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Problem with CSES:  

Opt-In Nature of Selection  
 Beyond problems with defining who is a  

democracy that would be eligible for CSES 
participation in the first place, amongst 
Democracies, there are major discrepancies 
about who has a NES and who does not 

 Because CSES participation is necessarily an 
opt-in process, analysis that looks at effects 
of any between-country differences could be 
biased by this selection process. 

 Not problematic if countries w/o NES are 
“completely missing at random” (aka 
“CAR”), but seems unlikely   

 



Figure I 

Map of democracies participating in CSES Module II (2001-

2006) 



Two Solutions to Problem of  

Selection Bias  
 Traditional Heckman selection approach that 

models non-response in a modified IV 
framework.  
◦ Select handful of indicators to fit a logistic 

regression on participation in CSES, then used 
fitted values to estimate “unbiased” estimates 

 Very effective when looking at state-level 
regressions.  

 Problematic insofar as it does not work well 
with hierarchical data—works best if  
selection information is available at all levels 
of response and outcome. 

 



Second Solution:  

Inverse Probability Weighting.  

 
 Like Heckman, first fits a logistic regression 

on selection in CSES.  

 Differs insofar as instead of creating an 
instrument to assess effect, IPW creates 
weights for each observation that more 
closely approximate a balanced sample 
between treated and control observations.  

 Has the advantage in that the weights are 
applicable at any hierarchical level in the 
data, which allows for more flexible 
applications.  



The First Equation 

 Our second equation in the Heckman 

procedure is already specified from 

published work 

 Need to establish a first equation to 

correct for the CAR problem inherent in 

selection bias 

 Theorize that participation in CSES is 

costly and because the NES investigators 

must pay the costs, longer-lived and more 

fully and richly developed nations are 

most likely to participate  

 





Our specific approach to IPW 

 IPW creates a counterfactual population by 
weighting each unit under observation by the 
inverse of their propensity score, which allows for 
creating covariate matched weights. . 

 Our approach leverages advances in propensity 
score matching that should ameliorate problem of 
counfoundedness when treatment prediction is 
inconsistent.  

 We utilize the Covariate Balanced Propensity 
Score (Imai and Rakovic 2014), which creates 
more balanced samples even if first stage equation 
is misspecified (Imai and Rakovic 2015) 



Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(> | z| ) Sig. level 

(Intercept) 170.262 0.00001 20,741,027.000 0 

GDP  -0.00001 0.0001 -0.177 0.860 

Age  of 

Democracy  
0.038 0.033 1.151 0.250 

DPI -0.057 0.133 -0.432 0.666 

Urban pop 0.045 0.041 1.088 0.276 

Polity Score 0.464 0.006 78.898 0 

Life Expectancy -0.043 0.157 -0.273 0.785 

Infant Mortality -0.068 0.047 -1.436 0.151 

Election 

 
-0.086 0.006 -14.854 0 

Federalism 

 
1.159 0.002 605.221 0 

Compulsory 

voting 
0.683 0.003 231.232 0 

Presidency -0.605 0.002 -360.459 0 

Plurality 1.356 0.008 180.085 0 









Applications 

 We use this approach to replicate and extend 
three CSES papers:  
 

◦ Magalhães, Pedro C. "Political institutions and the 
social anchoring of the vote.” 
 

◦ Aldrich, John H., Marco Fernandez, Sandra Jessica 
Lay, and Gregory Schober. “Uncertainty or 
Ambiguity?  Sources of Variation in Ideological 
Placements of Political Parties,” 
 

◦ Blais, André, Shane Singh, and Delia Dumitrescu. 
"Political Institutions, Perceptions of Representation, 
and the Turnout Decision." Elections and Democracy: 
Representation and Accountability, edited by Jacques 
Thomassen (2014): 99-112. 

 

 



Political Institutions and Social 

Anchoring of the Vote 

 Magalhães’ original paper argues that voting 
behavior and party systems in at least some 
democracies is anchored along class, religion, and 
other lines.  

 Most existing tests looked at rules governing the 
electoral system rather than other institutional 
features  

 Uses CSES Module 2 data and adds system-level 
variables to basic sociodemographic model 
◦ Social voting cleavages (DVs) calculated using Huber’s 

approach 

◦ Consensual Democracy (IV): Consensual Democracy on 
the Executive - Parties Dimension index 

 



Findings 

 “cross-national differences in the extent to which 
voting behavior is socially anchored seem to be 
largely driven by institutional factors.” 

 In particular, the type of democracy matters (as usual) 
but “presidentialism is negatively related to all kinds 
of structural voting.”  

 However, variables commonly argued to be important 
are not, such as a nation’s length of experience with 
democracy and degree of social modernization are 
not. 

 Note especially GDP under religiosity. 

 Methodological point:  First equation – care on 
whether it is highly related to theoretically included 
variables in substantive equation, or whether it 
provides an independent “contribution” in the case of 
Heckman selection, or analogue in IPW.  



Replication of Original Results (Magalhães, 2014) 

 



Heckman Selection Model Results (Magalhães, 2014)  



Inverse Probability Weighting Results (Magalhães, 2014  



Uncertainty or Ambiguity?  Sources of 

Variation in Ideological Placements of 

Political Parties  

 Aldrich, et al. (2013) investigate variation 

in the ability of respondents to employ a 

“left-right” dimension in their voting 

decisions.  

 Based on logic of  The American Voter, they 

estimate ability of voters to meet various 

conditions for voting on the basis of 

ideology (issue voting in the original).  



Aldrich et al. Three Findings 

1. Individual political sophistication (education, 
income and age) is expected to be negatively 
associated with uncertainty and ambiguity. 

2. Public’s uncertainty and ambiguity about certain 
party’s stance is negatively associated with 
features about the party.  

3. Third, country-level institutional variables also 
explain citizens’ (lack of) understanding about 
political parties, especially federalism and 
plurality systems. 

4. IPW, especially, reduces influence of variables at 
both levels.  Methodological point:  
Inconsistency between the two methods. 

 



Replication, Heckman Selection, and IPW of Aldrich, et al., a 

multi-level model. 

 



Blais, Singh: 

 An example in which a variable (the age of 
the political party) becomes larger and 
statistically significant under IPW 

 To explain:  Feelings of Representativeness.  

 The idea is simply that there is voters are 
more likely to feel represented by MPs from 
parties that have been in parliament for 
lengthier periods of time.  New parties have 
yet to be able to make as strong a 
connection of representation.  



Blais, Singh: 

 They find that indicators of consensus democracy 
have no effect on feelings of representation, but 
that the use of a proportional representation 
system does have a positive effect on feelings of 
representation.  
 

 They further find that the significance of the PR 
variable disappears when the level of polarization 
in a country is added as a covariate, implying that 
polarization is a key mediating variable in the 
relationship between representation feelings and 
proportional representation. 
 

 We add here the possibility that the nature of the 
individual party matters as well. 



Blais, Singh 



Conclusions 

 Selection Bias a pervasive problem with opt-

in national surveys like the CSES 

 Results suggest missingness at the  country 

level is driving some results  

 Suggests improvement to exactly how 

comparative electoral studies are to be done 

 Next steps? Compare over multiple modules 

and explore extensions to TSCS  data.  Run 

constructed cases.  Work on first equation. 


