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Abstract 
This essay examines to what extent institutional factors can explain the variation among 

EU-countries regarding the differences between their turnout in the 2014 European 

election and their latest national parliamentary elections. On different levels, the 

countries of the European Union tend to have smaller turnouts in the European elections 

than in their national parliamentary election. Can separate formal political institutions 

on a system level among member countries of the European Union explain the variation 

of turnout differences in elections to the European parliament and national general 

elections? 

 

Through a regression analysis the study is testing theories based on what fields that are 

investigated in related studies. Hypothesises are created from each theory to reach a 

conclusion. The result proves that only compulsory voting, by itself and interacting with 

other variables, along with the difference between the number of parties in a country’s 

representation in the European parliament and its national parliament, interacting with 

other variables, decreases this variation. All the other theories are falsified to the due to 

insignificance. It is not possible to say that institutional factors in general give an 

explanation to the variation among EU-countries regarding the differences between their 

turnout in the 2014 European election and their latest national parliamentary elections. 
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1 Introduction 
Since 1979 the citizens of the European Union have experienced the opportunity to vote 

in the European election for members of the European Parliament (MEPs). The latest 

election was held in May 2014, where 42.6 % of those who were entitled to vote 

participated (European Parliament A 2015). We understand from this turnout that more 

than half of the citizens, with the right to vote, were absent in the election. 

As a contrast to the turnout result of the 2014 election for MEPs, the member states of 

the European Union have in general greater turnout in their latest elections for national 

parliaments. For instance, in the Czech Republic and in Slovakia 40 percentage points 

more of the citizens voted in the national elections than in the 2014 European election in 

2014. Whereas countries, such as Belgium and Greece encounter only a small turnout 

difference between the 2014 European election and the countries’ elections for members 

of the national parliaments. In fact, the turnout to the 2014 European election in these 

countries was larger than the turnout to their own latest national parliamentary elections 

(European parliament B 2015; Nordsieck 2015).  

A high turnout in elections is in general a good response to a well-functioning 

democracy (SCB 2016). What we learn from the national general elections is that a 

certain amount of people are voting. However, the same amount of people does not 

seem to pay the same voting interest to the European election. 

The European parliament has a key role in the decision-making within the European 

Union as it is a part of the legislative procedure, deciding on the budget and has an 

inspective responsibility towards other institutions (Tallberg 2013: 99). Due to its direct 

democratic elections for parliamentarians, it is told to be the primer representative 

institution for citizens of the European Union (Tallberg 2013: 91).  

Since the participation in the 2014 European election had a rather low turnout in some 

countries, the European parliament is facing troubles in its representative role. There is 

a risk that the MEPs do not possess the knowledge of what the citizens desire (Rothstein 

2014: 18) or, the other way around, the citizens do not get to express what they wish 

for. Thus it is of great importance to participate in the election for the members of the 

European Parliament. Since the turnout difference between the European elections and 

the national general elections varies so much among member of the EU, there is a 

problem with an uneven legitimacy in the European parliament in comparison to the 

actual amount of people who could allow themselves to vote.  
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It is therefore plausible for us to wonder why the difference between the turnout of the 

European and national elections varies among EU-members and it composes the subject 

of this paper. Can separate formal political institutions on a system level among the 

member countries of the European Union explain the variation of turnout differences in 

elections to the European parliament and national general elections? 

This in referring to that studies on electoral turnout have mosty been based on the 

institutional approach and have concluded that the effect of institutions have an 

important influence on turnouts in elections (Blais 2010: 168-169).  

According to Vivien Lowndes (2010: 61) institutions can be explained as solid 

recurring behavioural events. An analysist of institutions would today devote him- or 

herself to understand the ‘informal conventions of the political life as well as with 

formal constitutions and organizational structures’ (Lowndes 2010: 61). The latter is 

referred to as formal institutions, as they are are associated with formal agreements and 

‘official structures of government’ (Lowndes 2010: 62). In the context of turnout, it is 

primerly the formal institutions that has been the payed attention to (Blais 2010: 168-

169) and the focus of this study will be according to this context. For example we can 

look at the age limit on voting as an institution, as it is a formal agreement. 

The concern of this study about institutional factors impacts to the 2014 European 

election can partly be seen as a complement to a previous study by Mark N Franklin. 

Franklin’s (2015) study is telling us that the decline of voting participation between the 

1979 and 1999 European elections were dependent on institutional factors. 

1.1 Related studies 
1.1.1 Mark N. Franklin – How Structural1 Factors Cause Turnout Variations at 
European Parliament Elections 

Franklin published a study in 2001, focusing on structural factors causing turnout 

decline in the European elections between 1979 and 1999. The study ‘shows […] that 

turnout decline has been built into the EC/EU enlargement process’ (Franklin 2001: 

309). It argues that there are three principal structural factors that causes this turnout 

decline. 

The first structural factor in the study deals with the proportional reduction of 

compulsory voting. Franklin (2001: 310) tells us that a third of the voting countries in 

the 1979 European election imposed its citizens with compulsory participation and 

                                                 
1 Structures will be considered to be formal institutions as long as they are formally constituted. 
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another compulsory voting country (Greece) joined and voted in 1981. According to the 

paper, compulsory voting provides, in general, 30% more to the turnout result. In the 

discussion of the paper, Franklin (2001: 320-321) concludes that the dilution of 

compulsory voting countries had an impact on turnout decline with more than 4 % 

between the years 1979 and 1999. 

The second structural factor mentioned in Franklin’s (2001: 312) paper grasps at what 

he calls the ‘First-time boost’, meaning that countries recently accessed to the EU has in 

general higher turnout in their first European election than in their second. The citizens 

senses a charm of novelty towards the first election. This causes decline as these 

countries puts up with a certain amount of votes in their first European elections 

whereas in their second election the turnout in these countries decreases (Franklin 2001: 

318). However, what is clear in the discussion of the paper is that this factor also 

reflects on the dilution of enlargement; the first-time boost gives the turnout in  

European elections a temporary boost, but since more member countries not employing 

compulsory voting had joined to the 1999 European election than there was at the one in 

1979, the effect of the first-time boost had shrunk (Franklin 2001: 321).  

As a third structural factor in his paper, Franklin (2001: 318) finds out that countries 

where the national parliamentary election was held far away in to the elections for 

MEPs caused a small decline between 1979 and 1999. He mentions this type of 

phenomenon as electoral salience (Franklin 2001: 312) and later on he discusses it as 

something that does not need to cause decline. In fact, depending on how close in time 

the national elections are held from European elections, the Electoral Salience can also 

trigger a boost. The closer in time the European election is held to the national general 

election, the greater the turnout will be in the European election (Franklin 2001: 321). 

The findings from Franklin’s study this study displays what structural factors causes the 

decline of voter turnout to the European parliamentary election. Yet, these factors will 

serve as theoretical framework as they still have an impact on voter turnout, moreover 

they are tested against the European elections.  

On the other hand, it is questionable if the structural, or institutional, factors in 

Franklins study are enough to explain to what extent institutional factors explain the 

variation of voter turnout between the European election and the national parliamentary 

elections among EU-countries. After all, he does not justify why it is just these factors 

that are causing decline between 1979 and 1999. 
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1.1.2 Robert W. Jackman – Political Institutions and Voter Turnout in the 
Industrial Democracies 

An article by Jackman (1987: 416), based on 19 countries in the period of 1960 to 1970 

and the period of 1970 to 1980, determines that laws on voting and institutions affects 

turnouts in elections.  

He concludes in a comparison between New Zealand and Australia, which have a 

similar culture when it comes to institutions with some exceptions, pointing on 

compulsory voting which will foster a higher turnout result. This displayed from the 

fact that Australia imposes its citizens to vote whereas New Zealand does not (Jackman 

1987: 417).  

One legislative institution rather than two proves increase the turnout in elections. This 

on the basis that two legislative bodies, as in bicameralism, give incentives to 

compromise and competitiveness; the lower house is given less power than in a system 

implementing unicameralism and a lower turnout would be expected (Jackman 1987: 

408). New Zealand applies unicameralism, which according to Jackman’s study should 

increase turnout in elections compared to Australia (Jackman 1987: 416). 

An additional factor that may cause an impact on voter turnout is what he calls 

nationally competitive districts. Jackman (1987: 407) cites Powell (1986) when 

explaining this factor in an institutional concept: ‘proportional representation from the 

nation as a whole or from large districts, parties have an incentive to mobilize 

everywhere. With single-member districts, some areas may be written off as hopeless’ 

and would diminish turnout in districts where one party is prominent. 

‘Most electoral systems produce a degree of disproportionality in favour of the largest 

parties, but some systems generate a good deal more than others’ (Jackman 1987: 407). 

Jackman states in his article that more votes has to be achieved by small parties to 

receive an equal legislative representation to large parties in systems disproportionality. 

A high rate of disproportionality will discourage citizens who supports small parties 

from voting, thus there is a risk where their participation will be in vain (Jackman 1987: 

408). In his conclusion, Jackman proves electoral disproportionality to be one of the 

explanatory elements to the absence of votes among the 19 examined countries between 

1960 and 1970 (Jackman 1987: 416).  

According to the article, multipartyism, described as a system with a large range of 

parties, proves more likely to foster coalitions and compromise between parties than a 
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system with less parties (Jackman 1987: 408, 416). For the voter multypartyism brings 

uncertainty in what he or she will actually receive by putting a vote into the ballot box 

(Jackman 1987: 408). Cited in Jackman (1987: 408), Downs (1957: 156) states that ‘the 

type of political system which offer the voter a more definite choice among policies in 

fact offers him a less definite one’. This alluding to that the amount of parties confuses 

the voter in choosing a party that reflects his or her opinions. 

Jackman’s article complements thoughts on theoretical data to my study that was not 

brought up in the study by Franklin. It is now tenable that unicameralism, proportional 

representation, electoral disproportionality and multipartyism will be brought in as 

explanatory components in seeking to explain why the turnout difference between 

European elections and national general elections varies among EU- countries. 

 

1.1.3 André Blais – What Affects Voter Turnout? 

André Blais joins in to the discussion from another angle. In a paper from 2006 he is 

questioning not only Jackman’s 1987 study, but also a study from 1982 by Powells and 

many other studies made in the field of institutional effects on turnout. This by pointing 

out gaps where institutions might not be the only answer to voter turnout (Blais 2006: 

111). 

However, he does not deny that there are institutional factors that can explain why the 

turnout in some countries is higher or lower than others (Blais 2006: 116). Although 

referring to his own works in 2003, Blais (2006: 113) concludes that compulsory voting 

does only have an effect on turnout when sanctions for non-participation are applied. 

Referring to Jackman’s study, he confirms the fact that nationally competitive districts, 

in terms of larger district and/or proportional representative system, foster a higher 

turnout by comparing with post-communist countries. Yet, it does not appear to be the 

case in Latin America where the electoral systems show to have a non-existent effect 

(Blais 2006: 113-114). 

When it comes to unicameralism, Blais points to the validity of Jackman’s study. He 

states that in the same way it is plausible to examine the effects of the power relation 

between the lower house and the upper house, one is ought to do the equivalent 

examination the power relation between the president and the legislative power. This 

kind of analysis is absent in Jackman’s study, as he only examines the competitive 

power relation between the lower house and the upper house. Blais article also tells us 
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that the results on how much unicameralism affects turnout varies among studies. Some 

studies do not show any signs of effect at all (Blais 2006: 114). Blais (2006: 115) 

interrogates that we might be in need of a ‘summary measure of the “power” of national 

lower houses that takes these many dimensions into account’. 

Blais tells us about a new factor to the discussion of what affect voter turnout. He writes 

that Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980) and Blais (2000) have concluded in a study that a 

higher voting age should foster a greater result regarding turnout. Blais later on refers to 

his own study with Dobrzynska (1998) which concludes the same thing on results based 

on cases starting from the 1970s and forward. For instance, countries that applies a limit 

where only people over 21 are entitled to vote should have a better turnout than 

countries where the voting age is fixed 18 years. Though, it is noticeable that a majority 

of countries applies the age of 18 as their voting age (Blais 2006: 115). 

The facility to vote is a field where researchers do not agree. Blais mentions Franklin’s 

conclusion in 1996 where facilities such as postal voting or/and when elections take 

place on Sundays are said to increase the turnout in elections. On the other hand, Blais 

compares the study of Franklin (2004) with a study made by Norris (2002), telling us 

that voting facilities have no significant effect on voter turnout (Blais 2006: 115). The 

author himself did a research in this area with the variables ‘presence or absence of 

postal, advance and proxy voting’ and found out ‘that people are more prone to vote if it 

is easy’ (Blais 2006: 115-116). 

In his study, Blais certainly puts some doubts into the fact that some of the institutional 

factors have an impact on turnout in elections. Interesting to my study is that Blais joins 

in from a questioning point of view, which by using some of his arguments might give 

me the opportunity to discuss the result in the concluding part of the study. 

1.2 Purpose of study 
The aim of this study is to identify to what extent institutional factors can explain the 

variation among EU-countries regarding the differences between their turnout in the 

2014 European election and their latest national parliamentary elections. 

1.3 Theoretical framework 
Since we understand that there are turnout differences among countries between the 

national parliamentary elections and 2014 European election it is feasible to try theories 

to the empirical data. The theoretical framework in this essay will, by the prior stated, 

be used in a theoretical-testing approach (Esaissons et al 2012: 40) bringing clarity in 
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what causes the variation among countries. It miplies that the theoretical framework will 

help me to produce hypothesises which will be tried on to the empirical material to 

explain why the turnout differences varies among countries. 

The theories proceed from the related studies and will constituted under the up-coming 

captions. 

1.3.1 Compulsory voting 

In the three related studies one of the common factors with an impact on voter turnout 

in parliamentary elections is compulsory voting. Discussed in Franklin’s and Jackman’s 

article this component proves in all cases to have a positive impact on turnout.  

Compulsory voting is a way to ensure that citizens will participate in elections since the 

citizens are obliged by law to vote. An example is Australia in 1927 where the 

participation to elections was as low as 47 % before the adoption of imposed voting. 

Nowadays when a system where one is obliged to vote is introduced, the turnout rates 

have aroused up to 94 % to 96 % of the Australian population (About Education 2015). 

The signification of the theory is that since voting is established by law everyone will 

participate by voting in the elections.  

In some countries, where this kind of law is applied, it does not imply sanctions to the 

ones absent in the election. It is rather the presence of the law that is the incentive to the 

participation. In other countries the laws are applied with sanctions. Either way, the 

theory has proved to work by improving the turnout in two regions in Austria where 

only a slight sanction (IDEA 2015). 

1.3.1.1 Hypothesis (H1) 

Compulsory voting has a negative influence on the variation among countries regarding 

the difference between their turnout in national parliamentary elections and European 

elections.  

If there is a significant correlation which shows that the turnout difference between the 

European elections and the national general elections is smaller in countries applying 

compulsory voting than in countries not imposing their citizens to vote by law, the 

theory is verified. If not, the theory is falsified. 

1.3.2 Number of elections 

Franklin (2015: 312) states that the first election for an EU-member would trigger a 

slight boost to the turnout, which would decline in later elections. However, in 2014 
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there were no EU-member voting for the first time and only Croatia its second election 

(European parliament B 2015).  

Though, from Franklin’s thought on the decline after the first time-boost, it might be 

interesting to look upon how many European elections the countries have been 

participating in before the 2014 election. The theory is that people become less 

interested in voting the more elections they have to participate in. This theory is called 

voter fatigue (Boundless 2015). 

1.3.2.1 Hypothesis (H2) 

Countries having participated in more European elections have a negative influence on 

the variation of turnout differences between the 2014 European election and the latest 

national general election.  

If there is a significant correlation showing that the more European elections an EU-

member has gone through the lower the turnout difference will be, the theory will be 

verified. If not, as in it would be proved the other way around or insignificant, the 

theory will be falsified. 

1.3.3 The sizes of each country compared with the size of the European Union 

The members of the European Union comes with different sizes of population. When a 

population is large, there are more people that are designated to participate by voting. 

This implies that votes in larger populations have smaller value to the result than votes 

in smaller populations (Geys 2006: 642). Voters ‘vote in order to change the outcome of 

the election’ (Geys 2006: 642). If the population is large, the less likely the citizens are 

to vote, as they feel that their vote is less worth and they cannot change the outcome in a 

way they would have been able to if the population was small (Geys 2006: 642). 

1.3.3.1 Hypothesis (H3) 

Less populated EU-countries have a negative effect the variation of turnout differences 

between the 2014 European election and the national parliamentary elections among 

EU-countries.  

The theory will be verified if there is a significant correlations which proves that the 

smaller EU-countries are compared with population size of European Union the 

variation of turnout differences between 2014 European elections and latest national 

general elections will decrease. If it is proved to be the other way around or 

insignificant, it will be falsified. 
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1.3.4 Electoral salience 

In the related studies Franklin (Franklin 2001: 318) reveals that electoral salience has a 

negative impact on voting turnout in European elections within the period between 1979 

and 1999. However, he also mentions that electoral salience does not need have this 

negative impact on turnout due to the timing between the European elections and 

national general elections.  

National parliament elections that are held with a great time-distance for the European 

elections are more likely to cause a low turnout in the European elections than when 

European elections are closely held to the national general elections (Franklin 2001: 

321). The theory around this is that the attention to the national parliamentary election 

would give attention to the European election, as the European election would work as 

an indicator on what parties people will vote for in the national general election. When 

the European election is held shortly after the national general election the turnout in the 

European election will drop as the European election does not work as indicator to 

national parliamentary election anymore (Franklin 2001: 315-316).  

1.3.4.1 Hypothesis (H4) 

The variation among countries regarding the turnout difference between the 2014 

European election and the latest national parliamentary election will decrease as the 

next national parliamentary election after the 2014 European election is held far away 

in time from the 2014 European election. 

If there is a significant correlation showing that this will cause less variation among 

countries to the turnout differences between the 2014 European election and the latest 

national parliamentary elections the theory will be verified. If not, as in proved to be the 

other way around or insignificant, the theory will be falsified. 

1.3.5 Legislative system 

As in the study by Jackman (1987: 416), bicameralism will diminish turnout by 

discouraging the citizens from voting by the unknowing of what he or she will receive 

back from voting on a party. This due to compromise and contest from the upper 

chamber. 

Among the EU-countries there is a variation of legislative systems on the national level 

where some employs bicameralism and others unicameralism (Nationmaster.com A 

2016). If Jackman, from the related studies, was right the bicameral system should 

trigger a negative impact on turnout. But, it will even the variation of turnout 
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differences among countries. Countries who employ unicameralism in their national 

system are being subject for bicameralism in the European Union along with the other 

countries already applying the bicameralism in their national system. 

1.3.5.1 Hypothesis (H5) 

EU-countries employing bicameralism on a national level have a smaller difference 

between their turnout in their latest national parliamentary elections and 2014 

European election than countries employing unicameralism. 

This theory will be verified if there is a significant correlation which proves that 

bicameralism reduces the variation of turnout differences among countries between the 

2014 European election and the latest national general elections among the EU-

countries. If it is proved to be the other way around or insignificant, it will be falsified. 

1.3.6 Proportional systems2 

In the related study of Jackman (1987: 407) it was said through a citation of Powell 

(1986), that parties in proportional systems have the possibility to spread to all areas 

within a country or a district. Districts or constituencies which employs a majority 

system where one party is prominent might scare of voters who sympathizes with 

smaller parties, and by this sense causes a decrease to the turnout (1987: 407). 

People are of this reason more prone to vote in a proportional system than in a majority 

system. 

1.3.7 Degree of disproportionality 

 

Discussed in the related studies, a high degree of disproportionality discourages citizens 

from voting on small parties and by this leaving parts of those who were entitled to vote 

out from participating at all. The term disproportionality implies that the total number 

of seats in the parliament has to be shared by parties based on how the citizens have 

voted. Since there is a limited amount of seats in the parliament on a much larger 

amount votes, it creates a situation where the votes cannot symbolize an integer of seats. 

When a disputed seat accrues to a party, it creates disproportionality in the injustice to 

the other party that was contesting the seat (um.edu.mt 2016).  

                                                 
2 Proportional representation as an electoral system cannot be measured in this study as it is only 
United Kingdom and France that employs a pure majority system to the representation in the 
parliament. All the other countries use proportional system or a mixed system (IDEA 2016), which are 
hard to say if they are more or less like proportional system or majority system. A measurement of the 
explanatory effect of would imply that the variable can on vary according to the variation of United 
Kingdom and France. It will give a very small scientifically credibility. 

http://www.um.edu.mt/
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The theory is founded on that the citizens who sympathizes with smaller parties are 

afraid that their vote will go to waste when the party does not have enough votes to 

receive a representation in the parliament compared to the bigger parties (Jackman 

1987: 408). This implies that the more proportional a parliament is, the more likely the 

citizens are to vote. 

1.3.7.1 Hypothesis (H6) 

A higher difference in degree of disproportionality between each country’s 

representation in the European parliament and their national parliament will bring less 

variation among countries regarding the turnout differences between the national 

parliamentary elections and the 2014 European elections. 

The theory will be verified if there is a significant correlation proving that a higher 

difference in degree of disproportionality between each country’s two parliamentary 

representations will cause less variation to the difference in turnouts between the 2014 

European election and the latest national parliamentary elections among EU-countries. 

The theory will be falsified if proven to uneven the variation of difference in turnouts 

among EU-countries, or proven to be insignificant.  

1.3.8 Multipartyism 

As confirmed in Jackman (1987: 416), the amount of parties to choose from when 

voting has a negative impact on turnout in elections. Too many parties lead to coalitions 

where one party joins with other parties to carry out some of its ideas (Blais 2010: 169). 

It might seem like a good way realize the wishes of your voter, but in fact by entering a 

coalition the ideas of the party will be subject to compromise and the voter will not be 

sure about what he or she receive back from the party (Jackman 1987: 408). This will 

decrease the turnout. 

1.3.8.1 Hypothesis (H7) 

EU-countries with a higher difference between the number of parties in their national 

parliament and their representation in the European parliament will create less 

variation among countries regarding the difference between their turnout in National 

parliamentary elections and 2014 European elections. 

If there is a significant correlation proving that a higher difference in number of parties 

between the EU-countries national parliament and their representation in the European 

parliament decreases the variation among EU-countries regarding the turnout 

differences between the 2014 European election and the national general election, the 



  
 

15 

theory will be verified. If proven the other way around or insignificant, the theory will 

be falsified. 

1.3.9 Voting age3 

As stated in the related studies, a low age limit for voting will result in a lower turnout than 

when the age limit for voting is higher. Apart from other factors, countries with the voting age 

of 18 have in general a lower turnout than countries with the voting age of 21. The explanation 

to this is that it is less feasible that young people vote than older (Blais 2010: 169) as they are 

not as motivated or do not possess the same abilities as older people (Chan and Clayton 2006 

referred in Wagner et al 2012: 372). 

1.3.10 Facility to vote 

Even though it has been a debated area, laws, conditions and services making it easier 

for citizens to vote are increasing the turnout in elections. This kind of regulation could 

for example be to put the election on a weekend or enable voting by mail. 

The theory is that citizens vote more when it is easier to vote (Blais 2006: 115-116). 

1.3.10.1 Hypothesises (H8) 

More laws, regulations, conditions and services on facilitating the voting will decrease 

the variation among countries regarding the difference between their turnout in 

national parliamentary elections and 2014 European elections. 

The theory will be verified if there is a significant correlation showing that this facility 

to vote will decrease the variation among countries regarding the difference in turnout. 

If proven insignificant or causing an increase, the theory will be falsified. 

  

                                                 
3 Voting age is excluded among the variables in this study since in EU countries all except one has 18 years age limit 

(Austria has 16 years limit) (EPRS 2015). This means that this variable will only vary according to the variation of 

Austria and will give a very small scientifically credibility. 
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2 Method and materials 

2.1 Course of action 

Since I am about to explain to what extent institutional factors explain variation among 

countries regarding the difference between their turnout in their national parliamentary 

elections and 2014 European elections it is for me plausible to use a regression analysis. 

The regression analysis describes how much one variable can explain another. This is 

done with a regression equation expressed as 𝑌 = 𝛽𝑋 + 𝛼. β describes how much α 

changes due to the variation of X (Esiasson et al 2012: 381). The function creates a 

linear regression line (ClockBackward Essays 2009). 

Given this information, it is plausible to think that most of the responses are not 

arranged on one linear regression line. Therefore it is reasonable to use the Ordinary 

least square (OLS) method. The OLS-analysis will give me an approximated linear 

regression line based on all the responses by minimizing ‘the sum of the squared error 

between the values of the dependent variable’ (ClockBackward Essays 2009). This 

analysis will also tell me how much the responses in general differ from the 

approximated line and at this rate help me calculate the standard error. It will be done 

by examining the value of R2 that describes by percentage points how well responses 

fits to the observed linear regression. This is necessary for the credibility of the study, 

thus a low rate of values that are close to the estimated line will prove the regression 

more insignificant (Esaiasson et al 2012: 383-384) 

The findings will be presented in tables where the intercept (α), or constant, will 

displayed first and later, in models, the β-coefficient is displayed. Along with these 

values the standard errors are presented in parenthesises and the adjusted R2-value will 

be presented below the model. 

Instead of the regular R2, I will use the adjusted R2. The adjusted R2-value is an adjusted 

version of the R2, measuring ‘the percentage of variation explained by only the 

independent variables that actually affect the dependent variable’ (Statistics How To 

2016). This is a difference to the regular R2, which takes into account that all the 

variables ‘explains the variation in the dependent variable’ (Statistics How To 2016). 

2.1.1 Bivariate analysis 

Initially, I will present the variables in a bivariate regression model, meaning that I only 

use one variable to show how much the dependent variable is affected (Esaiasson et al 

2012: 382). The reason is to present if there is one or more factors which have large 



  
 

17 

significant impact as such. I will look into all the variables and present the result for 

each of them and evaluate the outliers’ impact. If outliers may distort the result of the 

other variables, the outlying variable will be removed to better present the impact of the 

others and in, turn, be able to better refer to the theories and the related studies.  

The bivariate models will be presented from model 1 to model 9. 

2.1.2 Multivariate analysis 

Subsequently, from the same approach, I will in one other model demonstrate a 

multivariate regressions. The multivariate regressions will present to what extent all the 

independent variables collectively explain the variations (Esaiasson et al 2012: 382). 

The reason to why it is important to do this is to better understand if there is a relation 

between the independent variables (StatSoft 2016). Thereby, I can conclude to what 

extent institutions in general matter to the variation of turnout differences between the 

2014 European election and the latest national general elections.  

To avoid being blinded by a coefficient which is in fact falsely showing a result due to a 

high correlation with another independent variable, I will use the variance inflation 

factor (Djurfeldt et al 2010: 366) telling me if any of the independent variables are 

suffering from multicollinearity. Multicollinearity might also be a product of having too 

many variables into the regression. In case a variable is subject to multicollinearity, the 

variable with the least explanatory effect will be removed from the multivariate 

regression to lower the variance inflation factor. If the multicollinearity has not 

disappeared, the next variable with the lowest explanatory effect will be removed 

(creative-wisdom.com 2016). 

The multivariate regression will be presented in model 10. 

2.2 Coding the variables  
2.2.1 The dependent variable 

The dependent variable will be coded from the percent of people who voted in the latest 

national general election subtracted with the percent of people from each EU-country 

who voted in the 2014 European election. This creates an index-variable representing 

the variation among EU-countries regarding turnout differences between the latest 

national general election and the 2014 European election. 

2.2.2 H1 Compulsory voting 

The variable for compulsory voting occurs on a nominal scale with two values: One 

with countries employing compulsory voting and one with countries which do not 
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employ compulsory voting. It is by this sense reasonable to code this variable into a 

dummy. 0 will be equivalent to countries which by law do not impose their citizens to 

vote in elections and 1 will be equivalent to countries which employs compulsory 

voting. 

2.2.3 H2 Number of European elections 

The number of European elections that each member-country has participated in will be 

coded directly into the data-set, given the information on how many European elections 

each country has participated in. 

2.2.4 H3 The size of the EU compared with the size of member 

Responding to what extent the size of the European Union explain the variation among 

countries regarding the turnout difference between the 2014 European election and the 

latest national general elections it is necessary to know the population sizes of the 

member countries. These compared the size of the entire population of the European 

Union. To do this comparison I will have to divide the national populations with the 

EU-population. I will then receive a digit that will describe how many times larger the 

EU-population is than the member county’s population. These values will be coded into 

the variable. 

2.2.5 H4 Electoral salience 

Since the electoral salience-hypothesis assumes that the amount of national 

parliamentary elections taking place closely to the 2014 European election affects the 

difference between them two, it is plausible to code this variable so that the digits will 

symbolise the time-difference.  

In one of the related studies, Franklin talks about coding this kind of variable. He is 

using full years and parts of years to state the time-difference between the national 

parliamentary elections and the next European parliamentary elections (Franklin 2001: 

316). This is a principle I am partially willing to adopt, hence presenting the difference 

in years and parts provides accuracy.  

However, taking in consideration that Franklin measures the time-difference from the 

European elections until the next up-coming national elections it will be hard for me to 

do the same thing with all the latest EU-member states general elections. Some of the 

countries latest national elections were held before the 2014 European election, 

therefore these countries need to be coded in a time-difference until the next upcoming 

national general election after the 2014 EP election. In cases where elections are done in 
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more than one turn, which is the case of France and Lithuania, the final deciding 

election is the one that will be the measured from. 

The only country absent from the observations in this variable is Hungary, due to a 

missing date in the source on the next general election after the 2014 European election 

(IFES A 2016). 

2.2.6 H5 Legislative system 

Since there are only two values on the nominal scale of this variable, the variable will 

be coded into a dummy. Value 1 will be equivalent to countries employing 

bicameralism and 0 will equivalent to countries using a unicameral system. The scale 

representing X would in that way represent the moment when countries go from a 

unicameral system within the national system to the bicameral system of the European 

Union. 

2.2.7 H6 Difference in degree of disproportionality 

To what extent the degree of disproportionality explain the variation among EU-

counties regarding the turnout difference between the 2014 European election and the 

latest national general elections will be generated by the seats given to parties to each 

country’s representation in European parliament compared with their national 

perliament. 

To receive values measuring the disproportionality in the parliaments I will use the 

Gallagher’s index, which is commonly used for the purpose of calculating the 

disproportionality of parliaments (Ruedin 2015). The Gallagher’s index is a least square 

index (Alfano et al 2014: 8) expressed: 

‘𝐺𝐼 = √
1

2
∑ (𝑣𝑖 − 𝑠𝑖)2𝑖 ’ 

   (Alfano et al 2014: 8) 

To describe this expression step by step, the achieved votes in percent for each party are 

subtracted with the percent of seats each party achieve in the parliament, giving me a 

difference. The difference is then squared and later summed into a total value. The total 

value is divided in half and finally the square root is deducted, becoming the least 

square index expression for Gallagher’s index (Alfano et al 2014: 8). The higher index 

the more disproportional representation (Davidsson 2007: 27) 
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Using the expression above, I, initially, calculate the index of each country’s 

representation in the European parliament after the election in 2014 and the index of 

each country’s national parliament. Subsequently, I subtract these indexes into a 

deferens, which will be coded into the variable.   

The only countries that will be excluded from this variable are Croatia and Ireland, as 

their results for each party’s share of votes in their national parliamentary elections were 

not displayed in the source (IFES A 2016). 

2.2.8 H7 Difference in number of parties in each country’s two representations 

When coding this variable which might explain the variation among countries regarding 

the turnout difference between the 2014 European election and the latest national 

general elections, it is important to examine the step where citizens choose to participate 

by voting in one election and abstain from the other. To do this, I calculate the 

difference in number of parties for each country’s representation in the European 

parliament and the number parties in each country’s national parliament. This will give 

me a digit that will be coded into the variable. 

One might reason that counting the number of parties in every election instead of the 

number of parties in the parliaments would provide a more accurate value. However, in 

some countries the number of parties running in the elections might be innumerable and 

the data-sources could have only taken the major parties into account. 

2.2.9 H8 Facility to vote 

There are many factors that can be included into this variable. The factors that are 

included in my study are the possibility to use proxy voting, postal voting, E-voting and 

the possibility to vote at the embassy. All of these factors are dummies, implying that 

value 1 signifies the practice of the factor in a country and 0 is equivalent to the 

impossibility for the voter to use the factor. 

These dummies will be transformed into one index-variable that represent the facility to 

vote. The scale of this index will be on an ordinal scale with a minimum of 0, meaning 

that a country does not employ any of the factors, and maximum 4, the country employs 

all these factors. 

Certainly, there are more factors that can be included into the variable, for example: is 

the election held on a weekend? Are the voters given a free day from work to be able to 

vote? However, these factors are harder to take into account due to lack of material and 

the four facilities that I use might be enough. 
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2.3 Materials 

 Parties and elections in Europe (Nordsieck 2015) supports the research with the 

turnout results of the latest elections in Europe, which will serve as the first 

terms in the dependent index-variable. The data on the website is provided by 

professor Wolfram Nordsieck. I will not use data on elections after 22nd 

December 2015. 

 

 European Union: total population from 2005 to 2015 (in million inhabitants) 

(Statista 2015) gives approximated information on how large the population of 

the European Union is. This information will constitute the numerator when 

calculating how many times larger the size of the EU-population is than the 

population sizes of each EU-member. Therefore, it is of great importance when 

creating the values for the variable: size of the EU compared with the size of the 

member.  I will use the 2014 population size of the European Union, thus it is 

the latest fixed number of the population when calculating the mentioned 

variable. The data is provided by Statista, which is ‘one of the leading statistics 

companies on the internet’ (Statista 2016).  

 

 Countries in the world (ranked by 2014 population) (Worldometer 2015) 

supports the study with data on the EU-members’ size of population in 2014. 

This data will work as denominators when calculating how many times larger 

the population of the European Union is than the population of the EU-members. 

Therefore this data is crucial to the variable: The size of the EU compared with 

the size of member. The populations from 2014 will be used, as they provide the 

latest fixed number of population when calculating the variable.  

 

 Election results (European parliament A 2015) supports the study with the 

turnout results for each country in the 2014 European election. This will be used 

as the second terms in the dependent index-variable. 

 

 2014 European elections: national rules (EPRS 2015) provides me with 

information on which countries are applying compulsory voting, on what exact 

dates the European elections were held and finally it provides a list on facilities 

to vote from abroad. With this information, this source is crucial for the 
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compulsory voting-variable. It will also constitute the base for one of the terms 

in the electoral salience-variable. The list on facilities to vote from abroad will 

work as material for the facility to vote variable, thus is gives information on in 

what countries it is possible to vote from the embassy, postal vote, proxy vote 

and/or E-vote. The source is provided by the European Parliamentary Research 

Service. 

 

 Election Guide: Democracy Assistance & Elections News (IFES A 2016), (IFES 

B 2016) will support the study with dates on when the next national general 

election after the 2014 European election was/is going to be held. This source 

constitutes the other term in the electoral salience-variable. It is also important 

for the difference in degree of disproportionality-variable in providing the 

variable with each party’s share of vote and won seats in the national general 

elections (IFES A 2016). The data is provided by the International Foundation 

for Electoral Systems (IFES), which is a foundation that ‘supports citizens’ 

rights to participate in free and fair elections’ (IFES C 2016).  

 

 Legislative branch: Countries Compared (NationMaster.com A 2015) gives 

input on if each country are either using a unicameral or bicameral system and 

therefore will be necessary for the legislative system-variable. The data is 

provided by NationMaster.com which is a ‘global team […], dedicated to the 

mission of bringing facts to the world of geopolitics, economics, geography, 

defence and culture’ (NationMaster.com B 2015). 

 

 Results by country (European Parliament B 2015) provides information on how 

many percent of the votes the each party received in the 2014 Election for the 

members of the European parliament, along with how many seats each party 

received in the European parliament. As we know from the coding of the 

variables, these facts are vital when calculating the difference degree of 

disproportionality. This source also supports the study with how many parties 

each country have in the European parliament, which is important information 

when coding the variable for the difference in number of parties in each 

country’s two representations. 
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3 Findings 
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3.1 Bivariate analysis 
Displayed in table 1, compulsory voting, by itself, shows to have a strong negative 

impact on the variation among countries regarding the percentage difference in turnout 

between the 2014 European election and the turnout in latest national general elections. 

For every country that applies compulsory voting will cause the variation of turnout 

differences among countries will decrease by 17.324 percentage points. I can from this 

stated verify the theory due to significance and by confirming the hypothesis: 

Compulsory voting has a negative influence on the variation among countries regarding 

the difference between their turnout in national parliamentary elections and European 

elections.. 

The number of elections-factor is presented to which would have a negative impact with 

0.401 percentage points. Each country’s number of European elections, together in one 

variable, would explain a 0.401 percentage point decrease to the variation of turnout 

gaps between the latest national legislative elections and the 2014 European election 

among countries. However the theory will be falsified as the hypothesis was proven 

insignificant. It means that we cannot say by 95% certainty that countries having 

participated in more European elections have a negative effect on the turnout difference 

between the 2014 European election and the national general election.  

The countries’ compared size to the European Union is presented to have an impact 

with -0.006 percentage points. For each time smaller each country is compared to the 

size of the European Union, the less variation to the turnout gaps between the latest 

national legislative elections and the 2014 European election among countries will 

decrease with 0.006 percentage points. By this sense the theory would have been 

verified, but as it is proven to be insignificant by which we cannot trust the result by 

95% certainty. The theory is thereby falsified. 

Electoral salience would have had an explanatory value of -1.290 percentage points to 

the variation of turnout difference between the two elections among the EU-countries. 

Each full year the next national general elections are held after the 2014 European 

election the variation among countries regarding the difference in turnouts between the 

2014 European election and the latest national elections decreases with 1.290 

percentage points. The theory has would have been verified as the result confirms the 

hypothesis. This due to the fact that the next national parliamentary election after the 

2014 European election is held far away in time from the 2014 European election the 
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variation among countries regarding the turnout difference between the elections would 

decrease. Yet, the result is not significant by 95% certainty, which falsifies the theory. 

The legislative system is, in table 1, presented to have an explanatory factor of -1.855 

percentage points. When a country’s citizens go from voting to unicameral system in 

their national election to voting to a bicameral system in the European Union the 

variation of turnout differences between the latest national legislative elections and the 

2014 European election among countries decreases with 1.855 percentage points. This 

result would verify the theory. However, the result proves not to be significant within 

the framework of 95% certainty and therefore there is no certain why to know if this 

factor was correlated by chance. From this stated I have to falsify this theory towards 

the subject of this study. 

In table 1, the variation among countries regarding the turnout differences between the 

latest national general elections and the 2014 European election would extrapolate with 

a drop of 0.263 percentage points by every full step on the difference in index of 

disproportionality. The more difference in degree on disproportionality there is between 

each country’s representation in the European parliament and each country national 

parliament there is the less variation to the turnout differences among countries there 

will be. The theory would in this case be verified as it is showing that a higher 

difference in degree of disproportionality between the countries two representations will 

cause less variation to the difference in turnouts between the 2014 European election 

and the latest national parliamentary elections among countries. But, the variable is 

insignificant, which implies that we cannot trust that this variable was correlated by 

95% certainty. 

According to model 7, the difference in number of parties between each country’s 

representation in the European parliament and national parliament decreases the 

variation of turnout differences between the latest national general elections and the 

2014 European election among countries by 0.749 percentage points. The theory would 

in this case be verified. Yet, the variable is insignificant. The theory is, by this sense, 

falsified as there is no significant correlation proving with 95 % certainty that this 

variable have negative explanatory effect to the dependent variable. 

In table 1, facility to vote is presented to have a negative impact with 2.45 percentage 

points. On the ordinal scale from 0 to 4 facilities, every facility employed by a country 

would decrease the variation of turnout gaps between the latest national legislative 
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elections and the 2014 European election among countries 2.45 percentage points. 

Because of this, the theory would have been verified. However the theory is falsified, 

thus it is proven insignificant as there is no correlation that can be verified by 95 % 

certainty. 

3.1.1 Outliers 

Countries with compulsory voting provided extreme values to the research and had to 

be excluded when measuring the results of the other variables. This order to give the 

other variables a chance to show the separate explanatory effects on the dependent 

variable. 

3.1.2 Fit of the model 

The variables in the bivariate analysis have a low rate of adjusted R2. It implies that the 

variance between countries is not explained by the variables. The only exception is the 

compulsory voting-variable, which displays a higher adjusted R2 than the others. 

3.2 Multivariate analysis 
Presented in model 9 in table 1, each country applying compulsory voting has an 

explanatory effect by -15.834 percentage points to the variation among countries 

regarding the turnout differences between the 2014 European election and the latest 

national parliamentary election. This explanatory effect is in this case dependent on the 

other variables. In comparison to the bivariate analysis, this is seen as a decrease to the 

effects of the compulsory voting variable by 1.490 percentage points. However, the 

explanatory effect of this variable implies that every country that applies compulsory 

voting decreases the variation of turnout differences among countries by -15.834. By 

this sense, along with the significance of this variable, this theory is verified. 

In table 1, the number of elections would have an explanation of negative 1.066 

percentage points to the variation among countries of turnout differences between the 

latest national general election and the 2014 European election. For every European 

election a country has participated the variation among countries regarding the turnout 

difference between 2014 European election and the latest national general elections will 

decrease by 1.066 percentage points. By dependence of the other variables in this study, 

this variable would have shown to have an increase of its effect by 0.665 percentage 

points compared with the bivariate analysis. Yet, as in the bivariate analysis, this 

variable is insignificant. We cannot be sure by 95 % certainty that this variable was not 

correlated by chance. 
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The variation among countries regarding the turnout difference between the 2014 

European election and the latest national parliamentary elections are merely affected by 

the countries’ sizes compared with the size of the European Union. According to the 

multivariate analysis the explanatory effect of this variable would have shown a 0.007 

percentage point decrease to the variation. It implies that for each time smaller the sizes 

of each country’s population is compared with population size of the European Union 

the variation of turnout differences would decrease with 0.007 percentage points and 

would have verified the theory. In comparison to the bivariate analysis, this is an 

increase to the explanatory effect by 0.001 percentage points. However, the theory must 

be falsified as the result proves to be insignificant, thus we cannot be sure if the variable 

was correlated by chance. 

In table 1, electoral salience is showing an explanation of negative 0.660 percentage 

points to the variation among countries regarding turnout differences between the latest 

national general election and the 2014 European election. It means that for each full 

year difference each country has from the 2014 European election to the next upcoming 

national parliamentary election the variation of turnout differences will decrease with 

0.660 percentage points. By dependence of the other variables in this study, this 

variable has shown to have a decrease of its negative effect by 0.630 percentage points 

compared with the bivariate analysis. However, this variable proves to be insignificant, 

as it does have a significance by 95% certainty. By this stated, I cannot truly say that the 

electoral salience should affect the variation of turnout differences between the 2014 

European election and the latest national elections among EU-countries and the theory 

would in this case be falsified.  

When the legislative system-variable was introduced in the multivariate analysis in table 

1 it was displayed to have an explanatory effect by 4.301 percentage points. When the 

citizens in the EU-countries go from a national unicameral system to the bicameral 

system of the EU, the variation among the countries regarding the turnout differences 

between the 2014 European election and the national parliamentary elections would 

increase by 4.301 percentage points. This is an increase by 2.446 percentage points to 

the explanatory effect compared with the bivariate analysis. However, since this 

variable shows have an increase the variation of turnout differences, as well as it is 

insignificant, the theory and the hypothesis are in this case falsified. 
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The difference in degree of disproportionality between each country’s representations in 

the European parliament and their own national parliament would have had a negative 

effect by 0.310  percentage points to the variation among countries regarding the turnout 

differences between the latest national general elections and the 2014 European 

election. In comparison to the bivariate analysis, it is an increase to the effect by 0.047 

percentage points. The variable would have been verified as it tells us that the difference 

in disproportionality between the seats given to parties from each country’s 

representation in European parliament and national parliament decreases the variation of 

turnout differences. But, as in the bivariate analysis, the difference in degree of 

disproportionality shows to be insignificant. It is uncertain if the difference in degree of 

disproportionality is a factor that would give an effect to the variation of the turnout 

differences due the risk of being correlated by chance. Thus, it is neither possible to 

verify the theory nor the hypothesis. 

An additional party to the difference between the number of parties in a country’s 

representation in the European parliament and the national parliament will decrease the 

variation among countries regarding the turnout differences between the 2014 European 

election and the latest national general election by -2.836 percentage points. This is an 

increase to the effect by 2.087 percentage points compared to bivariate analysis. The 

result of this variable is in line with the hypothesis and the variable is also proven 

significant in relation to the other variables. Thereby the theory is verified. 

The facility to vote-variable would have had a negative explanatory influence on the 

variation of turnout differences between the 2014 European election and the latest 

national parliamentary elections among the EU-countries by 2.008 percentage points. 

Along with all the other variables, every facility employed by a country, on the ordinal 

scale from 0 to 4 facilities, decreases the variation by -2.008 percentage points. This is a 

decrease compared with the bivariate analysis by 0.362 percentage points. The result 

would have verified the theory, but the result of this variable falsifies the theory, as it is 

proven to be insignificant. 

 

3.2.1 Multicollinearity 

All the variables have a normal degree of variance inflation factor. Therefore, 

multicollinearity is not a matter to the multivariate analysis. 
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3.2.2 Fit of the model 

The adjusted R2 in multivariate analysis displays that the variation among countries can 

explained by the variables. 

4 Conclusion 
If this essay has one important message it would be this: almost all explanatory effects 

of institutional factors on the variation of turnout differences between the 2014 

European election and the latest national parliamentary elections among EU-countries 

are correlated by chance. All theories, except for two, are insignificant. 

The only factors that are correlated with a valid significance to this matter is 

compulsory voting, by itself and in relation to the other variables, along with the 

difference in number of parties in each country’s representation in the European 

parliament and national parliament in relation to the other variables.  

Yet, compulsory voting has in both cases an extraordinary explanatory effect to the 

variation of turnout differences between the 2014 European election and the national 

general elections among the EU-countries. By this sense, if there would be anything that 

affects the variation of turnout differences it would be to impose citizens to vote by law.  

In relation to the other variables, the difference between number of parties in a 

country’s representation in the European parliament and national parliament has a low 

explanatory effect to the variation of turnout differences among EU-countries compared 

to compulsory voting. Proceeding just from only two factors, where one has an 

extraordinary effect and the other considerably lower effect, it is hard to say to what 

extent institutional factors have a general explanation. It might be better to continue 

examining the separate explanatory effects of institutional factors, than examining 

institutional factors general effect to the variation among EU-countries regarding the 

turnout differences between 2014 European election and the latest national 

parliamentary elections. Alternatively, look towards another context than institutional 

factors in the search for what is affecting the turnout differences between national 

general elections and the European elections. 

 

4.1 Further discussion 

This study provides a new context to previous studies in the field of what is affecting 

electoral turnout and one is ought to be careful when drawing inferences from previous 

studies. However, it might be likely that Blais’s suggestion in the related studies on 
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additional ways of examining unicameralism could be in vain in further examinations to 

the subject of my study. This due to the lack significance to legislative system-variable 

in the outcome of my study. After all, Blais’s suggestion is based on the same variable 

that I was examining. 

It is reasonable say that an investigation like this one is dependent on a wider range of 

observations. But, since there is a limited amount countries in the European Union and 

the research considers these countries only, the low amount of observations was 

inevitable. Yet, the low number of observation could have caused the problem in 

examining the theories for proportional system and voting age, thus a greater number of 

observations might bring a greater number to the varying responses. 

What surprises me from the result of this is that the already explored are of the 

institutional approach to turnout gave so many insignificant responses in the context of 

turnout difference between national parliamentary election and the European election. 

Since the theories were tried in the related studies, I expected it to be likely that a 

majority of the variables would have been significant. 
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Appendices 

 

Table 2. Descriptives on the variables 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 

deviation 

Turnout difference 

between 2014 

European election and 

the latest national 

parliamentary 

election 

28 -3,37 46,05 23.8132 12.41046 

H1 Compulsory voting 28 0 1 0.1429 0.35635 

H2 Number of 

European elections 

28 2 8 5.2500 2.38242 

H3 Size of the EU 

compared with the 

size of member 

28 6.13 1178.34 166.0236 277.75100 

H4 Electoral salience 27 0.00 4.61 1.8548 1.37558 

H5 Legislative system  28 0 1 0.4643 0.50787 

H6 Difference  in 

degree of 

disproportionality 

26 0.31 58.10 8.1953 11.65381 

H7 Difference in 

number of parties in 

each country’s two 

representations 

28 0.00 11.00 3.2500 2.33532 

H8 Facility to vote 28 0 3 1.2500 0.75154 

 


