France, where we observe a trend iddoeeasef fragmentation. Yet this trend is
visible only in national elections, while Europeaactions show a much weaker decrease of
fragmentation. These two examples strongly call question the role of the electoral system: both
countries adopt a single-member-district electsyatem for national elections (plurality formula in
the UK, majority with run-off in France), strondiyniting the role of third and minor parties. This
clearly explains how European elections really mte\a radically different structure of
opportunities and incentives for minor parties.sldliows, in the UK, the expression of a trend
towards zhigherfragmentation, which is suppressed in nationalteles®. In the case of France,
this different structure of opportunities and inibegs allows minor parties to resist, in European
elections, a trend towarddaver fragmentation.

c) One further consideration is needed, lookintpatUK trend, which shows an increasing
divergence in fragmentation between European atidna elections, but starting (at the beginning
of the 90’s) from an almost perfect overlap. Hére key question iwhythe special opportunities
offered by European elections were not exploitéthat time, by minor parties. This calls into
guestion the presence and strengtharhpetitionin the party system, and can be linked to further
reflections about the emergence of minor, proteti;EU parties.

4. ANTI-EU PARTIES

The next research question is then connected town@reviously introduced as hypothesis
H3, expecting that anti-EU parties would perfornitdrein European elections, due to the higher
salience of their distinctive issues and to a nfaveurable structure of opportunities.

The first problem in analyzing the electoral peniance of anti-EU parties is obviously
related to theirdentification across several party systems. For this analysideveloped a
classification scheme based on expert survey aéitected through the PPMD (Party Policy in
Modern Democracies) project (Benoit and Laver 20B@sed on this classification scheme, we

assigned parties to one of three categories: ProMBderately anti-EU; Anti-EYY. The

16 Albeit with the potential feedback effect suggdspeeviously: once a level of fragmentation is testin
European elections, it could question the two-pastyipetition structure, and thus pass a “thresbbidfluence” on
national election vote.

" The classification was based on the following PPistidies: Issue 24KU: authority” : Favours increasing

vs. reducing the range of areas in which the EUsedupolicy), available for all countries exceparee and Poland,;
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classification of all parties is presented in Tahlét must be obviously noted that differences
among countries in the framing of EU issues makasparisons among countries difficult, and
these broad categories inevitably group in somescparties with quite different positions.

Table 8 — Classification of parties based on theposition on EU issues, 1992-2009

Country Pro-EU Moderately Anti-EU Anti-EU
at Griine, Ovp, Spo Bz6*, Fpd
de Fdp, Grine, Spd Cdu/Csu, Dkp, Pds Dvu, Npd, Relpi)
es Ciu, lu, Pnv, Psoe Pp
fr Europe-Ecologie*, Modem*, Ps,  Rpr, Uem*, Ump*, Verts, Lo*, Cpnt*, Fn, Mpf, Pcf, Rpf
udf Npa*, Oenb*
it Ds, Verdi, Idv, Marg., Pann., Pd*, An, Fi, PdI*, Rc Ln, Msft
Pdci, Sdi, Udc
nl Cda, D66, GlI, Pvda Cu, Sgp, Vvd Lpf, Pvv*, Sp
pl Po, Sld, Up, Uw Aws, Pis Lpr, Psl, S, Upr
uk Lab, LibDem, PCy, Snp Bnp*, Con, Ukip*

* Classified by the authors.

Given this necessary warning, we proceeded tortiprecal test of hypothesis H3. The
expectation connected to this hypothesis was th&tERU parties should have better performance
in European elections, compared to national elesti®he acceptance or rejection of this
hypothesis would be the basis to correctly evaltiae2009 result, in order to determine whether a
positive result for Anti-EU parties was due to atjgalar effect of this election, or rather to alde
trend favoring Anti-EU parties in European election

Before examining national cases, a general remarkbe anticipated. The overall analysis
of the trends proposed shows how European eleatiom®t seem to mark a privileged arena for
Anti-EU parties (in line with the conclusion drawhout minor parties in general). There are cases
where European elections are a special opportéonténti-EU parties, but there are also key
examples of such parties that start their postteed in national elections. Also, the 2009 elewio

Issue 251EU: larger/stronger”: opposes vs. favors an expanded and strongerdaifjloyed for France; Issue “4E(J
joining” : opposes vs. favors joining the European Uniompleyed for Poland. After appropriate reversingpatties
were classified based on their score on thesesgsoeasured on a 0-20 range). Parties with scor®i0-10 range
were classified Pro-EU; parties with scores inthel4 range were classified as Moderately antigaties with
scores in the 15-20 range were classified as Adti\Ee autonomously classified a few parties noluded in the
PPMD expert survey.
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do not seem to have put this interpretative schiateguestion, as we will see in the concluding
remarks of this section.

Moving on to a review of national cases, Table&spnt,s for each country, a trend for the
four EU issue position areas (the three categqgples,uncategorized minor parties), with separate
trends for European and national elections, aatsdections since 1994.

Trends for Germany have been characterized, thoutghe examined period, by several
key features. First, a very weak presence of Attigarties, which have failed to repeat in national
and European elections the success occasionalynebttin local electiorf& A second
distinguishing feature of the German political systis a marked difference between European and
national elections regarding the overall size effiio-EU and Moderately anti-EU camps. This is
mainly due to the different electoral performantée Cdu/Csu, which has consistently performed
much better in European than in national electi@igen this contextualization, the 2009 result has
even marked an improvement for the Pro-EU camp pewed to the 2004 European election, with
the Pro and Moderate camps now balancing on althestame size.

This result can be partially surprising given thrersg defeat by the Spd: the explanation lies
in the parallel success of both the Griine and tpe F

A similar situation is that of Spain, where there ao relevant Anti-EU parties, and where
trends do not show major changes in the size oPtbeand Moderate camps. The difference
between European and national elections can bdyraisibuted to classification issues. In this
regard, the 2009 election is mostly in continuifjfmthe past, since a significant part of non-

classified parties is mostly composed of coalitiohsmall Pro-EU patrties.

A partially different situation is that of Italy,ivere we first meet a significant presence of
Anti-EU parties, essentially represented by thea Wgrd. The success of this party is a clear
example of a phenomenon which is not tied spediita European elections.

The trend for the Lega Nord can be traced contielyoacross national and European
elections; in this regard, the 2009 result is intocwity with the success obtained in 2008, and
could hardly be attributed to a direct effect a¢ #tonomic crisis. Regarding the vote share of the
Pro and Moderate camps, no significant differeremerss to emerge between the two types of
elections.

On a general note, Italy could be classified shgletss Pro-EU than Germany and Spain,
with an almost equal balance of the Pro and Moderatnps, albeit with a significant presence of

'8 Also due to the representation thresholds enfobgelbth the national and European election elattor

system.
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Anti-EU parties. Also, despite some variations tlyio time, no clearly readable trend seems to
emerge in the examined period.

Quite a different situation emerges as we exanfiadrends for Poland. The instability
observed in the trend of national elections islpalte to classification issues, and partly
attributable to the initial structuring of the pasystem. The comparison between European and
national elections can only be performed with tB6£2and 2009 elections; however, this again
shows that the success of Anti-EU patrties is netisigally connected to European elections.

The overall situation that could stabilize aftez 2007 national election seems to show a
prevailing Pro-EU camp, with a weaker Moderate camg a significant presence of Anti-EU
parties (mostly the Psl — League of Polish Families

An interesting, different situation emerges frora 8xamination of the UK, where we find
several distinguishing factors: 1) a strong Anti-Ednp; 2) a clear differentiation between national
and European elections; 3) a trend seeing an isereidAnti-EU parties through time.

The first two factors are understandable givenrthkision in the Anti-EU camp of the
Conservative Party and of both the Bnp and the ktiependence Party. This latter has seen a first
success in 1999 (7,0%), followed by 17,1% in 200d 56,5% in 2009. On the other hand the Bnp,
with negligible percentages in both 1999 and 20@4,reached 6,2% in 2009, marking an historical
high for the Anti-EU area. In this regard, UK i©pably the first country where we can deem the
2009 European election as a special case, withubeess of the Bnp, the strong defeat of the
Labour party, and the decrease of the Liberal Deatsc

The clear difference between results in nationdlBnropean elections clearly calls into
guestion the role of the plurality electoral syststnongly limiting the possibilities for “third”
parties. But the 2009 result could mark a turningppalso on this issue, since the defeat of the
Labour party has determined a result with a lea@iogservative party (27.8%) and actually three
parties the size of a “third” party (Ukip 16.5, laly 15.7 and LibDem 13.8%).

In such an uncertain situation, the traditionalfbiaate viability” concerns, driving most
voters out of “third” candidates in plurality systs, could work — in the forthcoming national
elections — in an unpredictable manner, with votersertain about who the “second” candidate is,
and thus more prone to distribute their votes acnegre than two candidates. It is, though, worth
noting that this particular result has happenea dontext of low turnout. With the much higher

turnout of national elections, the 2009 result datlll lie out of the general trend.
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Table 9 - Electoral strength (% valid votes) to EUssue position areas in European (bold) and nation&lections,
1992-2009 “Pro"=Pro-EU; “n/c"=Not classified; “Mod"=Moderately anti-EU; “Anti"=anti-EU.

Election year

92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
Austria
Pro 70,0 71,2 65,6 71,7 67,5 88,3 78,9 80,7 65,7 63,0
n/c 7,5 6,9 6,9 49 5,6 1,7 14,8 4,1 6,1 19,2
Mod
Anti 22,5 21,9 27,5 23,4 26,9 10,0 6,3 15,1 28,2 17,7
France
Pro 36,5 26,5 37,3 31,2 29,0 40,9 32,3 41,2
n/c 11,4 13,2 15,8 20,7 15,1 12,7 14,3 13,7
Mod 30,3 30,5 22,3 225 39,0 24,0 43,6 27,9
Anti 21,9 29,7 24,6 25,5 17,0 22,4 9,8 17,2
Germany
Pro 46,3 50,6 53,9 40,2 54,5 39,5 52,2 43,9
n/c 6,0 1,7 2,6 3,3 1,2 6,9 1,8 8,9
Mod 43,5 45,8 40,2 54,5 42,5 50,8 43,9 45,4
Anti 4,1 1,9 33 21 1,9 2,8 2,1 1,7
Italy
Pro 39,5445 42,8 51,3 47,6 47,5 48,7 44,2 46,2
n/c 47 6,6 1,4 2,9 1,6 7,0 3,5 47 4,1
Mod 49,2 40,5 44.8 39,8 46,5 38,5 41,9 40,4 38,7
Anti 6,6 84 11,0 6,1 4,3 6,9 5,9 10,7 11,0
Netherlands
Pro 69,0 65,2 63,6 64,7 55,1 65,159,7 54,3 52,3
n/c 3,9 11,8 6,4 1,8 23 1,311,7 2,8 55
Mod 25,7 21,7 26,5 28,4 19,7 21,619,1 20,2 18,2
Anti 1,3 1,3 35 5,0 22,9 12,0 9,5 22,7 24,0
Poland
Pro 27,7 45,2 56,8 46,0 35,4 54,7 56,8
n/c 50,9 13,5 1,0 6,0 11,2 2,8 6,3
Mod 33,8 15,1 12,7 27,0 32,1 27,4
Anti 21,4 7,4 27,1 35,0 26,3 10,4 9,6
Spain
Pro 47,8 54,6 46,3 46,1 47,9 53,2 52,4 42,8
n/c 11,0 6,3 13,3 8,7 10,6 9,0 7,2 15,2
Mod 41,6 39,2 40,4 45,2 41,5 38,3 40,4 42,8
Anti
United Kingdom
Pro 54,6 61,8 62,5 45,2 61,5 42,3 59,5 32,5
nc 3,4 10,2 6,3 11,0 51 12,2 5,2 17,0
Mod
Anti 42,0 27,9 31,2 43,8 33,4 45,5 35,3 50,5

A comparison between the UK and the next countguinanalysis, France, is extremely
interesting, as the two countries share single-negrdistrict electoral systems for national
elections, and thus present a marked differentieeistructure of party opportunities and incentives
between European and national elections. In a pue\gection we already suggested how this
factor could have specular effects in the two coestregarding fragmentation, we hypothesized
that in the UK the plurality system could actuglhptect the national election arena from a trend of
increasingfragmentation, while in France we suggested t@aPR system of European elections

could allow parties to resist a trenddgfcreasingragmentation happening in national elections.
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A similar interpretation scheme seems to emergeeasompare the two countries regarding
the level of support for Anti-EU parties. As seeavpously, data for the UK show an increasing
trend for Anti-EU parties in European elections éthypdue to third parties), while national
elections show an almost stable trend, since frarties have a much lower performance in such
elections. France seems to almost show an opposité. In recent national elections, the support
for Anti-EU parties (mostly Fn, Pcf, Mpf) has stallecreased, from 24.6% in 1997 to 9.8% in
2007. It must be precisely noted that this trenahisch weaker in European elections, with a
decrease from 25,5% in 1999 to 17,2% in 2009. Tiheeems justifiable to propose a key role of
the electoral system. While in national electidres tedefinition of the party system structure
(namely, with the creation of the Ump) has sucedlysfeduced both fragmentation and support for
Anti-EU parties by exploiting the opportunities @féd by the electoral system to large parties, the
lack of such opportunities in European electiorsrade this effort much less successful, and this
alone could account for a better performance of-Ekt parties. However, the trend still shows a
decrease for such parties, and this clearly shams regarding France, the hypothesis of an Anti-
EU party success due to the effects of economsiscshould be rejected.

The same hypothesis could probably not be rejesezhsily as we move on to the case of
the Netherlands. This case is a second exampée,thét of Italy, of Anti-EU parties developing in
both national and European elections, thus dergikey role of the EU arena in promoting such
parties. Anti-EU parties had negligible supportil2@02, when the Lijst Pim Fortuyn — shortly
after the death of its leader — obtained 17.0%aiional elections. Lpf support understandably
decreased in subsequent elections, but this decvess compensated, in the 2006 national
elections, by the success of the Anti-EU Soci@tty®. In this regard, the 16,9% obtained in 2009
by the Anti-EU Pvv (with the Sp dropping to 7,1%llyomarks a slight increase for the Anti-EU
area.

An overall interpretation of the Dutch trends, ongarison with France and the UK,
suggests an even stronger role of electoral sydtethis case, the homogeneity of opportunities
and incentives between the two arenas is cleadwstby the emergence of Anti-EU parties in both
national and European elections.

Yet, data from the Netherlands can be extremegrésting from another point of view,
paradoxically revealing a strong, though somehaldén, salience of EU issues. Especially when
confronting the 2009 European elections with th@&20ational elections, two points emerge. On
the one hand, the transition between these twadi@tscrecords a very high volatility, with at least

¥ The SP was the only left-wing party opposing thpraval of the Treaty for an European Constitutiothe
2005 referendum.
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one third of the voters changing party betweertifieelectiond”. On the other hand, the trends
show an impressive stability in the size of the iB&lse camps: the Pro-EU area decreases from
54.3 to 52.3%; the Anti-EU area increases from 2@ Z4.0%, with the Moderate Anti-EU area
decreasing from 20.2 to 18.2%, and non classifatigs increasing from 2.8 to 5.5%. These data
indirectly suggest that EU issues could have sualistly gained in salience in the Dutch electorate,
since they seem to have started to matt&oeadersthat shape voting behaviour, by limiting the
areas where a strong volatility can be expressedther words, large flows of votes move between
parties, but they only move between parties share the same views on the:Ehls could
demonstrate that EU issues are already playingy adte in orienting voting behaviour in the
Netherlands.

The thesis that electoral systems play a key r@ed-also, that the 2009 election did not
mark a particular success for Anti-EU parties easfirmed as we move on to the analysis of
Austria. Trends are similar in both national anddpean elections, in line with the homogeneity of
electoral systems. Austria has a clear Pro-EU ritgjdue to the presence of the Ovp and the Spoé.
However, there is also a clear presence of a sionigeU camp, characterized by an almost stable
strength through time. Regarding the comparisowéet 2008 and 2009, the strength of the Anti-
EU camp can be considered unchanged, as the “lagsHiéd” area in the European elections of
2004 and 2009 includes the Hans-Peter Martin liktch can be actually considered part of the
Anti-EU camp. This list obtained 14,0% in 2004 dg9% in 2009, thus marking a stability and
even a slight increase of the Anti-EU area.

When trying to draw some conclusions about thelre$Anti-EU parties, we should first
start by assessing our original hypotheses. Thethggis that Anti-EU parties are stronger in
European elections should at least be restatediving paramount importance to institutional
factors, in the form of electoral systems. Europelactions represent a privileged arena for Anti-
EU partiesonly wherenational elections are disputed with electoral syss that strongly penalize
small partieg(in our analysis, France and the UK). In all otb@ses, Anti-EU parties emerge
indifferently in national or European elections.

Given this first result, our interpretation for tB@09 election is that Anti-EU parties have
not generally obtained a particular success, thatdcbelinterpreted in light of a direct effect of the

economic crisis. In most countries the size ofAh&-EU camp has remained almost unchanged.

% Electoral volatility is defined as the sum of bgtins and losses (in absolute values) for eadly,mhvided
by two. As such, it can be interpreted asrtimimumpercentage of voters that hasertainly changed their vote

between two elections. For the 2006-2009 compaiiistime Netherlands, this index reports a valug3sf.
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The most important exception to this pattern isllike where the 2009 result marks an
historical high for the Anti-EU camp. However, selespecifications are necessary. First, trends
for the UK show that the electoral system playgwiole, and thus that the most appropriate
comparison is among European elections. When caratirg on these latter, an increasing trend
for the Anti-EU camp shows having started much k909, with the Ukip obtaining its first
success in 1999 and reaching its his historicdl mg2004. Only the success of the Bnp can be
identified as a genuine phenomenon of 2009; yegrgthe emergence of political scandals on the
eve of the European election, it is not easy tedtliy attribute the success of the Bnp to a direct
effect of the crisis.

On a general note, results for Anti-EU parties sézonfirm the interpretation proposed
about fragmentation. The 2009 election does nahdeeshow a particular success for Anti-EU

parties; this suggests that the economic crisisdichave direct effects on support for such pgrtie

5. ARE GOVERNING PARTIES WEAKER?

In this section we move on to the research queskafimed by hypotheses H4 and (partly)
H5. We refer to the expectation that governingiparshould in general obtain a lower performance
in European elections; and that they could speatifihhave obtained an even lower performance in
the 2009 elections, due to the additional effe¢dhefeconomic crisis.

The hypothesis of a lower support for governingipatin European elections directly stems
from the framing of European electionssasond-ordeelection. As mentioned in the introduction,
such elections are characterized by a much lovievaece of the stakes, thus generating a less
strong obligation for voters that usually suppa@tt@s that run for government. But, most
importantly, elections happening between natiotedt®ns are affected by effects of #lectoral
cycle With this term we identify the presence of a natdevelopment of a legislature through its
period of office. Such development inevitably featudifferenjpphaseseach characterized by
different priorities and type of government actitins clearly understandable that, after an ihitia
“honeymoon” period where the newly elected govemintagkes mostly symbolic action in order to
set a political climate for its action, usually fless popular pieces of legislation are concerdrete
the first half of the period of office, still faekore the next election; the end of the periodf€e,
getting closer to the election, is usually chanazgéel by more popular measures, often aimed at
redistributing resources that have been collectethd the first part of the period of office
(Stimson 1976; Tufte 1975; Kirchgassner 1986).
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According to this model, we should expect not syrggvernment support to be lower in
European elections, but that this decrease in suppould be connected with the position of the
European electiowithin the electoral cycle

We come to test this hypothesis for the 2004 ar® ZDections. Regarding the former, we
refer to an analysis performed by Schmitt (200%)ilevon the latter we replicate the same analysis,

based on the 2009 results.
The results obtained by Schmitt are summarized in

Figure 1, which is directly reported from the ongi article. Values on the x axis express
the percentage of national electoral cycle comglata the date of the European elections. Values
on the y axis express the percentage points logblagrning parties in the European elections,

compared to the previous national elections.
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Figure 1 — Relation between electoral cycle positio% of National electoral cycle completed) and garnment
parties losses (difference of government parties'ote share, compared to the last general electior004

European elections. [Schmitt 2005]
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The diagram presents data points for 17 countAibgiovernments but Spain’s lose votes,
compared to their national election. Yet the hestM@sses seem to affect those governments where
European elections are held close to 40% of theteetd cycle, while another group of countries at
about 60% of electoral cycle obtain better requith the remarkable exception of the UK). The
chart also presents a superimposed best-fit quadnadel, showing a trend that seems to confirm
the hypothesis of the electoral cycle. Such moldel presents a quite remarkable fit, with an R-

squared value of 0.65.
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Using data from the eight surveyed countries, éiagated the analysis on the 2009
election. These data are particularly interestiacgnise countries disperse on a wider range of
values, regarding the degree of completion of teeteral cycle.

Figure 2 — Relation between electoral cycle positio% of National electoral cycle completed) and garnment
parties losses (difference of government parties'ote share, compared to the last general electior§009

European elections.
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Values range between the 14% of cycle completefiusyria to the 93% completed by

Germany, providing — despite the lower number gesa- the possibility for a more clear (yet less

statistically accurate) evaluation of the hypothesi
The results fro 2009 seem to show a different pectlihe presence of a cycle still seems
clearly evident. Government at the beginning ofdhee experience minimal losses. Results are

worse for the governments of countries such asnSypad France, being closer to the middle of the

electoral cycle. Poland contradicts this trend,ibotust be noted that, in the 2004 analysis, Easte
Europe countries were excluded from the analysighi® very reason that the model gave poor

results for those countries, suggesting differening behaviour mechanisms. Yet differences
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emerge, as we examine the rightmost part of thgraim, showing the Netherlands, the UK and
Germany, that have completed a significant pathefelectoral cycle. These governments, despite
being beyond or far beyond the middle of the cydtenot seem to be able to recover support
during the second part of the cycle, and remalavegr levels of support, even as they get closer to
the end of the period of office. In the German g#iseugh it is a special case, due do the
exceptional presence of a large coalition) govemtrparties are still eleven points below their
previous result, when they have almost reachednideof their office. But the situation seems
difficult to recover also for the UK and for the terlands, even if these governments still have a
larger share of their office to complete. This effis detected by the estimation of a best-fit
guadratic model. The goodness of fit is still vgopd (R-squared = 0,60), but the most important
information is that, while the 2004 model predictedt governments would almost recover their
original support at the end of the cycle, the 26@ftlel predicts that governments will enjoy, at the
end of the cycle, a level of support which couldabrost fifteen points below their previous result.

In this regard, we could probably attribute partho$ effect to the economic crisis. Precisely
because the crisis is connected to the availalfithose resources that are part of redistribution
processes inspired by the government, a resouaréagle deriving by the crisis strikes more
strongly those governments entering the redisiiobybthase of the cycle. In the following section
we will see how this can be an explanatory faabotlie particular instability in public opinion
observed in the Netherlands and in the UK.

6. PUBLIC OPINION TRENDS BEFORE THE 2009 ELECTIONS

We have taken into consideration public opinioradatorder to test two hypotheses. H5
and H6 assess that the economic crisis might wegdeerning parties (H5) and strengthen anti-
European parties (H6).

The crisis started during 2008 but began to bdyrellkervable by public opinions in
september 2008, when important banks failed. Simee, many governments have intervened in
order to limit further failures and to give guarees to the deposits. At least according to experts
and media, these kinds of interventions shouldoeatnpopular, due to the fact they might have
reduced the panic of savers. However, we coulda@ass in government popularity due to the
weakening of general economic conditions, accortbripe view that sees the way economy is
going on as one of the best predictors of govermmpepularity and electoral success. In other
words, tha basis of H5 lies more in the weaknese@&conomy than in a voters’ judgement of

governmental measures.
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Among opposition parties, H6 hypothesizes thagtite European ones may better profit of
government’s weaknesses. Traditionally Europeattieles constitute an opportunity for any new
parties to gain votes, but anti-European partieg oedter benefit by the “European” connotation of
the vote and better mobilize the votes of those pdraeive European democracy as too much
focused on economics, and/or too far from ordirwgtigens, and/or another arena to provide seats
and prerogatives to politicians, and so on.

Our analysis of public opinion trends in the eigbtintries considered shows articulated
results. Figure 3 to Figure 10 show public opintieemds and official electoral results according to
the two dimensions considered in order to clagsafifies: their pro/anti European ideological
stances (see above, Table 8) of parties and thkinging to the government or the opposition.

In some countries, the analysis of voting intergias registered by survey polls since
January 2008 (many months before the economicgshiows a remarkable stability and very few
or no signals of the above mentioned hypothesege@mental parties tend to hold the same
portion of the electoral market throughout the vehoériod, with no or few impact of the crisis.
Specularly, the anti-European components (botsibften happens, they are at the opposition and
in the few cases in which some of them are at gowent) do not gain consensus since autumn
2008 and later. These stable trends can be ségermany, Spain, Italy, France and (partially)
Austria. Three countries - namely Netherlands, bEnd UK — show more articulated trends as
far as the strength of governing vs. oppositiorieais concerned. In these countries, public
opinion trends show also some variation in the suppf pro/anti European parties. Netherlands,
Poland and UK, thus, tend to show some aspectsealynamics hypothesized in H5 and H6:
governing parties tend to see their consensus wedkafter the crisis, and anti-European parties
tend to become more popular.

Taking into consideration also the last columndeal results) of the graphs, it can be
showed that in some countries anti-European padiesto get more votes than those forecast
according to the survey polls. An explanation @fttfmight lie in the fact that anti-European parties
may be less “socially acceptable”. Some voters tmgh declare their vote for these parties in
survey polls: as a consequence, these partiedddrelunderestimated in the survey and to gain
more votes the day of the elections. With the ettorpf Italy and France, Pro-European parties
have a better performance in the last survey bef@elections than in official results. In the
Netherlands the results are the same as in thedagty and in the other five countries the eledtor
performance of Pro-European parties is worse tharfidrecast of the last survey before the

elections (mainly due to the defeat of the Spd énn@Gany).
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A closer view on each country’s data allows to ffgezach trend. During the year and a
half we have considered, public opinon polls inrGany (Figure 3) show a remarkable stability
both regarding the pro/anti European and the gonemt/opposition dimensions. The apparent
strengthening of the Pro-European side (from 45-4i8%ng the whole 2008 to 50-52% in the first
months of 2009) is not confirmed by the officiaduéts, which rather show a strengthening of small
parties which could not be classified accordinthte dimension. The coalition government support
tends to decline in the first months of 2008, big not affected by the crisis and it is quitebita

throughout the whole period.
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Figure 3 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and govement

parties. Germany, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.
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Spain, too, shows a high degree of stability indkpressed preferences in the available
surveys (Figure 4). Both dimensions of analysiscaig@acterized by stability. With the exception of
april 2008, the Pro-European parties hold 55-59%randerate anti-European are 35-36%.The
support for the government varies from 45 to 5396:rmaximum values can be detected at the

beginning of 2008 but later no clear trend is detae.
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Figure 4 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and govement
parties. Spain, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.
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Electoral results, however, give a very differpattrait: Pro-European parties gain
14 percentage points less votes than the most fabteusurvey, and the same holds (in a slightly
limited way: -6 percentage points) for the Psoeegoment. The discrepancy between official
results and survey is constant throughout all tlree/s considered: this allows the hypothesis that
undeclared voting intentions (for opposition andderately anti-European parties) might have

systematically affected survey results.
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Figure 5 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and govement
parties. Italy, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.
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Italian surveys (Figure 5) show the traditionalrh@iegree of stability and a quite high
degree of accuracy in forecasting electoral resBlih the strength of anti-European (around 10%)
and moderately anti-European (around 40%) partexe whowed also in survey polls, as it was the

strength of governing parties.
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Figure 6 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and govement
parties. Poland, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.
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One of the countries in which there are more asailhs in public opinon is Poland (Figure
6). The strength of anti- and moderately anti-Eesopparties tends to grow since autumn 2008
(when the crisis started) in survey polls and @¢asfirmed by electoral results. The government,
above 60% until May 2008, falls to 53% (Novembed&0 then it grows again during the first
months of 2009 (over 60% again) but it is punishgdoters in the ballot box (51%: less than the

most unfavourable survey).
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Figure 7 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and govement
parties. UK, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.
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In the UK, too, the effects of the crisis seeméadietectable in public opinion polls (Figure
7). In this case, however, the period of minimagbylarity of the (Pro-European) government is the
summer 2008, before the crisis. The crisis angtisequent government interventions seem to
improve its popularity for some months, till thedesf the year. Later, the government popularity

decreases again, as is it (heavily) confirmed bygtelal results.
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Figure 8 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and govement
parties. France, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.

France

100%

90% -
80%
70%
60% W Pro
50% | =] ’r\\JAcd
o]
40% - o )
@ Anti
30%
20%
10% -
0% —— -
S F S IFFH PO
¥ I & K P P P I &
m@m@m@m@m@m@q@n@m@m@m@m@m@m@m@m@m@
France
100%
80% -
60%
@ OPP
@ Gov

40% -

20%

22 26 o || 27 | 2

The few surveys available for France (Figure 8wshuat the government (Ump) does
perform slightly better than according to survdysgarding the pro/anti European dimension, the
results might seem surprising, compared to thetgiells. Here, though, a methodologicaleatis
necessary. Even the latest polls reported votitentions to the traditional list of the Verts irexde
of the new Europe-Ecologie list that disputed tleeteons: this difference is sensitive, since the
Verts are classified as Moderately Anti-EU basedh@ePPMD data, while we chose to classify
Europe-Ecologie as Pro-EU. This explains most efdiscrepancy between the polls and the actual

result.
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Figure 9 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and govement

parties. The Netherlands, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.
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Another country which is characterized by a highalality in public opinion trends is the
Netherlands (Figure 9). As in UK, the ups and dowfithe government end with an electoral result
that is worse (32%) than in the worst public opmpmlls (never below 40%). Along the pro-anti
European dimension, however, the results are irgeiae (52%) between the most and the less
favourable polls (that vary from 59% to 47% for #x®-European front). The comparison reveals
to be particularly striking with the post-crisisripel, which was characterized by the maximum
strength of the government and of the Pro-Europeaties. In common with UK and (partially)
Poland, Netherlands data show that after a “ratyad the government” effect detectable in public

opinion polls, electoral results tend to punishgbgernment.
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Figure 10 — Public opinion support trends and finalelection results for EU issue party areas and goxament
parties. Austria, Jan 2008-Jun 2009.
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Austrian results (few surveys available) show thatelectoral performance of the
government is lower than the expectations accordirsgirvey polls, while the pro/anti European
dimension shows a high degree of stability. They @akiation in the results, in comparison to the
surveys, is due to the lack of data for the HarnterRdartin List, since polls were conducted on
national elections voting intentions, and recorcesililts for this list more in line with its usualqy

performance in national elections.
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The overall portrait provided by these data shouweca high degree of stability in survey
polls since January 2008, both on the pro/anti gemo dimension and on the
government/opposition dimension. In Germany, FramgkItaly voting intentions do not seem
sensitive to economic crisis: both governing paréiad Pro-European parties hold similar quotas of
support during the period. In Spain and in Austn@ayever, the electoral results of these parties
(mainly governing parties) are worse than publimimgm polls. In Netherlands, Poland and UK
public opinion trends show some confirmation of (diice autumn 2008, the outbreak of the
economic crisis, governing parties weakened) andsii@ée autumn 2008, the outbreak of the
economic crisis, anti-European parties strengthenleat are confirmed in electoral results. This
point can suggest some connection with the cormhgsirawn about the connection between
government support and the electoral cycle: exolyéioland, the two countries with much higher
instability are also the two countries that havesea the middle of the electoral cycle, thus emgeri
the second phase of the cycle, when voters are mocé sensitive to the evaluation of government
action and of future perspectives. In this lighg tmpact of the crisis could have had some

influence on the actual restiit

7. CONCLUSIONS

So far we have seen in detail different aspecBunbpean elections in general (through a
15-year time period) and of the 2009 European ieleah particular. Drawing conclusions from the
presented data is, in our opinion, best achieveutomiding a synthetic assessment of the
hypotheses presented in the introduction, by alsweighng specific comments regarding the 2009

election.

H1: Turnout in European elections is lower than innational elections.

This hypothesis is clearly confirmed by the dataodgh with variable mobilization ratios

across different countries, European electionsgstematically affected by much lower levels
of participation. Yet, an interesting result confresn the analysis of the 2009 election. The data
show that in the observed countrtee 2009 electionsave not been characterized by

particularly low levels of participation

2L With Poland, another exception to this patternith for opposite reasons) is Germany, where tred tef
government support is higher than expected, tholuglelectoral cycle is almost over. The grand tioaliin office in

Germany, though, seems to be a sufficient explanditir this result.
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Yet such conclusion deserves two specifications. first is that there actuallg a decreasing
trend through time, but this trend seems to haafgilsted in the 2000’s; most countries have
reached their historical low in 1999 or 2004. Theond specification is that there are two
exceptions: France and Italy, which in 2009 haaehed their historical low. It must be noted,
though, that these two countries are, historicalig,two countries with the highest turnout

levels: the long-term trend seems to go towardsmadgenization towards lower levels.

H2: Voting concentration in European elections isdwer than in national elections.

H3: Anti-European parties are stronger in Europeanelections than in national elections.
These two hypotheses can be answered conjointige $he data show a first, key result: the
dynamics regarding anti-EU parties are very simtdathose generally regarding small, minor
parties: anti-EU parties do not seem to specialydhit from a higher salience of anti-EU issues
in European elections.

A partially surprising result is that both H2 an8 Bre not substantially confirme8imall

parties do not enjoy better results in Europearcwb&s The development dynamics of small
(and anti-EU parties) seem to evolve independaittize type of election: some of them have
their first success in national election and deweloross European and subsequent national
elections; some instead have their first succe&sinopean elections and follow on through
national elections; and so on.

The only relevant exception to this almost-irreles@ of the type of elections is based on
institutional factors: where the electoral system for natiotedteons has much higher
thresholds for representation (France, UK) thererges a substantial difference: small parties
understandably achieve much better results in EBamoglections. Thus it seems that mostly
institutionsmatter. Yet a specification is necessary: thissdu# imply arautomatic

connection, predicting always more small partieBumnopean elections. Party system
fragmentation in these two parties seems connégtte presence of specific party strategies,
aimed at exploiting the opportunities offered bg glectoral systems. In the UK, fragmentation
did not emerge even in European elections, urdiépiendent actors sensed the presence of
promising political issues, along with the abseoicestitutional constraints in European
elections. In a reversed fashion, France experteaciccessful reduction of party
fragmentation in the arena where the electoraksystould help such process; yet this evolution
seems much slower in European elections which ¥ system.
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Regarding the 2009 election, it can hardly be na@netd that they have recorded a particular
increase in party system fragmentation, excepa fiew national cases where this has anyway
marked the prosecution of existing trends.

H4: Governing parties are weaker in European electins than in national elections.

Among the hypotheses presented, this could proldabthe one that is mostly confirmed by the
data. Governments seem to enjoy lower levels gbeupn second-order elections (such as
European elections), and this seems to happendingdo understandabtgclic patterns, with
the worst point of the cycle happening in the maedall their period of office.

In this regard, the 2009 elections seem to matkf@rence compared to the previous 2004
election.Governments in this election have obtained resblsare worse than in the previous
electoral cycle, and this seems to affect moreetlgmyernments that are in the second part of
the cycle All this combined suggest a prediction of negatigsults for governments in office,
in their future national elections. In this regatds could be the single most important point
where the economic crisis seems to have had atdble@ffect on voting intentions and

behavior.

H5: Since autumn 2008 (the outbreak of the economarisis), governing parties weakened.
The expectations of a further weakening of govemsias a consequence of the economic
crisis are only partially confirmed. In some coigdgr(Germany, France and Italy) the
hypothesis has to refused, because opinion pads shhigh degree of stability and the electoral
results of the governing parties are not parti¢ylaegative (because they are at the beginning
of the electoral cycle). In other countries (Spama Austria) opinion polls do not show any
impact of the crisis during the months followinguwman 2008; however, governments
experience severe electoral losses. Other couriNetherlands and Poland) confirm the
hypothesis that the crisis has (furtherly) weakeg@ekerning parties, which suffer some losses
that according to opinon polls they seem to recavéhne following months, a trend that is
confirmed by the results in Poland but not in trethérlands, where parties lose. In UK the
government loses consensus before the outbredie @fisis and the crisis constitutes, for some
months, an opportunity for the government to rexgaime voting intentions. Nevertheless, the
actual voting results will be even below the lowlestls recorded by public opinion polls. A
possible explanatory hypothesis for both such eu&cand for the general instability of public

opinion — common traits of the UK and the Nethettasr could be the fact that both are in the
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second half of their electoral cycle, and thus meloker than other countries to the time when
voters start preparing their choices in view of iegt election.

On a general note, the overall interpretation cdagdhatthe impact of the crisis is not
uniformously detectable throughout the countriessidered and thatwhere there are public
opinion changes after the crisis, they do not abvgy in the direction of a weakening of

governing parties

H6: since autumn 2008 (the outbreak of the economarisis), anti-European parties
strengthened.

Also H6 can be confirmed only partially. The ovéprtrait given by opinion polls is that of a
remarkable stability in the strength of Pro- vstiAfuropean parties. With very few exceptions,
the trend of Anti-European parties is speculahti bf governing parties. In countries where
public opinion trends are more stable on the gawemnt/opposition dimension, such stability
also holds along the pro/anti European dimensioneM/there is instability, anti-European
parties can benefit of a more volatile public opmilt must be though noted that, on a general
note,Anti-European parties do not seem to have markgereeral increasing trend, except for

some national cases

After the evaluation of such hypotheses, what @a general conclusion about the 2009
elections? Can “business as usual” be a syntheticreent about the 2009 elections? Yes and no.
On the one hand, expectations for a dramatic soirgeotest voting — with strong decrease in
participation, an explosion of protest parties argjor losses for governments in office — were not
fulfilled, neither in small scale. When measuregrapriately, participation did not decrease
significantly, except for national cases whereaswery high; party system fragmentation did not
increase significantly, nor the success of antigalties, which are mostly stable, or — when
increasing — only prosecuting existing trends. @ndther hand, some aspects of the results seem to
show two medium-term trends. The first trend regdrdces of instability an increasing
fragmentation in some countries: a trend thatesamuch before the 2009 elections, but that did
not seem to interrupt, and that as such deserveefattention. The second trend concerns instead
the electoral performance of governments in offibese governments that are closer to a future
national election are experiencing stronger logsessibly as an effect of the economic crisis.

It is precisely these two trends that allow usdentify two areas of special attention for the
forthcoming season of national elections. Firstoeeld expect fragmentation to stay high also in

national elections; second — and more importane-€ould expect governments in office to
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experience major defeats in national electionthdf are not able to reverse the trend that emerges
from the 2009 result. In both cases, national elesthappening in the next two-three years will be

key test cases for the evolution of European parsyems.
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