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The	European	Parliament	(EP)	elections	are	pivotal	moments	for	democracy	in	
the	European	Union	(EU).	They	also	constitute	a	concrete	moment	in	time	where	
news	coverage	about	the	EU	might	spike	in	terms	of	visibility,	might	peak	in	
terms	of	Europeanness,	might	contribute	to	a	convergence	of	national	public	
spheres	towards	a	transnational	or	European	public	sphere,	and	might	be	most	
meaningful	in	terms	of	its	impact	on	citizens’	attitudes	towards	the	EU	and	
voting	behavior.	
	
Based	on	extant	research	we	know	that	news	media	coverage	of	EP	elections	is	a	
moving	target:	It	is	different	in	different	countries,	and	across	different	elections.	
Systematic,	comparative	knowledge	about	the	news	coverage	and	resulting	
national	information	environment	is	instrumental	for	understanding	citizens’	
attitudes	towards	the	EU,	their	participation	in	the	elections,	and	their	vote	
choice.	
	
In	this	report	we	summarize	the	key	findings	of	a	cross-national	study	of	the	news	
media	coverage	of	the	2014	EP	elections.	We	build	on	previous	media	content	
analyses	(1999-2004-2009)	and	focus	on	the	15	member	states	that	were	EU	
members	in	1999	(for	reasons	of	comparability).	We	focus	on	print	media	(three	
newspapers	per	country),	also	for	reasons	of	temporal	and	cross-national	
comparability.	
	
The	report	centers	around	media	content	indicators	that	are	important	for	the	
study	of	EU	news	and	for	understanding	the	changes	in	the	EU	news	coverage	
and	EU	news	as	antecedents	of	public	opinion	and	electoral	behavior.	These	are	
(1)	the	visibility	of	EU	news	and	EP	news	in	general,	(2)	the	Europeanness	of	the	
coverage,	and	(3)	the	tone	of	the	news.	Towards	the	end	of	the	report	we	present	
an	analysis	of	the	key	drivers	of	change	in	the	coverage	of	EP	elections.	
	
The	2014	report	continues	a	long	tradition	of	EP	election	studies	at	the	
Amsterdam	School	of	Communication	Research	(ASCoR).	The	2014	study	was	
funded	by	ASCoR.	The	previous	studies,	PI’s	and	funders	are	credited	in	the	
Methods	section.	
	
The	report	is	published	with	accompanying	data	set	and	documentation	files	
which	can	be	found	here	[	https://www.polcomm.org/research/erc-
europinions/research/].	
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Visibility	

Being	visible	in	the	news	is	a	condition	sine	qua	non	it	makes	little	sense	to	
speculate	about	an	inter-linked	Europeanisation	of	national	public	spheres	or	
informed	opinions	or	electoral	choice	at	EP	elections.	There	is	a	long-standing	
research	strand	stressing	the	importance	of	this	baseline	indicator.	Back	in	1979,	
during	the	first	EP	elections,	this	was	stressed	by	Blumler	(1983)	and	by	Siune	
(1983).	And	since	1999	this	has	been	monitored	and	reported	in	studies	by	e.g.,	
de	Vreese	et	al	(2006),	Schuck	et	al.	(2011)	and	Boomgaarden	and	de	Vreese	
(2016).		
	
We	know	that	there	are	not	‘one	size	fits	all’	conclusions	to	be	made	about	the	
visibility	of	EU	news	in	general	or	EP	election	news	in	particular.	The	visibility	
varies	considerably	and	has	ranged	in	the	past	between	5	and	20	per	cent	of	the	
news	in	the	final	weeks	leading	up	to	the	elections	(Schuck	et	al.,	2011).	It	goes	
without	saying	though,	that	the	visibility	of	the	EU	in	general	terms	and	the	EP	
elections	specifically	are	two	important	baseline	indicators.		Visibility	is	an	
important	pre-condition	for	several	things:	it	is	a	first	indication	for	assessing	
the	existence	of	a	Europeanised	public	sphere,	and	it	is	a	condition,	at	times	even	
sufficient	condition,	for	understanding	media	effects	on	citizens	attitudes	
towards	and	evaluations	of	the	EU	(Wojcieszak,	Azrout	&	de	Vreese,	2018).	
	
Europeanness	

A	second	key	indicator	is	the	degree	of	Europeanness	of	the	news.	Extrapolating	
from	work	from	the	first	EP	elections	in	1979,	it	can	be	expected	that	the	news	
coverage	is	less	intense	and	prioritizes	domestic	over	European	issues	and	
actors	(Reif	&	Schmitt,	1980).	The	question	as	to	whether	or	not	the	news	is	
‘domesticated’	is	important	because	it	also	addresses	the	existence	and	
configuration	of	Europeanised	public	spheres.	As	suggested	by	Koopmans	and	
Erbe	(2004)	Europeanization	can	be	conceived	of	in	both	vertical	and	horizontal	
terms.	Vertical	Europeanization	deals	with	attention	in	national	media	to	EU	
actors	and	EU	issues,	while	horizontal	Europeanization	deals	with	the	attention	
in	national	news	to	actors	and	issues	from	other	EU	countries.	Key	indicators	in	
past	research	looked	at	where	a	news	story	took	place	and	whom	was	depicted	
as	being	affected	by	the	story	as	well	as	the	types	of	actors	(domestic	versus	EU	
level)	included	in	the	story	(Boomgaarden	&	de	Vreese,	2016).	
	
On	the	one	hand,	it	could	be	expected	that	as	European	integration	advances	and	
more	EP	elections	have	been	held,	both	the	visibility	of	the	news	and	the	degree	
of	Europeanization	would	increase.	On	the	other	hand,	based	on	findings	up	until	
the	2009	elections,	while	visibility	indeed	did	indeed	increase,	the	degree	of	
Europeanization	remained	rather	stable.	In	some	cases,	as	visibility	increases,	
the	degree	of	Europeanization	decreases.	As	pointed	out	by	Boomgaarden	and	de	
Vreese	(2016,	p.	32)	we	know	that	increased	visibility	goes	hand	in	hand	with	
contestation	over	EU	issues.	It	appears	that	this	contestation	is	mainly	played	out	
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in	the	domestic	political	arena,	thus	explaining	why	visibility	might	go	up	and	
Europeanization	down.		
	
Tone	of	the	news	

A	third	key	indicator	to	assess	is	the	tone	of	the	news.	Is	news	about	the	EU	and	
EP	elections	neutral	in	nature,	or	does	it	contain	more	positive	or	negative	
assessments?	This	is	a	question	that	previous	research	has	also	assessed.	We	
work	with	a	standard	indicator	or	evaluations	in	the	news	to	assess	whether	the	
news	portrays	the	EU,	its	institutions	and	policies	in	a	neutral,	mixed,	positive	or	
negative	fashion	(de	Vreese	et	al.,	2006).		
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Sampling	

The	content	analysis	was	carried	out	using	a	sample	of	national	news	media	
coverage	 in	the	EU15	countries	(Austria,	Belgium,	Denmark,	Finland,	France,	
Germany,	Greece,	Ireland,	Italy,	Luxembourg,	the	Netherlands,	Portugal,	Spain,	
Sweden	and	the	UK).	We	focus	on	newspapers	because	these	media	are	
consistently	listed	as	one	of	the	most	important	sources	of	 information	about	the	
EU	for	citizens	in	Europe	(Eurobarometer	54–62).	We	of	course	fully	
acknowledge	the	changes	in	the	media	landscape	and	in	news	consumption	in	
the	past	decade.	However,	the	main	aim	of	the	outlet	selection	for	the	2014	study	
was	to	ensure	comparability	of	the	data	collection	with	prior	EP	election	media	
content	studies	in	2009,	2004	and	1999.	These	earlier	studies	were	conducted	at	
the	Amsterdam	School	of	Communication	Research,	with	collaborators	(e.g.,	de	
Vreese,	Banducci,	Semetko	&	Boomgaarden,	20062;	Schuck,	Xezonakis,	Banducci	
&	de	Vreese,	2009).3		
	
In	previous	elections,	the	outlet	selection	was	based	on	the	following	criteria:	For	
newspapers	the	intention	was	to	balance	newspapers	in	terms	of	ideological	
leaning	and	type.	For	each	country	one	right-wing	and	one	left-wing	broadsheet	
paper	and	one	tabloid	paper	were	to	be	included.4	Since	tabloids	are	not	
published	in	all	countries,	if	necessary	tabloid	was	replaced	with	the	most	
sensationalist-oriented	paper.		
	
In	some	countries	we	deviated	from	these	general	rules	outlined	above	to	assure	
comparability	with	the	media	content	analyses	conducted	for	the	1999-2004-
2009	EP	elections.	In	particular	it	concerns	one	country:	Belgium.	Belgium	was	
treated	as	two	media	systems	(one	Dutch	and	one	French	speaking).	Therefore,	
in	total	6	outlets	were	coded,	3	Dutch	language	newspapers	and	3	French	
language	newspapers.		
	
In	the	2014	study,	due	to	changes	in	the	media	landscape	(bankruptcy	of	Greek	
newspaper	Eleftherotypia,	reorganisation	of	the	Luxembourgish	La	Voix	du	
Luxembourg	into	a	French	supplement	of	the	German	language	newspaper	
Wort)	and	availability	(the	Irish	Daily	Star),	these	outlets	have	either	been	

																																																								
2	De	Vreese,	C.H.,	Banducci,	S.,	Semetko,	H.	&	Boomgaarden,	H.G.	(2006).	The	news	coverage	of	
the	2004	European	Parliamentary	Election	Campaign	in	25	countries.	European	Union	Politics,	
7(4),	477-504.	
3	Schuck,	A.R.T.,	Xezonakis,	G.,	Banducci,	S.	&	De	Vreese,	C.H.	(2010).	EES	(2009)	Media	Study	Data	
Advance	Release	Documentation,	31/03/2010.	(www.piredeu.eu)	
4	In	1999,	only	one	or	two	newspaper	were	selected	per	country.	In	Italy	(Il	Corriere	della	Sera)	
and	Greece	(Ta	Nea)	these	were	tabloids;	in	Austria	(Die	Presse),	Belgium	(De	Standaard,	La	
Libre	Belgique),	Denmark	(Morgenavisen	Jyllands-Posten),	Germany	(FAZ),	Greece	
(Kathimerini),	Ireland	(Irish	Independent),	Luxembourg	(Wort)	and	the	Netherlands	(NRC)	a	
more	right-wing	newspaper	was	chosen;	in	France	(Le	Monde),	Portugal	(Publico),	Spain	(El	
Pais),	Sweden	(Dagens	Nyheter)	and	the	UK	*the	Guardian)	a	more	left-wing	newspaper	was	
chosen;	in	Finland	(Helsing	Sanomat)	a	neutral	newspaper	was	chosen.		
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dropped	or	replaced	by	a	newspaper	with	a	similar	profile.5	In	Portugal,	Jornal	
de	Noticias	was	replaced	by	Diario	de	Noticias,	which	has	a	clearer	ideological	
position,	thus	creating	a	better	balance	between	ideological	positions	in	the	
country.	The	final	2014	sample	consists	of	46	different	newspapers.	
	
The	content	analysis	was	conducted	for	news	items	published	within	the	three	
weeks	running	up	to	the	election.	Since	Election	Day	varied	across	countries	also	
the	coding	period	varied	from	e.g.	May	1st-May	22nd	2014	for	some	countries	up	
to	May	5th-May	25th	2014	for	others.	If	a	newspaper	came	out	on	Election	Day,	
the	Election	Day	edition	was	included	in	the	sample.		
	
The	unit	of	analysis	and	coding	unit	was	the	distinct	news	story.	All	news	items	
on	the	front	page	were	coded.	This	is	the	basis	for	the	calculations	of	visibility.	In	
addition,	every	day	all	articles	on	a	random	page	were	coded	and	on	every	
second	day	all	stories	about	the	EU	were	coded	(in	the	political/news	sections	
and	the	editorial	sections	(including	opinions	and	comments)).	In	total,	10,395	
news	stories	have	been	coded,	with	3,369	of	these	news	stories	specifically	
dealing	with	the	EU.	
	
Coding	

In	2014,	coding	was	conducted	by	36	coders,	32	at	the	University	of	 Amsterdam	
(The	Netherlands)	and	4	at	the	University	of	Koblenz	–	Landau	(Germany).	The	
main	aim	was	to	find	coders	who	were	natives	of	the	country	from	which	they	
coded	the	material.	In	some	instances,	we	did	not	find	students	native	to	these	
specific	countries,	but	relied	on	students	who	are	fluent	speakers	of	the	
respective	language.	On	average,	the	news	coverage	in	each	country	was	coded	by	
two	coders.		
	
All	coders	received	extensive	training	and	participated	in	a	two-week	intensive	
coder	training	course.	The	training	periods	ran	from	June	16th	to	June	24th	2014.	
The	coders	for	Germany	and	Austria	were	trained	separately	at	another	time	
(April	2-4,	April	16	through	Skype	and	May	15)	at	the	University	of	Koblenz-
Landau,	as	these	coders	participated	in	another	study	(which	is	not	discussed	
further	here).	
	
Coding	was	conducted	electronically	using	an	online	survey	tool	in	which	coders	
could	enter	their	codes,	storing	all	data	automatically	in	an	online	data	base.	The	
coders	worked	over	the	summer	of	2014	under	supervision	and	in	close	
cooperation	with	the	principle	investigators.	The	time	it	took	coders	to	finish	the	
coding	varied	due	to	differences	in	availability	of	coders	(full-time	or	part-time).	
The	majority	of	coders	finished	coding	their	assigned	material	within	8	weeks.	
	

																																																								
5	In	particular,	for	Greece	we	replaced	the	bankrupt	Eleftherotypia	with	Efimerida	ton	Sinkaton;	
in	Luxemburg	we	dropped	La	Voix	du	Luxembourg	as	Wort	(the	newspaper	La	Voix	became	an	
appendix	to)	was	already	in	the	sample;	in	Ireland	we	dropped	the	tabloid	the	Daily	Star	as	no	
functional	equivalent	was	available.	
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Measures	

EU	visibility	was	assessed	as	the	proportion	of	articles	that	mention	the	EU,	or	
one	of	its	institutions,	at	least	once.	To	come	to	an	appropriate	proportion,	we	
ignore	the	oversampling	of	EU	stories	but	only	focus	on	the	articles	published	on	
the	front	page.		
	
In	a	similar	way	we	assessed	the	visibility	of	the	EP	elections.	In	2014	(different	
from	the	previous	elections	years)	we	relied	on	the	topic	coding	of	each	article	to	
identify	stories	about	the	election.	If	the	primary,	secondary,	tertiary	or	
quaternary	was	an	election	topic	(e.g.,	discussing	candidates,	opinion	polls,	
voting	procedures)	the	article	was	coded	as	mentioning	the	elections,	and	the	
visibility	was	assessed	as	the	proportion	of	articles	on	the	front	pages	
mentioning	the	elections.	In	previous	years	we	included	a	dummy	identifying	
reference	to	the	elections.	
	
The	Europeanness	of	EU	news	was	assessed	as	the	visibility	of	EU	actors.	For	
every	article	that	mentioned	the	EU	twice	of	more,	the	main	actor	was	coded.	
The	main	actor	was	defined	by	overall	salience	in	the	article	(e.g.,	number	of	
mentions	and	quotes	and	overall	prominence).	We	defined	the	main	actor	to	be	
an	EU	actor	if	the	actor	was	an	EU	political	institution,	a	politician	member	of	an	
EU	institution	or	a	candidate	running	for	the	EP.	The	Europeanness	of	the	EU	
news	was	measured	as	the	proportion	of	articles	that	have	an	EU	actor	as	main	
actor.	To	ensure	comparability	to	1999,	2004	and	2009,	Europeanness	was	
assessed	using	the	front	pages.6	
	
Evaluations	of	the	EU	were	assessed	by	first	assessing	whether	one	or	more	
evaluations	were	present,	and	second	when	evaluations	were	present	what	the	
direction	of	this	evaluation	was	(with	[-1]	negative	(more	negative	evaluations	
than	positive	evaluations),	[0]	balanced	(equal	positive	and	negative	
evaluations),	and	[+1]	positive	(more	positive	evaluations	than	negative	
evaluations)).	Since	we	oversampled	on	the	EU	articles,	we	included	in	these	
analyses	all	articles	mentioning	the	EU	(i.e.,	not	only	those	articles	that	are	on	the	
front	page).	
	
Finally,	in	our	trend	analysis	(see	below),	we	aim	to	explain	how	elites’	positions	
and	elites	dispersion	predicts	EU	visibility,	Europeanness	of	EU	news	and	EPE	
visibility.	For	this,	we	rely	on	the	Manifesto	data	from	the	European	Election	
Study.	Parties	are	rated	on	a	scale	from	1	(anti-EU-integration)	to	10	(pro-EU-
integration),	and	we	aggregated	this	to	the	national	level	by	taking	the	mean	of	
all	parties	in	each	country.	Following	Boomgaarden	et	al.	(2013)	we	weighted	
each	party	by	their	size	in	the	most	recent	national	election.	However,	as	relative	
smaller	parties	with	extreme	positions	are	known	to	have	a	relative	high	impact	
influence	on	the	media	agenda/public	debate,	we	also	aggregated	the	elite	
position	without	weighting	party	size	in.	With	regard	to	dispersion	we	followed	

																																																								
6	Actors	were	only	coded	if	a	story	was	an	EU	story.	Up	until	2009	an	EU	story	was	defined	as	
mentioning	the	EU	at	least	once,	while	in	2014	the	EU	needed	to	be	mentioned	at	least	twice.	So	
we	cannot	rule	out	that	an	increase	in	Europeanness	in	2014	may	be	the	result	of	the	EU	being	
more	often	the	main	topic/issue	when	only	including	stories	that	mention	the	EU	at	least	twice.	
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the	same	procedure	in	weighting	and	not	weighting	in	party	size,	but	focus	on	
the	standard	deviation	per	country.	These	procedures	were	followed	for	each	
election	year,	making	it	possible	to	analyse	how	change	in	elite	position	and	
dispersion	predicts	change	in	EU	visibility,	Europeanness	of	the	news	and	EPE	
visibility.	
	
ICR	

During	the	coder	training,	a	first	inter-coder	reliability	test	was	performed.	After	
this	first	test,	a	number	of	variables	were	the	point	of	focus	in	the	consecutive	
trainings,	after	which	a	second	inter-coder	reliability	test	was	performed.	This	
led	to	acceptable	levels	of	reliability	for	each	of	the	variables	of	interest.	
	
The	agreement	between	coders	with	regard	to	EU	visibility	was	98%	in	the	first	
test,	and	was	not	evaluated	in	the	second	test.	With	regard	to	EPE	visibility,	we	
aggregate	the	specific	sub-topics	to	14	major	topics	(e.g.,	economy,	health	care,	
EP	elections)	and	found	an	agreement	among	coders	of	43%	in	the	first	test	and	
increased	agreement	to	78%	in	the	second	test.	
	
Reliability	of	EU	evaluations	was	assessed	in	two	steps,	similar	to	how	we	use	
the	variable.	First,	coders	assessed	whether	evaluations	were	present.	
Agreement	between	coders	was	67%	in	the	first	test	and	73%	in	the	second.	In	
the	second	step,	the	direction	of	the	evaluation	was	tested.	Here,	the	coders	
agreed	83%	in	the	first	test	and	81%	in	the	second.	
	
Finally,	for	Europeanness	of	EU	news	the	focus	was	the	primary	actor	coded	in	
the	story.	We	aggregated	the	coding	of	the	primary	actor	to	whether	this	was	an	
EU	actor	or	not.	In	the	first	test	this	led	to	an	agreement	of	43%	and	in	the	
second	test	to	an	agreement	of	74%.	
	
These	reliabilities	reflect	how	the	variables	in	this	report	were	specifically	used.	
Reliability	should	thus	also	be	differently	assessed	with	different	use	of	these	
variables.	
	
Analyses	

We	first	present	descriptive	findings	from	the	2014.	We	subsequently	turn	to	
explaining	the	trends	in	coverage,	by	extending	earlier	work	on	to	include	the	
2014	elections.	
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EU	visibility	

	
	

	
Figure	1	shows	the	visibility	of	EU	news	during	the	election	period.	The	average	
visibility	(see	far	right	in	Figure	1)	in	2014	was	15%.	The	highest	visibility	was	
found	in	France	(35%),	followed	by	Spain	(23%)	and	Luxembourg	(22%).	The	
lowest	visibility	was	found	in	the	UK	(6%),	followed	by	Finland	(9%)	and	
Portugal	(10%).	The	15%	average	is	the	highest	visibility	of	EU	so	far	in	an	EP	
election	period.	Most	countries	saw	an	increase	compared	to	2009	(all	countries	
except	Germany,	Greece	and	the	UK	with	a	minor	decrease).		
	
EPE	visibility	

	
	

Figure	1.	EU	visibility	per	country.	See	Appendix	Table	A1	for	the	complete	descriptives.	

Figure	2.	EPE	visibility	per	country.	See	Appendix	Table	A2	for	the	complete	descriptives.	
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Figure	2	shows	the	visibility	of	the	EP	elections	specifically.	The	average	
visibility	(see	far	right	in	Figure	2)	in	2014	was	8%.	The	highest	visibility	was	
found	in	Spain	(18%),	followed	by	France	(16%)	and	Greece/Italy	(13%).	The	
lowest	visibility	was	found	in	the	Germany/Ireland	(3%),	followed	by	
Austria/Belgium	(4%).	The	8%	average	is	the	highest	visibility	of	EP	elections	so	
far	in	an	EP	election	period,	very	close	to	the	7%	average	in	2009.	These	two	
elections	were	clearly	more	visible	than	the	two	prior	elections	(in	1999	and	
2004).	There	is	some	variation	in	the	trend.	Some	countries	saw	an	increase	
compared	to	2009	(e.g.,	Finland,	France,	Italy,	the	Netherlands,	Spain	and	
Sweden)	while	other	saw	a	decrease	(Austria,	Denmark,	Greece,	Ireland,	and	the	
UK).			
	
Europeanness	

	

	
	
In	Figure	3	we	see	the	Europeanness	of	the	news.	We	use	a	simple	measure,	the	
proportion	of	EU	actors	in	EU	news,	as	the	indicator	for	this.	The	average	share	
of	EU	actors	in	2016	was	36%.	The	highest	degree	of	Europeanness	was	found	in	
Greece	(56%),	Luxemburg	(53%),	and	Portugal	(50%).	The	lowest	degree	of	
Europeanness	was	found	in	Finland	(6%),	followed	by	the	UK	(16%)	and	
Spain/Ireland	(17%).	The	36%	average	is	the	highest	degree	of	Europeanness	in	
the	past	three	election	cycles.	The	news	in	the	2014	and	2009	cycles	is	very	
comparable	in	the	degree	of	Europeanness.	The	numbers	for	1999	are	not	
included	in	the	figure	since	the	number	of	stories	in	many	countries	was	so	low	
that	the	proportion	of	EU	actors	is	based	on	a	small	n,	rendering	the	comparison	
over	time	harder.	By	and	large,	the	1999	news	coverage	was	less	visible	(see	also	
above)	but	somewhat	more	European	in	nature	compared	to,	at	least,	2004.	
	
	

Figure	3.	Europeanness	of	EU	news	per	country.	See	Appendix	Table	A3	for	the	complete	
descriptives.	
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Quality	versus	tabloid	press	

	

	
	

Figure	4	compares	(1)	the	visibility	of	EU	news,	(2)	the	visibility	of	the	EP	
elections,	and	(3)	the	degree	of	Europeanness	in	tabloid	and	broadsheet/quality	
newspapers.	The	pattern	of	increase	in	EU	is	found	in	both	types	of	outlets,	albeit	
at	different	levels	with	visibility	being	17%	in	quality	papers	and	11%	in	tabloids	
in	2014.	For	EP	news,	the	numbers	are	9%	and	7%.	The	degree	of	Europeanness	
is	higher	in	the	quality	papers	(39%)	than	in	the	tabloids	(29%).	
	
EU	evaluations	(in	2014	only)	

	
	

	

Figure	4.	Comparing	quality	and	tabloid	newspapers.	See	Appendix	Table	A4	for	the	
complete	descriptives.	

Figure	5.	EU	evaluations	in	2014.	See	Appendix	Table	A5	for	the	complete	descriptives.	
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Looking	at	evaluation	in	2014	(Figure	5),	we	observe	the	following.	Between	
19%	and	54%	of	the	EU	news	is	evaluative	in	nature	(light	grey	parts	indicate	
the	proportion	of	news	that	contains	an	evaluation,	either	positive	or	negative).	
This	means	that	46-81%	of	the	news	does	not	contain	an	explicit	evaluation.	The	
dark	grey	bars	represent	the	means	evaluations,	of	the	news	that	indeed	
contained	an	evaluation.	This	ranges,	theoretically	from	-1.00	to	+1.00.	Figure	5	
shows	that	EU	news	in	most	countries,	when	evaluative,	tends	to	be	negative	
(except	in	Germany	and	Sweden).	The	news	in	the	UK,	followed	by	Portugal	and	
Finland,	is	the	most	negative.	Quality	newspapers	were,	on	average,	slightly	less	
negative	than	tabloids.	
	
EU	evaluations	over	time	

	
	

	
Looking	at	the	change	in	evaluations	across	time,	we	see	a	shared	trend	of	news	
becoming	more	negative	in	nature.	While	the	average	negative	evaluation	was	-
.08	in	1999,	it	was	-.25	in	2009	and	-.32	in	2014.	In	a	couple	of	countries	(Austria	
and	France),	2009	was	more	negative	than	in	2014.	Tabloids	and	quality	press	
show	the	same	pattern,	but	tabloids	are	more	negative	in	each	year.	
	
Explaining	EU	news	

In	the	final	section	we	turn	to	analyses	that	predict	the	change	in	news	coverage	
across	time.	We	focus	on	change	in	the	visibility	of	the	EU	in	the	campaign	
period,	the	change	in	the	Europeanness	of	the	news	coverage	and	the	change	in	
the	visibility	of	the	EP	elections	specifically.	We	use	the	descriptive	indicators	
listed	above	as	the	dependent	variables.		
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Figure	6.	EU	evaluations	over	time.	See	Appendix	Table	A6	for	the	complete	descriptives.	
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As	explanations	for	change	we	look	at	time,	the	presence	of	concurring	elections,	
the	degree	of	elite	positivity,	and	elite	dispersion	about	the	EU.	The	latter	two	are	
included	because	we	know	from	previous	research	that	if	political	elites	are,	on	
par,	more	positive	about	the	EU,	this	generates	more	coverage.	At	the	same	time,	
we	 also	 know	 (Boomgaarden	&	 de	Vreese,	 2016)	 that	 as	 elites	 start	 diverging	
more,	and	become	more	disperse	within	a	country,	this	is	also	a	positive	predictor	
for	change	in	the	news	coverage.		
	
Table 1 
Fixed effects model explaining change in EU visibility, Europeannesss and EPE visibility 
using 1999, 2004, 2009 and 2014. Weighted elite scores. 
  EU visibility Europeanness EPE visibility 
Intercept -0.04*** 

(0.01) 
0.14* 

(0.06) 
-0.02** 
(0.01) 

2004 0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.29*** 
(0.07) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

2009 0.04** 
(0.01) 

-0.14* 
(0.07) 

0.03*** 
(0.01) 

2014 0.09*** 
(0.01) 

-0.05 
(0.07) 

0.04*** 
(0.01) 

By-elections -0.05*** 
(0.01) 

0.05 
(0.08) 

-0.04*** 
(0.01) 

Elite positivity (weighted) -0.01 
(0.00) 

-0.03 
(0.02) 

-0.01+ 
(0.00) 

Elite dispersion (weighted) 0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.02 
(0.04) 

0.01+ 
(0.01) 

Note: Standard errors within parentheses. *** p < .001, *** p < .01, * p < .01, + p < .1 (two-
tailed). 
	
We	first	note	that	a	positive	change	in	dispersion	leads	to	a	positive	change	in	EU	
visibility	and	EPE	visibility	(column	1	and	3	in	Table	1).	This	is	not	(or	only	
marginally)	significant	when	using	the	weighted	elite	dispersion,	but	
(marginally)	significant	when	using	the	unweighted	elite	dispersion.	(see	Table	2	
below).	Having	by-elections	(compared	to	having	no	by-elections)	leads	to	a	
decrease	in	EU	and	EPE	visibility.		
	
These	models	do	not	include	time	constant	predictors	(e.g.	tabloid),	as	here	we	
focus	only	on	the	within	subject	(outlet)	change,	so	they	would	be	constant	(or	
nearly	constant,	looking	for	instance	at	population).	
	
Looking	at	the	year	dummies,	we	see	(although	this	is	not	the	best	model	to	test	
this)	significant	changes	over	time,	with	visibility	of	the	EU	and	the	EPE	
increasing	over	time	(which	links	to	our	previous	graphs).	
	
Concerning	Europeanness,	we	exert	caution	in	the	interpretation	given	the	
reference	point	in	1999	where	Europeanness	was	comparatively	high.	For	
instance,	the	model	shows	a	reduced	Europeanness	after	1999,	which	is	logical	
thinking	about	the	graphs	we	saw	above.	But	since	over	time	in	most	countries	
the	elites	became	more	dispersed,	are	we	seeing	then	a	negative	sign	for	
dispersion	because	dispersion	leads	to	a	stronger	focus	on	national	political	
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leaders	(which	would	be	interesting)	or	just	an	artefact	of	the	extremely	high	
Europeanness	scores	in	1999?	We	cannot	rule	out	or	chose	in	favor	of	either	
explanation	and	thus	leave	this	an	unanswered	question.		
	
Table 2 
Fixed effects model explaining change in EU visibility, Europeannesss and EPE visibility 
using 1999, 2004, 2009 and 2014. Unweighted elite scores. 
  EU visibility Europeanness EPE visibility 
Intercept -0.04*** 

(0.01) 
0.16** 

(0.05) 
-0.02*** 
(0.01) 

2004 0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.32*** 
(0.07) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

2009 0.03** 
(0.01) 

-0.16* 
(0.06) 

0.03*** 
(0.01) 

2014 0.10*** 
(0.01) 

-0.08 
(0.06) 

0.05*** 
(0.01) 

By-elections -0.05*** 
(0.01) 

0.05 
(0.07) 

-0.04*** 
(0.01) 

Elite positivity (unweighted) 0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.06* 
(0.03) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

Elite dispersion (unweighted) 0.01+ 
(0.01) 

-0.03 
(0.04) 

0.02** 
(0.01) 

Note: Standard errors within parentheses. *** p < .001, *** p < .01, * p < .01, + p < .1 (two-
tailed). 
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This	report	provides	an	overview	of	our	study	of	the	news	media	coverage	of	the	
2014	EP	elections.	The	report	extends	previous	analyses	of	the	media	coverage	
from	1999,	2004,	and	2009.	For	comparability	reasons,	we	only	include	print	
news	and	focus	solely	on	the	15	countries	that	we	members	of	the	EU	in	all	four	
election.	The	report	is	centred	on	key	content	analytical	indicators:	(1)	the	
visibility	of	EU	news	and	EP	news	in	general,	(2)	the	Europeanness	of	the	
coverage,	and	(3)	the	tone	of	the	news.		
	
In	short,	we	find	that	during	the	2014	campaign	8%	of	the	news	is	devoted	to	the	
EP	and	15%	to	EU	news	more	broadly	defined.	This	is	the	highest	number	in	the	
last	four	EP	elections.	The	degree	of	Europeanness,	measured	with	a	simple	
indicator	of	actors	within	EU	news,	is	36%,	also	the	highest	degree	of	
Europeanness	in	the	past	four	EP	elections.	In	general	we	find	slightly	more	EU	
and	EP	news	in	broadsheet	newspapers	compared	to	tabloid	counterparts.	
Finally,	we	find	the	majority	of	EP	news	to	be	neutral	in	nature,	but	if	evaluative,	
then	negative	evaluations	dominate	and	the	EP	news	in	2014	was	the	most	
negative	in	the	past	four	elections.		In	terms	of	understanding	change	in	the	news	
coverage	across	time,	we	find	that	a	greater	dispersion	leads	to	a	higher	degree	
of	EU	and	EPE	news	visibility.	
	
We	consider	these	findings	important	and	substantive	in	and	by	themselves.	EP	
elections	evolve	over	time,	so	does	the	political	landscape,	and	the	media	
landscape.	For	reasons	of	comparability	this	report	is	confined	to	newspaper	
coverage.	We	find	here	that	visibility	is	of	EP	news	is	marginally	increasing,	that	
EU	news	is	slightly	more	European	in	nature,	and	that	EP	news	becomes	slightly	
more	negative	in	nature.	This	is	a	mixed	picture	from	the	perspective	of	the	EP	
elections.	They	are	gaining	in	visibility,	which	is	conducive	to	a	more	informed	
citizenry,	EU	actors	are	gaining	in	visibility,	but	still	only	constitute	about	1/3	of	
the	actors	in	EU	news.	News	itself	is	becoming	slightly	more	evaluative,	but	
mostly	more	negative	in	nature.	These	findings	set	the	parameters	for	the	
campaign	but	it	is	highly	important	to	point	out	the	cross-national	differences,	
across	all	the	parameters.	Seeing	the	EP	elections	are	still	overwhelmingly	
national	contests,	with	national	lists,	national	news,	national	discussion,	it	is	
crucial	to	take	these	contextual	differences	seriously.	The	news	environment	for	
a	citizen	in	Sweden	was	fundamentally	different	from	that	for	a	citizen	in	the	UK	
in	2014.	
	
We	hope	these	findings	will	spark	further	inquiries	into	the	nature,	relevance,	
and	role	played	by	the	media	in	EPE	processes.	We	also	hope	the	descriptive	
findings	will	be	considered	as	indicators	for	differences	in	the	contexts	in	which	
these	elections	take	place.	With	the	2014	findings	as	the	fourth	time	point	since	
1999,	there	are	good	reasons	to	monitor	the	2019	EP	election	news	coverage	
closely.	
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Table A1 
EU visibility per country 

 1999 2004 2009 2014 
Austria .09 .10 .13 .15 
Belgium .02 .03 .04 .13 
Denmark .11 .06 .08 .16 
Finland .04 .06 .07 .09 
France .12 .09 .17 .35 
Germany .05 .05 .12 .11 
Greece .08 .07 .15 .15 
Ireland .02 .05 .09 .11 
Italy .07 .05 .05 .18 
Luxembourg .03 .06 .08 .22 
Netherlands .03 .02 .08 .14 
Portugal .14 .08 .04 .10 
Spain .04 .05 .13 .23 
Sweden .05 .04 .07 .14 
UK .02 .04 .06 .06 
EU (all) .06 .05 .09 .15 

	
Table A2 
EPE visibility per country 

 1999 2004 2009 2014 
Austria .06 .04 .10 .04 
Belgium .00 .02 .03 .04 
Denmark .06 .03 .09 .05 
Finland .03 .03 .05 .06 
France .08 .05 .15 .16 
Germany .01 .02 .03 .03 
Greece .07 .05 .11 .13 
Ireland .02 .03 .07 .03 
Italy .05 .04 .04 .13 
Luxembourg .00 .05 .06 .09 
Netherlands .02 .01 .04 .05 
Portugal .10 .07 .03 .08 
Spain .04 .03 .11 .18 
Sweden .04 .04 .05 .12 
UK .02 .04 .08 .05 
EU (all) .04 .03 .07 .08 
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Table A3 
Europeanness of the news per country 

 1999 2004 2009 2014 
Austria .50 .39 .34 .49 
Belgium  .07 .22 .42 
Denmark .44 .28 .71 .39 
Finland .00 .00 .44 .06 
France .80 .07 .35 .43 
Germany .00 .00 .36 .32 
Greece .29 .07 .21 .56 
Ireland .40 .62 .24 .17 
Italy .86 .10 .44 .33 
Luxembourg .25 .29 .53 
Netherlands .67 .00 .21 .37 
Portugal .36 .36 .36 .50 
Spain .25 .19 .18 .17 
Sweden .62 .16 .21 .40 
UK .50 .13 .03 .16 
EU (all) .50 .18 .29 .36 

	
Table A4 
Comparing quality and tabloid press 

  1999 2004 2009 2014 
EU news Quality .06 .06 .10 .17 

Tabloid .06 .03 .05 .11 
EPE news Quality .04 .04 .08 .09 

Tabloid .05 .02 .04 .07 
EU actors Quality .50 .18 .31 .39 

Tabloid .47 .18 .23 .29 
Note:	n	tabloid	papers	in	1999	=	2	 	
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Table A5 
EU evaluations in 2014 

 
Proportion that is evaluative 

(0 to 1) 
Evaluation in evaluative 

articles (-1 to +1) 
UK .34 -0.70 
Portugal .42 -0.64 
Finland .22 -0.63 
Italy .53 -0.58 
Belgium .35 -0.54 
Greece .39 -0.49 
Denmark .41 -0.48 
Netherlands .52 -0.35 
Austria .22 -0.26 
Ireland .44 -0.26 
Spain .31 -0.10 
France .54 -0.09 
Luxembourg .46 -0.01 
Germany .19 0.02 
Sweden .39 0.14 
Quality .39 -0.32 
Tabloid .34 -0.42 
All .38 -0.35 
	

Table A6 
EU evaluations over time 
  2004 2009 2014 
UK -0.14 -0.50 -0.70 
Portugal -0.19 0.13 -0.64 
Finland -0.07 -0.43 -0.63 
Italy -0.06 -0.53 -0.58 
Belgium -0.02 -0.30 -0.54 
Greece -0.07 -0.41 -0.49 
Denmark -0.06 -0.41 -0.48 
Netherlands -0.11 -0.40 -0.35 
Austria -0.12 -0.47 -0.26 
Ireland -0.08 0.13 -0.26 
Spain -0.05 -0.12 -0.10 
France -0.05 -0.33 -0.09 
Luxembourg 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 
Germany -0.02 0.22 0.02 
Sweden -0.06 -0.18 0.14 
Quality -0.06 -0.19 -0.31 
Tabloid -0.11 -0.37 -0.42 
EU15 -0.07 -0.24 -0.33 

	


