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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This research consists of a systematic review of 54 articles published on the second-order 

elections theory and European Parliament (EP) elections between 1980 and 2009. The second-

order elections theory was launched in 1980 by Reif and Schmitt (1980), one year after the 

first EP elections. This theory holds that second-order elections have lower turnouts, that 

governing parties usually perform worse, as do larger parties, while smaller or newer and/or 

radical parties are favoured. The theory assumes two main mechanisms to explain such voting 

patterns, both of which stem from the assumption that, for parties and voters, there is less at 

stake in these elections. Because there is less at stake, voters would either choose to vote 

sincerely – choosing smaller parties closer to their ideologies – or choose to punish or send a 

message to the governing parties – especially when second-order elections are held in the 

middle of the electoral cycle. Although these assumptions have been corroborated with 

aggregate-level data over the last 40 years, some authors have called attention to the scarcity 

and delay in the development of robust tests of the theory with individual-level data. This 

review found that tests with this type of data had been carried out since the 80s and 90s. 

However, most of these first articles with individual-level data did not perform robust 

statistical tests, as well as did not impact the literature, obtaining a low number of citations. 

Only at the turn of the 20th-21st century did this flaw begin gaining more prominence on the 

research agenda, especially between 2007 and 2009. Among other findings, this review also 

found that there is no publication bias on the studied topic - at least until 2009 - and that most 

of the authors on the subject are male and affiliated to German, Dutch, British and North 

American universities. Finally, it is expected that this review will help to better understand the 

second-order elections theory and to systematize the knowledge accumulated in these first 30 

years of research on the subject. We also expect that this review will contribute as an 

incentive to carry out more systematic reviews in the larger Social Sciences field, 

demonstrating the importance of this method for the advancement of scientific knowledge and 

publishing in detail the step by step of our research design, inspired by Cooper (2016) and 

Figueiredo Filho et al (2014). 

 

Keywords: second-order elections, European Parliament, systematic review, individual-level 

data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

RESUMO 

 

 

A presente pesquisa consiste em uma revisão sistemática de 54 artigos publicados sobre a 

teoria de eleições de segunda-ordem e eleições para o Parlamento Europeu (PE) entre 1980 e 

2009. A teoria de eleições de segunda-ordem foi lançada em 1980 por Reif e Schmitt (1980), 

um ano após as primeiras eleições para o PE. Esta teoria afirma que eleições de segunda-

ordem têm turnouts mais baixos, que partidos governistas normalmente se saem pior, assim 

como partidos maiores, enquanto partidos menores ou mais novos e/ou radicais são 

favorecidos. A teoria pressupõe dois principais mecanismos para explicar tais padrões de 

voto, e ambos decorrem da hipótese de que, para partidos e eleitores, há menos em jogo nestas 

eleições. Por haver menos em jogo, eleitores optariam por votar de forma sincera - escolhendo 

partidos menores mais próximos de suas ideologias - ou optariam por punir ou dar um recado 

aos partidos governistas - especialmente quando as eleições de segunda-ordem são realizadas 

no meio do ciclo eleitoral. Apesar de tais postulados terem sido amplamente corroborados 

com dados ao nível agregado ao longo desses 40 anos, alguns autores têm chamado a atenção 

para a escassez e o atraso no desenvolvimento de testes robustos da teoria com dados a nível 

individual. Esta revisão descobriu que testes com este tipo de dado já eram realizados desde 

os anos 80 e 90. Contudo, a maior parte destes primeiros artigos com dados a nível individual 

não realizava testes estatísticos robustos, assim como também não impactaram a literatura, 

obtendo um baixo número de citações. Apenas na virada do século XX-XXI esta deficiência 

começou a ganhar mais destaque na agenda de pesquisa, sobretudo entre os anos de 2007 e 

2009. Dentre outros achados, esta revisão também descobriu que não há viés de publicação no 

tópico estudado - pelo menos até 2009 - e que a maior parte dos autores sobre o tema são do 

gênero masculino e filiados a universidades alemãs, holandesas, britânicas e norte-

americanas. Finalmente, espera-se que esta revisão ajude a melhor compreender a teoria de 

eleições de segunda-ordem e a sistematizar o conhecimento acumulado nestes primeiros 30 

anos de pesquisas sobre o assunto. Esperamos também que esta revisão contribua como um 

incentivo para a maior realização de revisões sistemáticas na área de Ciências Sociais em 

geral, demonstrando a importância desse método para o avanço do conhecimento científico e 

publicizando em detalhes o passo a passo do nosso desenho de pesquisa, inspirado em Cooper 

(2016) e em Figueiredo Filho et al (2014). 

 

Palavras-chave: eleições de segunda-ordem, Parlamento Europeu, revisão sistemática, dados 

a nível individual. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

This research aims to analyse the formal, methodological and substantive profile 

of published articles that study elections for the European Parliament (EP) as second-order 

elections, based on a systematic review focused on three decades of research on the subject 

(1980-2009). The first article published on this topic dates back to 1980, a year after the first 

election, which took place in 1979. It was written by the Germans Karlheinz Reif and 

Hermann Schmitt and is entitled “Nine Second-Order National Elections – a conceptual 

framework for the analysis of European Election results”. This article established the first 

postulates of what has become one of the most consolidated theories on EP elections. 

According to Reif and Schimtt (1980) and Reif (1984b), EP elections are second-

order ones because, among other factors, they have a low turnout rate, an increase in votes for 

small and/or opposition parties and are highly tied to the electoral cycle, which means that 

their results also depend on the distance between them and the first-order elections. First-

order elections are the ones to the national parliaments, in the case of parliamentary regimes; 

and for president, in the case of presidential regimes. One of the most notable differences 

between these two types of election is the turnout rates. The graph below illustrates the 

difference between the average turnout rates of the national legislative elections and the EP 

elections. Schäfer (2021) calls this difference the “Euro gap” and states that it stems from the 

voters’ perception that “there is less at stake”, one of the main postulates of the second-order 

elections theory. 

 

FIGURE 01 - Difference in participation between European and national parliamentary 

elections over time ('Euro gap'). 

 
Source: Schäfer (2021). 
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Another central proposition of this theory states that these elections are directly 

influenced by the electoral cycle: if they are held closer to the first-order ones, they tend to 

confirm the result of the latter; if they are held further away from first-order elections, second-

order elections tend to favour the opposition (REIF, 1984b). This phenomenon is mainly due 

to the “opposition voting” logic. More specifically, the theory predicts that constituents, 

disappointed with the party they voted for in the previous first-order election, vote for the 

opposition in the second-order election, with the aim of punishing the governing party or 

coalition. Opposition voting tends to occur when EP elections are held in the middle of an 

electoral cycle between two first-order elections, when national government approval is 

commonly lower (REIF, 1984b). This effect is also stronger in countries with periodic 

changes in national governments (MARSH, 1998). Furthermore, second-order elections 

register high abstention rates and a greater number of votes for small and/or new parties. On 

its term, this other phenomenon also has its own logic, commonly named “sincere voting”. 

Sincere voting tends to occur due to voters' perception that there is less at stake in EP 

elections, since the political arena considered to be the main or determining one is the national 

arena. Consequently, voters would not choose their votes based on strategic calculations such 

as which parties are most likely to win and form a government, which would benefit bigger 

parties. In this sense, these voters tend to choose smaller or more radical parties, which are 

closer to their opinions and interests.  

These characteristics were present both in 1979 and on later elections, and several 

studies have already tested and confirmed these hypotheses, whether treating the elections as 

a whole (REIF, 1984b; EIJK, FRANKLIN & MARSH, 1996; REIF, 1997; NORRIS, 1997; 

MARSH, 1998; SCHMITT, 2005; HIX and MARSH, 2011; SCHMITT & TEPEROGLOU, 

2015; SCHMITT & TOYGÜR, 2016), or by analysing some countries separately (FREIRE, 

2004; SKRINIS & TEPEROGLOU, 2008; ERVIK, 2012; LAŞAN, 2020). Second-order 

election theory has also been tested with other types of elections, such as local (RALLINGS 

& THRASHER, 2005; MARIEN, DASSONNEVILLE & HOOGHE, 2015) and 

provincial/regional elections (FAUVELLE-AYMAR & LEWIS-BECK, 2011; MÜLLER, 

2018), presidential elections in strong parliamentary systems (FORTES & MAGALHÃES, 

2005; ELGIE & FAUVELLE-AYMAR, 2012), and referendums (ERKAN, 2010; 

GLENCROSS & TRECHSEL, 2011). Furthermore, it crossed geographical borders, as it was 

corroborated or refuted in several non-European cases such as Canada (CUTLER, 2008; 

THORLAKSON, 2015), Latin America (CARRERAS, 2017), Cabo Verde (DELGADO, 

2017), Japan (IMAI & HINO, 2012) and Israel (NACHMIAS, ROSENTHAL & ZUBIDA, 



12 
 

2012). On the other hand, although the term “second-order elections” was coined by Reif and 

Schmitt in 1980, their work was inspired by previous studies of midterm elections in the 

United States (CAMPBELL, 1960; TUFTE, 1975; STIMSON, 1976) and provincial elections 

in Germany (DINKEL, 1977). 

Despite having withstood the test of time, since more recent works corroborated 

once again the main postulates of the theory for the last elections held in 2019 (EHIN & 

TALVING, 2021), the second-order elections theory also has suffered criticisms and 

shortcomings. Hobolt and Wittrock (2011) question the distinction between issues relating to 

Europe and issues relating to each member countries’ national politics, since the European 

Union (EU) now deals with diverse policies and has a wide range of competencies. Schmitt, 

Sanz and Braun (2008) state that it was only a short time ago that researchers and academics 

started to analyse the theory with individual level data in a more consistent way. 

Regarding this last issue, Schmitt et al (2020) claim that postulates at the 

aggregate level of the theory received more attention in the decades following the launch of 

the seminal article. However, key assumptions for the theory, such as the opposition voting 

and the high abstention rates due to the voters’ perception that there is little at stake, 

presuppose voters will behave in a certain way as political actors depending on the electoral 

arena which they will vote for. Although tests at the aggregate level indirectly corroborate 

these assumptions, according to Schmitt et al (2020), consistent tests at the individual level 

continued to be a gap in the research agenda until the first decade of the 21st century, as more 

comprehensive tests of these postulates are scarce and recent. Even at the end of the 1990s, 

Reif, (1997) and Norris (1997) already drew attention to this scenario and highlighted the 

importance of new studies and tests that used transnational surveys in their analyses. Despite 

not aiming to carry out an expressive literature review on the subject, the oldest work cited by 

Schmitt et al (2020) to perform tests at the individual level is a 2005 paper by Carruba and 

Timpone.  

Other authors, such as Clark and Rohrschneider (2009) and Hobolt and Wittrock 

(2011), point out that the focus on tests at the aggregate level of previous works can run into 

problems such as the ecological fallacy. Briefly, the ecological fallacy occurs when data at the 

aggregate level of analysis are misinterpreted with respect to inferences at the individual level 

of analysis, leading to invalid inferences and correlations. This statistical paradox was first 

demonstrated by Robinson (1950) in an article referring to illiteracy among different social 

groups with United States (USA) census data. Robinson (1950) demonstrated that although 

data at the aggregate level indicated a strong correlation between Afro-descendance and 
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illiteracy (0.77), data at the individual level indicated that this correlation was considerably 

lower (0.20). With respect to the USA-born group, the difference was even greater: whereas 

data at the aggregate level indicated a negative correlation (-0.53), data at the individual level 

indicated a weak positive correlation (0.12). Although this statistical paradox was first 

described by Robinson (1950), it was Selvin (1958) who coined the term “ecological fallacy”. 

Despite Robinson’s (1950) emphasis that data at the aggregate level should not be 

used to make inferences at the individual level, sometimes there is no data available at the 

individual level of analysis, or such data are fuzzy and biased. This problem has led to a series 

of studies on how to develop more robust ecological inferences, notably King, Rosen and 

Tanner (2004) and Liu (2007). Furthermore, some authors reaffirm the importance of studies 

that also take multilevel context into account, such as Subramanian et al (2009). In turn, 

Idrovo (2011) brings a more specific definition of ecological fallacy, listing three essential 

criteria for it to occur: data must be obtained at the aggregate level of analysis, these data 

must be used as a basis for inferences regarding individuals and the results obtained with 

other data at the individual level must be contradictory. Thus, Idrovo (2011) states that when 

the focus of the study is contextual or when data at the individual level do not exist, it is not 

possible to state that there is an ecological fallacy, being more appropriate to recognize that 

there is a possible relationship and that additional studies are needed. 

As far as second-order election theory is concerned, some more recent works that 

use data at the individual level mention that too much focus on testing the theory with data at 

the aggregate level may incur in an ecological fallacy, such as Clark and Rohrschneider 

(2009), Hobolt and Wittrock (2011), Giebler and Wagner (2014) and Linek and Lyons (2007). 

However, in this small group of four works, only one presented considerably discrepancies 

when comparing the results obtained from individual level with the ones obtained from 

aggregate level data (LINEK and LYONS, 2007). On the other hand, Clark and 

Rohrschneider (2009), Hobolt and Wittrock (2011) and Giebler and Wagner (2014) got closer 

results to those obtained previously from aggregate level data. Given this scenario, it is not 

possible to state categorically that second-order elections theory is a clear case of ecological 

fallacy. From this perspective, it is necessary to compare the results of more studies with tests 

at the individual level. In addition, it is also important to check if there are works published 

before 2005 that have tested the theory with data at the individual level, one of the aims of 

this research. 

There is also a shortage of comprehensive literature reviews on the subject. 

Between 1980 and 2010, only two major reviews were found. The first one was published in 
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1996 by Eijk, Franklin and Marsh, while the second one was published by Marsh and 

Mikhaylov in 2010. However, to the best of our knowledge, there are still no systematic 

reviews published on this topic, despite more than forty years of evolution and refinement of 

the theory. 

Thus, this master thesis aims to systematically review previously published 

articles on EP elections as second-order ones since the Reif’s and Schmitt’s seminal article 

published in 1980 until 2009, one year before the release of Marsh’s review, exposing the 

main research themes in each electoral round and how the agenda has evolved in the first 

thirty years of study. This work also aims to qualitatively analyse the research agenda 

dedicated to testing the theory with data at the individual level published until 2009, firstly 

seeking to verify the existence of older works dedicated to this type of test, as well as to 

demonstrate which were the limits that prevented or hindered the previous realization of these 

tests in a more robust way. Furthermore, this work also advocates for a greater execution of 

systematic and meta-analytic reviews in the Humanities and Social Sciences field. To this 

end, in addition to demonstrating step-by-step how this review was done and the benefits of 

conducting a review in a systematic way, we will also compare our results with what was 

written and published by Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) and Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010), 

who opted for a narrative review of the theory. 

This systematic review was designed according to Cooper’s (2016) methodology, 

with a few adaptations due to the breadth of our object of study. The choice of the variables 

adopted here and their subsequent categorization was also inspired by Sampaio’s and 

Figueiredo Filho’s (2019) article on campaign financing for municipal elections in Brazil and 

adapted to our topic of interest. 

In this way, we chose to detail the methodological procedures adopted here in the 

first chapter, for two main reasons. Firstly, Figueiredo Filho et al (2014) highlight that, 

despite their importance and usefulness for the accumulation of knowledge and for the 

progress of science in general, systematic and meta-analytical reviews are not usual methods 

in Human and Social Sciences. There is a preference for narrative-literary reviews, which 

leads to a low systematization of accumulated knowledge and low reliability of their results. 

In this sense, this master’s thesis seeks to be part of this effort to raise awareness and 

propagate more reliable and replicable review methods, especially in the field of Social 

Sciences in Brazil, which is admittedly limited in the adoption of robust scientific methods, 

despite recent advances (SOARES, 2005; NEIVA, 2015). 
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The following three chapters will focus on exposing the results of the systematic 

review, which, as will be detailed in the first chapter, had its data divided into three main 

dimensions. The first dimension is the formal one, which includes variables such as the title 

of the article, authors, genre, year of publication, author’s affiliation and country of origin, 

language, whether the article cites the seminal article, number of citations, etc. This 

dimension has a total of 44 variables. The data and results related to this dimension will be 

broken down in the second chapter. 

In turn, the second dimension has 26 variables, and encompasses the 

methodological aspects of the literature, such as the selected articles’ research questions, 

whether the article has an abstract or not, studied hypotheses, year of the studied elections, 

types and numbers of methods used and level of analysis. This last variable is of special 

interest, as it will also be analysed qualitatively. The data and results related to this dimension 

will be broken down in the third chapter, which also includes a brief summary of the 

development of the theory regarding the methods and data adopted, demonstrating how the 

research agenda evolved over time. 

Subsequently, the third dimension is the substantive one, which comprises 24 

variables. In this dimension, aspects such as dependent and independent variables adopted by 

the collected articles will be broken down, as well as their control variables, sample size, if 

these first works mention the issue of ecological fallacy, results, number and proportion of 

supported hypotheses, etc. This last variable is also one of the steps established by Cooper 

(2016) in the development of a systematic review. All these aspects will be reported in the 

fourth chapter. Finally, at the conclusion, a brief review of the work will be made, as well as 

additional comments on the limits of this master thesis and suggestions for future research. 

It is clear, then, that this master’s thesis aims to contribute to the research agenda 

on the theme of EP elections as second-order ones on several fronts. Firstly, as highlighted 

above, systematic and meta-analytic reviews are extremely important for the advancement of 

scientific knowledge, enabling more reliable and replicable results (FIGUEIREDO FILHO et 

al, 2014). In this sense, this research intends to point out the results already obtained in the 

area in the first thirty years of theoretical and methodological development, with due 

scientific rigor inherent to the systematic review method. 

Secondly, it is recognized that there is some popular ignorance of the importance 

of the EU institutions and how they work (MARIANO; LUCIANO & BRESSAN, 2016). 

Even in academia, according to Costa and Brack (2013), the EP has been the most underrated 

institution compared to the other three main institutions of the EU. On the other hand, the 
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second-order elections theory provided explanations and interpretative keys for various 

contexts and facts experienced by Europe throughout integration, such as the low recurrent 

turnout, less investment in party campaigns and even the recent advance of Eurosceptic 

parties in the second decade of the 21st century. Following this logic, allied to other research 

agendas and relevant themes, such as the democratic deficit in the EU, this research is also 

interested in expanding the scope of the theory to a more diversified public, demonstrating 

how electoral dynamics work in the case of the EP, either for academics outside this research 

agenda or for a non-academic audience. In addition, understanding and knowing how these 

dynamics work in another integration process can help to understand and establish bases for 

further comparisons with other similar institutions in different regions, such as Parlasul of the 

Southern Common Market (MERCOSUR), bringing contributions to the regional integration 

agenda more generally. 

Finally, this research has the potential to contribute to the EU studies agenda in 

Brazil. A search in the SciELO database with the terms “Parlamento Europeu” [European 

Parliament in Portuguese] found 25 articles, five of which correspond to works in Portuguese 

on various topics related to the EU published by Brazilian authors between 2009 and 2019.1 A 

search in the same database with the terms “eleições segunda ordem” [second order elections 

in Portuguese] shows that among the only three articles found on the topic, all were published 

in Portuguese journals and were written by Portuguese authors.2 This dissertation will be able 

to introduce this research agenda in Brazilian academic circles and also help to place Brazil 

on the map of potential internationally relevant studies on the subject. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
1 Search available at: 

https://search.scielo.org/?q=&lang=pt&count=15&from=1&output=site&sort=&format=summary&fb=&page=1

&q=Parlamento+Europeu&lang=pt. Accessed in: December 3rd, 2021. 
2 Search available at: 

https://search.scielo.org/?q=&lang=pt&count=15&from=0&output=site&sort=&format=summary&fb=&page=1

&q=elei%C3%A7%C3%B5es+segunda+ordem&lang=pt&page=1. Acessed in: December 3rd, 2021. 

https://search.scielo.org/?q=&lang=pt&count=15&from=1&output=site&sort=&format=summary&fb=&page=1&q=Parlamento+Europeu&lang=pt
https://search.scielo.org/?q=&lang=pt&count=15&from=1&output=site&sort=&format=summary&fb=&page=1&q=Parlamento+Europeu&lang=pt
https://search.scielo.org/?q=&lang=pt&count=15&from=0&output=site&sort=&format=summary&fb=&page=1&q=elei%C3%A7%C3%B5es+segunda+ordem&lang=pt&page=1
https://search.scielo.org/?q=&lang=pt&count=15&from=0&output=site&sort=&format=summary&fb=&page=1&q=elei%C3%A7%C3%B5es+segunda+ordem&lang=pt&page=1
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CHAPTER 01: Methodology and Research Design – a Systematic Review on EP 

Elections as Second-Order ones 

 

1.1 On the Method: Systematic and Meta-Analytical Reviews and their Importance to 

Science 

 

 

As stated in the previous section, despite their importance and usefulness for the 

development and accumulation of scientific knowledge, systematic and meta-analytic reviews 

are still little applied in Humanities and Social Sciences, fields traditionally more used to 

narrative-literary reviews. Despite giving the researcher greater freedom, this latter type of 

review does not adopt specific and standardized techniques. This can lead to a restricted or 

biased analysis of the subject of interest, either during sample collection or when publishing 

review results. Figueiredo Filho et al (2014) state that one of the most recurrent problems in 

non-systematic reviews is the convenient selection of the sample, usually selected considering 

the accessibility of the chosen texts or the author(s)’ prior knowledge about them. 

 Another common problem in non-systematic reviews, also according to 

Figueiredo Filho et al (2014), is the difficulty – or even the impossibility – in replicating 

them. This in turn leads to reliability problems. Replication is an extremely important process 

for the advancement of science, being a fundamental component of the production of 

scientific knowledge (KING, 1995). Rocha et al (2013) describe three important benefits of 

replication. In addition to what has already been mentioned regarding the accumulation of 

knowledge, replication can also be used in a pedagogical way in the learning of new 

researchers, as well as protecting the scientific community from errors, fraud and 

manipulation. All these aspects reinforce the need for standardization of scientific review 

methods. 

Two types of review that lend themselves to this role are the systematic review 

and the meta-analytic review. As for the former, Denyer and Tranfield (2009) define it in the 

following terms:  

Systematic reviews are a specific methodology that locates existing studies, 

selects and evaluates contributions, analyses and synthesises data, and 

reports the evidence in such a way that allows reasonably clear conclusions 

to be reached about what is known and what is not known (DENYER & 

TRANFIELD, 2009, p. 672). 

 

As for the meta-analytical review, Glass (1976) defines it as: 

[…] the statistical analysis of a large collection of analysis results from 

individual studies for the purpose of integrating the findings. It connotes a 

rigorous alternative to the casual, narrative discussions of research studies 
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which typify our attempts to make sense of the rapidly expanding research 

literature (GLASS, 1976, p. 03). 

 

It is noticed, then, that the meta-analysis has a broader scope compared to a 

systematic review. In this sense, meta-analytic reviews aim not only to systematize the 

knowledge already obtained by previous studies, but also to synthesize its conclusions in a 

methodologically consistent way (ROSCOE & JENKINS, 2005), aiming to resolve disputes 

in the literature (IMBEAU et al, 2001) or estimate whether a particular method influences a 

particular pattern of results (FIGUEIREDO FILHO et al, 2014). 

Although some authors treat systematic and meta-analytic reviews as synonyms 

(FIGUEIREDO FILHO et al, 2014), other authors consider that they both are separate parts of 

the same process. Although this distinction is well established in Medical and Health 

Sciences, a field in which systematic review methods are already consolidated, some authors 

in Social Sciences and Humanities have also started to differentiate the two types of reviews, 

such as Petticrew and Roberts (2006) and Dacombe (2018).  

According to Dacombe (2018), meta-analysis is a proceeding done after 

systematic review. It is not possible to carry out a meta-analysis without a prior systematic 

review of the literature. However, not every systematic review is accompanied by a meta-

analysis, either because of the authors’ research interests or because of the research object 

itself. Since meta-analyses consist of the quantitative synthesis of results from different 

parameterized studies, not every research object favours or allows this type of analysis. 

This may also help to explain the resistance of academics and researchers in the 

fields of Humanities and Social Sciences to adopt meta-analysis as a recurrent method in their 

research. As we deal with social phenomena, in which it is often difficult or even impossible 

to quantify and measure them in a scientifically adequate way, meta-analysis is not always 

perceived as a viable methodological alternative. Sometimes, there are even quantitative 

studies on a certain phenomenon, but the great difference in the methods adopted, in the cases 

analysed or even in the way of measuring the object of study prevents a good 

parameterization of the results. This is precisely the case of this research, which aims to 

collect and analyse the results of 30 years of published articles on a theory. 

However, it is emphasized here that meta-analysis is only the last step in a 

systematic review process. Although quantitative synthesis is not always feasible, a rigorous 

standard for the collection and selection of studies, as well as the analysis of their results, is 

always possible, even in the face of complex and abstract objects of study such as 

comprehensive social phenomena and theories of human behaviour. This is precisely why we 
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believe that there is still a lot of room in the academic literature in Humanities and Social 

Sciences for the dissemination and advancement of systematic review methods. To the best of 

our knowledge, for instance, there is no systematic review on second-order elections theory so 

far, despite more than four decades of study and refinement of the theory. 

Even so, it is not in our interest to present a historical overview of the evolution of 

systematic and meta-analytic review methods in the Social Sciences. This work has already 

been done by Dacombe (2018). Therefore, in the next subsection, the step-by-step of a 

systematic review and how this step-by-step was applied in this research are followed. The 

practical problems we faced while carrying out the research will also be reported, as well as 

its limitations. 

 

1.2. A Step-by-Step Guide on Systematic Reviews and our Adapted Research Design 

 

As stated earlier, we used the step-by-step set by Cooper (2016) in carrying out a 

systematic review, set out in seven main steps. Cooper (2016) summarize these steps in a 

table partially reproduced below. 

The first step established by Cooper (2016) in carrying out a systematic review is 

the identification of the research problem, which, in fact, is the first step of any scientific 

method. Figueiredo Filho et al (2014) emphasize that, if the objective is a meta-analysis, it is 

necessary that the results of the works on the research object can be quantitatively 

synthesized, as described in the subsection above. It is also important to highlight what the 

research objectives are. Resolve any dispute in the literature? Summarize the knowledge 

already obtained on the subject so far? Detail methodological aspects or report the historical 

evolution of the research agenda on the topic of interest? Such aspects should be considered in 

this first phase, since the research design may need to be adapted according to pre-established 

objectives. As far as this work is concerned, such aspects have already been reported in the 

introduction. 

The second step established by Cooper (2016), which is actually the first practical 

step of this method, is the collection of literature. Are you going to work with the population 

or with a sample of it? What will be the sampling criteria? Where do the collected studies 

come from? What types of sources are being researched, and why? Such questions must be 

answered at this stage, in order to guarantee the transparency, standardization and replicability 

of the review to be carried out. 
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Table 1 – Research Synthesis Conceptualized as a Research Project 

Step 
Research question asked at this stage of 

the synthesis 
Primary function Served in the synthesis  

1 Formulating 

the problem 

What research evidence will be relevant 

to the problem or hypothesis of interest 

in the synthesis? 

Define the (a) variables and (b) 

relationships of interest so that relevant 

and irrelevant studies can be 

distinguished. 

2 Searching the 

literature 

What procedures should be used to find 

relevant research? 

Identitfy (a) sources (e.g., reference, 

databases, journal(s) and (b) terms used 

to search for relevant research. 

3 Gathering 

information 

from studies 

What information about each study is 

relevant to the problem or hypothesis of 

interest? 

Collect relevant information about 

studies in a reliable manner. 

4 Evaluating the 

quality of the 

studies 

What research should be included in the 

synthesis based on (a) the suitability of 

the methods for studying the synthesis 

question, and/or (b) problems in 

research implementation? 

Identify and apply criteria that separate 

studies conducted in ways that 

correspond with the research question 

from studies that do not. 

5 Analyzing 

and integrating 

the outcomes of 

studies 

What procedures should be used to 

summarize and combine the research 

results? 

Identitfy and apply procedures for (a) 

combining results across studies and (b) 

testing for differences in results between 

studies. 

6 Interpreting 

the evidence 

What conclusions can be drawn about 

the cumulative state of the research 

evidence? 

Summarize the cumulative research 

evidence with regard to its strength, 

generality, and limitations.  

7 Presenting the 

results 

What information should be included in 

the report of the synthesis? 

Identify and apply editorial guidelines 

and judgement to determine aspects of 

methods and results readers of the report 

will need to know. 

Source: Partial reproduction of table 1.2. by Cooper (2016, p. 42-45). 

 

In the case of this research, it was restricted to articles published between 1980 

and 2009 in English, Spanish, French and Portuguese. This time frame chosen covers the 

entire period of academic production on second-order elections theory – since the seminal 

article by Reif and Schmitt, released in 1980 – until the publication of the second major 

review of the subject, published by Marsh and Mikhaylov in 2010. We also chose to collect 

articles in languages other than English for two main reasons. First, it is possible that specific 

research agendas on the subject have emerged among authors and research groups restricted 

to one of these languages. Second, it is also possible that there are interesting case studies of 

EP elections as second-order elections restricted to those languages. 

As for the types of publications analysed, it was decided to restrict the collection 

to articles published in academic journals. Despite the notorious relevance and impact of 
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some books on the topic of interest (REIF, 1984a; OPPENHUIS, 1995; EIJK & FRANKLIN, 

1996; BLONDEL, SINNOTT & SVENSSON, 1998; PERRINEAU, GRUNBERG & 

YSMAL, 2002; LODGE, 2005; MAIER, 2006; EIJK & BRUG, 2007; MARSH, 

MIKHAYLOV & SCHMITT, 2007; NIELSEN & FRANKLIN, 2016; VIOLA, 2016; 

KRITZINGER et al, 2020), this type of material proved unfeasible for collection due to its 

low availability online in a complete and free form, especially in the case of books from the 

1980s and 1990s, whose availability in full online format for free is even rarer. Therefore, it 

was decided to exclude this type of material before data collection, even knowing that 

important contributions would not be included in the final sample. 

In turn, monographs, master theses and dissertations were included in the 

collection stage. However, one problem was noticed while carrying out this stage: a somewhat 

considerable part of these works was indexed in restricted access repositories, making the 

equalized collection of this type of data unfeasible. Therefore, as was done with books, these 

types of publications were also excluded from the final sample, but were coded in a 

preliminary exclusion sample. 

With regard to working papers, this type of publication was also codified in a 

preliminary sample, but did not enter the final sample. Despite the notorious importance and 

impact of some working papers with theory tests with data at the individual level (SCHMITT 

& EIJK, 2002; MANOW, 2005; CLARK & HUSLEY, 2007; SCHMITT, SANZ & BRAUN, 

2008; WEBER, 2009); it was not possible to include such works in the final sample, firstly, 

due to the large amount of texts and data to be read, collected and analysed. As will be 

described later, the final sample consists of 54 published articles, from which 96 variables 

were collected. Such articles were also read in full for data collection. If working papers were 

included in the final sample, at least 28 more working papers would be added, something that 

unfortunately was not possible to do in time for the conclusion of this research. Another five 

working papers were subsequently published as articles until 2009, and entered the final 

sample as published articles. A second minor problem was that a little number of working 

papers did not inform where they were presented. This made it impossible to collect some 

relevant variables for the analysis, in addition to not making it clear whether the work was a 

working paper presented at an academic event or a mere draft of a work to be published as an 

article or book chapter. Therefore, we chose to not code these working papers, to avoid 

biasing the sample of works that did not make it into the final sample and to prevent honest 

coding errors. 
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Finally, regarding the means of collection, two databases were chosen. The main 

one for carrying out the research was the Scopus online repository, which contains mostly 

published articles and some indexed books and book chapters. In Scopus, files were collected 

in two different ways. First, the list of indexed works that cited the seminal article by Reif and 

Schmitt (1980) was followed. This article had an impressive number of 1376 citations on the 

Scopus database as of December 18th, 2021 (including books and book chapters), of which  

313 were published until 2009. Secondly, searches were carried out with the terms “second-

order”, “second-order elections”, “European elections” and “European Parliament” in 

different positions, with quotation marks and with the Boolean operators AND and OR. After 

some tests, we opted for the combination of the following terms: “‘second-order’ AND 

‘second-order elections’ OR ‘European Parliament’ OR ‘European elections’”, which 

provided 286 works as of December 18th, 2021, of which 56 were published until 2009. It was 

noticed that most of them were already indexed in the first list, even though a few important 

articles did not cite Reif and Schmitt (1980). These first results demonstrate right away that 

the research agenda on second-order elections has expanded and flourished enormously in the 

last 12 years, which account for more than three-fourths of all works indexed in Scopus that 

cite the seminal article or mention the topic in their title or in their abstract. A more detailed 

analysis of this finding will be made on the conclusion. 

As there is the possibility that some articles are not indexed in Scopus, it was also 

decided to search in Google Scholar. On this database other types of work that did not enter 

the final sample were also found, such as working papers, master theses and dissertations. In 

this second platform, the terms “second-order elections” and “European Parliament” were 

searched with quotation marks but without Boolean operators in between them. Searches were 

also carried out with such terms translated into Spanish, French and Portuguese. Due to the 

immense amount of works found, in this database the searches were filtered by year of 

release. Our search obtained 3579 entries (between articles, working papers, drafts, 

monographies, master theses and dissertations) published since 1980, as of December 18 th, 

2021. A more detailed analysis of those first search results will follow on the next sub-

section. 

Due to the broad search pattern and the large temporal scope – even with the 

restriction until 2009 –, some exclusion criteria were adopted at the stage of literature 

collection. First, articles from journals that do not occupy the first and second percentiles of 

the Scimago Journal Rank (SJR) in their scientific area for at least half of the years in which 

the journal was evaluated were excluded; in addition to journals that eventually do not adopt 
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the blind peer review procedure by the year 2020. This criterion was adopted as a way to 

preserve the quality of the works already at the time of collection. The SJR was chosen since 

it is a journal classification list of free and open access, which includes a greater number of 

European journals than the Journal Citation Report list in the area of Political Science and 

International Relations. 

A second important exclusion criterion refers to the fact that not all articles that 

cite the seminal article by Reif and Schmitt (1980) have the second-order elections theory as a 

central or highlighted aspect in their analyses. In turn, other works analyse this theory, but do 

not focus on EP elections, analysing other types of elections and/or non-European cases, as 

shown in the introduction. Thus, articles that only cite the seminal article en passant and that 

do not bring more substantial discussions or analyses about the theory were not included. 

Likewise, articles that do not contain at least one case of EP election were also not included in 

the final sample.  

Following the execution of the systematic review, the third step according to 

Cooper (2016) consists of collecting information about the studies. This collection of 

information takes place from a list of variables of interest to the author, which must be 

specified in advance. According to Figueiredo Filho et al (2014), the collection of as many 

variables as possible is recommended, as the monetary and logistical cost of a new collection 

is generally prohibitive. 

In fact, in our personal experience, while collecting information about the texts, it 

was noted that some relevant variables had not been previously listed. As the collection of 

such information took place from the reading of the articles and manually coding in Excel 

coding sheets, the addition of new variables delayed the expected progress of the research, 

since, for each variable added, it was necessary to return to the articles already catalogued in 

search of the new data of interest. This problem, however, did not affect the progress of the 

research as a whole, although this step took longer than expected to finish. Thus, the list of the 

variables of interest must be well designed and well thought out before this step. 

As for this study, the choice of the selected variables, as highlighted in the 

introduction, was inspired by Sampaio and Figueiredo Filho’s (2019) article on local election 

campaign financing in Brazil and adapted to the topic of interest. 95 variables were collected, 

divided into three dimensions (formal, with 44 variables3; methodological, with 26 variables; 

 
3 The large number of variables in the formal dimension is justified by practical and counting issues. In works 

with more than one author, it became impossible to code the two or more authors in the same cell. The same 
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and substantive, with 24 variables), already briefly described in the introduction. For reasons 

of space and textual fluidity, the tables with the detailed variables for each dimension and the 

way they were coded are available in appendices A, B and C after the bibliographical 

references. More details about these variables will also be described in the following chapters, 

dedicated to each one of the dimensions. In addition to these 94 variables, a last nominal 

variable dedicated to observations or comments on the selected articles and/or some variations 

in their coding was also included in the database.4 Finally, the collection of data was done in a 

chronological way, following a year-by-year basis, to facilitate the chronological analysis of 

the collected information and results. 

The fourth and next step, according to Cooper (2016), is the assessment of the 

quality of the selected material. This step is important as it prevents studies with questionable 

methods or unreliable results from entering the final sample. Cooper (2016) describes in detail 

different methods of evaluating the quality of selected works. It is noteworthy that such 

methods are more easily applicable when the topic of interest studied in the analysed works is 

measurable or when the analysed researchers use methods that allow interventions such as 

experiments, something that is not always possible in Humanities and Social Sciences studies. 

In the specific case of this work, another potential problem is that we intend to 

analyse the evolution of the research agenda on European elections as second-order elections. 

For this, it is necessary to take into account debates and criticisms between authors, as well as 

initial works whose methodologies were improved later. Therefore, this step was adapted for 

the purpose of the research. The adoption of a selection criterion based on the impact 

classification of academic journals during the data collection also served as a means of 

indirect control of the quality of the selected material. 

The fifth step is the analysis and synthesis of studies in the case of a meta-

analysis. Because this work is a systematic review, and also because of the broad scope of the 

research object, which encompasses studies that are not strictly empirical, it was decided at 

this stage to calculate the frequency of findings in the expected direction of the selected 

articles, based on the null-hypothesis rejection parameter. For this, the proportion of 

supported hypotheses in each work were verified to check, for example, if there is publication 

bias. 

 
procedure was followed for the universities of origin of each of the authors, with their respective cities and 

countries coded in different variables for each one of them, which already add up to 20 different variables. 
4 For example, in the case of Rabier (1984), the author of the text was an employee of the European 

Commission, and this information was entered in the variable “University of the first author”; despite the fact 

that the European Commission is not a university. Thus, an observation was also left in the variable 

“Observations”, to clarify this and other possible variations in data coding. 
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In turn, the sixth step consists of interpreting the collected data. This stage is 

central, as it is in this stage that the researcher must make inferences from the data and results 

aggregated in previous works. As highlighted earlier, in this master’s thesis, the evolution of 

studies on the topic of interest will take place from a methodological standpoint, focused on 

the variable “level of analysis”. 

Finally, the seventh and last step according to Cooper (2016) is the presentation of 

the research results, which, in this case, took place in the format of a master's thesis. Although 

the Meta-Analysis Reporting Standards (MARS) model is recommended (FIGUEIREDO 

FILHO et al, 2014; COOPER, 2016), it was decided to divide the disclosure of the research 

results into three different parts, according to the categorization of the variables into each of 

its dimensions. We chose to not follow MARS firstly because a master’s thesis is traditionally 

divided into chapters, and secondly, because of the comprehensive amount of data collected. 

Finally, it was possible to identify three gaps in our research design beforehand, 

even before its execution. Two of them have already been described. The first one concerns 

the availability of materials such as books, monographs, dissertations and theses online. 

Consequently, important books that impacted the research agenda, some of them with tests 

with data at the individual level, had to be excluded. Secondly, due to limited research 

execution time, working papers also had to be excluded from the final sample. Finally, the 

second-order elections theory was initially named and tested by two Germans, and Germany 

remains one of the central countries in the European integration process. Thus, it is possible 

that there is an important research agenda on this topic developed in the German language, 

which will not be covered in this review. 

In the next sub-section, it will be shown how the final n of 54 articles was 

reached. In addition, a brief descriptive analysis of the works that did not enter the final 

sample will be carried out. 

 

1.3. Collection of Literature: Descriptive Analysis of Exclusion Procedures and 

Excluded Works 

 

Conducting a systematic review involves a rigorous control, not only of the texts 

that will be part of the final sample, but also of those that did not pass the exclusion criteria. 

For transparency and bias testing purposes of the exclusion criteria adopted in this review, a 

list of works that did not enter the final sample was drawn up, as well as a few variables of 

interest about these works were also collected. 
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In more detail, the group of excluded works can be divided into two main 

subgroups. The first group consists of those works that were promptly excluded, and whose 

data were not collected even for the excluded works sample list. Due to the immense number 

of entries found in both databases and due to the manual collection of data, it became 

impracticable to collect data from so many works, even for the small amount of variables 

restricted to the excluded works sample list, which from now on, will be called “second list”. 

Thus, the following cases did not enter the second list and, therefore, did not have any data 

collected: 

- Books or book chapters; 

- Book reviews; 

- Articles that eventually did not mention the term “second-order elections” in the text, or 

that only mentioned it in the footnotes; 

- Works that were published in the same year as a working paper and as an article, to 

avoid duplication (in this case, data were collected only from the published article); 

- Works that were not available in PDF or html format; 

- Drafts that did not indicate they were presented at academic events; 

- Due to an unknown error in the Google Scholar Search engine, some works published 

outside the time frame we searched in appeared in the results, which we did not consider 

in our population (for example, when the search engine was restricted to the year 2000, 

but one of the works found by Google Scholar was published or presented in 2007). 

- Entries that were not written in English, French, Portuguese or Spanish. 

In turn, all other cases of articles that did not make it into the final sample were 

catalogued in the second list; together with working papers, monographs, master's theses and 

doctoral theses. For this list, two variables related to the exclusion criteria violated by each of 

these studies were elaborated. One variable encodes the exclusion criteria in categorical form 

(1-14) and another encodes them in nominal form (in words). The 14 exclusion categories 

adopted for the second list were as follows: 

- (1) The article does not have the second-order elections theory as its main or central 

aspect, despite citing the seminal article; 

- (2) The article does not have the second-order elections theory as its main or central 

aspect, not citing the seminal article; 

- (3) The article does not deal with any case of EP elections in detail, despite citing the 

seminal article; 
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- (4) The article does not deal with any case of EP elections in detail, not citing the 

seminal article; 

- (5) The article cites the seminal article, but does not have the theory as a central or main 

aspect, nor does it study any case of EP elections in detail (1 and 3 combined); 

- (6) The article does not cite the seminal article, and does not have the theory as a central 

or main aspect, nor does it study any case of EP elections in detail (2 and 4 combined); 

- (7) Monograph; 

- (8) Master's thesis; 

- (9) Doctoral thesis; 

- (10) The journal in which the article was published did not reach the first two 

percentiles of the Scimago Journal Ranking (SJR) (quality proxy); 

- (11) The journal in which the article was published is not registered in the SJR, making 

quality assessment impossible; 

- (12) Working paper that entered the final sample as a published article; 

- (13) Article is a translation of an original work; 

- (14) Working papers in general. 

Thus, as of December 18th, 2021, 1355 entries were obtained in the three searches 

performed in the two databases considering the time frame of 1980 until 2009. Of these, 314 

were obtained from the list of works citing the seminal article registered in Scopus; 57 were 

obtained from the second search in Scopus and another 984 works were obtained from the 

searches carried out in Google Scholar in the four different languages selected previously. 

However, it is noteworthy that a great part of these entries are duplications. Several 

duplications were verified: between the two Scopus lists, between the Scopus lists and the 

Google Scholar search results, and even within Google Scholar’s own searches. A good part 

of these duplications was expected, as – as will be demonstrated in the following chapters – 

most of the relevant literature cites the seminal article, in addition to mentioning the term 

“second-order elections” recurrently, which makes these works stand out in Google Scholar’s 

search algorithms. 

However, there were cases where we found the same work mentioned more than 

once in Google Scholar’s results, and we also found works in other languages in searches 

which the key terms were in English. Works were found in several languages, ranging from 

German to Greek, Russian, Turkish and even Japanese. If, on the one hand, the existence of 

works in such different languages shows the impressive geographic reach of this theory, on 

the other hand, Google Scholar proved to be a search tool of dubious precision, which should 
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be used with great care and attention. Consequently, some works in French, Spanish and 

Portuguese were found twice on Google Scholar, firstly in the search with the key terms in 

English, and again in the search with the key terms in their respective languages. Some of 

them were also found previously on Reif and Schmitt’s (1980) citing articles list on Scopus, 

appearing at least three times on all searches performed. 

Unfortunately, as works in other languages and duplications were promptly 

excluded, it is not possible to determine their share of the 1355 entries obtained. What can be 

determined is that, out of this maximum total value, 54 works entered the final sample (all 

published articles), while another 555 entered the second list. Thus, “only” 609 out of 1355 

entries were catalogued somehow. Charts 01 and 02 illustrate the proportion of works 

promptly excluded compared to the works that entered the final sample or second list and the 

proportion of entries found according to each searching procedure. From now on, all graphics 

in this dissertation were produced by the author in Rstudio 4.0.5 software.5  

 

 

CHART 01 – Proportion of entries found according to searching procedure 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
5 The entire script, as well as the database and individual graphics images are available at the following link on 

Github: https://github.com/Victor-Santana-Santos/SOE_database. To obtain the personal access token to such 

documents, please send an email to victor.santanasantos@ufpe.br. 

https://github.com/Victor-Santana-Santos/SOE_database
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CHART 02 – Proportion of entries found according to exclusion criteria 

 
 

Thus, it is noted that at least more than half of the entries found were promptly 

excluded, for reasons already listed above. Another 40.91% were later excluded, according to 

the exclusion criteria listed in the research design. It can be seen, therefore, that the selection 

criteria were quite precise and rigorous, since only 3.98% of the total entries found reached 

the final sample. 

Another finding is the greater proportion of texts found in Scopus in the final 

sample and in the second list compared to the total number of entries found. On the one hand, 

this was to be expected, as Scopus was given priority in the order of searches. More 

specifically, our main search base was Scopus. First, the list of indexed works that cited the 

seminal article was checked. Subsequently, the Scopus search engine was checked with the 

keywords described in the previous subsection. Most of the texts obtained at this stage had 

already been found in the first list: of the 57 works found in the Scopus search engine, only 12 

did not mention the seminal article; among these 12, only three entered the final sample. 

Google Scholar searches were, therefore, the final step, prioritizing key terms in English and, 

later, searching with terms in French, Portuguese, and Spanish; in that order. Chart 03 

illustrates the difference in proportion between the three lists according to the source of the 

texts. 
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CHART 03 – Proportion of works in each sample according to data source 

 

Regarding the second list only, most of the works catalogued were articles, 

reaching 401 out of 555 works, around 72.25% of this sample. 117 working papers, 25 

doctoral theses, nine master theses and only three monographs were also found, these last 

three were all from the year 2009. This may demonstrate that second-order election theory is a 

topic more discussed by established academics with more expertise on the subject than by 

academics in training, at least until the year 2009. Chart 04 illustrates these proportions. 
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CHART 04 – Second list works according to type of work 

 

Taking into account the exclusion criteria registered only for the works catalogued 

in the second list, it can be seen that criteria 1 (the work does not have the second-order 

elections theory as its main or central aspect, despite citing the seminal article), 5 (the work 

cites the seminal article, but does not have the theory as a central or main aspect, nor does it 

study any case of EP elections in detail) and 6 (the work does not cite the seminal article, and 

does not have the theory as a central or main aspect, nor does it study any case of EP elections 

in detail) were the most common among published articles, with 87 (15.67% of the sample, 

21.69% of the published articles on the second list), 83 (14.95% of the sample, 20.69% of the 

articles) and 52 (9.36% of the sample, 12,96% of the articles) occurrences each. As previously 

stated, only three monographs were found, while nine master's theses and 25 doctoral theses 

were registered. Regarding the criteria related to the quality of the journals, 63 articles 

(11.93%) were excluded because their respective journals were not classified in the first and 

second percentiles of the SJR. In turn, another 34 articles (6.43%) were also excluded because 

their respective journals were not indexed in the SJR. Only one translation was registered. 

Finally, regarding working papers, 117 were catalogued (21.08%), of which five entered the 

final sample as published articles. Chart 05 illustrates these trends.6 

 
6 SOEs stands for “second-order elections”. SA stands for “Seminal article”. EP stands for “European 

Parliament”. SJR stands for “Scimago Journal Ranking”. WPs stands for “working papers”.  
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CHART 05 – Works on second list according to exclusion criteria 

 

 

Excluding the distinction between articles that cite the seminal article and those 

that do not cite it; 134 articles (24.14% of the sample, 33.41% of the articles) were excluded 

for not addressing the theory as the central or main topic of study, while 33 works (5.94% of 

the sample, 8.22% of the articles) were excluded for not addressing EP elections directly. 

Another 135 (24.32% of the sample, 33,66% of the articles) were excluded for not meeting 

these two criteria at the same time. It can be seen then that 302 out of 401 articles were 

excluded by these criteria (about 75.31% of the total number of articles in the second list and 

about 54.51% of the entire second list sample). 

This demonstrates that, quantitatively, the criteria related to the quality of the 

articles found make up only 18.37% of the total sample in the second list. Considering only 

the 401 catalogued articles, this share rises to 24.43%. However, it is known that the English 

language has become the lingua franca of the scientific community today. Consequently, 

articles published in English end up having a greater reach and impact, to the detriment of 

articles published in other languages. It is possible that the adoption of journals’ impact 
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factors as a proxy for the quality of publications has affected non-English-language journals 

in a non-random way. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct a bias test of the criteria relating to 

the quality of the journals found. For this, all articles that did not enter the final sample due to 

criteria 10 and 11 were read, to verify whether they, disregarding such criteria, would enter 

the final sample or not. Among the 63 articles whose journals did not reach the first two 

percentiles in their respective areas of study in the SJR, 12 of them would have entered the 

final sample; whereas only two out of 35 articles would have entered, in the case of articles 

published in journals not indexed in this ranking. Chart 06 illustrates the results obtained. 

 

CHART 06 – Articles that would have made up the final sample if criteria 10 and 11 were not adopted 

 

 

Although such articles add up a small part of these samples and, mainly, an even 

smaller part of the total sample of the second list; it remains to be verified whether this 

distribution according to the language of the articles followed a random pattern or not. For 

this, two comparisons are needed. First, we compared the linguistic distribution of articles that 

did not enter by other criteria with those that did not enter by criteria 10 and 11. Chart 07 

demonstrates that there is indeed a linguistic bias both in relation to the lower impact of non-

English language journals and the fact that a greater number of non-English language journals 

are not even registered in the SJR. While articles in English add up to more than 80% of all 
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articles catalogued in the second list; they only reach a little more than 40% of the subsample 

of articles excluded by criteria 10 and 11.  

 

CHART 07 – Articles according to language and quality exclusion criteria 

 

Still, this does not mean that articles in French, Portuguese and Spanish excluded 

by criteria 10 and 11 would not be excluded by other criteria, if criteria 10 and 11 were not 

adopted. In other words, it is likely that a large part of this literature is not relevant for the 

purposes of this review and would end up being excluded anyway. As said before, 12 of 63 

articles excluded by criteria 10 would have entered the sample, as well as other two of 35 

articles excluded by criteria 11. At least half of these 14 articles were written in English, 

while three were written in French, two in Portuguese and two in Spanish. Chart 08 illustrates 

this distribution. 
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CHART 08 – Second list articles excluded due to Criteria 10 and 11 according to their language 

 

 

Although they make up a very small part of the second list, it is clear that the 

adoption of exclusion criteria that use the impact of academic journals as a proxy for the 

quality of publications carried a bias that limited the entry of articles not written in English in 

the final sample. This bias mainly affected articles published in Spanish and Portuguese. As 

will be described in the following chapter, no articles in Portuguese or Spanish reached the 

final sample, while only two articles in French entered this sample. A small search in the SJR 

showed that no Portuguese-language journal published in Portugal dedicated to Political 

Science and International Relations reached the first two percentiles of the ranking for the 

year 2019, which clearly illustrates the linguistic bias present in the evaluations and formulas 

that make up the impact factor of academic journals. 

Thus, it is understood from the execution of our research design that using the 

impact factor as a proxy for quality may be a non-optimal criterion in the evaluation of 

journals in different languages. This criterion can be useful in the case of reviews restricted to 

articles in a single language, especially in English, since there is also a greater number of 

academic journals that publish partially or exclusively in English. However, in the case of 
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multilingual reviews, the differences related to this criterion must be considered and 

parameterized before the text collection stage. 

However, this does not automatically invalidate our research design or the results 

obtained by this systematic review. Since one of the main components of the impact factor is 

the articles’ number of citations, this indicates that such articles were probably little cited by 

other authors, which reduces the relevance of these works as a whole, minimizing their 

potential contributions for the literature. Even so, some of these works bring potentially 

important discussions and results for the interests of this research. Five of these 14 articles 

bring tests with data at the individual level.  

Among them, the article by Jadot (2002), published in French, stands out. This 

article provides a very interesting multilevel analysis of turnout and voter abstention in the 

1999 elections, using data from the 1999 European Election Studies. It performs regression 

tests both at the individual and aggregate level, in order to determine which variables have the 

greatest impact on the turnout. Jadot (2002) finds that numerous variables impact abstention 

at both micro and macro levels. What was surprising to her was that variables such as the 

electoral cycle and support for integration were not significant. This led the author to criticize 

the theory of second-order elections, even bringing up the problem of ecological fallacy. She 

reinforces the hypothesis of habitual voting, especially with the results obtained with 

individual-level data. One of the shortcomings of the article, however, is that it does not 

publicise the test results in table, graphics or appendix format. 

The criteria adopted in this review were considerably rigid and precise, resulting 

in a final sample of 54 articles, of which only two were written in French and all others in 

English. The following chapter begins the exposition of the data and results collected from 

these 54 articles, starting with the variables of the formal dimension of analysis. Such 

variables are the simplest to analyse, as they consist of objective criteria, such as the journal 

in which the article was published and its number of citations. 
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CHAPTER 02: Formal Dimension – Analysis and Results 

 

 

This chapter aims to present the variables related to the formal dimension of the 

systematic review, as well as their respective results obtained. These variables are related to 

aspects such as title, number of pages, source of the work, genre and authors’ university of 

origin, number of citations, among others; in general, variables that do not require reading the 

texts in full. 

After a review of all exclusion criteria, a total of 54 articles were classified for the 

final sample. Regarding the journals in which the articles were published, two journals stood 

out: European Journal of Political Research (with eight articles, 14.81% of the sample) and 

Electoral Studies (with eleven articles, 20.37%). There is also a predominance of English 

publishers: 44 out of 54 articles were from British-published periodicals (81.48%). Another 

six articles were from North American publishers, while another four were from journals from 

Ireland, Germany, France and Austria. Charts 09 and 10 illustrate these trends. 

 

CHART 09 – Most recurrent journals in the final sample 

 

 

 

 

 

 



38 
 

 

CHART 10 – Journals registered in the final sample according to the publisher’s country  

 

 

Moreover, 24 articles were of single authorship (44.44%). Among the authors, 

four names stood out: the German Karlheinz Reif, with three mentions; Michael Marsh, with 

five mentions; the Dutch Cees van der Eijk, with five mentions; and the German Hermann 

Schmitt, with six mentions. All other authors had either one or two mentions. Still with regard 

to authors, a large discrepancy was noted with regard to gender: in a total of 96 author-year 

records, 82 were from male authors (85.41% of the total). Among female authors, Bridget 

Taylor stood out, the only female author registered twice on the final sample. On her turn, the 

first female author was registered only in 1995 (SMITH, 1995). These results clearly illustrate 

the consequences of structural machismo in society, which delayed the entry of a significant 

number of women into academia, causing a great gender inequality in the production of 

scientific knowledge, with negative repercussions to this day. However, the trend is towards 

greater gender equalization. In fact, chart 11 demonstrates that the number of women who 

have published articles on the theory of second-order elections and EP elections has increased 

over the years. This inequality is expected to have fallen a little further after 2010, but this has 

yet to be corroborated in future work. The chart also illustrates the trend towards a greater 

academic production on the topic over the years. 
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CHART 11 – Authors per year by gender 

 

 

Regarding the authors’ universities of origin, three of them stood out: the 

University of Oxford, with nine mentions (9.37% of the total); the University of Mannheim, 

with eleven mentions (11.45% of the total), and the University of Amsterdam, with twelve 

mentions (12.50% of the total). Not coincidentally, the University of Mannheim is the home 

university of Reif and Schmitt, authors of the seminal article. Similarly, Cees van der Eijk, the 

second most recorded author, is affiliated with the University of Amsterdam. 

At the country level, authors from North American and British universities stood 

out, with 21 and 20 records respectively (21.87% and 20.83%). Next, Dutch and German 

universities stood out, with 18 and 15 records respectively (18.75% and 15.62%). These four 

countries alone account for 77.08% of all works coded in the final sample in relation to the 

countries of the authors' home universities. A total of 49 different universities or other 

affiliations were registered, from 14 countries. Chart 12 illustrates such trends. It was decided 

to remove the "University of" from the names to facilitate the illustration and not to pollute 

the graphic visually. Other names were also abbreviated. 
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CHART 12 – Universities of the authors by country 

 

 
Acronyms: EUI - European University Institute; EC - European Commission; IAS - Institute for 

Advanced Studies; S. Po - Science Po. 

 

Still regarding the formal dimension, it was noted that 14 articles had sections 

dedicated exclusively to methodology (25.92% of the final sample), with another three having 

a methodological section in the appendix. It was noticed that the existence of sections 

dedicated to the methodology became more common over time, as shown in chart 13 below. 
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CHART 13 – Works per year by methodological section 

 

 

Regarding the language, the predominant language was English, with 52 articles 

(96.29% of the total), with another two works written in French. As highlighted in chapter 01, 

the introduction of exclusion criteria based on the impact factor as a proxy for the quality of 

publications may have hindered the inclusion of articles in languages other than English in the 

final sample. Not coincidentally, such articles have a low number of citations. Rabier (1984) 

is the least cited article in the sample, with a total of zero citations up to December 18th, 

2021.7 In his turn, Magni-Berton (2008) has five citations up to the same date. 

Still on the formal dimension, about 48 works cite the seminal article in the 

bibliography (88.88%). Finally, among the 48 articles indexed in Scopus, the number of 

citations varied between 1376 (the seminal article) and 0 (RABIER, 1984), having as 

reference the date of December 18th, 2021. The average of citations was of 94.75; however, 

this value is skewed by the high number of citations from the seminal article. Excluding this 

article, the average drops to 67.59. The median of the sample excluding the seminal article 

was of 39 citations, indicating that most works have a low to average number of citations. 

Chart 14 illustrates the articles’ number of citations and the year in which they were 

published. It is noticed that the seminal article is an outlier compared to the other works. 

Works not indexed in Scopus were excluded from the graphic representation. 

 
7 However, when proceeding with the reading of the texts for the systematic review, it was noted that one of 

them cited Rabier (1984) in detail. Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991) highlight Rabier (1984) as one of the 

pioneering articles in the use of survey data to analyse the turnout in European elections. 
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CHART 14 – Articles citations on Scopus 
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As much as newer works tend to have a higher number of citations than older 

works, as shown in the previous graph; the age of an article can influence its respective 

number of citations, since newer articles need to have a big impact to get the same number of 

citations as older works that have a stable number of citations per year. Thus, we also chose to 

divide the articles’ number of citations by their age in years to observe the average number of 

citations per year. 

The average number of citations per year of all articles indexed in Scopus selected 

for the final sample was of 4.45 citations per year. Excluding the seminal article, this value 

drops to 3.83. The median was of 2.06, excluding the seminal article, indicating that most 

articles in the final sample have a relatively low number of citations per year. Among the 48 

articles indexed, seven of them stood out, obtaining at least an average of 14 citations per 

year. Chart 15 illustrates the disposition of the average citations per year for each article. 

The article with the most citations per year is the seminal article by Reif and 

Schmitt (1980), with an average of 33.56. The second article with the highest average number 

of citations per year was Hix and Marsh (2007), with 21 citations per year. The other five 

highlighted works had between 14 (MARSH, 1998) and 15.42 (BRUG, FENNEMA & 

TILLIE, 2000) citations per year. Among the six articles with the most citations per year – 

excluding the seminal article – three performed theory tests with aggregate-level data 

(MARSH, 1998; SCHMITT, 2005 and HIX & MARSH, 2007) and two performed tests with 

individual-level data (BRUG, FENNEMA & TILLIE, 2000 and HOBOLT, SPOON & 

TILLEY, 2009). However, it is noteworthy that Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000) focuses on 

the theme of the attractiveness of anti-immigration parties. This theme, despite being 

correlated with the second-order elections theory, does not cover the entire theoretical 

framework studied, meaning that more robust tests of the theory were not carried out by these 

authors. Finally, the sixth remaining work, Vreese et al (2006), focuses on the analysis of 

news content during EP election campaigns. 

The data show that most of the authors who published articles about second-order 

elections and elections to the EP are men and come from German, British, Dutch and North 

American universities. There is also a predominance of British and American publishers. It 

was noticed that more recent articles have more frequently dedicated an exclusive section to 

the topic of methodology. In addition, the number of citations tends to be close to five 

citations per year on average. 
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CHART 15 – Citations per year 
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The following chapter continues exploring the data and results collected from the 

54 articles in the final sample. The variables of the methodological dimension will be 

described, alongside with an overview of the articles that studied the theory with individual-

level data and their results. 
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CHAPTER 03: Methodological Dimension – Analysis and Results 

 

 

This chapter aims to present the variables related to the methodological dimension 

of the systematic review, as well as their respective results obtained. These variables are 

related to aspects such as if the article has an abstract, if its hypotheses are clearly stated, as 

well as the research questions, year of the EP elections analysed, level of analysis, etc.  

Regarding the methodological dimension, 42 of the 54 articles had an abstract 

(77.78% of the total). 23 works explicitly mentioned the research question in the abstract or in 

the introduction (42.59% of the total), while another ten mentioned it in some other section 

(18.51% of the total). As for the hypotheses, the pattern was different: only five studies had 

the hypotheses well defined and specified in the abstract or in the introduction, while another 

21 did so in later sections. It is then noticed that most articles (about 51.85%) did not clearly 

specify which were the hypotheses adopted in the research. This made it difficult to construct 

the variable “Description of hypotheses”, since, in these 28 works, the hypotheses had to be 

inferred from the reading. This variable is extremely important for the fourth stage of the 

review, which is the comparison of the proportion of findings in the expected direction, based 

on the parameter of corroborated and refuted hypotheses, which will be carried out in the 

fourth chapter. As careful as the reading is, the possibility of bias or misinterpretation of texts 

in which the hypotheses are not explicit cannot be excluded, which can impact the reliability 

of the results to be obtained in the fourth stage. 

In any case, the number of hypotheses presented in each work varied between 0 – 

two short literature reviews (NORRIS, 1997; REIF, 1997), a case report (STEFANOVA, 

2008), and a comprehensive literature review (MARSH & MIKHAYLOV, 2010) – and 17 

(REIF & SCHMITT, 1980). The average of hypotheses per article was 4.38 considering the 

entire sample and 4.74 excluding articles without any hypotheses. However, as previously 

stated, not all articles explicitly defined their hypotheses. Considering only the articles that 

did so, the average number of hypotheses per article rises to 5.76. It is then noticed that the 

coding of the variable "Description of hypotheses" may have been biased downwards in 

articles that did not clearly define their hypotheses, whose average was 3.62, excluding the 

four articles without any hypotheses. 

Only 15 articles provided details on the methodology adopted in the abstract or in 

the introduction. Regarding the studied elections, 24 articles studied only one election 

(44.44% of the total), while seven studied two elections. Another four studied three elections 

and seven studied four elections. Moreover, five articles studied at least five elections and 
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another six studied six elections. Only one article studied seven elections, the maximum 

number of elections possible for the temporal scope of the review, which was precisely Marsh 

and Mikhaylov (2010), the second major literature review on our research subject. Thus, the 

elections analysed in the final sample were those from 1979 until the first papers published 

about the 2009 elections. Since the number of elections available for analysis increases over 

time, the number of papers that analysed all available elections was of 22 (40.74% of the 

total). The most analysed election, whether in just one country or in all member countries, 

either individually or together with other election rounds; was the 1989 EP election, 

mentioned in 29 works. However, considering only the 24 works that analyse only one 

election, the election round most  analysed individually was that of 2004, mentioned 8 times, 

followed by 1994, mentioned individually seven times. Chart 16 illustrates the number of 

elections studied in each work on a time scale. The dot size illustrates the amount of papers 

that analysed a given number of elections in that particular year. This size varies from one to 

four, indicating that, for example, in 2007, four articles analysed at least six elections, while 

another article analysed four elections and, finally, another one analysed two elections. 

Similarly, in 2004, two articles analysed five elections, another two analysed three elections 

and another one analysed only one election. 

 

CHART 16 – Number of elections analysed per article per year 

 
Regarding the number of countries analysed in each work, 11 articles analysed 

only one country (20.37% of the total), which demonstrates the preference of researchers to 
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analyse the European elections at the European level, or, at least, comparatively. Among the 

eleven works that analysed only one country, the ones that stood out were the Netherlands and 

the United Kingdom, with three articles each, followed by Ireland with two articles. The 

number of case-years in the final sample ranged between 1 and 118 (MARSH & 

MIKHAYLOV, 2010). In turn, the first articles to analyse a restricted number of countries on 

subregional criterion only appeared after the 2004 elections, more specifically in 2006, with 

Koepke and Ringe (2006). A possible explanation for this is that only nine countries were part 

of the then European Community (EC) when the first EP elections took place. This number 

rose gradually until 2004, when eight countries entered the Union at once. Furthermore, until 

the 2004 expansion, all the countries that made up the Union were considered “Western 

countries”. The 2004 expansion brought with it a new group of countries to the integration 

process, to which it was possible to make comparisons at the sub-regional level, a more 

consistent criterion than the year of entry into the Union. 

Among the 54 works in the sample, 41 adopted quantitative methods (75.92%), 

while 9 adopted qualitative methods (16.66%) and another three used content analysis 

(5.55%). More specifically, among the 88 cases – some articles had more than one submethod 

–, the most reported subtype of method was multiple linear regression with aggregate-level 

data, reported 15 times (17.04%), followed by descriptive analysis of aggregate-level data, 

reported 14 times (15.90%) and descriptive analysis of survey data,  reported 8 times (9.09%). 

It was noticed that logistic regressions and their subtypes were only registered with articles 

that analysed individual-level data. This is explained by the type of data available or chosen 

for analysis. Articles that analyse turnout at the aggregate level, for example, typically use 

official election turnout records, a specific value positioned on a continuous scale ranging 

from 0% to 100%. Articles that analyse the turnout with data at the individual level usually 

use surveys, in which respondents answer whether they attended or intend to attend the polls, 

in a binary response model that favours the use of logistic regressions. Chart 17 illustrates 

these findings. Methods in blue are quantitative methods that were operationalized with 

aggregate-level data; while in orange are quantitative methods that were operationalized with 

individual-level data. Methods in purple are of the qualitative type. Finally, we chose to code 

articles that used content analysis in a separate category, considering that this method is 

comprehensive and can be operationalized both quantitatively and qualitatively. Articles that 

used content analysis typically studied parties’ campaigns and media content such as news 

related to these campaigns. 
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CHART 17 – Types and subtypes of methods registered in the final sample 

 
 

As for the level of analysis of the quantitative works, it is clear that, in fact, most 

of the articles catalogued in the final sample brought theory tests with individual-level data, 

whether restricted to this type of data, whether analysing both individual- and aggregate-level 

data. More specifically, among the 42 articles that used quantitative methods, 19 of them 

analysed only aggregate-level data (45.23%), while 14 analysed only individual-level data 

(33.33%) and another 9 used both types of data (21.42%). However, not all 23 articles with 

individual-level data brought robust statistical tests and neither their results necessarily gained 

prominence in the following years. 

An important finding was that as early as the 1980s there were articles with tests 

that used micro-level data. In 1984, Rabier (1984) analysed the determinants of turnout of the 

two European elections that had taken place so far, using both aggregate-level and individual-

level variables, with data from the Eurobarometer 19. However, the impact of his article on 

the research agenda on second-order elections can be considered low for three reasons. First, 

his tests took into account only one aspect of the theory: the turnout rates. Second, Rabier 

(1984) only unravelled the Eurobarometer 19 results, comparing the proportions of 

respondents who declared to have voted or not based on some parameters such as citizens’ 
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cognitive mobilization and their attitudes towards European integration and towards the EP. 

Regression statistical tests were not performed. Finally, the fact that this article was written in 

French might have affected its reach, as it is the only article in the sample with zero citations 

by other articles in Scopus. Rabier (1984) also has no citations in Web of Science and 

Crossref.8 Thus, as much as Rabier (1984) uses survey data in his analysis, his initial tests did 

not bring new developments to the research agenda, nor were they widely disseminated 

afterwards. 

In addition to providing a detailed descriptive analysis of the Dutch political 

scenario prior to the elections, Eijk (1989) also used a survey carried out at the national level 

to explain the low turnout of the European elections in the Netherlands in 1989. His data 

corroborated hypotheses that were already well known in the research agenda on turnout in 

general, such as the fact that greater political interest is correlated with greater participation 

and that voters attached to a political party are more likely to turn out to the polls. Like Rabier 

(1984), Eijk’s (1989) tests did not bring major new findings to the research agenda, as this 

article was rarely cited by its peers (there are only two citations in Scopus). 

On the other hand, numerous tests of the second-order elections theory were 

carried out in the 1990s, either with aggregate- and individual-level data. Niedermayer (1990), 

for example, used data from Eurobarometers 30 and 31 to test whether the low turnout in EP 

elections was caused by voters’ knowledge of EP’s limited power and whether the difference 

in turnout between member countries was explained by EC approval level in each country. 

Niedermayer (1990) found that pro-integration attitudes have an impact on turnout, but it is 

considerably smaller compared to variables such as mandatory voting and other elections held 

in conjunction with European ones. Furthermore, the author also refuted the hypothesis that 

knowledge of the weak powers of the EP led to a smaller turnout, as only a small part of the 

interviewees was aware of the relative impotence of the EP in the EC decision-making 

system; and yet, those who knew this were more likely to vote compared to those who truly 

believed that the EP had strong powers similar to those of national parliaments. 

Also in 1990, Schmitt used Eurobarometers 30, 31 and 31A to analyse whether 

larger and/or government parties actually had more difficulty obtaining votes in European 

elections than smaller parties. Schmitt (1990) found that, in terms of electoral mobilization, 

larger parties proportionately mobilized more loyal voters than small parties, but not as much 

as in national elections. Governing parties also performed slightly better than opposition 

 
8 However, as stated before, we found at least one citation of Rabier (1984) in Schmitt’s and Mannheimer’s 

(1991) work.  
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parties in mobilizing their voters. However, the mobilization of indecisive or indifferent 

voters seems to weigh more in European elections. According to Schmitt (1990), what most 

affects mobilization is mandatory voting and the occurrence of simultaneous elections, results 

similar to those found by Niedermayer (1990) and other authors. Furthermore, voters linked 

more strongly to a specific party made up only 10% of the sample on average, so the results 

obtained by Schmitt (1990) do not invalidate the theoretical model as a whole. In any case, 

these last two works had only 14 and 6 citations in Scopus, respectively, which indicates that 

they did not have a great impact on the research agenda either. 

Schmitt also published another article in 1991, with Renato Mannheimer, 

analysing the EP elections at the micro level. The authors focused on the determinants of 

turnout, listing variables such as regular vote, party attachment, subjective political interest, 

EC approval, EP institutional prominence, salience of EC-related issues, in addition to 

specific variables such as age, gender, education, and whether the respondent shared post-

materialist values. Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991) found strong evidence that turnout in EP 

elections is directly affected by party affiliation and habitual voting. Subjective political 

interest only indirectly affects electoral participation, as well as social variables. However, 

these results were valid only for the predisposition to vote. Based on the data from 

Eurobarometer 31A, carried out after the elections, only regular voting had a great impact on 

the effective turnout, while party attachment had an indirect impact. This would indicate that 

voters would overwhelmingly vote only out of voting habit or out of a sense of civic duty, at 

least in the case of European elections. However, as will be detailed later, these results were 

later refuted by Sinnott and Whelan (1992) and also by Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996). The 

relatively higher number of Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991) citations in Scopus – 60 citations 

– may also be a consequence of these controversial results, but this hypothesis was not 

formally tested in this research. 

Despite using survey data to test their hypotheses, Eijk and Oppenhuis (1991) 

aimed to study the determinants of party competition, which means that their analysis is 

centred on parties’ level and the degree to which they manage to mobilize their voters. The 

dependent variable in this case is the conversion of each party’s electoral potential into votes, 

measured at the aggregate level, but operationalized with data at the individual level. 

Therefore, this work has been coded as an approach that uses both aggregate- and individual-

level data, even though the former is the main level of analysis. 

Galen Irwin (1995) also carried out tests at the micro level with data from 

Eurobarometer 41. The author aimed to better understand the low turnout of European 
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elections and tested hypotheses regarding the lack of disagreement between parties and within 

the electorate in relation to European issues. Irwin (1995) found that there were indeed 

controversial points in the electorate, especially regarding the future of integration – such as 

support for the single currency – that could have been mobilized by political parties. 

However, weak campaigns for European elections reinforced the less at stake effect of 

second-order elections. In the case of the 1994 elections, in addition to this effect, voters 

themselves were not encouraged to vote, as their choices were limited to national parties most 

of whom had similar positions on European issues, with the exception of Denmark and the 

United Kingdom. Despite the little difference between parties’ positions, they insisted on 

putting up separate lists for voters, which made the system more confusing and compelled 

voters to vote based on national issues. Voters hesitant to further integration had few options 

in most countries, concentrated on new and/or far-right parties. Thus, Irwin (1995) states that 

voting in European elections was basically an act of support for integration. However, like 

Rabier (1984), Irwin (1995) only broke down the data from the Eurobarometer 41, not 

performing statistical or regression tests. Its number of citations – 39 – despite being higher 

than that of Niedermayer (1990) and Schmitt (1990) – is the median number of citations of 

the final sample, which does not indicate a strong impact on the research agenda either. 

McLean, Heath and Taylor (1996) compared British local elections with European 

elections, aiming to find out if voters voted differently in each one of them. Their results 

showed that British voters considered some issues pertaining to their respective local arenas 

when voting in the 1996 local elections, and a greater number of voters said they were 

concerned about the results of such elections. In turn, European issues had little impact on 

turnout and vote choice in EP elections, indicating that some elections may have a greater 

second-order character than others. In any case, this work appears to have had little impact on 

the research agenda: despite not being listed in Scopus, it has 0 citations in Crossref. 

The next work in the final sample to bring micro-level data analysis is Eisinga, 

Franses and Dijk (1998), who use artificial neural networks to determine how many weeks 

before elections the number of undecided voters starts to drop. From weekly-collected 

surveys, the authors found that the number of undecided voters begins to decline, on average, 

nine weeks before a first-order election and just four weeks before a second-order election. 

This period coincides with the duration of campaigns for each election, which are usually 

longer and more intense in first-order elections. This article, however, appears to have had 

little impact on the second-order election research agenda, as Crossref lists only 5 citations 

(this work is not listed in Scopus). 
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The following year, Heath et al (1999) studied how the less at stake dimension in 

second-order elections changes depending on the arena under analysis, in addition to 

understanding how voters choose their votes depending on the electoral arena. To do this, 

they analysed the 1994 European elections in Great Britain compared to local British elections 

held in the same year. The authors concluded that voters do believe there is “more at stake” in 

local elections than in European ones. Therefore, issues in the local political arena affect 

voting choice in local elections more than issues in the European political arena in relation to 

EP elections, reaffirming the results of McLean, Heath and Taylor (1996). The shift in voting 

between first- and second-order elections is dominated by national considerations in both 

arenas, although this occurs to a lesser degree at the local level. Second-order arena issues can 

also affect vote choice in that arena, but not on a large scale. Furthermore, Heath et al (1999) 

demonstrate that, in second-order elections, sincere voting and protest voting are not mutually 

exclusive at the individual level, confirming the main postulates of the theory and anticipating 

the argument of Schmitt et al (2020) that “it all happens at once”. 

Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000), on the other hand, restrict their analysis to anti-

immigration parties, seeking to delimit whether the votes they receive are based on 

ideological issues or if they are protest votes, since most anti-immigration parties at that time 

were not part of the European party-political mainstream. Based on data from the 1994 

European Election Survey, the authors found that European elections have an impact on the 

national political arena and that voters are aware of this impact, which influences turnout and 

their vote choice. The authors also point out that, among the socio-structural characteristics 

they researched, only religious affiliation and social class influenced the preference for anti-

immigration parties. Furthermore, attitudes towards the European Union had little impact on 

voters’ preference for anti-immigration parties, indicating the opposite of what most of the 

academy had asserted so far. According to the authors, “this is particularly surprising because 

the leaders of anti-immigration parties generally show a strong dislike for the institutions of 

the European Union” (BRUG, FENNEMA & TILLIE, 2000, p. 96). 

Although this is formally the most cited article with individual-level data in the 

final sample, with 324 citations and an average of 15.42 citations per year, it is believed that 

this is due to its analytical approach. Although it addresses important aspects for second-order 

election theory, such as the strength of anti-immigration parties in European elections, the 

focus of this article is not on the theory itself, but on studying anti-immigration parties. It is 

noteworthy that this theme gained greater momentum and relevance after successive 

migratory crises and subsequent terrorist attacks in the second decade of the 20th century, as 
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well as after the rise of such parties to the European political mainstream. Therefore, it is 

believed that its high number of citations is due to its analytical approach restricted to anti-

immigration parties, and not to its findings related to the second-order elections theory itself. 

However, to test this hypothesis, it is necessary to check the list of more than 320 works that 

cite this article and check their research subject, which was not possible to be done in this 

review. 

The next work to carry out tests with individual-level data was Siaroff (2001), 

who questions if the second-order elections theory better predicted the EP elections results 

than a model he called “expression of anti-integration sentiments”, which is basically a 

hypothesis that voters Euroscepticism on the one hand and the lack of Eurosceptic parties on 

the other affects EP elections’ turnout and results. Siaroff (2001) found mixed results, since 

both hypotheses were partially supported, as the models tested fit better for some but not for 

all countries. The second-order elections model fit best in Germany, Austria, the United 

Kingdom and Greece. On its turn, the model relating to the expression of Eurosceptic feelings 

by the electorate fit better in Luxembourg, Ireland, Denmark, France, the Netherlands and 

Portugal. Belgium and Spain fit both models while Sweden and Finland did not fit either. 

However, it is necessary to emphasize that Siaroff (2001) only tested the assumption 

regarding the loss of votes of the governing parties, without testing the other propositions of 

the theory. Siaroff (2001) also does not explain why so many countries fit the model of 

expressing Eurosceptic sentiments if only France and Denmark had electorally viable catch-

all Eurosceptic parties. Finally, while testing his hypotheses with individual-level data, Siaroff 

(2001) only performed a simple regression test with the electoral cycle as a sole independent 

variable. As for citations, Siaroff (2001) only had five citations in Scopus until December 

18th, 2021, which indicates a low impact in the research agenda. 

Three years later, Kousser (2004) analysed the motives of voters switching parties 

between first-order national elections and second-order European elections. More specifically, 

the author tests four hypotheses, the first relating to the electoral cycle, the second relating to 

the retrospective voting by economic criteria, the third relating to the protest voting and the 

fourth relating to sincere voting. Of these, only the second and third hypotheses were fully 

supported. The results obtained for the first and fourth hypotheses were mixed. According to 

Kousser (2004), the effect of the electoral cycle exists, but it is not enough to explain vote 

switching alone. This variable must be complemented with economic performance. On its 

turn, concerning sincere voting, although voters generally have a greater incentive to vote for 

smaller parties in second-order elections because there is less at stake, they do so to a greater 
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degree when electoral regulation favours such parties. This indicates that vote switching, in 

addition to being guided by considerations about economic performance, is also guided by 

strategic calculations and not only by sincere preferences. Voters do not want to waste their 

votes, even in second-order elections. Therefore, voting for smaller parties is more 

encouraged in the face of favourable political contexts and regulations. This does not mean 

that the sincere voting hypothesis should be discarded, but contextualized. As for citations, 

Kousser (2004) had 43 until December 18th, 2021, a relatively higher number than most 

articles released that far with individual-level data tests. 

In the same year, Freire (2004) studied elections in Portugal based on second-

order elections theory. The results showed that there was a majoritarian drive both in first- 

and second-order elections in Portugal and that electors use second-order elections as a way 

of expressing satisfaction or discontent with national government. This article, however, had 

only 26 citations as of December 18th, 2021, in addition to being a case study, which may 

indicate a lower impact of its findings on the research agenda as a whole. 

As previously reported, Carruba and Timpone (2005) released one of the first 

high-impact articles to bring theory tests with data at an individual level, reaching a total of 71 

citations as of December 18th, 2021. In this article, the authors ask the following question: 

Why else – apart from strategic voting – might individuals vote for different parties in 

different elections? The authors tested the theory with different variables and models, but only 

got mixed results. The hypotheses regarding opposition voting and balancing between 

government and opposition parties in different political levels were only partially 

corroborated in one specific model, and the hypotheses related to sincere voting and different 

preferences at different political levels were only corroborated in the model which tested vote 

switching between green and non-green parties. 

In the same year, Schmitt (2005) released one of the most cited articles in the 

entire final sample, with 231 citations. This article tests the theory with new data related to the 

2004 election, considered by the author to be a very important election, as it was the first after 

the implementation of the Euro and after the entry of eight new members, two from Southern 

Europe and another six from Post-Communist Europe. With tests using both aggregate- and 

individual-level data, Schmitt (2005) corroborated the main hypotheses of the theory: lower 

turnout and worse performance of government parties were registered again in 2004. Schmitt 

(2005) also corroborated that the lower turnout rates do not mean an European legitimacy 

crisis, since it is not related to a greater Euroscepticism. However, two other important 

hypotheses, one related to the electoral cycle and the other related to the worst performance of 
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smaller parties, were not supported in the newly integrated post-communist countries. This 

indicates that the theory of second-order elections did not satisfactorily explain European 

elections results in these countries, at least for that first round of elections. As stated earlier, 

this article has had a major impact on the research agenda by providing a comprehensive test 

of the theory and approaching it from a comparative perspective. 

The next work to bring tests with individual-level data was only released in 2007, 

by Weber (2007). He focused his analysis on protest voting, seeking to unravel why it occurs 

to a greater degree in the middle of the electoral cycle and what are the incentives for voters 

to exchange their votes between one election and another due to discontent or anger with the 

party in which they voted before. For this, Weber (2007) places the perceptual agreement 

between voters and parties’ policies when it comes to left-right ideology and integration 

issues as his dependent variable, and tests his propositions with data from the 1999 and 2004 

European Election Studies surveys (ESS). Weber (2007) found out that although campaigns 

polarize public opinion, they are stronger when elections are of the national kind. In fact, 

parties avoid mobilizing voters in the middle of the electoral term, and above all, in European 

elections; and for that, they end up taking vague and ambiguous positions on issues related to 

integration. In addition, this text adopts a very critical tone of the way second-order elections 

theory was developed, stating that one of its main assumptions, that government parties lose 

more votes in the middle of the electoral cycle due to low popular approval, adopts an almost 

tautological logic. The author does not intend to disqualify the theory entirely, but rather to 

explain why government parties do not perform well in European elections in a 

methodologically and theoretically consistent manner. He also writes that:  

Once parties are assigned an active role, their strategic interest in 

maximizing support towards election day in their domestic arenas leads to a 

campaign cycle. As a result, high defection rates in EP elections held during 

the midterm can be explained by a mobilization deficit. More specifically, 

parties fail both in communicating their policy positions and in persuading 

voters to adopt them. This has far-reaching consequences because electoral 

mobilization can be shown to work only if parties present distinct 

programmatic alternatives to the public. Because prevailing retrospective 

evaluations of policy outcomes restrict the capacity of national government 

parties to follow this logic during the midterm, their cyclical losses 

ultimately reflect the intensity and effectiveness of domestic campaigning 

(WEBER, 2007, p. 531). 

 

In any case, Weber (2007) had 46 citations in 14 years of publication, which gives 

an average of 3.28 citations per year, a value close to but still below the average for the 

sample, which, excluding the seminal article, was 3.83. 
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Also in 2007, Freire and Teperoglou (2007) tested the theory in some of the 

young southern democracies of the EU: Portugal, Spain and Greece. Their results showed 

that, in accordance with previous works, EP elections are used by voters to express content or 

discontent with national government, and this is especially true when governments are re-

elected for a second or a third term. Data shows that governments do not benefit from a 

honeymoon period on re-elections, which explains some government losses on EP elections at 

the beginning of the electoral cycle. The propositions that large parties perform worse and 

small parties perform better on second-order election were only corroborated in Greece and 

Portugal. Unfortunately, this article is not indexed in Scopus, but has only five citations in 

Crossref, which indicates a low impact on the research agenda. 

The following year, Magni-Berton (2008) analysed the effects of the electoral 

cycle on the 2004 European elections. He found out that the electoral cycle heavily influences 

the electoral results on the EP elections. Moreover, his results also showed that the governing 

parties tend to lose EP elections due to a greater differential abstention and that voters who 

place more emphasis on the role of the EU in their daily lives tend to vote more. However, 

this article had only five citations, which demonstrates not only its low impact on the research 

agenda but also the lower number of citations for articles published in languages other than 

English, since it was written in French. 

The next article to study European elections as second-order ones with micro-

level data was Marsh (2009). In this article, the author compares the performance of 

Campbell's (1960) Surge and Decline theory, more applied to US midterm elections, as well 

as the “referendum” theory with the second-order elections theory to see which one explains 

the EP elections better. However, he makes a confusing division of the hypotheses, 

distinguishing them by theories, despite the fact that the three theories studied have very 

similar propositions. Thus, although the fully corroborated hypotheses were not qualified by 

Marsh (2009) as specific hypotheses of the second-order elections theory, they are clearly also 

part of it; such as the hypothesis that governing parties lose, classified by Marsh (2009) as a 

specific hypothesis of the Surge and Decline theory. Still, the author found that second-order 

concerns do not affect voters decision to switch, but they do affect voters decision to abstain: 

if you support the integration, you are less likely to abstain. Alongside with Schmitt (2005) 

findings, this was only valid in old member states. Either way, Marsh (2009) does not test the 

postulate that smaller parties gain more votes, arguing that this will be tested in future work. 

Thus, despite some important tests having been carried out, the methodological design and the 

confusing and arbitrary distinction between the postulates of the theories studied are some of 
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the shortcomings of this work. Finally, Marsh (2009) only had 9 citations until December 

18th, 2021. 

Finally, there are two more papers published in 2009 with individual-level data 

that had a high impact on the research agenda. Clark and Rohrschinder (2009) divide voters 

into four types, seeking to define which variables impact the decision of these voters to vote 

against or in favour of the government or to abstain in European elections. They found 

evidence that voters’ evaluations of the national government and the national economy 

influence not only defection but also levels of support for governmental parties in EP 

elections. But they also found out that the parties’ performance at the EU level influences the 

extent to which voters defect or stay with the same party in EP elections. Contrasting with 

Schmitt (2005), Koepke and Ringe (2006), and Hix and Marsh (2007), these hypotheses were 

also valid for the countries of Eastern Europe, when tested with data from the EES 2004. 

Clark and Rohrshcinder (2009) had 67 citations on Scopus, an average of 5,58 citations per 

year, which is above the average of the final sample.  

On their turn, disregarding the article by Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000) by the 

motives already mentioned above, Hobolt, Spoon and Tilley (2009) wrote the most cited 

article with tests restricted to individual-level data of the final sample, with 173 citations until 

December 18th, 2021 and an average of 14.41 citations per year. They corroborated important 

propositions of the theory, such as the fact that defection or abstention from a party a voter 

chose previously is positively correlated with the distance between the voter’s and the party’s 

attitudes on European integration. In other words, when voters are less supportive of 

European integration than their preferred party, they are more likely to defect or abstain. 

Hobolt, Spoon and Tilley (2009) also found out that campaigns with a more Eurosceptic tone 

do not affect abstention rates but increase the likelihood of defection from governing parties. 

These are important findings, as previous works questioned to whom the votes lost by the 

governing parties were going to (did these voters abstain, or did they switch their votes?).  

It can be seen then, from this brief exposition of the literature dedicated to 

analysing the theory of second-order elections with individual-level data, that a considerable 

part of these articles has a low number of citations, which denotes a low impact on the 

literature, at least until the middle of the first decade of the 20th century. In fact, as 

highlighted above, some of the first articles dealing with this type of data in the 1980s and 

1990s did not bring robust and consistent statistical tests. Another possible explanation is that 

the emergence of online repositories may have facilitated access to survey data; as well as the 

emergence and improvement of softwares dedicated to analysing such data may have made 
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this process easier and cheaper. Indeed, chart 18 shows the distribution of citations per year of 

articles indexed in Scopus by type of data or method adopted. The visual illustration clearly 

demonstrates that articles that analysed the European elections with individual-level data 

existed, but they were not cited very often by other authors. Each colour represents a type of 

method. Articles that exclusively analyse aggregate-level data are marked in green, while 

articles that exclusively analyse individual-level data are marked in blue. Articles in red 

analyse both types of data. Articles in purple are those that have opted for qualitative 

methods. Finally, articles that opted for content analysis are shown in yellow. It is noticed that 

the articles by Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000) and by Hobolt, Spoon and Tilley (2009) stand 

out. However, as highlighted previously, the article by Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000) can 

be considered as an outlier, due to its analytical approach. 

The table below describes the mean and the median of citations per year for each 

category. We chose to exclude the seminal article by Reif and Schmitt (1980) from the 

calculations, as this article is an outlier. We also calculated the mean and median for the 

group of articles that exclusively analysed individual-level data excluding Brug, Fennema and 

Tillie (2000), for the reasons previously mentioned. The results demonstrate that studies that 

used aggregate- and individual-level data obtained a similar mean and median, considering 

Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000) in the calculations. Excluding this article, the mean and 

median for the group of articles that use only individual-level data fell by 22.40% and 

22.77%, respectively. The mean and median of articles using data at both levels was 

surprisingly low; however, a good part of the articles in this group were published in the 

1980s and 1990s, a period in which articles on the subject tend to have a lower number of 

citations. Finally, the mean and median of articles that opted for content analysis was very 

high, as only two of the four articles that adopted this method were indexed in Scopus, which 

invalidates the results obtained for this group. 
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CHART 18 – Citations per year according to type of method 
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Type of method Nº of articles 

registered 

Mean nº of 

citations per year 

Median nº of 

citations per year 

Aggregate-level data 18 4.161174 2.666667 

Individual-level data 12 4.453298 2.67619 

Individual-level data excluding 

Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000) 

11 3.455546 2.066667 

Both levels 7 2.786975 0.7 

Qualitative 8 2.041191 1.166667 

Content analysis 2 8.092157 8.092157 

 

Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the sample consists of only 47 articles – 36 

excluding Brug, Fennema and Tillie (2000), qualitative articles and those that used content 

analysis – which gives us a relatively low number of cases for so many categories. It is 

important, therefore, that further works seek to analyse a greater number of articles to confirm 

the results obtained in this review. 

Finally, another indirect finding of this review was that the years 2007 to 2009 

appear to be a turning point in the research agenda, in which more works sought to analyse 

the theory with individual-level data in a more consistent way. This becomes clearer when 

taking into account working papers presented at events in these two years in particular. In the 

second list sample, there were three working papers presented in 2007, two in 2008 and 

another three in 2009 that tested the theory with individual-level data. This finding may 

indicate that the research agenda was being renewed in this period and starting to be interested 

in analysing this type of data. However, to confirm these hypotheses, it is necessary that 

future works study the academic production on the subject from the year 2010 and afterwards, 

verifying whether the research agenda really started to focus more frequently and consistently 

on the analysis of individual-level data and whether this change persisted in subsequent years. 

The following chapter will bring the data and results related to the variables of the 

substantive dimension. A brief discussion of the articles that mentioned the issue of the 

ecological fallacy also follows. Finally, this chapter will also contain a summary of the two 

reviews published between 1980 and 2010. 
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CHAPTER 04: Substantive Dimension – Analysis and Results 

 

 

This chapter aims to present the variables related to the substantive dimension of 

the systematic review, as well as their respective results. These variables are related to aspects 

such as the dependent and independent variables studied in each article, if the articles 

mentioned the term “ecological fallacy” or not, what were the hypotheses and how many were 

corroborated, etc. In this chapter, the number of hypotheses supported in each article will also 

be compared to verify the existence of publication bias, as suggested by Cooper (2016) as a 

systematic review’s fifth step. 

Regarding the dependent variables studied by the articles in the final sample, it 

was noticed that they varied a lot according to the analytical approach adopted by the authors. 

Up to three dependent variables were catalogued per article, although the vast majority only 

analysed one (37 out of 54 articles, 68.51% of the final sample). For purposes of comparison 

and counting, we opted for a second cataloguing, in which we grouped the different 

dependent variables into thematic groups. For example, about 17 articles dealt with vote 

switching between elections; however, some focused only on government parties, others on 

small parties, others analysed all parties. Even so, all of these articles had vote switching as 

their dependent variable, and were regrouped into a single thematic group. Similarly, previous 

reviews or works that analysed the second-order character of these elections were grouped 

together as having the theory itself as the dependent variable. 

Among the 78 dependent variables found, 19 of them were related to turnout in 

general (about 24.35% of the sample). Another 17 were categorized as related to vote 

switching between elections, as mentioned above (21.79%). Seven cases of dependent 

variables related to the theory were registered, as well as another five dealt with electoral 

results in general. The other categories had three or fewer cases. 20 categories were 

catalogued, and all of them are described in the table below with the respective number of 

occurrences in the final sample. 
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Dependent variables’ categorization Nº of occurrences 

Turnout 19 

Vote switching 17 

Theory 7 

Electoral results in general 5 

Campaigns 3 

Specific cases analysed as a whole (i.e., 2004 Elections in Romania and 

Bulgaria – STEFANOVA, 2008) 

3 

News related to the EP elections 3 

Probability of voting or abstaining 3 

General political mobilization 2 

Voters’ interests 2 

Voters’ party preferences 2 

Past votes (survey data) 2 

Government popularity / support 2 

Satisfaction with EU / national democracy 2 

Party competition 1 

Election polls 1 

Electoral results + electoral cycle 1 

Parties’ manifestos 1 

Parties’ and voters’ agreement on European issues 1 

EU and national institutions political power 1 

 

Regarding independent variables, these are even more diverse, as for each type of 

dependent variable it is possible to list numerous independent variables. This made it 

impossible to categorically catalogue independent variables, making it difficult to systematize 

so much information. What is possible to determine is the average amount of independent 

variables per article. The article with the most catalogued independent variables was Clark 

and Rohrschinder (2009), with 24 of them; followed by the seminal article by Reif and 

Schmitt (1980), with 17 independent variables. Some articles were coded with zero 

independent variables (e,g, case reports, some literature reviews, etc.), since their research 

design dispenses the relationship between dependent and independent variables. The mean for 

the entire sample was 5.65 independent variables per article while the median was 5. 
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Excluding the nine articles without independent variables, the mean rises to 6.82, while the 

median rises to 6. 

On the other hand, some articles distinguished their variables between 

independent and control. In this small group of 12 articles, the control variables were coded as 

a separate variable on the coding sheet. Thus, for a more reliable assessment, the number of 

independent variables was added to the number of control variables of these 12 articles. 

Including the control variables, the sample mean rose to 6.59 and the median rose to 6. 

Excluding again the nine articles without any variable, the mean rose to 7.91 and the median 

rose to 7. 

Regarding the issue of ecological fallacy, only five articles addressed the topic. 

The first of these was the seminal article, which demonstrates that Reif and Schmitt (1980) 

had been concerned with this issue since 1980. In their article, they claim that inferring from 

aggregate-level data was necessary given the numerous problems of survey methods. 

According to these authors, surveys carried out before two weeks of the elections tend to 

overvalue support for the opposition, as some voters would make their decisions just before 

the elections. Furthermore, polls carried out on election days provide only indirect 

information about absentee voters – a crucial factor in analysing second-order elections. Post-

electoral surveys, on the other hand, tend to overvalue voting for the winning parties and 

candidates. Finally, the authors point out that all surveys would have problems in correctly 

capturing the relationship between attitudes and the behaviour that actually occurred, but they 

do not detail this problematic aspect on the article. 

The second work to mention the issue of ecological fallacy was Sinnott and 

Whelan (1992). In this article, the authors analyse turnout for European elections, but only for 

the city of Dublin in 1984 and 1989. By reducing the scope of the article to the number of 

voters in Dublin, it was possible to carry out tests at the individual level of analysis but 

without compromising the results with the inherent flaws of the survey methods, since the 

authors were working with the real turnout of the elections, at least for the Dublin city level. 

However, the authors operationalize their model at the level of the city's electoral sections, 

reaching an n of 447 sections, considering the two elections together. This made it 

counterproductive to code Sinnott and Whelan (1992) as an article testing the theory with 

individual-level data. Still, the article deals with the issue of the ecological fallacy in relative 

depth. More specifically, the authors criticize the research design adopted by Schmitt and 

Mannheimer (1991) to measure the determinants of turnout in the 1989 European elections. 

For Sinnott and Whelan (1992), Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991) used survey data that largely 
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conflicted with official data on participation at the aggregate level, in addition to 

operationalizing the variable “habitual voting” in a methodologically questionable way. Using 

individual-level data to make inferences about aggregate-level data may have led to the result 

obtained by Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991) that voters would vote largely out of habit, 

something disputed by Sinnott and Whelan (1992). When reviewing the literature developed 

so far, Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) also discarded the “habitual voting” hypothesis. 

In turn, the third work to mention the issue of the ecological fallacy was Matilla 

(2003). He quickly addresses it, stating that the use of aggregate-level data to make inferences 

at the individual level can be problematic. But he does not delve into this issue, citing only the 

work of King (1997). The author also briefly discusses the methodological division existing in 

the area of studies on European elections and claims to be in favour of methods that merge 

different levels of analysis (although he restricts his analysis to the aggregate level, according 

to him, for practical reasons). 

The next work to comment on this topic was Fauvelle-Aymar and Stegmaier 

(2008). The authors recognize the difficulty in finding survey data indicating the location of 

the respondent, using this as a justification for restricting their analysis to aggregate-level 

data; however, not at the country level, but at national sub-regions level. About the issue of 

ecological fallacy, the authors write the following:  

Nevertheless, since our analysis is at the aggregate level, even if the use of 

regional data offers the possibility to better assess the influence of the 

economic situation on turnout, the aggregated nature of the data does not 

allow us to make any inference about individual-level participation in order 

to avoid the ecological fallacy. In fact, our analysis is what is called ‘‘an 

ecological analysis’’ where the aim is to examine the relationship between 

the characteristics of the voters’ territories and the electoral results. How 

does the environment influence voters’ behavior? This is a very important 

question that has been largely neglected with the dominant use of individual 

survey data, where there is no indication of localization (FAUVELLE-

AYMAR & STEGMAIER, 2008, p. 666). 

 

Finally, the last article to mention this issue in our final sample was Clark and 

Rohrschinder (2009). In this article, the authors argue that aggregate-level data only show that 

party size matters for European election results: larger parties usually lose votes, and smaller 

parties usually do better. However, there is no way to assess why this happens only with 

aggregate-level data in a consistent and reliable way. The theory’s interpretation is that voters 

aim to punish the governing parties, or else they end up voting for the parties they like best, 

since they don't have to worry about which party is more likely to form a future government. 

However, it would be entirely possible, according to Clark and Rohrschinder (2009), for 
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voters to opt for different parties because the European arena is different. In other words, 

voters would vote with European issues in mind, which would minimize the second-order 

character of EP elections. They could vote for green parties, for example, because they 

understand that environmental issues are better discussed and dealt with at the community 

level. Thus, for the authors, it was possible that the excessive focus on analysing the elections 

with aggregate-level data would lead to incorrect inferences. However, the results obtained by 

the authors with data at the individual level actually corroborated the assumptions of the 

theory, which further consolidated the theory almost 30 years after the publication of the 

seminal article. 

 

4.1. Cooper’s (2016) Fourth Stage - Hypotheses Bias Test 

 

As stated in the previous chapters, one of the steps in the systematic review 

process is the analysis and synthesis of collected studies, in the case of a meta-analysis. It is 

noteworthy here that the synthesis is more than a mere exposition of the results already 

obtained in the literature, which was done here in the last three chapters. Synthesis involves, 

for example, in the case of experimental works with similar research designs, summing up the 

sample of all the experiments and comparing whether the proportion of findings was the same 

for each of the works. This type of synthesis is easier to be carried out in works in the Medical 

and Health Sciences field, for example, in which experiments with drugs or some type of 

treatment are carried out by different authors with different sample sizes and cuts. The 

objective of this step in a meta-analytic review is precisely to compare whether such works 

obtained similar results, and if not, to seek answers to these differences. 

Figueiredo Filho et al (2014) also suggest other forms of synthesis, which mostly 

involve observing the significance of the results obtained in relation to the null hypothesis to 

determine the direction of these results, as well as their graphic distribution. Other more 

complex and sophisticated means involve the aggregation of regression coefficients; however, 

this form of synthesis requires that different studies have measured their dependent, 

independent and control variables in a similar way, which makes this type of synthesis 

difficult to make. 

As this review deals with a very comprehensive topic, in which the articles not 

only have different dependent variables but also different ways of measuring these variables, 

it becomes impractical to make a quantitative synthesis of the results obtained in the literature. 
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Furthermore, not all articles included in the review adopt quantitative methods, and even 

those that do end up using different types of data and analysis methods. 

Although this review is not meta-analytic precisely because of its research object, 

it is still possible to adapt some type of evaluation to this research design. In this case, instead 

of testing the proportion of findings in the expected direction, it was decided to analyse the 

proportion of hypotheses corroborated or not for the total of hypotheses tested in the literature 

until 2009, the time limit of this review. One of the reasons for this is to check for the 

existence of publication bias. Publication bias occurs when the result of a particular research 

influences the decision of editors or reviewers to publish it, usually leaning towards statistical 

significance or, in other words, in favour of positive results. This phenomenon was already 

extensively studied, especially in the Health Sciences literature (SONG et al, 2010; DWAN et 

al, 2013; SONG, HOOPER & LOKE, 2013). Publication bias can also lead to direct or 

indirect manipulation of data or redesign of the research until its findings reach the expected 

significance, compromising the advancement of scientific knowledge (PEARCE & 

DERRICK, 2019). 

However, one of the problems in carrying out this stage of the research was that 

not all authors explicitly define their studied hypotheses. As highlighted in chapter three; no 

matter how careful the coding of this variable has been, the interpretation of hypotheses based 

on the text itself and its analysis remains a summarily subjective criterion that can impact the 

reliability of this step’s results. The finding described in chapter three, that articles that clearly 

define which and how many their hypotheses are, tend to have, on average, one more 

hypothesis than articles that do not reinforce these suspicions. 

Thus, this step was divided into two parts. The first analysis of the proportion of 

supported hypotheses considers the total number of articles in the final sample, excluding 

some case reports and some reviews, which do not have any hypothesis. Thus, the total 

number of works included in this first part was 50. The second part analyses only the 26 

articles that explicitly defined how many and what their hypotheses were. 

Regarding the 50 articles in the sample with hypotheses tests in general, 232 

tested hypotheses were coded, of which 140 were fully corroborated, approximately 60.34% 

of the total. Another 48 hypotheses were partially supported (20.68%) while 44 of them were 

refuted (18.96%). Among the articles, 14 of them (28%) fully corroborated all their 

hypotheses, while another six (12%) did not fully corroborate any of their hypotheses. 

Considering these numbers, it is not possible to affirm that there is publication bias. 
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However, as more than half of the articles did not clearly define their studied 

hypotheses, it is necessary to compare these results with the numbers and proportions 

obtained considering only the 26 articles that delimited their hypotheses. In this subset, 145 

hypotheses were catalogued, of which 88 were fully corroborated (60.68%), 32 were partially 

corroborated (22.06%) and 25 were refuted (17.24%). The proportion of articles in which all 

variables were fully supported was also like that of the full sample: seven out of 26 articles, 

approximately 26.92%. The same occurred with the proportion of articles that did not fully 

corroborate any hypothesis: three out of 26 articles, approximately 11.53%. 

Thus, the tests carried out indicate the absence of publication bias in the research 

agenda regarding second-order elections theory and EP elections until 2009. 

 

4.2. What Was Already Known: a Summary of the two Previous Literature Reviews 

 

Our search found only two major literature reviews about second-order elections 

and EP elections, neither of which were of the systematic kind. The first review was published 

by Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996), while the second one was published by Marsh and 

Mikhaylov (2010). 

As for the first review, Eijk, Franklin, and Marsh (1996) first briefly explain the 

assumptions of the second-order elections theory, highlighting the influence that first-order 

issues have in the second-order arena. Although the four main propositions of the theory 

(lower turnout, larger parties perform worse, governing parties perform worse, newer and 

more radical parties perform better) had already been supported by several studies in each of 

the election rounds, the authors demonstrate that much of this variation had not yet been 

explained. Furthermore, many of the variables of interest to the theory are so interconnected 

that it had not yet been possible to distinguish between their effects individually. For example, 

knowing that government parties also tend to be larger and that newer parties also tend to be 

smaller and more radical, which of these factors ends up influencing vote choice more: party 

size, government vs. opposition status, party age, or party radicalism? Another issue that was 

not clear at the time was the impact of the media and campaigns on elections. It was known 

that parties spent less on second-order campaigns, and that media coverage was not as intense 

either; but large-scale studies of the effects of these variables were still a gap in the research 

agenda. Eijk, Franklin, and Marsh (1996) also draw attention to other issues not addressed by 

Reif and Schmitt (1980) in their seminal article: why voters would seek to impact national 

politics in an European election (e.g., not supporting parties’ government officials)? What is 
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the impact of this behaviour on national policy (if any)? Does this behaviour change if a 

national election is held shortly after the European elections? 

In this sense, Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) add to their review tests of 

hypotheses related to the theory. Therefore, despite the article being a literature review, it was 

also catalogued as having hypotheses and quantitative methods of analysis. The authors state 

that, in addition to reviewing what had been done so far, another objective of the article was 

to take a deeper look at turnout and party choice in European elections and what were the 

consequences of these elections both for the national arena and for the European arena. The 

authors aimed to analyse how much second-order elections theory explains these variations, 

but also how much European elections themselves can help to explain issues and behaviours 

related to national elections. Thus, this article already assumes that it is possible for European 

issues to exert a relative impact on campaigns and voters’ choices, relativizing the second-

order character of these elections. 

As for turnout, one of the main research objects of the theory, Eijk, Franklin and 

Marsh (1996) state that previous works usually attributed the low turnout of European 

elections to its lower salience among voters and its lower impact on European 

Community/European Union policy-making. They then raise several factors that impact the 

turnout and help explain its variation over time and between member countries, such as the 

novelty factor of the first elections and compulsory voting. They cite Blumler and Fox (1982), 

who argued that the culture politicization and, especially, positive views on Europe positively 

impacted turnout. Other works, such as Eijk and Oppenhuis (1990) and Eijk and Schmitt 

(1991), showed that being more favourable to integration not only foresees voting in 

European elections, but also in national elections; which indicates that, in fact, the main 

predictor of voting in these elections would be a personal interest in politics, and not 

necessarily being pro-integration. Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991), in turn, argue that age, 

interest in politics and, above all, attachment to political parties contribute to predict turnout, 

while the salience of European issues did not have a general effect. These findings confirmed 

the theory’s main postulates, as in elections with low salience, voters would vote out of force 

of habit or social norms, or else because of partisan attachment and personal interest in 

politics. In elections with high salience, other factors would come into play. However, Eijk, 

Franklin and Marsh (1996) state that Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991) do not consider that 

these factors were also present in Greece and Ireland in 1989, countries that held national 

elections together with European ones, indicating that the factors they listed would also 

predominate in first-order elections. Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) conclude that attempts 
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to understand turnout in European elections based on what was already known about turnout 

in national elections proved insufficient. 

They then propose the opposite path: analysing turnout in national elections based 

on what was already known about turnout in European elections. In this sense, they cite 

Franklin et al (1996), who stated that turnout is highly dependent on the context in which 

elections are held in each country. In other words, in addition to compulsory voting, factors 

such as the proportionality of the electoral system and the day on which elections are held 

have a significant impact on turnout. In the case of European elections, another strong impact 

factor is the holding of local or national elections in conjunction with EP elections. Marsh and 

Franklin (1996) also reported that turnout for European elections increases when national 

elections are held shortly thereafter. Finally, Franklin (1991) and Franklin et al (1992) also 

point out that the decline in the strength of party cleavages was at the time the main 

responsible for the decline in turnout, both nationally and in Europe, as political parties were 

having more difficulty in mobilizing voters by appealing only for the loyalty of their 

supporters. 

Finally, Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) state that the tendency of turnout to be 

greater in European elections held shortly before national elections is not only due to the 

greater salience of the national arena for voters, as stated by Patterson and Caldeira (1993) 

and Mitchell and Wlezien (1995). Citing Marsh and Franklin (1996), Eijk, Franklin and 

Marsh (1996) argue that this salience is also heightened by the holding of the European 

elections themselves, as they give the electorate the chance to respond on parties’ 

performance before the national elections. But to state this clearly, according to Eijk, Franklin 

and Marsh (1996), it was necessary to look at the voters’ party choice. 

Regarding this last topic, the authors state that explanations about party choice at 

the European level are even less satisfactory compared to the already existing explanations 

about turnout. Even when carried out together or closely, party choice in European elections 

seems to follow a different path from that in national elections. However, this difference is not 

based on party supply, as it is basically the same in both types of elections and transnational 

party groups have a marginal impact on party choice at EP elections. 

Another well-known fact about European elections is that the results tend to 

disproportionately benefit smaller parties, and that larger parties and those that make up the 

government tend to perform worse. The authors ask themselves, however, what determines 

the degree of these gains and losses among these different sets of parties or even between 

parties within the same set. They mention that previous works such as Eriksson (1988), Reif 
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(1984, 1985) and the seminal article by Reif and Schmitt (1980) itself suggest a “punishment 

effect”, which would explain the low performance of government parties. Reif (1984, 1985) 

argues that this effect only occurs in some circumstances, more specifically towards the 

middle of the electoral cycle, when government popularity is at its lowest. However, Eijk, 

Franklin and Marsh (1996) draw attention to the fact that this punishment effect hypothesis 

contradicts another hypothesis of the theory: that voters would vote “with their hearts”, 

choosing the parties closest to their ideologies without taking into account government 

formation processes or whether their vote will be “wasted”. Even in second-order elections 

held shortly after national ones, the tendency is for the results of the first-order election to be 

supported in the next election, rather than for voters to vote “with their hearts” after they have 

already voted tactically in the previous election.  

Eijk, Franklin, and Marsh (1996) then criticize the tests done by Reif (1984) on 

this issue, due to the low number of cases and the way he coded the variable “decrease in 

government support”, stating that his results are only suggestive. When comparing them with 

the results obtained by Marsh and Franklin (1996) years later, the authors see more clearly the 

deficiencies of Reif’s (1984). Marsh and Franklin’s (1996) model, with a bigger sample and 

defining “decrease in government support” as the difference between the votes obtained by 

the governing parties in national and European elections, showed only partial support for the 

electoral cycle hypothesis, which would explain only 18% of the variation in the difference 

between the votes for governing parties in each type of election. Despite this, neither model 

accurately answers whether voters actually vote differently in both elections. 

A possible explanation for this question is in the work of Oppenhuis et al (1994, 

1996), who found that the electoral cycle mattered but not as a proxy for government 

popularity, as described by Reif (1984). More specifically, when European elections are held 

together or shortly after national elections, they appear to be “throw-away” elections, as 

political parties’ position markers in the view of the electorate have already been established 

in national elections. In this sense, any distinction between the electoral results of these 

elections will make no difference, as the focus is on the results of the national elections. 

Apparently, voters know this and end up voting more sincerely in the European elections, 

which benefits smaller parties. On the other hand, when European elections are held at a more 

considerable temporal distance from national elections (especially in a scenario of preparation 

for the following national elections), European elections gain greater importance, as they are 

seen – by the media, by the parties and by the voters – as a marker of parties’ strength in the 

electorate’s view. Although there is still “less at stake” compared to first-order elections, 
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voters have a greater incentive to vote not “with their heart”, but to protest against the 

government. Although Oppenhuis et al’s (1994, 1996) model predicts the “protest voting” 

phenomenon, it does so in a different way from Reif’s (1985), since in the latter “protest 

voting” would occur in the middle of the electoral cycle, while Oppenhuis et al’s (1994, 1996) 

model opens more time space for this type of voting. Thus, the results obtained by Oppenhuis 

et al (1995, 1996) do not necessarily disprove Reif’s and Schmitt’s (1980) second-order 

elections theory. They actually refine it, as they specify in which situations the “sincere 

voting” and the “protest voting” take place. 

Then, Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) state that most works until then ignored 

party size as a factor influencing party choice, although this relationship is relatively clear, as 

larger parties will certainly have a greater impact on public policies, for example. In this 

sense, the authors highlight their findings in another work (EIJK & FRANKLIN, 1996) that 

party size was one of the most important determinants of vote choice – even more important 

than party loyalties and ideology. Institutional differences between countries, such as the 

number of effective parties or the type of electoral system, had very little effect on vote 

choice, contrary to what was previously known about turnout. 

Although the second-order election model suggests that national elections are 

more likely to affect European elections than the other way around, Eijk, Franklin, and Marsh 

(1996) argue that the two affect each other mutually. In this regard, they cite numerous works 

reporting the varied consequences that European elections had on the national political arenas 

of member countries of the European Community or the European Union. One of the most 

notorious consequences is that the European elections played a key role in the rise of the 

Front National in France and the Green Parties in Germany. Oppenhuis (1996) draws 

attention to the encouragement of certain electoral pacts, while Cayrol and Ysmal (1996) 

emphasize the encouragement of party divisions due to European elections. Castillo (1996) 

highlights that the Spanish government even anticipated elections in view of its popularity in 

European elections. In turn, Marsh and Franklin (1996) demonstrate that when government 

parties do much worse or much better than expected in European elections, the same occurs in 

national elections, confirming that EP elections can be seen as markers of the performance of 

these parties. 

However, Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) point out that European elections 

failed to exert substantial impacts on the European political arena. Such elections do not fulfil 

the normative expectations of common democratic processes. They were expected to increase 

citizens’ knowledge of European institutions, in particular the EP itself, and stimulate debate 
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on European issues, bringing legitimacy both to the institutions and to the community agenda. 

This unfortunately did not happen: the turnout had been in decline since 1979, the general 

interest in integration did not grow and the campaigns barely discussed European issues. The 

authors agreed that many of these expectations were unrealistic as they were based on what 

took place in national elections. Although some authors claim that the EP elections are flawed 

because voters unhappy with integration have little or no opportunity to express this 

discontent through their vote, as most of the main parties are, to a greater or lesser degree, 

favourable to integration; Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) affirmed that there was a great 

degree of correspondence between the parties’ and their voters’ views on integration; which 

gives a certain degree of legitimacy and representation to the EP. These last results were 

found in Eijk and Franklin (1991) and Schmitt (1994). However, Eijk, Franklin and Marsh 

(1996) claim that while European elections remain second-order ones, voters’ preferences will 

also remain irrelevant to decision-making in the European arena, which is a serious problem 

in European institutional design. 

Finally, Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) take a very critical stance on the 

dichotomization of the second-order elections theory by Reif and Schmitt (1980). They agree 

that the theory has generated important propositions about the main patterns in the results of 

European elections, but argue that it is not possible to say that European elections, like other 

types of elections, are unquestionably second-order; and that it is always national elections 

that affect second-order elections, not the other way around. In this sense, the authors propose 

an evolution of the theory, which instead of understanding European elections invariably as 

second-order national elections, now understands them from different political contexts, 

focusing on how much there is “less at stake” and on how much each election was more or 

less second-order. 

The second review, by Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010), adopts a less critical tone, 

aiming to demonstrate how the theory of second-order elections became the dominant 

approach in the analysis of EP elections 30 years after the realization of the first elections. 

The authors emphasize that the theory has not only been consolidated in the area of European 

elections, but has also expanded to other topics such as referendums and regional elections. 

Initially, Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010) highlight two important findings in the post-1996 

literature: some elections are more second-order than others (HEATH et al, 1999; 

RALLINGS and THRASHER, 2005; SKIRINIS and TEPEROGLOU, 2008); and the theory 

did not fit so well in post-communist countries, at least for the year 2004 (SCHMITT, 2005). 
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Regarding the performance of certain groups of parties in European elections, 

post-1996 work corroborated that green parties do not necessarily always perform better in EP 

elections compared to national elections (MARSH, 1998; HIX and MARSH, 2007). However, 

tests with data at the individual level showed that voters who valued environmental issues and 

who perceived the EP as an important institution tended to shift their vote to green parties in 

European elections (CARRUBA & TIMPONE, 2005). The hypothesis concerning the better 

performance of extremist parties had mixed results, with some papers finding no evidence of 

this (MARSH, 1998) and others finding that Eurosceptic parties typically perform slightly 

better in European elections than in national elections (MANOW & DORING, 2008). By 

analysing survey data, Hobolt, Spoon and Tilley (2009) refined this argument, corroborating 

that voters who are more Eurosceptic than the parties in power in their respective country tend 

to vote for more Eurosceptic parties in European elections. 

As for the turnout, subsequent works showed that it can be affected by issues such 

as: the fact that the country is a net beneficiary of EU investments and/or hosts an important 

European institution (JESUIT, 2003; MATTILA, 2003; STUDLAR, FLICKINGER & 

BENNETT, 2003); regional unemployment rates (FAUVELLE-AYMAR & STEGMAIER, 

2008); Euroscepticism in post-communist countries (SCHMITT, 2005); among others. 

Nevertheless, the literature found only mixed evidence regarding retrospective voting by 

economic criteria in European elections. Kousser (2004) found evidence that a higher 

unemployment rate is correlated with a better performance of opposition parties in EP 

elections; however, economic growth and inflation had no statistical significance. On the 

other hand, Marsh (2003, 2005, 2007) did not find evidence of retrospective voting by 

economic criteria. In a more sophisticated research design, Tilley, Garry and Bold (2008) 

found that only the most politically sophisticated voters in specific contexts such as single-

party countries with frequent government shifts vote with clear economic criteria in mind. 

On the other hand, Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010) emphasize that the theory also 

had its criticisms and rebuttals. More specifically, Blondel, Sinnott and Svensson (1997) 

question whether there is actually less at stake in European elections, stating that the 

difference in opinion among voters regarding the degree of importance of who wins national 

and European elections does not vary much. However, Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010) 

demonstrate that later studies corroborated this hypothesis, such as Orford et al (2009), who 

found that the distance between polling centres has a more negative impact on turnout in local 

and European elections than in national elections. 
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Another central criticism of the theory is the argument that European issues 

matter, whether for parties or voters; since the theory predicts that national issues will be 

dominant. According to Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010), this issue had already been addressed 

by studies with data both at the aggregate level (HIX & MARSH, 2007; ARNOLD & 

PENNINGS, 2009) and at the individual level (TILLEY & WLEZIAN, 2008; MATHER, 

2001; NIELSEN, 2001; WORRE, 1996; YSMAL & CAYROL, 1996). Typically, such works 

shows that European issues matter, but only to a few voters and to a lesser degree, particularly 

in the case of tests with individual-level data. Other works that analyse this type of data 

demonstrate that voters know little about parties’ positions on European issues, either because 

most larger parties are in favour of integration in general or because since they focus on 

national issues during the campaign, they do not end up differentiating themselves on 

European issues (HOBOLT, SPOON & TILLEY, 2009; CLARK & ROHRSCHNEIDER, 

2008; BRUG, EIJK & FRANKLIN, 2007, BRUG et al, 2007). 

Sanz (2008) states that ideology impacts more on vote choice in European than in 

other types of second-order elections. Ferrara and Weishaupt (2004) argue that party cohesion 

around European issues also affects their electoral results. Finally, Weber (2007) and Tóka 

(2007) corroborate that, as parties invest less in the campaign in European elections, voters 

become less interested, which decreases the turnout. 

Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010) conclude their review by stating that the research 

agenda needed to move forward in two directions. Firstly, it was necessary to better study the 

mechanisms that fuelled the second-order effects in these elections, to further analyse how 

voters choose their votes. Secondly, it was necessary to provide more quality data, especially 

panel data that would facilitate analyses regarding vote change and turnout patterns in these 

elections. 

After this summary of the results reported in previous reviews, the conclusion of 

this dissertation follows, in which the results described in the previous chapters will be 

summarized. The limits of this review will also be discussed, highlighting our time frame 

choice – between 1980 and 2009. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



76 
 

CONCLUSION: Comparing Reviews and Limits of our Design 

 

 

As stated earlier, one of the objectives of this research is to publicize the benefits 

and importance of systematic reviews for the advancement of scientific knowledge. And one 

way to do this is to compare the results obtained here with what has already been accumulated 

by previous reviews. 

Firstly, it is expected that the amount of literature cited will be greater in literary 

reviews due to the lack of specific and standardized excluding criteria while searching and 

selecting the texts. Furthermore, in our specific case, this review chose to exclude books and 

book chapters for reasons already specified before, which at once considerably reduces the 

relevant literature available for analysis. 

It was noticed that among the 52 works cited by Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996), 

only 7 were cited in this review (approximately 13.46%), while at least 18 articles that were 

published in this period entered our final sample. In other words, the systematic review 

method found at least 11 other potentially relevant articles not addressed by the first 

comprehensive literature review on the subject. The fact that most of these early works on the 

subject are old articles that could still be found in full in digitized format further demonstrates 

the importance of systematized collection methods. The existence of online repositories today 

also facilitated such searches. Only one article cited by the first review was not found (EIJK 

& OPPENHUIS, 1990). Another five works cited by Eijk, Franklin and Marsh (1996) were 

excluded by the second list criteria adopted by this review, while 36 works were excluded for 

being books or book chapters, articles that do not mention the term “second-order” or have 

been published before 1980. Finally, three working papers mentioned by the authors of the 

first review were not found, as expected due to their age. 

The second review by Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010) mentioned a much larger 

amount of work: 145 in total. Among them, 32 entered our final sample (approximately 

59.25% of our final sample). Another 19 articles were excluded by the second-list criteria 

adopted by this review, while 66 articles were mostly excluded because they were books or 

book chapters or articles that did not mention the term “second-order”. Other 27 works cited 

by Marsh and Mikhaylov (2010) were published either before 1980 or in 2010, and therefore 

were also excluded from this review, although some of them were cited in the introduction, 

such as Tufte (1975) and Campbell (1960). Only one article was not found in our searches 

(JESUIT, 2003); however, by the criteria adopted here, it would not have entered the final 

sample. 



77 
 

This small comparison illustrates that systematic reviews can find texts that have 

not been much covered in the literature and not cited by previous literary reviews. This is 

important for the advancement of scientific knowledge as literary reviews usually only 

consider the author's prior knowledge of the published literature, which usually favours more 

commented and impactful works, or even the author’s personal tastes. Taking this logic to an 

extreme, newer authors could have difficulties in inserting themselves in the research 

agendas, as well as new hypotheses and analyses could not receive due attention in the 

literature, which would be focused on rewriting and reanalysing old concepts. 

On the other hand, systematic reviews can also be limited by the adoption of strict 

exclusion criteria. This was precisely the case of this review, which, in addition to having 

adopted numerous exclusion criteria, especially those relating to books and book chapters, it 

was also analytically designed to explore the issue of the level of analysis of published articles 

in the field of second-order elections and EP elections. It was noticed that important analyses 

and findings were left out because they were published in books. 

However, precisely because of the analytical approach and the search tools 

adopted, it was demonstrated here that tests with individual-level data were already carried 

out in the 1990s. In addition, the greater amount of information collected in this systematic 

review allowed us to discover important findings. Collecting and analysing the articles’ 

number of citations, something that had not yet been done in the literature, allowed us to 

discover that some of the first tests with individual-level data had no great repercussions in 

the literature in general. Analysing the proportion of corroborated hypotheses allowed us to 

verify that there was no publication bias in this research agenda, at least until 2009. Collecting 

data on universities and on the authors’ gender allowed us to verify the centrality of German, 

Dutch, North-American and British academic production on this topic, as well as pointing out 

the large gender disparity that characterized – and probably still characterizes – this research 

agenda. Collecting and exposing data in chronological order allowed us to show how the 

theory has been refined over the years and how hypotheses such as the “habitual voting” lost 

strength over time while others such as “some elections are more second-order than others” 

and “European issues matter, but at a minor level” have been gaining prominence and 

relevance. 

Even some limitations in our research design allowed us to reveal interesting 

findings about the linguistic bias that exists in adopting the impact factor of journals as a 

criterion to measure the quality of publications. Non-English-language journals traditionally 

have lower impact factors, and adopting this feature as an exclusion criterion may not be an 
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optimal choice in multi-lingual reviews. Furthermore, journals from outside the main 

scientific circuits – notably, those from countries on the periphery of global scientific 

production – may also have a lower impact factor, which should be taken into account in the 

research design of reviews that include journals from countries with different degrees of 

development. In turn, although this work is restricted to EP elections, our broad search criteria 

allowed us to find works that apply the theory in other countries and in other types of 

elections, as reported in the introduction. 

However, one of the most defining cuts of this review is the time frame, which 

was restricted from 1980 to 2009. One of the reasons that this cut was so precise is the huge 

amount of published works that mention the second-order elections theory from 2010 

onwards. Chart 19 illustrates the amount of works found in Google Scholar per year when 

searching for the terms “second-order elections” and “European Parliament” together. These 

numbers refer to December 18th, 2021. 

As can be seen from the graph, the number of works found on Google Scholar on 

this topic enters an accelerated pace of growth from the turn of the 20th-21st century until the 

year 2015, with a peak of 319 entries found only in this year alone, 285 of them with the 

search terms in English. Even though such numbers are skewed upwards, since the search 

with terms in English also finds works in other languages, as described in the first chapter; 

such numbers still are impressive. The low amount of works found in the three remaining 

languages for the following years also makes us believe that the percentage of non-English 

works found in the search with terms in English is not that significant. Another interesting 

pattern highlighted by the image is that the number of works on the subject increases in the 

years in which there are elections and in the years after the elections, and then usually 

stabilizes or decreases and starts to grow again when a new election approaches; showing that 

interest in the subject of second-order elections and European elections naturally increases 

when elections approach and, above all, when a new parliamentary cycle begins. 

Therefore, one of the reasons this review was restricted to articles published 

between 1980 and 2009 was the immense amount of texts found in the following years, which 

made it impossible for more years to enter the review, since the collection and analysis of all 

texts was done manually. Until 2009, Google Scholar searches found 984 works (counting 

duplications), while from 1980 to 2020 this number increases to 3579 (also counting 

duplications). This demonstrates that the amount of texts found increased by 363% in just 11 

years, making it impossible to check, collect, filter and analyse so much data in the time 

allotted for completing this research. 
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CHART 19 – Number of entries found on Google Scholar by year 
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CHART 20 – Number of entries found on Scopus by year 



81 
 

Although there is a greater amount of uninteresting work for this review in 

Google Scholar searches, as demonstrated in Chapter 1, the same pattern described above also 

occurred in the other two search engines used in this review. Chart 20 above illustrates this 

pattern. The blue line is the list of articles and books indexed in Scopus that cite the seminal 

article by Reif and Schmitt (1980), and the orange line shows the result of the search with the 

terms “‘second-order’ AND ‘second-order elections’ OR ‘European Parliament’ OR 

European elections’” also in Scopus. 

Thus, despite the amount of data collected and the analyses carried out in this 

review, it is worth noting that it is also temporally restricted and that it cannot be assumed that 

the patterns found for the first 30 years of academic research on the subject necessarily 

continued in the following 12 years. It is possible that, in this new and immense group of 

works, some publication bias has emerged, favouring works with a greater number of 

hypotheses whose results were statistically significant. Likewise, it is possible that the gender 

disparity has not reduced as much as expected in the course of this time. Furthermore, it 

would also be interesting to analyse whether, in these years of intense production on the 

subject, new authors and new universities began to stand out in the literature. It is possible 

that, with EU’s expansion to the East, new authors from Eastern Europe have inserted 

themselves in this research agenda, dynamizing and diversifying it. 

Finally, it is known that new and better panel data, as well as greater academic 

attention to tests with data at the individual level, encouraged the publication of more works 

in this topic in the following 12 years. Although the trend apparently was to confirm and 

refine the original postulates, the politicization of European issues, the advance of Eurosceptic 

parties and the raise in turnout rates in 2019 brought new challenges to the theory. 

Such aspects must be considered in future research and, above all, in future 

reviews. It is believed that this review was an important first step towards the systematic 

accumulation of knowledge already produced on the theory of second-order elections and EP 

elections. Finally, it is expected that future works cover not only the remaining literature, but 

also opt for systematized review designs, overcoming the limitations of this work and 

including other languages and research subtopics. 
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APPENDIX A - Table of the Formal Dimension Variables 

 
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION MEASUREMENT 

Title Indicates the title of the work Nominal 

Source Name of the journal, congress 

or institution where the work 

was presented/published 

Nominal 

Type Classification of the work as an 

article published in a journal, 

working paper, monograph, 

master thesis or dissertation. 

Nominal 

Type code Categorization of the "Type" 

variable 

Categorical (1=Journal article, 

2 = working paper, 

3 = monograph, 

4 = master thesis, 5 = 

dissertation) 

Authors Name of the author(s) Nominal 

Number of authors Number of authors of the work Discrete 

First author Name of the first author Nominal 

Second author Name of the second author Nominal 

Third author  Name of the third author Nominal 

Fourth author Name of the fourth author Nominal 

Fifth author Name of the fifth author Nominal 

Year Year which the work was 

published or presented 

Nominal 

Reference Author(s) surname(s) and year 

of publication 

Nominal 

Female Indicates the number of female 

authors in the work 

Discrete 

Male Indicates the number of male 

authors in the work 

Discrete 

Number of pages Number of pages of the work Discrete 

URL link to the source of the work Nominal 

Age Time from 

publication/presentation to 

2021 (when data were 

collected) 

Discrete (in years) 

First author affiliation First author's home university Nominal 

City of first author's university City where the first author's 

home university is located 

Nominal 

Country of first author's 

university 

Country where the first author's 

home university is located 

Nominal 

Second author affiliation Second author's home 

university 

Nominal 

City of second author's 

university 

City where the second author's 

home university is located 

Nominal 

Country of second author's 

university 

Country where the second 

author's home university is 

located 

Nominal 

Third author affiliation Third author's home university Nominal 

City of third author's university City where the third author's 

home university is located 

Nominal 

Country of third author's Country where the third Nominal 
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university author's home university is 

located 

Fourth author affiliation Fourth author's home 

university 

Nominal 

City of fourth author's 

university 

City where the fourth author's 

home university is located 

Nominal 

Country of foirth author's 

university 

Country where the fourth 

author's home university is 

located 

Nominal 

Fifth author affiliation Fifth author's home university Nominal 

City of fifth author's university City where the fifth author's 

home university is located 

Nominal 

Country of fifth author's 

university 

Country where the fifth 

author's home university is 

located 

Nominal 

Country of the first author Indicates the first author’s 

country of origin 

Nominal 

Country of the second author Indicates the second author’s 

country of origin 

Nominal 

Country of the third author Indicates the third author’s 

country of origin 

Nominal 

Country of the fourth author Indicates the fourth author’s 

country of origin 

Nominal 

Country of the fifth author Indicates the fifth author’s 

country of origin 

Nominal 

Country of publication Country where the works were 

published or presented 

Nominal 

Methodology Section Indicates whether the work has 

a section dedicated only to the 

applied methods 

Categorical (1 = yes, 0.5 = in 

the appendix, 0 = no) 

Citations on Scopus In the case of works present in 

the Scopus database, indicate 

its number of citations 

Discrete 

Language Indactes the language of the 

work 

Nominal 

Seminal article Indicates whether the work 

cites the seminal article in the 

references 

Dummy (1=yes, 0=no) 

Database Indicates whether the work was 

found in Scopus or Google 

Scholar 

Categorical 
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APPENDIX B - Table of the Methodological Dimension Variables 

 

 
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION MEASUREMENT 

Abstract If the work has an abstract Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Research question Indicates whether the research 

question is clear in the abstract or 

in the first section of the work 

Categorical (1 = yes, question 

is clear, 0.5 = research 

question in another following 

section, 0 = survey question 

is not explicit in any part of 

the text) 

Description of the research 

question 

Describe the question asked by 

the author(s) 

Nominal 

Hypothesis Indicates whether the hypotheses 

are clear in the abstract or in the 

first section of the work 

Categorical (1 = yes, 

hypotheses are clear, 0.5 = 

hypotheses mentioned in the 

following sections, 0 = 

hypotheses were not made 

explicit in the text) 

Hypothesis description Describes the work’s hypothesis Nominal 

Methodology Information about the methods 

used in the abstract or in the first 

section of the work 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Year of the elections Indicates the year(s) of the 

election(s) analyzed 

Nominal 

Year 1979 Indicates whether the work 

analyzes the 1979 election 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Year 1984 Indicates whether the work 

analyzes the 1984 election 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Year 1989 Indicates whether the work 

analyzes the 1989 election 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Year 1994 Indicates whether the work 

analyzes the 1994 election 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Year 1999 Indicates whether the work 

analyzes the 1999 election 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Year 2004 Indicates whether the work 

analyzes the 2004 election 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Year 2009 Indicates whether the work 

analyzes the 2009 election 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Number of elections Informs the number of analyzed 

elections 

Discrete 

Number of countries Informs the number of countries 

analyzed 

Discrete 

Number of country-years Informs the number of countries-

years analyzed in total 

Discrete 

Number of main country-years Informs the number of country-

years of the main analysis 

Discrete 

Regional analysis Informs if the work analyzed 

only countries from the same 

region 

Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Analysis level Specifies the level of the data 

analysed 

Categorical (Micro, macro, 

both, qualitative, contente 

analysis) 

Sample size Indicates whether the work is a Categorical (case study, small 
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single case study, small n, 

medium n, large n or very large n 

n, medium n, large n, very 

large n) 

Sample size code Codes the sample sizes 

categories 

Categorical (0 = literature 

review, 1 = case study, 2 = 

small n, 

3 = medium n, 4 = large n, 5 

= very large n) 

Number of methods Informs the number of methods 

used in the work 

Discrete 

Method 01 Informs the single or the most 

adopted method in the work as a 

whole 

Nominal 

Method 02 Informs the second method 

adopted in the work 

Nominal 

Method 03 Informs the third method adopted 

in the work 

Nominal 
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APPENDIX C - Table of the Substantive Dimension Variables 

 
VARIABLES DESCRIPTIONS MEASUREMENT 

DV1 First dependent variable Nominal 

DV1 measurement How the first dependent 

variable is measured 

Nominal 

DV2 Second dependent variable Nominal 

DV2 measurement How is the second dependent 

variable measured, if any 

Nominal 

DV3 Third dependent variable Nominal 

DV3 measurement How is the third dependent 

variable measured, if any 

Nominal 

Data source Description of where the 

authors got their data 

Nominal 

IVs Independent variables Nominal 

Number of independent 

variables 

Indicates the total number of 

independent variables 

Discrete 

Control variables Control variables, if any Dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Number of control variables Indicates the total number of 

control variables 

Discrete 

IVs and CVs Sum of the number of 

independent variables with the 

number of control variables 

Discrete 

Sample (aggregate data) Sample size (aggregate level) Discrete 

Sample (individual data) Sample size (ndividual level) Discrete 

Ecological fallacy Informs whether the work 

mentions the terms “ecological 

fallacy” throughout the text 

Dummy (1 = sim, 0 = não) 

Supported hypotheses Description of the hypotheses 

supported to a large extent by 

the tests performed 

Nominal 

Mixed results Description of hypotheses with 

mixed results 

Nominal 

Refuted hypotheses Description of hypotheses not 

supported by the tests 

performed 

Nominal 

Untested Assumptions Description of hypotheses that 

have not been extensively 

tested 

Nominal 

Total number of hypotheses Total number of hypotheses 

mentioned in the study 

Discrete 

Number of tested hypotheses Number of hypotheses tested in 

the study 

Discrete 

Number of supported 

hypotheses 

Number of hypotheses widely 

supported by the tests 

Discrete 

Proportion between tested and 

supported hypotheses 

Result of dividing the number 

of supported hypotheses by the 

total tested hypotheses 

Continous (between 0 and 1) 

Fraction of the number of 

supported hypotheses over the 

number of tested hypotheses 

Fraction representation of the 

previous variable 

Nominal 
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ANNEX 01 - Rstudio script extract (charts 01 to 05) 

 
 

The entire script, as well as the database and individual graphics images are available at the 

following link on Github: https://github.com/Victor-Santana-Santos/SOE_database. To obtain 

the personal access token to such documents, please send an email to 

victor.santanasantos@ufpe.br. 

 

--- 

 

library(readxl) 

library(dplyr) 

library(ggplot2) 

SOE_database <- read_excel("SOE_database.xlsx", sheet = "SAMPLE") 

SOE_excluded <- read_excel("SOE_database.xlsx", sheet = "EXCLUDED WORKS") 

SOE_google_scholar <- read_excel("SOE_database.xlsx", sheet = "GOOGLE SCHOLAR") 

 

# PLOT 01 

 

data_entries <- data.frame( 

  Source=c("Google Scholar", "Scopus Search", "Scopus Citing List"), 

  number_of_entries=c(984, 57, 314), 

  Percentage=c(0.7262, 0.0421, 0.2317)) 

 

ggplot(data_entries, aes(x=Source, y=Percentage, fill = Source))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  geom_text(aes(label = number_of_entries), vjust = 1.5, colour = "black")+ 

  ggtitle("Proportion of entries found according to searching procedure") 

 

# PLOT 02 

 

data_exclusion_criteria <- data.frame( 

  Exclusion_criteria=c("Promptly Excluded Entries", "Second List",  

                       "Final Sample"), 

  number_of_entries=c(746, 555, 54), 

  Percentage=c(0.5505, 0.4096, 0.0398)) 

 

ggplot(data_exclusion_criteria, aes(x=Exclusion_criteria, y=Percentage,  

                                    fill = Exclusion_criteria))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  geom_text(aes(label = number_of_entries), vjust = 1.5, colour = "black")+ 

  ggtitle("Proportion of entries found according to the exclusion criteria") 

 

# PLOT 03 

 

data_samples <- data.frame( 

  Samples=c(rep("Total number of entries", 3), rep("Second List", 3),  

https://github.com/Victor-Santana-Santos/SOE_database
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            rep("Final Sample", 3)), 

  Source=rep(c("Scopus Citing List", "Scopus Search", "Google Scholar"), 3), 

  Entries=c(314, 57, 984, 186, 9, 360, 43, 3, 8)) 

 

ggplot(data_samples, aes(fill=Source, x=Samples, y=Entries)) + 

  geom_bar(position="fill", stat="identity") + 

  ggtitle("Proportion of works in each sample according to data source") 

 

# PLOT 04 

 

data_works_second_list <- data.frame( 

  Works_catalogued=c("Articles", "Working Papers", "Docotral theses",  

                     "Master theses", "Bachelor theses"), 

  Entries=c(401, 117, 25, 9, 3)) 

 

ggplot(data_works_second_list, aes(x=Works_catalogued, y=Entries,  

                                   fill = Works_catalogued))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  theme(legend.position="none")+ 

  ggtitle("Second list works according to type of work") 

 

# PLOT 05 

 

data_excluded_works_criteria <- data.frame( 

  Works_coded_on_the_second_list=c("No SOEs theory,\ncites SA", 

                                   "No SOEs theory,\ndoesn't cite SA", 

                                   "No EP elections,\ncites SA", 

                                   "No EP elections,\ndoesn't cite SA", 

                                   "No SOEs theory, no EP\nelections, cites SA", 

                                   "No SOEs theory, no EP\nelections, doesn't cite SA", 

                                   "Monograph", 

                                   "Master theses", 

                                   "Doctoral theses", 

                                   "Not on the 1st and 2nd\npercentiles of SJR", 

                                   "Journal not\nregistred on SJR", 

                                   "WPs that made up to the\nfinal sample as articles", 

                                   "Translations of\nprevious works", 

                                   "Working papers\nin general"), 

  Works_registred=c(87, 47, 29, 4, 83, 52, 3, 9, 25, 63, 35, 5, 1, 112)) 

 

data_excluded_works_criteria %>%  

  mutate(Works_coded_on_the_second_list = fct_reorder(Works_coded_on_the_second_list, 

Works_registred)) %>% 

  ggplot(aes(y=Works_coded_on_the_second_list, x=Works_registred,  

             fill = Works_coded_on_the_second_list))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  theme(legend.position="none")+ 

  ggtitle("Works on second list according to exclusion criteria") 

 

# PLOT 06 
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data_quality_criteria <- data.frame( 

  Criteria=c(rep("Journals not on the\ntop half of SJR", 2), 

             rep("Journals not indexed\nin SJR", 2)), 

  Pass=rep(c("Would enter the final sample", "Would not enter the final sample"), 2), 

  Entries=c(12, 51, 2, 32)) 

 

ggplot(data_quality_criteria, aes(fill=Pass, x=Criteria, y=Entries)) + 

  geom_bar(position="fill", stat="identity")+ 

  ggtitle("Articles that would have made up the final sample \nif criteria 10 and 11 were not 

adopted") 

 

# PLOT 07 

 

data_quality_language <- data.frame( 

  Criteria=c(rep("2nd List", 4), 

             rep("2nd List \nexcluding 10 and 11", 4), 

             rep("Criteria 10 and 11", 4), 

             rep("Criteria 10", 4), 

             rep("Criteria 11", 4)), 

  Language=rep(c("English", "French", "Portuguese", "Spanish"), 5), 

  Articles=c(337, 30, 10, 25, 297, 4, 2, 1, 40, 26, 8, 24, 23, 18, 6,  

             17, 17, 8, 2, 7)) 

 

ggplot(data_quality_language, aes(fill=Language, x=Criteria, y=Articles)) + 

  geom_bar(position="fill", stat="identity") + 

  ggtitle("Articles according to language and quality exclusion criteria") 

 

# PLOT 08 

 

data_quality_language_2 <- data.frame( 

  Criteria=c(rep("Criteria 10\nWould enter\nthe final Sample", 4), 

             rep("Criteria 10\nWould not\nenter the final sample", 4), 

             rep("Criteria 11\nWould enter\nthe final sample", 4), 

             rep("Criteria 11\nWould not\nenter the final sample", 4)), 

  Language=rep(c("English", "French", "Portuguese", "Spanish"), 4), 

  Articles=c(6, 3, 2, 1, 17, 15, 4, 16, 1, 0, 0, 1, 16, 8, 2, 6)) 

 

ggplot(data_quality_language_2, aes(fill=Language, x=Criteria, y=Articles)) + 

  geom_bar(position="stack", stat="identity") + 

  ggtitle("Second list articles excluded due to Criteria 10 and 11 \naccording to their 

language") 

 

# PLOT 09 

 

data_journals_final <- data.frame( 

  Journals=c("Electoral Studies", 

             "Journal of European \nIntegration", 

             "European Union \nPolitics", 

             "Comparative Political \nStudies", 
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             "European Journal of \nPolitical Research", 

             "West European \nPolitics", 

             "Journal of Elections, \nPublic Opinion \nand Parties", 

             "Other journals"), 

  Articles=c(11, 8, 5, 4, 4, 4, 3, 15)) 

 

library(forcats) 

 

data_journals_final %>% 

  mutate(Journals = fct_relevel(Journals,  

                                "Electoral Studies", 

                                "Journal of European \nIntegration", 

                                "European Union \nPolitics", 

                                "Comparative Political \nStudies", 

                                "European Journal of \nPolitical Research", 

                                "West European \nPolitics", 

                                "Journal of Elections, \nPublic Opinion \nand Parties", 

                                "Other journals")) %>% 

  ggplot(aes(y=Journals, x=Articles, fill = Journals))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  theme(legend.position="none")+ 

  geom_text(aes(label = Articles), hjust = 2, colour = "black")+ 

  ggtitle("Most recurrent journals in the final sample") 

 

# PLOT 10 

 

data_journals_country <- data.frame( 

  Countries=c("United Kingdom", 

     "United States", 

     "Other countries"), 

  Articles=c(44, 6, 4)) 

 

ggplot(data_journals_country, aes(x=Countries, y=Articles, fill=Countries))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  theme(legend.position = "none")+ 

  geom_text(aes(label = Articles), vjust = 1, colour = "black")+ 

  ggtitle("Journals registered in the final sample \naccording to the publisher's country") 

 

# PLOT 11 

 

data_gender_final <- data.frame( 

  Years=c(rep("80", 2), rep("81", 2), rep("82", 2), rep("83", 2), rep("84", 2), rep("85", 2), 

rep("86", 2), rep("87", 2), rep("88", 2), rep("89", 2), rep("90", 2), rep("91", 2), rep("92", 2), 

rep("93", 2), rep("94", 2), rep("95", 2), rep("96", 2), rep("97", 2), rep("98", 2), rep("99", 2), 

rep("00", 2), rep("01", 2), rep("02", 2), rep("03", 2), rep("04", 2), rep("05", 2), rep("06", 2), 

rep("07", 2), rep("08", 2), rep("09", 2)), 

  Gender=rep(c("Male", "Female"), 2), 

  Mentions=c(4, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 

             3, 0, 4, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 4, 1, 2, 1, 1, 1, 4, 0, 3, 1, 

             3, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 7, 2, 5, 0, 5, 2, 10, 1, 3, 3, 5, 2)) 
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data_gender_final %>% 

  mutate(Years = fct_relevel(Years,  

                            "80", "81", "82", "83", "84", "85", "86", "87", "88", "89", "90", "91", "92", 

"93", "94", "95", "96", "97", "98", "99", "00", "01", "02", "03", "04", "05", "06", "07", "08", 

"09")) %>% 

ggplot(aes(fill=Gender, x=Years, y=Mentions)) + 

  geom_bar(position="stack", stat="identity") + 

  ggtitle("Authors per year by gender") 

 

# PLOT 12 

 

Universities %>% mutate(Country = fct_relevel(Country,"Netherlands", "Germany", "United 

Kingdom", "United States","Ireland", "Portugal", "Italy", "France", "Belgium", "Canada",  

"Finland", "Austria", "Greece", "Australia")) %>% 

  ggplot(aes(x=Mentions, y=University, fill=Country))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  sort.by 

 

# PLOT 13 

 

data_method_section <- data.frame( 

  Years=c(rep("80", 3), rep("81", 3), rep("82", 3), rep("83", 3), rep("84", 3), rep("85", 3), 

rep("86", 3), rep("87", 3), rep("88", 3), rep("89", 3), rep("90", 3), rep("91", 3), rep("92", 3), 

rep("93", 3), rep("94", 3), rep("95", 3), rep("96", 3), rep("97", 3), rep("98", 3), rep("99", 3), 

rep("00", 3), rep("01", 3), rep("02", 3), rep("03", 3), rep("04", 3), rep("05", 3), rep("06", 3), 

rep("07", 3), rep("08", 3), rep("09", 3)), 

  Meth_section=rep(c("No meth. section",  

                     "Meth. section \non appendix", 

                     "With meth. section"), 3), 

  Articles=c(1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 3, 0, 0, 

1, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 2, 0, 1, 2, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 

2, 2, 0, 3, 3, 0, 0, 0, 0, 3, 4, 0, 2, 3, 0, 1, 3, 1, 1)) 

 

data_method_section %>% 

  mutate(Years = fct_relevel(Years, "80", "81", "82", "83", "84", "85", "86", "87", "88", "89", 

"90", "91", "92", "93", "94", "95", "96", "97", "98", "99", "00", "01", "02", "03", "04", "05", 

"06", "07", "08", "09"), 

         Meth_section = fct_relevel(Meth_section, 

                                    "With meth. section", 

                                    "Meth. section \non appendix", 

                                    "No meth. section")) %>% 

  ggplot(aes(fill=Meth_section, x=Years, y=Articles)) + 

  geom_bar(position="stack", stat="identity") + 

  ggtitle("Works per year by methodological section") 

 

# PLOT 14 

 

install.packages("ggrepel") 

library(ggrepel) 



6 
 

 

ggplot(Citations, aes(x=year, y=citations_scopus)) +  

  geom_point(size = 1.5)+ 

  geom_text_repel( 

    data=Citations %>% filter(citations_scopus>120), 

    aes(label=reference), 

    size = 3.5)+ 

  ggtitle("Articles citations on Scopus") 

 

# PLOT 15 

 

ggplot(Citations_per_year, aes(x=year, y=citations_per_year)) +  

  geom_point(size = 2)+ 

  geom_text_repel( 

    data=Citations_per_year %>% filter(citations_per_year>13), 

    aes(label=reference), 

    size = 3.5)+ 

  ggtitle("Citations per year") 

 

# PLOT 16 

 

ggplot(elections_per_work, aes(x=year, y=n_elections, size = n_of_articles)) + 

  geom_point(alpha=0.7)+ 

  ggtitle("Number of elections analysed per article per year") 

 

# PLOT 17 

 

methods %>%  

  mutate(Method_subtype = fct_reorder(Method_subtype, Method_type)) %>% 

ggplot(aes(x=n_of_occurences, y=Method_subtype, fill=Method_type))+ 

  geom_bar(stat="identity")+ 

  ggtitle("Types and subtypes of methods\nregistered in the final sample") 

 

# PLOT 18 

 

ggplot(Citations_per_year, aes(x=year, y=citations_per_year, color = method)) +  

  geom_point(size = 2.5)+ 

  geom_text_repel( 

    data=Citations_per_year %>% filter(citations_per_year>13), 

    aes(label=reference), 

    size = 3.5)+ 

  ggtitle("Citations per year according to type of method") 

 

# PLOT 19 

 

data_google_scholar <- data.frame( 

  Years=c(rep("80", 4), rep("81", 4), rep("82", 4), rep("83", 4), rep("84", 4), rep("85", 4), 

rep("86", 4), rep("87", 4), rep("88", 4), rep("89", 4), rep("90", 4), rep("91", 4), rep("92", 4), 

rep("93", 4), rep("94", 4), rep("95", 4), rep("96", 4), rep("97", 4), rep("98", 4), rep("99", 4), 

rep("00", 4), rep("01", 4), rep("02", 4), rep("03", 4), rep("04", 4), rep("05", 4), rep("06", 4), 
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rep("07", 4), rep("08", 4), rep("09", 4), rep("10", 4), rep("11", 4), rep("12", 4), rep("13", 4), 

rep("14", 4), rep("15", 4), rep("16", 4), rep("17", 4), rep("18", 4), rep("19", 4), rep("20", 4)), 

  Language=rep(c("Portuguese", "French", "Spanish", "English"), 41), 

  Entries=c(0, 0, 0, 3, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 3, 0, 0, 0, 3, 0, 0, 0, 4, 0, 0, 0, 5, 0, 

0, 1, 2, 0, 0, 0, 5, 0, 0, 0, 12, 0, 0, 0, 10, 0, 0, 4, 2, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 2, 6, 0, 0, 1, 15, 0, 0, 1, 17, 0, 

0, 0, 14, 0, 0, 2, 16, 0, 2, 1, 17, 0, 3, 5, 40, 0, 1, 0, 21, 0, 2, 1, 36, 0, 0, 2, 55, 0, 5, 1, 60, 7, 8, 1, 

85, 1, 4, 1, 92, 0, 6, 6, 91, 1, 2, 4, 105, 2, 22, 9, 153, 3, 8, 9, 150, 3, 1, 6, 160, 7, 11, 13, 163, 4, 

1, 5, 187, 11, 13, 10, 256, 7, 7, 20, 285, 8, 5, 8, 235, 6, 0, 9, 215, 5, 2, 4, 208, 13, 8, 14, 258, 6, 

6, 3, 242)) 

 

install.packages("ggthemes") 

library(ggthemes) 

 

data_google_scholar %>% 

  mutate(Years = fct_relevel(Years, "80", "81", "82", "83", "84", "85", "86", "87", "88", "89", 

"90", "91", "92", "93", "94", "95", "96", "97", "98", "99", "00", "01", "02", "03", "04", "05", 

"06", "07", "08", "09", "10", "11", "12", "13", "14", "15", "16", "17", "18", "19", "20")) %>% 

ggplot(aes(x=Years, y=Entries, group=Language, color=Language)) + 

  geom_line(size = 0.8) + 

  theme_igray()+ 

  ggtitle("Number of entries found on Google Scholar by year") 

 

# PLOT 20  

 

data_scopus <- data.frame( 

  Years=c(rep("80", 2), rep("81", 2), rep("82", 2), rep("83", 2), rep("84", 2), rep("85", 2), 

rep("86", 2), rep("87", 2), rep("88", 2), rep("89", 2), rep("90", 2), rep("91", 2), rep("92", 2), 

rep("93", 2), rep("94", 2), rep("95", 2), rep("96", 2), rep("97", 2), rep("98", 2), rep("99", 2), 

rep("00", 2), rep("01", 2), rep("02", 2), rep("03", 2), rep("04", 2), rep("05", 2), rep("06", 2), 

rep("07", 2), rep("08", 2), rep("09", 2), rep("10", 2), rep("11", 2), rep("12", 2), rep("13", 2), 

rep("14", 2), rep("15", 2), rep("16", 2), rep("17", 2), rep("18", 2), rep("19", 2), rep("20", 2)), 

  Source=rep(c("Works that cited \nReif & Schmitt (1980)", "Search results"), 41), 

  Entries=c(0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 0, 1, 0, 3, 0, 0, 0, 2, 1, 2, 0, 6, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 1, 8, 2, 3, 

1, 9, 1, 6, 2, 4, 1, 9, 1, 7, 1, 10, 2, 19, 5, 25, 5, 32, 6, 30, 1, 41, 8, 41, 8, 51, 8, 51, 6, 63, 14, 81, 

17, 99, 9, 77, 15, 109, 32, 126, 18, 88, 12, 96, 23, 73, 21, 94, 34)) 

 

data_scopus %>% 

  mutate(Years = fct_relevel(Years,  "80", "81", "82", "83", "84", "85", "86", "87", "88", "89", 

"90", "91", "92", "93", "94", "95", "96", "97", "98", "99", "00", "01", "02", "03", "04", "05", 

"06", "07", "08", "09", "10", "11", "12", "13", "14", "15", "16", "17", "18", "19", "20")) %>% 

  ggplot(aes(x=Years, y=Entries, group=Source, color=Source)) + 

  geom_line(size = 0.8) + 

  theme_igray()+ 

  ggtitle("Number of entries found on Scopus by year") 


	94e57d960aa29a55f430c6fccdeb8478e778bbcc13eab424e15ccc58e774b476.pdf
	94e57d960aa29a55f430c6fccdeb8478e778bbcc13eab424e15ccc58e774b476.pdf
	94e57d960aa29a55f430c6fccdeb8478e778bbcc13eab424e15ccc58e774b476.pdf

