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Abstract

The article studies the behaviour of members of parliament (MPs) in their

allocations of parliamentary sta↵ allowances on the case of the European

Parliament. The questions asked are to what extent parliamentarians use their

sta↵ allowances for elections and how electoral systems a↵ect the spending of

parliamentary sta↵ allowances. We rely on an original dataset of the number

of EP-funded local hires done by 1170 individual MEPs over a five-year period.

We show that local hires follow the European and national electoral cycles,

and that ballot structures at di↵erent levels interact.
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Introduction

This article studies the behaviour of members of parliament (MPs) in their alloca-

tions of parliamentary sta↵ allowances. Parliamentary sta↵ allowances are financial

resources given to individual MPs to employ personal assistants (sta↵) which facil-

itate their tasks as elected representatives. These can include constituency respon-

sabilities for which MPs employ local sta↵ as well as legislative responsibilities for

which MPs employ parliamentary sta↵.

The question we ask is twofold. On the one hand, we enquire to what extent

parliamentarians use their sta↵ allowances for elections. On the other hand, we in-

vestigate how electoral systems a↵ect the spending of parliamentary sta↵ allowances.

In our view these are relevant questions, as the amount states spend on par-

liamentary allowances has augmented over the years to meet the rising complexity

of legislating and demands for constituency work (IPU, 2012). This is not surpris-

ing give the growing dependence of politicians on professional expertise (Poguntke

et al., 2016, 665). Most importantly, practice shows that parliamentary allowances

are frequently used for electoral purposes and are becoming important sources of

public funding for parties and individual candidates (Gauja 2010, 158-160; Bolleyer

and Gauja 2015, 334; Ghazarian, 2006; Geddis, 2007; Johnston and Pattie, 2009;

Nassmacher 2006, 466-499; Nassmacher 2009; Lepage 2014).

We answer our questions on the example of the European Parliament (EP).

Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) are entitled to exceptionally gener-

ous sta↵ allowances compared to other parliamentarians in Europe. In 2017 each

MEP can spend up to 24,164 euro per month for hiring sta↵ (European Parliament,

2016a). Studying the EP also allows us to draw on the unique possibility to test

how political behavior changes within the same institution as a function of varying

electoral systems (i.e. party- and candidate-centered types of ballot) and incentives.

Empirically, we use an original data set on the number of local sta↵ (or local

hires) that 1170 individual MEPs made over a five-year period between 2012 and

2017. Our results show that local hires follow European and national electoral cycles,

and that ballot structures (candidate centered or party centered electoral systems)

on European and national elections interact.

Our findings contribute to the literature on political finance, electoral systems,

and European studies. Personal parliamentary sta↵ considered as an electoral re-

source represents one of the least researched fields in the study of political finance.

Previous contributions in the field of political finance and parliamentary allowances

have addressed the system of allocation and its regulations (Bolleyer and Gauja,

2011, 2015; Murphy, 2016). In contrast, our study investigates the actual use of
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parliamentary allowance for electoral purposes, and the employment of constituency-

based sta↵. We add to the literature on electoral systems by demonstrating how

the same internal regulation produces di↵erent e↵ects depending on features in the

electoral venue.

Allowances are an inherently controversial area of legislator activity and one

subject to problems of moral hazard. MEPs’ allowances are one of the most pub-

licised topics on the EP (for the most recent development see #TheMEPsProject

on Twitter). Several cases of mismanagement have been discovered in recent years

and damaged the reputation of the EP. Nevertheless, while well publicised, little is

known how MEPs spend their sta↵ allowance aside from scandalous behaviour. Our

aim is to fill this gap in EU studies.

Parliamentary allowances

Parliamentary allowances constitute public money given to parties and/or individu-

als represented in parliament to e↵ectively carry out functions deriving from elected

o�ce. Since they enable parliamentary parties and MPs to pursue their work as

legislators and representatives, they are known as the tools of trade in parliament.

While every legislature has its own system, parliamentary allowances generally cover

salary, travel, o�ce, and sta�ng costs.

In several countries, parties extract a contribution from their MPs’ salaries as a

‘party tax’ or ‘tithy’ (Bolleyer and Gauja, 2011). Since salaries are personal incomes

of which MPs can freely dispose, such behaviour is neither illegal nor heavily debated

in public. However, similar transfers can also be expected from other parliamentary

resources such as MPs’ allowances that are earmarked for parliamentary work.

For example, o�ce space is used for party meetings, telephone and other commu-

nication technologies are used for political advertising, travel allowances are spent

for campaigning travel, and personal sta↵ is involved in campaigning activities. Al-

lowances are thus used not only for activities related to parliament, but also for

partisan activities. In such cases, parliamentary allowances become indirect subsi-

dies for electoral campaigns, parties, and candidates (Nassmacher, 2006, 450). This

has several implications for the well-functionning of the democratic system as it was

initially intended.

First, as a general rule, only expenditure deriving from parliamentary functions

are eligible under parliamentary allowances. Their use for electoral or personal

business constitutes a misuse of taxpayers’ money. When misuses are revealed, they

expose parliament to scandal, which in turn negatively a↵ects citizens’ satisfaction
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with the functioning of democracy (Ruderman and Nevitte, 2015).

Second, such practices defeat the purpose of public funding for parties, which

aims to create greater equality among candidates and parties during electoral con-

tests (van Biezen, 2008, 348; Murphy, 2016, 117). Incumbents and parties that

misuse their allowances can be understood as cartels that privilege their individual

and party interests over a fair contest (Katz and Mair, 1995; Johnson, 2012; Bolleyer

and Gauja 2015, 323).

Third, the use of parliamentary allowances for electoral purposes can also have

consequences on the organisation of parties in di↵erent ways: Rather than the ex-

ternal party organisation, the beneficiaries of parliamentary allowances are MPs and

the party in public o�ce (party groups in parliament). The latter have control on

how and when to spend allowances, which consequently increases their influence in

party decision-making (Webb, 1994; Katz and Mair, 1995). The use of parliamen-

tary allowances can also a↵ect the autonomy of MPs when they are (or feel) obliged

to contribute to the parliamentary party group or national party with their own

sta↵ resources. The canalisation of individual allowances for party purposes means

that MPs lose resources to exercise their mandate independently and represent their

constituency.

Sta↵ Allowances

Personal sta↵ allowances are key to the e�ciency with which representatives exe-

cute their mandate. Assistants can help individual members secure both policy and

reelection goals. As such, personal sta↵ers are distinguishable from those employed

either by parties, party groups, or Parliament insofar as representatives themselves

hire their assistants. Personal sta↵ are responsible to serve members’ needs and in-

terests, while being loyal to the parliamentarian (Pegan 2017; Salisbury and Shepsle

1981, 560).

European Parliament

The sta↵ allowance in the EP was introduced in 1974. The allowance did not suf-

fice for the recruitment of full-time personal sta↵.1 Frequently, MEP would renounce

their individual allowance for the benefit of the parliamentary party group.

This changed once the first direct European elections were held in 1979 and

the EP became a full-time legislature. The value of the allowance began to increase

1Prior to that MEP received a subsistence allowance covering their cost of travel and lodging in
Strasbourg and Luxembourg. At this point, the EP was still a part-time parliamentary assembly
to which delegations of national parliamentarians migrated twice a year.
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(Pegan, 2015, 135-6). Nowadays, MEPs are endowed with the highest sta↵ allowance

in the European Union which in 2017 amounts to 24,164 euro per month (European

Parliament, 2016a). In comparison, MPs receive monthly allowances of 3,690 euro

in Italy (Camera dei deputati), 9,000 euros in France (Assemblée nationale), 15,000

euros in the Germany (Bundestag), and 7,000 pounds in the United Kingdom (House

of Commons) (Assemblée nationale 2013, 515; German Bundestag, 2012, 131; Rogers

and Walters, 2006, 66-67).2

Until the late 2000s, MEPs were free to distribute their sta↵ allowance between

constituency and Brussels. The majority chose to invest their allowance in con-

stituency o�ces rather than parliamentary o�ces. This is not di↵erent compared to

practice in France and the United Kingdom, where two thirds of personal sta↵ work

in constituency, while one third works in Parliament (Assemblée nationale, 2013,

518; Rogers and Walters 2006, 65-67).

In 2006, an audit revealed widespread mismanagement (see Pegan, 2015, 97 and

145). Once the public became aware of MEPs’ misuses, an expense scandal broke

out in 2008, which initiated small and slow, but steady reforms. New rules were

introduced in 2009 (Regulation 160/2009, see Regulation 160/2009, 2009; European

Parliament, 2009) and took e↵ect at the beginning of the seventh term (July 2009).

Besides improving the regulations of sta↵ allowances, the aim of the reform was

to enhance the e�ciency of MEPs in their legislative work after the Lisbon Treaty

increased EP’s co-legislative powers with the Council. Through the adoption of

the Statute for Accredited Parliamentary Assistants (APAs), a legal di↵erence was

established between MEPs’ personal sta↵ working at the premises of the EP (so-

called APAs) and those working in constituency o�ces outside the seat of the EP (so-

called local sta↵ or local hires) (Article 34, European Parliament, 2009; Regulation

160/2009, Article 5a of the CEOS). Assistants working in Brussels became de facto

employees of the EP, which increased the prestige of their position compared to

local sta↵ (Pegan, 2015). This should have in turn encouraged MEPs to spend their

allowance for the recruitment of APAs to work on parliamentary business, such as

EU legislation and the control of the executive compared to local assistants.

However, until 2014, MEPs continued to employ more personal sta↵ in con-

stituency than parliament.3 In December 2015, following a review of the 2009 re-

form, it became clear that MEPs were not recruiting more parliamentary than local

2The most generous allowance is in the USA, where Members of Congress receive three times
the amount of MEPs (European Parliament, 2012, 86).

3For example, in 2012, 45 per cent of personal sta↵ worked in parliament, while 55 in con-
stituencies. At the beginning of the eight term in July 2014, the ratio was 1:1. In 2016, 59 per
cent of sta↵ worked in parliament and 41 in constituencies.
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Figure 1: The average number of local assistants which MEPs share.

sta↵. The EP called for a greater spending balance between personal assistants

working in parliament and those working in constituencies (European Parliament,

2015b, 191). This led the Bureau of the EP to adopt rules requiring MEPs to spend

at least a quarter of their allowance (6,041 euro per month in 2017) for the employ-

ment of APAs instead of local assistants. In 2016, almost two thirds of personal

sta↵ worked in parliament and one third in constituency.
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Figure 2: The average number of local assistants among MEPs from closed and
open-list systems.
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Theoretical Framework

Local assistants as campaigning tools

Elections to the European Parliament are characterised as “second order” (Reif and

Schmitt, 1980; Marsh, 1998; Schmitt, 2005; Hix and Marsh, 2011). They revolve

around national electoral cycles with implications for choices made by voters, par-

ties and individual candidates. Voters consider that the most important decision

making is done at the national level. Ballots are cast as a punishment for the per-

formance of the national government rather than as a function of the representation

done on the European level. Parties are complicit in this behaviour, as they prior-

itize national issues over European ones even during European election campaigns.

Complaints are regularly issued that there is a weak connection between what an

MEP does in the EP and his/her chances of re-election. This is further exacerbated

by negative and/or low attention the media gives to the EU and MEPs. Since the

electorate has limited possibilities to be informed on EU issues, they pay little or no

attention to MEPs’ activities in the EP. The generous parliamentary allocations to

local assistants can be a means to correct for this. MEPs are provided with personal

sta↵ resources to increase their visibility and thus make the electoral connection that

the European system lacks.

Hiring more sta↵ in election than non-election years has already been observed for

political parties (Poguntke et al., 2016, 666). This is unsurprising and it corresponds

to vote seeking behaviour, where political actors aim to maximise their winning

chances (Downs, 1957; Müller and Strøm, 1999). The system of local assistants in

the EP is particularly prone to vote-seeking strategies: First, local assistants ensure

the link between the representative and the constituency. Second, local assistants

are the personal employees of MEPs.

This leads us to the expectation that local assistants are important tools for

campaign purposes. In its’ simplest form, it would imply that the number of local

assistants increases prior to European elections.

Hypothesis 1a The number of MEPs’ local assistants increases prior to European

elections.

In addition, we link vote-seeking behavior with the literature on second-order

elections to show how MEPs’ goals may a↵ect their choices in spending the sta↵

allowance. On the individual level, parliamentarians’ election goals may be diverse,

especially in multilevel systems, such as the EU. O�ce holders kindle di↵erent am-

bitions Black (1972). They can hold static ambition by which they seek reelection to
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their current o�ce. They can also hold a progressive ambition, often implying the

intention to secure o�ce outside of Parliament. Rational forward-looking politicians

should be expected to adapt their use of local sta↵ to reach these goals.

The European Parliament is a legislature in which some members develop Euro-

pean careers, while others see a vocation in national politics (Scarrow, 1997). The

EP is in this respect like other second-tier legislatures – such as local- and state-level

assemblies – from which national politicians often emerge (Stolz, 2003).

Survey data indicate that, at the beginning of the 7th legislature, some 30% of the

MEPs saw themselves as with a political career at the EU-level, while 18% of them

claimed to aim at a position in national politics; in parliament or in government

(Farrell et al., 2011). This would imply that a significant proportion of MEPs

use their parliamentary allowances to secure election outside of their current o�ce.

Thereby, a subgroup of MEPs would also mobilize in front of national elections. An

observable implication would be that the number of local assistants increases also

prior to national elections.

Hypothesis 1b The number of MEPs’ local assistants increases prior to national

elections.

It has already been observed that legislative participation in the EP is a function

of the members’ static (European) or progressive (national) ambitions (Høyland

et al., 2017). Moreover, both the national and European electoral systems create

important incentives for certain behaviors in o�ce.

Electoral systems

The specific task of local assistants is to improve MEPs’ contact with their con-

stituents. They work to heightening MEPs’ profile, which in turn foster name

recognition during elections. Di↵erent electoral systems create di↵erent incentives to

cultivate a personal vote (Carey and Shugart, 1995; Farrell and McAllister, 2006).

We can distinguish between “candidate-centered” systems in which voters choose

between individual candidates (often from the same party) and “party-centered”

systems in which voters in e↵ect only choose between parties. In the former system,

candidates improve their election chances by cultivating a personal profile. The pro-

file distinguishes them from fellow party competitors. In single-member districts, the

profile also contributes to attracting voters to the party. In these cases, candidates

are more likely to invest in highly visible activities – such as constituency-work

– since individual success depends on the support of many relatively uninformed

voters (or participants in party primaries).
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In party-centered systems, on the other hand, the personal profile of candidates

is most important for the within-party selection. To improve their likelihood of

being selected, incumbent candidates are incentivized to invest in activities that

are valued by the party. Assuming parties are policy-seekers and better informed

about legislative activities, their incumbent candidates are also prone to invest less

in constituency-service and more in legislative work.

While all EP elections since 1999 follow some degree of proportional represen-

tation, there is still substantial variation in the ballot structure employed in each

member state. About half of all MEPs are elected from closed-list proportional rep-

resentation ballots. Closed-list systems represent in many respects the most party-

centered of all systems (Shugart, 2001, 184; Farrell and McAllister, 2006, 731). The

remainder of the MEPs is elected from more candidate-centered systems insofar as

voters are given a choice between individual candidates. These systems include open

(unordered) lists, flexible lists and single transferable votes.

The variation in incentives for members of the same legislature has resulted in

several contributions to the literature. MEPs from candidate-centered systems are

more likely to vote against their parties during roll-calls to distinguish themselves

from party competitors (Hix, 2004). For the same reasons, they also display a greater

presence in social media (Obholzer and Daniel, 2016). Reelection-seeking MEPs

from candidate-centered systems spend less time in Parliament than their colleagues

(Høyland et al., 2017), while the legislative record of incumbent candidates has the

greatest impact on re(s)election in party-centered systems (Frech, 2016; Hermansen,

2016; Wilson et al., 2016).

Local and accredited parliamentary assistants are financed over the same al-

lowance. MEPs therefore have to prioritize between investment in parliamentary or

constituency work. Accordingly, we expect that the use of local assistants is more

frequent among MEPs elected in candidate-centered systems, while MEPs from

party-centered systems have other priorities. Furthermore, we expect a greater rel-

ative increase in local hires prior to European elections in these systems.

Hypothesis 2a The increase in the number of MEPs’ local assistants prior to EP

elections is the highest in Member States which use relatively candidate-centered

elections to the EP.

The same logic applies to MEPs’ reactions to the national electoral system.

About one in five members claim to seek a national career. These members are

likely to run as candidates in national elections. We thereby expect that the average

number of local assistants among MEPs from national candidate-centered systems
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is higher than in national systems where candidates can count on the party label to

win seats. We furthermore expect a more substantial increase in these systems as

national elections approaches.

Hypothesis 2b The increase in the number of MEPs’ local assistants prior to na-

tional elections is the highest in Member States with relatively candidate-centered

national elections.

In the following section, we describe our empirical strategy to test these expec-

tations.

Data and method

The data include observations of 1170 individual MEPs. Members are observed

each semester (January-June; June-January) from mid-term to mid-term between

2012 and 2017. During that 5-year period, all member states organized at least one

national election in addition to the 2014 European ballot. The analysis leverages

that time-varying component to tease out information on how members prepare

for election. In total, the data includes 7117 observations with each member being

observed up to ten times.

Variables

Dependent variable: Our dependent variable reports the Number of local ass-

sistants that an MEP had is in his employment at the time of the observation. A

list of current sta↵ is provided on members’ profile on the EP website and has been

continuously updated since the end of 2011.4

The variable ranges from 0 to 20, with the median MEP employing 2 individuals.

MEPs registered with more assistants than 20 have been removed from the analysis

to prevent them from unduly impacting the results. To illustrate the national dif-

ferences, the upper map of figure 3 displays the median number of local assistants

per MEP in each member state as of January 2014.

Independent variables: The argument that we wish to test is that MEPs allocate

their parliamentary resources to win elections, whether on the European or the

4The European Parliament website began to report the names of assistants to MEPs following
its reorganization at the end of 2011. After several attempts, we have not been able to obtain
information prior to that point from the EP itself.
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Median number of local assistants

Number of local assistants
0−1 1−2 2−3 3−4 4−5 5−6 6−7 7−8

Combination of electoral systems
at national and European level

Electoral system
Cand.−cent. (EU) − Cand.−cent. (nat.)
Cand.−cent. (EU) − Party−cent. (nat.)
Party−cent. (EU) − Cand.−cent. (nat.)
Party−cent. (EU) − Party−cent. (nat.)

Figure 3: The number of local assistants in an MEP’s employment varies between
member states. The electoral systems at the national and European levels vary and
do not necessarily overlap.
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national level. Since we do not know the type of ambition held by individual MEPs,

we hypothesize an average e↵ect of both electoral calendars on hiring practices.

Proximity of the European election is a binary variable which indicates the spring

term prior to the 2014 election. Following the predictions of hypothesis 1a, we expect

that the number of local employees is higher during this semester than before and

after the European election.

Proximity of national election is a continuous variable capturing the (negative)

number of years to next national parliamentary election. Electoral cycles generally

vary between four and five years. For comparability, we have truncated the measure

to a maximum of four years. Following hypothesis 1b we expect a positive e↵ect:

As a national election approaches, the number of local assistants increases.

We then consider the incentives provided by the electoral system to cultivate a

personal vote. For clarity (and statistical power) we dichotomize the incentive struc-

ture into candidate- and party-centered systems. At the European level, all systems

follow a principle of proportional representation. We make a distinction between

closed-list systems in which national parties rank candidates, and voters only cast

a vote for the party. These are labelled Party-centered system (EU). The remaining

systems – open lists, flexible lists and single transferable votes – are lumped to-

gether and labelled Candidate-centered system (EU). We expect candidate-centered

systems to have a positive e↵ect on the number of local assistants.

At the national level, we apply a slightly di↵erent cut-o↵: The variation in

electoral systems is greater, including majoritarian and mixed systems. As a ba-

sis, we have relied on the rank-ordered index suggested by Farrell and McAllister

(2006). We have applied a cut-o↵ between mixed-member systems such as Ger-

many (“party-centered”) and single-seat districts such as in France and the United

Kingdom (“candidate-centered”). The index was recently updated for 16 of the 28

EU member states by Söderlund (2016). For the remainder of the member states,

we have relied on descriptions available on the Inter-Parliamentary Union’s Parline

database http://www.ipu.org/parline-e/parlinesearch.asp, as well as other

sources. The result of the classification can be represented in a four-by-four table,

as reported in table 1. The di↵erences categorization at the European and national

level means that the e↵ect of details in the system design are not measured. In

exchange, we have a robust measure which taps into the e↵ect of intra-party com-

petition on MEPs’ allocation of resources.

In particular, we are interested in the di↵erences in mobilization across electoral

systems. To test hypotheses 2a and 2b, we thereby make an interaction between

the measure of the electoral calendar and the electoral system. We expect these

12



National party-centered National candiate-centered
EP party-centered Germany France

Spain United Kingdom
Portugal Hungary
Austria
Romania
Bulgaria

EP candidate-centered Italy Luxembourg
Netherlands Greece
Belgium Ireland
Sweden Finland
Czech Republic Denmark
Slovakia Slovenia
Estonia Lithuania
Latvia Poland
Croatia Malta

Cyprus

Table 1: Combinations of national and European electoral systems according to
their incentives to cultivate a personal vote.

interactions to be negative: Mobilization would be significantly lower in European

party-centered systems during EP elections, and – similarly – significantly lower in

national elections organized in national party-centered systems. The lower map in

figure 3 illustrates the geographical distribution of national and European electoral

systems.

Control variables: Our analyses contain several control variables designed to

isolate the e↵ect of electoral systems on hiring practices.

Local assistants are employed by MEPs and paid on local wages, while MEPs’

budget is the same.5 The e↵ect is controlled for in three di↵erent ways: We include

a measure of Labor cost, which reports the average labor cost in each country. It

varies on a yearly basis, and we would expect that as labor cost increases, the number

of assistants decreases. The multivariable analysis provides additional controls: It

includes a lagged version of the dependent variable, so that the initial number of

assistants for each MEPs is controlled for. Furthermore, the varying intercepts for

individuals and parties partially subsume cross-national variations and treat it as

5In 2015, the EP to adopt rules requiring MEPs to spend at least a quarter of their allowance
(6,041 euro per month in 2017) for the employment of APAs instead of local assistants and service
providers (Article 2d, European Parliament, 2015a). A ceiling on the salary of local assistants
was set per Member State based on the average gross annual pay in the country. The ceiling
varies between maximums of 2,793 euro in the least wealthy Member States and 7,990 euro in the
wealthiest Member States (European Parliament, 2016b). The salary of local sta↵ must not be less
than 2,735 euro per month and more than 7,990 euro per month (all amounts are for 2015). Based
on the minimum salary and ceiling of the allowance for local assistants, MEPs cannot employ more
than 6 full time local assistants.
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noise.

A reform adopted in 2015 and coming into force in 2016 aimed at regulating the

use of local assistants relative to APAs (see footnote 5). Reform is a binary variable

which indicates whether an observation was done before or after the reform. If the

reform was e↵ective, we would expect to see a negative correlation.

We control for the Size of member states, assuming MEPs from larger member

states have a greater need for constituency-based assistants. We furthermore allow

for the possibility that MEPs are at the end of their political career (Age), or

that they have already opted for a European career, and therefore enjoy a certain

incumbency advantage that lets them spend less on constituency work (Incumbent ;

they have been reelected at least once).

There are several national party-specific aspects which might impact the need

and will among MEPs to hire local assistants at times of European as well as national

election. National parties are the main organizers of these elections and vary in size,

resources, and ideology. For example, the organisational capacity of national parties

are worth considering in terms of partys’ ability to provide their candidates with

resources for campaigning in national and European elections. State money to par-

ties is allocated given the percentage or the number of seats in national parliaments.

This means that parties with small parliamentary membership or no parliamentary

membership at all are worse o↵ in terms of sta�ng compared to bigger and par-

ties with large parliamentary membership (Murphy, 2016, 108-109). Their need for

sta�ng resources might be direr, hence, they their need to use resources linked to

MEPs greater. In our analysis we control for these aspects by fitting random in-

tercepts for each of the 238 parties in the sample. National party is a categorical

variable which in the multivariable analysis is fitted as random intercepts to control

for party-specific traits in hiring policies.6

Choice of model

The data is set up to be time-series cross-sectional and are modelled as such.

All models include a lagged version of the dependent variable. Within-individual

6In future extensions, we will add alternative models controlling for parties’ attitudes towards
European integration and seats in the national parliament. Preliminary analyses already indicate
that these controls vary in the expected direction. However, despite the high quality of the Chapel
Hill Expert Survey (as well as the Comparative Party Manifesto Project), assessments of the
smallest parties are often missing in these data, so that we prefer a more general solution for the
main model. Also, we prefer fitting alternative models rather than one model with both controls
and random intercepts: with random intercepts at the party-level minor di↵erences in how experts
rate parties across surveys would drive the results. For the party size in Parliament, on the other
hand, this is exactly the kind of variation we’d want to leverage.
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changes in the number of local assistants can therefore be imputed to time-varying

variables such as the electoral cycle.

All models also include varying intercepts for individual MEPs and their national

parties. These intercepts present the advantage of subsuming unexplained variation

in the use of local assistants. Most notably, our count of local assistants does not

distinguish between assistants employed part-time and full-time. However, assuming

the propensity to hire part-timers is constant for each MEP, the individual intercepts

account for this variation. The party-level intercepts also subsume variations in

party ideology and resources.

Our dependent variable, y, expresses the share of local assistants an MEP has

in his employment. The measure contains two challenges which we address in two

di↵erent ways. First, while in theory the variable would imply a simple count of

assistants, sometimes several MEPs are observed to hire the same person. We

have consequently divided each employee by the number of known employers. We

end up with a continuous numeric variable censored at 0. To account for this, we

have estimated a Tobit model; a linear regression with a right-cencored dependent

variable. y

⇤
i is a normally distributed latent variable which defines the observable

values of y.

yi =

(
y

⇤
i if y

⇤
i > 0

0 if y

⇤
i  0

Second, while we know the number of employees registered to each MEP, we do

not know whether their contract is full-time or part-time. As a robustness check,

an alternative model treats the problem as a measurement error. Each observation

of the dependent variable (and its lag) is defined as an interval-censored normal

distribution ranging between the observed number of local assistants and half of

that count. In other words, we assume that all assistants can be hired either in a

50% contract or a full-time contract, or anywhere in-between.

In the second type of models our observed variable, y, is also defined as a function

of the latent variable, y⇤. Its distribution is censored, so that yi 2 (ai2 , ai).

yi =

(
0 if y

⇤
i = 0

ai if y

⇤
i > 0

Note that the size of the interval changes for each observation. At lower values

of y, the interval is narrow, while it increases as y becomes larger. It reflects our

assumption that assistants are more likely to be part-timers when MEPs hire more

people. The choice implies that higher counts on the observed variable tend to

produce lower e↵ect on the estimated regression coe�cients while the precision de-
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creases. The model thereby produces a highly conservative estimation of the e↵ect

of covariates. Its results are reported in table 5 in the appendix.

The latent variable in both models is then set up as a function of predictors.

y

⇤
i =↵mepi + ↵partyi

+ �k ⇥ Lag of yi

+ �k ⇥ Controlsi

+ �k ⇥ Electoral Systemi

+ �k ⇥ Electoral Calendari

+ �k ⇥ Electoral Systemi ⇥ Electoral Calendari

The regression coe�cients can be interpreted as in any linear model. One unit

change in the predictor causes a � increase in the number of local assistants hired

by an MEP. Our main interest lies with the e↵ects of the electoral systems at the

national and European level and their respective electoral calendars.

The models are fitted by Bayesian estimation using MCMC simulation. Prior

distributions on regression coe�cients are multivariate normal with an expected

value of 0 and a standard deviation of 10. The choice is rather unrestrictive, and

predictors are allowed to e↵ectively control for each other.7 Simulations are run

with two chains and a 1000 iterations’ burn-in. To reduce autocorrelation in the

results, we keep every 10th iteration, while discarding the rest. The chains show no

signs of non-convergence.

Results

We test our hypotheses in two models. In the first model, we test the e↵ect of

European elections and electoral systems on the mobilization of local assistants. In

the second model, we concentrate on the national level. The results are reported in

table 2.
7The choice of MCMC simulation also facilitates the imputation of missing observations, which

are found among the control variables. Information on labor cost in member states is not yet
available for the most recent periods. These are imputed simultaneously to the estimation of the
main equation using information on previous levels in each member state.

Labor Costi ⇠N(µ0i ,�
2)

µ0i =�0 statei + �1 statei ⇥ T ime Periodi
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Party−centered syst.

Figure 4: The e↵ect of incentives for personal vote seeking and mobilization of sta↵
resources in the 2014 European election. MEPs from candidate-centered systems
are more likely to hire additional local assistants.
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European elections

Hypothesis 1a formulated an expectation that the number of local assistants in-

creases prior to the EP election, while hypothesis 2a stated that the mobilization

would be the highest in candidate-centered systems.

This is largely supported by the results. The European campaign period during

the spring semester of 2014 implied a median increase of 0.51 assistants per MEP in

the candidate-centered systems of the EU. A reasonable interpretation is that one

in two members is likely to proceed to an additional hire in campaign periods. The

figure is a conservative estimate, as the model is set up with a downwards bias. In

the party-centered (closed-list) systems, the increase was significantly lower, with a

median increase of 0.29 assistants per MEP. A possible interpretation is that slightly

fewer than one in three members recruited an additional employee for the campaign

period. The result speaks to the potential of local assistants as campaigning tool

for securing reelection.

These figures can be compared with the share of incumbent candidates and

reelection rates in the EP. Hermansen (2016, 7) reports that while 70% of MEPs

from party-centered systems have figured on party lists as incumbent candidates,

only 46% of them could boast a relatively safe seat over the last three elections. From

our data, we also know that about half of those who entered the new Parliament

in 2014 had been reelected. This number is furthermore slightly higher than the

reported intention to seek reelection at the beginning of the term (38%).

We can further note that the general spending on constituency work seems to

be substantially lower among MEPs from party-centered systems. Outside of the

campaign period the median MEP from party-centered systems has 0.71 fewer assis-

tants based in his/her circumscription compared the median MEP from candidate-

centered systems. The choice frees up resources that MEPs can spend on parlia-

mentary assistance in legislative work. This is in line with previous research demon-

strating how members from party-centered systems are more likely to partake in

parliamentary activities (Høyland et al., 2017), as well as being awarded for them

(Wilson et al., 2016; Hermansen, 2016).

The results illustrate a specific dilemma faced in the EU and its supranational

design, which applies to all to member states indiscriminately. The same system

of parliamentary allowances for MEPs across all Member States leads to substan-

tially di↵erent representation of European citizens, since MEPs have very di↵erent

incentives as to how to spend their sta↵ allowance.
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Dependent variable: ’Number of local assistants’ Model 1 Model 2
Intercept 1.69 1.76

[ 0.75 , 2.45 ] [ -0.35 , 2.74 ]

Local assistants (lag) 0.54 0.54
[ 0.52 , 0.56 ] [ 0.52 , 0.56 ]

Reform -0.7 -0.7
[ -0.78 , -0.61 ] [ -0.79 , -0.62 ]

Size of member state 0.02 0.02
[ 0.01 , 0.03 ] [ 0.01 , 0.03 ]

Labor cost -0.06 -0.06
[ -0.08 , -0.05 ] [ -0.08 , -0.05 ]

Female -0.18 -0.18
[ -0.33 , -0.03 ] [ -0.34 , -0.02 ]

Incumbent 0.12 0.12
[ 0.01 , 0.24 ] [ 0.01 , 0.23 ]

Age -0.01 -0.01
[ -0.02 , -0.01 ] [ -0.02 , -0.01 ]

EP election 0.51 0.38
[ 0.34 , 0.67 ] [ 0.27 , 0.48 ]

Party-centered syst. (in EP) -0.71 -0.72
[ -1.15 , -0.32 ] [ -1.12 , -0.34 ]

Prox of EP election * Party-centered syst. (in EP) -0.22
[ -0.44 , -0.01 ]

Party-centered syst. (in MS) -0.53 -0.73
[ -0.88 , -0.18 ] [ -1.09 , -0.33 ]

Prox. of national election 0.02 0.05
[ -0.01 , 0.04 ] [ 0.02 , 0.09 ]

Prox of national election * Party-centered syst. (in MS) -0.09
[ -0.15 , -0.04 ]

Number of Observations 7117 7117

⌧ - Individual MEP 0.91 0.91
⌧ - Party 0.98 0.99

Note: Median e↵ect with 95 % symmetric posterior density interval.

Table 2: Results from a left-censored (Tobit) regression: The use of local assistants
is conditioned by both European and national elections.

National elections

Hypothesis 1b formulated an expectation that MEPs tend to hire more local assis-

tants prior to national elections. Hypothesis 2b further stated that the number of

local hires would be higher and the increase more abrupt prior to national elections

when the national system is candidate-centered. These expectations are consistent

with the data.

Model 2 reports a median expected di↵erence in local sta↵ of 0.73 assistants

between national party- and candidate-centered systems outside of national election
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periods. Furthermore, the expected increase in hires in candidate-centered systems

of 0.22 assistants8 immediately before a national contest, as compared to immedi-

ately afterwards. That is, we might expect that one in five of those members proceed

to an additional hire during election times in their home state. The size of the ef-

fect can be compared to the 18% respondents who, at the beginning of the term,

claimed to strive for a national career. Given the hierarchical set up of the model,

these e↵ects are driven also by within-individual variation in hiring practices.

More interestingly, we see that this is not the case in party-centered systems at

the national level. The di↵erence between the e↵ects is significant. In party-centered

national systems, a national election is not predicted to impact hires at all. The two

predicted e↵ects are illustrated in figure 5.

8A di↵erence of 0.05⇥ 4 years
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Candidate−centered syst.
Party−centered syst.

Figure 5: The e↵ect of incentives for personal vote seeking and mobilization of
sta↵ resources among MEPs in national elections. MEPs from candidate-centered
systems are more likely to hire additional local assistants as a function of the national
electoral cycle.
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Conclusion and Future Directions

In this article, we have made the case and found evidence that transnational re-

sources are funneled to contest both transnational (European) and national elec-

tions. In the future, we envisage to link MEPs’ allowances and national election

with party control. We plan to do this by elaborating on the selection procedure of

electoral candidatures. In all the member states of the EU, candidate selection for

European elections is a function of national parties. MEPs are dependent on their

national party to be considered for re-election (Hix and Lord, 1997, 87-90). This

has been a deliberate choice of EU member states, which has among other things

impeded the development of strong transnational European parties (Hix and Lord,

1997; Bardi and Calossi, 2009).

While parliamentary assignments are in the hands of transnational party groups

in the EP, re-election precludes MEPs from any parliamentary work or higher o�ce.

Therefore, national parties have the ultimate power of sanction over MEPs. The

institutional environment of the EP therefore privileges the control of the national

party vis-a-vis both the transnational parliamentary party groups in the EP and

European transnational parties.

The relationship between MEPs and his/her parties, limits MEPs’ autonomy and

the extent to which they can ignore their national party leadership (be it the party on

the ground or the party o�ce). If re-elected and due to the dependence relationship,

MEPs owe their (re)election in part to the national party’s candidature. MEPs are

in obligation (or feel an obligation) to contribute some of their personal resources for

the benefit of the party (Bolleyer and Gauja, 2011, 781). Due to candidate selection

procedure, national parties have therefore the capacity to pressure or oblige MEPs to

invest their personal allowances for pursuing partisan (party political) goals outside

the EP arena. Following the reasoning above, we will hypothesise that the number

of MEPs’local sta↵ increases prior to national elections (Hypothesis 2a) as a form

of MEPs’ compensation for the party’s candidature selection.

Further research could also explore whether MEPs’ local sta↵ are used for local

elections in member states. This could further highlight the relationship between

European, national, and local party levels in centralised and federal political systems.
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Appendix

Variables

• ShareOfLocalAssistants: Local assistants measures the number of local as-

sistants with which an MEP is registered in each period. When several MEPs

are registered with the same assistant, this assistant is measured as a fraction.

• ShareOfLocal.lag: Local assistants (lag) is the number of local assistants

registered with an MEP in the preceding period.

• SeatsNatPal.prop: Seats in national parliament measures the proportion of

seats held by a party in the lower house of the national parliament.Data is

gathered from the Inter-Parliamentary Union (PARLINE database on national

parliaments; http://www.ipu.org)

• cabinet party: Party in government is a dummy. It indicates parties which

currently hold a governmental position. The data are gathered from the Parl-

Gov project

• position: Attitude towards the EU ranges from 1 to 7. It indicates parties

attitude towards European integration (from negative to positive). The vari-

able is drawn from the Chapel Hill Expert Survey trend file. Respondents are

asked to rate party leaderships according to their overall orientation towards

European integration.

• EPElection: European election is adummy. It indicates the spring term 2014

when the last European elections were held.

• ProxNatElection: Proximity to National Election measures the fraction of

years to the next national election. Election day is coded as 0, while the same

day a year prior to the election is coded as -1. Information was gathered from

the Inter-Parliamentary Union (PARLINE database on national parliaments

http://www.ipu.org).

• ClosedList: Party-centered electoral system (in EP) is a dummy. It indi-

cates whether the member state applies a de facto closed-list PR ballot in the

European elections.

• OpenList: Candidate-centered electoral system (in EP) is a dummy. It indi-

cates all member states which use more candidate-centered ballot than closed
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lists in the European elections (open lists, flexible lists and single transferable

vote).

• ClosedList: Party-centered electoral system (in EP) is a dummy. It indi-

cates whether the member state applies a de facto closed-list PR ballot in the

European elections.

• NationalCandidateCentered: Candidate-centered electoral system (in MS)

is a dummy. It indicates all member states which use more candidate-centered

ballot than closed and ordered lists in the national elections (open lists, single

transferable vote, first past the post etc.).

• LaborCost: Average labor cost (in member state) is measured as the average

monthly cost (in Euros) for an employee. The variable is measured each year

in each member state. It controls for the fact that the number of assistants

MEPs can buy for the same sum of money on the local market depends on

the wage level in their home state. The data come from Eurostats (http:

//ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database).

• SizeMS: Member state size is measured as the count number of seats a member

state has in the European Parliament.

• PartySize: Party Size is the count number of seats a national party delegation

in the EP.

• Female: Female indicates an MEP’s gender.

• Age: Age indicates an MEP’s age.

• Incumbent: Incumbent indicates whether an MEP was present in the previous

parliamentary term in the European Parliament.

• ID: ID indicates the ID number used to identify individual MEPs on the

European Parliament website.

• Nationality: Nationality indicates the member state from which each MEPs

hails.

• Party: Party indicates the party a�liation of each MEP.

• ChesID: Chapel Hill ID indicates the party id number used in the Chapel Hill

surveys.

• ParlGovID: ParlGovID indicates the party id number used in the ParlGov

dataset on governmental status.
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Parties in which at least some members have chosen to pool

local resources

PartyEnglish Nationality ClosedList DatePeriod
5981 Osterreichische Volkspartei Austria 1 2015
6295 Sozialdemokratische Partei Osterreichs Austria 1 2015
6297 Die Grunen - Die Grune Alternative Austria 1 2015
6112 Parti Socialiste Belgium 0 2015
6340 Nieuw-Vlaamse Alliantie Belgium 0 2015
6132 Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria Bulgaria 1 2015
6864 Movement for Rights and Freedoms Bulgaria 1 2016
7237 Bulgarian Socialist Party Bulgaria 1 2016
6334 Hrvatska demokratska zajednica Croatia 0 2015
1328 Movement for Social Democracy EDEK Cyprus 0 2012
6266 Progressive Party of Working People - Left - New Forces Cyprus 0 2015
6021 Komunisticka strana Cech a Moravy Czech Republic 0 2015
6147 Party of Free Citizens Czech Republic 0 2015
6179 Civic Democratic Party Czech Republic 0 2015
6181 Ceska strana socialne demokraticka Czech Republic 0 2015
6366 Vlaams Belang Czech Republic 0 2015
3306 Folkebevegelsen mod EU Denmark 0 2013
6048 Socialdemokratiet Denmark 0 2015
6161 Dansk Folkeparti Denmark 0 2015
6175 Det Konservative Folkeparti Denmark 0 2015
6178 Det Radikale Venstre Denmark 0 2015
6921 Venstre, Danmarks Liberale Parti Denmark 0 2016
5976 Vihrea liitto Finland 0 2015
6142 Kansallinen Kokoomus Finland 0 2015
6391 Vasemmistoliitto Finland 0 2015
139 Union pour un Mouvement Populaire France 1 2011

5957 Front national France 1 2015
5995 Mouvement Democrate France 1 2015
6339 Parti socialiste France 1 2015
5954 Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands Germany 1 2015
5964 Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands Germany 1 2015
5971 Christlich-Soziale Union in Bayern e.V. Germany 1 2015
6067 Bundnis 90/Die Grunen Germany 1 2015
6068 Freie Demokratische Partei Germany 1 2015
6069 DIE LINKE. Germany 1 2015
6462 Piratenpartei Deutschland Germany 1 2015
6471 Alternative fur Deutschland Germany 1 2015
6642 Nea Demokratia Greece 0 2015
6649 Communist Party of Greece Greece 0 2015
6662 The River Greece 0 2015
6587 Sinn Fein Ireland 0 2015

Table 3: Parties that pool resources (1st part)

Robustness checks/alternative models
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PartyEnglish Nationality ClosedList DatePeriod
6587 Sinn Fein Ireland 0 2015
6591 Fine Gael Party Ireland 0 2015
679 Lega Nord Italy 0 2011

2976 Il Popolo della Liberta Italy 0 2013
4233 Partito Democratico Italy 0 2014
6143 Forza Italia Italy 0 2015
6458 Movimento 5 Stelle Italy 0 2015
256 Lietuvos socialdemokrats partija Lithuania 0 2011
409 Partija Tvarka ir teisingumas Lithuania 0 2011

4697 GroenLinks Netherlands 0 2014
5999 Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij Netherlands 0 2015
6050 Christen Democratisch Appel Netherlands 0 2015
6071 Democraten 66 Netherlands 0 2015
6125 Partij van de Arbeid Netherlands 0 2015
6220 ChristenUnie Netherlands 0 2015
6316 Partij voor de Vrijheid Netherlands 0 2015
6611 Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie Netherlands 0 2015
252 Platforma Obywatelska Poland 0 2011

3133 Law and Justice Poland 0 2013
6533 Kongres Nowej Prawicy Poland 0 2015
6176 Partido Comunista Portugues Portugal 1 2015
6116 Partidul Nacional Liberal Romania 1 2015
6134 Partidul Social Democrat Romania 1 2015
6435 National Union for the Progress of Romania Romania 1 2015
381 Slovenska narodna strana Slovakia 0 2011

6157 Slovenska demokraticka a kreseanska unia - Demokraticka strana Slovakia 0 2015
6545 Kreseanskodemokraticke hnutie Slovakia 0 2015
6277 Slovenska demokratska stranka Slovenia 0 2015
5143 PODEMOS Spain 1 2014
5994 Partido Socialista Obrero Espanol Spain 1 2015
6019 Partido Popular Spain 1 2015
6149 Citizens Spain 1 2015
6625 Union, Progreso y Democracia Spain 1 2015
6636 Izquierda Unida Spain 1 2015
6042 Moderata Samlingspartiet Sweden 0 2015
6044 Arbetarepartiet- Socialdemokraterna Sweden 0 2015
6595 Vansterpartiet Sweden 0 2015
311 United Kingdom Independence Party United Kingdom 1 2011
452 British National Party United Kingdom 1 2011

4360 Conservative Party United Kingdom 1 2014
5982 Labour Party United Kingdom 1 2015
6005 Green Party United Kingdom 1 2015

Table 4: Parties that pool resources (2nd part)
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Dependent variable: ’Number of local assistants’ Model 1 Model 2
Intercept 1.07 1.45

[ 0.46 , 1.5 ] [ 1.03 , 1.79 ]

Local assistants (lag) 0.33 0.33
[ 0.32 , 0.34 ] [ 0.32 , 0.34 ]

Reform -0.41 -0.42
[ -0.45 , -0.37 ] [ -0.46 , -0.38 ]

Size of member state 0.01 0.01
[ 0.01 , 0.01 ] [ 0.01 , 0.01 ]

Labor cost -0.04 -0.03
[ -0.04 , -0.03 ] [ -0.04 , -0.03 ]

Female -0.08 -0.09
[ -0.16 , -0.01 ] [ -0.17 , 0 ]

Incumbent 0.07 0.07
[ 0.01 , 0.13 ] [ 0.01 , 0.13 ]

Age -0.01 -0.01
[ -0.01 , 0 ] [ -0.01 , 0 ]

EP election 0.24 0.19
[ 0.16 , 0.33 ] [ 0.13 , 0.24 ]

Party-centered syst. (in EP) -0.41 -0.43
[ -0.64 , -0.21 ] [ -0.69 , -0.24 ]

Prox of EP election * Party-centered syst. (in EP) -0.1
[ -0.21 , 0.02 ]

Party-centered syst. (in MS) -0.22 -0.33
[ -0.37 , -0.04 ] [ -0.5 , -0.13 ]

Prox. of national election 0 0.02
[ -0.01 , 0.02 ] [ 0 , 0.04 ]

Prox of national election * Party-centered syst. (in MS) -0.04
[ -0.07 , -0.01 ]

Number of Observations 7117 7117

Note: Median e↵ect with 95 % symmetric posterior density interval.

Table 5: Results from an interval-censored linear regression: The use of local assis-
tants is conditioned by both European and national elections.
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