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Introduction!
!
Ever since their introduction in 1979 the European elections have been leading to results 
that differ remarkably from national parliamentary elections: the turnout is considerably 
lower, parties governing parties lose and small opposition parties win (Hix & Marsh, 2011, 
pp. 6-7). These patterns were first discovered in 1980 (Reif & Schmitt) and later developed 
into the second-order election model (SOE model). The latter reasons that the European 
elections’ results differ because, above all, less is at stake for voters, journalists, as well as 
parties due to the missing government formation (Marsh & Mikhaylov, 2010, pp. 9-10). The 
consequential disinterest of citizens in European elections however might threaten the 
whole legitimacy of the European Union because the European Parliament (EP) is the 
EU’s only directly elected institution (Marsh & Mikhaylov, 2010, pp. 5-7).!
! The 2014 European elections were supposed to break out of the second-order 
status: „This time it’s different“ did the European Parliament’s information campaign 
proclaim (EP, 2014a) and scholars like Simon Hix and Christophe Crombez (2013) 
attested: “On 22-25 May 2014 EU citizens will vote in the most important European 
Parliament elections to date”. The anticipated increase of importance was based on two 
institutional changes, as well as two controversial questions (van den Berge, 2014, p. 2): 
First and foremost the leadership of the EU Commission would depend on the elections’ 
results – an interpretation the Members of European Parliament pushed trough (EP, 2012). 
Second, the EP was a more powerful institution in 2014 than 2009 because the Lisbon 
treaty came into force. Third, the question on how to overcome the ongoing Eurocrisis 
caused heated public debates all over Europe. Fourth and likewise controversial, the 
question of European integration reappeared on the public agenda.!
! Thus, the conditions for a break-away from the SOE patterns were favourable. But 
was this EP election really different? To answer this question the paper focuses on citizens 
and parties and their respective activities: voting and campaigning. For each actor group 
the paper proposes a hypothesis: First, citizens broke the SOE patterns by showing a 
voting behaviour that resembled more that of the first order election. Second, parties broke 
the SOE patterns by showing a campaign commitment higher than usual for a SOE. How 
will the paper investigate these hypotheses and why did it chose these two groups?!
! The voter-centred perspectives on a macro level will reveal whether the recent 
election generally fulfilled the second-order patterns. “Aggregate patterns, however, 
require an explanation in terms of individual choice” (Marsh & Mikhaylov, 2010, p. 10). Yet, 
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an individual-level analysis of voter choice might be unable to fully capture recent 

developments because most citizens vote out of a social habit in EU elections (Franklin & 

Hobolt, 2011, p. 75) Ð and habits do not change that quickly. Therefore, the paper 

conducts a complementary meso-level study of political parties. It concentrates on parties 

because these Òare crucial in shaping the nature of electoral choicesÓ (Sara B. Hobolt & 

Spoon, 2012, p. 719) and are able to inßuence turnout (considerably in Þrst-oder elections, 

so far less in SOE, c.f. WŸst & Roth, 2005, p. 74). Moreover, parties are able to rapidly 

attune their investments into campaigns to every election and thus no time lag is to be 

expected. So far campaigning in SOE was characterised by low budgets (Petithomme, 

2012) and limited campaign communications that avoided EU issues, mobilising 

controversies (WŸst, 2009, p. 439) (Weber, 2007) and modern techniques like 

personalisation (Reiser, 1994, p. 143). Surveying these SOE campaign characteristics via 

the elite-centred perspectives on a meso-level will thus uncover whether party campaigns 

showed more commitment than they did in previous European elections.!

! The case selection is limited in two ways. The paper only studies national parties 

because these are still much more inßuential concerning election campaigning than their 

European party federations. The latter are neither Òinvolved in selecting candidates, 

deterring campaign strategies or similar processesÓ  (Van Hecke, 2010, p. 404). 

Furthermore, candidates are ignored, because in European elections the proportional 

voting system puts parties at the centre of decision-making (Wlezien, 2010, pp. 101-102). 

Additionally the paper only analyses the election in Germany. The country could be 

regarded a priori as a high intensity case for the potential overcoming of SEO patterns. 

That is because the biggest partiesÕ top candidates speak German, enabling personalised 

campaigns, the rise of the eurosceptic Alternative for Germany broke the pro-European 

party cartel (Berghaus, Thurner, Rueger, & Schade, 2013), unleashing controversial 

debates and the abolishment of the Þve percent election threshold might have increased 

party competition (a cross-country report later showed that campaigning was indeed more 

intense and candidate focused in Germany than in most other countries van den Berge, 

2014).!

! The paper consists of two chapters. The Þrst summarises the SOE model, 

establishes the variables and explains how changes in voting behaviour and campaign 

commitment could overcome the SOE patterns. Afterwards the second chapter conducts 

the case study by analysing both concepts. The paper concludes that this election was 

different because it gained importance, yet it was still a second-order election.!

!
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1. Theoretical Discussion!
!!
1.1 The Second-order Election Model and how Citizens and Politicians could 
overcome it!!
 !
This chapterÕs Þrst section establishes the factors making up a second-order election, 

which actors contribute to the phenomenon and presents the paperÕs hypotheses. Section 

two and three explain the case selection, data collection and analysis method.!

!
The Second-order Election Model!

The easiest way to do deÞne a SOE is to contrast it to Þrst-order elections. In the 

European parliamentary systems the national parliamentary elections are of Þrst-order as 

their results have far reaching consequences: who will be the next government leader, 

which social policies will be adopted and when will soldiers be send into battle, to name 

but a few. Therefore, the national elections are considered of prime importance to voters, 

journalists and politicians. In comparison there is less at stake at European elections, 

which makes them second-order. Consequently, the media report less, the politicians 

campaign less and fewer citizens vote. Reif & Schmitt (1980) were the Þrst ones to apply 

this concept to the European elections concluding that the ãEuropean Parliament direct 

elections [in the back then European Community with nine members] should be treated as 

nine simultaneous national second-order electionsÒ (p. 3). They have developed an 

analytical framework which was further developed into a model according to which EU 

elections are !

ãfought in the shadow of the contest for the main (Þrst-order) national election by the same 
parties as contest national elections, with a subsequent focus on the national arena rather 
than European level issues, the performance of the political groups in the European 
Parliament, or the policy positions of national parties towards the EUÒ (Hix & Marsh, 2011, 
p. 5).!!
On an aggregated macro level and in comparison to the previous national election a SOE 

is characterised by parties in national government losing vote shares and small parties 

winning additional shares. Furthermore, these effects depend upon the national election 

cycle: the closer a SOE takes place to the national election the weaker are the effects (Hix 

& Marsh, 2007, p. 496). On this macro level the SOE model is empirically conÞrmed. 

Simon Hix and Michael Marsh analysed all previous European election waves and 

concluded that it ãis fairly robust across all sets of electionsÒ (2011, p. 12).!
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!
However, exclusively relying on approaches based on aggregated data is insufÞcient to 

fully understand the SOE phenomenon. That is because these can only to a limited extend 

explain the mechanisms causing a SOE. Their explanations of individual behaviour might 

sound plausible but these approaches rely heavily on the less-is-at stake rationale which is 

not ãlogically compulsiveÒ (Weber, 2007, p. 512) and might lead to interpretations that are 

based on ecological fallacies (Giebler & WŸst, 2011, pp. 29-30). In other words: just 

because we know a certain election Þts the SOE model we still do not know what has 

caused it. In a 2010 review of the existing SOE literature Michael Marsh and Slava 

Mikhaylov therefore called to give more attention to ãthe mechanism(s) that give rise to the 

second-order effectsÒ (p. 18). This paper wants to contribute to the uncovering of 

mechanisms. The 2014 European elections are especially suitable to do so because many 

conditions have changed (c.f. introduction) which might inßuence the mechanisms and 

thus lead to different aggregated results as well.!

!
Voters and Parties Contribution to the SOE Phenomenon!
Concerning mechanisms the paper already identiÞed the three actor groups causing the 

SOE patterns: citizens, the media and politicians. The low commitment of all three actors 

has led to a vicious circle of ever lower turnouts (Tenscher, 2005b, p. 15), hitting rock-

bottom in 2009 with EU-wide only 43 percent. Cause and effect of the actorsÕ behaviour 

are hardly distinguishable (ibid.) and likely reciprocal (Sara B. Hobolt & Spoon, 2012, p. 

720). Despite the difÞculty to exactly deÞne whose actions inßuence whom and in which 

way the following circle seems logical and has been partially empirically conÞrmed: Parties 

campaign in a Òlow heated and half heartedÓ way (Tenscher, 2006). Compared to a Þrst-

order election they !

¥ spend less money (Petithomme, 2012), !

¥ avoid controversial issues (in particular the major center parties, Weber, 2007, p. 531) 

(and especially in Germany, WŸst, 2009, p. 439), !

¥ and campaign less professional (de Vreese, 2009, p. 16), illustrated strikingly by the low 

degree of personalisation (Reiser, 1994, p. 143), which, if used, depicts national instead 

of EU politicians (as observed at the EP 2004 election in German TV spots by WŸst & 

Roth, 2005, pp. 63-64). !

Likely because of this low commitment the media reports only little about European 

elections. Only if parties positions on EU integration are polarised do journalists report 

more on the election and thus increase its visibility towards the citizens (Schuck, 
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Xezonakis, Elenbaas, Banducci, & de Vreese, 2011, p. 50). As a result citizens are neither 

mobilised by parties, nor sufÞciently informed by the media and consequently many stay at 

home. Those casting a vote are motivated by sincere and protest considerations (Sara B. 

Hobolt & Spoon, 2012, p. 719). Thereby most voters take into account only policy 

preferences and government performance of the national arena (Sara Binzer Hobolt & 

Wittrock, 2011, p. 39). Both sincere and protest voting often cause a swing against the 

government parties (Marsh & Mikhaylov, 2010, p. 12), who consequently performed worse 

than in a close-by Þrst-order election (losing on average "9.2 percentage points in the 

European as against 8.0 in the subsequent national election", Hix & Marsh, 2011, p. 7). 

This voting behaviour further encourages parties to show only limited commitment which 

further leads to little media interests and so forth (see Þgure 1 for a schematic 

representation). Unfortunately, the reciprocality of these effects makes it difÞcult to identify 

dependent and independent variables.!

! Of these three groups the paper concentrates on citizens and politicians. It selected 

citizens because voting behaviour constitutes the analytical basis to establish the second-

order nature of an election and politicians because their activities are the focal point of 

interest for both citizens and the media and, as explained in the introduction, are expected 

to be the driver of change for the 2014 election. Furthermore, the paper restricts the group 

of politicians to national political parties. It is them who nominate MEP candidates on party 

lists, adopt the political manifestos, set out campaign strategies and engage in direct voter 

contact (c.f. introduction for why Europarties are excluded). With this selection the paper 

purposely ignores the media. It does so because Òin election times party agendas affect 

the issue agenda in the news media but not vice versaÓ (Hopmann, Elmelund-Pr¾stek¾r, 

Alb¾k, Vliegenthart, & Vreese, 2012, p. 185) (c.f. Brandenburg, 2002) (c.f. Brandenburg, 

2004).!

!  So far this section has established what a second-order election is and how 

citizens and parties contribute to the phenomenon. From this it follows that the behaviour 

of both had to change in order to make the 2014 European election different as claimed by 

politicians and scholars (c.f. introduction). Based on this rational and in order to Þnd out 

whether the two groups overcame the typical SOE behaviour the paper formulates two 

hypotheses, one for each group: !

1. Citizens broke the SOE patterns by showing a voting behaviour that resembled more 

that of the Þrst order election.!

2. Parties broke the SOE patterns by showing a campaign commitment higher than usual 

for a SOE.!
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After having defined the hypotheses the paper now turns to the methodology.!
!
1.2 Case Selection and Study Time Frame !!
This section presents the case selection and study time frame. The following section 
defines the concepts of voting behaviour and campaign commitment, explains how to 
examine these and finally introduces the data collection method.!
!
Case Selection and Time Frame!

Concerning country-level the paper chose to cover only the 2014 European election in 
Germany based on an intensity selection. On the one hand the country does not 
particularly stand out: the same parties compete within a similar proportional voting 
system. Thereby all relevant parties have been supporting the European Union which let to 
an unpolarised environment (Giebler, 2014, p. 9). Additionally, the country’s turnout always 
stayed close to the European average with a maximum difference of four percentage 
points (EP, 2014b). On the other hand three factors differed for this election which made 
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Germany a priori a high intensity case for potential change. Most notably three EU-wide 
top candidates speak German, that is Jean-Claude Juncker (EPP, Luxembourg), Martin 
Schulz (SPE, Germany) and Ska Keller (Greens, Germany), enabling public disputes such 
as on TV debates. Thus, the top candidates’ effect on the party campaigns was likely one 
of the strongest in Germany. This assumptions was confirmed a posteriori by a cross-
country report (van den Berge, 2014, p. 6). Second, the rise of the eurosceptic Alternative 
for Germany (AfD) broke the pro-European party cartel (Berghaus et al., 2013) and likely 
made this election more about Europe as the previous elections have shown that the 
higher the party polarisation on EU integration the more important the EU arena becomes 
regarding vote choice (Sara B. Hobolt & Spoon, 2012). Finally, there was an important 
Germany-specific systemic alteration which likely benefited changes in voting behaviour 
and campaign commitment as well: the five percent election threshold was abolished by 
the German constitutional court which highly increased the chances for many small 
parties. As research on EP candidates has shown that those in a hopeful position 
campaign more intensely (Giebler & Wüst, 2011, p. 61) the paper assumes that all parties 
invested more in their campaigns – smaller parties because they had a realistic chance for 
the first time and larger parties to counter these efforts. Concerning the party-level the 
paper investigates only the seven most promising parties (based on an Infratest dimap 
survey of April 30, 2014, Wahlrecht, 2014): the right-of-center/catch-all Christian 
Democratic Union (CDU), its Bavarian sister party Christian Social Union (CSU), the left-
of-center/catch-all Social Democratic Party of Germany (SPD), the left-of-center/green 
Alliance ’90/The Greens (Greens), the classic-liberal Free Democratic Party (FDP), the 
left-wing The Left and the center-right to right-wing/anti-Euro Alternative for Germany  
(AfD) (for party positioning see Krouwel, Eckert, & Kutiyski, 2013).  1

! The study’s time frame starts on April 21, 2014 that is five weeks or 34 days prior to 
the election. This period reflects the hot phase of campaigning. Previous studies have 
shown that European election campaigns are short and not related to procedural 
deadlines (Giebler & Wüst, 2011, pp. 59-60). In most member states the active campaign 
period ranges from one to two months (ibid.), in Germany from four to five weeks 
(Tenscher, 2005a, p. 42).!
!
!
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1.3 Concepts, their Operationalisation and Data Collection!!
The paper is concerned with two concepts which derive from the hypotheses: citizens’ 
voting behaviour and parties’ campaign commitment. For the sake of this paper voting 
behaviour refers to the decisions of EU-citizens in Germany on an aggregate level to 
choose to a) vote or abstain, b) vote for a particular party, and c) the motivation for that 
voting decision. Campaign commitment is defined as the particular investments of a 
national party in the campaign in terms of structure and communication during the study’s 
time frame. While the former terms are straight forward “investment in communication” 
requires a brief explanation. According to political marketing theory parties need to 
prioritise certain issues and political personell in the relationship management with voters 
because of limited resources (Ormrod, Henneberg, & O'Shaughnessy, 2013, p. 15). One 
of these scarce resources is their ability to attract public attention. Hence, if a party 
emphasises (actively communicates) an EU issue or politician it invests in their attention 
attractiveness, thereby prioritising the EU-level over another, e.g. national, one.!
! How does the paper operationalises these concepts in regard to the case at hand? 
The aim of setting up the variables is to detect deviations to the expected findings of a 
second-order election. The latter were summarised in the previous sections. Regarding 
voting behaviour a deviation is measurable via the following variables:!
• 1.1 Turnout: close to that of the previous first-order election?!
• 1.2 Election result: no extraordinary swing against the governing parties?!
• 1.3 Voting motivation: based on the specific (European) arena and sincere (not protest) 

considerations?!
The dependency is as follows: The higher the turnout, the smaller the swing against the 
governing parties and the more specific/sincere the voting motivation the more the election 
will resemble a first-order election. Points of reference are the 2013 national election 
(previous first-order), as well the 2009 European election (previous second-order).!
! Regarding campaign commitment four variables indicate an investment higher than 
usual for second-order elections:!
• 2.1 Campaign budget: close to that of the previous first-order election?!
• 2.2 Saliency of EP election within regular party communication: predominant topic?!
• 2.3 Controversial positioning regarding EU issues: willingness to disagree?!
• 2.4 Personalisation: Deployment of top personell for campaign and especially of arena-

specific personell?!
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Concerning dependency the higher these variables are the more campaign commitment 
will surpass the traditional SOE standards.!
!
Operationalisation and Data Collection!
The operationalisation of the voting behaviour variables is straight forward. 1.1 turnout and 
1.2 election results are public domain. For variable 1.3 voting motivation the paper relies 
on an exit-poll survey by infratest dimap with 48,190 (voting decision), respectively 7,817 
(voting motivation) respondents (published by SPD, 2014a).!
! In contrast the operationalisation of campaign commitment requires an elaborate 
explanation. To operationalise variable 2.1 campaign budget the paper lists the self-
disclosed budgets of each national party. However, it does not simply compare the 
European election to the national campaign budgets because that would be misleading. 
After all, there are much more candidates in national elections which naturally requires 
higher budgets. Instead the paper compares the ratio of European and national campaign 
budgets. It first looks at the ratio of the parties’ European election campaign budgets in 
2009 to the national election in the same year. Afterwards it compares this value to the 
budget ratio of the European election 2014 to the national election in 2013. This will tell 
whether the parties spend more – in relative terms.!
! The following three variables all require the analysis of party media. A mix of party 
communication channels was selected in order to ensure that all three main 
communication targets of any campaign are included, that is party members, journalists 
and voters (de Vreese, 2010, p. 127), in a mediated, as well as non-mediated way (Paletz 
& Vinson, 1994). The choice for every medium is explained after each variable. !
! The variable 2.2 saliency of the EP election in regular party communication will be 
tested by coding press releases and Facebook posts of each party according to 1 = 
mentioning “Europe” or “European” and 0 = not mentioning these terms. Furthermore, the 
mentioning of an EU politicians counts as increasing the election’s saliency as well (codes 
A and B. See variable “personalisation”). The unit of analysis is one single media item. 
Why these two media? Press releases are often the starting point for a press report and 
therefore have a great multiplier effect. They are targeted at journalists and, if picked up by 
them, will reach the voters only in a mediated way. Scholars rely on them to identify the 
agenda setting power of parties (c.f. Hopmann et al., 2012, pp. 174-176). Facebook posts 
are rarely seen by millions but nevertheless directly reach some thousand or ten thousand 
citizens. At the start of the study period the number of Facebook fans varied between 
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21,677 (CSU) and 97,801 (AfD) (Pluragraph, 2014). The main target of party Facebook 
pages are supporters.!
! To test variable 2.3 controversial positioning regarding EU issues the paper 
compares the parties’ answers to the voting advice application Wahl-o-Mat. The paper 
acknowledges a controversial position to a party if not more than three out of seven parties 
gave the same answer. For example, if two parties answered a question with YES, four 
with NO and one abstained then the first two are assigned a controversial position point. 
The ratio three out of seven was chosen because four or more parties agreeing would 
equal cross-camp consent. This is due to the German party landscape, with The Left, 
Greens and SPD on the progressive left, CDU, CSU and AfD on the conservative right and 
FDP in between, depending on the issue (right concerning economics, progressive 
concerning civil rights) (Krouwel et al., 2013). Then the parties’ shares of controversial 
questions are calculated. This will tell which party dared to stir up conflict. Afterwards the 
paper compares these results to an identical analysis of the Wahl-o-Mat of the national 
election 2013 to find out whether the parties are really more conflict seeking in a first-
order-election. What precisely is the Wahl-o-Mat? It is an online application that informs 
voters about party positions within a broad range of policy fields. It is the perfect devise to 
uncover controversies between the parties because the questions are selected to achieve 
exactly that (BpB, 2014a). The Wahl-o-Mat has proven to mobilise citizens to vote 
(Marschall & Schultze, 2012) and was used 3,9 million times for the European election 
2014 (Marschall, 2014). Hence, it is a medium with a great reach targeted at voters. !
! Finally, the paper analyses variable 2.4 personalisation by studying press releases, 
Facebook posts and posters, as well as the main TV spots. The first three media are 
coded with the following scheme: A = EU-wide headline candidate mentioned or depicted, 
B = any EP candidate mentioned/depicted other than A, C = national politician mentioned/
depicted, D = no person mentioned/depicted. The codes A and B and C will count as 
personalisation, A and B as EU personalisation, and C as national personalisation. 
Concerning posters all those published by the national party are sampled, excluding those 
of the regional party sections which typically depict the regional EP candidate only. Turning 
to the TV spots a modified approach will be used. Here every second is coded by A, B, C 
and D while both voice and pictures count as an appearance. Why does the paper 
additionally considers the TV spots and posters? Both have a wide reach. TV spots are 
seen by millions because public television channels are obliged to broadcast them for free 
and private channels at cost price in Germany (Holtz-Bacha, Johansson, Leidenberger, 
Maarek Philippe, & Merkle, 2012, p. 81). Likewise posters are a non-mediated medium 
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with a great reach. These still need to be regarded a prime campaign medium as, 
according to self-disclosure by the parties, about 1,08 Million posters were put up for the 
EP election (excluding CSU which did not provide any information, Schmidtsdorf, 2014b). !
! What this paper does not investigate are the party manifestos. That is because they 
are read by only a tiny share of voters (Gallagher, Mair, & Laver, 2005, pp. 319-320). And 
even if they might guide candidates and journalists as some scholars claim (Wüst, 2009, p. 
427), some of the manifestos’ contents will be ineffective because neither parties nor 
journalists communicates them (Wüst & Roth, 2005, p. 63).!
! In this chapter the paper summarised the SOE model, explained the case selection 
and defined the variables, as well as their operationalisation. The following second 
chapters empirically examines the 2014 European election in Germany.!
!
! !

!
! !  

!
!
!
!
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2. Empirical Examination !!!
2.1 Testing Voting Behaviour !!
This chapter has two sections. The Þrst one analyses the behaviour of voters and the 

second the campaign commitment by parties. For each variable the paper presents the 

result and a discussion thereof. All Þndings are then centrally summarised in the 

conclusion.!

!
Variable 1.1 Turnout!

48.1 Percent of the eligible citizens casted their vote (Bundeswahlleiter, 2014). That is an 

increase of 4.9 percentage points compared to the last European election in 2009. Figure 

2 shows that this is the Þrst reversal of the falling trend since 1989. Despite that the turnout 

is by 24 points lower than that of the last national election which took place in September 

2013. Hence, the general SOE paradigm regarding turnout is fulÞlled but the increase 
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poses questions. There are many possible explanations for it. One could be the 

introduction of headline candidates and more mobilising campaigning (see next section). 

Another could be the abolishment of the election threshold. Despite these plausible 

reasons it is very likely that the main cause of increase were the local elections taking 

place in 10 German states at the same day, as well as a referendum in Berlin. As WŸst 

and Roth found: a simultaneous local or state election increases the turnout of the EP 

election on average by 20 percent in Germany (2005, p. 72). In the case of 2014 this 

pattern was observable in the majority of cases: Of the eleven states with parallel elections 

eight witnessed an increased turnout. Of these states the effect was strongest in those that 

did not have a parallel election in 2009 (see blue bars in Þgure 3). However, more citizens 

went voting in four out of Þve states with no parallel election as well (yellow bars). 

Regarding the cyclical SOE model argument effects of the national election cycle might 

have played a role, were however not extraordinary strong. That is because the turnout 

increased compared to 2009 despite a similar situation in that year. Back then only three 

months lay between the EP and the national election. !

! In conclusion, the turnout increase did not only depend on parallel elections or 

cyclical conditions but on individual factors too Ð possibly campaigning."
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Variable 1.2 Election Result!

Figure 4 shows the election result. 30 percent of voters chose the CDU, 5.3 its Bavaria-

only sister party CSU, 27.3 the SPD, 10.7 the Greens, 3.4 the FDP, 7.4 The Left, 7.1 the 

AfD and 8.9 other parties. The change to the 2009 European election is displayed in Þgure 

5, that to the 2013 national election in Þgure 6. Compared to those four points are 

remarkable: First, while the new AfD failed to take the Þve percent threshold on a tight 

margin in the last national election it gained 7.1 percent in its Þrst European election. 

Second, the CDU and CSU lost both compared to 2009, as well as to 2013. The opposite 

is true for the junior coalition partner SPD. The social democrats continued their upwards 

trend and, compared to the last EP election, gained 6.5 percentage points Ð as much as 

never before in a country-wide election. Third, the FDP continued their downward trend 

and seem marginalised. Fourth, far more citizens that usual (16 %) voted for parties that 

had not been present in the preceding parliament so far.!

! The paper turns now to question whether the citizens voted excessively against the 

governing parties which would indicate the typical national arena centred voting of SOE. 

CDU/CSU and SPD taken together lost 4.7 percentage points compared to the last 

national election. This is not a heavy loss taking into account that both are in a grand-
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coalition government. A comparison the previous (second-order) European election 
supports this assessment as the governing parties increased their share by four 
percentage points. The SOE effect was thus not strong for this election. Yet, a review of 
previous large parties’ performances in Germany also shows that this SOE effect has 
never been strong in Germany (see figure 7) (Giebler, 2014, p. 26). Only in 1994 did large 
parties lose considerably compared to a close national election. Moreover, this European 
election took place within the first quarter of the national election cycle which probably 
diminished the cyclical SOE effects (ibid., p. 8).!
! In brief, the governing parties did not extraordinarily lose votes but a closer look at 
the German context made this unlikely anyway.!
! !

!
Variable 1.3 Voting Motivation!
Which factors where decisive for voters to cast their ballot for a particular party? Which 
political arena (national or European) played the main role, was the decision meant to be 
sincere or as a protest sign to another party, as well as which political personnel was more 
influential (national or EP candidates)? In contrast to the previous variables the analysis of 
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voting motivation is not based on the official result but based on self-disclosure by voters 
in an exit-poll survey.!
! Figure 8 reveals that 54 percent of respondents said their voting decision was 
based predominantly on the national political arena and 39 percent indicated that the 
European arena was more decisive (SPD, 2014a, p. 8). Hence, for a majority the national 
arena was more important. Nevertheless, figure 8 also reveals that considerably more 
voters decided on basis of the European arena compared to 2004 (+5) and 2009 (+6).!
! Regarding sincere and protest voting 76 percent indicated a vote out of conviction 
for a party, 28 percent said out of disappointment of another party. The latter value was 
especially high concerning AfD voters (60 %) and The Left voters (40 %) (ibid., p. 9). 
Taking into account that of those disappointed AfD voters 510,000 came from the CDU/
CSU and 180,000 from the SPD (based on a projection, ibid., p. 8) one can conclude that 
the protest voting aspect of a SOE election was definitely given.!
! Finally, concerning the personnel question 41 percent of all respondents actually 
said they chose a party because of factual issues and not because of any political 
personnel (ibid., p. 10) (see figure 9). This value was especially high for the AfD (75 %), 
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Greens (69 %) and The Left (63 %). For their voters the personnel played only a marginal 

role. In contrast voters of large parties (47 % of CDU/CSU and 50 % of SPD) often made 

their decision based on the national politicians or the European top candidate. Regarding 

CDU/CSU 27 percent said national politicians were most important and 20 percent said it 

was the European top candidate. For the SPD the European top candidates was even 

more important: 27 percent said they voted social democratic because of Martin Schulz 

(23 % because of national politicians). FDP voters have the third highest shares: 20 

percent because of national politicians and 14 percent because of the European top 

candidate. It will be interesting to see whether these voting motivations correlate with the 

degree parties personalised their campaigns (see variable 2.4).!

! To summarise, the majority of voters were motivated by national arena 

considerations and a substantial share voted (28 %) for another party out of 

disappointment Ð a sign of protest. Furthermore, only those voting SPD (27 %) were 

especially motivated by the European top candidate. Therefore, the overall voting 

motivation must be regarded as primarily national.!
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!!
2.2 Testing Campaign Commitment !!
This section starts with analysing the campaign budgets to find out whether this European 
election was more important to the parties than the previous one. Afterwards it identifies 
the saliency of the election within the regular party communications. Then it examines the 
parties’ willingness to take controversial positions and finally investigates the degree of 
campaign professionalisation.!
!
Variable 2.1 Budget!

Parties  have been spending considerably less for EP election campaigns than for the 2

national elections. This pattern holds true for the 2014 election as well. Figure 10 shows 
for example that the CDU spent about 10 Million  for the EP election 2014 but 20 Million 3
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(except CSU which never reveals its budget). Second, the budgets only concern the national party level. 
Regional and local sections manage their own budgets independently and so do the candidates. These are 
not included.

 All monetary values in Euro.3



for the national election 2013. The SPD spent 10 Million too, but eight months earlier it 

invested 23 Million. Of the smaller parties The Left with 3.3 Million spent the most while the 

struggling FDP with 0.75 Million the least (for election 2013 Schmidtsdorf, 2013) (for EP 

election 2014 Schmidtsdorf, 2014b) (the CSU never reveals its campaign budget. 

Therefore, only an estimation is available, DPA, 2013) (the same for AfD 2013, Maas, 

2013). This overall lower spending clearly indicates that budget-wise the EP election was 

of second-order to parties. Moreover, half of the relevant parties even spent less for the 

recent EP election than they did for its predecessor. In 2009 the SPD spent one Million 

more, the FDP 0.75 Million more and The Left spent 0.2 Million more. Only the Greens 

increased their budget as Þgure 11 shows (Kampagnenstudie 2009 in Tenscher, 2011, p. 

75).  Taken together the campaign expenditures of those parties data is available for 4

shrunk from 27.05 Million in 2009 to 25.65 Million in 2014. !

! Does this mean that the EP election became even less important to the parties? No, 

it actually gained importance. This counterintuitive conclusion emerges if one considers 

that the parties, for the Þrst time, reduced their national election campaign budgets Ð and 

they did so more severely than their EP budgets. This holds true for the SPD, FDP and 

The Left. The CDU and Greens kept their national budgets stable. Only the CSU might 
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have invested more if the estimations were to be correct. Hence, in relative terms, the 

parties spent more for Europe. Of the Þve parties for which data is available three 

increased the EP budget relative to the closest national electionÕs budget (see Þgure 12): 

the Greens by 15 percentage points, the SPD by 5.6 and The Left by 3.3. The CDU kept 

the ratio stable at 50 percent. Only the FDP spent less which is very like due to the parties 

state of crisis. This relative increase is even more remarkable considering that within the 

election cycle the European election of 2009 had a more important position. Back then it 

took place three and a half months before the national election. Thus, it had a test 

character and was likely better integrated in the national campaign strategies than its 2014 

counterpart which took place eight months after the national election (on why the EP 

election's importance increases in the eve of a national election see Marsh & Mikhaylov, 

2010, p. 13).!

! In sum, this section revealed that even though the parties spent less for the 2014 

EP election in absolute terms they attached a higher relative importance to it. In relation to 

the national election campaign budgets the majority of parties invested more. This Þnding 

is an indication that the parties considered the recent EP election to be more important 

than the previous one Ð yet still far less than the national Þrst-order election.!
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Variable 2.2 Saliency!

The paper turns now to the analysis of the variable saliency of the EP election within 
regular party communications. To establish how prominently the parties communicated the 
European election the paper coded all 196 Facebook posts and all 198 press releases by 
the seven parties published in the 34 days prior to the election (see table 1). In relative 
terms the European election played the predominant role in the communication of six out 
of the seven parties. Especially on Facebook the election was very salient. Five parties 
addressed the issue in more than 80 percent of their posts. Regarding press releases the 
EP election was fewer times mentioned but still in the majority of texts by five parties. !
! Taking a look at the individual parties the CDU stands out: the party referred to the 
election in every of its Facebook posts (CDU, 2014a) and in 83.3 percent in its press 
releases (CDU, 2014c), combined in 97.7 percent of its communications. Two other parties 
are in the top group of a combined 80 percent or more: the CSU which in 85.4 percent on 
Facebook (CSU, 2014b) and 60 percent in press releases (AfD, 2014d), combined 82.6 
percent, mentioned the election. And the AfD which addressed the election in 84.61 
percent on Facebook (AfD, 2014b) and 76 percent of press releases (AfD, 2014d), 
combined 80.4 percent. Furthermore, there is an intermediate group with combined scores 
between 55 and 67 percent: the Greens (Greens, 2014a) (Grüne, 2014), SPD (SPD, 
2014b) (SPD, 2014d) and FDP (FDP, 2014a) (FDP, 2014c). In great contrast The Left 
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Table 1: Saliency of EP election within regular party communication

Party Facebook Press releases Combined Absolute mentions

CDU 100 %  
32/32

83,33 %  
5/6

97,74 %  
37/38

37

CSU 85.37 %  
35/41

60 %  
3/5

82,61 %  
38/46

38

SPD 88,57 %!
31/35

53,23 %  
33/62

65,98 %  
64/97

64

Greens 83,3 %  
10/12

44,44 %  
4/9

66,67 %  
14/21

14

FDP 68,97 %  
20/29

50 %  
38/76

55,24 %  
58/105

58

The Left 42,89%  
 9/21

26,67%  
4/15

36,11 %  
13/36

13

AfD 84,61 %  
22/26

76%  
19/25

80,39 %  
41/51

41

Own work. Sources: see text.



breached the issue of EP elections only in 42.9 percent of Facebook posts (Left, 2014c) 

and 26.7 percent of press releases (Left, 2014d), combined 36.1 percent. Therewith The 

Left is the only party which referred to the EP election in less than half of its 

communications. This is surprising as The Left invested, in budgetary terms, heavily into 

this election as the previous section showed.!

! Next to this relative comparison an analysis of absolute mentions is possible too. 

Here a different picture emerges. The SPD brought up the election 64 times within the 

study period of 34 days, hence almost twice a day. The FDP scored second with 58 

mentions. The intermediate group consists of AfD, CSU and CDU with about 40 mentions. 

The Left scored lowest again with 13 mentions but, surprisingly, the pro-European Greens 

referred to the election only slightly more often, that is 14 times.!

! This saliency analysis revealed three points. First, the European election dominated 

the communications of every party except of The Left. This is an important Þnding because 

it shows that the election indeed was high on the communication agenda of most parties. 

The increased turnout might have been a (partial) result of that. Second, there are 

considerable differences between the parties. While the parties right-of-center, CDU, CSU 

and AfD, mentioned the election in at least four out of Þve communication items, the left-of-

center Social Democrats and Greens did only in about two out of tree. Third, the fact that 

the alternative comparison of absolute numbers let to a different ranking indicates that the 

parties use Facebook and press releases differently. While the Greens only published 

twelve Facebook posts within 34 days, the CSU did so 41 times.  The publication gap 5

becomes even wider in regard to press releases: the FDP issued 76 and the CSU only 

Þve. This opens up the question whether the relative or absolute comparison allows a 

more meaningful interpretation. It could be for instance that the actual addressee 

inßuencing power was higher of those campaigns that referred to the EP election very 

often Ð like that of SPD and FDP. However, this section is not about investigating the 

overall communication strategiesÕ impact of the parties but about the saliency of EP 

elections within the given party communication. Therefore, the relative comparison is 

judged to veil greater explanatory power.!

!
Variable 2.3 Controversial Positioning!

Which party took how often a minority position and thus potentially stirred up debate? 

Table 2 shows that the Greens, The Left and the Alternative for Germany did so in about a 
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 However, many of the CSUÕs posts were Facebook events of which no other party made use of that 5

extensively.



third of all questions. In contrast the CSU did so only in 18.4 percent, the CDU and FDP in 
21.05 percent (BpB, 2014b). The observations of CDU and CSU are in accordance with 
the general pattern of catch-all-parties refraining to take controversial positions while 
smaller parties do so often to distinguish themselves and appeal to their particular voter 
segment (Krouwel, 2006). The SPD however, took in 26.3 percent of the questions a 
controversial position. On a first glance it seems as if the SPD is an exception to above 
mentioned pattern. However, regarding abstentions the SPD, with 15.8 percent, scored 
highest. Hence, the party gave some potentially controversial answers but also often 
refrained from giving any at all. For example the party avoided answering the question of a 
further EU enlargement (question 6) or whether a national referendum should be held to 
change the EU treaties (question 29). Likewise the CDU refused to answer whether it 
should be allowed to cultivate genetically modified organisms (a hotly debated issue in 
Germany c.f. Ettel, 2013). Conversely, the small parties were least afraid of providing 
answers – Greens, The Left and AfD abstained three times. This indifference of the large 
parties precluded a clear left-right divide in three instances (questions 8, 11 and 30) which 
let to only five being contested according to the easy to grasp left-right cleavage 
(questions 5, 13, 23, 24 and 32). A strong left-right cleavage could have polarised the 
election (Sara B. Hobolt & Spoon, 2012, p. 719) and thus made voter choice easier.!
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European Election 2014 Controversial positions Abstentions

CDU 8#
21,05 %

5!
13,16 %

CSU 7#
18,42 %

5!
13,16 %

SPD 10#
26,32 %

6#
15,79 %

Greens 13#
34,21 %

3#
7,89 %

FDP 8#
21,05 %

5!
13,16 %

The Left 12#
31,58 %

3#
7,89 %

AfD 12#
31,58 %

3#
7,89 %

Total 70 30

Table 2: Controversial positioning in the Wahl-o-Mat of the European election 2014

Own work. Source: (BpB, 2014b)



Already this separate analysis shows that only the smaller parties were willing to take 
controversial positions while the big ones refused to do so – a decision that might have 
precluded an increase of citizens interest. A comparison to the Wahl-o-Mat of the national 
election (BpB, 2013) further supports this assessment. Back then the parties gathered 78 
controversial position points according to this paper’s methodology. That is eight points 
more than for the European election. All parties except FDP and AfD took more 
controversial positions (see table 3).  In brief, the parties did not seek controversial 6

positions at this European election.!
!
!
!
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National election 2013 Controversial positions Abstentions

CDU* 9 (+1) 
23.68 %

5!
13,16 %

CSU* 9 (+2) 
23.68 %

5!
13,16 %

SPD 11 (+1) 
28,95 %

6  
15,79 %

Greens 14 (+1) 
36,84 %

6  
15,79 %

FDP 6 (-2) 
15,79 %

6  
15,79 %

The Left 20 (+8) 
52, 63 %

3  
7,89 %

AfD 9 (-3) 
23.68 %

3  
7,89 %

78 (+8) 34 (+4)

Table 3: Controversial positioning in the Wahl-o-Mat of the national election 2013

Own work. Source: (BpB, 2013)

 For the national election Wahl-o-Mat CDU and CSU provided answers as a single entity.6



Variable 2.4 Personalisation!
Did the parties personalise their campaigns to engage voters and if so did they deploy the 
arena specific European politicians? To find out this paper studied the parties Facebook 
pages, press releases, poster (CDU, 2014d) (CDU, 2014b) (CSU, 2014c) (for CSU see 
also Welt, 2014) (SPD, 2014f) (SPD, 2014c) (Greens, 2014c) (for FDP see Schmidtsdorf, 
2014a) (Left, 2014a) (AfD, 2014c) and TV spot (CDU, 2014e) (CSU, 2014a) (SPD, 2014e) 
(Greens, 2014b) (FDP, 2014b) (Left, 2014b) (AfD, 2014a)!
! Ten years ago only the Greens and the FDP personalised their election campaign 
(Tenscher, 2005a, pp. 44-46). This time it was different. All parties used politicians to give 
their campaigns a face. Figure 13 shows that the FDP (Schmidtsdorf, 2014a) did so most 
extensively with top scores regarding posters, the TV spot and Facebook. Its national top 
candidate Alexander Graf Lambsdorf was omnipresent, being depicted on every poster  7

and visible in 80 of 84 seconds of the TV spot. The SPD followed suit. Except on posters 
the social democrats mentioned or depicted a politician in at least 80 percent of the 
studied communication channels. CSU, CDU, AfD and The Left make up the intermediate 
group with a considerable but less extensive degree of personalisation. In contrast to 2004 
and all others parties in 2014 the Greens did not put their political personnel into the 
spotlight. The medium they mentioned politicians most are press releases and even there 
they did so only in every fourth case – much less than their competitors.!
! Thus, the national parties definitely upgraded their campaigns regarding 
personalisation. However, the degree of personalisation says nothing about the type of 
personalisation. So far parties often used national politicians in EP election campaigns 
instead of European politicians. To establish which was the case 2014 the paper 
calculated the share of European politicians (EU-wide lead candidate, national EP 
candidate or other EU politician of own party) within the personalised content (see figure 
14). It found that for this election some parties did it differently and boosted their European 
politicians. In this regard the SPD scored highest with mentioning or depicting a European 
politician in 100 percent of all personalised content on Facebook, posters and in the TV 
spot. And if the SPD used personalisation than it did so with Martin Schulz. He was by far 
the most prominent EU-wide top candidate. Even if one looks at all (not only the 
personalised) content he achieved a remarkable presence of about 71 percent on 
Facebook, 76 percent in press releases, 38 percent of posters and 89 percent within the 
TV spot. The FDP achieved almost the same intensity of EU specific personalisation but 
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 The author found only four posters of the national FDP which seems too few. It cannot be ruled out that 7

more posters existed.



instead of using the EU-wide lead candidates Guy Verhofstadt or Olli Rehn the party relied 
on its national candidate Lambsdorf. The third place is taken by the AfD which relied 
heavily on its EP candidates as well. Though, this comes as no surprise as its president 
Bernd Lucke was the party’s lead candidate. The Greens always relied on European 
politicians on Facebook and posters, though this relative conclusion should not be 
overvalued as N of personalised content is 1 for both (see table 4-7 for a detailed record of 
the coding analyses). The CDU based its personalisation on European, as well as national 
politicians. While European politicians, primarily lead candidate David McAllister but also 
Jean-Claude Juncker, appeared in every personalised press release and in almost three 
out of four Facebook posts, McAllister appeared only on one poster and not at all in the TV 
spot. Instead German Chancellor and CDU-party leader Angela Merkel appeared on 
posters and on TV. This decision was criticised by some journalists but defended by CDU 
marketing and internal communications director Oliver Röseler arguing that Merkel is the 
most important German representative on the European level (Schmidtsdorf, 2014c). 
Finally, the CSU made the least use of European politicians. Its ignorance of the arena-
specific use of politicians was carried to the extreme in its TV spot. In 86 of 91 minutes the 
clip showed CSU-party leader and Bavarian prime minister Horst Seehofer sitting at a beer 
bench.!
! To summarise this section, the 2014 election witnessed a substantial degree of 
personalisation. In this regard the election was different to previous ones. Only the Greens 
made little use of this campaign method. However, regarding the arena-specificity greater 
differences became apparent. SPD and FDP pushed their European politicians into the 
front row while the CSU based their whole campaign on the regional politician Horst 
Seehofer. 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Figure 13: Degree of personalisation of respective medium

Own work. Sources: Facebook pages (see variable 2.2), press releases (see variable 2.2), posters (CDU, 
2014d) (CDU, 2014b) (CSU, 2014c) (Welt, 2014) (SPD, 2014f) (SPD, 2014c) (Greens, 2014c) (Left, 
2014a) (AfD, 2014c) and TV spots (CDU, 2014e) (CSU, 2014a) (SPD, 2014e) (Greens, 2014b) (FDP, 
2014b) (Left, 2014b) (AfD, 2014a).
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Figure 14: Appearance of EU politicians within personalised content

Own work. Sources: Facebook pages (see variable 2.2), press releases (see variable 2.2), posters (CDU, 
2014d) (CDU, 2014b) (CSU, 2014c) (Welt, 2014) (SPD, 2014f) (SPD, 2014c) (Greens, 2014c) (Left, 2014a) 
(AfD, 2014c) and TV spots (CDU, 2014e) (CSU, 2014a) (SPD, 2014e) (Greens, 2014b) (FDP, 2014b) (Left, 
2014b) (AfD, 2014a).
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N Posts Saliency Headline 
candidate

EP 
candidate

national 
politician

no 
politician

European 
politicians 
within 
personalis
ed content

CDU 32 100 %"
(32/32)

25 %#
8/32

37.5 %"
12/32

37.5 %"
12/32

31.25 %"
10/32

16/22

CSU 41 85.37 %"
35/41

0 51,43 %"
18/35

71,43 %"
25/35

28,57 %"
10/35

18/25

SPD 35 88,57 %#
31/35

70,98 %#
22/31

16,13 %#
5/31

9,68 %#
3/31

16,13 %"
5/31

26/26 

Greens 12 83,3 %"
10/12

10 %"
1/10

0 0 90%#
9/10

1/1

FDP 29 68,97 %"
20/29

5 %"
1/20

80 %"
16/20

5 %"
1/20

15 %"
3/20

17/17

The Left 21 42,89%"
 9/21

11,11 %"
1/9

0/9 44,44 %"
4/9

55,56%"
5/9

6/9

AfD 26 84,61 %"
22/26

- 45,45$%"
10/22

0 54,54 %"
12/22

10/10

Table 4: Detailed record of coding of Facebook pages

Own work. Sources: See variable 2.2

Table 5: Detailed record of coding of press releases

N Press 
releases

Saliency Headline 
candidate

EP 
candidate

national 
politician

no 
politician

Share of 
EU 
politician 
within 
personalis
ed content

CDU 6 83,33 %"
5/6

60 %"
3/5

40 %"
2/5

40 %"
2/5

40 %"
2/5

3/3"
100$%

CSU 5 60 %"
3/5

0 33,33 % "
1/3

33,33 % "
1/3

33,33 % "
1/3

1/3"
33,33 %

SPD 62 53,23 %"
33/62

75,76%"
25/33

12,12%"
4/33

42,42%"
14/33

15,15%"
05/33

24/28"
85,71 %

Greens 9 44,44 %"
4/9

0 0 25 %"
1/4

75 %"
3/4

0

FDP 76 50 %"
38/76

7,89 %"
3/38

57,89 %"
22/38

10,53  %"
4/38

31, 58 %"
12/38

22/26"
84,62 %

The Left 15 26,67%"
4/15

0 75 %"
3/4

0 25 %"
1/4

3/3"
100$%

AfD 25 76%"
19/25

- 52,63 %"
10/19

42,11 %"
8/19

10,53 %"
2/19

12/19"
63,16 %

Own work. Sources: See variable 2.2
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N Posters Headline 
candidate

EP 
candidate

national 
politician

no politician Share of EU 
politician 
within 
personalise
d content

CDU 12 0 8,33 %"
1

16,67 %"
2

75 %"
9

1/3

CSU* 3 0 0 1"
33,33 %

2"
66,66 %

0/1

SPD 16 (+2) 37,5 %"
6 (+1)

0 (+1) 62,5 %"
10 (+1)

6/6

Greens 9 0 11,11 %"
1

0 88,89 %"
8

1/1

FDP* 4 0 4"
100 %

0 0 4/4

The Left 8 0 0 0 100 %"
8

-

AfD 13 - 23,08 %"
3

0 76,92 %"
10

3/3

Table 6: Detailed record of coding of posters

Own work. Sources: (CDU, 2014d) (CDU, 2014b) (CSU, 2014c) (Welt, 2014) (SPD, 2014f) (SPD, 2014c) 

Seconds Headline 
candidate

EP 
candidate

national 
politician

no politician Share of EU 
politician in 
personalise
d content

CDU 91 0 0 5,49 %"
5

94,50 %"
86

0

CSU 91 0 0 95,56 %"
86

5,49 %"
5

0

SPD 63 88,89  %"
56

0 0 11,11 %"
7

100

Greens 90 0 0 0 100%"
90

-

FDP 84 0 95,24 %"
80

0 5,76 %"
4

100

The Left 90 0 0 7"
7,8 %

92,22 %"
83

0

AfD 82 0 0 0 100 %"
82

-

Own work. Sources: (CDU, 2014e) (CSU, 2014a) (SPD, 2014e) (Greens, 2014b) (FDP, 2014b) (Left, 
2014b) (AfD, 2014a)

Table 7: Detailed record of coding of TV spots



3. Conclusion !
!!
So far European elections were of second-order to voters, journalists and the media. The 

result: low turnouts, fewer public attention and limited party campaigns. The 2014 elections 

were supposed to be different because more was at stake: foremost the leadership of the 

EU Commission, but also other important policy issues. Consequently, this election was 

regarded as being of paramount importance for the legitimacy of the European Union.!

! Based on the second-order election model this paper analysed the 2014 European 

election in Germany. It aimed to uncover some of the mechanisms that make or break the 

second-order patterns. To do so it looked at the citizenÕs voting behaviour and national 

partiesÕ campaign commitment and proposed a hypothesis for each in order to identify 

each actor groupÕs contribution to the SOE phenomenon. Regarding citizens it tested 

whether these Òbroke the SOE patterns by showing a voting behaviour that resembled 

more that of the Þrst order electionÓ. It examined three variables: Turnout, election result 

and voting motivation. It found that the turnout stayed considerably below that of the 

national Þrst-order election, yet increased in a way not seen since 1989 and likely related 

to better campaign mobilisation. Next, the voting result did not resemble that of a typical 

SOE (likely because of a German-speciÞc context). Lastly, the voting motivation was 

primarily national, although the EU arena clearly gained importance. Especially SPD 

voters were inspired by the EU-wide top candidate Martin Schulz. Taken all three variables 

into account the Þrst hypothesis must be rejected. Citizens clearly did not treat the 2014 

European election as a Þrst-order election. Nevertheless, the Þndings also indicate that 

they took this election more serious than the previous one.!

! Turning to the next hypothesis the paper tested whether Òparties broke the SOE 

patterns by showing a campaign commitment higher than usual for a SOE.Ó Regarding the 

Þrst variable, campaign budget, the paper conÞrmed that parties spend far less for EP 

election campaigns. Despite this, it revealed that budget-wise their relative importance has 

increased compared to 2009. Afterwards it demonstrated that the EP election was very 

salient in the regular communications of all parties except The Left. In contrast the 

controversial positioning test showed that only the small parties were willing to potentially 

stir up debate which likely reduced public attention. Finally, the paper demonstrated that all 

but the Greens personalised their campaigns. SPD and FDP even put the focus on EP 

candidates while the CSU emphasised their regional party leader. Considering these four 

variables the hypothesis can be conÞrmed to some degree. The parties indeed showed a 
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higher commitment than the second-order model would typically predict. Yet, most parties 

abstained to invest considerably more in budget or in attention creation trough 

controversies. Therefore, the parties did not fully break out of the SOE patterns.!

! In conclusion this European election was different but only to some extend. More 

commitment by citizens and parties is necessary to overcome the second-order status but 

a Þrst step might have been made. A cross-country study is necessary to identify whether 

this development was only a Germany-speciÞc phenomenon or took shape in other EU 

countries as well. This election would be especially worth of such a study because of the 

novelty of the top candidate.!

! !

!
!
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