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A Motivating Example...

We show that X affects politicians’
attitudes.

/Our replication efforts suggest that the\
original findings may be sensitive to

\_the use of survey weights. )

/ pa

This is an honest question: Isn’t it
standard practice to use weights when
using this data? In any case, happy to

\adapt if there is a clear consensus on this. /
Paraphrased from Chu & Recchia (2022); N.N. (2023) 2



https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1086/719007
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1086/719007
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1086/719007
https://osf.io/8jx43

...and the Larger Problem

“Top-notch empirical scholars make conflicting choices about whether
and how to weight and often provide little or no rationale for their choices”

(Solon etal. 20715: 301)

“Some always weight and others never do”

(Bollen etal. 2016: 390)



https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.50.2.301
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-statistics-011516-012958

The Weighting Controversy

Pro: Weighting improves representation
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Solon et al. (2015); Kalton (1989)



https://www.jstor.org/stable/24735988?seq=1
https://opac.ub.lmu.de/Record/826082?sid=37628352
https://opac.ub.lmu.de/Record/826082?sid=37628352

The Weighting Controversy

Con: Weighting is difficult and costly
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Lundberg at al. (2021); Solon et al. (2015); Bollen et al. (2016)
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https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224211004187
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24735988?seq=1
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev-statistics-011516-012958

Why It’s a Problem

Weights matter.
They can impact:
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What Makes a Good p- Hack?

Ambiguity

Impact (£2)
* Simulations (Cai 2012; Becker & Ilsmail 2016)
» Stylized examples (Korn & Graubard 1995; Pfeffermann 1996)
* Case studies (e.g., Boto-Garcia 2024; Hahs-Vaughn 2005)

— Are survey weights misused strategically?

Auspurg & Hinz (2011), Feigenbaum & Levy 1993, Abele-Brehm & Buhner (2016), Simmons et al. (2011); Credit: Flatlcon
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https://doi.org/10.3200/JEXE.73.3.221-248
https://doi.org/10.3200/JEXE.73.3.221-248
https://doi.org/10.3200/JEXE.73.3.221-248
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s11205-025-03618-6
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110508420-006
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https://doi.org/10.1026/0033-3042/a000335
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https://www.flaticon.com/authors/juicy-fish

Research Design

Data: ESS Weighting Guide 2015: “The most accurate
* 69 studies, 2015-2020 estimates will be obtained only after weighting.”
 European Social Survey (ESS) Weight Corrects Usage
* 360 reproducible empirical results 1) dweight sampling design
e Software: Stata country-round analysis
2) pspwght non-response
3) pweight populationsize pooled country analysis
Procedure:
check original repeat analysis compare results

Credit: Flatlcon


https://www.flaticon.com/authors/juicy-fish

Result 1: Reported Weighting Practices

Reported
not stated  unclear design design + poststrat. poststrat. + none
population population

Poor No Little
documentation concensus discussion



Result 2: Implemented Weighting Practices
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Result 3: Impact of Weights (poststrat. + population)

Preliminary:
Effect Size Significant at 5%?
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Summary & Discussion

Main findings:

* Confusion & inconsistencies surrounding weights

* Preliminary:
* Little impacton results

* No systematic bias

Impliactions & Limitations:
* Generalizability?
* We need more...
* Transparency in documentation

e Clarity in estimands
Credit: (modified)

JUST ONCE, T WANT TO SEE A RESEARCH
PAPER WITH THE GUTS TO END THIS WAY.

We believe this resolves
all remaining questions

on this topic. No further
research is needed
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https://xkcd.com/2268/

THANKS!

>< Daniel.Kraehmer@soziologie.uni-muenchen.de

www.danielkraehmer.com
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