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On the Relationship between Political Inequality and Economic I nequality: A Cross-National Study
Abstract

Measuring political inequality with level of demacly assumes that the introduction of political tsgand
civil liberties leads directly to reduction of inggjities. But, as Verba et al (1978) point out,democracy

to reduce inequality, rights and liberties are meobugh; citizens must also be engaged in political
participation. Political participation is straéfi, such that the advantaged tend to participate than the
disadvantaged. Political non-participation of theadvantaged leads to an increase in economiciatigg

or maintains its status quo. Thus, democracy measure of political inequality does not shed mligtht

on the link between economic and politicakquality, i.e. the degree to which nations are internally-
stratified in terms of political resources. Thergmse of this paper is to empirically demonstrdtat t
political non-participation of the disadvantaged, political inequality is (a) a measure sepairate that of
level of democracy and (b) has a direct relatigmghi economic inequality. Specifically, | test thmin
hypothesis that political inequality has a positreéationship with economic inequality. Using Epean
Social Survey Rounds 2 and 3, | compute politioaquality scores by aggregating responses to qatliti
participation variables to the country level. W& countries as my units of analysis and a gidexnof
income inequality as a measure of economic inegalis study empirically demonstrates that the
existence of democracy is not equivalent to palitgarticipation as a measure of political inegyaland
that political inequality has a substantial, pesitiand linear relationship with economic inequality
Suggestions for future research conclude the paper.



Introduction

To understand the relationship between politicagjurality and economic inequality, most conceptealiz
political inequality as equivalent to the leveld@mocracy (Bollen and Jackman 1985; Muller 1988;
Simpson 1990; Hughes 1997). Many scholars findreilmear relationship between democracy and an
economic outcome, i.e. Kuznets’ curve. Measurioliipal inequality with level of democracy assumes
that the introduction of political rights and ciliberties leads directly to reduction of inequabt But, as
Verba et al (1978) point out, for democracy to @unequality, rights and liberties are not enowgfizens
must also be engaged in political participatiore(@kso APSA 2004). Thus, it is not democracy albaé
matters, but what citizens do with the rights abdrties allowed by democracy. The relationshipmeen
participation and redistributive policies is funtttmplicated by within-nation social stratificatioPolitical
participation is stratified, such that the advaethtend to participate more than the disadvantaged.
Economic distributive policy reflects the interestdhe advantaged precisely because the advantaged
more politically active. Political non-participati of the disadvantaged leads to an increase imoacic
inequality, or maintains its status quo. Democraey measure of political inequality does not shadh
light on the link between economic and politicaquality, i.e. the degree to which nations are internally-
stratified in terms of political resources. Denamy does have a relationship to economic outcomest
is not equivalent to political inequality.

The purpose of this paper is to empirically demiatstthat political non-participation of the
disadvantaged, i.e. political inequality is (a) easure separate from that of level of democracy(lankas
a direct relationship to economic inequality. ®inerba et al, few have explored this topic withssr
national samples, and no modern study has a srifiseample size to adequately explore the reldtipns

between political and economic inequdiity

Hypotheses
Political inequality refers to the differential ttibution of political resources (for a review @tent cross-
national literature, see Dubrow 2088)n this paper | measure political inequalitytiinee ways: (a) as

political participation that is analytically distihfrom voting, (b) as voter turnout, and (c) aoebination



of the two. To test Verba et al's (1978) assertlaneasure political non-participation of the digantaged
and voter non-turnout of the disadvantaged. Rebligive policies of economic resources are meakhye

gini of income inequality (see below).

From the theory above come the following hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Relationship between level of demogiand economic inequality is curvilinear, resentgpl
Kuznets’ inverted U-shaped curve.

Hypothesis 2: The greater the political non-pgytidon of the disadvantaged, the greater the eoano
inequality.

Hypothesis 3: The greater the voter non-turnouhefdisadvantaged, the greater the economic itiggua
Hypothesis 4: Political inequality has a positietationship with economic inequality.

Methods

Measurement Srategy

The main measurement strategy is to construct atoelevel dataset, where each country has anviaker
level variable that measures political inequakigpnomic inequality, and level of democracy. Ttaoba
sufficient sample size for quantitative analyse;andary analysis of a large, cross-national daveisie
individuals as units of analysis is essential. sTdataset must have measures of political partioipand
variables that can identify within-nation disadeged social structural position. From this datagetcan
compute political inequality scores by aggregatmthe country level responses of the disadvantémed
political participation questionnaire items. Asstetudy serves to demonstrate basic relationshipsus

on well-known measures of economic inequality awl of democracy.

Data

Data come from various sources. To measure palinequality | use the European Social Survey (ESS
Rounds 2 and 3, to calculate each country’s palip@rticipation and voter turnout scores. The S5
cross-sectional and cross-national survey projétt wdividuals as the units of analysis. The E®8nts

in “Rounds:” Round 1 data were collected in 20R8und 2 data were collected in 2004 and Round & dat
were collected in 2006. To measure economic ind@gubuse various statistical databases that aemp

country level income gini scores, including U.N.D Purostat 2005, and central statistical officés.
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measure level of democracy, | rely on Freedom Hoegerts. My sample size is restricted to 30 coesit

inside or immediately adjacent to the Europeaninent and that participated in ESS.

Variables

As description of the variables is in Table 1, ieoent on some general properties of selected \asab

My dataset is cross-sectional as not all data weadable in all waves of ESS. In coding, a guidin
principle was to obtain the most recent informatiéior example, Czech Republic, Greece, Iceland,
Luxembourg, and Turkey are only available in Ro@ndrhus, their political inequality scores refleé04,
whereas Round 3 countries such as United Kingdoamde, and Romania have political inequality scores
from 2006. Economic inequality is based on thetmesent data, from 2007. The exception to theiggid
rule was level of democracy, which comes from 26€&res. This year was selected as the midpoint

between the two ESS rounds used in this studytribusion of scores is in Table 2.

-- Table 1 about here —
-- Table 2 about here —

In this study, cross-national measurement of palitinequality, i.e. political participation, waased
on the concept of functional equivalence, as opptséormal equivalence (Verba et al 1978). Tg #nd,
| conceived political participation as having thesparate elements: experience in political orgag,z
experience in personal activism, and experiencle attending lawful political demonstrations. Corsip®
indexes of political organizing and personal astivivere created by adding the constituent variables
common metric (in this case, 1,0); the indexes wtardardized so that mean = 0, and standard aeviat
1. Political protest is a dichotomous variabl@litieal participation was a factor analysis ofsbhevariables
(see Table 3). To measure total political inedyasi composite index was created out of percethef
disadvantaged who lack political participation exgece and those who did not vote. Level of demogr

was a composite index of political rights and clNakrties.

-- Table 3 about here --



Disadvantaged social structural position was meashy household income quintile, where the
lowest quintile was identified as the disadvantagéthen household income was not available or kighl
skewed for a particular country (e.g. close to fi®ftent were in lowest quintile), a perception ajreomic
strain variable was used as a measure of disadygrita. “Feeling about household's income nowagtiays
with the main response variable as “Very diffiait present income.” To more accurately reflecitreé

disadvantage, in some countries difficult and \aiffycult were combined.

Analytical Strategy and Main Findings
To address hypothesis one regarding the relatipristiveen economic inequality and level of demaograc
Figure 1 plots each of the 30 countries. As exgikdhe relationship resembles Kuznets’ inverteshdped
curve.

-- Figure 1 about here —

Bivariate correlations (Table 4) reveal the relasioip between level of democracy and economic
inequality and political inequality. Level of deoracy is moderately related to economic inequélity
0.402, p<0.05) and political non-participation lo¢ tdisadvantaged (r = -0.407, p<0.05), but is elated to
voter turnout of the disadvantaged or total pditioequality. This suggests that the existengaotifical
rights is distinct from the exercise of those rggigolitical inequality is an analytically distinobncept from
level of democracy.

-- Table 4 about here —

To address hypotheses two and three regardingkigonship between components of political
inequality and economic inequality, Figures 2 ardkBonstrate that these components are positively
related to economic inequality. Bivariate cornelas show that political non-participation of the
disadvantaged is moderately and substantiallyaelat economic inequality (r = 0.467, p<0.01) antew
non-turnout, on its own, is not statistically sigrant. This suggests that when the disadvantdgeabt
participate in non-voting activities, economic inafity should be present.

-- Figure 2 about here —

-- Figure 3 about here —



To address hypothesis four regarding the relatiprisétween political inequality and economic
inequality, Figure 4 demonstrates that there isbsntial, positive relationship between the tWovariate
correlation is moderate, positive, linear and satisal (r = 0.440, p<0.05). This suggests thaitipal
inequality matches economic inequality at each asgige level of inequality.

-- Figure 4 about here —
Conclusion and Discussion
This purpose of this paper was to demonstratepibigtcal inequality is analytically distinct fromevel of
democracy and that it has a separate, positiveaeship with economic inequality. Verba et al 789
argued that the relationship between democracyexdhidtributive policies, including policies perteig to
economic resources, is mediated by stratificatigmotitical participation. This modern and largample
size study of democratic nations verifies Verbalast(1978) assertions. It empirically demonstéteat the
existence of democracy is not equivalent to pdalitgarticipation as a measure of political inegyatnd
that political inequality has a substantial, pesitand linear relationship with economic inequality

To underscore this point, and to demonstrate tla¢ive strength of the composite measure of
political inequality, | conducted ordinary leastiage regression of economic inequality on its poalit
determinants (Table 5). In this case, the usegrfession is not meant to suggest causal relatjms)dbut
rather to (a) illuminate the analytical distinctibaetween level of democracy and political ineqyaind (b)
to highlight the relative contributions of the cooments of political inequality in explaining econicm
inequality. Three models were conducted; unstathzed coefficients are presented. The first casioluto
make is that even when controlling for level of denacy, political inequality is substantially sificant.
Second, total political inequality is likely a stigeer predictor of economic inequality than eithieit®
components alone.

-- Table 5 about here —

The limitations of this paper suggest directionsfédure studies. First, the gini index of income
inequality can be criticized on many fronts (Alis©978). As a measure of inequality, it is sugablut
other economic outcomes that reflect economic iakiies should be explored. Second, there is teorgit

at causality, though over-time data available heotarge, cross-national datasets -- such ag/dnid
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Values Survey -- may be used. Complicating causation is lacthebry regarding how long, exactly, it
would take for political participation of the disathtaged to translate into reduction of economegjuality.
Other political determinants related to politiaaquality complicate the relationship between palit
inequality and economic outcomes. For examplalatgcal orientation of the government as measbsed
composition of governing political parties is a @egte, but related factor to political participati®/erba et
al 1978). Future studies could measure this bygmersocial democratic seats in parliarient

This study advances our understanding of the canakpation and measurement of political
inequality, and in doing so, traces a new pathutinonvhich we arrive at a theory of the political
determinants of economic inequality. A cross-ralgerspective allows for developing a more gdnera
theory of how political inequality intersects witkher inequalities. This study suggests that
democratization is not a sufficient condition f@ngrating equality; if economic inequality is toreduced,

societies must also contend with the deleteriofisence of political inequality.

Notes
1. This study is a part of a research projectrogpess.

2. Dahl (1996) defines political resources as ‘@tranything “— including money, reputation, legltus,
social capital and knowledge, to name a few -- tiaatvalue and can be used to achieve politica.end
“Anything” is too vague a measure of political rasmes; there must be a core set of political resesuthat
citizens use in the majority of political situateonOne plausible measure of political resourceperience
in political affairs, which is obtained through piglal participation.

3. Social democratic parties with statist econoiagologies, i.e. leftist parties, tend to seekitdple
economic redistribution policies and politically kze the disadvantaged. The extent to whichdhes
parties are influential in government decisionsldanfluence the extent of economic inequality.
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Table 1. Variables Description

Variable Description Data Source
Gini of Income Gini coefficient of income inequality within natiaf the United Nations Developmen
Inequality most recent year. The higher the score, the gréete Programme U.N.D.P
(Economic inequality. http://hdrstats.undp.org/indi¢
Inequality) ators/147.html

when not available, Eurosts
2005 and in Iceland, the
Central Statistics Bureau

—

1t

Total Political
Participation

Factor Analysis of Political Participation: Orgaaiions,
Political Participation: Personal Activism, aAttendance
at lawful demonstration past 12 months (mean = 0.06, stdev
= 0.23). See Table 3 for factor loadings.

European Social Survey,
most recent round available
per country

Political
Participation:
Organizations

Composite index ofVorked in political party (mean = 0.04,
stdev = 0.20) andWorked in other organization or
association (mean = 0.14, stdev = 0.35) past 12 months.

European Social Survey,
most recent round available
per country

Political
Participation:
Personal Activism

Composite index o8gned a petition (mean = 0.22, stdev =
0.41) andWore campaign badge (mean = 0.08, stdev =
0.26) past 12 months.

European Social Survey,
most recent round available
per country

Voter Turnout

Percent who responded ‘yes’ to thestjon,Voted in last
national election?

European Social Survey,
most recent round available
per country

Political Non-
Participation and
Voter Non-Turnout
of the
Disadvantaged

Factor analysis score of Political Participatiorswa
dichotomized, 1 = did not participate, 0 = othBolitical
non-participation of the disadvantaged is the paegge of
the disadvantaged that did not participate (me@8.69,
stdev = 20.33); Voter non-turnout was derived by
subtracting 100 from the Voter Turnout variable gme
31.98, stdev = 13.98).

European Social Survey,
most recent round available
per country

Political Inequality

Composite index of PoliticabN-Participation and Voter
Non-Turnout of the Disadvantaged. The higher tues
the greater the political inequality.

Scores within country-level
dataset

Political Rights
and Civil Liberties

Range from 1(free) to 6 (not free). No countryrin
dataset had a score of 6.

Freedom House 2005
http://www.freedomhouse.or
g/template.cfim?page=15

Level of
Democracy

Composite index dPolitical rights (mean = 4.6, stdev =
0.99) andCivil Liberties (mean = 4.4, stdev = 1.03) scores
of 2005. The higher the score, the higher thel lefve
democracy.

Freedom House 2005
http://www.freedomhouse.or
g/template.cim?page=15
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Table2. Distribution of Scoresby Country

Country
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Latvia
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Russian Federation
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
Ukraine
United Kingdom

Gini
29.10
33.00
29.20
29.00
25.40
24.70
35.80
26.90
32.70
28.30
34.30
26.90
26.00
34.30
36.00
26.00
30.90
25.80
34.50
38.50
31.00
39.90
25.80
28.40
34.70
25.00
33.70
43.60
28.10
36.00

Palitical Non-Participation of
the Disadvantaged

56.00
63.83
90.30
88.89
80.39
45.83
91.60
56.67
60.49
61.76
94.43
94.20
16.67
76.47
97.20
69.23
74.60
47.62
93.55
91.23
92.70
87.20
75.29
91.82
80.21
41.38
50.00
92.36
88.30
60.61

Voter Turnout of
the Disadvantaged

63.2
915
68.7
88.9
54.6
95.7
459
56.7
57
61.4
86.2
69.1
84.2
66.7
38.8
53.8
57.1
66.7
60.3
74.6
77.1
64.9
67.7
72.2
70.1
75.9
47.8
72.6
88.5
62.7

Total Political
Inequality
-.35243

-1.45143
.51508
-.50024
.86452
-2.24641
1.65142
-.01871
.09313
-.07597
-.18811
.62452
-2.65686
.15487
2.17663
.53476
.55369
-.79670
1.02507
.26273
.19138
.59508
.06793
.39748
.11509
-1.44373
.18825
.39596
-.50048
-.17653
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Palitical Rights
1

P DN W R R R R P U ®WR R R RRRRRRRERRRRRRPR PR PR

Civil
Liberties
1

P DD P R P RPNOONMRPEPNRRREPNRRNMNNERERERERDNERENIERNLEPRE

Level of Democracy
.50673

.50673
.00623
.50673
.00623
.50673
.00623
.50673
.50673
.50673
.00623
.00623
.50673
.50673
.00623
.50673
.50673
.50673
.00623
.50673
-1.02875
-3.56524
.00623
.50673
.50673
.50673
.50673
-2.02976
-2.54725
.50673



Table3. Measurement of Total Political Participation and Distribution of Its Components

Factor Loadings

Political Organization 0.722
Political Activism 0.795
Attend Lawful Demonstration 0.687

a Eigenvalue = 1.62; explained variance = 54 %

12



Table 4. Correlation Matrix of Economic I nequality, Political Inequality and I1ts Components, and L evel of Democr acy

Political Non-
Gini Participation | Voter Non- Total
(Economic of the Turnout of the  Political Level of
Inequality) | Disadvantage( Disadvantage( Inequality | Democracy

Gini (Economic Inequality) -
Political Non-Participation Pearson 0.467 B
of the Disadvantaged Correlation '

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.009

N 30
Voter Non-Turnout of the  Pearson
Disadvantaged Correlation 0.190 0.112 N

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.314 ,555

N 30 30
Total Political Inequality Pearson

Correlation 0.440 0.746 0.746 --

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.015 0.000 0.000

N 30 30 30
Level of Democracy Pearson -0.402 -0.407 0.121 -0.192 .

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.028 0.026 0.525 0.310

N 30 30 30 30
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Table 5. Ordinary Least Squares Regression of Economic I nequality on Its Political Deter minants

b (std error)

b (std error)

b (std error)

Political Non-Participation of the 0.088%

Disadvantaged (0.044)

Voter Non-Turnout of the 0.086

Disadvantaged (0.060)

Total Political Inequality 1.862*

(0.811)

L evel of Democracy -1.254 -2.128* -1.626t
(0.888) (0.846) (0.811)

Constant 24.614%*** 28.382*** 31.117***
(3.315) (2.103) (0.782)

R’ 0.27 0.22 0.30

N 30 30 30

T p<.10 * p<.05 ** p<.01 **p<.001
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Fig. 1 Level of Democracy and Economic I nequality
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Fig. 2 Political Non-Participation of the Disadvantaged and Economic | nequality
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Fig. 3 Voter Non-Turnout of the Disadvantaged and Economic Inequality
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Fig. 4 Political Inequality and Economic I nequality
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