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Appendix A:  Different Weighting Schemes


We have three different criteria or considerations upon which to judge the correctness of respondents’ vote decisions – party identification, retrospective judgements of the incumbent party’s job performance, and ideological closeness to the different parties.   We placed each of the three considerations on a similar (one-point) scale, and created an unweighted (or equal weights) measure of correct voting by simply averaged them together and assuming that voters should support the party or candidate with the highest mean utility. This is the most straightforward measure, but it assumes that each of the three considerations have the same impact on voters in every country, which is doubtful.


A more likely possibility is that party evaluations will be particularly important to some voters or in particular countries, economic/retrospective judgments in others, and policy or ideological considerations in yet others – as is assumed by so-called “heterogeneous” voting models (e.g., Rivers, 1988; Duch, Palmer, and Anderson, 2000; Gomez and Wilson, 2001; Wilson, 2008).   In their experimental work Lau and Redlawsk employed a direct behavioral measure of relative importance -- how early and often each type of information was accessed by subjects.  With survey data one has to look for alternative measures of relative importance.   We thus devised the following series of “weights” to try to take individual and cross-national differences into consideration. 

*
Survey respondents were asked whether political parties in their country care what ordinary people think, and whether parties are necessary to make the political system work.  We combined these two questions into a single subjective evaluation of the importance of political parties, and used it to weigh the party identification criterion.

*
Political ideology was weighed by determining the range of the distribution of objective placements of the larger political parties (i.e., those receiving at least ten per cent of the vote) on the left-right scale.  Our reasoning is that ideological distances should be more important in those countries where the major political parties represent a wider range of ideological views than when all the parties are relatively similar to each other (e.g., when all the parties are centrists).  This weight differs across countries, but unlike the party importance measure described above, it is identical for all respondents from the same country. 

*
The vast political economy literature (e.g., Duch and Stevenson, 2008; Haggard and Kaufman, 1997; Kaufman and Segura-Ubiergo. 2001; Milner and Kubota, 2005; Powell and Whitten, 1993) suggests several different ways that the state of the economy could influence the relative importance of economic considerations.  Change in economic performance is what seems to grab voter’s attention, and gross domestic product (GDP) seems to be the economic indicator of choice.  We took the log of the absolute value of the difference between change in Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in the year before the election and the ten-year average of GDP change.   This weight assumes that if this difference is large – if the economy is doing a lot better or a lot worse than normal –voters perk up and notice and give economic performance particular import.


We re-scaled each of our weights to vary between .2 and 1.0 (so that each of our three considerations would matter at least a little), and then multiplied each of them by the appropriate judgment criterion to calculated weighted utility scores for each party or candidate in the election. This second measure assumes that a correct vote corresponds to the party or candidate with the highest weighed utility score.   The paper relies on this second measure of correct voting, as our intuitions tell us that voters probably engage in some sort of informal differential weighting of the considerations that go into their own vote calculations, but the reported results are basically the same if we rely upon the unweighted measure.  We reiterate that before we do anything with these weights, however, respondents have introduced their own implicit weighting scheme:  if they do not answer the necessary question (or, for example, say they do not feel close to any political parties – which was true of forty-seven per cent of the voters in our sample), then that consideration plays no role in the calculation of utility scores and the determination of correct vote choices.

The paper’s results provide strong construct validity for the measure of correct voting utilized here, and thus for the heterogeneity assumption upon which it is based.  To the extent the empirical results are basically the same with the equal-weights version of correct voting, however – and they are – we have no empirical basis to prefer a heterogeneity assumption over a homogeneity assumption.

Appendix B


Comparing ANES- and CSES-Based Estimates of Correct Voting

In practice, how closely do our CSES-based measures approximate the levels of correct voting estimated from a much larger set of items such as those available in the ANES surveys?  We can answer that question directly in the US case because the 1996 and 2004 ANES surveys included the standard set of CSES items in the post-election wave.  In 1996, Lau et al (2008) estimate 77.2 per cent voting correctly from the full ANES surveys, and we find 82.4 per cent correct voting based on the smaller set of CSES items.  In 2004, the comparable figures are 85.1 per cent from the full ANES survey and 88.4 per cent from the CSES items.
   In 1996 79.5 per cent of all respondents are categorized identically as correct or incorrect voters by the two different measures; in 2004, there is 80.6 per cent agreement. This is about as high a level of agreement between two conceptually identical but empirically distinct measures as one could ever hope to observe. 


An even more telling comparison is presented in Table B-1.  Here we replicate as nearly as possible the analysis of correct voting in U.S. presidential elections presented by Lau et al (2008), limited to the 1996 and 2004 elections.  The first two columns present an analysis of correct voting that utilizes Lau et al’s original measure of correct voting, based on the full set of items available in the ANES surveys.  The last two columns present a similar analysis except that the dependent variable, the estimate of correct voting, is based only on items available from the CSES.  Given the divergence between the proportion of voters categorized as voting correctly by the two methods noted above, the constant should be greater in the second equation (.592, p < .02) than in the first (.057, ns), which it clearly is.  However, the most important theoretically-driven predictors in Lau et al’s study (the two measures of motivation, the availability of political heuristics, cognitive capacity and cognitive capacity times heuristics, and the number of candidates in the election), all have very similar effects across the two equations.  Presuming these same results generalize across all elections in their sample, Lau, Andersen, and Redlawsk (2008) would have reached the same substantive conclusions no matter with measure they used.

 
Notice that the fit indices associated with the two models (the omnibus Chi-square and the pseudo R square) are both considerably lower for the second CSES-based results than for the first.  Any measure based on only three considerations (such as we have with the measure of correct voting in the CSES data) has to be less reliable than a measure based on 20-odd considerations (as one has with the ANES).  Thus the CSES-based results should inevitably be a bit noisier than we could observe with more reliable measures of the dependent variable, which should be reflected in lower fit indices for the second equation than the first – which again we clearly observe. 

***** Insert Table B-1 about here *****


[Author deleted] extends this comparison by estimating correct voting from the full national election studies of 17 elections across 8 further advanced democracies.  In addition to party identification, ideology, and retrospective judgment criteria available in the CSES, these larger national studies typically also include attitudes toward several specific policies, perceptions of candidate traits, and various approval ratings of the incumbent – the type of items Lau et al (2008) utilize in operationalizing correct voting from the ANES surveys in the U.S.  Table B-2 reports the estimated levels of correct voting from the full national election surveys from these 17 elections (plus the two U.S. cases mentioned above), and for comparison the level of correct voting estimating from the much smaller number of items available in the CSES.  On average, the mean level of correct voting across these nineteen elections as estimated from the full national election studies is about 10 per cent lower than the value we estimate from the CSES surveys.  These mean differences are consistent with but a bit larger than what we had observed in the two U.S. elections, and this now does seem to be a general finding.  


Irrespective of estimated mean levels, the two measures rank countries is a very similar manner.  The correlation between the two estimates across these nineteen elections is  r  = .77,  p < .001.  This correlation is particularly impression when we remember that while correct voting in the CSES data is always based on the same set of items, each national election study asks a different set of questions and therefore provides a somewhat different basis for estimating correct voting.


***** Insert Table B-2 about here *****

Appendix C:  Data Sources and Variable Construction

Individual Level Predictors

Age is measured by the individual item available from the CSES surveys. 

Political Sophistication combines the proportion of correct answers to two to five factual questions asked in each survey with years of education, rescaled to also range between zero and one.  Coefficient alpha for this two-item scale averages .42 cross-nationally.  These knowledge questions differ across election surveys, of course, and to control for differential difficulty in answering the questions, we center the combined political sophistication score within-election before entering it into the analysis.  

Political Efficacy is measured by two questions in the CSES surveys: “Some people say it makes a difference who is in power.  Others say that it doesn’t make a difference who is in power. . .  Where would you place yourself?  and “Some people say that no matter who people vote for, it won’t make any difference to what happens.  Others say that who people vote for can make a difference to what happens.  Where would you place yourself?”  Coefficient alpha for this two-item scale averages .45 cross-nationally.

Aggregate Indicators
Age of Democracy reports the amount of experience a country has had with democracy in the past half century.  It is taken from Table 1.3 in Dalton and Anderson (2011, p. 17).  We take the log of this measure, as is standard in the literature.
Effective Number of Electoral Parties is based on the proportion of votes received by different parties in the legislative election, using the formula in Laakso and Taagepera (1979), taken from the contextual dataset distributed by Bargsted and the CSES.  Since we are interested in elections that determine the head of government, in countries with presidential systems we recalculated the ENEP based on election returns for the different candidates in the presidential election.

Ideological Distinctiveness of Candidates/Parties is based on the “party polarization” measure reported in Table 2.1 of Dalton and Anderson (2011, pp. 12-13).   As one of our reviewers points out, a potential drawback of this measure is that if a party system has two distinct blocks of parties, one on the far right and the other on the far left, the polarization index would be fairly high, suggesting a relatively easy choice, but in fact it would be quite difficult for voters to distinguish between the parties in each cluster.   Such a concern would not be relevant if the different party blocks formed the obvious coalitions before the election, but there is not guarantee this will happen.   We considered several other measures of ideological distinctiveness, including the ideological range of the major parties in a party system, and the average ideological difference between the parties, but none of these alternative measures performed any better than Dalton and Anderson’s index.
Media Density is a summary scale combining measures of the per capita number of newspapers, radios, televisions, and telephones, and the proportion of the population with online access, as reported by Leduc, Niemi, and Norris (2002) and updated, for more recent surveys, with data from the United Nations:  Central Product Classification (CPC), Version 1.0. Series M, No. 77, Ver. 1.0 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.98.XVII.5).  Each indicator was rescaled to range between zero and one before they were averaged together.  The reliability (coefficient alpha) of this summary scale, calculated across elections, is .87.  Media density is, we believe, a more direct indicator of the ready availability of politically relevant information than, say, the number of political freedoms enjoyed by a country (as would be measured by the (Polity 2" variable from the Polity IV Project, or the Freedom House ratings of political rights and civil liberties), and has the added advantage of having much greater variance in our sample of countries than either of those popular measures.

 Clear Lines of Responsibility was a dummy variable coded by the authors based on a country’s government at the time of the election in question (and not the government that resulted from that election).  Parliamentary systems in which one party held a majority in the legislature and therefore formed the government by itself, and presidential systems where the president’s party held the majority in all houses of the national legislature, were coded as provided clear lines of responsibility, as opposed to parliamentary systems with coalition governments and presidential systems with divided government when some opposition party held the majority in one or both houses of the legislature, which were coded as provided ambiguous lines of responsibility.  We based our coding on the election returns provided by Adam Carr’s webpage:  (http://psephos.adam-carr.net/).  
Personal Vote was taken from the updated database provided by Johnson and Wallack (2006), available from Joel Johnson’s webpage: (http://dss.ucsd.edu/~jwjohnso/espv.htm).  We used their summary ranking provided for the dominant electoral institution of the extent to which politicians must cultivate a personal vote for every country in the dataset except Spain, where this ranking was missing.  Based on other coding in the dataset we thought a summary ranking of “2" was about right for Spain, way down near the “party-vote” end of the continuum.  The database provides separate ballot, vote, and pool coding for both an SMD and MMD vote in mixed systems, but does not provide separate summary rankings.  It is clear that the summary ranking in Albania in 2005 and New Zealand in 1996 and 2002 (10) is appropriate for the SMD vote but not the MMD vote, which we coded instead as a “1".   As this scale is at best ordinal, we looked at its distribution across our sixty-nine elections and dichotomized it at a noticeable break in the distribution, which singles out the twenty-nine per cent of the cases with the highest incentives for a personal vote.


Descriptive statistics for all variables used in the analysis are presented in Table C-1.  The individual-level variables have been recoded to have a one-point range, but the higher-order predictors have been kept in the original scales.   The results of several alternative specifications of our basic model, described under the “Robustness Checks” section of the manuscript, are reported in table C-2.


***** Insert Tables C-1 and C-2 about here *****

Table B-1


Correct Voting in 1996 and 2004 U.S. Presidential Elections:


A Comparison of ANES- and CSES-Based Measures





        ANES  DV

      CSES  DV





                  Coeff.        S.E.

   Coeff.        S.E.
Individual-Level 1 Predictors
Motivation
  Care About Outcome of Election
     .443**     (.175)

   .795***  (.187)

  Policy-Based Distinctiveness
  1.916***   (.370)

 1.324***  (.405)

Cognitive Capacity
  Years of Education

      
     .606         (.537)

   .455        (.619)

  Political Knowledge

 
     .332         (.943)

-1.100      (1.051)

Heuristics
  Strength of Party ID

   
   1.778***   (.202)

 1.452***  (.227)

      Knowledge X  Strength of PID
   2.490 @    (1.374)

 3.360*    (1.562)

Control Variables
  Age



  
    -.785**     (.281)

   .453        (.320)

  Family Income

   
     .318         (.269)

   .940**    (.317)

  Male



  
    -.169         (.124)

   .021        (.141)

  Nonwhite



     .375*       (.189)

  -.140        (.194)

  Ideology (conservative hi) 
     
     .126          (.299)

   .260        (.333)

Constant



     .057        (.216)

   .592*      (.245)

State-Level 2 Predictors
  Campaign Intensity


     .801@      (.426)

   .137        (.473)

  Imbalanced Campaign Resources
    -.671*      (.302)

  -.362        (.329)

  Distraction (Ln # Referenda)
     .161        (.210)

  -.426@      (.238)

Election Year Predictors
  Number of Candidates

    -.397**    (.137)

  -.402**    (.158)

Model Fit
  Omnibus Chi-Square (df)
           256.641***     (15)
         164.715***     (15)

  Nagelkerke R Square


     .194


   .146





 @p < .09
*p < .05
**p < .01
***p < .001
Note: 
Data come from the 1996 and 2004 ANES surveys.  Table entries are logistic regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses.  N for Model 1 is 1928, for Model 2 1916.

Table B-2


Estimates of Correct Voting from CSES and Full National Election Studies







                 Correct Voting Estimates










Full National

Country

  Year

CSES
      Election Study

Australia

  1999

80.7%

68.4%

Australia

  2004

86.7

72.4

Canada

  
  1997

63.0

40.1

Canada


  2004

71.6

50.6

Germany (MMD)
  1998

72.4

52.8

Great Britain

  1997

74.4

66.4

Great Britain

  2005

74.8

74.1

Netherlands

  2002

58.5

37.4

Netherlands

  2005

47.9

46.7

New Zealand (MMD)
  1996

57.1

58.0

New Zealand (SMD) 
  1996

52.1

53.6

New Zealand (MMD)
  2002

62.5

50.0

New Zealand (SMD)     2002

59.5

56.4

Sweden

  1998

82.2

61.8

Sweden

  2002

60.2

51.0

Switzerland

  1999

55.7

54.0

Switzerland

  2003

70.3

66.2

United States

  1996

82.4

77.2

United States

  2004

88.4

85.1

Note:
The full national election study estimates of correct voting come from Patel (2010), except for the two U.S. cases, which come from Lau, Andersen, and Redlawsk (2008).  CSES estimates of correct voting in the above table are based on the same parties and sample sizes available in the full National Election Studies, and as these numbers are rarely the same, the CSES estimates in the above table are not identical to those reported in Table 1.


Table C-1


Descriptive Statistics for Variables Included in Analysis










         Standard







Min
Max

Mean
        Deviation

Individual-Level 1 Variables  (N = 72,328)
Correct Voting (Dependent Variable)

  0
  1

    .72

  .45

Political Sophistication 1

           -.61
 .39

    .00

  .22

Political Experience (Age)

           -.35
 .65

    .00

  .20

Political Motivation (Efficacy)
           -.70
 .30

    .00

  .27

Aggregate-Level 2 Variables  (N = 69)
Years of Democracy (logged)2

  1.10     3.91

  3.27
 
  .84

ENEP





  1.41
 9.76

  4.12

1.72

Ideological Distinctiveness (Polarization)
  1.14
 5.85

  3.55

1.20

Information Availability (Media Density)
  0.00
 1.00

    .45

  .21

Clear Lines of Responsibility


  0
 1

    .29

  .46

Personal Voting



  0
 1 

    .29

  .46 

1 All individual-level predictors were rescaled to have a 1-point range, and then centered before being entered into the analysis.  

2 All higher-level predictors were grand-mean centered before being entered into the

   analysis except for the dummy variables indicating systems with clear lines of

   responsibility and incentives for personal votes, which were kept as 0/1 variables.


Table C-2


Alternative Specifications of Basic Correct Voting Analysis







   Strategic

 Equal Weight



Considerations
   Measure of








   In Model

Correct Voting

Fixed Effect


   

            Coeff      S.E.
 
Coeff       S.E.
Intercept





1.01***    .07
      
  .93***    .07

Individual-Level 1 Predictors
Political Sophistication slope



 .19*       .08
       
  .19*       .08

Political Experience (Age) slope


 .49***    .07
      
  .49***    .07  

Political Motivation (Efficacy) slope
  

 .66***    .06
      
  .65***    .06

Aggregate-Level 2 Predictors
Age of Democracy (logged)



 .07         .09

  .00         .09

Information Availability (Media Density)

 .66*       .28
        
  .69*       .30


Learning Requirements (Personal Vote)

-.26*        .11
       
 -.26*        .11

Clear Lines of Responsibility



 .16▫       .10
       
  .22*       .11

Number of Alternatives (ENEP)
 

-.12**     .04
     
-.12**      .05

Ideological Distinctiveness (Clarity of Choices)
  .09*      .04
         
  .08*       .05

Mean District Magnitude



 -.06**    .02
Cross-Level Interactions
Age of Democracy X Age (of Voter)


 .17*      .07
      
  .13▫       .08

Media density X Efficacy Slope


 .53*      .27
 
  .54*       .25

Variance Components


                
       

Intercept





         .22


.24


Political sophistication Slope



         .41


.39


Age Slope





         .25


.24


Political Efficacy Slope



         .23


.18







 ▫p < .10
*p < .05
**p < .01
***p < .001

     � We employ Lau, Andersen, and Redlawsk’s (2008) original syntax commands (available from http://fas-polisci.rutgers.edu/lau/datasets.html) to replicate their earlier work.   All syntax commands to create the datasets utilized in this paper from the CSES datafiles, along with replication datasets, are available from that same web page.





     � There are some small differences between the two analyses in which demographic variables prove to be significant, but these variables are all included as atheoretical controls, and do not alter  the larger picture of great comparability between the two analyses in the effects of the important theoretically driven predictors.  At the state level, the intensity of the presidential campaign – and an imbalance between the candidates in campaign intensity – have significant effects with the ANES-based measure of correct voting but, while similarly signed, prove not to be significant with the CSES-based dependent variable.  On the other hand, distraction from other races on the ballot proves to be a significant detriment to correct voting with the CSES-based measure but not (for these two elections) with the ANES-based measure.
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