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Abstract: Accounting for variation, especially decline, in European voter turnout has drawn
considerable recent scholarly attention. Most studies stress either the role of individuals’ traits and
attitudes and/or the impact of political parties and institutional factors as the key variables. Our paper
brings an added dimension by asking whether changes in the size of national government and the EU, as
well as their perceived roles in the economic order, also affect voter turnout in European Parliament
elections. We employ a series of multivariate models analyzing aggregate data from Eurobarometer and
OECD sources. Compulsory voting, as logic may suggest and as others have found, is the single most
potent predictor of turnout. But other variables—socio-demographic, economic, attitudinal and
institutional--also matter for turnout in European Parliament elections.



The Economic Role of Government and the EU and Turnout in European Elections
Introduction

The 1999 European Parliament elections provide another opportunity to analyze several aspects
of European electoral behavior and European Union (EU) politics. Will these elections continue to be
marked by low turnout or wiil they attract greater voter participation? Has the growing importance of
the European Parliament (EP) in the life of the EU led it to be perceivgd as more important by the
citizens of EU member states? If so, will this be associated with greater turnout? Will the parties
contesting the elections be more inclined than heretofore to campaign on European policy issues, or
continue to stress domestic themes, especially treating the EP elections as referenda on the national
government of the day?

Obviously, most of these questions cannot be answered until the votes are in and opinion polls
analyzed. But past EP election results and analyses of them provide a number of benchmarks for
measuring change. A review of past results and earlier studies tells us what Has been fruitful in previous
research and should be continued in the analyses to be done for 1999, and beyond. However, such a
review done with an eye on changes in the importance of the EP, and changes in the general context of
EU politics, can point to new analytical perspectives.

We bring an added dimension to the previous analytical traditions by asking whether changes in
the size of national governments and the EU, and their perceived roles in the economic order have had an
impact on voter ;[urnout. Over the course of four EP elections the trend in the national government’s
share of GDP has been upward for most member states, despite some decline in some countries since
1989 (Goldsmith 1995). The EU’s share of GDP, although still modest, also has increased since 1979.

From a rational expectations perspective one may argue that where national government’s size (as % of



GDP) has grown, voters may conclude that more is at stake in legislative elections than formerly and
therefore be more likely to vote. In addition, where the EU’s economic impact is growing (or perceived
to be important from either a national benefit Or cost perspective) turnout in EP elections may be
expected to increase, or be higher than in countries where these conditions are not present. To test these
propositions we employ a series of multi variate models analyzing aggregate data drawn from
Eurobarometer and OECD sources.! The variables include several economic indicators and attitudes
toward the EU as well as the social background and institutional factors other analysts have deemed
relevant to the explanation of turnout in EP elections.

Literature Review

The general subject of voter turnout has attracted the interest of political scientists for many
years. A massive literature of individual country studies has been produced. Much of it is American,
sparked by the desire to explain why so many U.S. citizens do not vote (for recent examples, see Miller
and Shanks 1996, Teixeira 1992, Timpone 1998). But almost all national and sub-national election
studies pay some attention to turnout (see van der Eijk and Franklin 1996). Individual country studies
have been complemented by growing body of works comparing turnout in national elections (Crepaz
1990; Flickinger and Studlar 1992; Jackman 1987; Powell 1986; Jackman and Miller 1995; Wattenberg
1998; Blais and Dobrzynska 1998) . Analysts have discovered that phenomena believed to be unique
from the perspective of individual country studies are sometimes part of a transnational pattern or trend,
such as recent evidence of turnout decline--sometimes interpreted as a symptom of growing civic
malaise (Borg 1995; Lijphart 1997; Putnam 1995a, 1995b).

The direct elections for the European Parliament beginning in 1979 offered both a new domain

for the study of turnout and the opportunity for controlled comparison. The generally low but widely



varying levels of turnout in these elections compared to national ones pose additional puzzles, but there
is more variance to explain than often is the case in national elections. As such, these elections offer new
opportunities to test old propositions about turnout as wel] as to develop new ones. Considerable
attention has already has been given to the study of European Parliament elections (Reif and Schmitt
1980; Blumier and Fox 1982; Reif 1984; Mackie and Craig 1980; 1985; Mackie 1991, Niedermayer
1991; Schmitt and Mannheimer 1991; Cayrol 1991; Braunholtz and Atkinson 1996; Guyomarch 1995;
Smith 1995; 1996; van der Etjk and Franklin 1996; McLean et al. 1997; Marsh 1998) .

Most studies have stressed either the role of individuals’ socioeconomic traits (education, sex,
age, income, location), attitudes (general political interest, party identification, sense of civic
responsibility) and political behavior (organizational membership, discussion of politics) or the impact of
institutional factors (the mechanics of the electoral system, changes in electoral systems, patterns of
party competition, form of government, date of election). The individual and institutional approaches to
explaining turnout are sometimes linked to create instrumental explanatory factors, e. g, different groups
of voters® perceptions of the importance of a particular election. The instrumental approach is especially
important in the ongoing discussion of Euro elections as “second order”; that is elections ostensibly
about EU affairs but really about national politics (Reif and Schmitt 1980; Reif 1997; van der Eyck and
Franklin 1996; Marsh 1998, Franklin 1999) . Instrumenta] and institutional explanations have received
greater attention in recent literature compared to individual factors because, as Franklin (1996: 218)
observes, “turnout varies much more from country to country than it does between individuals” (see also

Anderson 1998a).



In terms of topics, one can divide the relevant research into general cross-national democratic
turnout studies, cross-national studies of European national elections, studies of European elections, and
single-country studies. We shall give most attention to the first three categories.

Among recent single-country studies, Miller, and Shanks (1996) emphasize generational
differences, stemming from socialization experiences, as the key to understanding turnout in the United
States since the 1950s. In another analysis of U.S. turnout, Timpone (1998) demonstrates the importance
of analytically separating the decision to register and the decision to vote, which standard models do not
do (see also Rhine 1995). He finds that the single most important factor in bringing registrants to the
polls is perceived candidate differential. Parry et al. ' s study (1992) of Great Britain shows that those
who participate believe that they often learn about politics, especially if they are also interested in
politics and discuss it. Denver and Hands (1997) employ social structure and electoral context variables
to account for differences in turnout among parliamentary constituencies in the 1997 British general
election.

As more data have become available, there have been an increasing number of cross-national
studies of democratic turnout. The pioneers in this effort, Powell (1986) and Jackman (1987) argued that
institutional and contextual factors such as compulsory voting, registration laws, the linkage of political
parties to social groups through electoral systems, nationally competitive districts, seats/votes -
disproportionality, multipartyism and unicameralism were most important. Blais and Carty (1990)
update Jackman’s study, arguing that proportional representation electoral systems are a more important
positive factor than the competitiveness of the party system, which Jackman favored (see also Katz
1997). Jackman, and Miller (1995) investigate turnout rates in 22 industrial democracies in the 1980s to

evaluate two broad arguments about turnout differences, one emphasizing long-term cultural and



historical forces, the other the role of institutions and electoral attributes. They conclude: “Rather than
reflecting cultural norms, levels of voter turnout are a function of institutional and electoral
procedures”(484). Franklin (1996), in a broad cross national survey comparing individual vs.
institutional effects on turnout, shows the latter are much more important. Most recently, Blais and
Dobrzynska (1998) in an analysis of turnout in 324 national lower house elections, 1972-1995, find that
three blocs of factors affect turnout: socioeconomic environment, institutions and party systems. A study
by the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (1997) agrees that instifutions and
party systems matter but finds little evidence socioeconomic factors do. On the subject of party systems,
Wattenberg (1998) identifies a number of factors that have weakened parties’ abilities to mobilize voters;
he argues that this weakening leads to declining turnout (see also Rosenstone and Hansen 1993).

Among European countries specifically, several turnout studies also have been done. Although
there is considerable indication that turnout has declined for various elections, including European
Parliament ones, over the past two decades (Flickinger and Studlar 1992; Borg 1995, Wattenberg 1998),
Topf (1995b) argues that turnout has been remarkably stable from the late 1940s to the late 1980s.
Furthermore, he contends that such changes in turnout as have occurred are due to demographic changes.
For instance, his data show a sharp decline in voting by the less well educated in 1992.2 More generally,
Topf (1995a) argues that age, gender and educational differences are declining as influences on political
participation. More and more people are participating in some forms of political action (although not
necessarily voting).

In another comparative study of European national elections, but only one election in each
country, Crepaz (1990) argues that institutional explanations of turnout must be coupled with variables

such as the number and type of parties, especially the growing presence of “post-materialist” parties. He



finds the degree of party polarization (Castles and Mair 1984) and compulsory voting, the only
institutional factors he considers, are not significant predictors when employed in a multivariate model
with the number and type of parties also as predictors. Curiously, he does not employ the type of
electoral system as a predictor variable. Anderson (1998a) provides useful indices of proportionality and
fragmentation of party systems, but he also finds the strongest individual effect on turnout is
participation in political discussion.

Borg (1995) looks the at impact of post-materialism and increasing secularization on turnout in
national and Euro elections, using turnout data for the first three EP elections. This study finds that post-
materialism has virtually no impact while secularization does, but it varies by country. Post-materialism
does show somewhat greater impact on turnout in Euro elections in 1989 than in 1979, based on the
hypothesis that the more internationally minded post-materialists would be more likely than materialists
to vote in Euro elections.

In comparing the 1979 and 1989 European election campéigns, Cayrol (1991) finds that media
were more inclined to treat Euro elections as second order in 1989, but attention to the 1989 campaign
was somewhat less “sexist” and biased toward the “socially advantaged” -than the 1979 campaign.
Braunholtz and Atkinson (1996) use Market and Opinion Research International (MORI) exit poll data
from a survey of London in 1994 to examine the characteristics and motivations of voters. They were
older, better educated, and more pro-European than the overall population. Seventy percent of voters
saw the campaign as being about the record of the national government rather than Europe despite a
Conservative party effort to focus the campaign on Europe, thus supporting the second order elections

argument.



Marsh (1998) finds that Euro elections are of increasing relevance for national politics,
especially in those countries where national elections lead to regular alterations in governing parties. He
sees little evidence that EU considerations per se are a significant factor in party choice at EP elections,

similar to McLean et al. (1997:18), who say “Like other analysts, we find little evidence that European
issues affected turnout or vote in the European elections.” Among these analysts are Schmitt and
Mannheimer (1991), who, in a multivariate analysis, find that “habitual voting” (see also van der
Eijk and Franklin 1996) is a better explanation of turnout than interest in, knowledge of or
attitudes toward the EC. Their analysis, however, does not include institutional or national
contextual factors.

Niedermayer (1991) maintains that turnout in European Parliament elections is to some extent
determined by the intensity of inter-party competition during the campaign. However, Smith (1996)
concludes that, with the exception of Denmark, parties have avoided European issues in EP campaigns
either because they want to concentrate on domestic matters (2™ order elections) or because they fear
internal divisions. Furthermore, EU issues tend to cut across parties rather than reinforce the traditional
lines of party competition (Niedermayer 1991.)

Van der Eijk and Franklin (1996) in a wide-ranging analysis of the 1989 and 1994 European
Parliament elections find systemic and contextual determinants of participation in European elections
more important than individual level determinants. Among the former are compulsory voting, Sunday
voting, proportionality of the party system and the relationship between the national election cycle and
the timing of European elections (see also Guyomarch 1995). Among individual level determinants, the
most important is general political interest but political orientation and finding an appealing party are

more important than socio-demographic variables. Finally, using a Eurobarometer from 1990, Anderson



(1998b) finds that the relationship between economic factors and support for European integration is
likely to be medviated by domestic political attitudes, especially satisfaction with democracy in the
respondent’s country and support for the party/coalition governing the country. Although Anderson is
not concerned with electoral turnout in this work, it suggests that economic variables may have an
indirect rather than a direct impact on turnout.?

As the preceding survey attests, a mu]_titude of variables has been found to matter in the
explanation of turnout. But there is considerable disagreement and few cases where anything
approaching the entire range of potentially important variables has been considered. Van der Eijk and
Franklin (1996) employ the most comprehensive approach in their analysis of the 1989 and 1994
European elections.

What we attempt here is an analysis of the potential impact of many of the variables identified in
the existing literature and to do so by considering them for each of the four EP elections, as well as for
all the elections combined. We are looking not only for the impact of variables in a particular election,
but equally with changes in their relative impact over time.

Models

We test four models drawn from the previous discussion of relevant literature. The models
respectively are: socio-edemographic background conditions, economic conditions, political attitudes,
and institutional factors. Our models encompass the four major explanations of aggregate voting turnout-
--attitudinal, institutional, social, and economic.* They also offer some opportunity to assess the relative
importance of national (second order) and European Union based explanations of turnout. Each model
includes a limited number of variables in order to preclude statistically overwhelming the modest

number of cases in our data base. Within each model a good case can be made for other variables. Some
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were not included because we lacked appropriate data, but each we do use is justified by the work of one
or more of the scholars cited above. Bivariate correlation tests were used to exclude other potential -
variables that were too closely related to those in our models. In every instance, the variables are
expressed in aggregate terms. The dependent variable, turnout, is measured as the proportion of the
registered electorate who appeared at the polls.> We expect economic conditions to be more important
than previously thought, but that political structure factors will dominate the overall analysis.

Each model is described briefly here.* Model I (socio-demographic background conditions)
includes education level, gross domestic product per capita, the proportion of the population living in
large urban areas, and the proportion of the work force employed in agriculture. Higher education and
affluence often have been linked to higher turnout levels, while large urban areas have been associated -
with lower turnout (Font and Viros 1995). The proportion of the work force employed in agriculture
may suggest a less developed country and hence lower turnout, but recall that agriculture has been the
most developed and expensive area of EU policy. European farmers appear to understand that Brussels
matters; this may work to increase turnout.

Model II (economic factors) includes national government’s share of GDP, the impact of the EU
budget, trade as a proportion of GDP, and the unemployment rate in the run-up to the EP elections. A
high spending national government’s programs arguably touch more people thus encouraging voter
participation. Citizens in trade-dependent economies may also have greater reason for paying attention
to EU matters; as would citizens in countries, which are either major beneficiaries of or major
contributors to the EU budget. Unemployment rates may well be the single most sensitive economic
indicator for most citizens, and as numerous studies have shown economic perceptions are an important

influence on political behavior.
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Model 11 (general political and European attitudes) encompasses- satisfaction with democracy
(national), closeness to a political party, awareness of the European Parliament, and perception of
whether the EU is a good thing. Anderson (1998a, 1998b) recently has shown that democratic
satisfaction is strongly associated with support for the EU. We assume that EU supporters also are more
likely to vote in EP elections. Similar reasoning attaches to perceiving the EU as a good thing and being
aware of the EP. Persons close to a political party are assumed to be more likely to participate in
political processes {including elections) than those who are not.

Model IV (political structure factors) includes compulsory voting, hosting a major EU
institution, a country’s length of EU membership, an election cycle measure of the time between the
European Parliament election and the next national election, and the number of political parties per
country.” Hosting a major institution, i.e., Commission, Parliament and Court of Justice, creates the
possibility of greater EU awareness as does long standing membership. Compulsory voting and the
election cycle provide different kinds of incentives to participate. The former does so because of the
potential sanction attached to non-voters, the latter because the nearer before a national election an EP
election occurs, the greater the incentives for parties to mobilize their supporters. A larger number of
effective political parties presumably mean that a voter is more often able to find one to her liking and,
therefore, be more likely to vote Crepaz 1990).

Causal Ordering and Statistical Analysis

The four major explanations of aggregate voting turnout---attitudinal, institutional, social, and
economic--will be tested through the entry of blocks of variables in a regression decomposition
technique This is a decomposition of effects in path analysis (see Alwin and Hauser 1975, for a general

review of the method and Studlar et al. 1998 for an application). By undertaking a series of regression
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equations in which each of our models is entered sequentially and their effects in terms of changes in the
coefficients for other variables are observed, an assessment of the relatvive contribution of each set of
variables can be made. However, as in all regression models, the causal ordering of the various
explanatory factors requires careful consideration because the method can be sensitive to the order in
which the variables are entered. As the most causally distant variables, the characteristics which men
and women acquire early in life, the various socio-demographic characteristics were entered
simultaneously as one block. This was done because we wanted to estimate the overall influence of these
characteristics in terms of their impact on turnout. Second, economic factors (Model II) are entered
because they are a part of the general environment. Attitudinal characteristics were entered into the
regressions next because these are orientations, which are acquired later in life and are more susceptible
to change. Finally, we include institutional factors because these are the factors, in the case of
compulsory voting and the election cycle, that immediately shape the voting act. Length of membership
and hosting a major EU institution cannot be so considered, but during an EP election campaign they are
an ongoing reminder of the EU’s existence.
Data Analysis

Our initial approach to constructing each model examined the bivariate correlation coefficients
between each of the predictors in a model and turnout in each European election beginning with 1979.
The next step was to regress all the independent variables— in a model on turnout.®*  Although we have too
many predictor variables to employ causal ordering in each election, we do use a fully-ﬂedged
decomposition model using data for the four elections combined.

(Table 1 about here)
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Table 1 allows us to see readily the relative potency of each of the models and their overall
relationship to turnout in EP elections. Neither Model I nor any of its components achieves significance
for turnout in the four EP elections taken together. Model II approaches statistical significance. One of
its components, whether a country is a net beneficiary of the EU budget, is significantly related to
turnout. Two other economic indicators, the importance of trade and government in a country’s GDP,
approach significance. Note that the inclusion of the economic variables has raised the proportion of the work force
employed in agriculture to statistical significance.

Model I1I achieves statistical significance at the .05 level. Among attitudes, added in Model II,
only satisfaction with democracy emerges as significant. Work force in agriculture and EU budget
beneficiary retain significance and are now joined by the GDP/trade indicator.

The addition of institutional factors in Model IV changes the picture substantially, as compulsory
voting becomes the factor most strongly associated with turnout. Democratic satisfaction slips out of
significance. The work force in agriculture variable disappears as do GDP/trade and budget beneficiary.
Two other institutional factors approach significance, election cycle and EU host status.

Because the influence of compulsory voting overwhelms other variables in the combined model,
we decided to test our models again excluding the compulsory voting variable. As expected, the
coefficients for Models I-1IT show little change. In the case of Model IV, the model itself again

(Table 2 about here)
achieves statistical significance, albeit with a lower R-squared. But this time four individual variables
achieve significance: share of the work force in agriculture, election cycle, hosting an EU institution, and
the number of political parties. Three others--budget beneficiary, length of country’s membership in the

EU, and whether the EU is perceived to be a good thing--approach significance. These seven include all
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four of the institutional factors in the model and one each from the socioeconomic background, economic
and attitudinal models.

A second approach to controlling for the effects of compulsory voting was to exclude the
compl;lsory voting countries from the analysis (as well as the compulsory voting variable) from Model
IV. When this is done a very different picture emerges. Economic and attitudinal variables move to the
fore in Model III. Unemployment rate and trade’s share of GDP achieve significance. Contrary to what
we expected, however, the sign for trade’s share of GDP is negative rather than positive, indicating that
the increasing importance of trade (and indirectly of the EU because of its role in trade policy) has not
been associated with increased turnout in most countries.

(Table 3 about here)

The results clearly differ from the first two analyses. As before, Models [ and II have no
significant relationships. But now neither does Model IV. When the compulsory voting countries are
not present, none of the other institutional factors are significant, and the power that Model IV exhibited
in the first two analyses disappears. Model III, on the other hand, achieves its greatest importance. Not
only is the overall model significant, five of its components are significantly related to turnout at the .05
level and two others approach significance. The significant variables include two attitudinal variables
(satisfaction with democracy and the perception that uniting Europe is a good thing), two economic
variables (trade and unemployment), and one socio-demographic indicator (the proportion of the
population living in urban areas). Those approaching significance include a socio-demographic indicator
(agworker) and an attitudinal one (awareness of the EP). Being satisfied with democracy in one’s éwn
country and perceiving European unification as good are traits possessed by EP voters as are living.in a

country with higher than average unemployment. As in our second analysis, trade as a share of GDP is
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inversely related to national turnout levels. The greatest surprise in this analysis is the positive
relationship between living in urban areas and turnout. The literature led us to expect an inverse
relationship. But our result may be due to measurement error because our indicator was the proportion
of the population living in the largest one-third of communities. This may not be sufficiently sensitive to
capture the effects of living in Europe’s largest cities.

All three analyses appear to do a reasonably satisfactory job of explaining variations in turnout
when all four EP elections are pooled, but has the importance of variables in the models changed over
time? The answer ts difficult to determine because the number of cases per election (10 or 12) is
insufficient to permit tests of the full model. When each component is tested separately, the institutional
factors model emerges as the most robust. It achieves significance in the 1994 election while none of the
others do for any election. Only compulsory vote emerges as a significant individual factor, then only in
1989 and 1994.

Discussion

As we anticipated, institutional factors have emerged as important, leading the pack in two of our
three analyses. In the first analysis, this is due primarily to the power of the compulsory voting variable.
Yet its power may be simply a reflection of the general decline in turnout in European elections. Some
have argued that turnout decline has been a function of the addition of new members, but of the “original
six” three had compulsory voting while only one of the six newer members (Greece) does s0.° On the
evidence of their first EP elections, the most recent tranche of members--Austria, Finland and
Sweden—may continue the pattern of newer members having lower turnouts. Closer analysis of turnout
over the course of all the EP elections indicates a variety of national patterns. As expected, the countries

with compulsory voting have held steady (though in Italy, a marginal case of compulsory voting, turnout
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(Table 4 about here)
has declined). Three, Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands, have experienced volatility but no clear
trend. Four others, France, Germany, Portugal and Spain have declined. Only Britain has shown some
increase in turnout, admittedly small. These varied national patterns indicate that we may have profited
from including country dummies in our analysis. A preliminary look at this, excluding the compulsory
voting countries, finds country dummies significant for the four largest countries, but not for the smaller
four.

Whether turnout decline will be reversed in 1999 remains an important question. The fact that a
smaller proportion of members will have compulsory voting suggests that it may. Eurobarometer 49
(spring 1998) found that seventy-three percent of those surveyed planned to vote in June 1999, a figure
very comparable to those found by “election eve” Eurobarometers past.

Another important question is whether EP electioﬁs will remain primarily “second order”
elections. The factors we have found to be significantly related to turnout point in different directions.
The election cycle variable and democratic satisfaction support the primacy of national concerns. Yet
recall that satisfaction with democracy has been found to be associated with greater propensity to vote in
EP elections (Anderson 1998a, 1998b ). The EU host variable along with the near significance of length
of EU membership, being an EU budget beneficiary and having a positive attitude toward European
integration suggest that turnout could be based increasingly on European concerns. Eurobarometer 49
found that a majority of citizens in one country (the Netherlands) claimed they would cast their 1999 EP
vote primarily on the basis of European criteria; substantial minorities in several other countries made
this claim. Only a careful analysis of future trends in these variables and in their relationship to turnout

will permit a definitive judgement of whether the second order quality of EP elections persists.
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What of economic factors, which we expected might play a growing role? The limitations of our
data precluded us from a careful analysis of over time change in the importance of different types of
variables. The only economic factor to approach significance in Model IV was being an EU budget
beneficiary (this in the second analysis when the compulsory voting variable had been removed.)
However, when all the variables in all three analyses are considered, economic variables achieve
significance more often than those in any of the three models do. They are notably present in Mode! III
in the analysis of the eight countries, which do not have compulsory voting. If one considers that the
share of the workforce in agriculture may well have an economic component, the case for giving greater
attention to economic variables in future analyses is even stronger. Furthermore, the size of the work
force in agriculture may well be an EU rather than second order component accounting for turnout given
the EU’s primacy in agricultural policy.

Although we have not solved the riddle of accounting for variations in turnout in EU elections,
we have learned that several of the factors thought to help explain turnout do not matter here, e.g.,
education and GDP per capita. But institutions do not carry the day either. Most economic and some

attitudinal variables contribute to our understanding of turnout in European Parliament elections.



18

References

Alwin, Duane F. and Robert M. Hauser. 1975. "The Decomposition of Effects in Path Analysis."
American Sociological Review 40: 37-47.

Anderson, Christopher. 1998a. “Parties, Party Systems and Satisfaction with Democratic
Performance in the New Europe” Political Studies 46: 572-588.

. 1998b. “When in Doubt Use Proxies: Attitudes Toward Domestic Politics and
Support for European Integration” Comparative Political Studies 31: 569-601.

Blase, Andre and Agnieszka Dobrzynska. 1998. “Turnout in Electoral Democracies.” European
Journal of Political Research 33(2) 239-261.

Blais, Andre and R. K. Carty. 1990. “Does Proportional Representation Foster Voter Turnout?”
European Journal of Political Research 18: 167-181.

Blumler, Jay G. and A.D. Fox. 1982. The European Voter: Popular Responses to the First European
Community Elections. London: Policy Studies Institute.

Borg, Sami. 1995. “Electoral Participation.” in Jan W. Van Deth and Elinor Scarborough (eds),
The Impact of Values [Beliefs in Government, Volume 4] Oxford University Press.

Braunholtz, Simon and Simon Atkinson. 1996. “What Can We Learn From June 9? Voters in the
1994 European Parliament Elections” in Colin Rallings, David M. Farrell, David Denver and
David Broughton (eds) British Elections and Parties Yearbook 1995. London: Frank Cass.

Cayrol, Roland. 1991. “European Elections and the Pre-Electoral Period: Media Use and
Campaign Evaluations.” European Journal of Political Research 19: 17-29.

Castles, Francis and Peter Mair. 1984. “Left-Right Political Scales: Some ‘Expert’” Judgments.”
European Journal of Political Research 12: 73-88.

Cohen, Jacob and Patricia Cohen. 1983. Applied Mutliple Regression/Correlation Analysis for the
Behavioral Sciences. Second ed. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum and Associates.

Crepaz, Markus M. L. 1990. “The Impact of Party Polarization and Post-Materialism on Voter
Turnout: A Comparative Study of 16 Industrial Democracies.” European Journal of
Political Research 18: 183-205.

Denver, David and Gordon Hands. 1997. “Turnout.” Parliamentary Affairs 50: 720-732.

Eijk, Cees van der and Mark Franklin. 1996. Choosing Europe? The European Electorate and
National Politics in the Face of Union. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.



19

Eurobarometer 49 Report. 1998. Brussels: European Union Directorate General for Information.

Flickinger, Richard S. and Donley T. Studlar. 1992. “The Disappearing Voters? Exploring
Declining Turnout in Western European Elections.” West European Politics 15 (2): 1-16.

Font, Joan and Rosa Viros, eds. 1995. Electoral Abstention in Europe. Barcelona: Institut de
Ciencies Politiques I Socials.

Franklin, Mark. 1999. “Electoral Engineering and Cross-National Turnout Differences: What Role
for Compulsory Voting?” British Journal of Political Science 29: 205-216.

. 1996. “Electoral Participation,” in Lawrence LeDuc, Richard G. Niemi and
Pippa Norris eds. Comparing Democracies: Elections and Voting in Global Perspective.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Goldsmith, Michael. 1995. “The Growth of Government” in Ole Borre and Elinor Scarborough
(eds) The Scope of Government [Beliefs in Government, Volume 3] Oxford University

Press.

Guyomarch, Alain. 1995. “The European Elections of 1994.” West European Politics 18:1, 173-
187. :

Huseby, Beate M. 1995. “Attitudes towards the Size of Government.” in Ole Borre and Elinor
Scarborough  (eds) The Scope of Government [Beliefs in Government, Volume 3]

Oxford University Press.

International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Studies. 1997. Voter Turnout from 1945 to
1997: 4 Global Report on Political Participation. 2nd edition. Stockholm.

Jackman, Robert W. 1987. “Political Institutions and Voter Turnout in the Industrial Democracies.”
American Political Science Review 81: 405-423.

Jackman, Robert W. and Ross A. Miller. 1995. “Voter Turnout in the Industrial Democracies
During the 1980s.” Comparative Political Studies 27 467-492.

Katz, Richard S. 1997. Democracy and Elections. New York: Oxford University Press.

Lane, Jan-Erik and Svante Ersson. 1990. “Macro and Micro Understanding in Political Science: What
Explains Electoral Participation?” European Journal of Political Research 18: 457-465.

Lijphart, Arend. 1997. “Unequal Participation: Democracy’s Unresolved Dilemma.”
(Presidential Address, APSA, 1996). American Political Science Review 91: 1-14,

Mackie, Tom ed. 1991. Eurgpe Votes 3. Aldershot, England: Dartmouth.



Mackie, Tom and F.W.S. Craig. 1980. Europe Votes 1. Aldershot, England: Dartmouth

. 1985. Europe Votes 2. Aldershot, England: Dartmouth.

Marsh, Michael. 1998. “Testing the Second Order Elections Model after Four European
Elections.” British Journal of Political Science 28: 591-607.

McLean, lan, Anthony Heath and Bridget Taylor. 1997. “Were the 1994 Euro- and Local
Elections in Britain Really Second-Order? Evidence from the British Election Panel
Study” in British Elections and Parties Yearbook 1996. London: Frank Cass.

Miller, Warren E. and J. Merrill Shanks. 1996. The New American Voter. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Niedermayer, Oskar. 1991. “The 1989 European Elections: Campaigns and Results” European
Journal of Political Research 19: 3-16.

Parry, Geraint, George Moyser and Neil Day. 1992. Political Participation and Democracy in
. Britain. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Powell, G. Bingham, Jr.. 1986. “American Voter Turnout in Comparative Perspective.”
American Political Science Review. 80: 17-43.

Putnam, Robert D. 1995a. “Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital.” Journal of
Democracy 6(1): 65-78.

Putnam, Robert D. 1995b. “Tuning In, Tuning Out: The Strange Disappearance of Social Capital in
America.” PS: Political Science and Politics 28: 664-83.

Reif, Karlheinz. 1994. “National Electoral Cycles and European Elections.” Electoral Studies
3:244-255.

. 1997. “European Elections as Member State Second-Order Elections Revisited.”
European Journal of Political Research 31: 17-43.

Reif, Karlheinz and Hermann Schmitt. 1980. “Nine Second-Order National Elections: A Conceptual
Framework for the Analysis of European Election Results.” European
Journal of Political Research 8: 3-44,

Rhine, Staci L. 1995. “Registration Reform and Turnout Change in the American States.”
American Politics Quarterly 23: 409-426.

Rosenstone, Steven J., and John Mark Hansen. 1993. Mobilization, Participation, and Democracy in
America. New York: Macmillan.

20



21

Schm'itt, Hermann and Renato Mannheimer. 1991. “About Voting and Non-Voting in the
European Elections of June 1989” European Journal of Political Research 19: 31-54.

Smith, Julie. 1995. “Appendix. The 1994 European Elections: Twelve Into One Won’t Go.”
West European Politics 18: 199-217.

. 1996. “How European Are European Elections?” in John Gaffney, ed., Political
Parties and the European Union. New York: Routledge.

Studlar, Donley T., lan McAllister and Bernadette Hayes. 1998. “Explaining the Gender Gap in Voting:
A Cross-National Analysis.” Social Science Quarterly 79: 779-798.

Teixeira, Ruy. 1992. The Disappearing American Voter. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
Institution.

Timpone, Richard J. 1998. “Structure, Behavior and Voter Turnout in the United States.”
American Political Science Review 92: 145-158.

Topf, Richard. 1995a. “Beyond Electoral Participation.” in Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter
Fuchs (eds) Citizens and the State [Beliefs in Government, Volume 1] Oxford University
Press.

. 1995b. “Electoral Participation.” in Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs
(eds) Citizens and the State [Beliefs in Government, Volume 1] Oxford University Press.

Wattenberg, Martin. 1998. “The Decline of Party Mobilization.” Paper presented at the
Elections, Parties, and Public Opinion Conference of the Political Studies Association,
Manchester, England, 11-13 September.



100=dyss 10=ss S0=dy :£03]

"(S661) yrws pue

($861 ‘0861) 311D pur OB “(1661) (OB PUR S24n31.] ! (JDF(O 24 L JO SUOLIPS [ENUUE ‘[ 1910WOoIRqOINg B[] 2AlR[NWN,) Jajowoleqoing SADUNOS

9y
+%%000’
£99°L
132'%
xL09°C  T16°01
€IT-  60S
00S'T  0OSt'1
880'C +¥89
8LL1- sCI
1€ 961
cIel S6l”
6L6’ 1 [T
P06’ 70¢
10" 9IY
oLrl- el
68Y° 909°L
699
Loyl 19T
L8S- 100~
L89- 16LT
SLY - P6S
8LE 6SLYVY
=1L 'qos
Al

8T
801°-
9L1'C
161
8¢T'-

20-d88V'9
9eT
LEY
SLT

£0-d89¢°9
161
gIL¢
4¢3

06¢
y0-d1°6-
816'1-
8T
106°91
q

19POIAI

9y

+£20°
£co'vl

SOy’

EL6 e 12U
90¢” 1374 e
£0C1'C ST £es-
9l (434 00¢

08ty 089 9T

#VI1'C (444 0Ly
*LPTC- 6¥88 ov861-
IvT1- ¢8% 660'1-
Ly 601 s
L= 1007 y0-dSLT9-
LLOT  $81°C 8Tr'e
+x6£0°t  0TY $88'1
£C0- vI8'TY 65V I-
=L qes q
I PPON

o

S0

89991

8sT
89l 6£9 €501
v66'l  L61°  c6Y
991°C-  L696 S00'1C-
680°1- S08 LLY -

949 24 1449

ceL~ 1000 v0-d48°9-
80T 866t L8
*SY9C  vLY €8L°1
6vC  9199¢ 06011
=L gwes q
11 IPPON

9y
LSY
15861
£50 -
gee b
S1E- 1007
6C¢-  EOL'E
SI18 ISy
LYTT 6L6°6S
=1 qes
1 IPPON

$10121paiJ PIIIINAS PIa SUONIIY ueadoany ul Jnouan, Jo uoissai3ay :i [qeL

C

=N
onsness .
‘H4d'S
arenbg y pasnlpy
H1LOAdNOD
DNOTWAIN
SAILIVd JO N
LSOHNA
dTOAD0dT1d

HAVMAVIT
aooonnd
SILVSWAHA
JSOTOALYVd

ddDLAOD
HAVILddD
AAVIDIIINZG1LdIN
HLVYAOTINAINN

Lyl NVEINdOd
vO-d1¢- dv2dadon
L1T1- 19A971a4
1€ AAMIOMDY
68LVL (3uessuo))
Q ._ouo:umhm



9t
*+%099°8
SPL'8
6L
960°C-  8¥¥ 6¢6"-
6vL’T  99L'9 10981
*x681°C  ¥6T'1 9y
«118¢C- Tl 1L
8¢y 4% ovl-
£00C 01T oy
60¢ 681" T0-dSS8'S
9LS’1 9ce  C1¢
£9L 61 61¢
oL Ly1®  eol
0SL'1- 8809 L9SOI-
Sty 68¢" 9T~
£8v'l 96T 44
1494 100" ¥0-4S01°¥
€98- PE8T 1¥S'T-
+PCSC 16 986
0TC  09v'8F 85901
=] 'qes q
AIRPPOIN

100 =Ayxs 10=dys S0'=dy Aoy

9y or
*x686'C ¥90°C
9IS vl [80°L1
LTV 01T

£00°'1  ¥0L SOt

L1§” gt 1Tl
+8SY'T- 61T 6L6-

19C°1 10" 90¢

9¢9°1 g9 ITY 9£9°1 69 1L0°1
*VL1'C ol 0LV 9891 Lel”  tg¢
*[0E°C- 9798 pp861- +P0TC- 6166 198°1C
SLT'1- €98 o00I'Il- 968~ 918 869 -

8¢ P8¢ Lyl 0T Lyy C0-dS11°6

Ly9 1000 $O-HI¥V'9 eLy - 100" v0-3v'v-

6yl LISE  €TS L10- £69°¢ C0-d8°9-
*»S91'E L6 0681 +#588°C €89 GE6'1
9¢0- T8I'I9 06S'I- LEOT  0OPSLS  80T'E
L Qs q =1 QoS q

IIT PPOIN IT IPPOIN

‘1 8iqel se aweg SHDHANOS

9
768
0gLel

"Funoa K1os|ndwos sapnjoxa SISA[RUVY

=N
onsness
HHA'S

pS0 - asenbg y passulpy

01 vEv' T0-dLOT'6
¢LT- 1000 ¥0O-418°I-
CeC- €69°E L8
620’1 19 619’
Pel'l €60°6S TTI'89

=] 'q9'S q

1 1PPOIN

*S103121PAIJ P[RS YIIM SUOII[Y Judwielied ueadoang ul Jnowin], Jo uoissaisay :7 Iqe]

134

DNOTNANW
LSOHMN4
SHLLYVd IO N
dTOADIdTd

TIVMYdE
aoonnd
SILVSIWAd
JSOTOALYVd

ddOLAOD
AdVILIAD
AAVIDIAANIGLAN
HLVIAOTdWANN

NVEINdOd
dvOdan
TdAd1a4
AIOMODY
(ursuo)))

10321paa g



94%

100=dysx [0=dsx S0'=dy Aoy

113
16§°¢
L86°S
099
6LY (434 LeE
98 cTeE 91971
099 66¢°ST 651701
0191~ 1§48 LCT -
19¢°1- 96T 8y~
0ce’ 6¢T T
§69 ges 98¢”
€971 ILL PLE
884 bLY sol’
SSLI- TLE $S9-
866 LOL'8 £PE8
9¢¢’] 6L 8501
1 Y4 90y CIT
809 - 809~ $0-d1°'8-
119°- €£8°9 8LI'P-
o6L'l 106 €19l
0EL'601 ST86S
=1 q9s q
Al IPPOIA

0€
mAlA%
086°S
199
€es- 00T ocy-
»xxL8LV  OCl’ 9LS"
x99V 6LE Pe6’
961" 88t T0-d88<6
el LeC  €6b
xxxC0S'S-  S61° 6801-
€96 y16's  60L°S
*L9V'T 008"  TeTl
xP8CC  S6T PLY
L= 100 £0-49°1-
LLO'T  #81'E  8TP'E
L91'C SIY LOL'|
P19 1= LSL'TS L91°¢C8-
=l q9s  q
III ISPOIA

‘1 9[qel sesweg SHOUNOS

113
16y
[42 0
1ve-
£0s” §9¢ V8T
901'1- 60T 1€T -
o1t €€9'6  $90°1
609  00L  I¥b -

6LL vee 09T

928 100" vO-dETT"]
98¢ 056 OLE']
€T 001 18T1
L80" 8BV'ES  6L9Y
=] 'qoS q
IT PPOA

‘Sunoa Arospndurod yym saLunod sapnoxg .

0¢
89¢°
€TL01
060.-
866" 19T 09T
090- 100" <SO-dl'd-
979" SILT 6991
vr6™  80L 6LY
Ll LSS'ey  10S°L
=1 ‘99s  q
I PPOIA

#S10121PALJ PIIIIS Y3 SUONIIY JuduikiieJ ueddoany ul Jnoutn] Jo uoissaa39y ¢ dqel

1L

=N
onsIels J

HA'S

arenbg y pasnlpy

ONOTWHN
SAILAVd IO N
LSOHNA
dTOADDdTd

TAVMVIT
aoonnd
SILVSIWId
HS5O0TOALEVd

ddDLAOD
4dvVdLddd
AYVIDIIINTGIIN
dLVIAOTdNANI

NVaINdOd
dvVOoddn
TdAZ1IAdd
AINIOMDY
(queysuo))
10301pa1d



25

Table 4: Turnout in European Parliament Elections

Country 1979 1984 1989 1994 Mean Turnout
Belgium 91.4 92.2 90.7 90.6 91.2
Denmark 47.8 52.2 474 52.9 50.1
France 60.7 56.7 48.8 52.7 54.7
Germany 65.7 56.8 62.3 50.0 . 587
Britain 322 31.8 36.6 36.1 342
Greece 78.6 77.2 80.1 71.2 76.8
Ireland 63.6 47.6 68.3 44.0 55.9
[taly 84.9 83.4 81.4 74.8 81.1

Luxembourg 88.9 87.0 96.2 86.6 89.7

Netherlands 58.1 50.6 47.5 35.6 48.0
Portugal 72.4 51.2 35.7 53.1
Spain 68.9 54.7 59.5 61.0
Mean by 67.2 64.7 63.8 57.5 63.1

Year

Sources: Mackie (1991), Mackie and Craig (1980; 1985) and Smith (1995).
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Endnotes

1. Some analysts doubt that aggregate analyses have any value, claiming that aggregates are but
the product of many individual decisions (Lane and Ersson 1990); we have some sympathy with
this view. However, a number of variables of theoretical interest are not readily available as
individual level data. We believe that aggregate data analysis, despite its limitations, can yield
fruitful insights and point the way for future individual level analyses.

2. But this may be due to the fact that the 1992 data were drawn from a Eurobarometer rather
than a national election study.

3. Also relevant here is Huseby’s (1995) argument that “size of government, per se, matters less
[for democratic satisfaction] than whether or not people perceive government to be effective” (p.
118).

4. We considered breaking a mobilization model out of its usual location in the attitudinal and
institutional patterns of explanation on the ground that the variables included are more proximate
to the election than the other elements of the standard attitudinal and institutional models.
However, we rejected this in favor of achieving greater comparability with other studies.

5. This method of measuring turnout has its flaws owing to differences in registration practices
among countries and to variations in the age of the electoral registers. An alternative approach to
measuring turnout as a percentage of the voting age population is one that we plan to employ in a
second version of this analysis.

6. Most economic and social indicators are drawn from relevant annual editions of The OECD in
Figures. Attitudes toward politics and the EU were taken from the Eurobarometer Cumulative
File and from Eurobarometer 41. Indicators for education and urbanization also were based on
Eurobarometer data. Detailed description of each model’s components is available from the
authors.

7. Our measure of number of political parties is the number which won seats in the EP election.
Even though this measure is based on the outcomes it indicates the effective range of choices
presented to voters. The information is drawn from Mackie and Craig (1980, 1985), Mackie
(1991) and Smith (1996). '

8. Given the modest size of our data set and the rather expansive combined model, we expected--
and found--evidence of collinearity among some of our variables (Cohen and Cohen, 1983). The
three most evident cases are election cycle, number of parties and closeness to a political party.
However, a logical argument can be mounted for why these three are related, e.g., the nearer a
national election to a European election, the more people may begin to think about parties and
the choices available to them. This reasoning is compatible with the “second order” elections
argument.

9. Rules differ for each compulsory voting case. In the Greek case voters living away from their
place of registration are not expected to appear.



