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ABSTRACT

Starting with the Facebook-Cambridge Analytica scandal and its link to Brexit and the 2016 US elections, the nexus among
online political advertising, micro-targeting, and data-driven electoral campaigning has revealed its disruptive potential for de-

mocracies. While facilitating innovative modes of direct engagement between politics and citizens, online political advertising

also allows parties and other political actors to enact strategies that can effectively target highly specific audience segments, with

a potential for domestic players with populist agendas or foreign actors to exploit these technologies in order to disrupt public

debate and manipulate key electoral processes. However, few countries in Europe introduced a regulation in this respect, to the
extent that the digital environment has often been likened to a Wild West. This study has a two-fold aim. First, it presents an up-
to-date comparative analysis of the regulation of political advertising in the European Union as well as in individual European

countries showing similarities and differences across countries and levels. Second, it provides a descriptive analysis of the way

in which domestic political actors used online political advertisements during the 2024 European election campaign exploring

which political families use these strategies more frequently and how much they economically invested in advertising tools.

1 | Is Democracy in Danger?

The perils of online political advertising on contemporary de-
mocracy are becoming increasingly apparent. The advent of
the “platform society” (Van Dijck et al. 2018) has dismantled
traditional gatekeepers, allowing for a direct line between po-
litical actors and their audiences while sidestepping journalistic
intermediaries. On the one hand, digital platforms have been
effectively exploited by various actors, including populist politi-
cians, to polarize the public and disseminate anti-establishment
rhetoric (Benkler et al. 2018; Kreiss 2012). On the other hand,
social media and digital platforms amplified political messaging
in unprecedented ways, contextually allowing for the creation of
tailored content crafted to align with individual preferences and
behaviors. This capability has reshaped electoral campaigns into
data-driven strategies leveraging personal information to micro-
target voters (Dommett and Zhu 2023). While technological af-
fordances contributed to democratize political competition by

reducing campaign costs for minor parties and facilitating out-
reach to marginalized voters, they also expose elections to ma-
nipulation and disinformation risks, thus challenging the very
foundations of electoral integrity (Norris 2013). The potential for
both foreign interference and domestic manipulation is substan-
tial, and it applies beyond the usual focus on non-democratic
or hybrid regimes. Practices like micro-targeting and unautho-
rized data usage, as demonstrated by the Cambridge Analytica
scandal, have raised significant ethical concerns (Dowling 2022;
Bakir 2020). While external threats like foreign meddling at-
tract significant scrutiny, the risks posed by domestic actors
exploiting the unregulated digital landscape remain harder to
mitigate, as demonstrated by the continued challenges faced in
regulating online political advertising across democratic and hy-
brid regimes alike (Gunitsky 2015).

This paper examines online political advertising's impact on
democratic integrity, evaluating regulatory measures and their
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Policy implications

« While increasing the array of resources political actors
may use for direct engagement with their supporters,
activists, and the general public, digital technologies
also proved to have adverse effects, with voter ma-
nipulation and election interference becoming severe
threats to democratic processes. National and supra-
national policy makers should bear this in mind, rec-
ognize the failure of self-regulation in this area, and
establish a carefully crafted regulation of political ad-
vertising, both offline and online.

As far as possible, policy-makers should avoid frag-
mented and dispersed legislation among several acts.
The adoption of a single act—including a comprehen-
sive regulation of offline and online political advertis-
ing—may be considered an important way to improve
clarity and transparency to advertising agencies, polit-
ical actors as well as the citizens more broadly.

Providing specific guidelines to both advertising
agencies and political actors on how to comply with
existing regulations may help to ensure rule imple-
mentation and effectiveness. This can be done by close
cooperation between policy makers, academics and
practitioners.

Legislators should strive for internal coherence be-
tween offline and online political advertising rules.

efficacy in mitigating harmful effects. Using an original Meta Ads
Library dataset of paid content from major parties during the 2024
European Parliament elections, we analyze how party ideology
and national regulations shape digital campaign strategies. The
paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews the political commu-
nication literature on digital media. Section 3 maps the regula-
tory landscape of online political ads, emphasizing transparency
and accountability measures. Section 4 details our methodology.
Section 5 compares advertising strategies and regulatory outcomes
across contexts. Finally, Section 6 examines implications for dem-
ocratic integrity and outlines avenues for future research.

2 | The Perils of Online Political Advertisement on
Contemporary Democracy

The proliferation of online media has marked a paradigmatic
shift in the mechanisms through which political actors engage
with the electorate. With the rise of the Internet, particularly
social media, parties adapted their communication strategies,
thus amplifying mediatization dynamics (Strombédck and Van
Aelst 2013). The Internet not only offers a direct, unfiltered
communication channel but also brings greater potential for
personalization, interactivity, and rapid dissemination of politi-
cal messages (Gil de Zuiiga et al. 2012). Digital affordances em-
power political actors to mobilize support across geographical
boundaries, bypassing traditional gatekeepers like journalists
(Coleman 2005).

Digital platforms gather unprecedented volumes of personal
data, powering algorithms that curate content and drive predic-
tive models to anticipate and shape user behavior (Zuboff 2019;

Tufekci 2015, 2018). This wealth of information enables cam-
paigns to craft finely tuned messages tailored to individual
preferences, behaviors, and demographics, thereby maximizing
the impact of political advertising (Dommett and Zhu 2023).
Thus, campaigns have become strategic, data-driven enter-
prises (Dommett, Barclay, and Gibson 2024; Fowler et al. 2021),
with digital platforms lowering costs and extending outreach
to previously unreachable voter segments (Anstead 2017;
Grossman 2022).

The web's interactivity, personalization, and speed are cele-
brated as democratizing forces—broadening access to political
information, enriching debate, and bolstering transparency
(Stockemer 2018). By enabling direct, timely engagement, digital
platforms sharpen political responsiveness and deepen citizen
participation (Arshad and Khurram 2020; Ennser-Jedenastik
et al. 2022). They also level the playing field for smaller and
emerging parties, offering cost-effective channels to amplify
their message and raise their profile (Lioy and Contreras
Medrano 2024; Bene 2023; Fischer and Gilardi 2023). This re-
flects the equalization hypothesis (Jacobs and Spierings 2016):
digital media lower entry barriers for smaller actors. Yet our data
show larger, better-funded parties still dominate ad spending
online, underscoring how normalization persists as digital tools
magnify existing power imbalances. Unlike legacy media—
often constrained by state control and rigid regulations—digital
platforms, blogs, and social media have emerged as pivotal are-
nas for watchdog activities against authoritarian practices, ex-
emplified by Wikileaks (Norris and Nai 2017; Cammaerts 2013).
Yet the relationship between digital platforms and democracy
remains ambiguous: usage patterns vary across countries due
to regulatory, institutional, and resource factors (Dommett,
Kefford, and Kruschinski 2024), while the extensive harvesting
of personal data enables micro-targeting that can facilitate ma-
nipulation, disinformation, and covert influence operations, ul-
timately jeopardizing electoral integrity (Aral and Eckles 2019).
Dommett, Kefford, and Kruschinski (2024) observe that many
parties lack the resources for fully data-driven campaigns; yet
this shortfall only heightens the technology's dangers. Rather,
it highlights a gap between the ideal use of such tools and their
actual exploitation. In hybrid regimes, centralized actors fill
the void: digital platforms are systematically employed to shape
public opinion, suppress opposition, and sustain authoritar-
ian stability through misinformation and control. While most
pronounced in authoritarian settings, analogous tactics have
surfaced in established democracies, where populist and anti-
establishment actors exploit these same digital vulnerabilities—
amplifying divisive narratives and eroding institutional trust
(Norris and Inglehart 2019).

The diminished role of traditional gatekeeping by legacy
media, combined with the lack of normative regulation in the
field, has rendered digital platforms susceptible to instrumen-
talization by political actors (Benkler et al. 2018). This flexibil-
ity affords parties and candidates room to shape their agendas,
often at the expense of the checks historically provided by
traditional media (Barberd et al. 2019; Gilardi et al. 2022).
However, this is not merely a matter of political actors ex-
ploiting neutral tools. Digital campaigning emerges from a
mutually reinforcing dynamic: on the one hand, political ac-
tors strategically adapt to the affordances of digital platforms
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(Dommett 2020); on the other, these platforms are structur-
ally designed to privilege engagement, often amplifying po-
larizing, emotive, or anti-establishment content (Munn 2020).
Such dynamics are associated with increased political polar-
ization and fragmentation (Kreiss 2012; Zuiderveen Borgesius
et al. 2018), as well as misinformation and the exclusion of
non-swing voter groups from political campaigns (Endres and
Kelly 2018; Judge and Korhani 2020; Cano-Oron et al. 2021).
Populist actors, in particular, have been proven capable of
navigating this terrain, using the logic of digital platforms to
amplify societal anxieties, prejudices, and anti-elite narratives
(Schmuck and Matthes 2017; Arendt et al. 2015).

The convergence of political phenomena between 2016
and 2018—including Brexit, Trump's 2016 victory, and the
Cambridge Analytica scandal—has underscored the dual risks
associated with data-driven campaigning: external interference
and internal manipulation. Foreign entities have exploited social
media platforms to sow discord, disseminate disinformation,
and influence voter perceptions, as observed in both the Brexit
referendum and the 2016 U.S. presidential election (Bastos and
Mercea 2019; Howard et al. 2018). These actors leveraged the
micro-targeting capabilities of digital advertising to undermine
electoral integrity by disseminating hyperpartisan content.
Internal manipulation has also proven highly problematic, with
Cambridge Analytica serving as a case study of how personal
data can be harvested and deployed without consent in order to
influence voter behavior (Bakir 2020). Recent research cautions
against overstating the firm's actual impact, suggesting that
many of the claims surrounding Cambridge Analytica's efficacy
are based on anecdotal narratives rather than robust evidence
of causal effects on electoral outcomes (Jungherr et al. 2020;
Jungherr 2023). Nonetheless, these practices raise significant
ethical concerns regarding privacy, consent, and electoral fair-
ness (Bennett and Livingston 2018). However, despite the rec-
ognized risks, regulatory responses have been limited: most
countries have focused primarily on safeguarding individual
citizens' data, with less attention to broader risks pertaining to
electoral integrity. Also in literature, while external interfer-
ence has garnered considerable attention, the risks posed by do-
mestic actors remain addressed only marginally (Gorton 2016;
Bradshaw and Howard 2018): systematic studies discussing how
different regulatory frameworks, party profiles, and media ac-
cess conditions affect digital campaigning practices are—in our
knowledge—Ilimited.

3 | Regulating the Political Online Advertisement

At the heart of democratic resilience lies a vigilant media, serv-
ing as a bulwark against external interference and the distor-
tion of public opinion (Norris 2013). By fostering transparent
debate, citizens can make informed choices, thus reinforcing de-
mocracy. Transparency in political advertising is central to this
process, serving as a check against malpractice and bolstering
public trust (Gunther and Mughan 2000). Moreover, information
disclosure has proven effective in increasing citizens' awareness
and resilience against persuasive attempts (Dobber et al. 2023).
Electoral integrity scholarship underscores the campaign peri-
od's acute vulnerability to manipulation, as voters are inundated
with micro-targeted appeals; in such a milieu, transparency

and accountability in political advertising are indispensable
safeguards. Reflecting this imperative, recent European de-
bates have rallied around the need for greater transparency
and accountability in political advertising to counter digital
misinformation and covert campaigning practices (Brooks and
Murov 2012; ERGA 2020).

In 2022, the European Commission issued Guidelines for im-
plementing the Digital Services Act (DSA), setting out clear ob-
ligations for online platforms to bolster transparency in political
advertising, safeguard electoral integrity, and guarantee public
access to information on sponsored content—thereby underpin-
ning the regulatory framework for the 2024 European elections.
These regulatory advances unfolded alongside parallel shifts in
platform policy. In 2022, for example, Meta introduced an opt-in
mechanism requiring users to actively subscribe to political con-
tent before it appears in their newsfeeds—an explicit measure
to curb its default circulation, highlighting the dynamic inter-
play between external regulation and platforms' own efforts to
manage the flow of political material.! With the 2024 European
elections approaching, calls for tougher political-ad rules have
intensified. Under this pressure, the EU moved swiftly to bolster
its safeguards against online campaigning and micro-targeting
risks. Central to that effort is the Transparency and Targeting of
Political Advertising (TTPA) regulation, enacted in March 2024.
Building on the 2018 Code of Practice on Disinformation, the
TTPA fortifies electoral integrity by imposing rigorous transpar-
ency mandates: all political ads must clearly identify sponsors,
disclose spending, and specify the electoral context in which
they appear. Simultaneously, it constrains micro-targeting,
allowing it only with explicit user consent and requiring full
disclosure of targeting criteria. EU Member States have long op-
erated under a patchwork of national regimes; upon coming into
force in October 2025, the framework will establish a unified
baseline that uplifts lighter-touch jurisdictions, such as Belgium
and Sweden, while safeguarding the more rigorous regimes,
such as France and Ireland.

Table 1 provides an overview of the current state, updated to the
time of the 2024 European elections, regarding the regulation
of all EU Member States.? The “Online Political Advertising
Rules” framework distinguishes three regimes: fully permit-
ted, allowing ads without temporal or content restrictions;
prohibited, banning all online political advertising; and par-
tially permitted, where ads may appear only under specified
conditions—such as during official campaign periods or out-
side electoral silence. Furthermore, transparency obligations
and spending limits for these regimes across European juris-
dictions are also summarized in Table 1. Data reveal a hetero-
geneous environment with fragmented national approaches
to regulation.® This is not a new phenomenon, as regulatory
traditions across Europe have long differed on these aspects
(Cappello 2017). A clear continuum of regulatory intensity
emerges across Europe, with Ireland distinguished by one of
the mostadvanced legislative frameworks. Although online po-
litical advertising is always allowed in Ireland, stricter spend-
ing and transparency rules were introduced in 2022 when the
legislation was updated (House of Oireachtas 2022). Western
Europe, by contrast, displays pronounced heterogeneity.
France exemplifies the strictest end of the spectrum, prohibit-
ing all political advertising—online and offline—throughout
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TABLE1 | Regulation of online political advertising in EU Member States (2024).

Online political advertising rules Transparency rules Online spending limitation rules
Austria Fully allowed Yes No
Belgium Partially allowed No No
Bulgaria Partially allowed Yes No
Croatia Fully allowed Yes No
Cyprus Fully allowed Yes No
Czechia Forbidden Yes No
Denmark Partially allowed Yes No
Estonia Partially allowed Yes No
Finland Fully allowed Yes No
France Forbidden Yes Yes
Germany Partially allowed Yes No
Greece Fully allowed Yes Yes
Hungary Partially allowed Yes Yes
Ireland Fully allowed Yes Yes
Italy Fully allowed Yes No
Latvia Fully allowed Yes Yes
Lithuania Fully allowed Yes Yes
Luxembourg Fully allowed Yes No
Malta Fully allowed No No
Netherlands Partially allowed No No
Poland Fully allowed Yes Yes
Portugal Partially allowed No Yes
Romania Fully allowed Yes Yes
Slovakia Fully allowed Yes Yes
Slovenia Fully allowed Yes No
Spain Partially allowed Yes No
Sweden Fully allowed No No

Source: EU Commission (2021), IDEA (2023), OSCE (2024).

the official campaign period (Légifrance 2018). In France, the
controversy of foreign interference through disinformation
has garnered significant national political attention as early as
2017. Furthermore, a variety of false information from abroad
has been frequently echoed by local right-wing populist par-
ties (Couzigou 2021). So, as of 2018, the country has a total ban
on digital political propaganda. Conversely, Italy, Germany,
Spain, and Portugal uphold relatively permissive regimes
for online electoral advertising, while Belgium and Malta
remain virtually devoid of specific regulation (European
Commission 2021). A normatively weaker framework prevails
among the so-called “Frugal Four’—Austria, Denmark, the
Netherlands, and Sweden—each of which maintains compar-
atively lax rules on online political advertising (Bergsen 2020).
Austria and Denmark impose modest transparency obliga-
tions, whereas the Netherlands and Sweden lack substantive

regulation. Moreover, apart from France, Ireland, and Greece,
no Western European jurisdiction enforces spending limits on
online political advertising (International IDEA 2023).

In contrast, Eastern European states—among them Latvia,
Lithuania, Slovakia, Romania, and Poland—stand out for
their proactive defense of electoral integrity, instituting strin-
gent measures to forestall the abuse of online political ad-
vertising during campaigns. These states uniformly embrace
more exacting regimes—mandating rigorous disclosure pro-
tocols and imposing spending ceilings on online political ads.
Their vigilant posture often reflects anxieties about external
meddling, notably concerns over Russian interference high-
lighted by allegations surrounding the 2016 US election and
the Brexit referendum. On the other hand, Hungary's Fidesz-
led government has invoked equally rigorous rules to allege

4
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opposition collusion with external funders, illustrating how
such measures can be repurposed for partisan ends. Yet even
accounting for this dual dynamic, Eastern European countries
collectively maintain the most exacting regulatory regimes for
online political advertising.

Regulations influence electoral processes in two interrelated
dimensions. First, they act as a bulwark against malprac-
tice—curbing unauthorized voter-data exploitation and the
deployment of precision-targeted disinformation. Second, they
recalibrate campaign behavior, compelling political actors to re-
vise their targeting algorithms, refine messaging frameworks,
and realign strategic priorities in accordance with transparency
and fairness mandates (Dobber et al. 2019; Dommett 2020).
Drawing on scholarship that associates regulatory stringency
with reduced online advertising, this exploratory study ex-
amines how national-level rules shape party campaign strat-
egies and the consequent adjustments reducing volume and
expenditure in social media advertising (Zuiderveen Borgesius
et al. 2018; Kreiss and McGregor 2018; Bod¢ et al. 2017). Despite
evidence that regulatory stringency curbs online campaigning,
the extent to which this relationship endures across diverse po-
litical contexts remains only partially understood. We posit that
country-level divergences in rule severity produce distinct ef-
fects on both the volume and nature of political advertising. The
mosaic of national frameworks thus offers a valuable setting in
which to explore how varying degrees of regulatory constraint
reshape party campaign strategies. Amid ongoing regulatory
reforms, certain political factions have displayed remarkable
resilience and adaptability, circumventing conventional media
filters through direct, unmediated channels. Populist actors, in
particular, exploit social-media affordances to amplify emotion-
ally charged appeals and anti-elite narratives—core features of
populist discourse—thereby engaging audiences without insti-
tutional intermediation (Postill 2018; Gerbaudo 2018). Framed
as a “thin-centered” ideology, populism posits a homogeneous,
virtuous “people” arrayed against a corrupt, self-serving elite
(Mudde 2004; Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008). It asserts that
established institutions conspire to thwart the genuine inter-
ests of the populace, thereby undermining authentic democratic
representation (Canovan 1999). By casting “the people” as the
sole bearers of moral unity and legitimate authority, populist
discourse portrays elites as mere guardians of their own power
(Laclau 2005). Thus, such discourse fosters deep mistrust of
mainstream parties and institutions, portraying them as indif-
ferent or hostile to popular interests. By claiming to represent the
“authentic” voice of the people, populists erode institutional le-
gitimacy, broadening anti-elite grievances into anti-democratic
sentiments and ultimately threatening constitutional checks,
social cohesion, and the rule of law (Pappas 2019).

In the light of the above, this study seeks to address two research
questions:

RQ1—How does the strictness of national regulations affect the
volume of online political advertising by political parties during
election campaigns?

RQ2—To what extent do populist parties utilize online political
advertising more extensively than other parties, despite regulatory
constraints?

In this study, we treat the 2024 European Parliament elections
as an ideal empirical setting. Because all member states vote
simultaneously under a common yet newly revised regulatory
framework, the contest offers a rare opportunity for realtime,
cross-national comparison. At the same time, these elections
retain their well-established “secondorder” character: the ex-
pected electoral return on largescale campaign expenditures is
lower than in national races, giving parties weaker incentives to
invest heavily in communication and encouraging them instead
to highlight domestically salient issues for an electorate only
loosely attuned to European affairs. Yet the increasing promi-
nence of European institutions in domestic political agendas
and public debate is recalibrating this second order dynamic,
transforming the EP contest into a strategic stage for national
parties. Within this evolving context, social media platforms
provide a cost-efficient means of deploying tailored, data-driven
communication campaigns that can secure broad voter reach
and thereby enhance persuasive impact.

Against this backdrop, we expect that stricter national regu-
lations will reduce the overall volume of political advertising
on Facebook. The extent of this contraction, however, should
vary with parties’ adaptive capacity—understood here as their
platform-specific digital competence and ability to navigate reg-
ulatory constraints. Parties with well-established digital hab-
its on Facebook, capable of engaging broad audiences through
tailored content strategies and diversified engagement mech-
anisms, will be better equipped to sustain advertising activity
despite tighter rules. Accordingly, while all parties should expe-
rience a decline in Facebook ads volumes under stricter regula-
tions, right-wing populist parties—owing to their demonstrated
digital agility and strategic acumen in exploiting these platform
tools—are expected to maintain comparatively higher levels of
advertising on the platform.

4 | Methods

To address our research questions, data were gathered from
several sources. First, all paid content published by major po-
litical parties and their leaders during the 2024 European
Parliamentary election campaign was collected through the
Meta Ads Library archive. The monitored period spanned from
20 April 2024 to 9 June 2024, resulting in the collection of 21,300
online political advertisements. Accounts were selected based
on political parties' performance in the 2019 European elections,
with a minimum threshold of 5% of votes to ensure consistency
across parties and contexts. Data were gathered for 178 party
leaders and 150 political parties.*

The focus on Meta's platforms, specifically Facebook and
Instagram, was motivated by both data availability and rep-
resentativeness. Facebook and Instagram remain the most
widely used social media platforms across the EU (Newman
et al. 2024). The Meta Ads Library provides detailed access to
paid media activities, including spending and content reach met-
rics, which have been available since 2018. Meta Ads Library's
data were instrumental in constructing a comprehensive rep-
resentation of paid media activity by major European political
actors, providing detailed information regarding spending and
impressions for each piece of paid content. Since the Ads Library
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reports expenditure and impressions in categorical ranges, we
adopted an approach used in prior studies (e.g., Kruschinski and
Bene 2022), calculating the midpoint between the upper and
lower bounds of each range to approximate continuous values
for both expenditure and impressions.

Beyond Meta’s ads metrics, we also account for each party's ideo-
logical orientation, with a particular focus on populist variants.
Far from a monolithic phenomenon, populism encompasses
diverse ideological strands—each with distinct implications
for democratic governance. Left-wing variants emphasize eco-
nomic equality and social justice, often strengthening horizon-
tal citizen engagement through direct-democracy mechanisms,
whereas right-wing counterparts foreground nationalism and
cultural conservatism, posing acute risks to liberal institutions
by eroding checks and balances, curbing media freedom, and
marginalizing minorities (Pappas 2019). To capture these nu-
ances, we utilized Zulianello's (2020) framework, which not
only maps parties' ideological positions but also identifies “va-
lence populists”—those whose appeal rests on non-positional is-
sues such as corruption and anti-establishment rhetoric. Based
on this framework, we created a categorical variable: 0=non-
populist, 1=Ileft-wing populist, 2=right-wing populist, and
3 =valence populist.

Contextual dimensions were measured drawing on multiple
institutional sources, thereby ensuring full cross-national com-
parability. Firstly, the International IDEA Political Finance
Database (2024) provided primary data on advertising spending
constraints. Specifically, we constructed a dichotomous variable
where 1 signifies the presence of national spending caps on on-
line political advertising during electoral campaigns, and 0 in-
dicates the absence of such limitations. Secondly, data from the
European Commission (2021) served to build the variable related
to the country-specific legal status of online political advertise-
ments, categorized as (a) fully allowed, (b) partially allowed, and
(c) forbidden, as well as a dichotomous variable indicating the
presence (1) or absence (0) of transparency requirements for the
ads. Thirdly, election-related reports from the OSCE's Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODHIR) were uti-
lized to revise information on transparency and the legal status
of advertisements, ensuring the most up-to-date European reg-
ulatory framework (see Appendix 2 for further details). These
reports are also used by International IDEA to update their own
report on this particular topic (e.g., International IDEA 2023).
Lastly, we incorporate the Perceptions of Electoral Integrity
Project's broadcast-access index—rated from 1 (most unfair)
to 5 (most fair)—to quantify each country's degree of equitable
access to political airtime and advertising.> The dataset also in-
cluded a dichotomous variable distinguishing between political
parties (scored 1) and party leaders (scored 0) for social media
accounts. Statistical descriptions for all variables are provided
in Appendix 1 (Table Al).

We adopted a three-step analytical strategy. First, we performed
a bivariate descriptive analysis to map national regulatory re-
gimes—distinguishing both parties and their leaders—and
to compare advertising expenditures and impression counts
by populist orientation. Second, leveraging the Perceptions of
Electoral Integrity Project’s broadcast-access index, we contex-
tualized these patterns within each country's level of equitable

media access. Third, we estimated a two-level multilevel model:
parties (level 1) nested within countries (level 2). Our dependent
variable was mean ad spending per party; key predictors com-
prised party-level populist orientation and country-level regu-
latory strictness—operationalized via permissibility regimes,
transparency mandates, and spending ceilings on online polit-
ical advertising—as well as the electoral integrity score.

5 | Analyses

Table 2 summarizes social media advertising activities of political
parties and their leaders during the 2024 European Parliamentary
election campaign. The data shows that political parties had a
significantly greater presence in digital advertising compared to
individual leaders. Specifically, parties launched a total of 17,279
ads, whereas leaders were responsible for just 4056 ads.

This disparity in ad volume, however, does not imply a weaker
advertising strategy by leaders. Despite their smaller volume,
political leaders adopted a distinct strategy involving higher
per-advertisement expenditures. Leaders invested an average
of €23,295.88 per ad, notably surpassing the €18,355.80 average
spent by political parties. This elevated investment produced
substantial results, as it translated into a substantially broader
audience reach. On average, leader ads garnered 97,645.95 im-
pressions, a figure that significantly surpassed the 74,897.20 im-
pressions achieved by party-sponsored ads.

These findings reveal a more layered dynamic than standard
personalization theories suggest (Pedersen and Rahat 2021;
Metz et al. 2020) or research on social media has underlined
in this respect (Larsson et al. 2024). Indeed, while impression
data remain consistent with the notion that social platforms
can deepen voter engagement, the sheer volume of party-level
advertising underscores the pivotal role of divergent campaign
incentives in the “second-order” European Parliament context
(Hix and Marsh 2011; Braun and Popa 2018). Parties—respon-
sible for multiple candidates and aiming to maximize collective
visibility—pursue sustained, cost-efficient ad campaigns. By
contrast, party leaders, whose electoral success depends less on
broad outreach, concentrate efforts on selective, high-impact
messages. Such strategic differentiation reflects how institu-
tional and electoral structures shape digital campaigning in su-
pranational contests.

Analysisat the countrylevel revealssignificantdisparitiesin both
spending and audience reach. Hungary and Sweden emerged
as notable outliers, with particularly high per-advertisement
expenditures. In Hungary, average spending per ad was excep-
tionally high: political parties spent €166,840.20 per ad, while
leaders invested even more at €182,027.20 per ad—far exceeding
expenditures in other EU member states. This substantial finan-
cial commitment is correlated with correspondingly high aver-
age impressions. Sweden also exhibited high advertising costs,
particularly for leader ads, which averaged €5891.20, making it
the second-highest investment by leaders among all the coun-
tries analyzed. In contrast, Bulgaria and Latvia demonstrate a
more conservative digital advertising strategy by political par-
ties, with average expenditures of €131.90 and €84.80 per ad,
respectively. A similarly restrained approach is observed among

Global Policy, 2025

85UB01 SUOWIWOD SAIIERID (dedl|dde ayy Aq peusenob afe sepie YO ‘s Jo SNl 1oy Afeiq18UlUO A8]IA UO (SUONIPUOD-PUE-SWLB)W0D" A8 1M AReg Ul UO//:SdNy) SUOIPUOD pue SWd | 81 88S *[9202/20/0T] Uo ARigiTaulju AB|iMm ‘outio ] 1 eIsieAlun A 08002 6685-85.T/TTTT OT/I0P/WO00 A8 | Ake.d1jpuluo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘6685852T



TABLE 2 | Online political advertising: spending and impressions.

Political parties

Political leaders

Average Average Average Average
Number spending per impressions Number spending per impressions
of ads single ad (€) per single ad of ads single Ad (€) per single ad

Austria 898 186.0 47,230.0 462 173.3 35,020.1
Belgium 3260 415.4 80,646.9 1046 626.5 86,867.5
Bulgaria 17 131.9 77,528.9 34 84.0 47,844.3
Croatia 202 115.3 64,719.8 136 201.4 86,825.4
Cyprus 170 87.7 44,717.2 31 65.6 31,660.8
Czechia 522 2580.5 52,944.9 175 3750.4 71,702.4
Denmark 1489 1042.3 25,988.4 185 777.9 12,675.2
Estonia 225 330.6 86,617.3 73 129.8 54,591.1
Finland 539 221.6 33,997.7 94 54.8 5403.8
France 5 49.5 6699.5
Germany 1920 385.0 67,746.7 7 49.5 13,070.9
Greece 101 1030.7 382,945.1 204 322.0 172,791.6
Hungary 1830 166,840.2 96,012.6 499 182,027.2 136,989.5
Ireland 1546 124.9 34,136.0 67 77.9 19,715.9
Italy 393 1043.5 300,625.5 165 900.1 327,926.9
Latvia 295 84.8 28,284.3 33 55.6 13,605.6
Lithuania 302 147.7 60,098.8 15 85.2 31,749.5
Luxembourg 253 235.6 52,916.2
Malta 80 315.8 81,337.0 77 237.8 60,038.5
Netherlands 318 415.9 74,570.3 34 234.8 29,470.1
Poland 128 3748.3 439,757.4 21 1047.1 99,713.8
Portugal
Romania 521 723.1 62,499.5 556 1363.2 136,920.4
Slovakia 597 142.1 41,276.7 76 153.4 53,295.6
Slovenia 289 83.1 18,902.6 3 182.8 62,499.5
Spain 329 529.9 284,894.7 16 562.0 153,155.8
Sweden 1055 4081.3 61,138.4 42 5891.2 97,047.1
Total 17,279 18,355.8 74,897.2 4056 23,295.88 97,645.95

Note: . =no ad
Source: Meta ADS Library.

political leaders in France and Germany. In France, leader ads
averaged just €49.50, reaching a modest 6699.50 impressions.
German leaders also exhibited minimal spending, reflecting a
selective and financially conservative digital presence.

Distinct trends in audience reach were also evident, especially
in countries with exceptionally high average impressions per ad.
Greece and Italy stood out in this respect, showing remarkable
impression rates. Greek political parties achieved an average
of 382,945 impressions per ad, representing the highest reach

observed. Similarly, ads by Italian political leaders garnered an
average of 327,927 impressions, suggesting high audience engage-
ment. These figures are consistent with data that indicate a high
penetration of social media and significant reliance on these plat-
forms by political actors in these countries (Newman et al. 2024).

Table 3 presents a preliminary examination of the differences
in social media advertising between populist and non-populist
parties, taking into account the ideological distinctions
among populist parties (Zulianello 2020). The findings clearly
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TABLE 3 | Populism and online political advertising: spending and impressions.

Political party

Party leader

Average spending

impressions

Average Average

Average spending impressions

per single ad (€) per single ad per single ad (€) per single ad
Non-populist 2375 69,991 4445 86,666
Left-wing populist parties 189 47,277 422 115,250
Right-wing populist parties 128,611 115,683 89,064 109,787
Valence populist parties 198 40,992 3651 307,733

Source: Meta ADS Library.

indicate that non-populist parties allocate an average of €2375
per ad, achieving 69,991 impressions, while their leaders invest
slightly more at €4445 per ad, reaching 86,666 impressions. In
contrast, the strategies of populist parties vary significantly
depending on their ideological orientation, resulting in greater
variability in both expenditure and reach. Left-wing populist
parties and their leaders pursue a notably low-cost strategy.
On average, left-wing populist parties spend €189 per ad,
achieving 47,277 impressions, while their leaders spend €422
per ad, achieving a reach of 115,250 impressions—one of the
highest reach figures among leader groups. Conversely, right-
wing populist parties employ a high-investment strategy, with
average spending of €128,611 per ad and an associated reach
of 115,683 impressions. Leaders within these parties also
demonstrate a high-investment approach, with expenditures
averaging €89,064 per ad and reaching 109,787 impressions.
Valence populist parties, meanwhile, exhibit a distinctive
pattern: the parties themselves maintain low expenditure lev-
els, averaging €198 per ad with 40,992 impressions, whereas
their leaders adopt a contrasting strategy, spending €3651
per ad and reaching an exceptionally high average of 307,733
impressions.

The results in Table 4 present a series of multilevel regression
models designed to examine the factors influencing average
advertising expenditure. Each model incrementally incorpo-
rates specific predictors, culminating in a comprehensive model
that includes all variables. The null model provides a baseline
estimate for average advertising spending, with an intercept of
€7491 (SE =6752.4). The second model introduces variables per-
taining to political parties and social media account types. In
this context, right-wing populist parties emerge as a significant
predictor, indicating that these parties allocate substantially
greater resources to advertising compared to non-populist par-
ties. In contrast, coefficients associated with left-wing populist
and valence populist parties suggest that their advertising ex-
penditures do not significantly differ from those of non-populist
parties. Furthermore, the distinction between party leaders and
political party accounts does not yield statistically significant
results. The third model investigates the impact of national reg-
ulations on political significant positive effect, full allowance
reveals a non-significant negative effect. The only statistically
significant predictor in this model is the presence of restric-
tions on online political advertising, which exhibits a positive
effect, implying that in countries with such restrictions, parties
may approach digital advertisement strategically, concentrating

their digital efforts within the allowable legal frame. The fourth
model accounts for fair access to media and advertising, reveal-
ing a significant negative effect on advertising expenditures.
This outcome supports the notion that, in contexts where fair
access is enforced, average advertising spending is substantially
reduced—Ilikely due to regulations that promote more equitable
media representation, thereby decreasing the necessity for high
expenditure to maintain visibility.

The full model, integrating all predictors simultaneously, deliv-
ers the clearest insight into how these factors jointly shape ad-
vertising expenditure. Right-wing populist parties continue to
demonstrate a pronounced and significant increase in advertis-
ing expenditure, underscoring their unusually high investment
relative to non-populist groups. Equally noteworthy is the en-
during negative impact of fair media access, which once again
confirms that equitable coverage curtails the need for heavy
spending. By contrast, while spending limits on online adver-
tising still show a positive coefficient in the full model, this as-
sociation no longer reaches statistical significance. Regarding
random effects, the variance associated with country identity
diminishes, suggesting that the explanatory variables account
for a substantial portion of the variability initially attributed to
country-specific differences. Moreover, the residual variance re-
mains relatively consistent across the models, indicating that,
although the predictors explain some of the variance, a portion
remains unaccounted for. Additionally, the model's explanatory
power improves notably across specifications, with marginal R?
rising from 0 to 0.169 and conditional R? climbing from 0.144
to 0.218, underscoring the cumulative impact of the added
predictors.

6 | Discussion

The advent of the platform society has profoundly altered the
repertoire of mobilization strategies available to political actors,
compelling a transition from conventional campaign methods
to data-driven, targeted online advertising—currently unparal-
leled in terms of efficiency and audience reach. In light of con-
troversies such as the Cambridge Analytica affair, both scholarly
and policy debates have emphasized the attendant risks these
practices pose to democratic processes and electoral integrity.
Pending full enactment of the Transparency and Targeting of
Political Advertising (TTPA) regulation and the establishment
of uniform standards across EU member states, domestic legal
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TABLE 4 | Multilevel regression model.

Political Fair access
Null model parties Ads regulation to media Full model
Intercept 7491 2775.1(5908.4) -9215.4 108,385.4%** 84,573.4%**
(6752.4) (32,132.7) (24,096.4) (32,233.0)
Political party account (vs. 1397.8 (1564.4) 1558.3
leader) (1563.0)
Populist party typology (ref. cat. non populist party)
Left-wing populist parties 448.0 (3885.8) 491.4 (3881.5)
Right-wing populist parties 38,178.1%** 38,125.2%**
(2194.6) (2193.0)
Valence populist parties 7306.4 (6675.8) 7357.5 (6673.0)
Online ads regulation
Political ads partially allowed 25,752.4 1866.0
(vs. forbidden) (29,430.8) (20,528.1)
Political ads fully allowed -4861.2 —19,433.8
(vs. forbidden) (28,120.2) (19,664.1)
Legal transparency rules 2610.6 (18,550.2) 4719.4
(yes) (12,099.6)
Limits for online political ads 28,615.5* 13,669.9
(yes) (14,762.7) (10,337.6)
Equitable access to political airtime and advertising (ref. cat. most unfair)
Fair access —28,787.6%** —22,415.4%**
(6721.4) (5817.9)
Var. country intercept 3.38e+04 2.87e+04 (NA) 3.18e+04 (NA) 2.57e+04 (NA) 2.04e+04
(NA) (NA)
Var. residual 8.23e+04 8.18¢+04 (NA)  8.23e+04 (NA) 8.23e+04 (NA) 8.18e+04
(NA) (NA)
R? marginal 0 0.023 0.038 0.099 0.169
R? conditional 0.144 0.13 0.163 0.179 0.218
Log-likelihood —271,358.37 —271,171.92 —271,312.3 —271,341.64 —271,110.92
N 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300

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

regimes continue to constitute the primary bulwark against ex-
ternal interference and the potential degradation of democratic
norms. This exploratory study investigates the incorporation of
online political advertising into European parties' communica-
tion strategies across diverse regulatory contexts and examines
how advertising practices vary as a function of national regu-
latory stringency, party ideology, and the degree of equitable
media access.

Our analyses demonstrate that both party ideological stance and
equitable-access regulations exert significant effects on mean ad-
vertising expenditure. In particular, right-wing populist parties
allocate markedly greater resources to social media campaigns,
reflecting their strategic reliance on unmediated digital chan-
nels to mobilize supporters and amplify their message. This pat-
tern accords with existing studies of populist actors’ exploitation

of digital platforms to bypass traditional media gatekeepers,
especially under regulatory regimes that are permissive, easily
circumvented, or subject to manipulation. The cases of Sweden
and Hungary exemplify this dynamic: in each instance, the
confluence of comparatively weak or malleable regulations and
populist party characteristics gave rise to elevated advertising
outlays on less regulated online channels.

The impact of regulatory strictness on online advertising expendi-
ture proves more nuanced than anticipated. Stringent regulations
exert no significant downward pressure on spending; indeed,
in an earlier specification—before accounting for party-level
variables—tighter rules are marginally associated with higher
expenditures. This counterintuitive result suggests that, under
strict content or spending constraints, parties may escalate their
ad investments—either to refine targeting tactics or to amplify
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visibility—in order to mitigate perceived regulatory disadvan-
tages. Such behavior is especially pronounced in jurisdictions
with weak enforcement or exploitable loopholes. Conversely, ro-
bust provisions for equitable media access coincide with signifi-
cantly lower advertising outlays. When parties are assured fair,
nondiscriminatory coverage, the imperative to purchase paid ex-
posure diminishes, alleviating financial pressures and fostering
a more level competitive field. Ireland exemplifies this dynamic:
its combination of rigorous regulation and comprehensive media-
access guarantees corresponds with markedly reduced campaign
ad spending, indicating that equitable coverage can substitute
for—and indeed supplant—the need for costly paid promotions.

These mixed findings underscore that regulatory interventions
canyield unintended consequences; strict rules may prompt par-
ties to increase ad spending to compensate for restricted media
access. Crucially, however, analyses reveal that fair-access pro-
visions consistently suppress advertising outlays, affirming that
policies fostering equitable media representation reduce the
necessity for costly paid campaigns. From a policy perspective,
these results suggest that effective frameworks should combine
spending limits and transparency mandates with enforceable
guarantees of fair media access, thereby leveling the playing
field for all political actors, irrespective of financial resources.

This study is subject to several limitations. Its exploratory design
and focus on the 2024 European Parliament elections may con-
strain the generalizability of our findings to other electoral con-
texts at the domestic level. Moreover, the regulatory and political
conditions examined here are specific to this particular election,
and their effects may evolve over time or differ in national con-
tests. Future research should assess the longitudinal stability of
these patterns across successive election cycles and investigate
whether similar dynamics hold in individual national elections.

This study's exclusive reliance on the Meta Ads Library con-
stitutes an additional limitation. Although it provides robust
coverage of Facebook and Instagram campaigns, it does not en-
compass the full spectrum of online political advertising, each
platform exhibiting distinct user demographics, ad policies, and
targeting functionalities. Emerging venues such as X (formerly
Twitter) and TikTok—integral to Trump-style communication
in the 2024 U.S. elections and extensively adopted by right-wing
populists in France's 2022 contest—may amplify patterns of
ideologically driven outreach beyond what our Meta-based anal-
ysis captures. Future research should therefore extend this in-
quiry to encompass these and other platforms, thereby yielding
a more comprehensive account of digital campaign strategies.

This study advances our understanding of EU political ad-
vertising by illustrating how party-level traits and national
regulatory regimes jointly configure the digital campaign-
ing terrain. Our results document systematic variations in
advertising strategies across divergent legal contexts, lend-
ing empirical weight to theoretical accounts of the interplay
among populism, regulation, and online political engagement.
Importantly, these findings bear on the design of policy inter-
ventions: while stringent rules alone may fail to curb digital
campaigning excesses, their combination with enforceable
guarantees of fair media access significantly restrains paid
media competition. In doing so, our analysis underscores the

need for multifaceted regulatory frameworks that address
both external threats—such as foreign interference—and
the internal erosions of democratic norms that can arise even
within established democracies.

Acknowledgments

This article is based on work presented at the Symposium “CTRL +
Power: The (Geo) politics of Digital Authoritarianism”, jointly organized
by LSE Ideas, T.wai—Torino World Affairs Institute, and the University
of Turin, with the financial support of Fondazione Compagnia di San
Paolo. The authors thank all participants and especially the organiz-
ers, Chris Alden and Stefano Ruzza, for their comments. Open access
publishing facilitated by Universita degli Studi di Torino, as part of the
Wiley - CRUI-CARE agreement.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Endnotes

1See here for more detail: https://about.fb.com/news/2021/02/reduc
ing-political-content-in-news-feed/.

2This comparative reconstruction is based on institutional sources
that offer detailed mappings and analyses (such as the European
Commission, International IDEA, and OSCE/ODIHR), ensuring a re-
liable and effective cross-country comparison. The methodology un-
derpinning this regulatory overview is detailed in full in Appendix 2.

31t is worth noting that while some countries are categorized as hav-
ing a “forbidden” status (e.g., Czechia and France), this label reflects
general restrictions applied during specific campaign periods or to
specific media. For example, in Czechia, online political advertising is
permitted on websites and digital press, whereas social media adver-
tising remains ambiguously regulated (European Commission 2021,
109). In France, the ban is more extensive but does not always preclude
minimal or residual digital spending.

4A full detail of political parties categorization is provided in Appendix
3 (Table A2).
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Appendix 1

TABLE Al | Descriptives.

Variable Source Obs Mean Std. dev. Min Max
Spending average Meta Ads Library 19,288 97,809 49.5 100,000
Impressions average Meta Ads Library 21,300 79,192.72 167,075.8 499.5 1,000,000
Party vs. leader account Meta Ads Library 21,300 0.720319 0.448847 0 1
Type of populist party Zulianello (2020) 21,300  0.507263 0.901281 0 3
Political advertising regulation EU Commission (2021), OSCE (2024) 21,300 1.394507 0.659549 0 2
Rules on transparency EU Commission (2021), OSCE (2024) 21,300 0.793955 0.404467 0 1
Limits on spending for online advertising IDEA (2024), OSCE (2024) 21,300 0.538873 0.4796743 0 1
Fair access to media environment Garnett et al. (2024) 21,300 3.347123 0.9183819 1 4.25

Appendix 2

This study offers an original contribution, as no comprehensive index
on the subject currently exists. Due to this lack of systematic coverage,
multiple primary sources were used to reconstruct national regulations
on online political advertising. In addition to selected secondary litera-
ture, three key primary sources were consulted:

The 2021 European Commission Impact Assessment

The 2021 European Commission impact assessment, published along-
side the legislative proposal on political advertising transparency,
identifies cross-national variation in regulatory permissiveness and
transparency rules as key issues. It is included as a source for the index
as it provides an institutional and comparative overview of these two
key aspects across Member States.

Contribution to

Source name the index Url

European Online Political https://eur-lex.europa.
Commission Advertising Rules eu/legal-content/EN/
Impact (1st dimension); TXT/?uri=CELEX%
Assessment Transparency rules 3A520215C0355
(2021) (2nd dimension)

The International IDEA Financial Database

The International IDEA Political Finance Database is a comparative
dataset on political finance regulations. To the authors' knowledge, this
represents the only dataset that captures the existence of rules on online
political advertising expenditure, allowing for cross-country compari-
son on online spending limitations.

Contribution to the
Source name index Url

International Online Spending https://www.idea.int/

IDEA Political Limitation Rules (3rd data-tools/data/polit
Finance dimension) ical-finance-database
Database
(2023)

OSCE/ODIHR Reports

While the sources mentioned above were central in constructing an ini-
tial overview of the regulatory landscape of online political advertising

across EU Member States, they were not temporally aligned—neither
with each other nor with the actual state of national legislation at the
time of the 2024 European elections. The European Commission's im-
pact assessment dates back to 2021; whereas the most recent update to
the International IDEA database is from 2023.

To ensure temporal consistency and accuracy, election observation re-
ports from the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human
Rights (ODIHR) were used to update and verify the dataset. These re-
ports provide detailed, country-level assessments of legal frameworks
governing political advertising and campaign finance, including recent
reforms and implementation issues. They were also used as primary
sources in the Commission's 2021 impact assessment, further validating
their reliability for comparative analysis.

Below is a list of elections not covered by the primary sources above,
along with the corresponding ODIHR report used to update the data.

Election date Country Source
9 June 2024 EU Election https://www.osce.org/odihr/
elections/eu/570492

9 June 2024 Belgium https://www.osce.org/odihr/
elections/belgium/569376

10 March 2024 Portugal https://www.osce.org/odihr/
elections/portugal/562773

22 November Netherlands https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2023 elections/netherlands/557586

15 October Poland https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2023 elections/poland/548257

8 October 2023 Luxembourg https://www.osce.org/odihr/

elections/luxembourg/547520

30 September Slovakia https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2023 elections/slovakia/564185

23 July 2023 Spain https://www.osce.org/odihr/

elections/spain/547184
21 May 2023 Greece https://www.osce.org/odihr/
elections/542358

2 April 2023 Finland https://www.osce.org/odihr/
elections/finland/539006

5March 2023 Estonia https://www.osce.org/odihr/

elections/estonia/537589
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https://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/finland/539006
https://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/estonia/537589
https://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/estonia/537589

Election date Country Source

5 February Cyprus https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2023 elections/cyprus/535269

13-14 January Czech https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2023 Republic elections/czech-republic/
534254

1 November Denmark https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2022 elections/denmark/529506

1 October 2022 Latvia https://www.osce.org/odihr/

elections/523473

25 September Italy https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2022 elections/italy/524559

11 September Sweden https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2022 elections/sweden/523500

24 April 2022 Slovenia https://www.osce.org/odihr/

elections/slovenia/514075
3 April 2022 Hungary https://www.osce.org/odihr/
elections/511429
26 March 2022 Malta https://www.osce.org/odihr/
elections/malta/513907

8-9 October Czech https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2021 Republic elections/czech-republic/
495787

26 September Germany https://www.osce.org/odihr/

2021

elections/germany/493567
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Appendix 3
TABLE A2 | Listof parties.
Country Party name Populist type Vote share in 2024 EP elections
AT Austrian People's Party Non-populist 24.52
AT Freedom Party of Austria Right-wing populist parties 25.36
AT NEOS—The New Austria Non-populist 10.14
AT Social Democratic Party of Austria Non-populist 23.22
AT The Greens—The Green Alternative Non-populist 11.08
BE Agalev—Green Non-populist 6.32
BE Confederated ecologists for the organization of original Non-populist 3.64
struggles
BE Flemish Block|Flemish Interest Right-wing populist parties 14.50
BE Flemish Christian Peoples Party|Christian Democrats & Non-populist 8.34
Flemish
BE Francophone Christian Social Party—Humanist Democratic Non-populist 5.17
Centre
BE New Flemish Alliance Non-populist 13.97
BE Party of Liberty and Progress|Flemish Liberals and Non-populist 5.76
Democrats
BE Reformist Movement Non-populist 12.62
BE Socialist Party Non-populist 7.99
BE Socialist Party [Francophone] Non-populist 7.43
BE Workers' Party of Belgium Non-populist 5.13
BG Non-populist 7.01
BG Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria Valence populist parties 23.55
BG Movement for Rights and Freedoms Non-populist 14.66
CY Democratic Party Non-populist 9.72
CYy Democratic Rally Non-populist 24.78
CYy Movement for Social Democracy EDEK Non-populist 5.07
CY National Popular Front Non-populist 11.20
CY Progressive Party of Working People Non-populist 21.50
CZ Non-populist 3.78
CZ Action of Dissatisfied Citizens 2011 Valence populist parties 26.14
CZ Civic Democratic Party Non-populist 11.14
CZ Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia Non-populist 9.56
CZ Czech Social Democratic Party Non-populist 1.86
Cz Freedom and Direct Democracy Right-wing populist parties 5.73
DE Alliance 90/Greens Non-populist 12.00
DE Alternative for Germany Right-wing populist parties 15.90
DE Christian Democratic Union Non-populist 23.70
DE Christian Social Union Non-populist 6.32
(Continues)
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TABLE A2 | (Continued)
Country Party name Populist type Vote share in 2024 EP elections
DE Free Democratic Party Non-populist 5.18
DE PDSIThe Left Non-populist 2.74
DE Social Democratic Party of Germany Non-populist 13.94
DK Conservatives Non-populist 8.84
DK Danish People's Party Right-wing populist parties 6.37
DK Danish Social Liberal Party Non-populist 7.08
DK Liberal Party Non-populist 14.72
DK Red-Green Alliance Non-populist 7.04
DK Social Democrats Non-populist 15.57
DK Socialist Peoples Party Non-populist 17.42
EE Estonian Centre Party Non-populist 12.40
EE Estonian Reform Party Non-populist 17.90
EE People’s Union of Estonia/Conservative People's Party Right-wing populist parties 14.86
EE Pro Patria and Res Publica Union Non-populist 21.51
EE Social Democratic Party[Moderates Non-populist 19.30
ES Citizens—Party of the Citizenry Non-populist 0.70
ES People's Alliance-Party Non-populist 34.20
ES Republican Left of Catalonia Non-populist 1.63
ES Spanish Socialist Workers Party Non-populist 30.20
ES Voice Right-wing populist parties 9.63
ES We Can Left-wing populist parties 3.30
FI Centre Party Non-populist 11.76
FI Democratic Union|Left Alliance Non-populist 17.32
FI Finnish Party|True Finns Right-wing populist parties 7.60
FI Green League Non-populist 11.27
FI National Coalition Party Non-populist 24.77
FI Social Democratic Party of Finland Non-populist 14.86
FI Swedish People's Party Non-populist 6.17
FR Non-populist 5.50
FR National Rally Right-wing populist parties 31.37
FR The Republic Onwards!|IRenaissance Non-populist 14.56
FR Unbowed France Left-wing populist parties 9.89
FR Union for a Popular Movement|The Republicans Non-populist 7.25
GR Coalition of the Radical Left Non-populist 14.92
GR New Democracy Non-populist 28.31
GR Panhellenic Socialist Movement Non-populist 12.79
HR Croatian Democratic Union Non-populist 35.13
HR Social Democratic Party of Croatia Non-populist 24.40
HU Democratic Coalition Non-populist 8.03
(Continues)
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TABLE A2 | (Continued)
Country Party name Populist type Vote share in 2024 EP elections
HU Fidesz—Hungarian Civic Party/Christian Democratic Right-wing populist parties 44.82
People's Party
HU Hungarian Socialist Party Non-populist 4.01
HU Jobbik Movement for a Better Hungary Right-wing populist parties 0.99
HU Momentum Movement Non-populist 3.70
1IE Fianna Fail Non-populist 20.40
1IE Fine Gael (Family of the Irish) Non-populist 20.80
1IE Green Party Non-populist 5.40
1E Labor Party Non-populist 3.40
1E Sinn Fein Left-wing populist parties 11.14
IT Brothers of Italy Right-wing populist parties 28.75
IT Democratic Party Non-populist 24.10
IT Five Star Movement Valence populist parties 9.98
1T Go Italy—The People of Freedom Right-wing populist parties 9.60
IT North League Right-wing populist parties 9.00
LT Election Action of Lithuania's Poles Non-populist 5.78
LT Homeland Union Non-populist 21.33
LT Labor Party Non-populist 1.66
LT Liberals Movement of the Republic of Lithuania Non-Populist 5.42
LT Lithuanian Centre Party Valence Populist parties 5.45
LT Lithuanian Social Democratic Party Non-populist 17.98
LU Action Committee Pensions|Alternative Democratic Reform Right-wing populist parties 11.76
Party
LU Christian Social People's Party Non-populist 22.92
LU Democratic Party Non-populist 18.29
LU Luxembourg Socialist Workers' Party Non-populist 21.72
LU The Greens Non-populist 11.76
LV Green and Farmers' Union Non-populist 2.30
LV Harmony Non-populist 7.21
LV National Alliance/For Fatherland and Freedom/LNNK Non-populist 22.32
LV Unity Non-populist 25.37
MT Malta Labor Party Non-populist 45.26
MT Nationalist Party Non-populist 42.02
NL Christian Democratic Appeal Non-populist 9.50
NL ChristianUnion Non-populist 2.89
NL Democrats 66 Non-populist 8.40
NL Forum for Democracy Right-wing populist parties 2.49
NL GreenLeft Non-populist 10.55
NL Labor Party Non-populist 10.55
NL People's Party for Freedom and Democracy Non-populist 11.30
(Continues)
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TABLE A2 | (Continued)
Country Party name Populist type Vote share in 2024 EP elections
PL Civic Platform Non-populist 37.10
PL Coalition for the Renewal of the Republic—Liberty and Hope Non-populist 12.08
PL Law and Justice Right-wing populist parties 36.20
PL Spring Non-populist 6.30
PT Non-populist 4.10
PT Bloc of the Left Non-populist 4.30
PT Democratic and Social Centre—People's Party Non-populist 4.76
PT Party for Animals and Nature Non-populist 1.24
PT Social Democratic Party Non-populist 26.30
PT Socialist Party Non-populist 32.10
PT Unified Democratic Coalition Non-populist 4.76
RO Democratic Union of Hungarians in Romania Non-populist 6.48
RO People's Movement Party Non-populist 8.71
RO Save Romania Unionl|Party of Liberty, Unity and Solidarity Non-populist 8.71
RO Social Democratic Party Non-populist 28.10
SK Christian Democratic Movement Non-populist 7.15
SK Direction—Social Democracy Non-populist 24.77
SK Freedom and Solidarity Non-populist 4.92
SK Progressive Slovakia Non-populist 42.50
SL Freedom Movement Non-populist 22.16
SL New Slovenia—Christian People's Party Non-populist 7.59
SL Slovenian Democratic Party Non-populist 30.61
SL Slovenian People’s Party Non-populist 7.21
SL United List—Social Democrats Non-populist 7.77
SW Centre Party Non-populist 7.29
SW Christian Democrats Non-populist 5.71
SW Greens Non-populist 13.85
SW Left Party (Communists) Non-populist 11.06
SW Moderate Party Non-populist 17.53
SW Social Democrats Non-populist 24.77
SW Sweden Democrats Right-wing populist parties 13.17
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