Technical Notes on Uncontested Races, Algebra for Calculations, and Nesting

Including the U.K.’s uncontested races and those where the pattern of party competition changed approximately doubles the 1955-70 DTE that is portrayed in Table 3 of the Electoral Studies paper.  For the United States, including uncontested races leads to an approximate tripling of the DTE in each of the decades tested.  If, however, we assume that the losing side would have had just 25 percent support, then the U.S. and U.K. results are largely similar to those when the uncontested races are excluded. 

With the inclusion of all races and assuming zero support for any non-competing party, the DH component for 1955-70 in the United Kingdom changes little for the Conservatives, but drops by almost one-third for Labour.  These outcomes apparently stem from the original (but not the excluded) districts tending to show weak Labour but not weak Conservative support where the Liberals were strongest. For the United States, the DH component almost quadruples for the 1950s and roughly doubles in the 1970s and 1980s.

In a set of papers, King and his co-authors propose alternative techniques to deal with uncontested districts, based on estimating the expected vote for parties that declined to participate (see especially Gelman and King 1994 and Katz and King 1999).  Since these techniques are complex, apply only to two-party systems, or may require models specific to each case, and since our analysis covers many countries, we have not tried to use those methods.  Future studies, however, may find these techniques useful.

Gelman, Andrew and Gary King. 1994. “A Unified Method of Evaluating Electoral Systems and Redistricting Plans,” American Journal of Political Science 38,2: 514-54.

Katz, Jonathan N and Gary King. 1999. “A Statistical Model for Multiparty Electoral Data,” American Political Science Review  93,1: 15-32.

Example of algebra for Country C1 in calculations from Table 1 of the Electoral Studies paper

With I=3 and K=2, 
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=3[(53-48)2+(43-48)2]=150;  

MA=150/(2-1)=150; 
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= [(59-54-53+48)2 + (49-54-43+48)2 + (53-48-53+48)2 + (43-48-43+48)2 + (47-42-53+48)2 + (37-42-43+48)2]=0; and 

MR = 
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ˆ

s

=0/[(2-1)(3-1)]=0. 

Thus 
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 = (150-0)/3=50.  

The calculations for 
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 are equally trivial.

Note on Nesting (addendum to footnote 1 of the Electoral Studies paper)

We see the justification for nesting a sub-sub-national level within a sub-national level as rather underdeveloped and imprecise.  While Stokes' method assumes the possibility of state tides, Claggett et al. (1983) argue in favor of a model that measures regional tides.  An alternative approach could test for tides among districts based on rural-urban categories, their relative wealth, ethnic makeup, or some other characteristic(s) of districts.  All the points just mentioned lead us to use a basic model without nesting—a model with the district as a single sub-national level, and with the district effects random rather than fixed as explained in the paper.
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