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Notes and Comments

Selection Effects in Roll Call Votes

SIMON HUG*

Roll call votes in parliaments may yield important insights into various aspects of political systems.
They may inform us on the apparent conflict lines in parliaments,' the cohesion? of party groups,’ the
representativeness of members of parliaments (MPs),* etc. Thus, it is not surprising that studies using
roll call votes from parliaments at the national and supranational level have become more frequent.’

* Departement de science politique, Faculté des sciences économiques et sociales, Université de Geneve
(email: simon.hug@unige.ch). An earlier version of this article was prepared for presentation at ECPR Joint
Sessions of Workshops (Granada, Spain, 2005), while parts of it were presented at the European Governance
Conference (Halle Institute, Emory University, Atlanta, 2006), a seminar at Trinity College Dublin, at the
conference ‘Legislative Behavior in Europe, the US, and Beyond’ (University of California — San Diego, 2006)
and the annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association (Chicago, 2006). Thanks are due to the
participants at these events for their helpful comments, as well as the Swiss Parliamentsdienste and especially
Andreas Sidler and Daniel Schwarz, who provided the main bulk of the empirical data used here and helped
with its use. Michael Hermann, Hans Hirter and Tobias Hohl made available additional data, while Ladina
Caluori, Tobias Schulz and Franziska Sporri provided gratefully appreciated research assistance. Thanks are
also due to the reviewers and Albert Weale for very helpful comments and the Swiss National Science
Foundation (Grant 100012-111909/1) for its partial financial support. Supplementary material for this Note
appears as an appendix available on the Cambridge Journals website at journals.cambridge.org/jps.
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With few exceptions an important potential problem of such studies is neglected or glossed over,
however. In most parliamentary settings not all votes are recorded as roll call votes. While some
parliaments like the US Congress record and publish almost all votes,® others like the Swiss lower
house record all votes but publish only a subset, while in still others, like the European Parliament
(EP), recorded votes have to be explicitly requested. While using roll call votes for the purposes
discussed above is not problematic for parliaments recording and publishing all votes,” this is hardly
the case for all other parliaments. The reason is simply that the way in which the subsample of
observable votes is formed may bias our substantive results. For instance, if party leaders request roll
calls to discipline their rank-and-file, it is likely that, on the one hand, roll call votes will take place
mostly for contentious decisions and, on the other hand, roll call votes will also discipline the members
of a party.® Which of these possible effects dominates is an empirical and partly theoretical matter. If
the two effects do not cancel each other out, however, measures of party cohesion based on published
votes will be biased. Similarly, if only a subset of all votes is recorded, for instance final passage votes,
particular characteristics of these votes may affect our inferences. Suppose only final passage votes on
bills are published. It might be that at that time in the legislative process all conflictual elements have
been resolved or that this final passage vote is largely a formality. As a consequence we would hardly
expect the set of final passage votes to give us an accurate reflection of parliamentary conflict.

In this Note I discuss these problems of selection bias, offer empirical evidence that these biases may
be considerable and suggest a way to correct for them. I first discuss the different ways in which roll call
votes occur in parliaments around the world. Following this overview, I illustrate it with a discussion of
how the publication of votes, or not, leads to biases for two legislatures (1995-99, 1999-2003) of the
Swiss lower house. The empirical analysis relies on all votes in this parliamentary chamber, which allows
us to distinguish parliamentary behaviour in votes not published, those published automatically, and
those requested on the demand of members of parliaments. In the third section I offer some initial
results based on an empirical model addressing the selectivity problems that arise when studying the
cohesion of party groups. A final section draws the Note to a conclusion.

INSTITUTIONS UNDER WHICH ROLL CALL VOTES OCCUR AND SELECTION BIASES IN THE
SWISS PARLIAMENT

The way in which roll call votes occur in parliaments varies quite dramatically. Many of these
differences have to do with the traditions of parliamentary life in a particular country.” Building on
earlier partial overviews by Saalfeld and Carey and complementing them with information from the

(F'note continued)

The State of the European Union, Vol. 3 (London: Longman, 1995), pp. 135-58; Erik Voeten, ‘Clashes in
the Assembly’, International Organization, 54 (2000), 185-215; Simon Hix, Abdul Noury and Gérard
Roland, ‘Power to the Parties: Cohesion and Competition in the European Parliament, 1979-2001",
British Journal of Political Science, 35 (2005), 209-34; Simon Hix, Abdul Noury and Gérard Roland,
Democracy in the European Parliament (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006).

% Poole and Rosenthal, Congress.

7 However, see James M. Snyder Jr, ‘Committee Power, Structure-Induced Equilibrium, and Roll Call
Votes’, American Journal of Political Science, 36 (1992), 1-30; John Londregan, Legislative Institutions
and Ideology in Chile (New York: Cambridge, 2000); and Gary W. Cox and Mathew D. McCubbins,
Setting the Agenda: Responsible Party Government in the U.S. House of Representatives (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005).

8 This argument forms the underpinning of studies finding that candidate selection affects behaviour
of legislators and thus party cohesion (e.g., Michael Gallagher, ‘Introduction’, in Michael Gallagher and
Michael Marsh, eds, Candidate Selection in a Comparative Perspective (London: Sage, 1988), pp. 1-19,
p- 15). Only if party leaders can observe in roll call votes the behaviour of their party colleagues may the
former affect the behaviour of the latter.

® See Interparliamentary Union, Parliaments of the World: A Reference Compendium (London:
Macmillan, 1986).
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TABLE 1 Parliamentary Voting in Ninety-Two Parliaments

Type of parliament Number of parliaments
Parliaments with no publication 23

Parliaments publishing all votes 20

Parliaments publishing specific votes 43

Parliaments publishing requested roll calls 28

Interparliamentary Union,' I provide a summary of these institutions for ninety-two countries and their
parliamentary chambers in Table 1.!! Table 1 clearly suggests that the analysis of roll call votes may be
potentially problematic in many countries, given that the available information fails to cover all votes
taken in parliament. More precisely, in only twenty of the ninety-two countries are all parliamentary votes
published. In forty-nine parliaments, including Switzerland and the European Parliament, individual
members’ votes are published either for specific votes or if a request is lodged. In these cases, it may be
problematic to make inferences about MP behaviour in general on the basis of the published roll call data.

To determine whether the conditions under which roll call votes occur may influence our infer-
ences, I rely on a unique dataset of parliamentary votes. In 1994 the Swiss lower house introduced
an electronic voting system that records all votes by the MPs.!? Although all votes are recorded,
only a subset of them is published. More precisely, only votes on emergency measures, final passage
votes and total votes are published automatically. In addition, thirty members of parliament may
request that a roll call vote, which is published, be taken.'?

The available dataset covers not only those votes recorded and published because they were
requested or required, but all the information on all MPs’ voting decisions.'* Hence, this dataset
allows us to assess directly what biases would be introduced in empirical analyses if only a subset of
the votes were to be considered. In this contribution I focus on the cohesion of the party groups
present in the lower chamber of the Swiss parliament.'®

The main party groups in the Swiss lower house are formed around the parties represented in the
executive, namely the Christian Democrats (CVP), the Radicals (FDP), the People’s party (SVP), and

19 Thomas Saalfeld, ‘On Dogs and Whips: Recorded Votes’, in Herbert Doring, ed., Parliaments and
Majority Rule in Western Europe (New York: St Martin’s Press, 1995), pp. 528-65; John M. Carey,
“Visible Votes: Recorded Voting and Legislative Accountability in Latin America’ unpublished paper,
April 2004, and Interparliamentary Union, Parliaments of the World: A Reference Compendium (2004).

1 The detailed country-specific information appears in the Web Appendix published as Supplementary
Material at www.journals.cambridge.org/jps. Given the rather eclectic set of sources, this table should
only be considered as an illustration.

12 The upper house refrained from introducing such a system and has only used roll call votes very
infrequently, see Moritz von Wyss, ‘Die Namenabstimmung im Stdnderat: Untersuchung eines
parlamentarischen Mythos’, in Isabelle Héner, ed., Nachdenken iiber den demokratischen Staat und seine
Geschichte. Beitrdge fiir Alfred Kolz (Zurich: Schulthess, 2003), pp. 23-47.

13 Since 1 December 2003, all votes recorded by the electronic voting system may be consulted, but only
the categories mentioned above, plus a new category of votes on financial matters involving large sums,
are published in the minutes of parliament.

14 The Swiss Parlamentsdienste made this dataset available to us, on condition that the confidentiality
of the individual votes should be respected. Hence, I cannot make the data I used accessible and can only
offer averages and other summaries of those data.

15 Obviously, biases are also to be expected in dimensional analysis of roll call votes, as the rather powerful
analysis of the European parliament by Matthew J. Gabel and Clifford J. Carrubba, ‘The European Parlia-
ment and Transnational Political Representation: Party Groups and Political Conflict’, Europdische Politik,
3(2004), 1-9; and Clifford J. Carrubba, Matthew Gabel, Lacey Murrah, Ryan Clough, Elizabeth Montgomery
and Rebecca Schambach, ‘Off the Record: Unrecorded Legislative Votes, Selection Bias and Roll-Call Vote
Analysis’, British Journal of Political Science, 36 (2006), 691-704, illustrates.
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the Social Democrats (PS). Of lesser numerical importance are the Greens (GPS), the Liberals (LPS),
and the party group formed by the Alliance of Independents and the Evangelical party (LdU/EVP).
Finally, one party group only existed in the legislature between 1995 and 1999, and then disappeared
from the political scene, namely the Freedom party (formerly known as the Car Drivers’ party).'®

To assess whether employing only requested votes to assess party discipline is problematic.
I compare in Table 2 the mean values of the Rice indices'” for all party groups present in the 45th
(1995-99) and 46th (1999-2003) legislature for different types of votes. In columns 2 and 3 I report
the mean Rice indices for votes that are recorded though not published. In columns 4 and 5 I list the
mean Rice indices for the automatically recorded and published votes, while columns 6 and 7 list the
same values for the requested votes. Finally, in the last four columns I report the overall averages as
well as the results of an F-test for equal means across the three categories of votes in parliament.

Table 2 shows first of all that for almost all party groups the average party cohesion scores vary
systematically and markedly among the different types of votes. Only for three parties, namely the
People’s party (45th legislature), the Greens (both legislatures), and the Alliance of Independents
(46th legislature)'® does the nature of the vote not appear to affect systematically the level of party
cohesion (last two columns in Table 2). For the remaining parties we find a persistent pattern. Party
cohesion is systematically highest for those votes that are automatically recorded and published.
Cohesion is much lower in unpublished votes and even more so in votes requested by a set of MPs.

This clearly illustrates that relying on a subset of roll call votes biases our inferences on the
cohesion of party groups. In the present case, it appears that the automatically published votes that
comprise final and total votes, as well as votes on urgency measures, are votes for which conflict has
already been resolved in earlier stages of the legislative process.'® Given that in all remaining votes
intra-party conflict is higher, published votes hardly give an accurate picture.

ROLL CALL VOTES AND SELECTIVITY

Given the likely problem of selectivity in analyses of those roll call votes that fail to cover all votes in
a parliament, the issue becomes whether remedies are available. Possible solutions to this problem
of selection bias require theoretical information on the selection process. This information can then
be used to correct for possible selection biases through the estimation of a selection equation.
Unfortunately, our dataset covering all votes in the Swiss lower house contains only little contextual
information. First of all, I cannot identify the MPs who had called for a roll call vote. Secondly, the
information on the various votes is very limited. Nevertheless, this latter information can be used to
correct our inferences on the cohesion of party groups.

To demonstrate how this can be done, the following simple setup seems useful. Assuming only
binary decisions (omitting abstention and absences) with ye{0,1} (with 1 =yea and 0 = nay) most
research questions dealing with roll calls can be framed in the following two equations:

Lif y+>0
yi=4 o (M
0if ¥ <0

' For an overview over the Swiss party system, see Andreas Ladner, ‘Das Schweizer Parteiensystem und
seine Parteien’, in Ulrich Kl6ti, Peter Knoepfel, Hanspeter Kriesi, Wolf Linder and Yannis Papadopoulos,
eds, Handbuch der Schweizer Politik (Zirich: Verlag Neue Ziircher Zeitung, 1999), pp. 213-60.

17 Stuart A. Rice, “The Behavior of Legislative Groups: A Method of Measurement’, Political Science
Quarterly, 40 (1925), 60-72.

% In this last case, however, the very small number of votes used to determine the Rice index is
probably the main explanation for the lack of difference.

1 1t might also be the case that in the final passage votes the party whips are used more regularly to
achieve a higher party discipline. I thank Gail McElroy for suggesting this interpretation.
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Cohesion of Various Parties in Different Votes in the 45th and 46th Legislatures:

Vote
Not published Published automat. Published on request Total F test
Party group 45th  46th 45th 46th 45th 46th 45th  46th 45th 46th
Radicals 0.777  0.810 0.924 0.948 0.699 0.729 0.796 0.827 90.149 120.841
(0.285) (0.265) (0.203)  (0.161) (0.304) (0.299)  (0.281) (0.262) (0.000) (0.000)
1,852 2,080 564 686 374 495 2,790 3,261
Christian 0.760  0.757 0.977 0.961 0.701 0.625 0.796 0.780 170.164 239.074
Democrats (0.291) (0.290) (0.097)  (0.134) (0.313) (0.331)  (0.283) (0.291) (0.000) (0.000)
1,852 2,079 564 686 372 495 2,788 3,260
Social 0.933  0.940 0.949 0.954 0.966 0.962 0.941 0.946 6.970 4.771
Democrats (0.178) (0.172) (0.153)  (0.153) (0.119) (0.139)  (0.166) (0.163) (0.001) (0.008)
1,852 2,079 564 686 374 494 2,790 3,259
People’s 0.858  0.880 0.870 0.875 0.866 0.861 0.861 0.876 0.641 1.791
Party (0.244) (0.205) (0.253)  (0.229) (0.228) (0.207)  (0.244) (0.211) (0.527) (0.167)
1,852 2,081 564 686 374 495 2,790 3,262
Greens 0.934  0.962 0.943 0.971 0.936 0.980 0.936 0.967 0.512 3.535
(0.178) (0.150) (0.165)  (0.137) (0.183) (0.099)  (0.176) (0.141) (0.599) (0.029)
1,851 2,074 561 678 374 493 2,786 3,245
Liberal 0.894 0.918 0.949 0.970 0.866 0.903 0.901 0927 18.987 19.612
Party (0.228) (0.224) (0.167)  (0.130) (0.235) (0.231)  (0.220) (0.210) (0.000)  (0.000)
1,841 2,061 560 684 373 493 2,774 3,238
National 1.000  0.709 1.000 0.815 1.000 0.693 1.000 0.728 17.387 13.715
Action (0.000) (0.408) (0.000)  (0.345) (0.000) (0.400)  (0.000) (0.397) (0.000) (0.000)
1,136 1,727 393 564 250 441 1,779 2,732
Swiss 0.865 0.915 0.854 0.873 6.439
Democrats (0.307) (0.247) (0.321) (0.299) (0.002)
1,705 506 362 2,573
Freedom 0.947 0.923 0.952 0.943 3.632
Party (0.190) (0.221) (0.177) (0.196) (0.027)
1,775 544 357 2,676
Alliance of Ind. + 0.848 0.957 0.849 0.870 38.112
Evangelical (0.282) (0.160) (0.291) (0.267) (0.000)
1,839 558 373 2,770
Evangelical 0.831 0.929 0.792 0.846 43.503
Party (0.289) (0.193) (0.300) (0.277) (0.000)
2,044 672 486 3,202
Alliance of 1.000 0.889 0.939 0.818
Independ. (0.000) (0.272) (0.201) (0.389)
5 6 11

Note: The mean, standard deviation and number of cases is shown for each party group in each legislature.

In matrix notation X stands for the policy positions (possibly unobserved) of the MPs, W for
variables related to party discipline (and possibly vote characteristics) and Z for constituency and
other factors possibly explaining the votes of MPs. With the possible inconvenience that we cannot
normally observe X,* Equation 2 could easily be estimated to find answers to the questions raised

20 For the literature on ideal-point estimation attempts to use information on y to estimate X, see Keith
Poole, Spatial Models of Parliamentary Voting (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005).
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above, provided we have information on all votes in parliament. However, if a parliament does not
record or make available all votes, then using this subset of data would cause problems for estimating
Equation 2 unless the process leading to requests for published roll calls is completely random.

Given that the occurrence of a roll call vote, whose results will be published, is unlikely to be
random, we may suspect that there are some systematic elements that help us explain its occurrence
(r;=1if roll call occurs, r;=0 else):

Lifrf>0
rp = (3)
0if rr <0.
7= Vbhy +0 @)

with V' comprising characteristics of the votes in question. Assuming that Equation 3 accurately
describes the occurrence of roll calls, we know that

{yohs lf r;‘k >0
Vi =

ifr < 0. ©)

Hence we can estimate Equation 2 only for observations for which rf > 0. At least since the
seminal work by Heckman?! it has been well known that if there are data characterized by Equa-
tions 2 and 4, estimating the former equation without considering the latter may result in biased
estimates. More precisely, Heckman demonstrated that as long as o, # 0 estimating Equation 2
from the observed data introduces a problem closely related to omitted variable bias.

Returning to the examples cited above, there is ample evidence that Equations 2 and 4 almost
by definition will exclude variables being relegated into the respective error terms. Thus, the
two error terms contain in part similar elements. Hence, the assumption o,y # 0 is very unlikely
to hold.

Stating the problem in the terms used above also shows that models of selection bias allow
us to address the problems in estimating Equation 2.%%> On the practical level, however, Equation 2
is often not our prime interest, because we wish to estimate, for instance, the cohesion of
party groups.?? In that case, it is easy to show that the well-known Rice index,?* under the
assumption of binary votes, can easily be expressed as an aggregation of Equation 2 over the j party

groups:®

Y’:X/bx-f— W/bw-l—z_]bz-f—é/ (6)

2! James J. Heckman, ‘The Common Structure of Statistical Models of Truncation, Sample Selection
and Limited Dependent Variables and a Simple Estimator for Such Models’, Annals of Economic and
Social Measurement, 5 (2005); 475-92.

22 E.g., Heckman, ‘The Common Structure of Statistical Models of Truncation, Sample Selection and
Limited Dependent Variables and a Simple Estimator for Such Models’; G. S. Maddala, Limited Dependent and
Qualitative Variables in Econometrics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983); Christopher H. Achen,
Statistical Analysis of Quasi-Experiments (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986); Jeffrey A. Dubin and
Douglas Rivers, ‘Selection Bias in Linear Regression, Logit and Probit Models’, in John Fox and Scott J. Long,
eds, Modern Methods of Data Analysis (Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage, 1990), pp. 410-42; and Richard Breen,
Regression Models: Censored, Sample Selected or Truncated Data (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage, 1996).

23 To address possible selection biases in ideal-point estimation, the careful analysis of the possible
endogeneity of roll calls by Clinton offers interesting avenues, see Joshua D. Clinton, ‘Testing Lawmaking
Theories with (Endogenous) Roll Calls, 90th—106th U.S. House’ (unpublished paper, Department of
Politics, Princeton University, 2006).

24 Rice, “The Behavior of Legislative Groups’.

25 Here I obviously gloss over the fact that I have not yet specified how one equation relates to another.
Normally, this link would be provided by a probit or logit function, but in the following — for
presentational purposes — a linear relationship is assumed.
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45th Legislature

46th Legislature

1995-99 1999-2003
b b
Category of vote (s.e.) (s.e.)
Annulment -0.295
(0.569)
Fiscal restraint —0.365 —0.435
(0.178) (0.148)
Opening vote 0.667 0.529
(0.173) (0.142)
Continuing debate 0.684 0.297
(0.141) (0.131)
Abolish immunity 1.433
(0.749)
Motion 0.027 —0.184
(0.166) (0.098)
Procedural vote —0.531 —0.151
(0.249) (0.184)
Postulate* —0.798
(0.274)
Motion to send back to committee 0.559 0.339
(0.156) (0.166)
Constant —1.003 —0.855
(0.037) (0.034)
Log likelihood —964.954 —1231.329
N 2,165 2,557
LR ¥ 62.830 50.270
Prob > y* 0.000 0.000

Note: Excluding automatically published votes.
*Parliamentary request demanding that the government examine whether a bill or another measure has to
be taken on a particular topic.

Multiplying both sides by 2 and subtracting 1 yields on the left-hand side the Rice index.?® Using
complete data from two Swiss lower house legislatures (45th: 1995-99, 46th: 1999-2003), I estimated
Equation 6 as transformed to have the Rice index as a dependent variable in conjunction with
Equations 3 and 4 as a simple Heckman selection model. To explain the occurrence of a roll call
vote, I used the type of vote,”” while for Equation 6 I used as unique independent variables
dichotomous indicators for all the party groups except the liberal one.

26 This works only, however, if the dependent variable ¥ in Equation 6 corresponds to the majority
vote of each party group. This also requires the appropriate changes in the signs of the independent
variables. In addition, this derivation suggests heteroscedasticity due to different sizes of party groups and
a special variance-covariance matrix, which I address by estimating clustered standard errors.

27 See Appendix Table 1A for the various categories coded in the dataset I used.
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Table 3 shows the results of the first stage selection equation estimated as a probit model. Given
that some categories of votes either always or never led to roll call votes, I had to drop some vote
types and the corresponding observations. The same obviously also holds for all votes that are
automatically published, which I eliminated from the present and all subsequent analyses.?® The
results clearly illustrate that some votes, like parliamentary initiatives or motions to send bills back
to committees, are much more likely to be voted on in roll call votes than the base category of the
probit analysis, namely votes on legislative details (i.e., particular articles of bills etc.). Some other
types of votes also seem to be systematically more (or less) likely to be subject to roll calls, but this is
not true of all legislatures.

The probit estimates allow us to determine the so-called Mills ratio, whose inverse Heckman
has demonstrated to be an omitted variable in an equation subject to selectivity. Hence, I estimated
a series of simple linear regressions in which the Rice index of party groups appeared as a dependent
variable and the Mills ratio as one of the independent variables.*® The other independent variables
were either a constant, if I had used the Rice indices of one party group as the dependent variable,
or a set of dummies for the party groups. Proceeding like this allows one to calculate predictions for
the Rice indices under two assumptions.®! Under the first assumption, the selection effect is the
same for all party groups, while under the second one this effect may differ.

Table 4 reports these two sets of predicted Rice indices (columns 2 and 3) together with Rice
indices for the requested roll call votes (column 1) and for the whole set of votes that are not
automatically published (column 4). In the 45th legislature we note that the predicted Rice indices
are closer to those based on all votes for four party groups if we assume that the selection effect is
the same for all groups. More precisely, the values in column 2 are closer to those in column 4 than
the Rice indices calculated on the basis of only the requested roll call votes (column 1).

This is the case for the Freedom party, the Greens, the Social Democrats and the People’s party.
For the other party groups the corrections go in the wrong direction. Assuming that the effect of the
Mills ratio may be party specific (column 3), the predicted values are closer to the true values for the
Liberals and the People’s party. So it seems that the selection effects seem to work in the same
direction for most of the party groups considered in the 45th legislature.

Turning to the 46th legislature, we find again that four predicted values approximate the true
values better than the Rice indices based on the requested roll call votes assuming identical selection
effects. In this legislature, these corrections work for the Christian Democrats, the Liberals, the
Radicals and the People’s party. If we allow for party group specific effects for the Mills ratio we
find also that four corrections go in the right direction, namely the ones for the Christian Demo-
crats, the Liberals, the Socialists and the People’s party. Interestingly enough in this case, with the
exception of the Christian Democrats, the corrections are substantially better if we assume party-
group specific effects of the Mills ratio.

Given the sparseness of the empirical model estimated, the corrections I present in Table 4 are quite
encouraging. For about half the Rice indices, the corrections based on the very simple Heckman model
provide better estimates than the Rice indices calculated on the basis of the requested roll call votes. The
fact that these corrections were calculated under the assumption of a selection effect common to all

29

28 Obviously, given the rather important differences in cohesion scores between automatically pub-
lished votes and all others, this makes my task of correcting estimates of cohesion scores more difficult.

2 Heckman, ‘The Common Structure of Statistical Models of Truncation, Sample Selection and
Limited Dependent Variables and a Simple Estimator for Such Models’.

30 This procedure corresponds to the two-step estimator proposed by Heckman and discussed in detail
by Achen (Heckman, ‘The Common Structure of Statistical Models of Truncation, Sample Selection and
Limited Dependent Variables and a Simple Estimator for Such Models’; Achen, Statistical Analysis of
Quasi- Experiments). 1 also estimated all models with a full-information maximum-likelihood model and
obtained largely identical results.

31T refrain from reporting the results of the linear regressions, since Table 4 indirectly reports the
estimated coefficients.
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TABLE 4 Rice Index for 45th and 46th Legislatures

Predicted by Heckman

Party group All published votes All By party All votes

45th Legislature, 1995-99

Radicals 0.699 0.699 0.698 0.764
(0.304) (0.012) (0.016) (0.289)
374 2,226 2,226 2,226
Christian 0.701 0.701 0.701 0.750
Democrats (0.313) (0.012) (0.016) (0.296)
372 2,224 2,224 2,224
Social 0.966 0.966 0.966 0.939
Democrats (0.119) (0.012) (0.006) (0.170)
374 2,226 2,226 2,226
People’s 0.866 0.866 0.865 0.859
Party (0.228) (0.012) (0.012) (0.242)
374 2,226 2,226 2,226
Greens 0.936 0.936 0.937 0.935
(0.183) (0.012) (0.010) (0.179)
374 2,225 2,225 2,225
Liberals 0.866 0.865 0.866 0.890
(0.235) (0.012) (0.012) (0.230)
373 2,214 2,214 2,214
Freedom 0.952 0.951 0.952 0.948
Party (0.177) (0.012) (0.009) (0.188)
357 2,132 2,132 2,132

46™ Legislature, 1999-2003
Radicals 0.729 0.729 0.729 0.795
(0.299) (0.011) (0.014) (0.274)
495 2,575 2,575 2,575
Christian 0.625 0.625 0.625 0.731
Democrats (0.331) (0.010) (0.015) (0.303)
495 2,574 2,574 2,574
Social 0.962 0.962 0.962 0.944
Democrats (0.139) (0.010) (0.006) (0.166)
494 2,573 2,573 2,573
People’s 0.861 0.860 0.861 0.877
Party (0.207) (0.011) (0.009) (0.206)
495 2576 2576 2576
Greens 0.980 0.980 0.980 0.966
(0.099) (0.011) (0.004) (0.142)
493 2,567 2,567 2,567
Liberals 0.903 0.903 0.903 0.915
(0.231) (0.011) (0.010) (0.225)
493 2,554 2,554 2,554

Note: Excluding automatically published votes. Entries for each party show Rice index, standard
deviation and number of cases in party group.

party groups suggests that a more precise theoretical model may improve the predictions based on the
Heckman model even more. Especially, if it could be determined which party group had requested
a roll call vote, much more precise estimates and corrections could be proposed. Clearly, an even
harder test would be to estimate this model with an incidental truncation model, but elsewhere I have
shown that quite a strong correlation between the error terms is required to make such a model a
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valuable alternative.* The results from the Heckman model used here suggest that this correlation is un-
fortunately not present in this case. Again, this is likely to be due to the sparseness of the empirical
model for the selection equation.

CONCLUSION

Roll call votes are increasingly used in comparative studies of various aspects of legislatures. Such
comparative work, however, should be carried out with caution because roll call votes occur under
various institutional provisions. Since the institutional provisions restrict roll call votes in various
ways or make them public only under particular circumstances, we need to worry about possible
selection biases.

While Gabel and Carrubba and Carrubba et al.** were able to demonstrate that roll call votes in
the European Parliament differ systematically along several dimensions from the remaining votes, I
attempted to demonstrate the problems of selection bias by employing a unique data source.
Relying on a dataset comprising information on all votes by MPs in the Swiss lower house for two
legislative periods, I have demonstrated that for most parties requested roll calls and automatically
published votes differ systematically in terms of party cohesion from the remaining votes that are
not published. A simple selection model also shows that these biases may be corrected for, provided
we have a reasonably well-specified empirical model for the selection equation.

Taken together with the theoretical argument concerning the requests for roll calls in the European
Parliament by Carrubba and Gabel,** this clearly suggests that selection effects are very likely in roll
calls, provided not all the votes are recorded and published. Hence, our research effort should address
much more directly these issues of selection biases in roll call studies, especially in those with a
comparative dimension. Neglecting these issues is likely to lead to biased inferences over important
aspects of the legislatures studied.

32 Simon Hug, ‘Selection Bias in Comparative Research: The Case of Incomplete Datasets’, Political
Analysis, 11 (2003), 255-74.

33 Gabel and Carrubba, ‘The European Parliament and Transnational Political Representation: Party
Groups and Political Conflict’, and Carrubba ez al., ‘Off the Record’.

3 Clifford J. Carrubba and Matthew Gabel, ‘Roll Call Votes and Party Discipline in the European
Parliament: Reconsidering MEP Voting Behavior’ (paper prepared for presentation at the American
Political Science Association Annual Meeting, Atlanta, 1999).
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APPENDIX TABLE Al Types of Votes in 45th and 46th Legislatures, 1995-99 and 1999-2003
Respectively
Legislature

Category of vote 45th 46th Total

Amortization 0.2 0.1

(8) ®)

Fiscal restraint 3.8 4.4 4.1
(105) (142) (247)

Detailed discussion 60.6 53.1 56.5
(1,690) (1,732) (3,422)

Motion to discuss 1.1 0.3 0.6

(30) ) (39)

Urgent measure 0.6 0.2 0.4

17 @) (24)

Opening vote 2.0 2.6 2.4
(57) (86) (143)

Pursue discussion 3.2 34 33
(88) (111) (199)

Total vote 13.1 14.3 13.7
(366) (466) (832)

Abolish immunity 0.1 0.0 0.1

(3) 1 C))

Motion 3.0 8.6 6.0
(85) (281) (366)

Motion of order 2.3 2.1 2.2
(64) (70) (134)

Petition 0.1 0.2 0.1

2 @) ©)

Postulate® 0.8 1.9 1.4

(23) (61) (84)

Motion for reconsideration 0.2 0.1 0.1

2 (6) (®)

Motion sent to committee 2.6 2.0 2.3
(73) (66) (139)

Final passage of vote 6.5 6.5 6.5
(181) (213) (394)
Total all categories (2,790) (3,262) (6,052)

Note: Entries for each category show percentage of total and number of votes in parentheses.
*Parliamentary request demanding that the government examine whether a bill or another
measure has to be taken on a particular topic.
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