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I. INTRODUCTION:
The following document details all relevant information about this dataset of macro level variables for CSES Module 1 and 2 countries. This data file contains a total of 43 variables including a wide range of topics such as electoral institutional, party system, regime type and socio economic information. The objective of all this effort is to provide additional systematized contextual data for researchers who wish to perform multilevel analysis of CSES survey data. CSES Module 1 and 2 databases already contain a great deal of macro level variables, but focuses mainly on institutional aspects. The data included here have some basic institutional features -that may overlap with the CSES database-, but also includes some new type of variables such as the ones referred to the party system, regime type and socioeconomic indicators.
The recollection of the information contained in this data started with the preparation of the materials for the CSES Module III Planning Committee. After some months of work looking for public sources of macro level data -which could complement the information delivered by CSES country members-, and continuing the effort initiated by Matt Golder who assembled a database with contextual variables for Module 1 countries, a previous version of the present dataset was presented at the CSES Planning Meeting of Sevilla in April, 2006. After this I took this data and further added more information previously missing. 
Some general comments about the data are appropriate before employing them. As usual missing data reflects information which could no be found. I have tried to minimize this problem by incorporating information from multiple sources, but in some cases there is no information available. There are three polities (Hong Kong, Taiwan and Philippines) which have a significant amount of missing data. Due to different problems, multiple information sources do include these countries (especially Hong Kong and Taiwan) into their datasets. 
Second, the included countries correspond to those for which there is or will be in the near future -thanks to the CSES investigators- available CSES survey data. Survey data from some countries at the moment of the recollection of this data is still not available (i.e. module II surveys from Chile, 2005 or United Kingdom, 2005). But under the expectation that such data will become fully available in the following months the macro level data has been incorporated. 

On the following page’s I have listed all the included variables with the proper specifications and sources from where the data was obtained. Any user who finds a mistake or error in the data is welcomed and encouraged to contact me so the proper corrections can be applied. I can be contacted at bargsted@umich.edu  
II. VARIABLES
COUNTRY

Name of the Country of CSES Module I and II. 
MODULE
Module to which electoral study corresponds (m1=Module I; m2= Module II)

YEAR

Year the election study was applied
LEGELEC

If election was legislative coded ‘1’, otherwise coded as 0.
EXELEC

If election was executive coded ‘1’, otherwise coded as 0.
EXECUTIVE

Executive authority of country. The coding rule for this variable is: i) If in a country the Head of State and Head of Government are not directly elected it is coded as parliamentary system (code = 2); ii) if in a country both the Head of State and Head of Government are the same person it is coded as presidential system (code=0); and, iii) if the Head of State is directly elected, but the Head of Government is not, it is classified as a semi-presidential system (code=1). There are a few exceptions to this rule. For details see comments on the dataset. 

For details about this coding rule see CSES Module 1 and Module 2 Macro Booklet, contributed by: Ana Espírito-Santo, Diogo Moreira, André Freire, Marina Costa Lobo, and Pedro Magalhães. All documentation is available at http://www.cses.org/download/contributions/contributions.htm 
Source: CSES Module 1 and Module 2 Macro Booklet, CIA Fact Book and DPI, 2005
BICAMERA

Is a countries parliament bicameral? (1=bicameral, 0=unicameral). 
Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union and Golder, 2005
ASSEMBLYSIZE

Statutory number of members of the Lower Chamber.  
Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union and Golder, 2005
FORMULA

Whether the country uses (i) a majoritarian formula, (ii) a proportional formula or (iii) a mixed formula to choose parliamentarian representatives (lower chamber if bicameral).

Sources: ACE Project, Golder, 2005 and Inter-Parliamentary Union
MIXED_TYPE

In case a country employs a mixed formula code 1 indicates that plurality rule governs House elections, otherwise 0 indicates that proportionality rules govern. Lithuania and Russia are coded 0.5 since the same amount of seats are distributed in each list. 
Sources: Golder, 2005 and DPI, 2005
MDMH

This is the weighted mean district magnitude of the Lower House. The authors code this variable using the weighted average of the number of representatives elected by each constituency size. If this information was not available they used the number of seats divided by the number of constituencies. MDMH is coded as NA where there is no legislature or if legislature is appointed. See Keefer, 2005 for full details about coding procedures. 
Source: ACE Project and DPI, 2005
LIST_TYPE

Code 1 indicates that a closed list ballot is employed; otherwise 0 indicates that an open list is used. NA indicates countries that employ majoritarian formulas (such as use single member districts). In case a country employs a mixed electoral system this variable applies to the second electoral tier.

Sources: Inter-Parliamentary Union and DPI, 2005
FEDERAL

Countries coded with 1 are classified as Federations, this is, "compound polities, combining strong constituent units and strong general government, each possessing powers delegated to it by the people through a constitution and each empowered to deal directly with the citizens in the exercise of the legislative, administrative and taxing powers, and each directly elected by the citizens." Although has not incorporated this label in the constitution, it is a predominantly a federation in form and as such is coded as a Federal system.  

Source: Watts, Ronald L. 1999. “Comparing Federal Systems”. Institute of Intergovernmental Relations, Queen’s University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada

COMPULSE

Does country have compulsory voting? (1=yes; 0=no)

Source: IDEA International - Voter Turnout 
ENFORCE

Enforcement level of compulsory voting (1=No enforcement; 2=Weak enforcement; 3=Strict enforcement; NA=Non applicable)

Source: IDEA International - Voter Turnout
TURNOUT1

Turnout Version 1: Ratio number of voter/Number of Registered Voters. Countries with no information have missing data.

Source: IDEA International - Voter Turnout
TURNOUT2

Turnout Version 2: Ratio number of voter/Number of Voting Age Population. Countries with no information have missing data.
Source: IDEA International - Voter Turnout
PARTYAGE

Average age of political parties in a country. The included parties are 1st government party (in terms of number of seats), 2nd government party, and 1st opposition party, or the subset of these for which age of party is known.

Source: DPI, 2005 
ENEP

Effective Number of Electoral Parties calculated by the Laakso and Taagepera (1979) formula:
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is the percent of votes obtained by the ith party. For details about calculation see: Laakso, M.and R. Taagepera (1979) '"Effective" Number of Parties: A Measure with Application to West Europe' , Comparative Political Studies 12: 3–27. 

There are three special cases: i) Chile’s 1999 scores was calculated considering congressional elections from 1997; ii) Russia’s 2000 score was calculated considering congressional election from 1999, iii) Russia’s 2004 score was calculated considering congressional election from 2003. In all these three cases the election corresponding to the election study was only presidential, so to avoid loosing data, the index was estimated with information from the previous legislative election. 
Data from multiple sources was employed to estimate this index: 
Adam Carr (http://psephos.adam-carr.net/) 





ElectionWorld.org (http://www.electionworld.org/) 
Wikipedia Elections (http://da.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Elections) 
Election Guide (http://www.electionguide.org/) 
Project on Political Transformation and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe, University of Essex (http://www.essex.ac.uk/elections/) 
National Electoral commissions

ENEP_C

Corrected Effective Number of Electoral Parties. This index corrects for the ‘other’ category using the least component method of bounds suggested by Taagepera (1997). The method requires calculating the ENEP two times. One is treating the ‘other’ category as a single party and the second is calculating the ENEP as if every vote in the ‘other’ category belonged to a different party. The ENEP_C is the mean of both measures. For details about calculations see: Taagepera, R. (1997) 'Effective Number of Parties for Incomplete Data', Electoral Studies 16: 145–151. Data from multiple sources was employed to estimate this index (see detailed references in ENEP). 

There are three special cases: i) Chile’s 1999 scores was calculated considering congressional elections from 1997; ii) Russia’s 2000 score was calculated considering congressional election from 1999, iii) Russia’s 2004 score was calculated considering congressional election from 2003. In all these three cases the election corresponding to the election study was only presidential, so to avoid loosing data, the index was estimated with information from the previous legislative election. 

ENPP

Effective Number of Parliamentary Parties calculated by the Laakso and Taagepera (1979) formula:
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is the percent of seats obtained by the ith party. For details about calculation see: Laakso, M.and R. Taagepera (1979) '"Effective" Number of Parties: A Measure with Application to West Europe’, Comparative Political Studies 12: 3–27. 

Data from multiple sources was employed to estimate this index (see detailed references in ENEP).

There are three special cases: i) Chile’s 1999 scores was calculated considering congressional elections from 1997; ii) Russia’s 2000 score was calculated considering congressional election from 1999, iii) Russia’s 2004 score was calculated considering congressional election from 2003. In all these three cases the election corresponding to the election study was only presidential, so to avoid loosing data, the index was estimated with information from the previous legislative election. 

ENPP_C

Corrected Effective Number of Parliamentary Parties. This index corrects for the ‘other’ category using the least component method of bounds suggested by Taagepera (1997). The method requires calculating the ENEP two times. One is treating the ‘other’ category as a single party and th second is calculating the ENEP as if every vote in the ‘other’ category belonged to a different party. The ENEP_C is the mean of both measures. 
There are three special cases: i) Chile’s 1999 scores was calculated considering congressional elections from 1997; ii) Russia’s 2000 score was calculated considering congressional election from 1999, iii) Russia’s 2004 score was calculated considering congressional election from 2003. In all these three cases the election corresponding to the election study was only presidential, so to avoid loosing data, the index was estimated with information from the previous legislative election. 

For details about calculation see: Taagepera, R. (1997) 'Effective Number of Parties for Incomplete Data', Electoral Studies 16: 145–151. Data from multiple sources was employed to estimate this index (see detailed references in ENEP). 

DISPROP

The Gallagher Index of Disproportionality, also known as the least squares index, measures the difference between the percentage of votes received and the percentage of seats a party obtains after legislature elections. The formula is:
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where Votesi% is the percent of the popular vote and Seati% the percent of the seats the ith party obtains. 
Data from multiple sources was employed to estimate this index (see detailed references in ENEP).

There are three special cases: i) Chile’s 1999 scores was calculated considering congressional elections from 1997; ii) Russia’s 2000 score was calculated considering congressional election from 1999, iii) Russia’s 2004 score was calculated considering congressional election from 2003. In all these three cases the election corresponding to the election study was only presidential, so to avoid loosing data, the index was estimated with information from the previous legislative election. 

For details about calculation see: Gallagher, M. 1991. 'Proportionality, Disproportionality and Electoral Systems': Electoral Studies 10, 33-51
COMPETI

This is an indicator of the degree of party competition developed by A. Perez-Linan (2001). This index is a weighted ratio between the percentage of votes obtained by the second party and the largest party in lower chamber elections. This index has attractive properties. It does not punish two party systems and it compensates for “imperfections” in the electoral system. The formula for the index is:
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where CR is the ratio of competition, and v the percentage of votes in low chamber elections and s is a weight of the actual percentage of seats obtained by the party. The subscript refer for the winning party (1) and the second party in the election (2). 

There are three special cases: i) Chile’s 1999 scores was calculated considering congressional elections from 1997; ii) Russia’s 2000 score was calculated considering congressional election from 1999, iii) Russia’s 2004 score was calculated considering congressional election from 2003. In all these three cases the election corresponding to the election study was only presidential, so to avoid loosing data, the index was estimated with information from the previous legislative election. 

Source: Pérez-Linan, Aníbal. 2001. “Neoinstitutional accounts of voter turnout: moving beyond industrial democracies”. Electoral Studies 20 (2001) 281–297

FREEDOM_T

Freedom House Scores at the year of the election study, this it, at time t. This score is the average between the civic liberties and political rights indicators. The highest level of freedom is 1 and the lowest is 7. 
Source: Freedom House, 2005 (updated until 2004)

FREEDOM_T1
Freedom House Scores at one year before election study (time t-1). This score is the average between the civic liberties and political rights indicators. The highest level of freedom is 1 and the lowest is 7.
Source: Freedom House, 2005 

FREEDOM_T2
Freedom House Scores at two years before election study (time t-2). This score is the average between the civic liberties and political rights indicators. The highest level of freedom is 1 and the lowest is 7.
Source: Freedom House, 2005 

POLITY_T
This variable is equal to the democracy minus the autocracy score classification of POLITY IV at the year of the election study (time t). The results range from +10 (strongly democratic) to -10 (strongly autocratic). Code -88 represents a case of transition.

Source: Polity IV Project (updated until 2003)

POLITY_T1
This variable is equal to the democracy minus the autocracy score classification of POLITY IV one year before the election study (time t-1). The results range from +10 (strongly democratic) to -10 (strongly autocratic). Code -88 represents a case of transition.
Source: Polity IV Project (updated until 2003)

POLITY_T2
This variable is equal to the democracy minus the autocracy score classification of POLITY IV two years before the election study (time t-2). The results range from +10 (strongly democratic) to -10 (strongly autocratic). Code -88 represents a case of transition.
Source: Polity IV (updated until 2003)

GROUTH_T
GDP growth (annual %) at the year of the election study (time t)

Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 
GROUTH_T1
GDP growth (annual %) one year before the election study (time t-1)
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 
GROUTH_T2
GDP growth (annual %) two years before the election study (time t-2)

Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 
GDP_PPP_T
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2000 international dollars) at the year of the election study (time t)

Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 
GDP_PPP_T1
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2000 international $) one year before the election study (time t-1)
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

GDP_PPP_T2
GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2000 international $) two years before the election study (time t-2)
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

INFLATION_T
Inflation as measured by the consumer price index at the year of the election study (time t). This index reflects the annual percentage change in the cost to the average consumer of acquiring a fixed basket of goods and services. 
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

INFLATION_T1
Inflation as measured by the consumer price index at one year before the election study (time t-1). This index reflects the annual percentage change in the cost to the average consumer of acquiring a fixed basket of goods and services. 
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

INFLATION_T2
Inflation as measured by the consumer price index at two years before the election study (time t-1). This index reflects the annual percentage change in the cost to the average consumer of acquiring a fixed basket of goods and services. 
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

POPTOT_T
Estimation of total population at the year of the election study (time t).
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

POPTOT_T1
Estimation of total population at one year before the election study (time t-1).
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

POPTOT_T2
Estimation of total population at two years before the election study (time t-1)

Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

UNEMPLOY_T
The percent of the total labor force that does not have a work but is available for and seeking employment at the year of the election study (time t). World Bank definitions of labor force and unemployment differ by country.
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

UNEMPLOY_T1
The percent of the total labor force that does not have a work but is available for and seeking employment at the year before of the election study (time t-1). World Bank definitions of labor force and unemployment differ by country.
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 

UNEMPLOY_T2
The percent of the total labor force that does not have a work but is available for and seeking employment at two years before of the election study (time t-2). World Bank definitions of labor force and unemployment differ by country.
Source: World Bank Indicators, 2005 
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� Many people have given invaluable help to recollect all the information available in this dataset. Among them is Matt Golder, who’s dataset for Module 1 countries provided one of the most important sources for this data; Dave Howell, to which I thank for giving me great advice, and CSES staff members Angela Pok and Bojan Todosijevic for much help. Obviously they are not responsible for any error or omission in the present data file. 
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