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Abstract

When do individuals feel that economic inequality needs to be corrected through

redistributive government policy, such as progressive taxes or social spending? Us-

ing a cross-national data set of public opinion across both developing and developed

countries, this dissertation finds that political context plays a key role in determining

how individuals view economic inequality and their support for redistributive social

policy. An overarching theme throughout the dissertation is that political elites are

key in making inequality a prominent issue for the public. This is done by framing

individual attributes such as income, ethnic identity or geographic local (urban vs.

rural) in a way that will either maximize or minimize support for redistribution.

When political elites lack incentives to mobilize public opinion on the issue, it be-

comes unlikely that individual attributes such as income or ethnicity will predict

support for redistribution.
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1

Income, Political Context and Support for
Redistribution

At the beginning of the American republic, James Madison in Federalist 10 noted

that “from the protection of different and unequal faculties of acquiring property, the

possession of different degrees and kinds of property immediately results; and from

the influence of these on the sentiments and views of the respective proprietors ensues

a division of the society into different interests and parties” (p. 78). Debate over the

appropriate role of the government in the economy and in rectifying inequalities has

continued to be one of the most contentious issues in politics. Indeed, Madison also

referred to inequality as being “the most common and durable source of factions”

(p. 79), and conflict over inequality has been an enduring dimension of political

competition in many democracies.

Madison’s insight regarding the divisive nature of inequality certainly seems ap-

plicable in the United States today – political competition over inequality has become

increasingly intense over recent years, and the public is beginning to polarize around

the issue of inequality as well (McCarty et al., 2006; Bartels, 2008). In the run up

to the current 2012 election campaign, the United States has seen the rise of both
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the Tea Party and Occupy Wall Street Movements. The dueling concerns of these

movements have brought the economic concerns of the 99% and 1% even more clearly

onto the political agenda, with the Occupy protestors arguing in favor of progressive

taxation of the wealthy (especially the “super rich”), while supporters of the Tea

Party argue against continued government social spending. These highly program-

matic grassroots movements reflect the growing individual level polarization on the

linked issues of inequality and wealth redistribution.

Madison’s assumption that one’s material wealth influences one’s interests and

attitudes has been applied (and sometimes simply tacitly assumed) by many models

in political science. Often this assumption helps to provide the link between eco-

nomic inequality and some outcome, such as the size of government expenditures,

political behavior or democratization. From this approach, individuals are viewed

as rational income–maximizers, who view redistribution spending in terms of how it

will potentially affect their own pocketbook. Perhaps the most well–known example

of this is the median voter model of redistribution, which has been formalized in

the work of Romer (1975) and Meltzer and Richard (1981) and is also implied in

Madison’s above assertion that inequality will change the “sentiments and views of

the respective proprietors.” Meltzer and Richard (1981) present a model in which an

individual considers their level of income in relationship to the societal-level variable

of the distribution of income. In the simple flat–tax redistribution model of Meltzer

and Richard, if the individual has an income that is below the mean income in the

country, they will then have a preference in favor of redistribution.

While simple and elegant, the median voter model of redistribution has been crit-

icized by other scholars who have noted that there may be circumstances when even

rational income–maximizers may not exhibit preferences for redistribution match-

ing their objective income status in the narrow manner predicted by Meltzer and

Richard. In these models, individuals maintain their self–interested priorities, but

2



income maximization is over a longer time horizon, as in models emphasizing occu-

pation/skill specificity/risk exposure (Iversen, 2005; Moene and Wallerstein, 2003)

or social mobility (Benabou and Ok, 2001; Piketty, 1995). Alternatively, individ-

uals may consider alternative sources of welfare support, such as the support ob-

tained through membership in religious organizations, when evaluating the need for

a government role in redistribution (Scheve and Stasavage, 2006). Perhaps the most

prominent empirical failure of the median voter model is what Lindert (2004) coins

as the “Robin Hood paradox,” where the countries which have the greatest level of

inequality (and therefore the greatest need for a “Robin Hood” type figure) actu-

ally have the lowest amounts of redistributive social spending (Korpi and Palme,

1998). Kenworthy and Pontusson (2005) further describe the failures of the model,

and show that increasing levels of inequality in advanced capitalist countries were

not matched by corresponding increases in public support for redistribution. In the

American context, for example, Bartels (2008) found that individuals often grossly

underestimate the the amount of economic inequality. Such empirical failures sug-

gest that how individuals view inequality and the process by which preferences for

redistribution are formed requires more attention.

Although the link between the macro-level variable of inequality and support for

redistribution seems to be tenuous at best, at the micro-level, income appears to be

a much stronger predictor of attitudes towards inequality and support for redistri-

bution (Cusack et al., 2006; Fong, 2001), even if it may not explain the entire story.

While relative income status seems to strongly correlate with support for redistri-

bution, there is wide variation between countries in the strength of this correlation.

Figure 1.1 shows the simple regression coefficient of relative income on support for

redistribution for each country covered in the European Social Survey (ESS) and

Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) data sets.1 While most countries

1 Relative income is measured by one’s household income relative to the mean for the country. For
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have a statistically significant negative regression coefficient between relative income

and support for redistribution, there are many countries (especially in Latin Amer-

ica) for which there is no relationship between income and support for redistribution

(and in Guatemala and Belize, the relationship is apparently even positive).
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Figure 1.1: Relative Income Regression Coefficients on Support for Redistribution

The differences in relative income’s relationship with support for redistribution

suggests that income is not automatically translated into support for (or against) re-

distribution. The simple assumption of Madison that unequal distributions of wealth

would inevitably lead to political conflict between income–based factions appears to

only hold in some countries. What then may account for the broad cross-national dif-

ferences seen in Figure 1.1? When does objective income status become an important

example, an individual earning an income of $30,000 in a country with a mean income of $60,000
would have a relative income of 0.5. The data used here are described in Appendix A, as well as in
Chapter Three.
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predictor of support for redistribution?

The answer in this dissertation is that in order for individuals to connect their

objective income status to a preference for redistribution, they must be mobilized by

political elites. Since there are wide variations in political contexts around the world

(and even within democracies), there are very different incentives for political elites

to mobilize public opinion on this particular issue. Absent strong political incentives

to mobilize public opinion, it is unlikely that income will be a strong predictor of

support for redistribution.

1.1 Political Competition, Elites and Preference Formation

The primary contention of this dissertation is that individual preferences for redistri-

bution do not occur independently, but rather are shaped by the political context in

which an individual resides. This approach to preference formation is quite different

from many existing comparative accounts of the development of preferences for redis-

tribution, which have tended to emphasize “bottom–up” individual level attributes,

such as income, location, skill specificity, risk or identity. Such individual–level at-

tributes are no doubt important pieces of the overall puzzle, but they are better

considered as facilitators of the formation of preferences for redistribution, and not

the primary cause. Instead, these “bottom-up” attributes must first be mobilized

by political elites in order for individuals to make the connection between the at-

tributes they possess with the outcome of redistribution. Absent this mobilizing

link, it is much more difficult for individuals to develop preferences for or against

redistribution.

Although this “top-down” approach to preference formation has found little ex-

posure in comparative studies of preferences for redistribution, it has become in-

creasingly prominent in studies of American public opinion. The last twenty years

have seen a boom in research on the roles of political elites in the construction of

5



public opinion, and in the process turning traditional conceptions of democratic ac-

countability on their head. Instead of politicians dutifully carrying out the interests

of the citizens they represent, as assumed by prominent democratic theorists such as

Dahl (1971), political elites seek to manipulate public opinion through the creative

use of frames. The creative politician will look for opportunities to frame issues in

ways that can move public opinion in electorally beneficial ways - what Riker origi-

nally termed heresthetics (Riker, 1986). Indeed, elite political competition and the

provision of different frames of issues can play a key role in both the diffusion of po-

litical information and in the formation of preferences. With regards to the issue of

redistribution, political elites living in different political contexts may have varying

incentives to use particular frames in an effort to shift public opinion in their favor

(Sniderman and Theriault, 2004, cf.).

While most top-down accounts of preference formation do a good job of explana-

tion of particular phenomenon, these accounts tend to struggle with prediction. One

reason why top down explanations of preference formation have proven popular in

the American context, but have found limited application in comparative political

research is because the incentives of politicians to engage in processes of prefer-

ence formation are hardly uniform across political contexts. Frames and mobilizing

appeals that may work in the American context may be much less successful in a

different context, even when the underlying demographic variable or attribute is very

similar. What is then needed is a theory of how/when politicians have incentives

to shape public opinion, and in what direction. Viewed in this way, top down elite

driven accounts should only be conceived as a particular mechanism of preference

formation and need to better understand the incentives of political actors to mobilize

public opinion in a particular direction (and with a particular frame).

This dissertation attempts to fill this theoretical gap by offering explanations

how and when political elites will seek to mobilize public support for or against

6



redistribution, and what appeals they may used. This is determined by the degree

with which political parties must deliver clear, programmatic appeals to the public in

order to gain elected office. In countries where there is a lack of crisp programmatic

linkages between politicians and citizens (likely because citizens are more likely to

respond to alternative linkage mechanisms, such as the narrow, contingent exchanges

of clientelistic linkages), there is very little incentive or ability for political elites to

make the mobilization appeals necessary to inform the public or shape public opinion.

Even among countries which have free democratic political competition there may

be wide differences in how attentive the public is toward programmatic appeals.

The degree of programmatic political competition over the issue of redistribu-

tion will influence support for or against redistribution in two ways. First, increased

programmatic linkages will tend to strengthen the stability of preferences for redis-

tribution (across different issue items in survey responses, for example). Second,

greater political competition will shape the reference group with which an individual

evaluates their relative income status (or identity group status), and therefore the

need for government-led redistribution. Some discussion and empirical testing of how

programmatic linkages increase preference stability is discussed in chapter three of

this dissertation, but the primary focus throughout this dissertation is on the second

mechanism, examining how political competition interacts with two contextual vari-

ables long thought to be important in the development of support for redistribution:

urban development and ethnic identity.

1.2 Outline of the Dissertation

Political competition plays an important role in the development of preferences for

redistribution, as elites actively work to shape public opinion in ways that are po-

litically advantageous. Chapter two provides a theoretical overview of preference

formation and how political context can change preferences. The chapter argues
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that increased programmatic political competition over the issue of redistribution is

expected to shift the reference group of individuals. As a result, individuals living

in different political contexts can develop different levels of relative deprivation and

support for redistribution even when the distribution of income is quite similar. This

chapter also examines the link between relative deprivation and support for redistri-

bution using the proxy variable of life satisfaction, finding that much of the variation

in support for redistribution is explained via subjective measures of wellbeing.

Chapter three examines in greater empirical detail the link between programmatic

linkages and support for redistribution. It begins by developing a mass-based measure

of programmatic political competition over the issue of redistribution, and shows how

survey response items become more stable as partisan polarization over redistribution

increases. Political competition also drives down aggregate support for redistribution,

and tends to increase the role of objective income status in determining preferences

for redistribution.

In Chapter four, I examine how urbanization can potentially change reference

groups of the agrarian poor who have moved to the city from the countryside. As a

reflection of modernization and economic development, urbanization has long been

thought to play an important role in the development of concern over inequality and

in the development of the welfare state. In this chapter, I argue that individuals

who have recently migrated from the countryside stand between two potentially very

different worlds – in comparison to rural residents, the migrants are likely much

better off financially. However, compared to longer term urban residents, recent mi-

grants are much less well off and could potentially have very high levels of relative

deprivation if they compared themselves with this group. In countries where po-

litical competition is permitted and there is full suffrage, urbanization will produce

greater concern with inequality as the migrating rural poor are more likely to be mo-

bilized by leftist parties into support for redistribution. Absent political competition
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and mobilization, however, urbanization will fail to increase concern for inequality

among the urban poor. I use a cross-national public opinion data set combining data

from around the world to test these hypotheses in a broader range of political con-

texts. While urbanization does seem to increase concern with inequality on average,

in countries where urbanization occurs in conjunction with democracy support for

redistribution increases even more rapidly.

Chapter five takes the theories developed in Chapter four to examine the experi-

ences and preferences of rural to urban migrants living in China and Indonesia. Both

of these countries have experienced extremely rapid rates of urbanization in the past

three decades, with a majority of the population in both currently living in urban

environments. In China, I find that there is a significant gap between urban and rural

residents in terms of subject wellbeing, in line with the predictions made in Chapter

Four. When examining only rural residents, I find that connectedness to the city

has an important role in expanding an individual’s reference group, and hence their

support for redistribution. Indonesia, which has been democratic since 1999 shows a

divide in subjective wellbeing and in subjective income comparisons between those

who migrated prior to democratization and those that have come afterwards, with

more recent migrants having greater levels of dissatisfaction – even when controlling

for other relevant variables. This suggests that the political context in which an

individual migrates from the country to the city can have important implications in

how an individual views their socioeconomic status.

Finally, in chapter six, I explore how political competition interacts with ethnic

heterogeneity to potentially shift support for redistribution. Most recent accounts

in political science have suggested that ethnic heterogeneity should decrease support

for redistribution, especially when accompanied by greater inequality between eth-

nic groups. This is assumed to occur because when redistributive social spending

predominantly flows to members of one particular ethnic group, support for that
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spending will decrease among other ethnic groups. In this chapter I show that ethnic

based polarization around the issue of redistribution is contingent on the nature of

political competition – in countries where political competition is sharp and program-

matic, there is a much stronger incentive for right wing parties to mobilize wealthier

ethnic groups to view the issue through ethnic based frames. As a result, in more

programmatic contexts, ethnic polarization over the issue of redistribution.
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2

Political Context and Preference Formation

“A house may be large or small; as long as the neighboring houses are

likewise small, it satisfies all social requirement for a residence. But let

there arise next to the little house a palace, and the little house shrinks

to a hut. The little house now makes it clear that its inmate has no

social position at all to maintain, or but a very insignificant one.”

Karl Marx (1849)

Marx’s famous quote on housing comparisons highlights the contextual nature of

how individuals often interpret their economic situation. In this case, spatial prox-

imity of income gaps increases the perceived deprivation felt by a poorer individual.

Prior to the arrival of a wealthy neighbor, the resident of the little house was rela-

tively satisfied with her or his income, a situation that changed dramatically after

the spatial distance between rich and poor was reduced. Even though the overall

level of inequality remains constant, the geographic layout of inequality changed how

individuals were likely to view it. This quote highlights the importance of context

in shaping preferences - the absolute level of inequality mattered much less than the

spatial arrangement of inequality and how this contextual factor shaped the poorer
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resident’s views. Individuals do not form preferences as if they reside in a vacuum,

but rather through the interactions inherent in being embedded in a particular social

and political context.

Although it has long been recognized that “no man is an island, entire of it-

self”, context has typically been ignored in comparative studies of the formation of

preferences for redistribution. Instead, individuals are often assumed to be rational

actors who develop support for redistribution without any outside influence. The

primary theme of this dissertation is that the political context in which individuals

reside can play a critical role in shaping how individuals view and interpret economic

inequality. In this chapter, I outline a theory of political context and how differing

political environments can potentially shape support for redistribution. I begin by

defining what is meant by contextual effects and distinguish between contextual and

structural explanations of preference formation. I then discuss how political contexts

can vary, even within democratic environments. Finally, I discuss how political con-

texts can shape support for redistribution, a topic discussed in the empirical chapters

which follow.

2.1 Context and Preference Formation

How do individuals form preferences, and what role does context play in the forma-

tion of preferences? In this section, I examine several accounts of how preferences for

redistribution are developed, and the potential of context in shaping preferences. All

individuals live in various social contexts which can shape how they perceive inequal-

ity and when they feel a need for the government to correct for economic inequality

through the redistribution of income from the rich to the poor. I first examine and

define the role of context as used in this dissertation.

People reside within different political, social and economic contexts, which can

all potentially shape the preferences that they develop. When does context shape
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preferences, and what is a contextual effect? At first glance, context can be said

to shape preferences when similar (or identical) individuals residing in different en-

vironments develop different preferences. In other words, contextual effects occur

when there is variation in preferences or behavior after all intrinsic individual-level

attributes are accounted for - therefore, identifying the role of context is done by

distinguishing between variables which are intrinsic to individuals and those which

are external to them.

Perhaps the most clear and concrete attempts to isolate contextual effects can

be seen in the nature versus nurture debate which has marked behavioral genetics

for over a century Plomin (2004). Often, these studies are interested in context at

a very proximate leve, such as socialization within family units, and seek to distin-

guish these contextual factors from those that are genetic. Recent studies in this

vein have attempted to splice apart the effects of “nature” and “nurture” through

the use of twin studies, which attempt to control for genetic variability by comparing

the outcomes of identical twins and fraternal twins raised in separated environments

(Alford et al., 2005). However, even these studies struggle to distinguish between

the two. The genes held by an individual may actually be expressed differently in

varying contextual environments, making even the claims of these studies suspect

(Charney, 2008). Identifying contextual effects can be inherently difficult due to

potential direction of causality problems – do people residing in a particular contex-

tual environment different preferences due to that environment, or is the particular

environment in which they reside shaped by the preferences individuals hold?

In addition, defining contextual effects in this manner much too broad. Nearly

every possible factor, absent the genes one is born with, can be considered as con-

textual. Taken to an extreme, nearly all potential factors influencing preferences for

redistribution discussed in the existing literature will be inherently contextual. For

example, the median voter framework of Meltzer and Richard (1981) can be seen as
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a contextual effect dependent on the distribution of income in society at large. An

individual with an income of around $10,000 a year may be quite poor in the United

States context (and thus expected to support redistribution), but relatively wealthy

in much of the developing world (and therefore expected to oppose redistribution).

Similarly, accounts that emphasize the role of risk and skill specificity involve com-

parisons between an individual and that of the society at large, and could also be

considered contextually dependent on the distribution of risk throughout the country

as a whole.

Therefore, it is critical to delineate contextual effects from other potential ef-

fects that may be at higher levels than the individual-level. To do so, it is useful

to consider a hypothetical thought experiment. Consider two individuals, both of

whom are identical in every way, possessing the same standard of living, religiosity,

family structure and employment. Both of these individuals also live in identical

countries, with similar levels of inequality; however, one of them resides in an urban

environment (exposing them to a wider range of individuals with which to make con-

tact and compare themselves), while the other resides in the countries (where social

connections are much less dense). Although the structure of the country is identical

(inequality and other society-level factors are the same), the social context in which

they are embedded is different. With urban resident encountering a wider range of

individuals possessing varied incomes, they may develop quite different perceptions

of inequality than their identical counterparts residing in the countryside. Even if

both individuals have the same knowledge about the level and nature of inequality

in the country, the fact that the information is presented to them in a different way

may potentially shift their support for redistribution.

In this dissertation, I define context as an individual’s perception and interpre-

tation of information made available to them. While different information environ-

ments can lead to different contexts, contextual effects emerge only when perceptions
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of the information also vary. In the above example, population density changes how

inequality is interpreted - even when everything else remains identical. This defini-

tion helps to distinguish contextual effects from other structural effects that may be

at the country-level, such as the level of inequality or the demographics of the coun-

try (for example, the level of ethnic heterogeneity). As a result, contextual effects

defined in this manner are inherently social and involve the interaction of individuals

with the society around them. This definition of contextual effects is in line with

those posited by Huckfeldt and Sprague (1995); Eulau (1986), who emphasized the

embeddedness of individuals within particular social contexts. In short, the manner

in which information is presented (via social interactions) is key in the formation of

contextualized preferences.

Contextual effects could potentially range from a very local level, such as neigh-

borhood or city, to the broader, national level. Although there are a wide range of

potential levels for contextual analysis, I primarily focus on national-level contextual

factors, specifically examining how differing political contexts can potentially shape

individual preferences for redistribution. I find that different political contexts can

play a key role in shaping how various structural variables (such as inequality, eth-

nic heterogeneity and urbanization) are interpreted by individuals. When political

elites have incentives to mobilize the public around issues of inequality, individuals

will pay greater attention to structural and individual attributes when developing

preferences for redistribution. In addition, individuals residing in different political

contexts will have different levels of firmness in their preferences – when political

elites have stronger incentives to inform and mobilize the public, individual prefer-

ences will become more concrete.

Anderson (2007) identifies context as potentially having direct, indirect and con-

tingent effects. A direct contextual effect on preference formation is felt uniformly

across all individuals residing in that particular context. For instance, the above
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example involving two hypothetical individuals residing in urban vs. rural contexts

is a direct effect. We may expect all individuals residing in an urban center, for

example, to have greater support for redistribution regardless of their individual

attributes (whether such a prospect is empirically valid is a question discussed in

chapters four and five of this dissertation). Alternatively, the effect may be indirect

– the contextual effect is felt uniformly across all individuals, but is through some in-

tervening variable. For example, living in an urban location may increase concern for

redistribution, but it is through the intervening variable of mobilization capabilities.

Finally, context can have contingent effects – in other words, context may have

disparate influences on preferences contingent on some individual level attribute.

Contingent contextual effects form a prominent part of this dissertation – in chapter

three, for example, I find that the role of income on support for redistribution is

contingent on the political context in which an individual resides. In chapter four, I

find that urbanization is polarizing only when it occurs in conjunction with demo-

cratic political competition. Finally, in chapter six, I find that the influence of ethnic

heterogeneity is contingent on political context as well. The prominent role of con-

tingent contextual effects on political preferences in this dissertation parallels many

of the findings in a recent edited volume by Anderson and Dalton (2011), who found

many contingent contextual effects on political behavior.

2.2 The Nature of Partisan Competition and Democratic Linkages

There is a wide range of potential political contexts around the world. Even within

countries with free and fair political competition and electoral democracy, there are

many different ways in which elected representatives relate with their voters. In

recent years, there have been several efforts to distinguish among the different forms

of electoral democracy, instead distinguishing “democracy with adjectives” (Collier

and Levitsky, 1997). Politicians and voters may use several different methods of
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linking together - and not exclusively over policy, as is often tacitly assumed in many

accounts examining preferences for redistribution. Politicians may employ a wide

variety of appeals to voters to curry political support among the electorate and will

use the linkage mechanism(s) which will provide them with the greatest probability

of electoral success. In addition to the programmatic linkages, politicians may also

employ charismatic, clientelistic linkages, as well as using partisan attachment and

valence-based appeals Figure 2.1.1 In this section, I briefly introduce these different

potential democratic political contexts.

 
 

Possible Democratic 
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Figure 2.1: Different Possible Democratic Linkages

Party ID is a linkage mechanism in which voters possess an affective attachment

to a particular party, and has been identified as a critical tool to explain American

voting behavior by Campbell et al. (1960). Politicians using this linkage mechanism

will emphasize a party’s history, and voters will also tend to be extremely stable in

their support for a particular party even as policies may shift.

In contrast to these affective attachments between candidates and citizens, vot-

1 This section borrows from the discussion and theoretical framework found in Kitschelt et al.
(2009)
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ers may also choose politicians based on the policy positions offered by the candi-

dates. This assumption underlies Downsian models of voting behavior - politicians

(or parties) offer policies on which the electorate then votes. These are program-

matic linkages, as citizens vote on the prospective program bundles advertised by

politicians.

In addition, politicians may base their appeals to the electorate not on policy,

or party id, but on the linkage mechanism of charismatic appeal. In this linkage

mechanism, citizens vote on the basis of the strength of a politician’s personality

and character, and politicians will often campaign heavily using populist appeals to

the electorate (Hawkins, 2009).

Some political competition may also be valence-based, in which competition is not

positional, but rather over valence goods (such as economic growth, security) which

everyone agrees are desirable. This form of democratic competition and linkage has

figured most prominently in the economic voting tradition, wherein citizens cast

votes on the basis of whether or not the party in power has delivered economic

growth (Erikson et al., 2002). Politicians using this linkage mechanism will base

their appeals to citizens on how fit they are to govern rather than over particular

policy programs.

Finally, citizens may vote for politicians on the basis of narrow, contingent ex-

changes, or clientelistic linkages (Kitschelt and Wilkinson, 2007). Instead of offering

broad policies benefiting large groups of citizens as found in programmatic linkages,

these linkages involve a direct private exchange between party and a voter. In ex-

change for electoral support, the voter receives some private good (such as food, cash,

prefential access to government benefits such as housing, etc.). Given the difficulty

enforcing clientelistic exchanges, significant local party organization is needed to

monitor voters. This can potentially give rise to long-term clientelistic relationships

between politicians and citizens.

18



Politicians are usually unable to employ all linkage mechanisms with the elec-

torate because there may be tradeoffs between the different mechanisms (Kitschelt,

2000). Usage of particularistic clientelistic exchanges between votes and private

goods make it more difficult for a party to use a more universal programmatic link-

age. Simply put, parties cannot become all things to all people – while they may

creatively use certain forms of appeals and frames with voters, it is impossible to

mix and match all linkage strategies to a heterogenous population. Therefore, they

usually need to have some form of consistency in the appeals and linkages they em-

ploy with the electorate – otherwise voters will have a more difficult time connecting

with politicians.

Issues of redistribution become a salient component of party competition in polit-

ical contexts where the political linkage between elites and citizens is programmatic.

This occurs as a more educated electorate and rising standard of living results in cit-

izens that are less likely to be swayed by particularistic appeals used in clientelistic

exchanges. When elections are won and lost on the basis of policy instead of other

linkage mechanisms, political parties need to mobilize public opinion in ways that

can be electorally favorable.

2.3 Psychological Accounts of Preference Formation

How can political context shape preferences for redistribution? In order to answer

this question, it is necessary to examine the psychology of preference formation. In

the United States, there is a growing literature on the psychological processes under-

lying preference formation, but the findings of these studies have generally not been

applied to comparative studies. In many comparative studies examining preferences

for redistribution, individual–level variables (such as ethnicity, skill specificity, reli-

giosity or income) are tacitly assumed to have a direct relationship to preferences

(and strategic outcomes), potentially overlooking how those variables are psycholog-
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ically interpreted by individuals and then transformed into preferences. Although

economic inequality is a highly salient issue to most individuals, the cognitive trans-

lation of an observation of inequality to a preference for redistribution is not likely an

automatic process, and indeed is likely to be shaped by the contextual environment

in which one resides. As outlined by Druckman and Lupia (2000), preferences are

formed through a process by which values and beliefs are translated into evaluations

and preferences, and is shown in Figure 2.2. In this dissertation, I primarily focus

on the translation of evaluations into preferences.

 

Values/Beliefs Evaluations Preferences Strategies 

Figure 2.2: Preference Formation Chart

2.3.1 Core Values

At the very base of preference formation are what social psychologists refer to as core

values and are closely related to what Druckman and Lupia (2000) refer to as beliefs.

In order for individuals to order and relate to the world around them, individuals

must have some norms or values by which they can understand phenomenon around

them. Core values “reflect abstract, prescriptive beliefs about humanity” (Goren,

2005, pg. 881), which are then translated into “a neurally held probability distri-

bution over possible characteristics of an object attribute” (Druckman and Lupia,

2000, pg.5). In short, a belief reflects a normative causal relationship grounded in

what an individual observes around them in which a subjectively “good” outcome is

postulated to probabilistically occur under certain conditions.

Feldman (1988) identified three prominent core political values in the American

context, which are relevant to support for redistribution, namely “belief in equality of

20



opportunity, support for economic individualism, and support for the free enterprise

system” (pg. 419). These core values are manifested in specific beliefs when an indi-

vidual applies the value to an issue or object of interest. For example, one of the core

values articulated by Feldman, equality of opportunity, may potentially translate into

a belief that public education spending will increase equality of opportunity. These

beliefs “are the result of interactions between brain, body, and world” (Druckman

and Lupia, 2000, pg. 5). Individuals will use their core values, and observing the

world around them, form causal theories, or “probability distributions” about how

those core values actually function in the real world. As Sen (2000) noted, “People’s

attitudes towards, or reactions to, actual income distributions can be significantly

influenced by the correspondence–or the lack thereof–between (1) their ideas of what

is normatively tolerable, and (2) what they actually see in the society around them.”

(pg. 60).

These values and norms are developed through the combination of both genetic

factors and acculturation processes through an individual’s formative years. An

abundant literature in American politics examines the influence of norms an in-

dividuals holds on inequality or values/beliefs on preferences for welfare spending

(Feldman and Steenbergen, 2001; McClosky and Zaller, 1984; Feldman and Zaller,

1992). In these value–based arguments, preferences for redistribution are attributed

to beliefs on the cause of poverty (bad-luck vs. laziness). Many of these arguments

have been developed in laboratory settings by behavioral social scientists examin-

ing how individual’s behaviors depart from standard expectations of the rational

actor model. A series of international experiments based on the ultimatum game

by Henrich et al. (2001), for example, has been used to establish the prevalence of

wide cross–national differences in norms of fairness. Cross–national differences in

norms and fairness have also been more directly tied to preferences for redistribution

through survey research by Fong (2001), and Guiso et al. (2006).
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While recognizing that preferences must derive from some normative conception

of how the world works and the values an individual holds, in this study I focus

primarily on evaluations, preferences and strategies, for three reasons.

First, explanations that focus on values and beliefs simply push back the level

of analysis another level: why are there different distributions of norms towards in-

equality in different countries in the first place? The threat exists for the researcher

observing differences in cross–national beliefs and norms of fairness to trace these

differences back to the black box of “culture”, potentially explaining everything and

nothing at the same time. For example, Guiso et al. (2006) find strong differences

in support for redistribution in the United States depending on one’s religion or na-

tional origin – arguing that such differences arise from acculturation effects in certain

religious groups or national backgrounds. But simply attributing these differences in

preferences to culture begs the question why individuals from different backgrounds

tend to have such varied attitudes toward redistribution. In the end, the challenge

for social scientists is to unpack the catch–all category of “culture” by replacing the

names of cultural identifiers (for instance, blanket findings concerning the nature of

beliefs held by “Americans” as opposed to “Europeans”) with variables, in a man-

ner similar to that argued by Przeworski and Teune (1970) applied to comparative

politics.

Second, core values are not national–level (or even societal–group) cultural at-

tributes in the first place. Partisanship in the United States (Goren, 2005) and

Israel (Barnea and Schwartz, 1998), for example, has been shown to be related to

individual–level core value differences. Numerous studies have also begun to link

individual personality traits, especially involving the “Big Five” (Digman, 1990)

personality traits, to partisanship (Caprara et al., 2006; Gerber et al., 2010). In

addition, at least core-value differences may be genetic (Settle et al., 2009), which

are difficult to translate to cross-national differences in core–values and preferences
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for redistribution.

Finally, in practical terms, it is extremely difficult to empirically distinguish be-

tween core values and preferences using public opinion data. What some authors

refer to as a value in survey data, may actually be reflecting an attitude or pref-

erence. For example, Fong (2001) links together survey questions on beliefs on the

cause of poverty (for example, laziness) to another survey response on preferences

for redistribution. However, the survey response on what an individual perceives to

be the cause of poverty, which she treats as a value (that precedes the preference,

according to Druckman and Lupia above), could also potentially be a reflection of a

preference the individual holds. The individual who feels that poverty is a result of

laziness (as opposed to bad luck) could be engaging in a form of motivated reasoning,

in which they give survey responses which uphold the preferences that they hold. It

is nearly impossible to infer causality using subjective survey data to predict other

subjective survey data.

2.3.2 Evaluations and Preferences

Beliefs shape the evaluations that individuals make. An evaluation is a normative

judgment on a specific attribute of an object, and is quite similar to the social psy-

chology concept of attitudes. For the issue of redistribution, an individual may have

a variety of different evaluations of different attributes of inequality. For instance, a

wealthy individual may have a negative evaluation of redistribution based on how it

affects her pocketbook. That same individual may, however, have other, potentially

positive, evaluations on other attributes of redistribution, such as how redistribution

affects coethnics, how redistribution may serve as an insurance mechanism for them-

selves, or even more abstract notions such as how they feel redistribution may affect

factors such as economic growth or crime rates. Therefore, for the single issue of

redistribution of income, an individual may have a myriad of different evaluations,
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some of which are positive and others negative.

A preference is a “comparative evaluation of (i.e. ranking over) a set of objects”

(Druckman and Lupia, 2000, pg.2). This definition corresponds with the commonly

used definition in economics, and carries with it the assumptions of rational choice

theory: namely complete information, transitivity and completeness of preferences.

A preference for government–led redistribution may, therefore, be a comparison over

a variety of different alternatives. An individual responding to a survey question

on government–led redistribution may be in favor of a reduction in inequality, but

prefer that the government not be responsible. Alternatively, they may simply prefer

that inequality remain at the current level. This comparative evaluation is based on

what Chong and Druckman (2007) refer to as the “conventional expectancy” model.

Individuals weigh their different evaluations, and in the end make a decision on

whether or not they support redistribution. Based on the importance with which

they weight their different evaluations of redistribution, an individual will arrive at

a total preference for or against the issue.

In order for an individual to develop a concrete preference, including a complete

ranking over all potential objects of consideration, they need access to large amounts

of information and the cognitive ability to process that information - this is a process

similar to what Druckman and Lupia (2000) refer to as the “memory–based” model

of preference formation. In this model, individuals retrieve all of the information

they have absorbed relating to the object of interest to form their final preference.

Druckman and Lupia note that this model “assumes that people engage in an enor-

mous amount of computation.” (pg. 9). Such assumptions may be particularly

heroic for survey response items in which individuals give quick responses to items

for which they may have given only brief thought in the past. As a result, there has

been significant doubt that individuals even hold preferences, as different question

wording, responses over time and the usage of different frames in survey question
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can cause wildly different responses.

In American politics, a lively debate has played out over whether the instability

of individual survey responses arises from measurement error, or whether individu-

als even hold meaningful political attitudes in the first place.2 The latter argument

traces its roots back to Converse (1964), who in his seminal paper argued that large

proportions of the American population do not hold any sort of political opinions.

Instead, what is being captured in public opinion surveys are the more–or–less ran-

dom responses by individuals responding to interviewer questions. Converse (1970)

extended the argument further by dividing the population into two categories, those

holding stable attitudes, and those with“non-attitudes.” People with non-attitudes

either offered random responses or none at all and represented about two-thirds of

the total population. Such a pessimistic view of public opinion has been further

argued in a number of studies (Zaller, 1992; Bartels, 2003).

While there have been some notable challenges to these assessments of public

opinion and preferences as found in survey data,3 comparative research on prefer-

ences for redistribution has generally ignored this debate and simply taken survey

responses at face value. However, the implications of this debate for the literature

on preferences for redistribution are serious, as many researchers have assumed that

public opinion drive political behavior (vote choice), and in the end drive the out-

come of redistributive social spending. Unfortunately, the stability of preferences

for redistribution has received scant attention in comparative politics. Most studies

simply assume that the response to a survey question reflects the “true” preferences

of the respondent.

2 A good summary of these debates can be found in Feldman (1989), who also finds empirical
support for both the measurement–error and “non–attitude” positions

3 Two prominent arguments in favor of “stable” preferences and public opinion can be found in
the measurement error approach of Achen (1975) and the aggregation of survey items approach of
Ansolabehere et al. (2008)
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Obviously, the real world is more complex and public opinion research more

murky than has been assumed. This raises the question of how attitudes can be

distinguished from preferences. Bartels (2003) argued that what most researchers

commonly assume are preferences in surveys, are simply attitudes (or to parallel

the framework used above, evaluations) - a point that seems especially relevant to

the comparative literature on preferences for redistribution. For many (if not most)

individuals, survey response items may simply be capturing whatever evaluations of

the object is most salient to them at that particular moment. These “top of the

head” judgments, as Bartels notes, will be highly susceptible to question wording

and framing effects. Therefore, distinguishing between evaluations and preferences

involves a close examination of the stability of question response items within and

across different surveys. When responses become more immune to different question

wording and frames, then it can be assumed that those responses more closely ap-

proximate an actual preference. In contrast, a top of the head judgment is unlikely

to withstand different question wordings or even be repeated in a follow up survey.

2.4 Linking Political Context and Preference Formation: Relative De-
privation and Mobilization

The primary role of context lies in shifting the relative evaluations that an individual

has made. Contextual effects are ones in which the manner in which information is

presented changes the preferences that an individual has formed. This can be done

by increasing the salience of a particular evaluation, prompting a new reference

group and potentially changing the preference an individual holds for or against

redistribution. When politicians have greater incentives to link with the electorate

over the issues of inequality and the redistribution of income, they will have a greater

incentive to mobilize the public around those issues. Through the mechanism of

relative deprivation, they can attempt to make certain evaluations more prominent
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in an attempt to shift preferences in a manner that could potentially be electorally

beneficial.

People, as social creatures, naturally perform a variety of comparisons with those

around them, and individual’s satisfaction with their own economic status is de-

termined in no small part by comparisons with others. While an individual with

an income of $10,000 may feel relatively satisfied with their income in a relatively

poor country, this exact same amount will likely be deemed insufficient in a wealthy

country such as the United States. The famous quote of Marx at the beginning

of this chapter further emphasizes the relative nature of income satisfaction. It is

an easy step from Marx’s notion of relative happiness to what has been called the

“hedonistic treadmill,” in which ever growing expectations are perpetually just out

of reach, leading to nearly continuous dissatisfaction as those expectations fail to be

met. The most well-known empirical example of relative income satisfaction is found

in what has become termed “The Easterlin Paradox” (Easterlin, 1974), which noted

that individual happiness was predicted by income within, but not across countries

(either in space or over time). This surprising result is potentially explained through

relative deprivation: happiness is considered to be a relative concept developed only

in comparison to one’s neighbors, not due to some absolute level of well-being. Al-

though some recent studies have noted that absolute incomes do appear to make a

difference in happiness in cross-national comparisons (Stevenson and Wolfers, 2008),

relative income remains an important determinant of one’s subjective wellbeing.

How individuals view inequality, however, is much more complex than Marx’s

simple little-house big-house analogy. In reality, everyone possesses a different level

of wealth, which may or may not be satisfactory depending on an individual’s ex-

pectations. While Marx assumed that comparisons (and therefore expectations) are

formed in relation to one’s most proximate neighbors, this may not always be the

case. It could be, for example, that in a heavily stratified society with limited social
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mobility, individuals living in “huts” will be very unlikely to compare themselves

with the manses of their neighbors – content instead with the more limited station

of those with whom they are most similar. This leads to a central contention in

this chapter: the groups individuals compare their own economic status with will

be formed in the social context within which they live. In other words, individuals

generally do not independently arrive at social comparisons absent influence and in-

put from those with whom they interact – or to put it more bluntly, individuals are

usually prompted or encouraged to compare their status with certain groups.

2.4.1 Relative Deprivation and Subjective Income

Individual income is connected to concern with inequality through the psycholog-

ical mechanism of relative deprivation, in which individuals judge their own out-

comes relative to those with whom they compare themselves. The degree to which

an individual experiences relative deprivation then depends on the group on which

comparisons are being made. According to relative deprivation theory, whether an

individual feels that their social position is unfair depends on what expectations they

have for themselves – if they perceive that their outcomes fail to match what they

expect, they experience “relative deprivation.” However, individual expectations are

not shaped in a vacuum, but are developed through social comparisons between one-

self and others in their environment – that is, the expectations of an individual are

based on the reference group with which an individual compares themselves. This

evaluation of one’s outcomes as compared to one’s reference group can potentially

shift attitudes toward inequality and preferences for redistribution from what might

be expected if only examining objective variables.

One of the first academic examinations of relative deprivation came from the

landmark study “The American Soldier” by sociologist Samuel Stouffer which was

built on surveys of nearly half a million U.S. soldiers from World War II (Stouffer
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et al., 1949). Stouffer and his colleagues noticed that many differences in feelings of

injustice among soldiers were often counterintuitive, but could be explained through

reference groups. For example, examining the role of differing deferment rates among

drafted soldiers, they noted:

A further element must have been important psychologically to those

married men who were drafted. The very fact that draft boards were more

liberal with married than with single men provided numerous examples

to the drafted married man of others in his shoes who got relatively better

breaks than he did.... Hence, the married man, on the average, was more

likely to come into the army with reluctance and, possibly, a sense of

injustice (pg. 125).

Stouffer also noted that African American soldiers stationed in the South were para-

doxically more satisfied with their position in the military than those that were

stationed in the North, despite facing greater discrimination and tougher conditions.

Stouffer and his colleagues reasoned that this was due to African American soldiers

in the different locations comparing themselves with local African Americans. In

the South, where African Americans had a very low status, members of the armed

forces were comparatively better off, leading to greater satisfaction in the military.

However, local Blacks in the North were much better off compared to their Southern

counterparts. As a result, African American soldiers stationed in the North had less

of a status advantage over the local population, leading to a greater potential for

feelings of relative deprivation and injustice.

The findings of relative deprivation theory can even be seen as underlying some

of the prominent theories of redistribution. In studies which assume inequality drives

redistribution, as in the Meltzer–Richard model, poorer individuals support the re-

distribution of income because they realize that they are comparatively worse off
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than their fellow citizens, and can benefit economically from redistribution (Meltzer

and Richard, 1981). It has even been suggested that the gini coefficient, arguably

the most commonly used index of inequality, is an appropriate measure of relative

deprivation (Yitzhaki, 1979). Of course, such a measure assumes a particular refer-

ence group (ie. the entire country, or population under consideration) which may or

may not match up with the reference groups actually employed by individuals.

2.4.2 Relative Deprivation, Happiness, and Support for Redistribution

One of the assumptions underlying many of the following theories and chapters of

this dissertation is that feelings of relative deprivation directly influence support for

redistribution. This suggests that feelings of relative deprivation will likely parallel

support for redistribution. It is therefore useful to see whether the two are connected

together.

It is difficult to find direct measures of relative deprivation found in cross-national

data sets of public opinion. For many surveys, the closest approximation of relative

deprivation can be found in subjective evaluations of wellbeing and happiness. Hap-

piness is not a perfect measure of perceptions of the fairness of the income distribution

or one’s economic standing, but it is a close tracer of it.

One survey carried out in China, the China Household Income Project (CHIP),

contains questions that help to link relative deprivation with happiness and support

for redistribution. This survey is also used in greater detail in Chapter 5, and is

described more completely in that chapter, as well as in the Appendix. This survey

consisted of three different questionnaires given to rural, urban and migrant house-

holds. The measure of happiness comes from a common question from each of the

three surveys, which asks individuals the question “Generally speaking, do you feel

happy?” In the rural household survey, in addition to the question on happiness,

respondents were asked whether they were satisfied with their income. Satisfaction
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Table 2.1: Correlation Between Happiness and other attitudes

Dist. Unfair Satisfied Income
Happiness -0.23 0.40

N 6307 8506

(or dissatisfaction) with one’s income can be seen as a direct tracer of feelings of

relative deprivation. In the Urban household survey, respondents were also asked to

rate whether they felt the distribution of income in the country was just or not –

which should also tap feelings of relative deprivation and a desire for redistribution.

The correlation between these three related questions on inequality and happiness

are shown in Table 2.1.

Happiness correlates the strongest with satisfaction with one’s income, at a fairly

strong correlation of 0.4. Perception that the distribution of income is unfair neg-

atively correlates with happiness, although at a less strong level. The survey also

follows up on those individuals who said they were unhappy to discover why they

felt unhappy. These responses are shown in Table 2.2, as well as the percentage of

respondents in each survey who say they are either “not very happy” or “not happy

at all.” For each of the surveys, over half of unhappy respondents said that they

were unhappy because they felt their income was not high enough, which is a direct

indication of feelings of relative deprivation. This further suggests that the happiness

measure used tracks feelings of relative deprivation due to the perceived inadequacy

of their family income. Although other factors clearly influence happiness, for most

respondents unhappiness is primarily caused by feelings of relative deprivation.

There has also been a long line of research that has linked concepts of relative

deprivation with happiness. This concept is at the core of the ‘Easterlin Paradox’

in which economic growth does not necessarily translate into a substantive improve-

ment in happiness (Easterlin, 1974). The strength of relative comparisons in happi-

ness has been seen in many more recent studies (Diener and Biswas-Diener, 2002).
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Table 2.2: Share of Unhappy Respondents and Why They are Unhappy

Rural Migrant Urban Total
Percent Unhappy 9.04 11.22 12.45 10.58
Low Income 63.55 63.90 52.33 58.54
Instability 4.98 16.05 11.61 9.78
Poor Health 12.52 3.72 6.74 8.47
Family Problems 5.10 3.44 2.80 3.79
Personal Reasons 4.98 2.87 2.07 3.32
Other 8.87 10.03 24.46 16.10

More recently, Brockmann et al. (2009) noted that despite the economic growth and

improvement in living standards in China, there has been a dramatic fall in average

happiness in China. They attribute this fall in happiness to the growth of feelings of

relative deprivation due to increasing economic gaps in the country. One explanation

for this paradox is that individuals are performing comparisons with those around

them – in spite of a higher income, if inequality is relatively constant, then happiness

will likely not increase as well (Clark et al., 2008).

In cross-national comparisons, the connection between happiness and support for

redistribution becomes even more apparent. Looking at data from the 2008 wave of

the European Social Survey (ESS), and comparing aggregate country means of life

satisfaction and support for redistribution, a rather striking pattern emerges where

those countries which are the happiest have the most opposition to redistribution.4

As shown in Figure 2.3, this strong negative correlation of -0.61 indicates a strong

association between happiness and support for redistribution. Denmark, which is on

average the happiest country in Europe, also exhibits the greatest average opposi-

tion to redistribution. This further suggests that happiness (as a proxy for relative

deprivation) is a proximate factor in the expansion of preferences for redistribution.

4 Question wording for Happiness and Support for Redistribution are included in Appendix A.
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Figure 2.3: Happiness and Support for Redistribution

2.4.3 Issues with Relative Deprivation Theory

In political science, the use of relative deprivation has not been without controversy.

The most prominent application of the theory is found in the social movement lit-

erature in works such as Gurr (1970), but has been nearly completely absent in the

study of preferences for redistribution. Despite this initial use of relative deprivation

theory to explain social movements, its use as an explanation fell into disfavor by

the 1980s. There were three primary complaints against relative deprivation theory,

as it had been used in the 1970s, and which bear on some of the issues I find with

the literature on preferences for redistribution.

First, many of the complaints against relative deprivation theory as applied to

social movements stemmed from the lack of empirical support for it in explanations

for individual involvement in protest action. For instance, McPhail (1971) argued
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that evidence for relative deprivation theory is almost nonexistent. While admitting

that an underlying grievance may lurk behind social movements, McPhail found that

resource explanations, such as large groups of people with free time and concentrated

in space are necessary to translate those grievances into action. It is notable that a

similar complaint has also been levied against the predictions of the Meltzer–Richard

model, which cross–nationally is empirically wrong (Kenworthy and McCall, 2008),

as countries that have the greatest levels of inequality exhibit the lowest levels of

redistributive spending.

In addition to empirical concerns with relative deprivation theory (as applied to

social movements), Gurney and Tierney (1982) summarized many of the other con-

ceptual concerns with the theory of relative deprivation as it was applied to social

movements in the 1970s. Gurney and Tierney perceived that the link between the

psychological phenomenon of relative deprivation to participation in a social move-

ment was lacking. It could be that individuals who feel relatively deprived choose

any of a wide variety of other options to deal with their psychological frustration –

and those options may not be through public protest. Similarly with the literature

on attitudes towards inequality, even if an individual has a clear preference for redis-

tribution, there is no guarantee that that individual will use that preference in the

voting booth – an often implicit assumption which may not be empirically valid.

A final concern highlighted by Gurney and Tierney relates to the development of

preferences for redistribution. They noted that the direction of a causal link – treat-

ing relative deprivation as antecedent to collective action – could instead be turned

around. That is, it could be that some form of collective mobilization was neces-

sary in order for individuals to begin to experience relative deprivation. Individual

psychological mechanisms are not formed independently – something that is often

assumed by theories linking inequality to preferences for redistribution. Gurney and

Tierney highlight these concerns, arguing that:
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To state that RD [relative deprivation] arises when people perceive that

their expectations are not being met and that those expectations may be

based upon past experiences, future hopes, or the experiences of another

group is merely description, not explanation. The more interesting and

yet relatively untouched questions center on the collectivization of RD;

i.e., how the perception of RD comes to serve as a motivating force for a

substantial portion of a population; how individuals who feel RD come to

see their situation as requiring a collective solution; and what proportion

of a population, or how many people must experience RD before the

emergence a SM [social movement] becomes likely. (pg. 38).

In other words, mobilization may play an important role in the “collectivization”

of relative deprivation. The implication is that an individual does not simply choose

their reference group at random – rather, it may be influenced particularly by the

machinations of relevant political actors, or otherwise shaped by other contextual

factors that may assist the collectivization of relative deprivation. What then needs

to be examined is the process by which an individual chooses a particular reference

group and the role of politics in developing reference groups. This last insight and

concern with relative deprivation is one central to this dissertation.

Unlike previous applications of relative deprivation (or reference group theory), in

order for it to be properly employed as an explanatory factor it becomes necessary to

predict when and under what conditions certain reference groups become more likely.

On this point, I agree with Rueschemeyer (2003, pg. 328) who referred to relative

deprivation as a mechanism rather than a fully developed theory, stating “reference

group theory instills a good sense of explanation but it is not able to predict. The

reason is clear: it does not specify sufficiently what is ‘referred’ to, by whom, and

under which conditions. It represents a causal hypothesis, but one whose conditions
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are insufficiently specified.” In order to more accurately understand the role that

reference groups play in shaping and forming relative deprivation, it is necessary to

develop a theory that predicts when certain reference groups will be used to frame

relative deprivation. In the following section, I discuss how political competition

can potentially shift reference groups, resulting in different evaluations of one’s so-

cioeconomic status, and as a result different distributions of relative deprivation and

support for redistribution.

2.5 Political Competition and Preferences for Redistribution

In a world where public opinion is at least partially constructed by political elites,

democratic competition presents unique opportunities and challenges for political

parties. Parties cannot win elections by simply ascertaining the preferences of the

median voter – instead, they need to actively manipulate public opinion, and mobilize

the population in an effort to drum up increased political support. Political theorists

have referred to this as a “mobilization” concept of representation and democracy

(Disch, 2011) in which public opinion is also informed by the very politicians who

are elected. This has developed out of a recognition of “endogenous preferences”

(Gerber and Jackson, 1993), which specifies that preferences are not exogenous to

political competition, but can indeed be shaped by it. This model of democracy

differs sharply from that of traditional democratic theorists, but recognizes the key

role that politicians play in providing information about issues, shaping the debate

through powers such as agenda control, and the use of frames to shift public opinion

in potentially electorally advantageous fashions.

Political competition has been shown to shift public opinion in a variety of differ-

ent ways. For example Eifert et al. (2010) find that respondents in African countries

are more likely to self–identify in terms of their ethnic (as opposed to national) iden-

tity in the time period around an election. The strong mobilizing mechanisms of
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parties (often along ethnic lines) makes increased ethnic identification beneficial for

both the populace and political parties. Elites have also shifted public opinion in

developed countries through the use of particular frames. Page and Shapiro (1992)

term such actions as “manipulation” by political elites, distinguishing between infor-

mation which is designed to “educate” and that which is intended to actually shift

preferences by misleading the public (pgs. 355–356). Page and Shapiro find evidence

of manipulation in the United States on a variety of issues, such as inflation, for-

eign policy and social spending. Other frames have been used in the United States

concerning nuclear power (Gamson and Modigliani, 1989) and the racialization of so-

cial spending (Gilens, 1999; Neubeck and Cazenave, 2001; Quadagno, 1994; Winter,

2008).

Political elites can then be seen as “issue leaders,” who seek to shape public

opinion in an advantageous manner. Applied to the issue of redistribution, political

elites can play a key role in influencing the electorate to think about particular

attributes of redistributive social spending. This concept underlies Riker’s notion of

heresthetics, in which enterprising politicians will find ways to move public opinion

to generate electoral support for their policies (Riker, 1986). For example, politicians

may have incentives to emphasize racial or ethnic identities relevant to redistribution,

as has happened in the United States. Alternatively, parties may prefer to emphasize

other aspects of redistribution, such as the pocketbook.

There are two ways through which frames can affect political preferences. First,

frames may suggest to individuals new dimensions of the object not previously con-

sidered. If elites can successfully use a frame to tie redistribution to an attribute of

redistribution that had not been considered by a citizen, they may potentially be able

to change the preferences held by that citizen. Second, frames may shift the weights

that individuals assign to the different evaluations they have made. As Zaller (1992)

argued, “When elites uphold a clear picture of what should be done, the public tends
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to see events from that point of view, with the most politically attentive members

of the public most likely to adopt the elite position. When elites divide, members

of the public tend to follow the elites sharing their general ideological or partisan

predisposition...” (pg. 8–9). How an individual views inequality will therefore be

strongly influenced by the nature of elite discourse on the issue, with politically in-

formed individuals tending to adopt the positions of those elites with whom they

identify.

In considering how individuals interpret frames, I draw from Nelson and Ox-

ley (1999), who discuss how certain frames adjust the weights individuals assign to

different considerations of issues in what Chong and Druckman (2007) term the “con-

ventional expectancy model of an individual’s attitude.” According to this model,

an individual may have a variety of different beliefs around each political issue which

all have the ability to affect how individuals view that issue and the formation of

preferences for or against that issue. For the issues of economic inequality and the

need for a government role for redistribution, an individual may consider how re-

distribution affects their ethnic standing, how redistribution will affect their own

pocketbook, and the role excessive inequality may have on crime rates or inequality

of opportunity. In the end, whether or not an individual supports redistribution will

depend on the cumulative sum of the weights they ascribe to the different dimensions

of redistribution. The weights that individuals will assign to the different dimensions

of redistribution will not always be constant, and can potentially be influenced by

their contextual environment. Political elites, for example, may engage in strate-

gic attempts to shift the weights that individuals assign to the different aspects of

government spending (Sniderman and Theriault, 2004).

Less understood, however, is the question of when elites will have incentives to use

a particular frame. There are myriad potential ways to frame an issue. For example,

in an ethnically divided country, it may be advantageous to emphasize ethnic aspects
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of redistribution – a topic covered in Chapter six. Alternatively, partisan leaders may

wish to emphasize how redistribution can be costly to certain groups or individuals

(perhaps even linking wealthy groups to working class voters personally by referring

to the wealthy as “job creators”). Some leaders may not even want to emphasize the

issue of redistribution at all, and leave it completely untouched. In order for political

elites to choose to adopt certain frames, the costs of choosing that particular frame

must be outweighed by the potential benefits that may come from it.

This point is a critical one – although the notion of endogenous preferences recog-

nizes that public opinion is malleable, it does not mean that political elites can sway

public opinion in whichever way suits them best. There are certain frames that are

more likely to be successful (in terms of producing an electoral benefit) than others.

In doing so, a public official may face certain costs as frames that may be beneficial

for some segments of the population may be less attractive for other segments. For

example, a politician seeking to move public opinion in opposition to redistribution

in the United States may attempt to use an ethnic appeal to poor whites that could

hurt her standing among wealthy citizens who may find such frames distasteful.

Therefore, politicians are constrained in the frames and appeals that they may use.

Moreover, politicians do not want to expend energy using and developing costly

frames (that could potentially alienate certain groups of citizens) if it is not necessary

to do so. For example, if voters respond more to alternative forms of appeals other

than those based on policy programs, the political elites have very little incentive to

invest in framing an issue of redistribution. Politicians may also find it easier to shift

political competition onto another dimension (such as social issues, international

relations or environmental issues) rather than competing over the issues of economic

inequality and the government’s role in the redistribution of income.

When individuals arrive at a preference for the variety of different evaluations they

may have made over redistribution, they will assign different weights according to the
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salience or importance of that particular evaluation. For example, a migrant who has

recently moved to the city from the countryside may feel fairly well off compared to

those in their hometown - but poor compared to established urban residents. Elites

on the left will have clear electoral reasons to encourage these migrants to compare

themselves primarily to wealthier urban residents (in the United States context, this

has been pejoratively termed “class warfare”). If elites can use a successful frame,

they will potentially be able to shift the reference group with which an individual

compares themselves - and as a result, support for redistribution.

The frames used by elites need not necessarily fully match objective reality, but

they must be realistic enough in order to be accepted by the public. Consider the

poor Americans Bartels (2005) noted in his article “Homer gets a tax cut,” who

shortsightedly approved of the Bush tax cuts in 2001 despite most gains going to the

wealthy. While Bartels tends to blame the public themselves “because they largely

failed to connect inequality and public policy” (pg. 16), this failure may have also

arisen through the successful frames by the right.

If political elites can shift public opinion, when will they choose particular frames,

and how successfully will these frames shape preferences for redistribution? First,

elites will only attempt to use frames that are potentially persuasive to citizens. In

order for a particular frame to be successfully received by an individual, it needs

to speak to the beliefs held by the citizens they wish to sway (Brewer, 2001). Put

another way, public opinion is not perfectly malleable by political elites; rather, elites

must carefully consider the beliefs of the electorate when crafting their appeals. Con-

sider for example, an ethnic frame, in which politicians attempt to link redistributive

spending to a particular ethnic group that may disproportionately benefit from such

social spending. This frame will tend to be more successful if between–group inequal-

ities are high (Baldwin and Huber, 2010), or inter–ethnic tensions have historically

been quite high (for example, a history of slavery in the United States). Similarly, it
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will likely be easier for the left to mobilize the poor if they are concentrated in close

proximity with the rich in cities rather than dispersed in the countryside. In short,

although political elites may have considerable ability to shape public opinion, there

are limits to that ability.

Second, party elites may attempt to use multiple frames to appeal to different

segments of the electorate, but face tradeoffs when they do so. The challenge for po-

litical elites is to gain as much electoral support as possible through the inventive use

of frames. For example, a right–wing political party may wish to appeal to wealthy

voters by using frames illustrating how redistribution affects their pocketbook, but

also wish to appeal to poorer citizens of a dominant ethnic group through the use

of ethnic frames. The risks for the right–wing political party is that the differing

usage of frames will weaken electoral coalitions. The wealthy voter may find the

ethnically–based appeals to be distasteful, whereas poorer voters may discover that

redistribution helps their economic status. In short, parties cannot be “all things to

all people.” Instead, they must choose an appropriate number of frames which will

maximize their electoral support.

Relatedly, the use of any frames may also have electoral consequences depending

on the nature of mass–elite linkages in a given country. Political competition in

democracies is not always over policy, as in Downs (1957), where citizens choose

the politician with the political platform most similar to their own preferences. In

many countries, democratic competition may, for example, be clientelistic, where

citizens vote for politicians on the basis of narrow, contingent exchanges of votes for

private goods (Kitschelt and Wilkinson, 2007). Clientelistic democratic linkages are

much more prominent in many developing democracies, and there may be reasons

to better trust the concrete particularistic private exchange of electoral support for

goods rather than more abstract and more universal policy agendas.

Politicians will choose the linkage mechanism which will maximize their elec-
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toral return. Given that there are tradeoffs between different linkage mechanisms

(Kitschelt, 2000), politicians will be unlikely to use all linkage mechanisms at a high

level. In some instances, they can maximize their electoral return by using strong

programmatic appeals in favor or against redistribution. However, in many countries

politicians can perform much better electorally through the usage of clientelistic ex-

changes or other linkage mechanisms. In these countries, there is very little incentive

for politicians to expend the resources to employ particular frames on the redistri-

bution issue – as a result, in clientelistic countries, it is expected that preferences for

redistribution will develop with very little input from parties.

In addition, the survey responses of citizens in less programmatic countries will

tend to be more prone to survey effects of question wording. For example, the same

question asked in a different way will be more likely to elicit a different response in

countries where the politics of redistribution is less debated. Since political com-

petition in a country where voters and elites link over redistribution will inherently

involve a greater exchange of information and use of frames over redistribution, indi-

viduals in those countries will tend to have more stable preferences (as exhibited in

survey responses) than those living in less programmatic contexts, a finding discussed

and shown in the next chapter.

In countries which exhibit greater programmatic competition over the redistribu-

tion issue, left–wing parties have very clear incentives to focus on pocketbook frames

with voters. If citizens form preferences for redistribution largely as a function of

their income (i.e., they weigh the pocketbook evaluations higher), and these prefer-

ences inform their vote choice, left–wing parties will tend to be electorally successful

because the poor always outnumber the rich. As a result, right–wing parties have

clear incentives to shift the preferences of the poor by employing alternative frames

relating to redistribution that are targeted to the poor. In the United States, for

instance, the Republican Party has clear electoral incentives to emphasize identity
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frames, especially to poorer white voters. The usage of identity politics to shift pref-

erences for social spending among the poor has been a primary argument explaining

why the United States has less social spending than Western Europe (Alesina and

Glaeser, 2004; Luttmer, 2001), and is examined in greater detail in chapter six.

2.6 Antecedents of Modes of Democratic Accountability and Prefer-
ences

Obviously, there is a complex and two-way relationship between citizens between

preferences and the politicians who attempt to manipulate them – otherwise they

would not be termed “endogenous” preferences. It is certainly the case that politi-

cians will be more likely to pay attention and respond to a citizenry that votes

on the basis of their preferences for redistribution. One potential method around

this problem would be to look instead to the antecedents of modes of democratic ac-

countability, in an effort to abstract away from the potential problems of endogeneity

between preferences and political context. This would involve identifying a model in

which some structural variable induces an equilibrium between the preferences held

by individuals and the linkage strategies as carried out by elites.

This would certainly be a fruitful area for future research. Just as Przeworski

(2004) discussed the endogeneity of institutions and development, so too are pref-

erences and the nature of political competition likely engaged in a self-perpetuating

feedback loop. One possibility is that individuals begin to develop concern for in-

equality and desire greater redistribution as a natural process of industrial devel-

opment and greater economic wellbeing. If there is open democratic competition,

politicians will likely become more attenuated to these concerns as their salience

continues to increase, possibly by beginning to introduce policy programs intended

to appeal to these developing concerns. Once a political party begins to successfully

link with the electorate over policy appeals, the feedback mechanism will kick back
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in. Political rivals will then have incentives to mobilize public opinion in the oppo-

site direction – further strengthening the role of those preferences in shaping political

behavior such as vote choice.

However, instead of explaining why some party systems have a particular dis-

tribution of citizen-politician linkages, a question which is beyond the scope of this

dissertation, I focus on the influence of the citizen-political linkage type on the out-

come of public opinion. In the end, I am less interested in explaining how this

feedback loop begins, although it is certainly an interesting question and an impor-

tant area of ongoing research. This dissertation focuses on the distributions of public

opinion that tend to hang together with certain forms of political competition.

In Chapters four through six I also show how similar factors, such as urbanization

and ethnic heterogeneity, can be interpreted quite differently by the public under

political contexts exhibiting different forms of political competition. I find the nature

of political competition plays an interesting moderating role on public opinion as it

shapes elite preferences and strategies. By testing for contingent contextual effects, I

am able to at least partially abscond away from some of the problems of endogeneity.

For example, in chapters four and five on urbanization, I show that the effect of

urbanization on support for redistribution is at least partially contingent on the

political context in which it occurs. Similarly, in chapter six, I show that the influence

of ethnic identity and heterogeneity on support for redistribution is also contingent

on the nature of political linkages in the country. For these contingent contextual

effects, at least some of the endogeneity problems are mitigated.

2.7 Empirical Methods and Testing

The relatively recent expansion of cross-national public opinion data from around

the world, coupled with expansions in computing power has made it possible to link

together micro and macro in ways that were previously difficult or impossible to
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adequately do previously. In the following chapters, I heavily rely on the use of hier-

archical linear models in which I control for both individual and country-level vari-

ables simultaneously. These models are primarily run following the models outlined

in Gelman and Hill (2007). Generally speaking, I employ fixed effects estimations for

my models. In several models, I employ contingent effects - for example, in Chapter

Three, I argue that the individual influence of income on support for redistribution is

contingent on the political context. In other words, there is an interaction between

the country-level political context and individual-level income. This is calculated

using an interaction term to create a varying slope model, as outlined in (Gelman

and Hill, 2007, p. 283–284).
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3

Political Competition and Support for
Redistribution

While economic inequality is found throughout the world, there is a wide variance

in individual’s acceptance of inequality. As discussed in the previous chapter, polit-

ical elites often have important incentives to link with the electorate over the issue

of redistribution. Instead of passively taking cues from the public, as in Downsian

models of political competition, political elites often decide to make extensive efforts

to shape public opinion in ways that can benefit them electorally: right–wing politi-

cians will attempt to frame the issues of inequality and redistribution in ways that

reduce concern over inequality and support for redistribution, while the left will do

just the opposite. Preferences formed through the framing and often calculated ma-

nipulation of elites have been referred to as “endogenous preferences” (Gerber and

Jackson, 1993; Bowles, 1998), to distinguish from “exogenous” preferences which are

assumed to arise independently. The implications of endogenously formed prefer-

ences seem to be especially applicable to preferences for redistribution, which is one

of the most enduring sources of political competition in many democracies today.

I begin this chapter by discussing how politicians may have differing incentives to
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shift public opinion in different political contexts. In a political context marked by

a high degree of programmatic linkages between the public and politicians, there is

a stronger incentive for the political elites to shape public opinion.

Using this insight, in this chapter I investigate three empirical relationships be-

tween political competition and support for redistribution. First, individual survey

response items relating to inequality and support for redistribution are more likely

to approximate preferences as opposed to evaluations when political competition

over the issue of redistribution is more intense and programmatic. Second, as po-

litical competition over the issue of redistribution increases, aggregate support for

redistribution in survey responses will decline. Finally, in countries with greater

competition over redistribution, individuals are more likely to view redistribution in

terms of how it affects their pocketbook. In other words, personal income becomes

a stronger predictor of support for redistribution when partisan cleavages over the

issue become clearer and sharper. In later chapters, I build on these insights to ex-

amine how urbanization and ethnic heterogeneity interact with political competition

to shift result in differing distributions and levels of support for redistributive social

spending intended to correct for vertical inequality.

3.1 Redistribution and Endogenous Preferences

3.1.1 Programmatic Linkages and Response Stability

An implicit assumption underlying much of the existing literature on preferences

for redistribution is that individual preferences determine voting behavior and are

ultimately translated into an outcome of social spending for redistribution. However,

beginning with the seminal work of Converse (1964), a steady stream of literature has

challenged the notion that individuals hold the kind of stable preferences necessary

to drive voting behavior as is often assumed in democratic theory. Bartels (2003)

argues that survey respondents can often only be considered to have “attitudes,”
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instead of the more stable “preferences.”

These concerns are especially relevant to the literature on comparative public

support for redistribution. If survey responses are unstable or just simply “top of the

head” considerations with very little basis in shaping behavior, then the examination

of those responses becomes inconsequential. Therefore, the stability of preferences

for redistribution forms a critical missing link in the literature linking preferences to

social outcomes.

One contention of this chapter is that the “preferenceness” of survey responses

varies depending on the political context in which they are formed. In a democratic

political context, political elites may have differing incentives to frame and shape

public opinion on the issue of inequality. In some contexts, there may be almost

no incentives to frame the issue – in these situations, survey responses are more

exogenous to the political system, but they are more likely to resemble an attitude

than a preference, and are very unlikely to influence political behavior. The converse

of this is a political system in which elites have strong incentives to frame the issue of

inequality and shift public opinion on the issue in ways that are electorally beneficial.

For individuals living in a more programmatic context, survey responses are more

likely to be stable and more closely resemble preferences.

In order for politicians to be willing to actively work and expend energy framing

the issues of inequality and redistribution, the electorate should potentially respond

to those appeals with a change in their political behavior. That is, the policy ap-

peals of political elites must be potentially matched by actual political action by the

electorate, such as voting. There are many different potential linkage mechanisms

between politicians and citizens, and those linkage mechanisms are often not over

policy. For example, in many countries the contingent exchange of private goods for

votes via established patronage networks, or clientelism, may play a much more im-

portant role in vote choice than policy appeals. In a programmatic political context,
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however, parties provide crisp policy platforms that citizens then vote on. In a politi-

cal environment where policy appeals drive vote choice, survey responses will tend to

more closely resemble preferences, exhibiting greater stability and consistency. This

is the first hypothesis examined and tested in this chapter.

Hypothesis 3.1.1. Responses to related questions in surveys should be more stable

in countries where parties compete more programmatically over the issue of redistri-

bution.

3.1.2 Programmatic Linkages and Aggregate Support for Redistribution

In a context dominated by competition over redistribution by major political parties,

citizens will be inundated with various appeals by politicians and other political elites

in an effort to switch public opinion. Leftist parties will generally seek to increase

support for redistribution while the right works to decrease support. The net effect of

this political competition on individual survey responses, however, should be gener-

ally downward as individuals come to view redistribution as a positional issue rather

than a valence one. While everyone generally agrees that in a moral sense inequality

is undesirable, redistribution to correct inequality may have potential costs that are

less likely to be considered in a political context lacking framing over the issue. In a

non–programmatic setting, therefore, it is more likely that inequality and redistribu-

tion will be considered a valence issue. The movement to programmatic competition

will make the issue more positional, leading to lower support for redistribution.

Moreover, intense partisan competition over the issue of redistribution should

indicate that redistribution is occurring in the country. Countries where the issue

of redistribution is not salient likely have a very limited amount of public funds

dedicated to redistributive social spending. One prominent model of public opinion

is the “thermostat” model, used by Wlezien (1995); Erikson et al. (2002). In this

model, the public can be considered to react to public spending in a manner similar to
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a thermostat. When public spending increases, then support for public spending will,

in aggregate, decrease. When public spending falls, support for it will, in aggregate,

increase.

A related reason why response items to similar survey questions may differ cross-

nationally could be due to an anchor point problem, where respondents view ques-

tions on the need for government intervention in light of the current status quo.

In countries where redistributive social spending is particularly high, a respondent

may decide that further reduction of inequality is unnecessary, and indicate their

disapproval toward it in a survey response. However, they may still feel that some

redistribution is necessary – perhaps if the same exact person were located in a coun-

try with extremely low levels of redistributive social spending they may indicate a

higher support for redistribution. To illustrate this point more concretely, it is useful

to imagine a hypothetical individual who has a preference for a fixed amount of redis-

tribution to occur - perhaps a total amount of social spending of around 30% of GDP.

In a country were social spending is above that amount, this person would indicate

opposition to redistribution, while a resident of a country with less than 30% would

indicate support, even though the preference for redistribution is identical. When

preferences are themselves a function of social policy itself, it is necessary to correct

for this problem of anchor points. For that reason, I also expect lower support for re-

distribution (in survey responses) when political competition over the issue becomes

increasingly programmatic because increased political competition likely is a tracer

of increased amounts of redistributive social spending.

Hypothesis 3.1.2. Support for redistribution should generally decline in countries

with more programmatic political competition over the issue of redistribution.
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3.1.3 Programmatic Linkages, Income and Support for Redistribution

The previous two hypotheses can also help to explain an empirical relationship that

makes little sense otherwise: redistribution tends to be lower in countries with the

highest support for redistribution (as exhibited in public opinion surveys). If public

opinion is somehow related to vote choice, and there is free and fair political com-

petition, those countries where support for redistribution is the highest should have

the greatest amount of redistribution. However, recognizing that survey responses

may be more indicative of top of the head responses rather than true preferences

can potentially explain this incongruity between public opinion and the outcome of

redistribution. Although individuals may be more likely to indicate support for redis-

tribution, those responses may be more “attitude–like” rather than “preference–like”,

and are often very unlikely to influence political behavior.

Knowing the political context in which people reside can increase the importance

of individual attributes, such as income, in shaping preferences. In a country where

there are stronger partisan linkages with the public over the issue of redistribution,

political parties have a strong incentive to link the issue of redistribution with indi-

vidual outcomes. Left-wing parties will have clear incentives to encourage the public

to view the issue of redistribution in terms of how it can influence their pocketbook,

for the simple reason that poor people outnumber rich people. Similarly, wealth-

ier people will be relatively more opposed to redistribution because of the economic

costs they will disproportionately bear. Therefore, I expect income to play a stronger

role in determining support for or against redistribution in countries where there are

greater partisan cleavages over the issue.

Hypothesis 3.1.3. Relative income status will have a greater predictive support for

redistribution for individuals living in more programmatic political contexts.
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3.2 Overview of Support for Redistribution Around the World

Although most empirical examinations of preferences for redistribution have focused

on developed countries, the recent expansion of cross–national polls, especially the

various regional barometer surveys, have begun to provide a global picture on the

topic that was previously never available. In this section, I provide a simple overview

of the data used throughout this dissertation, and a general picture of aggregate

differences in support from across the world.

The data used throughout this and the following chapters comes from several

cross-national data sets in which similar survey items have been rescaled or recoded

to a common coding scheme to allow cross-survey comparability of responses. The

surveys which I have collected data on include the Afrobarometer (Bratton et al.,

2009), Arabbarometer (Tessler et al., 2007), AsianBarometer (Hu and Chu, 2008),

European Social Survey (ESS) (ESS, 2008), the International Social Survey Pro-

gramme (ISSP) (ISSP, 2006), Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP)

(LAPOP, 2008), Latinobarómetro (Latinobarometro, 2009), and the World Value

Surveys (WVS, 2009). Generally speaking, I restrict the analysis to a single cross-

section of data collected between the years of 2006 and 2008. This is largely due to

data constraints - most developing countries have only recently begun to be included

in cross-national public opinion data research, which limits the ability to look at

trends over time. The exception to this is the Latinobarómetro surveys, which have

some comparable measures going back into the mid 1990s for many Latin American

countries.1

Obviously, there are numerous difficulties involved when attempting to compare

cross-national public opinion data that has been gathered and collected in this man-

1 Unfortunately, the Latinobarómetro surveys generally do not include a direct question investi-
gating individual attitudes toward redistribution, so I use alternative, related questions on attitudes
towards inequality when I am using this data set.
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Table 3.1: Variable Availability by Survey

Survey ISSP LAPOP Afro WVS ESS Latino Asian Arab

Redist Support X X X . X . Y X
Distfair . . . . . X . .
Equality . . . X . . . .
Yrs of Educ X X X X X X Y X
Pol. Interest X Y X X X X X X
Age X X X X X X X X
Female X X X X X X X X
Married X Y . X Y X X X
Unemployed X X X Y X X Y X
Relig. Active X X . Y X . Y .
Urban Y Y X X X X X .
Voted Y Y X . X . Y .
Party ID Y Y . X X . . .
Prosvote Y . X . . X . .
Partyvote Y Y . Y X . . .
Rel. Inc. X X X Y X . X X
Ethnicity Y X X Y X . . .

Years 2006 2008 2008
Wave 4:

2008
3 waves: 1997,

2008 2007
2005-2008 2002 & 2007

X=Available for all Countries; Y=Only Available in Some Countries

ner. Question ordering effects, translations and different wordings can potentially

have a large influence on survey responses. As a result, throughout this and the

following chapters, I analyze data from the individual surveys separately. However,

because the theoretical and empirical gains involved in cross regional comparisons,

I also run many analyses jointly (with the caveat that there may be some issues of

survey comparability between different data sets).

The dependent variable most commonly used in this and subsequent chapters is

support for government led redistribution to reduce economic gaps between the rich

and poor. The exact wording of this question varies by survey, but must include

both a desire for gaps between rich and poor to be minimized through government

action. A version of this question is asked in most of the surveys I use, namely the
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ISSP, LAPOP, Afrobarometer, ESS, Asianbarometer and Arabbarometer surveys2.

This question is not without some important drawbacks. First, because it combines

concern over inequality with a government role in redistribution, it is difficult to

determine whether an individual answering in the negative is not concerned about

inequality, or simply feels it is outside the purview of appropriate government action.

Second, the question fails to include any costs or drawbacks that could be associated

with redistribution. With inequality generally being seen as “bad,” this may bias

responses in favor of redistribution upward compared to a question that imposes

costs or constraints, such as slowing economic growth or incurring budget deficits.

Through these six surveys, I am able to construct average scores of support for

redistribution for 93 different countries around the world in a variety of different

economic and political contexts – which represents the broadest available analysis of

support for redistribution yet conducted. The country coverage for these surveys is

shown in Table 3.2.3

In addition to the redistribution support variable asked in the six surveys covered

in Table 3.2, I also use two other dependent variables measuring attitudes towards

inequality from the World Values Survey (WVS) and the Latinobarómetro. The

question from the WVS, simply asks the respondent to choose between whether

they feel incomes should be made more equal, or if income differences are necessary

to reward individual effort. This question only taps a desire for economic equality,

without specifying whether the government should or should not play a role in making

incomes more equal. Some individuals may be opposed to inequality, but feel that it

2 Of these six surveys, the questions for the Afrobarometer and Arabbarometer are the most
dissimilar from the other four. The questions for the Afrobarometer and Arabbarometer ask a
retrospective question, in which the respondent evaluates whether the government has done enough
to reduce gaps between the rich and the poor. In contrast, the other surveys ask a prospective
question: should the government do more to reduce income gaps between the rich and poor.

3 Income in the Afrobarometer is calculated using an entirely different scale from the other surveys,
and uses an additive index of resource scarcity that is used in Baldwin and Huber (2010). This
index is described in Appendix A.
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is better managed through the private sector via charity. From the Latinobarómetro,

I use a question that asks whether the respondent feels that the existing distribution

of income is fair or not – a question asked in the 1997, 2002, and 2007 waves of the

survey. While this question only gets at the fairness of income (and not whether it

should be corrected by the government or otherwise), I analyze responses to it in

this chapter because it allows for some analysis of trends over time.

In addition to the primary dependent variables of support for redistribution, I also

harmonized several independent variables across the different surveys, the availability

of which is also shown in Table 3.1. These include several demographic variables,

including age, gender, marital status (married or not), urban (living in a city or

not), and ethnicity.4 Other individual control variables include interest in politics,

employment status (employed or not), years of education, religiosity (whether the

respondent regularly attends religious services or not), whether they voted in the

most recent election, and the respondent’s relative household income (given as the

share of the mean income of respondents in the survey). In addition to these variables,

I also include three different potential measures of partisanship, which are used solely

in this chapter: partisan attachment or identification, past party vote (in the previous

election), and prospective party vote (either in the near future or in the next election).

A complete description of the question wordings for each of these questions in each

survey is provided in the Appendix.

Not all surveys include all of the independent variables, and in some of the cross-

national surveys some of the countries are missing data on a particular question.

The issue of missing data is most prominent for the World Values Survey, in which

the question on household income was only available in 16 countries. Since house-

hold income forms a critical independent variable in many of the analyses in this

4 Ethnicity is coded according to the classification system proposed by Fearon (2003), which
attempts to include the most relevant ethnic groups as interpreted by the average person residing
in a given country.
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Table 3.2: Country Coverage by Survey

Survey Country, Coverage N

ISSP 2006 Australia, Canada, Chile, Croatia,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominican
Republic, Finland, France, Germany,
Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Ko-
rea, South, Latvia, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Russian Federation, Slovenia,
South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzer-
land, Taiwan, United Kingdom, United
States, Uruguay, Venezuela

33

LAPOP 2008 Argentina, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil,
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana,
Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico,
Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
United States, Uruguay, Venezuela

24

Afrobarometer 2008 Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso,
Cape Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Lesotho,
Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali,
Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Sene-
gal, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

20

ESS 2008 Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Latvia,
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Por-
tugal, Romania, Russian Federation,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, United
Kingdom

29

AsianBarometer 2005-8 China, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea,
Malaysia, Mongolia, Philippines, Sin-
gapore, Taiwan, Thailand, Vietnam

11

ArabBarometer 2006/7 Algeria, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Mo-
rocco, Palestine, Yemen

7

Total 93
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dissertation, it is more problematic to use this survey for many of my analyses.

Missing independent variables also makes analysis of data from the AsianBarometer

and ArabBarometer problematic as well, and these surveys are also often excluded

as a result.

To provide a simple overview of the global distribution of support for redistribu-

tion, Figure 3.1 shows the average level of support for redistribution in each country.

This map combines questions relating to a government role in reducing income in-

equality from the Afrobarometer, ArabBarometer, AsianBarometer, ESS, ISSP, and

LAPOP surveys, between 2005 and 2008.5 These surveys also form the core of my

empirical analyses throughout many of the following chapters. This allows for a

broader examination of support for redistribution throughout the world.

Support for Redistribution
0 - 1.65
1.65 - 2.00
2.00 - 2.15
2.15 - 2.30
2.30 - 2.45
2.45 - 3.00
Missing

Figure 3.1: Support for Redistribution Around the World

As can be seen, there is a fair amount of variance in support for redistribution

around the world. The country with the lowest average support for redistribution

among those included in the surveys is the United States, followed closely by New

Zealand, with scores of about 1.51 (on a scale of 0 to 3). At the other extreme is

5 When a country contains data from two surveys, the mean is shown.
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Paraguay, followed closely by Mongolia and Zambia. In those countries, support for

redistribution is nearly universally high among all segments of the population, with

a score of nearly 2.7.

For several countries there is an important “ceiling” effect that limits the variation

among survey responses. In these countries, support for redistribution is widespread

and almost universal. For example, consider the distribution of responses in Portugal,

shown in a histogram in Figure 3.2. When asked whether they agreed with the

statement “The government should take measures to reduce differences in income

levels.”, over 90% of respondents either agreed strongly or agreed with the statement.

Less than 4% of respondents either disagreed or disagreed strongly. As a result, when

examining public support for redistribution using this question in countries with the

ceiling effect, almost all of the variation in responses is between respondents who

either agree strongly or agree with redistribution. In other countries, there is more

substantial variation in support for redistribution – for example, in Venezuela, as

shown in Figure 3.3 a substantial minority of individuals oppose redistribution, and

there is a larger range of variation that can potentially be explained.

Figures 3.2 and 3.3 show that there is a fairly wide variance in the distribution

of support for redistribution cross nationally. When do we see increased polarization

over the issue, as in Venezuela? When is there near universal convergence in support

for redistribution as in Portugal? In this chapter, I show that the political context

plays a critical role in shaping the distribution of support for redistribution. In

the next section, I develop an empirical measure for partisan divides over the issue

of redistribution, which can serve as a proxy for the level of partisan competition

over the issue. As will be seen, in those countries where there are greater divides

over redistribution, support for redistribution tends to be lower - either due to the

level of redistribution anchor point problem or partisan competition shifting support

downward.
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Figure 3.2: Distribution of Support for Redistribution in Portugal, 2008 ESS

3.3 Measuring Partisan Cleavages over Redistribution

Politicians and citizens establish programmatic linkages when politicians present pol-

icy programs that the public then responds to, with some form of political behavior,

such as voting. Over the past two or three decades, there has been much improvement

in the measurement of party positions, especially for the party positions in advanced

capitalist countries. Perhaps the most prominent and well-known approach has been

the Comparative Manifestoes Project (CMP), which relies on content coding of party

documents, such as an election platform (Volkens et al., 2011). The use of CMP data,

however, only identifies the policies a party puts into an official document (that likely

very few individuals ever read). Such policies could be purely symbolic and have very

little relation to the actual appeals made by a party to the electorate. Moreover,

the CMP provides very little sense for whether the public actually responds to those
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Figure 3.3: Distribution of Support for Redistribution in Venezuela, 2008 LAPOP

policies - or, in other words, whether the policies mentioned actually drive voter be-

havior. For example, a party may place its positions on economic issues, social issues

such as the role of religion in politics, as well as positions on environmental politics in

a prominent position in its official party platform. However, voters may respond to

only one of those positions - while the other official positions are relatively ignored.

In addition, CMP data is almost entirely restricted to Advanced Capitalist countries

or recent Eastern European democracies, leaving parties in Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa

and Latin America completely left out. As a result, there are limitations to the use

of this data, especially for developing countries.

An alternative approach is to use expert survey data, in which experts of a party

system (such as social scientists or journalists residing in a particular country), are

asked to evaluate the appeals and policy platforms of the parties in that country.
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The primary advantage of expert survey data is that it allows for a weighting of

the salience and importance of particular issues in a party platform. In addition,

experts can also be used to evaluate the degree to which a linkage exists – in other

words, whether citizens actually respond to the appeals used by a political party.

In addition, expert surveys are able to analyze other forms of democratic linkages,

such as clientelistic linkages, in ways that simply are not possible with the coding

procedures used in the CMP. Still, there is much potential for measurement error

in expert surveys: experts could potentially erroneously judge the parties, or there

could be anchor point problems as well.

Kitschelt and Freeze (2010) developed a measure of programmatic competition

from a cross–national expert survey on democratic accountability carried out by a

research team based at Duke University. These “cosalpo” measures of programmatic

political competition were generated using a multiplicative index of the cohesion,

sal ience, and polarization of expert scores of parties. One measure examined the level

of programmatic political competition over economic issues in the country on issues

such as redistribution, and government involvement in the economy. This measure

developed from an expert survey can be considered “elite–level,” as it captures the

degree with which political parties and politicians attempt to link with the electorate

programmatically on economic issues such as redistribution.

In most of this dissertation, I use a measure of partisan cleavages over redistribu-

tion that is measured at the mass-level. The primary advantage of this measure is

that it measures actual behavior and linkages of the public with parties, as opposed

to expert judgments of such. As a result, this measure is potentially a closer mea-

sure of partisan linkages on this particular issue than an expert judgment, as it is

modeling real human behavior, and the degree to which citizens link with particular

parties on the issue of redistribution.

This mass-level measure of partisan cleavages over redistribution is calculated
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using public opinion data from several different cross–national surveys, which include

some measure of partisan affiliation6. This includes data from the ISSP, LAPOP,

Afrobarometer, WVS, ESS and Latinobarómetro surveys. For reach of these surveys,

I also have a dependent variable measuring either concern with inequality or support

for redistribution 7. With a nominal independent variable of partisanship, I measure

partisan cleavages over redistribution/inequalty with a simple one–way ANOVA tests

for each country–year in each survey. For each ANOVA test, I collect the r–squared

value, which roughly reflects the amount of variation in support for redistribution

that is explained by partisanship for that particular country.8 Using ANOVA tests

remains completely agnostic on the parties individuals are voting for - an alternative

approach that may be used in the future is to link partisanship data with party

positions from the democratic accountability project expert surveys to convert it

from a nominal variable to a continuous one.

This measure of partisan cleavages over redistribution is used throughout this

chapter and subsequent chapters, and will be referred to as a “cleavage score” for

short. A higher value indicates that support for redistribution is more likely to be

clustered in particular parties, which indicates a greater partisan cleavage over the

issue of redistribution. From the above procedure, I am able to generate scores

for 73 different countries, in which there is at least some semblance of democratic

6 There are three different possible measures of party affiliation: party identification, prospective
vote choice or retrospective vote choice.

7 Potential dependent variables include redistribution support for the ISSP, LAPOP, Afrobarom-
eter, ESS surveys; concern with inequality for the WVS; and perceptions of the fairness of the
income distribution for the Latinobarómetro.

8 Each ANOVA test is run in Stata 12 with the inclusion of country-level survey weights. In
order to prevent measurement error, I only include parties which have the support of at least 2% of
all possible partisan supporters, and exclude country–years in which less than 25% of respondents
declare support for a party. In countries where there are two appropriate surveys (eg. one from
the ISSP and one from one of the regional surveys), I take the mean of the two. The one exception
to this is the 2006 ISSP survey for Venezuela, in which no opposition parties were included in the
survey.
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competition. The average scores for different regions is shown in Figure 3.4. As

might be expected, support for redistribution is much more related to partisanship

in the party systems of Advanced Capitalist countries than in any other region. The

United States has the highest score in the world, with an r–squared of 0.27, followed

by the Czech Republic and several Northern European countries.
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Figure 3.4: Average Partisan Cleavage over Redistribution in Different Regions

This mass-level score of partisan cleavage over redistribution can also be com-

pared and validated with comparable measures from alternative sources. As one

check of its validity I compare this measure to the expert-level “cosalpo” measure

of programmatic competition over economic issues. If parties have clear, distinct

and highly salient policy agendas over the issue of redistribution, and individuals re-

spond to those policy agendas, I would expect individuals with different preferences

for redistribution to be more likely to self–sort into those different parties. As shown
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in Figure 3.5, there is indeed a significant correlation between the mass–level and

elite–level measures of programmatic competition, with a correlation between the

two of about 0.69.

While the relationship between the mass and elite–level measures of program-

matic competition is quite strong, the outliers in the relationship suggest that the

mass–level measure is more reliable than the expert variable. The countries which

tend to have higher mass-level scores than elite-level scores includes Scandinavian

countries, the Netherlands, New Zealand, and Venezuela.10 These are countries that

are generally perceived to be more programmatic, and the relatively higher mass–

level score seems better warranted than the middling elite–level score. Moreover,

the mass-level measure as developed here is a closer indication of how preferences

for redistribution drive behavior. As a result, in the analyses that follow, I generally

use the survey–derived measure, however, the results reported in this chapter remain

statistically significant if I use the elite–level measure as well, although generally not

quite as strongly.11

3.4 Item Response Stability and Partisan Cleavages over Redistribu-
tion

According to Hypothesis 3.1.1, in countries where there is greater political com-

petition over the issue of redistribution, there should be greater response stability

over survey items relating to inequality or redistribution. This suggests that sur-

9 The United States and Czech Republic both come out as very programmatic in both the mass–
level and elite–level measures, which drives this correlation somewhat higher. However, excluding
these two cases still reveals a fairly high correlation between the two of 0.40.

10 The score for the expert survey for Venezuela is almost certainly artificially low because it is
weighted by the electoral support of parties in the system. Since many Venezuelan opposition
parties boycotted recent elections, they have a much lower weighting in the elite–level, which will
greatly drive down the polarization score in the Venezuelan party system.

11 In the appendix, I also include analyses using the expert level score in place of the mass-level
score used here.
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Figure 3.5: Mass and Expert Programmatic Scores Comparison

vey responses will more closely approximate preferences in a more programmatic

environment, as opposed to a quick top of the head evaluation or attitude. In this

section, I examine evidence from both within surveys, and between different surveys

to examine the validity of this hypothesis. I first examine response stability between

two questions in the WVS, followed by a battery of questions in the ESS. Finally, I

look at between survey correlations of different survey items using predicted values

for related questions on concern for inequality and support for redistribution. In

each case, I find that response stability increases in countries with greater partisan

cleavages over the issue of redistribution.

3.4.1 Inter–Item Response Stability in the WVS

From the WVS, I use five related questions that examine concerns with inequality

and the role of the government in providing welfare for everyone. The first question

65



examines a preference for income equality, without explicitly noting how equality

should be accomplished (for example, by the government or through private means

such as charity). This question asks respondents to choose from a scale of 1 to 10

whether they agree with the statement “incomes should be made more equal” or

“we need larger income differences as incentives for individual effort.” I rescaled

responses so that higher values indicated a greater preference for equality. The

second question examines government versus individual responsibility for welfare,

and asks respondents to choose from a scale of 1 to 10 between “people should

take more responsibility to provide for themselves” and “the government should take

more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for.” The third question asks,

on a scale from 1 to 10 whether they feel that “In the long run, hard work usually

brings success” (1) versus “hard work usually doesn’t bring success” (10). The fourth

question asks whether the respondent feels that “Wealth can grow so there’s enough

for everyone” (1) versus “People can only get rich at the expense of the poor” (10).

Finally, the fifth question asks whether the respondent feels that “governments tax

the rich and subsidize the poor” is an “essential characteristic of democracy” (10) or

not (1).

Although these five questions are somewhat different, they can potentially tap

into an underlying conception of whether inequality is justified and the role of the

government in addressing that inequality. Linking the five together will become more

likely in more programmatic political environments, as political parties will have

incentives to frame the issue of inequality and redistribution together and provide

greater information on the issues. I examine countries in the fifth wave of the WVS,

which occurred between 2005 and 2007. For each country, I calculate the Cronbach’s

Alpha for each of the five countries. The Cronbach’s Alpha is a simple measure that

is commonly used in psychological studies to examine the internal consistency or

reliability of different measures. In a sense, it is a measure of the degree to which
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the different items are measuring the same concept. Roughly, it is comparable to

the mean inter-item correlation of the different measures - to the degree that they

all correlate together, the Cronbach’s Alpha will increase. It an theoretically range

from 0 to 1, with values above 0.6 to 0.7 generally being considered to indicate an

acceptable level of internal consistency. The mass–level measure of programmatic

competition I use is developed as well from the WVS, and is the degree with which

responses on the equality question predict partisanship, or the cleavage score over

equality.

AD

AR

AU

BR

BG

CA

CLTW

CY

ET

FI
GE

DE

GH

IN

ID

IR

JP

KR

ML

MX

MDMA

NO
PE

PL

RO

RU

SI

ZA

ES

SE

CH

TH
TR

UA

EG
GB

US

BF

UY

ZM

.1
.2

.3
.4

.5
.6

C
ro

nb
ac

h’
s 

A
lp

ha

0 .05 .1 .15 .2 .25
Equality Partisan Cleavages

Correlation=0.40; pvalue=0.01; N=43

Figure 3.6: WVS Inter-item Cronbach’s Alpha and Mass-Level Partisanship Cleav-
ages

Figure 3.6 shows a simple bivariate correlation between the mass–level partisan-

ship cleavage score and the country-level Cronbach’s Alpha of the five redistribution–

related questions. Generally speaking, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the questions in the

WVS is quite low: apparently the country with the highest score is (surprisingly)
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Ethiopia, with a value of 0.57, while Burkina Faso has the lowest score of only 0.13.

As can be seen, there is a general positive relationship between the two, although

the relationship may be somewhat exaggerated by the Swedish outlier case.12 How-

ever, it is important to note that this relationship also does not control for various

individual–level factors that could potentially also vary across countries, and which

may have important relationships with the inter–item correlations. To better control

for these factors, I also run a HLM, the results of which are presented and discussed

at the end of this section.

3.4.2 Inter–Item Response Stability in the ESS

The ESS also contains a wide variety of questions related to inequality and redis-

tribution. The 2008 ESS included a special module only run in that round which

asked questions on welfare attitudes. This special welfare attitude module allows an

analysis to be conducted that is similar to the WVS analysis but stronger in its more

extensive question battery. I examine seven different questions related to inequality

and preferences for redistribution which are shown in Table 3.3. These questions deal

with a broad array of different aspects of redistribution, such as whether inequality

is acceptable, government responsibility for providing welfare, and the costs of pro-

viding social services. As a result, it provides a more complete picture of individual

attitudes toward the issue of redistribution than is available in other surveys.

The dependent variable I construct for the ESS, similar to that used in the WVS,

is the country-level Cronbach’s Alpha for the seven questions for each respondent.

Generally speaking, the Cronbach’s Alpha is higher for the ESS, with Hungary having

the lowest score at around 0.46, while the Czech Republic has the highest at around

0.65. For the independent variable, I use the mass–level partisanship cleavages over

12 The correlation excluding Sweden drops to 0.38, which is still statistically significant at the 0.01
level.

68



Table 3.3: Inequality and Redistribution Questions in the ESS

Question Scale Wording

Redistribution Support 0 (Disagree Strongly) to
4 (Agree Strongly)

Government should reduce
differences in income levels.

Income Differences Ac-
ceptable

0 (Agree Strongly) to 4
(Disagree Strongly)

Large differences in income
acceptable to reward talents
and efforts.

Standard of Living 0 (Disagree Strongly) to
4 (Agree Strongly)

For a fair society, differences
in standard of living should
be small.

Jobs for all 0 (Not Government’s re-
sponsibility) to 10 (En-
tirely Government’s re-
sponsibility).

Is it the government’s re-
sponsibility to provide jobs
for everyone?

Unemployment 0 (Not Government’s re-
sponsibility) to 10 (En-
tirely Government’s re-
sponsibility).

Is it the government’s re-
sponsibility to provide stan-
dard of living for the unem-
ployed?

Social Benefits 0 (Agree Strongly) to 4
(Disagree Strongly)

Social benefits and services
place too great a strain on
the economy.

Social Benefits Costs 0 (Agree Strongly) to 4
(Disagree Strongly)

Social benefits and services
cost businesses too much in
taxes and charges.

redistribution measure discussed previously. The scattergram between partisanship

cleavages over the issue of redistribution and the stability of preferences in different

survey items in Figure 3.7 shows an extremely strong positive relationship, with

a correlation between the two of 0.68. As with the WVS section, I also run a

hierarchical model using this data at the end of the section to better control for

other between country differences that may play a role.

3.4.3 Individual–Level Response Stability

While the aggregate graphs from the WVS and ESS are suggestive, they are by

no means conclusive as many other factors, both individual and national–level may
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Figure 3.7: ESS Inter-item Correlation and Mass-Level Partisanship Cleavages

affect the stability of preferences. First, education levels may potentially vary across

countries – all else equal, I would expect individuals who have greater education

to have greater levels of response stability. Second, some individuals may simply

be more engaged in the political process, having greater interest in political affairs,

which I expect would also increase response stability.

In order to appropriately control for these factors from the individual-level, it is

necessary to run a hierarchical model, which can take account of the non–independence

of observations caused by the clustering of individuals within countries. The individual–

level dependent variable is the stability of responses across the different survey items

– five in the WVS, and the seven questions in the ESS. In order to standardize the dif-

ferent questions, I rescale each to range between 0 and 1, so that the variance between

each question is comparable to each of the other questions. For each respondent, I

then calculate the standard deviation among the different inequality/redistribution
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related questions. A lower standard deviation indicates the respondent has greater

response stability among the different questions. This forms the primary dependent

variable in the hierarchical analysis. In order to increase the interpretability of the

regression coefficients in the HLM, I multiply this standard deviation by 100. The

mean standard deviation is about 25 (with a min of zero and max of 53) for the ESS,

and 27 (with a min of zero and max of 49) for the WVS.

As controls, in addition to education and interest in politics, I also include sev-

eral demographic variables such as gender, age, marital status, employment status,

religiosity, urban, relative income and electoral participation. It is expected that

inter-item responses will become more stable (ie. the individual-level standard devi-

ation will decrease) for respondents with greater levels of education and interest in

politics, as those individuals should be more likely to have the awareness necessary to

link together the different survey items together. Relative income (used only in the

ESS survey due to the large number of WVS countries missing this question) might

also be expected to result in greater response stability - both as a general measure

of political awareness and activity (in line with the socioeconomic status models of

political participation such as Verba and Nie (1972); Brady et al. (1995)), as well

as greater concern with the potential personal costs/losses that could be born as a

result of redistribution. Other demographic variables (age, gender, marital status,

employment status, religiosity and urban residence) are primarily used simply as

controls.

At the country-level, I include three independent variables. The cleavage score

(described above) measures the extent of partisan cleavages over redistribution, and

is expected to drive inter-item response stability (so the standard deviation among

survey items becomes smaller). A statistically significant negative result on this vari-

able would be some evidence in favor of Hypothesis 3.1.1, in which greater partisan

competition will result in more stable survey responses. I also include the gini coef-
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ficient, taken from World Bank data. It might be expected that individuals living in

countries with greater inequality should show greater concern for the issue of redis-

tribution (both the poor and the rich), and therefore have greater response stability.

Finally, I control for economic development with GDP per capita at purchasing

power parity. Economic development is expected to encourage response stability, as

absolute increases in material well-being likely translate into greater awareness (and

therefore response stability) around the issue of inequality. The results of the HLM

are shown in Table 3.4.

The two surveys produce generally similar findings. Education appears to have

a strong influence on response stability, with more educated individuals having a

much lower standard deviation across the different response items. In contrast, age

and employment status appears to do the opposite - with older individuals and the

unemployed having more divergent response items. However, there are several other

results which differ across the surveys – interest in politics has the expected negative

result in the ESS, but is positive in the WVS. In the ESS, women tend to have more

stable survey responses than men - a finding that does not hold up in the WVS.

Looking at the country-level variables, it is clear from both the ESS and WVS

that economic development leads to greater response stability for respondents, in

line with my expectations. The partisan cleavage score is significant in the expected

direction for the ESS, but not the WVS.13 Inequality, however, is not a significant

predictor of issue response stability in either the ESS or the WVS.

The findings of these models generally support the idea that contextual factors

such as political competition can play an important role in the stability of preferences.

In countries where survey responses are more stable, it is much more likely that

13 Part of the reason why it is not significant for the WVS is due to collinearity with GDP per capita
at PPP. When the model is rerun excluding GDP per capita at PPP, the coefficient for the cleavage
score becomes statistically significant in the expected direction. Since economic development tends
to be associated with more programmatic political competition, including both as independent
variables can sometimes result in higher multicollinearity.
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Table 3.4: Survey Item Stability HLM

(1) (2)
ESS WVS

Individual FE
Years of Education -0.137��� -0.141���

(0.0137) (0.0150)
Relative Income -0.0906

(0.0705)
Interest in Politics -0.0798� 0.112�

(0.0372) (0.0443)
Age 0.00745� 0.0177���

(0.00301) (0.00350)
Female -0.211� 0.142

(0.0919) (0.100)
Married 0.271�� -0.388���

(0.0963) (0.108)
Unemployed 0.653�� 0.473��

(0.233) (0.164)
Religiously Active -0.0172 0.207

(0.112) (0.114)
Urban Resident -0.283�� 0.0589

(0.0987) (0.148)
Voted -0.142

(0.120)
Constant 34.03��� 29.67���

(3.162) (2.930)
Country level FE
Cleavage Score -15.68� -10.38

(7.246) (13.46)
GDPPC at PPP -0.127�� -0.168���

(0.0396) (0.0463)
GINI -0.0795 0.00912

(0.0812) (0.0652)
Random Variances
Individual-Level SD 1.760��� 2.943���

(0.244) (0.351)
Country-Level SD 8.331��� 10.48���

(0.0317) (0.0349)
N 34477 45078
Countries 27 36

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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those individuals hold more concrete preferences that are likely to influence political

behavior.

3.5 Support for Redistribution and Partisan Cleavages over Redistri-
bution

According to Hypothesis 3.1.2, as partisan cleavages over redistribution increase,

aggregate support for redistribution should in general decline. As parties stake out

clear and distinct policy programs for or against redistribution, individuals will begin

to view the issue as positional, as opposed to a valence issue. This will inevitably

lead to a decline in support for redistribution – wealthier individuals will be more

likely to connect redistribution to potential personal costs, and right–wing parties

will use other frames in an effort to decrease support for redistribution among the

less wealthy. In addition, countries with greater partisan divides over redistribution

likely have higher levels of redistribution occurring – creating an anchor point when

individuals evaluate the need for more redistribution in a survey response, that will

likely also drive support in a survey downward. In this section, I first examine

the link between levels of support for redistribution and partisan competition cross-

nationally. I then examine within country changes between 1997 and 2007 in Latin

American countries, using data from the Latinobarómetro.

3.5.1 Cross–National Comparisons

In this section, I analyze data primarily from the LAPOP and ESS surveys to examine

how differing political environments shape aggregate preferences for redistribution. I

begin by presenting two cross–national scattergrams which include aggregated data

from around the world. In the first, Figure 3.8, I look at data for all available

countries from the ISSP, LAPOP, Afrobarometer, and ESS.14

14 The ArabBarometer and Asianbarometer contain no measures of partisanship, so I am unable
to calculate partisan cleavages measures for these regions.
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Figure 3.8: Average Support for Redistribution and Mass-Level Partisanship
Cleavages, Global

There is a very strong relationship in Figure 3.8 between average support for

redistribution and partisanship cleavages over the issue, with a negative correlation

between the two of about -0.62. However, there are some notable outliers, especially

some developing countries, where there is relatively little partisan cleavage over re-

distribution and still low support for redistribution – these tend to be more agrarian

countries where the processes of urban development have not yet begun to raise

awareness of inequality. Restricting the sample of countries to include only those

that are relatively highly developed (operationalized as having a GDP per capita at

PPP above $15,000 USD), shows an even stronger relationship, shown in Figure 3.9.

When looking just at these countries, the correlation becomes even more strongly

negative, at -0.78. Countries such as the United States, Czech Republic and New

Zealand lead the way in partisanship cleavages over the issue of redistribution, and
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also have the lowest average support for redistribution. Other countries, especially

Mediterranean Europe, see very high support for redistribution, but support for or

against redistribution plays very little role in determining the partisanship of citizens.
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Figure 3.9: Average Support for Redistribution and Mass-Level Partisanship
Cleavages, Advanced Capitalist

In order to better examine the robustness, it is also necessary to run hierarchical

models to control for other factors that may potentially be at play. These results

are shown in the next of this dissertation, in which I better control for other factors

such as the level of democracy in the country and urban development. However,

the simple bivariate relationship shown here is quite strong, suggesting that in cross-

national comparisons of public opinion on support for redistribution it is necessary

to control for the level of partisan competition, even if only to correct for the anchor

point problem that is so prominent for this particular survey question.
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3.5.2 Within Country Changes in the Latinobarómetro

The nature of political competition is not static in countries, and the linkages be-

tween politicians and citizens may change over time. Although the majority of the

data examined in this dissertation comes from 2005–2008, some earlier survey work

from the Latinobarómetro allows a limited comparison of some changes over time.

Although the time range is limited (1997 to 2007), there are some notable changes

observable in the region and especially in the case of Venezuela, which saw a marked

increase in partisanship over the issue of redistribution with the election of Hugo

Chávez in 1999.

As shown in the map of redistribution support in Figure 3.1, support for redis-

tribution is generally quite high in Latin America compared to other regions of the

world. One potential explanation for this, that is explored more completely in sub-

sequent chapters, is that the region is the most urbanized of all developing countries,

having urbanized relatively earlier than other regions, and having a long–established

urban population that is the most conducive for the development of strong prefer-

ences for redistribution. The one exception to this is Venezuela, which had much

lower support for redistribution than elsewhere in the region. Figure 3.10 shows the

average support for government-led redistribution of income among the 21 LAPOP

countries. As can be seen, with the exception of the notable outlier of Venezuela,

there is a strong positive correlation between urbanization and support for redistri-

bution. Excluding Venezuela, the correlation between the two is a very high 0.55.

Why might Venezuela be such a significant outlier compared to the rest of the

Latin American countries? One potential explanation is that the political context

has shifted survey responses there in a manner that has not similarly influenced

other Latin American countries. Although Venezuela in the 2008 scattergram in

Figure 3.10 does not fit the relationship between urbanization and attitudes towards
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Figure 3.10: Urbanization and Support for Redistribution, 2008 LAPOP

inequality, it can be seen that its outlier status is a relative phenomenon using data

from the Latinobarómetro. Figures 3.11 and 3.12 show the average country score

on whether respondents view the existing distribution of income in the country to

be unjust in 1997 and 2007, respectively. As can be seen in Figure 3.11, there is a

strong positive relationship between urbanization and the country–score on whether

the distribution of income in the country is fair – with a correlation between the two

of over 0.68. It is noteworthy that on this chart, Venezuela is no longer an outlier,

and seems to fit with the overall relationship quite nicely.

However, this clean relationship has disappeared by the 2007 Latinobarómetro,

which seems much more similar to the LAPOP data shown in Figure 3.10. In this

figure, Venezuela has again become an outlier and the overall correlation between

urbanization and the country–score for belief that the distribution is unfair as disap-
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Figure 3.11: Urbanization and Perceptions of the Fairness of Income Distribution,
1997 Latinobarómetro

peared completely.15 Within the short space of a decade, Venezuela had gone from

fitting the relationship between urbanization and preferences for redistribution quite

well, to being a total outlier. The largest change between 1997 and 2007 came with

the election of Hugo Chávez in 1999, which polarized the electorate over the issue of

redistribution, and led to a dramatic reduction of support for redistribution by those

who opposed him.

Using data from the Latinobarómetro, we can see that Venezuela’s uniquely low

support for redistribution is, however, a recent phenomenon. In 1997, among the 17

countries in the Latinobarómetro, Venezuela had the fourth highest score, showing a

widespread sentiment that the distribution of income in the country was unfair. By

2002, the score had dropped dramatically, and Venezuela had the second lowest score

15 Excluding Venezuela shows a correlation of 0.35
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Figure 3.12: Urbanization and Perceptions of the Fairness of Income Distribution,
2007 Latinobarómetro

among Latinobarómetro countries. By 2007, the score had plummeted even further,

with Venezuela looking markedly different from the rest of the region. This shift

in survey responses over such a short time period begs explanation. This chapter

suggests that the dramatic shift in support for redistribution seen in Venezuela could

potentially be explained by a changing political context and shifting anchor point

that serves to drive support for redistribution lower.

In the surveys that I have examined in this chapter, Venezuela has a relatively

high cleavage score – among the 73 countries for which I am able to calculate a

cleavage score, Venezuela has the eighth highest score, and is also the country outside

of Advanced Capitalist countries with the highest score. Although the public opinion

surveys generally do not have a long time series along detailed analyses over a long

period of time, the Latinobarómetro allows some inspection of changes over the most

80



recent decade using the question on perceived fairness of the income distribution.

From the 1997 and 2007 surveys, use partisanship to predict the perceived fairness

of the income distribution, using the R-squared from the ANOVA in each country,

as in the calculation of the cleavage score discussed above.16 Over the period from

1997 to 2007, this cleavage score increased dramatically in Venezuela, changing from

an R2 of about 0.04 to 0.19. These are changes which are generally not matched in

other countries in the region – a scattergram of the changes between 1997 and 2007

in the cleavage score and perceptions of the unfairness of the wealth distribution in

Figure 3.13 shows a significant downward relationship between greater partisanship

over the issue and aggregate perceptions of unfairness, although this relationship is

overwhelmingly driven by the single shift in Venezuela.
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Figure 3.13: Changes in Support for Redistribution and Partisan Cleavages

16 The 2002 survey lacks any measures of partisanship, making it impossible to calculate a cleavage
score for this year
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The experience of Venezuela is singular in the region, but it suggests the dramatic

and quick changes in public opinion that can occur once politicians begin to mobilize

and link with the public on the issue of redistribution. As politicians and citizens

begin to link more on the issue of redistribution, it seems likely that aggregate support

for redistribution – at least as evident in public opinion surveys – will likely decrease.

However, while aggregate support may appear to decrease in surveys, there may be

an increased likelihood that the preferences of those who do support redistribution

will actually be represented in government policy as citizens begin to vote on those

preferences.

3.6 Political Competition, Income and Support for Redistribution

As mentioned in the introductory chapter of this dissertation, there is a wide range

of cross-national variance in the degree with which income status predicts support

for redistribution. While income is negatively associated with support for redistri-

bution in many countries, in some others it is not significant – and in a handful of

Latin American countries, income is apparently positively associated with support

for redistribution. According to Hypothesis 3.1.3, countries that have greater par-

tisan cleavages over redistribution should see greater polarization over the issue by

income, with the poor being more likely to support redistribution and the rich to

oppose it in a more political context marked by programmatic political competition.

To test this hypothesis, I run a hierarchical model, with countries at the grouping

level, which allows for both individual and country-level independent variables. For

each of the models, I have scaled the dependent variable, support for redistribution,

to a 4-point range from 0 to 3. I include several independent variables which were also

used in the earlier response stability HLMs: relative income, interest in politics, age,

gender, and employment status. Relative income is unavailable in the Afrobarometer,

so I use an additive scale of economic well-being that is exactly similar to that used
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in Baldwin and Huber (2010), with a potential range from zero to twenty. The

independent variable I use to test Hypothesis 3.1.3 is an interaction term between

the partisan cleavages score developed earlier in the chapter and income. The results

are in Table 3.5.17 If partisan cleavages increase the influence of income on support

for redistribution, I expect this interaction term will have a negative coefficient. At

the country-level, I control for GDP per capita at PPP, the cleavage score, the gini

coefficient and the level of urban development in the country.

I run four separate models, the results of which are reported in Table 3.5. In the

first model, I pool together survey data, primarily from LAPOP and ESS surveys,

but with a few countries included from the ISSP which were not available elsewhere.

Because the income variable for the Afrobarometer is measured quite differently from

the other surveys, I do not pool data from the Afrobarometer with the other data in

the first model. The second, third and fourth models look just at the data from the

LAPOP, ESS and Afrobarometers, respectively.

In each of the models, the interaction between the partisan cleavage score and

income is statistically significant and in the expected direction. In the pooled and

LAPOP models, the use of the interaction term even wipes out the statistical sig-

nificance of income on support for redistribution absent partisan cleavages. This

suggests that without a political context in which elites have strong incentives to

link together individual outcomes to the more abstract policy of redistribution, in-

dividual income will be unlikely to influence support for redistribution.

In order to interpret the contingent effect of income on support for redistribution

as implied by the interaction term of Table 3.5, I calculate the marginal effects as

17 In Appendix B, Table B.1 I rerun the exact same models as in Table 3.5, replacing the mass-level
cleavage score with the CoSalPo indicator developed from the Democratic Accountability Project
expert survey. The results using the CoSalPo indicators generally match those when using the mass-
level cleavage score. The one exception to this is the results from the Afrobarometer, although there
is only coverage for 12 countries when using the CoSalPo score so there is a problem of low degrees
of freedom in this HLM.
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Table 3.5: Income and Support for Redistribution HLM

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All LAPOP ESS Afro

Individual FE
Income -0.00662 0.0193 -0.0660�� -0.0133���

(0.0149) (0.0149) (0.0237) (0.00315)
Cleavage X Income -1.257��� -0.968�� -1.052��� -0.137��

(0.211) (0.325) (0.257) (0.0505)
Urban -0.0118

(0.0140)
Yrs. Educ -0.00937��� -0.00338 -0.0133��� 0.00944���

(0.00190) (0.00266) (0.00227) (0.00222)
Female 0.0545��� 0.0158 0.0754��� -0.0154

(0.00895) (0.0188) (0.00980) (0.0162)
Pol. Interest 0.000507 -0.00177 -0.0209���

(0.00402) (0.00484) (0.00623)
Unem. 0.0535� 0.0219 0.0559� 0.0420�

(0.0216) (0.0397) (0.0257) (0.0200)
Age 0.00140�� -0.000460 0.00200��� 0.00133�

(0.000429) (0.000466) (0.000563) (0.000543)
Constant 2.501��� 2.498��� 2.683��� 2.345���

(0.172) (0.575) (0.161) (0.395)
Country-Level FE
GDPPC at PPP -0.00404 0.00211 -0.00331 -0.0249

(0.00351) (0.0123) (0.00240) (0.0205)
Gini -0.0879 -0.589 0.363 0.227

(0.357) (1.080) (0.443) (0.736)
Partisan Cleavage -1.390� -4.010�� -0.425 1.101

(0.626) (1.301) (0.616) (1.666)
% Urban -0.0209 0.419 -0.486� -0.111

(0.309) (0.438) (0.228) (0.373)
Random Variances
Individual-Level SD 0.192��� 0.186��� 0.128��� 0.231���

(0.0209) (0.0333) (0.0176) (0.0412)
Country-Level SD 0.775��� 0.804��� 0.726��� 0.829���

(0.0176) (0.0295) (0.0154) (0.0253)
N 71966 24885 42940 23590
Countries 51 19 28 19

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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Figure 3.14: Marginal effect of Income Contingent on Partisan Cleavages

described in Brambor et al. (2006) and using the Stata code provided in Kam and

Franzese (2010). This allows for an examination of the changing influence of income

on support for redistribution across a range of partisan cleavages score. The marginal

effect is plotted in Figure 3.14.

As expected, there is a very strong negative relationship present in the graph,

indicating that as partisan cleavages increase, income has a greater negative influ-

ence on support for redistribution. At the lowest levels of partisan cleavages (party

systems in which partisanship predicts less than about 3% of the variance in support

for redistribution), there is essentially no relationship between income and support

for redistribution. However, as cleavages over redistribution increase, income has a

much stronger influence on support for redistribution. To put the size of this effect in

perspective, consider a hypothetical individual in the United States who has a mean

household income of $116,000, or about twice the mean in the country. Since the
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United States has very high partisan cleavages over redistribution, this individual

would be predicted to have support for redistribution nearly half a point lower (on

the four point scale ranging from 0-3) than an individual earning around the mean

income in the United States. In contrast, an individual possessing the same relative

income (double the mean), but instead living in a country with less partisan cleav-

ages over the issue (eg. Botswana) will be predicted to have nearly the same support

for redistribution as someone earning the mean income in the country, accounting

for all other variables.

3.7 Conclusions

The evidence presented in this chapter suggests that political competition plays an

important role in shaping preferences for redistribution. In many democratic coun-

tries, programmatic linkages between parties and citizens over the issue of redistribu-

tion are nearly absent. In these countries there is very little effort by party elites to

link with the electorate on that issue, or to differentiate from other political parties,

and therefore very little partisan sorting over the issue. In a system lacking these

programmatic linkages between party and electorate, it is much more unlikely that

public opinion regarding redistribution will ever be translated into redistributive so-

cial spending in any manner commonly assumed by many political economy models

of redistribution.

Moreover, the existence of these linkages play an important role in creating public

opinion. In countries where there is clear partisan signalling on the issue of redistri-

bution (and hence more sorting of individuals based on the issue of redistribution),

public opinion tends to be more stable across different survey items measuring con-

cern with economic inequality and support for redistribution. This further suggests

that in cross-national comparisons, researchers cannot simply take survey responses

for granted, but instead should recognize that there is variance in the degree to which
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survey responses approximate true underlying preferences.

Increased political competition appears to shift support for redistribution down-

ward as inequality becomes more of a positional rather than a valence issue, and

because more countries with more political competition over redistribution tend to

have higher absolute levels of redistribution and thus higher anchor points. Recogni-

tion that political competition depresses support for redistribution can help poten-

tially explain why some countries may see extremely high support for redistribution

in surveys (especially in much of Latin America, as well as some other developing

countries) but the corresponding amount of social spending may be relatively low,

in spite of free democratic elections.

Finally, increased partisan cleavages over the issue of redistribution will greatly

enhance the degree with which respondents view the issue of redistribution in terms

of how it influences their own pocketbook. Income becomes a much more powerful

predictor of support for redistribution in countries with more partisan cleavage over

the issue.

In the next chapter, I explore how political competition can interact with urban-

ization to potentially shift reference groups and support for redistribution among

recently arrived migrants to the city from the countryside. As shown in subsequent

chapters, the political context in which urbanization occurs can have important con-

sequences on the development of support for redistribution among recently arriving

migrants, and the effect of urbanization can have a stronger influence on support

for redistribution when the left is better able to mobilize those recently arriving

migrants.
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4

Migrants, Democracy and Demand for
Redistribution

It is often assumed that left-leaning individuals tend to reside in cities while more

parochial and conservative residents inhabit the countryside. Marx and Engels felt

cities were necessary for the mobilization of the poor into working class movements,

famously arguing that “[The bourgeoisie] has created enormous cities, has greatly

increased the urban population as compared with the rural, and has thus rescued

a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural life” (Marx and En-

gels, 2002, pg. 224). Such assumptions about the urban-rural divide in political

attitudes also have important empirical applications. For example, Rodden (2010)

argues the geographic concentration of left-leaning voters in cities may result in lower

representation in countries with first past the post electoral districts.

While cities may indeed play an important role in shaping political attitudes, their

relationship to preferences for redistribution is considerably more complex. Bartolini

(2000) noted the relationship between urban development and labor mobilization was

not a linear one, but was crucially dependent on the pace of urbanization. Drawing

on mid-twentieth century arguments by Galenson (1952) and Lipset (1958), Bar-

88



tolini saw that countries with a more rapid pace of urbanization were prone to the

development of radical political views, as evidenced by greater support for Commu-

nist parties. Countries where urbanization was carried out more gradually, as in the

United Kingdom, saw less political extremism as recent arrivals were socialized into

the system more gradually. In his examination of left–wing political mobilization in

Western Europe, Bartolini found a greater left-wing mobilization rate in countries

where urbanization proceeded more rapidly. For Bartolini, the crucial difference be-

tween the political mobilization in countries such as the United Kingdom, and other

later urbanizing countries was the political context surrounding urbanization. This

effect was also noted by Joseph (1992), who found that when there was little gap be-

tween the onset of industrialization and democratization, strike activity and socialist

mobilization was higher, than when there was a significant lag between industri-

alization and democratization. When urbanization proceeded in a political context

marked by the possibility for greater electoral participation, the working class tended

to have much more support for socialist parties than in countries where urbanization

proceeded in a political context with limited suffrage. In short, whether urbanization

was radicalizing or not was contingent on the level of democratic development in a

country.

These findings hold important implications for the development of redistributive

demands in developing countries today and the potential role of urbanization in shap-

ing those preferences. The path toward urbanization tread by countries in Western

Europe is similar to that currently playing out throughout the developing world, and

the lessons of Europe’s urban development apply to developing countries today. As

countries such as China and India rapidly urbanize today, questions are often raised

concerning whether the growth in inequality accompanying such development will

result in greater political instability. The answer to these questions are contingent

on the nature of urbanization in a country. Where rapid urbanization occurs in
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democratic political settings, urbanization can indeed lead to a spike in support for

redistribution, as Socialist movements are better able to mobilize individuals around

the issue of redistribution than in countries where participation is more limited.

In this chapter, I examine how urbanization and democracy interact to shape

concern for inequality and support for redistribution. My analysis produces several

important findings. First, all else equal, urbanization does generally result in greater

concern with economic inequality and support for redistribution. Second, in the

least urbanized countries, there is a large and significant gap in individual support

for redistribution between the countryside and the city – with urban residents having

higher support for redistribution than their rural counterparts. However, for coun-

tries that are more urban, this urban-rual gap in redistribution attitudes is generally

smaller. In other words, at the micro-level, the effect of urban vs. rural residence

on support for redistribution is largest in countries that are the least urbanized.

Third, the political context in which urbanization occurs affects how much urban-

ization increases support for redistribution – in democratic political contexts, rapid

urbanization results in higher concern for redistribution than when it occurs in an

authoritarian context. I discuss the theoretical underpinnings for and examine the

empirical strength of these findings in the following sections.

4.1 Urban Environments and Concern for Inequality

For the majority of history, nearly all of humanity lived a rural, agrarian life. Begin-

ning with the industrial revolution, this nearly uninterrupted continuum of rural life

was uprooted. With the increasing economies of scale of urban environments and

higher levels of agricultural productivity came a massive movement of individuals

from the countryside to the city. The rapid movement of individuals to cities over

the past three centuries represents a dramatic shift in the sociological organization

of humanity that is without parallel.
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Urbanization began primarily in the West, with the onset of the industrial rev-

olution. Britain was the first country to urbanize, with around 80 percent of its

population residing in urban centers by the First World War (Hicks and Allen, 1999,

p. 13). The pace of urbanization has increased over time, and since the Second

World War, individuals have flocked to cities around the world. Data and estimates

by the United Nations in 2007 found that while in 1950 just under 30 percent of

the world’s population lived in cities, that number has increased to about 50 percent

today. Further projections estimate that by 2050 nearly 70 percent of the world’s

population will live in urban environments.

The trend toward urbanization has not, however, proceeded at an equal pace

worldwide. UN data and estimates in Figure 4.1, show that developed economies

were the first to urbanize, followed closely by Latin America. Asian and Sub–Saharan

African countries exhibit much lower proportions of the population living in urban

centers for all the years. However, urbanization in the developing world is occurring

at much more rapid pace. Taken as a whole, Latin American countries overtook their

developed counterparts around 1990, and are today on average even more urbanized

than developed economies. Other areas in the world have also rapidly caught up with

both developed countries and Latin America, with urban rates stabilizing worldwide

at a range between 70 and 80% of total population.

The growth of cities around the world can generally be viewed as a positive

development (Glaeser, 2011), as it generates positive externalities through greater

economies of scale. But with those economic benefits can come important changes

in how individuals view inequality and their support for spending designed to lower

inequality.

From a sociological perspective, cities are likely to make individuals more con-

cerned about inequality for several reasons. First, urban environments increase the

mobilization potential of the poor around the issue of redistribution. Differences in
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Figure 4.1: Urbanization around the world

mobilization capabilities play a key role in urban–bias arguments where urban re-

gions hold an advantage over the countryside in resource allocations by the central

government (Lipton, 1977; Bates, 1981). The ability to better mobilize the poor in

cities can also aid in the spread of new (and potentially subversive) ideas and atti-

tudes more effectively than in the countryside. This notion was discussed by one of

the earliest Chicago urban sociologists, Robert Park, in the process that he termed

“social contagion.” According to Park (1915), cities play a key role in fostering and

spreading disparate norms and values, as the density of urban environments allow

such ideas to thrive and spread. Since individuals are subject to a “just world” bias,

in which individuals are likely to believe that the existing system they live in is just

and fair (Lerner, 1980), challenging existing inequalities requires individuals to be-

come convinced somehow that the world they live in is not fair. Urban environments,

with higher density of population, greatly facilitate the ease with which new ideas
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challenging the status quo can survive and spread.

Second, cities tend to exhibit higher levels of conspicuous consumption. This phe-

nomenon was noted by Thorstein Veblen over a century ago in his seminal work The

Theory of the Leisure Class. Veblen noted that in urban societies where individuals

lacked the dense connections found in more rural communities, wealthy individuals

increasingly relied on “conspicuous consumption” over leisure to indicate their higher

status as a method of signalling to the masses their relatively higher status. In rural

settings, however, where “everyone knows everyone,” conspicuous consumption is

less necessary (Veblen, 1899, p. 60). Many anthropologists have also argued that

many of the social mores of rural peasant societies guard against the conspicuous

display of wealth as a means of preserving stability, with many better off individuals

in the countryside even forgoing important expenses such as home repair in order

to maintain an appearance of equal social status with their neighbors (Wolf, 1955).

These social pressures to preserve a face of equality serve to dampen concern for

inequality in the countryside.

Third, cities have the economies of scale which facilitate the spread of public

services, such as education or health care. These often form the core of redistributive

demands, and tend to be cheaper to provide in a smaller, more densely populated

urban region than a sparsely populated rural area. As cities urbanize, the cost of

providing public services that are at the core of redistributive social spending will

fall, which may make redistribution more acceptable. Individuals may potentially be

very dissatisfied with the level of inequality, but if they reside in a rural area more

removed from the activities of a central state, it may make little sense for them to

support redistribution as there is a lack of state capacity to even implement any form

of redistribution. With greater levels of urbanization, redistributive social spending

becomes an increasingly plausible policy option as the government can more easily

implement such spending.
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Finally, from a psychological viewpoint, cities tend to break down stable, hierar-

chical social relations, which can lead to greater feelings of relative deprivation as

individual reference groups broaden to include different classes of people with whom

they may previously have been unlikely to compare themselves with. Many tradi-

tional, rural societies are marked by firm hierarchical systems of social stratification

in which an individual’s social status is largely determined by heredity. As noted by

Runciman (1966), individuals will be most likely to compare themselves with other

individuals with whom they share common attributes. Stouffer et al. (1949), who

pioneered the concept of relative deprivation in his landmark study of the American

soldier, noted that married men were more likely to compare themselves to other

married men; or African Americans would be more likely to compare themselves to

local African Americans. In a rigid class-based society the poor may be very unlikely

to be concerned with inequality if the wealthy belong to a more separate class of

people with which they share little in common, such as nobility or higher status

caste.

Systems of inherited status are challenged by mass urbanization. With larger

populations concentrated in less geographic space, it becomes possible for individuals

to have greater levels of social mobility than were previously possible. Wirth (1938,

p. 16) noted this phenomenon, arguing that

“The social interaction among such a variety of personality types in the

urban milieu tends to break down the rigidity of caste lines and to com-

plicate the class structure, and thus induces a more ramified and differen-

tiated framework of social stratification than is found in more integrated

societies. The heightened mobility of the individual, which brings him

with the range of stimulation by a great number of diverse individuals

and subjects him to fluctuating status in the differentiated social groups
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that compose the social structure of the city, tends toward the acceptance

of instability and insecurity in the world at large as a norm.”

The breakdown of rigid social relations allows individuals to compare themselves

to a broader segment of society, which will prompt greater support for redistribution

among the poor who may find themselves frustrated by mobility for other similar

individuals which they perceive themselves as lacking.

The transition to an urban society from a rural and agrarian one therefore will

likely entail a shift in public opinion concerning matters of inequality. Where previ-

ously individuals resided in heavily stratified, insular pockets of scattered population,

the spread of mass urbanization in a country will, all else equal, lead to greater con-

cern for inequality, as stated in Hypothesis 4.1.1

Hypothesis 4.1.1. Average support for redistribution should be higher in countries

that are more urbanized.

This hypothesis is, however, not readily apparent in simple bivariate correla-

tions and examinations of the data, as shown in Figure 4.2, which actually shows

a slight negative relationship. This is largely due to the need to control for other

relevant variables, especially programmatic partisan competition over redistribution

(partially to correct for anchor points), as well as other demographic and country

variables discussed in the next two sections. In a hierarchical model that I examine

at the end of this chapter, the level of urban development does generally show a

significant positive relationship with support for redistribution when controlling for

other variables that influence redistribution attitudes.

4.2 Urbanization and the Rural-Urban Gap in Attitudes

At the micro-level within countries, it seems likely that living in an urban setting

should generally result in greater concern for redistribution. Long before Thoreau
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Figure 4.2: Urban Development and Support for Redistribution

camped on the shores of Walden Pond, artists and writers have often idealized a

bucolic lifestyle to be found far from cities. Modernizing England saw cities portrayed

as the centerplace of capitalist production and exploitation, with novels such as those

by Charles Dickens showing stark inequalities of Victorian London. Meditation,

simplicity and happiness were to be found in the countryside1.

Such claims have even been substantiated in medical research. Beginning in the

late 1800s, a long line of doctors and psychologists have argued that urban residents

are more likely to suffer from a variety of mental illnesses such as schizophrenia than

their rural counterparts (Pols, 2003; Peen et al., 2010). Some recent research has

even found that urban and rural brains process information differently, potentially

explaining these differing rates of mental illness (Lederbogen et al., 2011). At least

1 An excellent summary of the differences in the literary portrayal of cities and the countryside is
provided in the seminal work of Williams (1975).
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in terms of psychological well-being, it seems that some individuals may be poorly

suited to the density and variety of urban settings. These findings suggest that there

may be real and measurable differences in urban and rural dispositions and attitudes.

However, such gaps may be contingent on the overall level of urban development.

According to the seminal work of urban sociologist Louis Wirth, a city is “a rela-

tively large, dense, and permanent settlement of heterogeneous individuals” (Wirth,

1938, p. 1). Wirth described “urbanism as a way of life,” or a mode of living that

contrasted from those outside urban environments. If urbanism is marked by size,

density and heterogeneity, the opposite would be small, sparsely populated, homo-

geneous areas. However, this definition reveals that the exact opposite of urbanism

is not easily pinned down using common official definitions employed by government

agencies or social scientists. For example, many individuals living in what are offi-

cially deemed as rural regions according to a census division (or in a survey) may not

closely mirror the opposite of urbanism as described above. The divisions of urban

and rural used in surveys or statistics typically only measure where an individual

sleeps at night – which could be a location that only constitutes a small portion of an

individual’s waking hours. During the day, an individual living in a “rural” region

may actually have a very urban experience. This is especially seen in modern “bed-

room” communities, inhabited by individuals who commute regularly to the city for

work, shopping and leisure. Similarly, the development of information technology has

created a world in which individuals even living in remote and isolated communities

can develop the connections necessary to link themselves with a broader populace

than was previously possible. With the expansion of media and cheap long–distance

communication, the countryside can be linked into the broader social fabric in ways

that were previously impossible at the time of Wirth’s writing.

As a result, the opposite of urbanism is not simply “rural,” but more accurately

refers to a social environment driven primarily by tradition and strong local ties
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with very limited contact beyond those local ties. Such a society was termed by

anthropologist Robert Redfield, as a “folk culture” in the mid 1900s, which was a

“small, isolated, nonliterate, and homogeneous, with a strong sense of group sol-

idarity” (Redfield, 1947, p. 293). This definition was developed by Redfield by

considering “the characters which are logically opposite those which are to be found

in the modern city,” (p. 294) and was meant to be an ideal type to contrast with

the city. This definition makes it clear that the effect of community context is not

the same around the world – the effect of living in a “rural” community in a more

modern and developed context which possesses stronger linkages outside of the local

community will likely be quite different from an impoverished rural community in

the developing world. While some rural communities in the United States may be

relatively small, sparsely populated and homogenous, it is unlikely to find the clearly

delineated social relations and lack of linkages outside the community that mark the

society as described by Redfield because there is both awareness of and linkages to

the outside community.

Taken together, Wirth and Redfield’s definitions of urbanism and rural “folk

culture” suggest that the gap between urban and rural attitudes will likely be most

prominent in the least urbanized countries. Moreover, the process of urbanization

is one which connects the the countryside with urban environments. This linkage

between city and culture was viewed as crucial by Engels (1935) for the development

of class consciousness among the agrarian working class, who stated that:

“...only an intimate connection between industrial and agricultural pro-

duction, together with the extension of the means of communication

made necessary thereby–granted the abolition of the capitalist mode of

production–will be able to deliver the rural population from the isolation

and stupor in which it has vegetated almost unchanged for thousands of

98



years” (pg. 89).

In countries which are at the very beginning stages of development and urban-

ization, the countryside is a nearly completely closed, and largely autonomous set-

tlement where the “idiocy” bemoaned by Marx and Engels prevails. However, this

paradigm is quickly shattered as individuals begin leaving the countryside for the city

– becoming a bridge between urban and rural worlds, and integrating the countryside

into national affairs.

It is difficult to overstate the importance of the rural–urban migration on the

attitudes and behaviors of those left behind in the countryside. In his landmark study

Peasants into Frenchmen, Eugen Weber notes that in many areas of France, French

was a “foreign” language even in the early part of the 20th century. Furthermore, the

countryside was often very poorly integrated into the national economy – the use of

French currency was relatively rare in many rural areas, with most transactions being

carried out between neighbors via barter. While urban revolutions and wars raged

throughout 19th century France, the countryside remained mired in superstition –

belief in the occult was common into the 20th century, and witches were put on trial

as late as the 1880s.

Weber was surprised not only by the persistence of traditional attitudes in the

countryside, but also by the rapidity with which they disappeared, often within a

single generation. This happened via several interrelated processes: the improvement

and expansion of roads, the development of central state capacity in rural areas

manifest partly via the expansion of public education, and migration. Weber noted

two critical sources of migration: the first was the process of urbanization in which

individuals move to the cities in search of greater employment opportunities, and

the second was through military service. Of the first, Weber noted that migrants

retained deep connections to their home area, and via their migration became “agents
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of change” both in themselves, and to their friends and family members back home.

The road was not just a facility for going and returning; it was also an

opportunity to compare conditions and modes of life. It affected the

peasants who set out on it, getting them used to strange places, showing

them the way, permitting alien notions and a sense of different prospects

to germinate in them or in those listening to the tales they told. (Weber,

1976, p. 283)

This integration of the countryside into the nation can be seen as having an urban-

izing effect on the countryside, as individuals returning from the city bring back new

ideas and concepts. This suggests that, at the micro-level, the effect of living in an

urban or rural environment will be contingent on the connectedness of those in the

countryside to the city. In countries where the rural population forms a much higher

proportion of the overall population, the countryside will tend to be much less con-

nected to urban areas, and therefore the gap between rural and urban support for

redistribution will tend to be larger (with urban residents having greater support for

redistribution than those in the countryside). This gap should diminish as a country

urbanizes, and the countryside becomes more integrated into the national fabric, and

is stated formally in Hypothesis 4.2.1

Hypothesis 4.2.1. Support for redistribution will be higher in the cities than in

the countryside, but this gap in attitudes will narrow or disappear completely as a

country urbanizes.

To explore this hypothesis, I begin by running simple multivariate OLS regres-

sion in each country using the cross-national data set described in Chapter 3, with

support for redistribution as the dependent variable, and urban/rural location as the

primary independent variable of interest2. For each country, I collected the coefficient

2 Other control variables include: Years of education, gender, interest in politics, and whether the
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on urban/rural, which gives an estimate for the difference between urban and rural

communities in support for redistribution, controlling for other potentially relevant

demographic variables. A positive value indicates support for redistribution is gener-

ally higher in cities than the countryside. Figure 4.3 plots this coefficient against the

overall level of urban development in the country. As can be seen, there is indeed a

negative trend between the two – in countries which are the least urbanized, support

for redistribution tends to be higher in cities.
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Figure 4.3: Urban–Rural Gap in Support and Urbanization

While there is a general negative trend between macro-level urbanization and a

shrinking urban-rural gap in attitudes, it is not a perfectly linear fit. There are a

respondent was unemployed. Models were estimated with survey weights using the survey regression
command in Stata 12. Data from the Arabbarometer is not included because the survey was only
asked in urban regions. Data from the AsianBarometer is excluded because some countries were
missing data for employment status and years of education, had no rural population (Singapore)
or were also available from other surveys.
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handful of very urbanized countries (New Zealand, South Korea and Great Britain)

which have higher urban than rural support, which do not appear to fit the linear

relationship. This could be partially due to measurement error, especially since some

of the most urban countries have a limited number of rural respondents.

However, it may also be that in the most urban, developed countries a different

dynamic may be at play – in the most urbanized countries, where one chooses to

live may be increasingly indicative of the political views that an individual holds.

In other words, living in a city versus the countryside may in itself be a political

decision, somewhat in line with the geographic sorting arguments, where political

policy preferences drive migration patterns (Tiebout, 1956; McDonald, 2011). If the

public is more likely to sort according to preferences in urban versus rural locations

in Advanced Capitalist countries than in developing democracies, then the pattern

seen in Figure 4.3 may be stronger in developing countries. This does indeed appear

to be the case. When excluding the sample solely to developing countries (those with

GDP per capita at PPP lower than $15,000 USD), the correlation above increases

to nearly -0.50, indicating a stronger relationship between the urban-rural gap and

macro-level urban development.

The increasing correlation between the size of the urban-rural gap and aggregate

urbanization as wealthier countries are excluded suggests that it is also necessary

to control for other variables, such as economic development, and the degree of

programmatic political competition. This is done in the hierarchical model that is

run at the end of this chapter.

4.3 Urbanization and Democracy

While the growth of cities undoubtedly has an important role in raising concern over

inequality, as seen in Figure 4.2, urban development seems to do a very poor job

explaining cross–national differences, at least in a simple bivariate analysis. Bartolini
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(2000), in his study of the growth of Socialist movements in industrializing Europe,

found that urban development had a positive relationship with left-wing mobilization

within countries over time, but was actually negative when examining the relationship

between countries within a single time period. This confusing result was explained

when examining the political context of urbanization, arguing that “socialists were

best able to capitalize on political support where and when the bulk of the industrial

and urban transformation was taking place in parallel with the extension of the

suffrage and the mobilization efforts it triggered” (Bartolini, 2000, p. 179). In

other words, when urbanization occurred in a democratic setting, the result was a

stronger socialist movement. However, in the United Kingdom, where urbanization

was nearly complete by the time universal male suffrage was introduced in 1918, the

vast movement of individuals from the country to the city over the course of the

previous century failed to have a similar radicalizing effect.

What is particularly notable about Bartolini’s investigation is the persistent in-

fluence of the political context at the time of urbanization on support for socialist

parties even over the course of several decades, which resulted in the negative re-

lationship between urban development and mobilization when examining a single

cross section of countries at a particular point of time. For decades following its

urbanization, the United Kingdom continued to exhibit lower rates of socialist mobi-

lization than in Continental Europe. This finding suggests that the moment of urban

transition presents a critical juncture that can potentially have long term political

consequences for years to come. Migrants recently arriving from the countryside

present a pivotal opportunity for socialist parties, but one that can quickly become

ossified in a particular manner if not mobilized quickly. If socialist parties are able

to mobilize recent migrants upon arrival in the city, they can gain a potentially

long term electoral benefit. In contrast, the failure to mobilize recent arrivals from

the countryside may result in a working class that is only weakly associated with
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left-wing movements.

The recent migrant from the countryside is in a state of flux and change, and

disrupts the hitherto stable relationships they had in the countryside. When ur-

banization is especially rapid, mass dislocation and anomie may potentially result.

Early urban sociologists, such as Wirth noted that while “the contacts of the city

may indeed be face to face, but they are nevertheless impersonal, superficial, transi-

tory, and segmental” (Wirth, 1938, p. 12). The portrait of urban life that emerges

is one marked by detached, fluid interactions with a wide variety of different individ-

uals. This atomization of the migrant leaves them open to mobilization by socialist

movements, allowing the migrant to develop new reference groups that can lead to

a sharp increase in feelings of relative deprivation despite the increased economic

mobility resulting from their move to the city.

However, in situations where political competition is restricted, or where there is

limited suffrage there is less ability for left leaning political movements to mobilize

arriving rural migrants. Indeed, there are several reasons why, in the absence of

mobilization efforts, migration from the countryside to the city may dampen concern

with inequality.

First, rapid urbanization can increase perceptions of upward mobility, both among

migrants and rural residents. The entire process of urbanization is inherently about

the potential of upward mobility – individuals leave the countryside in order to ad-

vance themselves in cities where there is greater economic opportunity. Stokes (1962)

distinguished between “slums of despair” and “slums of hope,” depending upon the

psychological disposition of its inhabitants - whether they viewed themselves as hav-

ing upward mobility or not. Stokes argued that slums of hope were primarily found

in recently urbanizing locales in the developing world, while slums of despair were

predominantly located in urbanized, developed countries, which suggests that the

context of urbanization plays an important role in the extent of relative deprivation
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a migrating individual may experience. Beliefs in personal mobility have also featured

prominently in models examining preferences for redistribution, as a primary driver

of the models put forward by Benabou and Ok (2001) and the past “dynasty” expe-

rience with mobility in Piketty (1995). Economists Albert Hirschman and Michael

Rothschild argued that mobility may initially decrease concern over inequality, but

if over time that mobility is limited, dissatisfaction will sharply increase:

In the early stages of rapid economic development, when inequalities in

the distribution of income among different classes, sectors, and regions

are apt to increase sharply, it can happen that society’s tolerance for such

disparities will be substantial. To the extent that such tolerance comes

into being, it accommodates, as it were, the increasing inequalities in an

almost providential fashion. (Hirschman and Rothschild, 1973, p. 545).

Hirschman and Rothschild also describe what they refer to as a “tunneling” effect,

where individuals who see perceived equals achieving upward mobility may at least

initially be optimistic that such benefits will soon come their way as well. This is

especially relevant for those who who remain behind in rural areas while their friends

or family members may have migrated to their city, or those recent migrants who,

although currently struggling see other migrant friends who are achieving success.

As a result, rapid rural-urban migration will likely dampen support for redistribution

not only among the migrant, but those who they have left behind in the countryside

as well as those in the city to which they are moving.

Second, rapid urbanization increases the heterogeneity of cities as large groups of

the rural poor flock to the city, which may decrease support for redistribution among

existing urban residents. Cities tend to be more heterogeneous for two reasons.

Growing cities tend to draw a population from a wider range of locales. This is

especially true in the cities of immigrant nations such as the United States and
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Canada, and was a very salient characteristic of the Chicago boomtown that was the

subject of so much research among early urban sociologists. This process, however,

is not limited just to immigrant countries – the urbanization of China, which has

proceeded extremely rapidly over the last three decades has also resulted in greater

diversity in China’s cities. In certain neighborhoods of Beijing, for example, it is

more likely that one will hear Sichuan dialect than the distinctive Beijing dialect of

Mandarin. Many scholars have argued that greater heterogeneity will lead to lower

support for redistribution. This has been shown in behavioral experiments (Klor and

Shayo, 2010), at the local level in the United States (Luttmer, 2001), as well as in

international comparisons (Alesina and Glaeser, 2004; Alesina et al., 1999; Baldwin

and Huber, 2010).

Absent open political competition, it then appears that rapid urbanization may,

at least in the short term, dampen support for redistribution among all segments of

society and prevent redistributive demands from becoming as strong as they could

potentially become in a more open environment. However, in an environment where

preferences for redistribution are created by elite influence and leftist political par-

ties are free to mobilize, rapid urbanization presents a potential boon to Socialist

movements.

Hypothesis 4.3.1. Urbanization will result in greater demand for redistribution

when it occurs in a democratic context.

Examining this hypothesis is somewhat more complicated as it relies on an inter-

action between democracy and the growth in the urban population over time. Ideally,

I would have time series data, which would allow to look at changes in democracy,

urbanization and attitudes over time. As a second-best procedure to capture this

historical context over time, I calculate stock variables of the level of democracy (the

Polity2 score taken from the Polity IV database, -10 being most authoritarian, +10
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being most democratic), the rate of urbanization (measured by the yearly change

in the percentage of the population living in urban environments, taken from the

World Bank), and the interaction between the two.3 Stock variables, as opposed to

flow variables, represent the aggregate amount of a particular variable, rather than

simply the change in a single time period. For example, in the urbanization stock

variable, I sum the annual percent increase in the urban population for each year. If

a country had urbanization rates in the previous three years of 1, 1.5 and 1.5 percent,

the stock for the previous would be a total of 4, indicating that over the past three

years the urban proportion of the population had increased by 4 percentage points.

This allows for a rough, albeit aggregate, picture of how democratic the country

has been, or how quickly it has urbanized. The stock variables are calculated by

summing the level of democracy, rate of urbanization, or interaction between the two

between the years 1975 and 2008, using a 5% depreciation rate4. This interaction

term captures the context in which urbanization occurs - rapid urbanization in a

democratic context will be strongly positive, while in an autocratic setting it will be

negative.

To examine the relationship between democratic competition, urbanization and

support for redistribution, I begin by running a simple multivariate regression at

the country level. As a dependent variable, I use the mean level of support for

3 For countries which gained independence between 1975 and 2008, such as many countries in
Eastern Europe and Namibia, the Polity2 score for the country which was in control is used.
However, for Germany prior to 1990 the West German Polity2 score is used.

4 The start year of 1975 was chosen to maximize the number of countries in the sample – choosing
a date prior to 1975 was problematic, especially in Africa, due to the number of countries in the
region that were not independent. The depreciation rate of 5% was chosen to reflect that more
recent years likely have a larger effect on the stock variables than more distant ones. To compare the
results using alternative depreciation measures, I also calculate similar stock variables using both
1% and 10% depreciation rates as well. Generally speaking, the results using the 1% depreciation
rates are relatively weak. The stock variables calculated using 1%, 5% and 10% depreciation
rates are generally fairly comparable to each other, with inter-item correlations of about 0.9. The
results using different measures are reported in the Appendix, and the results generally match those
reported in this chapter.
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redistribution in the country. Since the mean level of support is subject to anchor

point problems, I include two independent variables as controls – GDP per capita at

purchasing power parity and the partisan cleavage score developed in Chapter Three.

One important problem involved in examining cross–national public opinion data

is the anchor point problem, where individuals in different countries may use differ-

ent baselines when answering a particular question. This problem seems especially

relevant to questions relating to support for redistribution because individuals will

likely interpret the need for redistribution in light of the amount of redistribution al-

ready occurring in their country. A respondent in Sweden who reports being against

redistribution is likely responding to the relatively higher amount of redistribution in

Sweden. The converse may also be true – in a country where very little redistribution

occurs, such as in much of Latin America, a respondent who supports redistribution

may have little interest in approaching a European style welfare state. The use of

anchoring vignettes such as those proposed by King et al. (2004) and King and Wand

(2007) may help to alleviate some of this problem, but appropriate vignettes are not

available in the surveys examined here.

While it is impossible to completely control for the anchor point problem, I use

two variables which can help to at least alleviate some of the problem. Ideally, I

would be able to use an appropriate cross-national measure of redistribution, but

such a measure is unavailable for the majority of countries examined here, especially

developing countries5. The first is the level of economic development, measured

by GDP per capita at PPP and taken from the World Bank. Generally speaking,

countries with a higher level of economic development should have a more developed

welfare state (Wilensky, 1975). This measure obviously does a better job at tracking

5 The most accurate measure of redistribution currently available is the gini difference measure
used by Bradley et al. (2003), often calculated from data available from the Luxembourg Income
Study (LIS). Unfortunately, the LIS has only a limited number of developing countries in its data set.
Other commonly used measures of social spending, such as the IMF government finance statistics,
do not actually measure redistribution and are notoriously inaccurate for developing countries.
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differences in social spending patterns between developed and developing countries

than within each group, making it broadly appropriate for this analysis.

The second measure I use to mitigate the anchor point problem is the partisan

cleavages measure developed in Chapter Three. This captures the degree of parti-

san polarization over the issue of redistribution, reflecting a greater salience of the

political issue. In countries with greater partisan cleavages over redistribution this

likely indicates that there is likely a greater degree of redistribution,6 which helps to

correct for the anchor point problem.

In addition to GDP per capita at PPP and the partisan cleavage score, I also

include as independent variables the gini coefficient, the level of urban development,

and the three stock variables (democratic stock, urbanization stock and the interac-

tion between the two). The results of this simple regression are shown in Table 4.1.

I run two models – the first includes all countries, and the second excludes the most

developed countries (only countries with GDP per capita at PPP less than $15,000

are included).

As expected, the interaction effect between the urbanization and democratic stock

variables is significant in the expected direction – with countries that have urbanized

more rapidly while being democratic having relatively higher support for redistribu-

tion. The urbanization stock variable is significantly negative – this suggests that

urbanization which occurs absent a democratic context actually leads to relatively

lower support for redistribution. Among the other independent variables, only the

partisan cleavages score is statistically significant – this is also in the expected di-

rection, as per Hypothesis 3.1.2 in Chapter Three, which states that support for

redistribution should decrease in conjunction with increased partisan competition

over the issue. It is somewhat suprising that inequality does not appear to have

6 Of course, this is an imperfect measure of redistribution – for example, the United States has
the highest score on this measure, but has less redistribution than in many Northern European
countries.
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Table 4.1: Urban Development and Redistribution Support

(1) (2)
All Countries Developing

GDPPC at PPP -0.00760 -0.0304�

(0.00450) (0.0148)
GINI -0.00227 -0.00201

(0.00393) (0.00475)
% Urban 0.00206 0.00873�

(0.00195) (0.00355)
Urbanization Stock -0.0353�� -0.0509��

(0.0123) (0.0152)
Democracy Stock -0.00139 -0.00283

(0.00117) (0.00159)
Urb. X Dem. Stock 0.00380� 0.00580�

(0.00188) (0.00263)
Partisan Cleavage -2.645��� -3.727��

(0.532) (1.165)
Constant 2.650��� 2.600���

(0.210) (0.259)
N 68 40
R2 0.4925 0.3808

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001

a relationship with support for redistribution – it is slightly negative, but not sta-

tistically significant. The aggregate level of urbanization is also not significant in

the first model covering all countries, although it is in the expected direction. This

may partially be a function of the data - when looking at the second model, which

excludes the most developed countries, the aggregate level of urbanization becomes

statistically significant in the expected direction. This suggests that the relationship

between the aggregate level of urban development and support for redistribution

tends to fall apart among the most developed countries.

In order to show the relationship between the stock variables and a democratic

history, as well as the relative country positions for these variables, I report two
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added variable plots of this simple regression in Figures 4.4 and 4.57.

In Figure 4.4, which shows the marginal relationship between the stock of ur-

ban growth on support for redistribution, a negative relationship (significant at the

0.01 level) between the two variables is shown, as predicted. As countries urbanize

more rapidly (all else equal), support for redistribution decreases8. In contrast, the

interaction term of Polity2 and Urbanization stock has a positive relationship with

support for redistribution, as shown in Figure 4.5, and is statistically significant at

the 0.05 level. Rerunning the analysis excluding developed countries makes these

relationships both stronger and more statistically significant (the urbanization stock

variable becomes statistically significant at the 0.001 level, and the interaction term

is nearly significant at the 0.01 level), which suggests that the model performs better

on developing countries.

In order to correctly interpret the interaction effect, I follow the suggestions of

Brambor et al. (2006); Kam and Franzese (2010), and calculate the marginal effect

of urbanization conditional on the democratic stock variable from the first model in

Table 4.1, which is shown in Figure 4.6. As can be seen, there is a significant positive

association in the marginal effect of urbanization on support for redistribution as the

democratic stock increases. In a country which has been mostly authoritarian since

1975, a rapid increase in the urban population of a country actually results in neg-

ative influence on support for redistribution. However, if a country has been largely

democratic since 1975, rapid urbanization results in no significant relationship to

support for redistribution. The context in which urbanization has occurred appears

7 The full results of the model are not reported here as this is primarily done to show where coun-
tries lie relative to each other on these two variables and in support for redistribution, controlling
for other relevant factors. A more appropriate hierachical model is run which is a more appropriate
test of these hypotheses.

8 It is important to note that as this is one variable part of an interaction term, this can only
be interpreted as the change when a country has a Polity2 score of 0 (neither autocratic nor
democratic).
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Figure 4.4: Added Variable Plot - Urbanization Stock

to play a critical role in determining whether it plays a role in shaping support for

redistribution.

In order to assess the substantive significance of this effect, it is useful to compare

the marginal effects of urbanization in both authoritarian and democratic contexts.

China and Brazil are two countries which have experienced rapid urban growth since

1975, with China having an urban change stock value of 13.63, and Brazil having

a value of 10.67. However, the political context of urbanization has been different

for both countries – China has remained authoritarian throughout the entire period,

with a democratic stock of -114 in 2008, not far from the theoretical minimum of

-163. In contrast, Brazil, having democratized in mid 1980s has generally had urban

development occur in concert with free political competition, with a democratic

stock of 104.5 in 2008. The marginal effect of rapid urban development is expected

to lead to an approximately 1 point difference in support for redistribution between
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Figure 4.5: Added Variable Plot - Urbanization And Polity2 Interaction Stock

the two countries (on the 4 point redistribution support scale used as a dependent

variable). This is a large and meaningful difference in expected support that suggests

the political context in which urbanization occurs is quite important in determining

how individuals support redistribution.

4.4 Hierarchical Analyses

While the previous analyses provide a rough overview of the data, they do not form

an appropriate statistical test of the hypotheses because they do not adequately

control for variance at both the individual and country levels of analysis, nor do

they control simultaneously for variables at both levels. In order to overcome these

shortcomings, I examine the data using a hierarchical linear model (HLM) which

can control for both individual and country level variables, and account for variance
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Figure 4.6: Marginal Effects of Urbanization Contingent on Democratic Stock

at each level of analysis.9 For individual–level controls, due to differences in the

availability of variables in the four cross–national surveys I examine, I am only able

to include a handful of variables which are available in each survey. These include

the location of the respondent (urban vs. rural), years of education, gender, income,

interest in politics, whether the respondent was unemployed.10

9 All HLM models reported here were calculated using within country survey weights in Stata 12
using the command xtmixed.

10 The independent variable of “income” is defined differently in each survey, making it impossible
to include in the pooled model. In LAPOP, ESS and ISSP surveys a measure of relative income
is used, which is the ratio of the respondent’s household income to the mean of the country. The
Afrobarometer never directly asks respondents their income, largely because many individuals in
the region do not have a cash income. To get around this, I use the same material well–being index
used by Baldwin and Huber (2010) when they created their measure of between group inequality.
This index uses five measures of material well–being asked in the Afrobarometer, asking whether
the respondent has ever gone without food, water, medical care, cooking fuel and cash income.
Each of these is scored on a scale from zero to 4, with zero indicating they had never gone without
the item, and 4 indicating they had always gone without the item. After reversing the scale so that
larger values indicated greater wealth, they were added together to create an index ranging from
0–20.
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For the pooled model, the primary dependent variable is a measure of support for

government redistribution that ranges from 0 to 3. Other country-level independent

variables include the gini coefficient, GDP per capita (PPP), and partisan cleavages

over redistribution. As with the previous exploratory analyses, I investigate two

basic hypotheses. To test the first, which postulates that the effect of living in the

city (vs. the countryside) is contingent on the overall level of urbanization, I use

an interaction term between whether the respondent lives in a city with the total

proportion of the population that lives in cities. If this hypothesis is correct, I would

expect the coefficient on urban to be positive, while the interaction term would be

negative. This would indicate that support for redistribution is higher in the city

when a small proportion of the population lives in the city. However, as a country

has a higher proportion of the population living in the city, the effect of living in

a city is neutralized. To test the second hypothesis, which claims that the effect

of urbanization on preferences for redistribution will be contingent on the political

environment, I use the three stock variables: the democratic stock, the urbanization

stock and the stock of the interaction between the two. In countries which have

rapidly urbanized while being democratic, I expect greater concern for redistribution.

In contrast, nondemocracies which rapidly urbanize should exhibit lower support for

redistribution.

The results of the hierarchical analysis are shown in Table 4.2. Because the

data is collected from several different survey sources with potential issues in the

comparability of questions across surveys, I run both a pooled model and models on

the individual surveys. The first model uses data from all the surveys. The second

model also uses the pooled data from all surveys, but is restricted to those countries

with a GDP per capita below $15,000 USD at PPP. Excluding developed countries

from the model is done because many developed countries had largely completed

the process of urbanization by 1975, the start year for the calculation of the stock

115



variables. In models three through five, I examine the data on a single cross–national

survey, including LAPOP, the Afrobarometer, and the ESS.11

I first examine the individual level hypothesis that the effect of residing in an

urban environment will be contingent on the overall level of urban development.

This is shown by examining the individual level urban dummy variable (indicating

that the respondent lived in a city) as well as its interaction term with the level

of urban development in a country. In countries with a smaller proportion of the

population living in cities, individuals living cities tend to have greater support for

redistribution than their rural counterparts. This gap in attitudes diminishes as a

country urbanizes. Support for this hypothesis is shown in both pooled models,

as well as the Afrobarometer model. The model for the LAPOP has the expected

relationship, but it is not statistically significant. This may be because the gap

between rural and urban attitudes is only prominent at very low levels of overall

urbanization, and almost all LAPOP countries included in this model have over

50% of the population living in cities.12 Again, the results are less conclusive when

examining just the ESS data, which has a similar problem as the LAPOP data where

very little data is available on nonurbanized countries.

To appropriately examine the interaction term, I show the marginal effect of liv-

ing in an urban environment contingent on the overall level of urbanization in Figure

4.7. As can be seen, the marginal effect of living in a city (as opposed to the coun-

tryside) is positive, but declining as countries urbanize. Once the country reaches an

urban population of approximately 35%, the difference between urban and residents

has become indistinguishable from zero. At the highest levels of urban development,

11 I do not run separate analyses for the ISSP due to the low number of countries that would be
included.

12 For example, rerunning the hierarchical model without the partisan polarization measure adds
five additional countries to the analysis, which are generally less urban. This model results in a
statistically significant relationship on the individual urban dummy and urban interaction term.
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Table 4.2: Urban Development and Redistribution Support HLM

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
All Developing LAPOP Afro ESS

Individual FE
Urban 0.0973� 0.148�� 0.0228 0.192��� -0.0306

(0.0430) (0.0451) (0.105) (0.0496) (0.101)
Urb*% Urban -0.167� -0.276��� -0.0579 -0.349��� 0.0253

(0.0672) (0.0790) (0.165) (0.0911) (0.136)
Yrs. Educ -0.00918��� -0.00266 -0.00161 0.00773��� -0.0132���

(0.00201) (0.00201) (0.00248) (0.00233) (0.00218)
Female 0.0449��� 0.00183 -0.00575 -0.0179 0.0783���

(0.00964) (0.0101) (0.0120) (0.0169) (0.00976)
Interest in Politics -0.00876� -0.00530 0.0118 -0.0208�� -0.00206

(0.00380) (0.00440) (0.00613) (0.00651) (0.00494)
Unemployed 0.0664��� 0.0360� 0.00824 0.0397 0.0514�

(0.0152) (0.0159) (0.0389) (0.0217) (0.0258)
Age 0.00182��� 0.00136� -0.000259 0.00126� 0.00197���

(0.000406) (0.000642) (0.000461) (0.000538) (0.000550)
Relative Income -0.0129 -0.0183��� -0.129���

(0.0101) (0.00245) (0.0208)
Constant 2.477��� 2.384��� 3.295��� 2.689��� 2.732���

(0.165) (0.204) (0.989) (0.241) (0.200)
Country level FE
GDPPC at PPP -0.00566 -0.0254� -0.0398� -0.106��� -0.0107��

(0.00349) (0.0108) (0.0166) (0.0313) (0.00340)
Gini -0.0641 -0.00455 -2.635 0.259 0.585

(0.309) (0.357) (1.451) (0.534) (0.487)
Cleavage Score -2.529��� -2.962� -8.432��� -5.509��� -1.241�

(0.457) (1.307) (2.387) (1.208) (0.557)
% Urban 0.279 0.824�� 1.534� 1.884��� -0.742��

(0.211) (0.281) (0.777) (0.560) (0.251)
Urbanization Stock -0.0328��� -0.0437��� 0.0104 -0.0955��� 0.0151

(0.00986) (0.0111) (0.0355) (0.0157) (0.0182)
Dem. Stock -0.00125 -0.00238� -0.00179 -0.00573��� 0.00274��

(0.000978) (0.00105) (0.00360) (0.00163) (0.00100)
Urban X Dem. Stock 0.000217� 0.000295� 0.0000367 0.000910��� -0.000188

(0.0000945) (0.000119) (0.000320) (0.000174) (0.000153)
Random Variances
Individual Level SD 0.198��� 0.201��� 0.170��� 0.142��� 0.114���

(0.0172) (0.0190) (0.0247) (0.0312) (0.0162)
Country Level SD 0.790��� 0.804��� 0.771��� 0.833��� 0.727���

(0.0159) (0.0172) (0.0282) (0.0258) (0.0154)
N 107976 66625 20999 22570 42783
Countries 68 45 16 18 28

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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there actually appears to be a negative influence between urban residence and sup-

port for redistribution, for countries with an urban population greater than 80% of

the entire population. In terms of substantive significance, this interaction term is

not particularly large – even for the most rural countries in the sample, the marginal

effect of urban residence is about 0.1 (on support for redistribution with a range from

0 to 3). Therefore, although there is a decreasing urban/rural gap contingent on the

overall level of urbanization, it is not particularly large.
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Figure 4.7: Marginal Effects of Urban Residence Contingent on Aggregate Urban
Development

The pace of urbanization does appear to have an important influence on prefer-

ences for redistribution, conditional on the political environment in which it occurs.

Looking at the country-level interaction term between democratic stock and pace

of urbanization stock, when rapid urbanization occurs in a democratic environment,

support for redistribution trends higher. However, when examining the marginal
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effect of urbanization when the Polity2 stock variable is less than zero, there is actu-

ally a negative influence of rapid urbanization on support for redistribution. These

findings are supported in the same models that support the urban-gap hypothesis:

the pooled models, as well as the Afrobarometer – but not for the LAPOP and ESS

models. Again, this may be because of the lack of nonurbanized countries in those

countries which are necessary to make an appropriate comparison. Most of the coun-

tries in the LAPOP and ESS are already quite urbanized – without relatively less

urbanized countries it becomes more difficult to test the relationship.

The marginal effect of urbanization contingent on democratic stock is shown in

Figure 4.8, which shows a relationship very similar to the country-level regression

reported in Table 4.1, and the marginal effect of the interaction effect reported there,

showing that the addition of individual-level controls does not significantly affect the

relationship found there. Rapid urbanization has a strong negative influence on

support for redistribution that quickly dissipates as urbanization ocurs in concert

with free political competition.

There are also some interesting findings on overall urban development. Although

it has been suggested by Bartolini that it is more useful to examine this variable

by looking at within-country trends, there are some potentially interesting cross-

national trends that merit some future exploration. In the pooled model including

all countries, the urban percentage of a country has no statistical relationship with

support for redistribution. However when looking at developing countries, it is no-

table to see that this variable is positive for the developing countries model, as well

as when examining only the LAPOP and Afrobarometer countries. In contrast, when

examining just the countries of the ESS, there is a negative relationship - a finding

that mirrors Bartolini’s study of Western Europe. This suggests that the political

context of urbanization may be more similar in developing countries, which makes

comparisons between them in a cross-section more feasible.
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Figure 4.8: Marginal Effects of Urbanization Contingent on Democratic Stock

The two variables included to correct for potential anchor points in survey re-

sponses are also generally both in the expected direction. GDP per capita does

generally have a negative influence on professed support for redistribution, as does

the extent of partisan polarization over the issue. In each model, the actual level

of inequality is never statistically significant, suggesting that the level of inequality

is less important for preferences than contextual factors that shape how individuals

interpret inequality. The use of objective indicators such as the gini coefficient to

trace factors such as relative deprivation, as argued by Yitzhaki (1979), is especially

problematic and that subjective variables may be more important.

4.5 Conclusions

The findings here suggest that the political and urban context of individuals can play

an important role in shaping demand for redistribution. First, at the micro-level,
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individuals living in cities will only have greater support for redistribution than those

in the countryside when the country is at a relatively low level of urban development.

This is largely because the countryside will move away from being a “folk culture” as

the country as a whole urbanizes. Increased linkages between town and country will,

over time, level the gaps in urban and rural attitudes in support for redistribution.

A second finding is that the political context in which urbanization occurs plays

an important role in moderating whether rapid urbanization is radicalizing or not. In

countries which are democratic at the time of rapid urbanization, recent migrants are

more likely to be organized by socialist movements which allow for the radicalizing

of individuals at a critical juncture of an individual’s life. This mobilization can

pay electoral dividends long into the future, as strong working class movements

tend to be self perpetuating. In contrast, individuals who arrive in cities where

electoral participation is restricted, left-leaning movements may have limited ability

to mobilize the recently arriving rural poor. As a result, although these individuals

may be shocked at the income gaps present in their new urban home, they will be

unlikely to be radicalized in a way similar to those who are successfully mobilized.

These migrants may even preserve a reference group of their country home town,

and feel much more accepting of inequality as they perceive themselves as upwardly

mobile.

These findings are extremely relevant to rapidly urbanizing countries today. Whyte

(2010), in his study of attitudes towards inequality in China were comparatively low,

and that the “social volcano” of protests of inequality was not born out in China

today. The results of this analysis suggest that despite the growing inequality in

China and movement of hundreds of millions of rural poor to cities within the span

of a single generation, in the near term this movement is unlikely to spark concern

over inequality as might be present in a country such as India. Further implications

of these results suggest that if the left continues to be unable to mobilize the urban
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poor in China, support for redistribution may continue to be comparatively low for

the forseeable future.
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5

Rural-Urban Migration and Preferences in China
and Indonesia

China and Indonesia are both rapidly urbanizing countries which have experienced

dramatic population shifts in the last generation. In this chapter, I explore in greater

detail some of the micro-level hypotheses that were developed in chapter four –

specifically, the role that urbanization plays in expanding support for redistribution,

and how democratic political competition can cause recently arrived migrants to

increase their concern for inequality.

The data for this chapter come from two surveys: The 2002 Chinese Household

Income Project (CHIP) (Li, 2002) which included three questionnaires for long-term

urban residents, rural residents and rural-urban migrants; and the 2008 Rural-Urban

Migration in Indonesia (RUMI) survey (Meng et al., 2008) which included an urban

resident and migrant questionnaire (but no rural questionnaire, making comparisons

with the countryside impossible). I first analyze the CHIP data for China, followed

by the RUMI data for Indonesia. In the Chinese section, I examine how urbanization

shifts rural, urban, and migrant attitudes on redistribution and inequality. This case

provides an excellent opportunity to examine how urbanization shifts concern with
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inequality prior to strong interactions from political elites.

Both China and Indonesia have had similar trajectories of urbanization, as can

be seen in Figure 5.1. In 1980, both countries had roughly around 20% of their popu-

lation living in urban centers, and were predominantly agrarian countries. However,

beginning in the 1980s, both countries experienced extremely rapid levels of urban-

ization. Within a single generation, Indonesia became a majority urban country,

with China not far behind. In the coming twenty to thirty years, the rapid urban-

ization in these two countries is expected to continue at this rapid pace, becoming

highly urban countries by 2050.
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Figure 5.1: Urbanization in China and Indonesia

The rapid urban development in both countries present an excellent opportunity

to examine how migration can shape and change attitudes toward redistribution

and concern over inequality. I start the chapter with an in depth examination of

migration and attitudes in China using the CHIP survey from 2002. Although the
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data is not the most recent, it is an extremely rich data set that allows for detailed

examination of differences between rural residents, urban residents and the migrants

who straddle these two worlds. Using the Chinese survey, I am able to examine how

migration to the city increases awareness of and concern for inequality both among

the migrants themselves, as well as those family members they have left back home.

I come to two primary conclusions from the Chinese data. First, despite benefitting

massively from institutionalized privilege, urban residents have less life satisfaction

than migrants or the rural poor (after controlling for relevant demographic charac-

teristics). My explanation for this counterintuitive result lies in the role of reference

groups and relative deprivation. The second finding from the Chinese data is that

rural individuals with greater personal connections to the city (for example, having a

relative working in the city) will expand the reference group with which they compare

themselves, resulting in greater concern with inequality/support for redistribution.

Using the RUMI data for Indonesia, I am able to examine how the democratiza-

tion process of 1998-1999 potentially shifted the attitudes of migrants. I find that

even after controlling for relevant demographic variables (differences in education,

income, age and family size), individuals who had migrated from the countryside to

the city after Indonesia’s democratic transition tended to report their income was

lower and were less happy than those who had arrived prior to the transition. This

provides some evidence that the political context in which migration occurs can have

important implications for how an individual perceives their socioeconomic status,

and their feelings of relative deprivation.

5.1 Migration and Preferences in China

After being selected to host the 2010 World Expo, the city of Shanghai went about

producing the most elaborate and expensive expo ever. The theme of the Expo

reflected an issue that was central to the consciousness of China today – “Better
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City, Better Life.” Many Western observers felt that the theme was designed to

showcase Shanghai’s emergence as a world city which is enriching the lives of its

residents, and this sentiment is reflected in the English translation. However, the

original Chinese slogan has a very different meaning. The Chinese slogan of “chéngsh̀ı

ráng shēnghúo gèng mĕihăo” can probably be better translated into English as “cities

make life better.” To the domestic audience, the meaning is clear – urbanization is

a phenomenon that makes life better for people in China.

Such a slogan may make a lot of sense to some economists who espouse arguments

such as those found in Glaeser (2011), but the choice of the slogan proved controver-

sial for many in China. Han Han, one of China’s most prominent and well-known

bloggers (as well as an author, musician and professional race car driver), famously

parodied Shanghai’s slogan when giving a speech titled “chéngsh̀ı ráng shēnghúo

gèng zāogāo”, or in English “Cities make life terrible.” According to Han Han, “The

big cities of China work this way: they take a million dreams [of young people],

and destroy them. These million dreams are then used to create one or two new rich

people.”1 In other words, while China’s cities attract the dreams of millions of young

Chinese, who move to the city in hopes of becoming wealthy, it can also only lead

to a handful of very few individuals becoming wealthy. In short, while urbanization

may lead to some upward economic mobility, it also exposes new migrants to greater

inequality – a situation which can potentially lead to feelings of frustration and will

likely increase support for redistribution.

Internal migration and urbanization is a very sensitive issue in China today.

Although the numbers of individuals moving to the city over the past three decades

have been impressive, many are held back by the restrictions of the rural hukou,

or household residence permit (Chan and Zhang, 1999; Liu, 2005). Because the

1 Translation is my own. The full text of Han Han’s speech (Chinese only) is available online at
http://blog.sina.com.cn/s/blog 470282950100gvxc.html
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majority of migrants find it difficult and financially impossible to transfer to an urban

hukou, they face institutional discrimination that often blocks them from accessing

public basic services such as health care or education for their children. In turn,

China’s authorities have shown themselves to be increasingly concerned with the large

populations of migrants converging on the cities, and their potential for agitation.

Many migrants, upon moving to the city, will crowd into poorer neighborhoods in

the distant suburbs of the city. For example, just inside Beijing’s Fifth ring road,

the twin suburban communities of Laosanyu and Shoubaozhuang are now composed

over 90% by migrant workers. The official concern for these migrant workers was

shown in a recent wall that Beijing authorities built around these two communities,

forcing all migrants to pass by a local police checkpoint as they enter or exit their

community.2 Although the wall and police presence is ostensibly to prevent crime in

the area, it also serves the purpose of discouraging protest.

5.1.1 Research on attitudes toward inequality in China

Since the beginning of the policies of Openness and Reform instigated under Deng

Xiaoping, China has enjoyed unprecedented economic growth. Over the course of

a single generation, China has gone from an undeveloped agrarian economy to a

rapidly urbanizing middle–income industrial powerhouse. According to World Bank

data, China’s per capita GDP (at PPP in 2005 USD) increased from $524 in 1980

to $6200 in 2009, an over ten–fold increase within only 30 years. Over the same

time period, China’s urban population has skyrocketed, from only 17.8% in 1976 to

44% in 2009. Given the size of China’s population, this amounts to several hundred

million new urban residents in an extremely short period of time. There has also been

dramatic growth in inequality in China. Much of this growth in inequality has been

2 A recent news report on the wall and police checkpoints is available at:
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/10/04/world/asia/04beijing.html
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the result of differing regional differences in growth (Knight and Song, 1993; Yao and

Zhang, 2001), and an increasing rural/urban gap in incomes (Sicular et al., 2007),

gaps that are often exacerbated by restrictions on mobility due to the regulations of

the household registration(hukou) system.

As inequality has grown in China, so too has research into individual attitudes

towards inequality. In what is probably the most complete account of attitudes

towards inequality in China, Martin Whyte’s recent book “Myth of the Social Vol-

cano,” argues that Chinese citizens are generally accepting of inequality, a finding

he finds surprising given the dramatic growth in inequality in the country since the

late 1970s. Whyte makes an especial note that anger over increasing inequality is

notably absent in what are the most objectively disadvantaged areas of China – the

countryside. Whyte explains the general of acceptance of inequality in China by the

contrasting experience of effort and reward under Mao and Deng. In Mao’s China,

those who “acquired more training, worked harder, produced more output, and made

innovations were not rewarded for their contributions, even while those most deft at

demonstrating political loyalty might earn promotions” (Whyte, 2010, p. 194). Ac-

cording to this account, beginning with Deng Xiaoping, outcomes began to better

match the effort that individuals put in, leading more Chinese to feel the system was

just. As for the relative acceptance of inequality in the countryside compared to the

city, Whyte argues that this is due to narrow considerations of inequality that tend

to not extend much beyond the local village, which will tend to have much lower

levels of inequality.

On the last point, I am in agreement with Whyte that focus on local context

can potentially lower redistributive demand. Indeed, I agree wholeheartedly that

“assessments of China’s prospects for political stability or instability could be more

confidently made by directly asking citizens probing questions, on a regular basis,

about how just or unjust they feel the social order is than by computing and monitor-
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Table 5.1: Average Community–Level Gini in Rural and Urban China

Villages Cities China
Gini 0.253 0.271 0.387

N 472 76 na

ing Gini inequality coefficients” Whyte (2010, p. 200). Moving away from objective

indicators of inequality to actually examining how people interpret and view in-

equality is a critical step that is often missing. While Whyte has made a significant

contribution in showing this point, he is much less able to explain why China has the

distribution of attitudes toward preferences that it does. Moreover, his explanation is

simply not adequate for China’s current distribution of attitudes towards inequality.

First, local inequality is relatively low throughout China – not just in the coun-

tryside. This shown by a quick calculation of data from the 2002 Chinese Household

Income Project (CHIP) data, which is the primary data source used in this chap-

ter. This survey used cluster–sampling methods for the urban and rural surveys,

randomly sampling individuals in randomly sampled villages in randomly sampled

counties for the rural questionnaire, or in randomly sampled cities for the urban

survey. This allows for calculation of average local inequality in one’s community.

The average gini coefficient in a village is almost exactly the same as the average gini

in the city, as shown in Table 5.1. This is in line with other research on inequality

which found that inequality is actually greater in the countryside than in the city, and

that regional inequality drives a large portion of China’s overall inequality (Ravallion

and Chen, 2007).3 If local inequality is roughly the same in the countryside as the

city, then there needs to be some theory why local context is more important in the

countryside than the city.

Second, Whyte’s argument that China has comparatively low concern with in-

equality rests on an analysis comparing attitudes in China with several East Euro-

3 This is, however, distinct from local inequality, which examines only inequality in one’s immediate
community.
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pean countries. However, these countries are similar to China in that they also have

a socialist heritage – if China’s acceptance of inequality is due to comparisons of

effort and fairness under the more socialized and politicized system under Mao, why

would a similar effect be seen in post–socialist Europe? As a result, while Whyte

has uncovered some very interesting empirical results in China, he is unable to ade-

quately explain why China has the particular profile of attitudes toward inequality

it does.

5.1.2 Migration in China and Attitudes toward Inequality

There are several advantages to using China as a case study to examine the role

of urbanization on attitudes and preferences. First, China at the end of Mao was

an overwhelmingly egalitarian country – not just at the country–level, but regional

inequality in the country was quite low. Most inequality in the country was due

to the urban–rural income gap largely the result of the heavy urban bias of Mao’s

policies of industrialization. As a result, upon Mao’s death in 1976, the countryside

in China was similarly poor throughout the entire country. Since rural to urban

migration later took off much more quickly in some regions of the country instead

of others, the relatively equal starting point of the countryside provides a natural

experiment to examine how urbanization changed attitudes in different regions of

the country.

Second, while China still maintains a strong household registration (hukou) sys-

tem that limits movements to the city, earlier versions of the hukou were far stricter

and population movement to the city was nearly impossible between 1960 and 1978

(Chan and Zhang, 1999). As a result, after a short period of urbanization during

the 1950s, the urban population share of China actually slightly decreased until 1978

as millions of urban youth and those at the wrong end of various political purges

were “sent down” to the countryside (Naughton, 2007, pg. 121–128). The tight
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constraints over movement prior to the 1980s further ensures that all potential rural

migrants began at a roughly similar level of development, and also with relatively

limited knowledge of city life.

Of course, this system of a relatively egalitarian countryside changed dramatically

in 1980s, which saw a boom in agricultural production. China’s economic boom of

the 1980s was an agricultural one, as the dual–price system for agricultural output

unleashed China’s farmers from the quota system of the communes (Huang, 2008;

Oi, 1999; Zhou, 1996). Beginning in the 1990s, however, the economic boom left the

countryside behind, as production shifted to the cities. The government of Jiang

Zemin became known for instituting a series of policies against the countryside and

in favor of the city, such as the Agricultural Tax and the Tax–Sharing System which

overwhelmingly favored wealthy municipalities over the poor countryside (Wong,

2007). As a result, the income gap between the countryside and city, which had

gradually decreased during the 1980s, skyrocketed during the 1990s. This gap in

turn fueled a boom in urbanization, bringing a flood of internal migrants that has

continued to this day even in spite of the institutional discrimination faced. Today

approximately half of China’s population lives in cities, a dramatic shift in popula-

tion with potentially important long–term consequences for individual acceptance of

inequality.

How might the Chinese migration experience shape individual attitudes towards

inequality? As a rapidly urbanizing, but still relatively agrarian country, I expect

there to be a gap between the city and the countryside, with urban residents experi-

encing the highest levels of relative deprivation. Urban residents are expected to be

the least satisfied with the income distribution, and exhibit the greatest support for

redistribution. Since migrants stand as a bridge between urban and rural, with the

potential to compare themselves with both the city and countryside, I expect their

support for redistribution to be higher than in the countryside, but lower than their
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long–term urban counterparts. Individuals that have remained in the countryside

should therefore have the lowest feelings of relative deprivation.

Hypothesis 5.1.1. Urban residents should have greater support for redistribution,

followed by migrants, and finally by those in the countryside, after controlling for

relevant socioeconomic factors.

5.1.3 Comparisons Between Urban, Rural and Migrant Groups

The data for this chapter comes from the 2002 wave of the Chinese Household In-

come Project (CHIP), carried out by the Chinese Academy of Sciences with Li Shi

as the Principal Investigator. A full description of the survey and sampling methods

is provided in the appendix of Bjorn Gustafsson and Sicular (2008). This income

survey is of excellent quality, covering nearly 64,000 individuals living in just over

18,000 randomly sampled households across the entire country. In addition to de-

tailed household income information in the survey, there are also included several

questions relating to perceived fairness of the income distribution, satisfaction with

one’s income, perceptions of economic inequality and overall happiness. However,

urban, migrant and rural households were each given separate surveys, not all of

which contained the same questions on attitudes towards income and inequality.

Unfortunately, the only variable that is available from all three surveys is a measure

of overall happiness. As a result, in comparisons between rural, migrant and urban

households, I am only able to use this imperfect measure as a proxy for satisfaction

with one’s own income status. When looking within rural or urban households, I am

able to use some other, potentially more useful indicators as well.

Happiness is obviously not a perfect measure of perceptions of the fairness of

the income distribution or one’s economic standing, however some evidence from the

survey does show that it is an adequate proxy of satisfaction with their income. The

measure of happiness comes from a common question asking individuals the question
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“Generally speaking, do you feel happy?” Some correlations and follow up questions

from the rural questionnaire do indicate that this question does serve as an adequate

tracer of feelings of relative deprivation and satisfaction with one’s income, as well

as the perceived justice of the income distribution (see the discussion on happiness

and support for redistribution using the CHIP data in chapter two).

When looking at the distribution of unhappy individuals across the three surveys

in Table 2.2, it is notable that long–term urban residents are the most likely to be

unhappy, while those in the countryside are the least likely to be unhappy. This is

generally in line with my expectations, and is notable that this expected relation-

ship holds up even prior to controlling for other variables such as household income

and other demographic variables that may potentially be important. These demo-

graphic differences are shown in Table 5.2. Migrant workers are, on average, 10 years

younger than respondents in the countryside or the city. Only 25% of respondents

in the countryside were female, however this reflects the sampling design rather than

any demographic characteristics of the countryside as a whole.4 Individuals in the

countryside were most likely to be members of an ethnic minority and also had the

lowest number of years of education. Urban dwellers were the most likely to be Com-

munist Party members, followed by those in the countryside and finally by migrants.

The low number of party members reflects that it is extremely unlikely for an indi-

vidual living outside of their hukou area to have Party membership. Finally, rural

residents who migrate to the city do see a significant increase in their household

income, but urban residents have income that is nearly double that of their rural

counterparts.

In order to better examine the differences in happiness between the countryside,

4 The sampling design of the survey was at the household level. Within each household, one
individual was asked to fill a supplemental form asking various attitudinal questions. The low
number of females filling out the survey in rural areas likely is indicative of their relatively lower
social status in those areas – the head of the household, most likely male, was the one who would
tend to fill out the supplemental form.
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Table 5.2: Demographics of Migrants, Urban and Rural Residents

Female Minority Age Married Party Educ Yrs Income
Rural 0.25 0.12 45.35 0.95 0.16 7.13 10704.25
Migrant 0.40 0.09 35.16 0.90 0.04 7.99 16432.12
Urban 0.55 0.04 46.62 0.94 0.35 10.80 21261.75

city and migrants, I run a simple regression analysis, the results of which are re-

ported in Figure 5.2.5 I include two dummy variables, rural and migrant, depending

on which survey the respondent filled out. These coefficients are being compared

with the urban survey baseline, and are both positive compared to their urban coun-

terparts. This result is in line with the discussion above, although the difference

between migrants and urban residents, although statistically significant, is not es-

pecially large. The largest difference is between rural and urban residents, which

shows a dramatically happier rural populace (t–statistic of 22.64). This result mir-

rors the findings of Whyte (2010) who found rural residents the least likely to be

unsatisfied with the income distribution in China. Among the other independent

variables included, most have a positive effect on happiness, with the exclusion of

unemployment and minority status. Taken together, the happiest person in China

would be a highly–educated married wealthy older female party member who lives

in the countryside.

5.1.4 Migrant Differences in Support for Redistribution

One of the primary advantages of the 2002 CHIP survey is that it included a specific

sample of around 2,000 rural to urban migrant households. This is a significant

improvement over other surveys in China which tend to undercount this particular

population group. As seen in the previous section, migrants tend to look much more

similar to their established urban counterparts in terms of overall happiness, although

5 To make the results more presentable, income has been rescaled by dividing by 10,000 and age
has been rescaled by dividing by 10. The constant, with a coefficient of 1.70 is omitted from the
figure.
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Figure 5.2: OLS Regression on Happiness

after controlling for relevant demographic characteristics they do appear to be, on

average, marginally happier. These migrants were polled in 27 different cities around

China with significant migrant populations. Might there be differences among the

migrants themselves in concern for inequality? One possibility is that the length of

time spent in the city will change the migrants reference group – those migrants who

have recently arrived in the city will be more likely to compare their outcomes with

the village from where they came. However, as time goes on, migrants will probably

begin to compare their outcome to others also residing in the city – as a result, over

time I expect redistribution support to increase.

Hypothesis 5.1.2. Recent migrants from the countryside should have less support

for redistribution than migrants who have resided in the city for a longer period of

time.
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In this section, I examine a question available in the migrant survey that comes

from the individual’s response to the question “What do you think are the primary

problems in today’s society?” Each respondent is given the opportunity to fill in one

of eight pre–selected responses. Of interest to me is the potential response “social

polarization (in Chinese, liăngj́ı fēnhuà)”, which in the Chinese context is understood

to mean the polarization of wealth, or in other words, growth in inequality.6 In ad-

dition to the polarization/inequality option, respondents could also choose “social

security” (Chinese, shèhùi băzhàng), referring to government guarantees for individ-

ual livelihood. The complete distribution of responses for both migrants and urban

residents is shown in Figure 5.3.7

From this question, I create a dummy variable measuring whether the respondent

chose either social security or social polarization as the most important problem, in-

dicating that the migrant felt that inequality or access to social security was the

most important problem in Chinese society. I run three models: the first two exam-

ine each of the social security and social polarization dummy variables independently,

and then the combined dummy variable (indicating whether the respondent chose

either response). I examine these dependent variables using a multi–level logistic

model. Because individuals are clustered in cities, the observations cannot be con-

sidered independent, and the hierarchical model is necessary.8

As control independent variables, I include household income, gender, ethnic

minority (a dummy measuring whether the respondent was not Han Chinese), age,

6 The Chinese term was made popular in the famous 1985 interview between Deng Xiaoping and
Time Magazine Editor Henry Grunwald, titled “There Is No Fundamental Contradiction Between
Socialism and a Market Economy.” The use of the term ‘liăngj́ı fēnhuà’ as a social ill reflects the
failure of the state to correct growing inequality. This interview was also the source of the famous
Deng Xiaoping quote “Let some people get rich first.” The text of the interview in English can be
found at: http://www.china.org.cn/english/features/dengxiaoping/103358.htm

7 The categories are: Environmental Pollution; Social Security; Corruption; Crime; Discrimination
Against Migrants; Social Polarization; Too many migrants; and Moral Degeneration.

8 The models were run in Stata 12 using the xtmelogit command.

136



0
.0

5
.1

.1
5

.2
.2

5
F

re
qu

en
cy

P
ol

lu
tio

n

S
oc

ia
l S

ec
ur

ity

C
or

ru
pt

io
n

C
rim

e

D
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n

P
ol

ar
iz

at
io

n

M
an

y 
M

ig
ra

nt
s

M
or

al
 D

ec
lin

e

Figure 5.3: Most Important Problem for Migrants

employment status, party membership (a dummy measuring whether the respondent

was a member of the Communist Party), and the number of years of education. I

also include two more independent variables: the length of time the respondent has

lived in cities, and whether or not they still have family living in the countryside. If

an individual has lived in the city for a longer period of time, they are probably less

likely to have a rural reference group, and therefore concern with inequality should

increase. For the second variable, having immediate family members living back

in the countryside will probably make a rural reference frame more likely. Many

migrants in China leave on their own or with their spouse, leaving their children to

be raised by other family members (typically the grandparents). This is done largely

because of higher cost–of–living in urban areas, as well as the restrictions on public

education faced by the children of workers who do not hold the local hukou. Such
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divided families are often subjected to increased stresses and interfamily conflict.9 A

divided family may therefore have greater need to public services and greater concern

for these services. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 5.3.

Contrary to my expectations, the results suggest the the length of time an in-

dividual has been in the city has very little predictive influence on concern with

inequality or support for social spending. In the third model, which has either social

security or inequality as the dependent variable, income and the number of years

of education is negatively associated, as expected – and in line with economic self-

interest. It is notable that recent migrants appear to have no differences in concern

for issues related to redistribution. This suggests that migrants quickly come to have

comparable concern for redistribution as those migrants that have resided in the city

for a longer period of time.

5.1.5 Connections to the city and differences in rural support for redistribution.

One other aspect of migration that I am able to examine with the CHIP data is

differences among those that still live in the countryside. Rural to urban migration

has not been uniform across China – while some villages in provinces located close

to the industrial coast (such as Jiangxi and Anhui) have seen nearly all working age

adults migrate to the cities, other locations have seen much lower rates of migration.

In villages that have had a greater proportion of the population leave for the city

there should be greater awareness of the income gaps in the country, and greater

support for redistributive social policy. They should also tend to have a broader

reference group that will also increase their support for redistribution, as they begin

to compare their outcomes with that of the city. In addition, if they see no possibility

for urban mobility, knowing others who have moved to the city may increase their

9 A poignant reminder of the challenges faced by such families was shown in Lixin Fan’s award–
winning 2009 documentary “The Last Train Home,” which follows the lives of a migrant family
from Sichuan Province.
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Table 5.3: Multi–Level Logit on ‘Social Security or Polarization Most Important
Problem’

(1) (2) (3)
Social Security Polarization Either

Individual FE
Income -0.0844 -0.0403 -0.0886�

(0.0463) (0.0508) (0.0389)
Female 0.0350 -0.185 -0.0735

(0.120) (0.158) (0.110)
Minority 0.141 0.458 0.401�

(0.206) (0.247) (0.188)
Age 0.0617 -0.0841 0.0130

(0.0707) (0.0936) (0.0656)
Unemployed -0.109 0.0762 -0.0245

(0.474) (0.638) (0.434)
Married -0.208 0.0793 -0.153

(0.206) (0.271) (0.190)
Party Member -0.0305 0.137 0.0677

(0.302) (0.381) (0.272)
Yrs. Educ -0.0315 -0.0646� -0.0593��

(0.0216) (0.0282) (0.0202)
Fam. Divided -0.236� 0.0363 -0.191

(0.118) (0.153) (0.109)
Years in City 0.00457 0.00483 0.00564

(0.0106) (0.0138) (0.00981)
Constant -0.639 -1.297� 0.282

(0.403) (0.509) (0.376)
Random Variances
Constant 0.579�� 0.473�� 0.621��

(0.103) (0.116) (0.104)
N 1780 1780 1780
Cities 27 27 27

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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dissatisfaction as they know that others are doing better than themselves, and they

have no ability to change their own situation.

Hypothesis 5.1.3. Rural residents who have greater connection to the city, possibly

via a family member or close friend who has migrated, should have greater support

for redistribution compared to those who lack a personal connection.

The rural household survey contains many other questions and variables which

allow a more fine–grained analysis of how individuals arrive at preferences for redis-

tribution. In the following section, I use mediation analysis, which allows for a better

specification of the causal pathways by which individuals arrive at a preference in

favor of redistribution. As the ultimate dependent variable in the analysis, I use

a question on responsibility for the government to care for individuals, or support

for welfare provision, which better taps when individuals desire for the government

to step in and correct market failures. This variable is quite similar to other ques-

tions on government responsibility used in other surveys. While it does not perfectly

capture redistributive preferences, it does emphasize a government role in providing

for the welfare of citizens, which often does reduce inequality by raising the living

standards of the poor.

The three mediating variables that I examine come from questions asking whether

the respondents feel inequality in the country is increasing, how satisfied they are

with their income, and who the respondents compare themselves with. The first

question does not measure whether or not the respondent is upset by the growth

in inequality, or whether they feel that it should be changed. Instead, this question

captures knowledge about inequality beyond the respondent’s village, and the degree

with which the respondent is aware of national events. Since much of China’s coun-

tryside has seen little change since the 1980s, some villagers may simply not be fully

aware of the vast economic changes in the cities during the 1990s. If they use their
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local environment as a heuristic for the nation as a whole, then it seems they may

perceive inequality as not having changed much recently. I expect that individuals

who are more aware of the growing inequality in China should have greater support

for government welfare provision.

The second mediating variable, satisfaction with their income, is a question that

directly measures feelings of relative deprivation. While it does not directly tap desire

for redistribution by the government to reduce inequality, it seems likely that those

individuals who are dissatisfied with their income would be more likely to support

market intervention by the government. Finally, the third mediating variable, who

an individual compares himself or herself with, is a very useful variable that helps to

examine what the reference group of the individual is. The majority of respondents,

just over 87% of respondents, choose a local reference group composed of either

their neighbors, relatives, or other individuals in the village. Table 5.4 shows the

distribution of reference groups from the survey. From this question, I create a

dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent has a reference group beyond

his or her local village, with those comparing to those in townships, county seats,

cities or all of China as having a broader reference group. Since inequality in China

is much lower at the local level than when examining higher geographic levels, having

a broader reference group should in turn increase support for welfare provision by

the central government.

Included in the rural survey is also a variable indicating a social connection to the

city, either through a family member or friend, with about 56% of rural respondents

indicated they had a relative or friend living in the city. I assume that this variable

indicates greater “connectedness” to the city, which can potentially change support

for redistribution via the the mediating variables discussed above. First, a connection

to the city should make individuals more aware of the growing inequality in China.

The effect of having a personal connection to the city on relative deprivation is less
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Table 5.4: Who do you compare yourself with? (asked of Rural Residents)

Group Number Percent
Neighbors 2,621 33.35
Relatives 641 8.16
Others in the village 3,607 45.90
People in the township 342 4.35
People in the county seat 247 3.14
People in the cities 317 4.03
People in China as a whole 84 1.07
Total 7,859 100.00

clear. On one hand, having a relative or acquaintance in the city may decrease

relative deprivation. This is because migration to the city signifies greater potential

mobility to those remaining in the countryside – they are aware of the greater income

and opportunity of those who live in the city. This knowledge of potential mobility

may make them feel that the income they receive is fair – they may in the future even

increase it by themselves migrating to the city, or by receiving remittances from those

relatives in the city. Alternatively, knowing a migrant could have the opposite effect

– observing individuals who have moved to the city and are earning more income

could make individuals who lack the means to move frustrated as they view their

neighbors succeeding financially but themselves lack the ability to do so. Finally, a

personal connection to the city may help broaden an individual’s reference group, so

that an individual no longer compares themselves with only their local counterparts,

but with more diverse and broader segment of society. The diagram of the mediation

analysis is shown in Figure 5.4.

Mediation analysis is a method that allows for a clearer analysis of the causal

pathways by which an independent variable. As noted above, there are numerous

ways by which connection to the city can influence preferences for redistribution – in

the analysis that follows, I am better able to examine by which methods preferences

are changed. The mediation analysis begins by first calculating the indirect coeffi-
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Figure 5.4: Mediation Analysis Chart

cients by calculating a series of seemingly unrelated regressions. In addition to the

urban connection variable of interest, I include several control variables, including

gender, ethnic minority, age, unemployed, marriage status, party–member status and

years of education. The complete list of indirect coefficients from the seemingly un-

related regressions models including all of the control covariates is listed in Table B.5

in Appendix B. Calculating the indirect effects of having a personal connection to an

urban dweller is done following the method discussed in MacKinnon (2008, Chapt.

6), by multiplying the indirect coefficients of the independent variable of interest on

the mediating variable with the indirect coefficient of the mediating variable on the

dependent variable. For example, to calculate the indirect effect of an urban connec-

tion on support for redistribution as mediated through income satisfaction, I would

simply multiply the indirect coefficient of urban connection on income satisfaction

by the indirect coefficient of income satisfaction on support for redistribution. Fol-

lowing the suggestions of Shrout and Bolger (2002) and MacKinnon et al. (2004),
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I use bootstrap methods to calculate standard errors of the indirect effect. Using

bootstrapping makes no assumption on the distribution of the mediated effect, and

are suggested to be more accurate.10
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Figure 5.5: Mediation Analysis Results

The indirect coefficients are reported in Figure 5.5. As can be seen, each of the

three mediating factors (awareness of inequality, income satisfaction, and scope of

reference group) have a significant relationship with support for redistribution, in the

expected direction. However, the urban connection only has a significant relationship

with a broader reference group, and not awareness of income inequality or income

satisfaction. The indirect mediated effect of having an urban connection through

these three mediating variables is shown in Table 5.5. As can be seen, having an

urban coefficient only has a statistically significant effect on support for government

provided welfare through the causal pathway of reference groups. That is, knowing

10 I use the short bootstrapping program made available on the UCLA Stata FAQ at
http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/faq/mulmediation.htm.
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Table 5.5: Indirect Mediated Effects of an Urban Connection

(1)
Inequality Awareness 0.000698

(0.35)
Income Satisfaction 0.0000955

(0.11)
Scope of Reference Group 0.00108�

(2.12)

t statistics in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001

someone who lives in the city makes an individual more likely to compare themselves

with individuals living outside of their village. In turn, this broader reference group

increases support for redistribution. It is also notable, as shown in Figure 5.5, that

having an urban connection also increases support for redistribution independently

of the three causal pathways studied in this mediation analysis.

5.1.6 Implications for China

The rapid urbanization experienced in China over the past thirty years has brought

dramatic changes to both the city and countryside. Although using a different data

set than Whyte, I also find evidence that people living in the countryside have

the lowest concern with inequality, in spite of their objective status as the poorest

group in China. However, life in the countryside is not remaining static – growing

connections with the city via migrants can potentially increase the scale reference

group of individual rural residents in a manner that will cause them to become more

concerned with inequality in the country.

These results suggest a dual problem that will likely only become more pointed

as urbanization continues to go forward, and the countryside is better integrated

into the national economy. First, urban migrants themselves rapidly become more

concerned with inequality – the effect coming quickly upon arrival in the city. Con-
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trary to my expectations, there does not appear to be a burn–in period of urban

habitation before dissatisfaction and relative deprivation begins to set in – at least

in the limited analyses of this chapter. Instead, recent arrivals to the city appear to

have comparable levels of concern with inequality as those who have lived in the city

for many years. Given the rather significant gap between rural and urban attitudes

towards inequality, this suggests that individuals who move to the city see a rather

dramatic and quick decline in support for the status quo distribution of income, and

become much more concerned with inequality.

Second, migrants seem to be transmitting concern for inequality back home by

opening up new bases for comparison to rural residents. Because much of China’s

inequality is between regions or urban–rural, local comparisons may at least partially

have blunted concern with inequality in the countryside. However, as integration

continues, the dampening effect of regional inequality on demand for redistribution

will only decrease. This points to a continued challenge to China as time goes on.

According to UN projections, in just over 30 years, China will be approximately 70%

urban, a continued massive shift of population to the city. Although Whyte’s social

volcano scenario may currently be a “myth,” it seems likely that as urbanization

continues to roll forward discontent with the existing distribution of income will

only increase.

The case study of China provides significant evidence that urbanization is in-

creasing demand for redistribution, and for the role of local context in the evaluation

of one’s socioeconomic status. However, although urbanization may be increasing

concern with inequality, it is possible that the growing concern for inequality would

be even higher in a democratic setting where elites should face more incentives to

mobilize the electorate over the issue of redistribution. To examine the potential role

of democracy on migrants, I turn next to Indonesia.
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5.2 Democratization and Income Comparisons in Indonesia

Indonesia’s urban development has followed a very similar trajectory as China, as it

has seen an incredible boom in its urban population over the last thirty to forty years.

Rural to urban migration in Indonesia has been slightly higher in Indonesia, proba-

bly due to the comparative lack of institutional restrictions on internal migration in

the region. Indonesia lacks the restrictive policies inherent in China’s hukou system,

and simply requires migrants to register with the local authorities. The only restric-

tions on rural to urban migration in the country have generally been limited local

attempts to restrict informal sector activities which tend to predominantly employ

rural-urban migrants (Alisjahbana and Manning, 2010). Due to the lack of institu-

tionalized discrimination against rural-urban migrants in Indonesia, recent arrivals

from the countryside tend to fare much better compared to their Chinese counter-

parts. Another study which also employs the RUMI data used in this chapter found

that compared to established urban residents, Indonesian migrants tend to actually

have higher incomes and comparable health outcomes (Resosudarmo et al., 2010b).

In this section, I am interested in comparing differences in attitudes between

migrants who arrived prior to Indonesia’s democratic transition in 1998-1999 and

those who have arrived after the democratic transition. Indonesia’s political history

included a short, but chaotic decade of limited democracy in the 1950s after inde-

pendence. The fledgling party system of the period eventually led to the “Guided

Democracy” of Sukarno and the gradual rolling back of free partisan competition.

After the military takeover of 1967, Suharto took power in an anti-Communist dic-

tatorship that continued until the democratic movement of 1998 ultimately forced

him from power.

Indonesia’s party system today cannot be described as anything similar to the

well-established programmatic party systems that marked many advanced capitalist
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democracies. Ufen (2009) provides an excellent overview of Indonesia’s party sys-

tem, finding that polarization between parties is relatively low, and that the most

relevant cleavages tend to be along the secular/Islamist dimension. Ufen character-

izes Indonesia as having very weak parties – the party with the strongest patronage

networks, the Golkar Party, received only about one fifth of the vote in the 2009

elections. With a weak party system, vague policy platforms and weak clientelistic

networks, Indonesia’s parties have not been a strong force for mobilization.

Given the weak party system of Indonesia post democratization, it may be

difficult to expect strong differences in the attitudes of migrants pre and post-

democratization. Moreover, when there are relevant cleavages between party, they

tend to be over cultural or religious issues rather than economic issues such as re-

distribution. As a result, there is still limited capability or incentive for political

parties to mobilize over the issue of redistribution. One relevant aspect of party

mobilization of the poor was through an old symbol of “Marhaenism,” referring to a

farmer supposedly met by Sukarno in 1930, which emphasizes the empowerment of

the poor and is a platform built into many of the Sukarnoist parties in Indonesia’s

current party system (Ufen, 2009, p. 165). Given the anti-Communist orientation

of Suharto’s regime, and the beginning of open political competition beginning in

1999 it seems reasonable to expect that there may exist some differences in attitudes

of those individual’s who migrated at different time periods – even if Indonesia’s

nascent party system remains relatively weak.

5.2.1 Migration Data for Indonesia

The data for this section comes from the 2008 wave of the RUMI (rural to urban

migration in Indonesia) project, which is to be a longitudinal survey carried out

among migrants and urban residents. The survey was carried out in 4 cities, each

located on a different Indonesian island: Medan, Tangerang (on the outskirts of
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Jakarta), Samarinda, and Makassar. This is not a representative national survey, and

as such cannot be used to definitively describe the attitudes throughout Indonesia.

Furthermore, as there is no comparable rural portion of the survey, it is impossible

to make comparisons with those living in the countryside. The four cities were

primarily selected as prominent regional urban centers that are popular locations for

migrants to move to. A complete description of the Indonesia survey is provided in

Resosudarmo et al. (2010a).

Because my analysis involves a direct comparison of attitudes between migrants

who have arrived in the city under different political regimes, I exclude nonmigrants

from the analysis. I analyze two dependent variables: the first variable involves a

question asking respondents to compare their income to the “average urban resident,”

and ranges from 1 (much higher), to 5 (much lower). This subjective measure can

be matching objective reality – individuals who are actually poorer than average

will probably be more likely to recognize that fact and accurately state that their

income is lower than the average household. However, after controlling for relevant

factors, such as income and household size, it could be considered a measure of

relative deprivation. If a respondent feels that their income does not match up with

what they expect they “should” receive, then they will be more likely to say they

are poorer than average. The second dependent variable I examine is a general life

satisfaction question, and measures responses to the question “After considering all

aspects of your life, do you feel fulfilled?” This general life satisfaction question is

also likely a tracer of feelings of relative deprivation, after controlling for other factors

that may influence happiness, such as physical health and income. The two measures

correlate weakly together with a correlation coefficient of -0.15, indicating that as

individuals feel their income is less than the average city household, life satisfaction

decreases.

I create a simple dummy variable for migrants indicating whether they first mi-
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grated to the city prior to 1999 (given a value of 0), or in the years 1999 onward

(value=1). This variable is used to test the hypothesis that the democratic context

at the moment of migration provides a critical influence on the strength of concern

an individual feels over the issue of inequality and their support for redistribution.

A migrant who is moving to the city for the first time is at a critical juncture of their

life where existing relationships and traditions have been severed and conditions are

ripe for electoral mobilization. If a leftist political party is able to mobilize the newly

arriving migrant, the party may be able to reap an long term electoral benefit that

could last well into the future. If, however, the migrant is not quickly mobilized to

develop greater concern for inequality, the migrant may soon settle into and accept

the status quo – although the movement to the city may raise in the migrants con-

cern for inequality, it will not be as high as if he or she was mobilized. If this is true,

I expect that, all else equal, migrants who arrived in the city during the democratic

period should be more likely to view themselves as having a lower income, as well as

being less happy.

In addition to this independent variable, I include several controls, including:

household income, age (in years), gender, education (a categorical variable, ranging

from zero “did not go to school” to 7 “Graduate Degree”), health status (ranging

from 1 “very good” to 5 “very bad”). Sampling was done at the household level, but

the questionnaires were filled out by the household head, which was overwhelmingly

male, so nearly 75% of respondents are male. Because there may be important

demographic differences between pre and post-1999 migrants which could influence

the results of the analysis, these are shown in Table 5.6. As is probably to be

expected, there are some fairly significant differences between the groups. The more

recent migrants tend to be much younger and less established than earlier migrants.

The average household size is much smaller, and their relative income is also much

lower as well.
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Table 5.6: Demographic Differences Among Migrants in Indonesia

Pre-
Democracy Democracy Total

Income Comp. 3.17 3.31 3.23
Life Sat. 2.21 2.12 2.17
Income 1.25 0.57 0.97
Age 46.08 25.92 37.63
Female 0.12 0.3 0.2
Educ. 3.28 3.36 3.31
Health 2.03 1.88 1.97
HH Size 4.7 1.97 3.55

To better control for these differences, I run a simple multivariate OLS regression

controlling for all of these independent variables. The results are reported in Table

5.7. As expected, a migrant who moved to the city during a period of democracy was

more likely to feel that their income was less than the average urban resident, even

when controlling for other relevant demographic variables. Moreover, the migrant

who came during a democratic transition were less likely to be happy than those who

had been there for a longer period, possibly indicating greater feelings of relative

deprivation.

However, this analysis can only provide suggestive evidence rather than a defini-

tive test for several reasons. Since the analysis involves only one country and the

period of democracy is still relatively very short, it is possible that there are other, un-

controlled for variables. Since the analysis is simply a comparison of those individuals

who have lived in the city for a longer period of time, the results may indicate that

those who are more established tend to feel more satisfied with their income/happy,

rather than some potential effect of being mobilized by a political party. Moreover,

the effect identified may be statistically significant, but substantively is not especially

large. Therefore, further testing would be appropriate in the future and in additional
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Table 5.7: Income Comparisons and Satisfaction in Indonesia

(1) (2)
Income Compare Life Satis.

Mig. in Dem. 0.177� -0.100�

(0.0689) (0.0419)
Relative Income -0.0137� 0.00941�

(0.00625) (0.00380)
Age -0.00479� 0.00213

(0.00229) (0.00139)
Female 0.152� -0.0205

(0.0696) (0.0421)
Education -0.103��� 0.0625���

(0.0179) (0.0109)
Health Status 0.226��� -0.192���

(0.0475) (0.0288)
Household Size 0.0309� 0.000423

(0.0139) (0.00847)
Constant 3.111��� 2.278���

(0.160) (0.0970)
N 1286 1292
R2 0.069 0.085

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001

political contexts (with more comparable surveys) to examine how migrants perceive

their relative income status, and support for redistribution.

5.3 Migration and Concern for Inequality: Micro-Level Conclusions

In this chapter, I have examined how the experience of rural-urban migration influ-

ences attitudes in two countries that are experiencing extremely rapid rates of urban

development. Both China and Indonesia are experiencing dramatic changes in the

composition of their population, shifting from agrarian based economies to urban

ones within the space of one or two generations.

In the section examining urbanization and attitudes in China, I found that ur-

ban residents have much higher feelings of relative deprivation than those living in
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the countryside, suggesting that urban environments were more likely to make their

residents dissatisfied with their income than the countryside. This is a counterintu-

itive finding that parallels that of Whyte (2010) who found that rural residents were

the least concerned with inequality and had the weakest support for redistribution,

despite the relative low socioeconomic status they held.

In addition, I found that rural-urban migration not only changed attitudes among

those who had migrated to the city – it also influenced the attitudes of those who

remained behind. Those who lived in the countryside, but had some kind of personal

connection to the city via a family member or close friend, were much more likely to

have a broader reference group, which in turn led them to have higher support for

redistribution. The importance of these social networks in facilitating broader income

comparisons can play a critical role in expanding feelings of relative deprivation to

those who remain in the countryside. As China’s urbanization continues to progress,

I expect that the gap in attitudes between the countryside and city found in this

chapter and by Whyte should decrease.

The section on China, provides insights into the processes behind how inequality

can initially become salient to the public. Although the “social volcano” of dissent

and polarization over inequality does not exist in China, this does not mean the issue

is completely dormant. As the country continues to urbanize, I expect the issue will

become increasingly prominent - although not nearly as prominent as if open political

competition was able to mobilize the poor around the issue.

The section on Indonesia allowed for a brief examination of how migration to

the city can interact with the political environment in which it occurs. Indonesia’s

transition to democracy in the late 1990s provides an opportunity to examine how

political context at the time of migration can potentially shape income comparisons

and subjective measures of wellbeing. Although the data for this section are limited,

there are some differences between those migrants who arrived prior to Indonesia’s
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democratic transition, and those who followed afterwards. Migrants who arrived

while Indonesia was democratic were more likely than those who migrated under

authoritarian rule to feel that their income was inadequate and less happy as well.

Although there are numerous potential conflating factors in the analysis that are

impossible to completely control for, this result is suggestive and in line with the

cross-national results in chapter four.
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6

Social Identity, Political Competition and
Preferences for Redistribution

6.1 Introduction

During the 2010 national election in Sweden, the anti-immigrant Swedish Democrats

prepared a controversial campaign ad that networks refused to air on TV for fear

it would break Swedish hate speech laws.1 Although never aired, the ad generated

a significant amount of controversy and later went viral online and attracted much

attention to the Swedish Democrats’ campaign, which was able to break through

the 4% threshold necessary for representation in parliament. The ad opened with

an elderly Swedish pensioner hobbling toward a government benefits desk in an

effort to receive her pension. Suddenly a horde of burqa-clad women burst onto

the scene, rushing toward the desk while pushing strollers and elbowing past the

elderly Swedish woman. The ad ended with a mutually-exclusive choice posited to

the Swedish electorate: vote for pensions or for immigration. The message of the ad

was a clear one: if immigration was allowed to continue, social spending would flow

to non-Swedes.

1 The ad can be viewed at: http://youtu.be/AYavOiI-8uY.
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The ad effectively tied together the issue of social spending with that of ethnic

identity through the clear message that social benefits were primarily going to recent

(and fecund) immigrants who would take social spending “away” from real Swedes.

Similar linkages between welfare spending and social spending have also been found

in the United States as well, in discourse such as Reagan’s now infamous descrip-

tion of “welfare queens.” While there have been prominent anecdotes and some

single–country case studies on the link between welfare, ethnicity, and preferences

for redistribution, the comparative literature on the subject is much more lacking.

When might politicians have incentives to “ethnicize” redistributive social spending?

How does ethnicity interact with the actions of political elites to result in certain

preferences for redistribution?

The central contention of this chapter is that the nature of democratic politi-

cal competition in a country, in conjunction with between-ethnicity inequality, can

create incentives for some politicians to use an “ethnic” frame with regards to so-

cial spending. I argue that the likelihood that politicians will tie ethnicity to social

spending via ethnic frames will rise as democratic competition in a country becomes

increasingly programmatic along redistributive issues which creates strong incentives

to introduce these frames. These incentives arise because when the left links suc-

cessfully with the poor on the issue of redistribution (as opposed to using alternative

linkage mechanisms, such as clientelistic networks), right–wing parties face continual

electoral defeat if individuals vote solely according to their economic status. As a

result, right–wing parties need to link welfare to other social identities and away

from individual pocketbook interests if they are to maintain electoral viability. Em-

pirically, through macro–level and hierarchical analysis, I find that as programmatic

competition increases, a greater between–group divergence in preferences for redis-

tribution is seen.
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6.2 Ethnic Frames

There is a rich literature based in the United States examining how ethnic frames have

shaped public opinion on welfare spending. Several scholars have noted that welfare

spending in the United States has been “racialized” by both the media (Gilens, 1999;

Neubeck and Cazenave, 2001; Valentino et al., 2002) and politicians (Quadagno,

1994; Winter, 2008), with welfare in America having a black face. Although the

United States has a long history of poor race relations, Gilens (1999) notes that the

racialization of welfare is a relatively recent phenomenon, beginning primarily in the

1960s. Prior to 1960, poverty and welfare spending tended to be associated with

whites, specifically whites residing primarily in Appalachia. The racialization of wel-

fare, argues Gilens, occurred as a backlash against the civil rights movement to the

point that social spending in the United States today is seen in racial terms. Other

studies argue that the United States has lower social spending because the American

population is more heterogenous than other (primarily European) countries (Alesina

and Glaeser, 2004; Alesina et al., 1999). In these studies, ethnic heterogeneity is as-

sumed to lower demand for redistribution, and therefore overall public spending. As

heterogeneity increases and social spending becomes more concentrated among a par-

ticular ethnic group, support for such spending among other ethnicities is expected

to decrease.

While it seems clear that welfare and racial identity are intimately connected in

the United States, how well does the logic above extend to other countries? The

focus on the single country makes it difficult to know whether the American case

is typical or exceptional. Are other countries with heterogeneous populations also

susceptible to similar appeals linking social spending with ethnic identity? To put

it another way, does ethnic identity necessarily shape preferences for redistribution

in heterogenous societies, or are other factors necessary to link social spending with
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ethnicity?

Social identity has often been assumed to drive preferences for redistribution, but

evidence to date has been limited to either randomized experiments (Klor and Shayo,

2010) or the United States (Luttmer, 2001) and have not yet been adequately tested

on a cross-national scale. The results in this paper suggest that social heterogeneity

does not necessarily drive preferences for redistribution, and that social heterogene-

ity, even when accompanied by large gaps in income between different ethnicities,

may not lead to comparable gaps in support for redistribution. Instead, interethnic

differences in support for redistribution are primarily driven by the nature of how

political elites interact with the electorate. Explicitly linking ethnic identities to

social spending is a politically costly act that may constrain the behavior of politi-

cians – that is, politicians face tradeoffs in the potential frames they may use. It is

not possible for a party to be “all things to all people” and parties may not always

find it electorally advantageous to link ethnic identities to social spending. In some

countries, politicians have a clear incentive to link redistributive spending to social

identity, whereas in other countries that incentive is missing, and ethnicity tends

to not be linked to the issue of redistribution. Drawing on data from the cross-

national ESS, LAPOP and Afrobarometer surveys, I come to the conclusion that

strong ethnic differences in support for distribution among different ethnicities is a

phenomenon that tends to only be found in countries where political competition is

highly programmatic over economic issues. In these countries, stronger incentives

exist for political elites to frame social spending in a manner that links it to ethnic

identity.

6.3 Social Identity and Support for Redistribution

According to social identity theory, individuals who have self-identified with a par-

ticular social group will also adopt many of the norms and behaviors of that group
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(Tajfel and Turner, 1979). This insight has been extended to attitudes towards re-

distribution, by assuming that individuals will begin to adopt the prototypical group

member’s attitudes for redistribution. Relatively wealthier social groups should tend

to oppose redistribution that will predominantly help members of poorer groups.

Luttmer (2001), examining metropolitan localities in the United States, finds that

support for welfare spending decreased as the share of recipients receiving welfare

spending from a different race increased. This provides evidence for what Luttmer

terms as “interpersonal preferences,” namely preferences that are developed not only

by one’s own characteristics, but also by the characteristics of other individuals in the

population (pg. 500). With greater levels of social identification, support for redistri-

bution should, therefore, be determined by the relative standing of the predominant

social groupings found in society.

Baldwin and Huber (2010) extend this theoretical argument by examining the

role of between-group inequality on aggregate social spending. They make an im-

portant contribution by recognizing that the ethnolinguistic fractionalization (ELF)

index commonly used does not contain any information on the relative differences

between the ethnicities found in a society. When examining the role of between group

inequality (BGI), they find that it serves a stronger predictor of social-spending than

other commonly used fractionalization scores.

The social identity approach contrasts sharply with the median-voter logic, for-

mulated by Romer (1975) and Meltzer and Richard (1981), which has often served

as a starting point examining preferences for redistribution, and has been central in

models linking inequality to various macro outcomes (as in Acemoglu and Robinson

(2006)). The advantage of the median voter model lies in it’s simplicity. To generate

a prediction of preferences for redistribution, one only needs to know an individ-

ual’s income status relative to the mean of society. Because the median-voter model

appears to perform poorly in explaining changes in preferences due to changes in
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inequality over time, or between different countries (Kenworthy and McCall (2008),

it is reasonable to assume that other, societal-level factors such as social groups may

potentially play a role in preferences for redistribution.

For many individuals in a population, the preferences for redistribution predicted

by both the median voter model and the social identity model will likely be similar:

for example, wealthier members of society will also tend to be found in wealthier

social identity groupings, resulting in little conflict between their self-interested pref-

erences and those of their social group. However, poorer members of wealthier social

groups will experience a conflict between their economic self interest and those of

their ethnic identity. When these individuals develop preferences for redistribution

in line with their social identity, aggregate support for redistribution will be lower

than predicted by the median voter model (Shayo, 2009).

Unresolved by these studies is the question of when ethnic identities will become

salient when evaluating the issue of vertical redistribution. The assumption is that

social identity will tend to shape how individual perceptions of redistribution, but it

is unclear why ethnic identity will always tend to trump an individual’s class-based

identity, or any other potential dimension of the redistribution issue. Individuals may

have a strong ethnic identity, but they may not necessarily translate that identity

into an “interpersonal preference” for or against redistribution. Some evidence of this

is shown below in Figure 6.1, in which I examine whether or not social identity does

actually influence aggregate preferences for redistribution. Using data from the 2008

wave of the European Social Survey (ESS) and and the 2008 Latin American Public

Opinion Project (LAPOP) surveys, I plot average support for redistribution (on a

scale from 0 to 4, with 3 indicating greater support for government led redistribution)

against the ethnolinguistic fractionalization (ELF) score from Fearon (2003). There

is no obvious relationship between ELF and average support for redistribution, with

a very slight positive relationship between the two and a correlation coefficient of
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about 0.05. This casts some doubt on the causal mechanisms specified above.
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Figure 6.1: Ethnic Fractionalization and Support for Redistribution

Borrowing the insight from Baldwin and Huber (2010), I also examine whether

between-group inequality (BGI) does a better job predicting average support for

redistribution. Between group inequality is essentially a group-level gini coefficient.

It is calculated by taking the mean incomes for each of the ethnic groups, and using

these group-level means (weighted by group size) to calculate the gini coefficient.

Therefore, it ranges from zero to one, just as an individual-level gini coefficient,

with one indicating perfect inequality between the groups (one group holds all of the

income), and zero indicating perfect equality among the groups (each group has the

same average income). In order to calculate BGI, there must necessarily be at least

two ethnic groups in the country – in some of the countries from the LAPOP, ESS

and Afrobarometer surveys that I analyze in this chapter I am only able to code
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one ethnic group - those countries are excluded from analysis (this excludes Cyprus,

Norway, Poland and Portugal from the analysis).

BGI is calculated from the countries for which I was able to code ethnicity to

match Fearon’s classification of ethnicity, which is described in Fearon (2003). While

there are a myriad of different possible identities an individual may have, the Fearon

classification of ethnicities attempts to identify how the average individual would

answer the question “what are the main ethnic (or racial or ascriptive) groups in

this country?” (pg. 195). The Fearon classification does not always map neatly into

ethnic/racial categories that are included in LAPOP, ESS or the Afrobarometer.

Coding of this category was somewhat difficult for the ESS, as there is not a direct

“ethnicity” question. Instead, an approximation of ethnicity is coded through a series

of questions on language spoken at home, religion, region, immigrant status, country

of birth, country of birth for father and mother, and whether the respondent is a

member of an ethnic minority. While I am confident that most groups are coded

accurately, there are some groups which are greatly underrepresented in my coding

scheme.2 In some African countries, the variable for ethnicity in the Afrobarometer

measured tribal groupings rather than the ethnic group categories used in Fearon’s

classification system, but these variables were matched together using online sources.3

Because of these potential issues, I only include countries for which I am able to

correctly classify at least 85% of respondents into one of the ethnicities included

under the Fearon classification.4

2 This applies especially to members of ethnic minorities whose native tongue has been marginal-
ized, and who are not recent immigrants. Examples include Roma groups, Bretons in France, or
the Romansh in Switzerland

3 All ethnicity coding decisions are available on requrest.

4 The following 63 countries are included in the analyses of this chapter: Argentina, Belgium,
Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Estonia, Fin-
land, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, Ireland, Jamaica, Kenya,
Latvia, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mexico, Mozambique, Namibia, Netherlands,
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If ethnic identity plays an important role in determining preferences for redistri-

bution, greater between-group inequality should ostensibly lead to less support for

redistribution as poorer members of wealthier social groups oppose redistribution

that would go to benefit members of relatively poor ethnic groups. However, the

scattergram shown in Figure 6.2, reveals a result very similar to that of the ELF

score, with a very slight positive relationship between the two and a correlation

coefficient of 0.09.
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Figure 6.2: Between Group Inequality and Support for Redistribution

These scatter plots suggest that there is no direct relationship between support

for redistribution and either between group inequality or ethnic heterogeneity. To

test a direct relationship between ethnicity and preferences for redistribution more

Nicaragua, Nigeria, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Romania, Russian Federation, Senegal, Slovakia,
Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tanzania, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, and Zambia.
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adequately it is necessary to run a hierarchical model that also controls for addi-

tional variables. To examine role of ethnic identity, it is assumed from the above

discussion that members of wealthier ethnicities should be more likely to be opposed

to redistribution (as benefits of redistribution tend to primarily accrue to members

of poorer ethnic groups). Therefore, it is necessary to calculate a measure of eth-

nic group status. The measure of group status that I use is measured by the mean

income held by the ethnic group, relative to the mean for the entire country. For

example, in the United States, African Americans held an average household income

of about $48,000, Whites held an average income of about $60,000, Hispanics held an

average income of $51,950, and Asians held an average income of $49,000. Compared

to the average income in the United States as a whole (about $57,500), the group

status for African Americans, Whites, Hispanics and Asians was 0.83, 1.04, 0.90 and

0.84 respectively. Relative income was constructed in a similar manner, except at

the individual level - so an individual in the United States having a household in-

come of $40,000 would have a relative income of 0.70. Relative group status ranges

from about 0.40 (ethnic Serbs living in Croatia) to 1.54 (Mixed race individuals in

Jamaica).

Although group status and individual relative income status are related, they are

far from identical, indicating that group status on the whole does a relatively poor job

predicting individual income status. The two correlate together with a correlation

coefficient of only 0.14, which helps to alleviate some concerns of multicollinearity

between the two variables.

One possible way that group status interacts with support for redistribution is

directly – those individuals who are members of higher status groups should have

lower support for redistribution. Examining a pooled hierarchical model, the results

of which are reported in Table B.6 in Appendix B, I do find some support for this

hypothesis, with group status having a negative influence on support for redistri-
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bution in the first model.5 However, there are some reasons to doubt the linearity

of this relationship. Consider, for example, a citizen of a country in which there is

very little BGI – that is, all ethnic groups have roughly similar levels of income, on

average. As a result, nearly everyone will have a group status of around 1 – because

interethnic inequality is so low, it is doubtful that ethnic identity will play a large

role in shaping preferences.

A more appropriate test would instead interact BGI with relative group status –

that is, the effect of group status will be contingent on the level of BGI. When BGI

is particularly high, if the above discussions are accurate, then group status should

have a larger negative effect on preferences for redistribution. An examination of this

interaction term, also in Table B.6 in Appendix B, shows that this is not the case

– in fact, the interaction term between BGI and group status is actually positive, a

very surprising result that indicates members of wealthier ethnic groups tend to have

greater support for redistribution when BGI is higher. To interpret this, I show the

marginal effects of group status for different levels of BGI in Figure 6.5.

This result largely arises from some of the countries in Latin America, such as

Bolivia, Guatemala and Peru – as shown in Figure 6.2, have extremely high BGI.

These countries also have indigenous ethnic groups with much lower incomes than

other ethnic groups. Part of the reason for the gap in attitudes may be due to the

geographic factors discussed in Chapters Four and Five – since indigenous groups

are more likely to live in rural locations removed from urban life and are much less

connected to the rest of the country, they are less likely to develop the concern for

inequality compared to more urban residents.

5 In order to preserve the flow of this chapter, I report the full results for these exploratory
models in the Appendix. Additional controls included relative income, years of education, gender,
employment status, and age at the individual level, as well as GDPPC at PPP, urban proportion
of the population, and the cleavage score at the country level.
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Figure 6.3: Marginal effect of Group Status Conditional on BGI

6.4 Framing, Political Competition and Identity

The lack of any clear relationship between the ELF or BGI measures on average

preferences for redistribution suggests that other contextual factors may potentially

be influencing how social identities influence the formation of these preferences and

calls into question the implicit assumption that ethnic identity is always translated

into preferences. In this section, I argue that in order to develop a preference for

redistribution that is based on one’s ethnic (or any other) social identity, individuals

need to have identity and redistributive social spending linked together by political

elites. Without the provision of this specific frame, it is unlikely that ethnic identity

will shape preferences. Politicians will have a greater incentive to provide this frame

as political competition over economic issues become sharper.

I argue that when politicians primarily use crisp, programmatic policy appeals
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to the electorate, especially over redistribution and economic policy, there exists

a strong incentive for some politicians, especially on the right, to emphasis social

identities in an effort to link ethnic identities with social spending. In a situation

where programmatic linkages on the redistribution issue are strongly emphasized,

with politicians offering clear positions on redistribution to the electorate, and the

electorate voting on the basis of those positions, leftist parties will tend to win

elections if individuals only evaluate one’s pocketbook. This is a result which follows

from the standard median-voter model of redistribution: if citizens vote purely on

the basis of individual economic concerns, economic policy will be determined by the

median-voter who will have an income below the mean in the country and benefit

from redistribution. With leftist parties emphasizing pocketbook issues, right-wing

parties need to use a different frame in order to ensure that the majority of the

population does not vote according to the pocketbook frame.

To remain electorally viable in a highly programmatic party system, therefore,

right-wing parties must change the weighting individuals assign to different aspects

of redistribution away from individual pocketbook issues. In countries with a more

heterogenous population, programmatic politics will result in an incentive for right-

wing parties to emphasize social identities, especially with regard to social spending

and to open up new dimensions of political competition as a “wedge issue” (Hillygus

and Shields, 2008) designed to peel off support from leftist parties. In an ethnically

divided society, as competition becomes more programmatic, I expect there to be

greater differences in support for redistribution by ethnic group status to result. How-

ever, if political competition is not programmatic but clientelistic, or based on any

other non-policy-based appeal (charisma of leader, party id, etc.) then politicians will

lack incentives to link ethnic, religious, or linguistic cleavages to the redistribution

issue in the hopes of electoral gain.

To be clear, this does not mean that ethnicity will be unimportant in non-
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programmatic countries. For example, ethnicity may play an important role in fa-

cilitating the successful spread of clientelistic networks (Lemarchand (1972); Kolev

and Wang (2010)), and politicians may mobilize the electorate along ethnic lines

even when not employing programmatic linkages. Rather, I am arguing that eth-

nic identities are more likely to be linked to the issue of redistribution when there

are programmatic politics over the redistribution issue. In short, when politicians

compete over the issue of redistribution, individual citizens will be more likely to

view the issue in how it relates to their social identity group, rather than their own

pocketbook or any other possible aspect of redistribution.

To test the relationship between programmatic linkages, ethnicity and support

for redistribution, I interact both the relative group status and relative income values

with the party cleavage score. These interactive terms allow a country-level variable

(partisan cleavages over redistribution) to vary the slope of group status and relative

income on redistribution support. My expectation is that the regression coefficient

on both interaction terms should be negative. Group income status and individual

income status should have a stronger negative effect on support for redistribution in

countries that have larger partisan cleavages over the issue. In addition, I include

several individual-level variables as controls: the years of education a respondent

has completed, gender, employment status, age, and interest in politics.6 At the

country-level, I include GDP per capita at PPP, the level of urban development and

the aggregate level of inequality, as well as between group inequality. In order to

adequately control for both individual and country level variables, I run a hierarchical

model, the results of which are reported in Table 6.2. The dependent variable for each

regression is support for redistribution - either prospectively (in models 1 through

3) or retrospectively (model 4, on Afrobarometer data).7 In the first model, I run

6 Interest in Politics is excluded from the LAPOP model because it is missing for some countries.

7 There are only 14 countries in the Afrobarometer data in which I was able to classify at least
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a pooled model which combines the various surveys together in a single model. In

models two through four, I run the data on a single cross-national survey – the

LAPOP, ESS and Afrobarometer, respectively. The results for the model are reported

in Table 6.1.

In each versions of the model, the cleavages and group status interaction variable

are statistically significant in the expected direction. As partisan cleavages increase,

the effect of group status becomes increasingly negative. Although this effect is

robust across different model specifications and cross-national surveys, it is important

to note that the effect in the LAPOP model is contingent on the inclusion of the

United States and Canada in the model (excluding them leads to a statistically

insignificant result). In order to interpret the interaction term, I follow the procedures

outlined in Brambor et al. (2006); Kam and Franzese (2010), calculating the marginal

effect of group status for different values of partisan cleavages. In Figure 6.4, I report

this marginal effect for the first model in Table 6.1, which combines data from the

LAPOP and ESS surveys. Graphs of this marginal effect for the other three models

generally look quite similar.

As can be seen in Figure 6.4, the marginal effect of group status is highly con-

tingent on the programmatic context in which an individual resides. When partisan

cleavages are relatively low (below 0.05, for example, as in many developing coun-

tries), group status has essentially no statistical relationship with support for redis-

tribution. However, the negative influence of group status on support for redistribu-

tion rapidly increases as political competition increasingly becomes programmatic.

To evaluate the substantive significance, consider the United States, which has rela-

tively high partisan cleavages over redistribution, with a cleavage score of about 0.28.

two ethnic groups covering 85% of the survey population, due either to missing data, or the ethnic
classifications of the Afrobarometer not matching those used in Fearon’s classification system. As
a result, five countries were dropped from the analysis for the Afrobarometer: Cape Verde, Ghana,
Lesotho, Nigeria, and Tanzania.
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Table 6.1: Ethnicity and Support for Redistribution HLM: Interactions with Partisan
Cleavages

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pooled LAPOP Afro ESS

Individual Level FE
Relative Income -0.000207 -0.0275� -0.237��� -0.0000681

(0.000168) (0.0115) (0.0241) (0.0000966)
Group Status 0.0509 -0.000846 0.882� 0.148

(0.0809) (0.0820) (0.347) (0.157)
Group Status X Cleavages -7.126��� -6.065��� -24.67�� -7.151�

(1.489) (1.561) (9.487) (2.963)
Years of Educ. -0.00808��� -0.00152 0.00812�� -0.0210���

(0.00206) (0.00206) (0.00296) (0.00261)
Female 0.0389��� 0.00341 0.00813 0.0913���

(0.00932) (0.0119) (0.0162) (0.00942)
Unemployed 0.0633��� 0.0281 0.0476 0.108���

(0.0164) (0.0241) (0.0249) (0.0318)
Age 0.00158��� 0.000171 0.000948 0.00274���

(0.000423) (0.000398) (0.000578) (0.000682)
Constant 2.366��� 2.298��� 1.528� 2.580���

(0.192) (0.411) (0.610) (0.219)
Country Level FE
Cleavage Score 4.729�� 1.936 26.13�� 5.745

(1.611) (2.056) (9.162) (2.981)
GDPPC at PPP -0.00691� -0.00454 -0.0212 -0.00341

(0.00313) (0.00822) (0.0257) (0.00319)
Gini -0.00407 -0.00511 0.00296 0.00483

(0.00304) (0.00761) (0.00741) (0.00491)
% Urban 0.00345 0.00808�� -0.00138 -0.00603�

(0.00198) (0.00309) (0.00644) (0.00267)
BGI -0.460 -0.807 -3.700 -1.075

(0.854) (0.702) (4.188) (1.384)
Random Variances
Individual Level SD 0.208��� 0.131��� 0.253��� 0.133���

(0.0220) (0.0205) (0.0512) (0.0183)
Country Level SD 0.778��� 0.790��� 0.816��� 0.742���

(0.0169) (0.0312) (0.0345) (0.0184)
N 98337 44073 15124 39140
Countries 61 23 14 24

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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Figure 6.4: Marginal Effect of Group Status Contingent on Partisan Cleavages

The difference between the group status of Whites and African-Americans is about

0.2 (1.04 for Whites and 0.83 for African-Americans). The marginal effect of group

status for Whites and African-Americans in the United States is approximately 0.5,

or about half a point lower on the 0 to 3 scale of support for redistribution. Com-

pare this effect to a country with very low partisan cleavages over redistribution, but

with high between group inequality - such as Guatemala. In spite of very signifi-

cant group differences in income, with mestizos earning a relative income over double

that of Amerindian groups (relative group status of about 1.3 versus 0.6) those group

difference have very little predictive power in determining support for redistribution.

This suggests that the political context of ethnic heterogeneity plays a key role

in determining how identity influences preferences. Absent a party system with

programmatic linkages, individuals are unlikely to view the issue of redistributive

social spending in terms of their social identity – even when there are potentially
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very large economic inequalities between different ethnic groups.

However, a more appropriate test of the role of ethnicity in shaping preferences

may be to also interact group status with the aggregate level of BGI, as was done

in the simple baseline model reported in the Appendix. As BGI increases, coupled

with programmatic politics, right-wing politicians will have an increased incentive to

use ethnic frames attaching ethnicity with redistributive social spending. In order

to test this, one possibility is to use a three-way interaction term, between ethnic

group status, BGI, and partisan cleavages – the expectation is that when all three

are relatively high, support for redistribution should be lower. The results of this

model are shown in Table 6.2.8

The three way interaction term is in the expected negative direction in all four

models, however it is only statistically significant in the pooled and ESS models (it

is also statistically significant at the 0.1 level in the LAPOP model). Interpreting

a three way interaction term becomes somewhat tricky because of the large number

of moving variables. To aid in interpretation, I show the marginal effect of group

status across a range of partisan cleavages for two fixed values of BGI in Figure 6.5

using the pooled model. This plots two estimated lines for marginal effects – the

first line is for when BGI is 0.009 (very low BGI, one standard deviation below the

mean), and is essentially a flat line. This indicates that when BGI is low, the effect of

group status is constant across all values of partisan cleavages (that is, very slightly

negative). However when BGI is moderately high (modeled here as 0.08, or one

standard deviation above the mean BGI), there is a very strong negative relationship

between the marginal effect of group status as partisan cleavages increase. When BGI

is around 0.08 and there are very few partisan cleavages over redistribution, group

status actually tends to have a positive relationship with support for redistribution –

8 A three-way interaction model using the expert-level CoSalPo scores instead of the mass-level
cleavage score is reported in Table B.8. The results in these models mirror those presented in this
chapter most strongly for the ESS survey data, and weaker in developing countries.
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Table 6.2: Ethnicity and Support for Redistribution HLM: Three-Way Interactions

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pooled LAPOP Afro ESS

Individual Level FE
Group Status -0.512��� -0.393� -0.744 -0.662���

(0.150) (0.198) (0.991) (0.186)
Group Status X Cleavages 0.687 -1.164 -11.42 3.128

(2.235) (2.891) (29.37) (2.786)
Group Status X BGI 10.33��� 6.965� 39.80 14.56���

(2.687) (3.132) (28.12) (2.395)
Cleavages X BGI X Grp Stat. -187.3��� -115.5 -449.6 -276.2���

(56.16) (62.61) (608.7) (59.59)
Relative Income -0.000205 -0.0274� -0.238��� -0.0000656

(0.000168) (0.0114) (0.0243) (0.0000968)
Yrs. Educ -0.00809��� -0.00158 0.00822�� -0.0209���

(0.00206) (0.00206) (0.00303) (0.00261)
Female 0.0390��� 0.00368 0.00777 0.0911���

(0.00930) (0.0119) (0.0162) (0.00946)
Unemployed 0.0639��� 0.0283 0.0471 0.111���

(0.0161) (0.0241) (0.0242) (0.0313)
Age 0.00157��� 0.000180 0.000932 0.00274���

(0.000422) (0.000400) (0.000581) (0.000673)
Constant 2.926��� 2.606��� 2.981�� 3.436���

(0.230) (0.486) (1.001) (0.219)
Country Level FE
GDPPC at PPP -0.00696� -0.00273 -0.0205 -0.00404

(0.00314) (0.00894) (0.0243) (0.00315)
Gini -0.00400 -0.00269 -0.00663 0.00360

(0.00307) (0.00870) (0.00888) (0.00451)
% Urban 0.00346 0.00823� 0.00211 -0.00559�

(0.00200) (0.00322) (0.00709) (0.00263)
Cleavages X BGI 184.2�� 157.8� 171.1 298.2���

(65.44) (77.30) (610.5) (54.30)
Cleavage Score -3.023 -4.744 22.01 -4.925

(2.484) (3.193) (28.73) (3.029)
BGI -10.72��� -9.382� -28.25 -16.65���

(3.027) (3.652) (29.16) (2.669)
Random Variances
Individual Level SD 0.209��� 0.130��� 0.224��� 0.131���

(0.0218) (0.0229) (0.0516) (0.0154)
Country Level SD 0.778��� 0.790��� 0.815��� 0.741���

(0.0169) (0.0312) (0.0344) (0.0185)
N 98337 44073 15124 39140
Countries 56 18 14 24

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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this would match the results of some of the Latin American countries which have large

indigenous populations, in which support for redistribution rises with relative group

status. However, as programmatic linkages become stronger and there are greater

partisan cleavages over the issue of redistribution, the marginal effect of group status

becomes sharply negative. For the United States, which has a cleavage score of 0.27,

this translates into a predicted difference between Whites and African-Americans of

about one point (on the four point scale) - a very large predicted difference indeed.
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Figure 6.5: Marginal effect of Group Status Conditional on BGI and Partisan
Cleavages

6.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, I explore the role of social heterogeneity on preferences for redistri-

bution, and find that empirically the relationship between ethnic heterogeneity and
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preferences does not actually hold in many countries. I suggest that social iden-

tity will become salient with regards to individual evaluations of redistribution of

income by the government only when there is an incentive for politicians to prime

that identity. Without electoral incentives to emphasize ethnicity, there is limited

reason for politicians to link redistributive social spending to ethnicity. In countries

where political competition tends to be programmatic, especially on economic issues

relating to redistribution, a strong incentive exists for right-wing political parties to

link ethnicity and the redistribution issue. This does not mean that ethnicity is not

relevant in non-programmatic contexts, and that heterogeneity will not affect public

goods provision in these countries. However, the causal pathway likely does not lie

in preferences for or against redistribution – in non-programmatic countries the lack

of variation in preferences for redistribution is striking. Instead, the causal pathway

may have more to do with clientelistic networks, with are often assisted by ethnic

groups, and will reduce public good provision.

The role of a party system marked by programmatic linkages between politicians

and the electorate on the politicization of ethnic identity holds important implica-

tions. Looking to the future of some political party systems and the prospects of a

more programmatic party system may also mean the increased use of ethnic linkages

to redistributive social spending. This is especially relevant in some Latin American

countries, which according to the BGI indices calculated in this chapter, have by far

the highest inequality between ethnic groups. Some countries in Latin America have

begun to see increasingly programmatic forms of political competition, especially over

redistributive issues – and it is thought that this turn toward programmatic compe-

tition will likely continue in the future (Kitschelt et al., 2010). With the rise of more

programmatically oriented politicians, such as Brazilian President Lula Da Silva or

Chilean Michelle Bachelet, who have proven capable of linking with the poor over

social issues, and moving aware from the piecemeal and particularistic programs of
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the past, right–wing political parties in these countries will have increasing incentives

to “ethnicize” these programs. Just as welfare in the United States has come to be

seen in ethnic terms, the future for increasingly programmatic developing countries

may be very similar.

There are also important implications for developed countries which already have

very programmatically oriented party systems, but which are seeing continued im-

migration into what were once very homogeneous countries. The rise of far-right

parties in much of Northern and Continental Europe has much to do with percep-

tions of recently arriving minorities taking a large portion of social spending, as seen

in the Swedish Democrats campaign ad discussed at the start of this chapter. It may

be that highly programmatic party systems have a more difficult time ameliorating

ethnic differences, and could potentially result in a population increasingly polarized

along ethnic lines.
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7

Conclusions, Implications and Avenues for Future
Research

In The Republic, Plato argued that “any city, however small, is in fact divided into

two, one the city of the poor, the other of the rich; these are at war with one another;

and in either there are many smaller divisions, and you would be altogether beside

the mark if you treated them all as a single State” (Plato, 1960, pg. 223). Plato

reveals in his quote that it is not useful to think of cities (or states) as a unitary

actor, as there are many divisions within cities due to different interests held by its

residents. One of the most prominent divisions identified by Plato is found in the

differing degrees of material wealth held by residents. Implicit in this quote is the

assumption that rich and poor have different preferences that have arisen due to

their differing levels of material wealth. The idea that the rich and the poor are “at

war with another” is an assumption that plays an important role in many accounts

of preferences for redistribution, starting with the assumption that one’s objective

income status is a primary driver of those preferences. In turn, these preferences

become the primary drivers of many models of political economy. The most common

use of this assumption is to link the aggregate measure of economic inequality with
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important outcomes, such as democratization or the size of public social spending.

One of the most common assumptions of these models is that individual-level income

will influence support for or against the redistribution of income, with the poor being

in support for the reduction of inequality and the wealthy in opposition.

Throughout this dissertation, I have attacked the notion that individual at-

tributes such as income are automatically translated into preferences. Rather, con-

textual factors, such as the nature of political competition, form a crucial link in the

process of preference formation. A parallel can be drawn with Thompson’s seminal

account of working class formation, which emphasized the contextual factors involved

in the development of class consciousness, as opposed to the determinism found in

some of the more theoretical Marxist lines of thinking. As Thompson noted in the

preface to The Making of the English Working Class,

“There is today an ever-present temptation to suppose that class is a

thing. This was not Marx’s meaning, in his own historical writing, yet

the error vitiates much latter-day ‘Marxist’ writing. ‘It’, the working

class, is assumed to have a real existence, which can be defined almost

mathematically–so many men who stand in relation to the means of pro-

duction. Once this is assumed it becomes possible to deduce the class-

consciousness which ‘it’ ought to to have (but seldom does have) if ‘it’

was properly aware of its own position and real interests” (Thompson,

1968, pg. 10).

The determinism that Thompson argued against can be found in many of the

overly simplistic arguments for preferences for redistribution. Empirically, the results

of this dissertation call into serious doubt the accuracy of the assumption that rich

and poor develop interests in line with their income, or other individual attributes

that have been argued as being key in the development of support for redistribution.
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The connection of personal attributes such as income, geographic location or ethnic-

ity to the outcome of support for redistribution is highly contingent on the political

context in which an individual resides. In many countries, the rich have just as much

support for redistribution as the poor. Ethnic group status or ethnic heterogeneity

plays little role in support for redistribution in many countries. Urbanization also

appears to have a nonlinear relationship with support for redistribution, when viewed

in isolation.

What is missing from many existing accounts of preferences for redistribution is

the recognition that the formation of political preferences is in large part constructed

by outside actors. Absent some form of mobilization by political elites, many indi-

viduals will simply fail to develop strong, concrete preferences for or against redistri-

bution. This is a critical step in preference formation that is all too often ignored –

instead, individuals are assumed to independently evaluate their income, ethnicity,

skill-specificity, religiosity, or any other individual attribute and somehow translate

that into a political preference absent any input from others. While individual at-

tributes certainly can play important roles in the development of preferences, what

matters more is how those attributes are interpreted by the public. As a result, how

one individual feels about their income may be very different from how another feels

about it, even when their objective status is exactly the same.

That preferences are molded and partially constructed provides the mechanism

but says little about when or how that mechanism will be activated. What is then

needed is a theory which predicts how or when certain attributes will be translated

into a preference for redistribution.

The answer from this dissertation is that the political context in which indi-

viduals reside can play a critical role in shaping preferences for redistribution. In

settings where political linkages between the public and politicians are highly pro-

grammatic and issue-oriented, politicians have much stronger incentives to educate
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and frame the issue of inequality in ways that can be considered electorally advan-

tageous. Parties on the left will attempt to frame the issue of inequality in ways

that will potentially increase feelings of relative deprivation among the electorate,

and lead to greater support for the redistributive policies they champion. Where

political competition is free and open, they will be better able to mobilize the poor,

especially the rural poor who have recently migrated to the city, to support redistri-

bution. However, right wing parties also have frames that they can use to decrease

feelings of relative deprivation: in ethnically diverse countries, for example, it may

be useful to frame social spending using an ethnic frame in order to persuade poorer

members of wealthier ethnic groups to oppose redistributive social spending.

Moving away from bottom-up accounts of preferences for redistribution (in other

words, accounts in which individuals independently arrive at support for or against

redistribution) to top-down, or “endogenous” accounts in which elites interact with

the public, leads to a much more richer explanation than has hitherto existed. Phe-

nomenon in many countries, which may at first appear counterintuitive are able to

be explained in these accounts. In the next sections, I briefly mention some impor-

tant contributions made by this dissertation and some potential avenues for future

research.

7.1 The relationship between inequality and support for redistribu-
tion

One of the most interesting “non-findings” of this dissertation was the insignificance

of aggregate economic inequality on preferences for redistribution. In every single

cross-national model run, the gini coefficient was included as an independent variable,

and not once did it achieve statistical significance, in pooled models or when run

separately for each cross-national survey. The notion that greater inequality leads

to greater concern for inequality, at least at a macro-level, appears to not be true.
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At the same time, in most (but not all) countries, relative income status is often

a strong predictor of support for redistribution – however, the degree to which in-

come predicts support for redistribution varies significantly cross-nationally. At first

glance, this may seem to be somewhat incongruent with the non-finding when ex-

amining the macro-level inequality. If income determines support for redistribution

at the individual-level, in countries where there is greater inequality (and therefore

a larger proportion of poor individuals), then it seems that greater inequality should

lead to greater support for redistribution.

One avenue for further research could involve a deeper exploration of the rela-

tionship between inequality and programmatic linkages to help explain this perplex-

ing finding. For example, it could be that countries with greater inequality have

a greater propensity for clientelistic party-citizen relations, as suggested by Robin-

son and Verdier (2003), whereas democracies with lower inequality will tend to be

more programmatic. If the nature of political competition plays an important role

in shaping preferences, as suggested by this dissertation, then it becomes more dif-

ficult to directly link inequality to aggregate support for redistribution. Instead,

what needs to be examined is how inequality may change the incentives of political

elites to shape support for redistribution – if higher inequality is itself related to the

nature of democratic competition, then it is likely that how individuals will interpret

inequality will be inherent on the level of inequality itself.

For example, it could be the case that elites are more wary of allowing program-

matic political competition when inequality is particularly high, due to the potential

that this would lead to wide mobilization of the poor. Therefore, competition may

be restricted to more clientelistic linkages. As a result the public may have less firm

support for redistribution than in a more programmatic setting. This could poten-

tially lead to an “inverse u shape” in preferences for redistribution across levels of

inequality – support for redistribution being highest at middle levels of inequality.
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7.2 Implications for Inequality, Redistribution and Democracy

Well-known arguments such as Boix (2003) and Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) have

attempted to link together inequality with transition to democracy. Such arguments

have at their core the assumption that redistribution will be higher in democracies,

as open political participation of the masses leads to the greater provision of policies

that benefit the poor. Since political elites are assumed to oppose redistribution,

they will tend to be unwilling to allow political transition.

However, the results of this dissertation imply that concern for inequality and

preferences for redistribution are highly contingent on the political system itself. In

Chapters four and five, I found that the political context in which urbanization occurs

played an important role on overall support for redistribution. Although I found that

urban development generally increases support for redistribution and concern for

inequality, when urbanization was combined with free political competition, support

for redistribution became much higher.

The dissertation has also noted differences preferences for redistribution depend-

ing on the nature of democratic competition. When there were strong and prominent

partisan cleavages among the public on the issue of redistribution, individual atti-

tudes as measured by survey item responses became more stable. Moreover, there

were also several important implications for the nature of political competition on

other variables. For example, income and ethnic identity tended to play a stronger

role in determining preferences for redistribution in more programmatic political con-

texts. In a system where regime type plays an important role on the development of

preferences for redistribution, it becomes problematic to assume that redistributive

demands are what drive regime change.

This does not necessarily mean that arguments linking inequality and democra-

tization, or democracy and redistribution are wrong. Political elites in autocracies
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may be aware of the potential for redistributive demands to grow in a democracy, as

the poor are mobilized by the left – and therefore remain opposed to even allowing

the potential for the poor to be mobilized. However, these arguments can potentially

be enhanced with a recognition that public opinion and support for redistribution

does not just occur independently, but is constructed.

For example, democratization may be more likely when it can be transitioned to

a clientelistic system that tends keeps redistributive demands in check, or relatively

less concrete. An authoritarian regime that manages to avoid democratization as

it develops economically, such as Singapore, may be less willing to allow democ-

ratization to occur due to its relatively wealthy and well-educated population that

are less likely to be swayed by the particularistic exchanges inherent in clientelistic

systems. Political elites in countries that remain authoritarian, but are experiencing

rapid economic development, such as China, may find the transition to democracy

increasingly distasteful as it becomes less likely that citizens will be persuaded by

clientelistic appeals.

In addition, the results of this dissertation suggest an important, but often miss-

ing, link between public opinion and outcomes. As found in Chapter three, indi-

viduals living in less programmatic political environments have less stable survey

responses, indicating less firmness in their opinions – in short, their survey responses

likely reflect top of the head attitudes, rather than a “true” and stable preference.

Such responses are much less likely to influence political behavior, such as vote choice.

Politicians who do not link with the public over the issue of redistribution also have

little (or no) incentive to offer redistributive policies in an electoral system that lacks

these programmatic linkages. A fruitful line of future research would then examine

how preferences are actually translated into public policy. The missing link of pro-

grammatic political competition may prove critical in determining how individual

preferences become a political reality.

183



7.3 Programmatic Political Competition: Too much of a good thing?

From a normative point of view, programmatic political competition is often assumed

to be desirable. Individuals who are voting for policies that lead to a more universal-

istic and efficient form of redistribution than the piecemeal and haphazard mode of

redistribution that may result under a clientelistic party system. However, the find-

ings of this dissertation suggest that as political competition becomes increasingly

programmatic over the issue of redistribution, politicians may have incentives to use

frames in ways that may be considered distasteful.

A famous example of this shift can be seen in the United States, which has seen

the racialization of welfare, so that now many individuals in the United States view

social spending in racial terms. Ronald Reagan’s now infamous denouncement of so-

called “welfare queens” in the 1980s is an excellent example of this phenomenon - but

it is not unique to the United States. In Canada, the success of the Reform Party in

Western Canada during the 1990s was due in no small part to anti-Quebec sentiment

over the federal government’s provincial equalization payments of which Quebec was

a prime beneficiary. The increased ethnic heterogeneity due to recent immigration to

modern Europe also potentially represents a prime opportunity for right-wing parties

to mobilize against social spending through the extensive use of ethnic appeals.

It can be expected that as politics becomes increasingly programmatic that such

appeals will potentially become more attractive to office-seeking politicians who need

to mobilize the electorate. Such appeals may, in turn, ensure that discriminatory

attitudes continue to persist, and perhaps even grow over time.

The increased incentives for politicians to frame the issue of redistribution in

more programmatic settings can also potentially divide the population by economic

class and lead to greater feelings of relative deprivation among the poor. Parties on

the left will have a much stronger incentive to raise the aspirations of the poor and
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prompt the poor to feel greater dissatisfaction with their income. An increasingly

programmatic system could then lead to much polarization among citizens that can

potentially result in greater dissatisfaction among the poor and lower levels of overall

life satisfaction for these groups if their aspirations are not met.

This rise in expectations could potentially be politically destabilizing in political

environments where the state has limited ability to fulfill them. The rise of a highly

programmatic leftist movement, for example, could lead to rapid polarization of the

electorate, which could result in a backlash by elites. Unmet expectations may be

particularly dangerous in political contexts where state capacity is limited, opening

the possibility for authoritarian takeover, either from the left, or the right. Although

most developing countries have relatively low cleavages over redistribution, there

are some notable exceptions to this, notably, Venezuela, Benin, Ghana and Zambia.

None of these are fully stable democracies (all have Polity II scores ranging from 5-8),

and may find it difficult to accommodate the rise of expectations that accompanies

programmatic politics.

7.4 Areas for Future Research

I have generally assumed that the nature of political competition and linkages with

the electorate is exogenous to the preferences formed by citizens. Obviously there

is feedback between elites and the public over matters of public policy and linkage

mechanisms, and a more dynamic model of preferences and political context would be

a useful avenue for future research. Because of the endogenous relationship between

political context and preferences, a future approach would involve looking for factors

antecedent to both programmatic political competition and the preferences held by

individuals. By identifying these factors, it will be possible to model an equilibrium

state between certain distributions of preferences and the political context in which

they are formed.

185



Throughout this dissertation I have argued that context, especially the political

context in which an individual resides, plays an important role in shaping preferences

for redistribution. The results of the dissertation show how the political context can

change how individuals relate personal attributes to support for redistribution. As

politicians and citizens link more programmatically over the issue of redistribution,

income and ethnic identity become stronger predictors of support for redistribution.

Survey response items become more stable. Migrants, who stand between rural and

urban worlds, become more likely to feel relative deprivation and support redistribu-

tion when they migrate to the city in a country with a democratic political context.

These results suggest that scholars cannot continue to ignore the context in which

preferences are formed.
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Appendix A

Appendix A: Variables and Coding

A.1 Afrobarometer

Bratton, Michael, Gyimah-Boadi, E., and Mattes, Robert (2009), Afrobarometer

Round 4: The Quality of Democracy and Governance in 20 African Countries, 2008-

2009.

Government Redistribution. Four point Likert scale from the question: “How well

or badly would you say the current government is handling the following matters, or

havent you heard enough to say: Narrowing gaps between rich and poor?” (3) Very

Badly, (2) Fairly Badly, (1) Fairly Well, (0) Very Well. Don’t Knows are recoded as

missing.

Urban. Dummy variable completed by the interviewer: “Urban or Rural Primary

Sampling Unit.”: (1) Urban, (0) Rural.

Years of Education. Continuous: Education in years.

Gender. Dummy variable: (1) Female, (0) Male.

Interest in Politics : Four point Likert scale from the question: “How interested would

you say you are in public affairs?” (4) Very interested; (2) Somewhat interested, (1)
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Not very interested, (0) Not at all interested. Don’t Know is recoded as missing.

Unemployed. Dummy variable taken from the following question: “What is your cur-

rent employment status?” (1) Unemployed or waiting for a job. (0) Other response

(Working, retired, full–time homemaker, disabled, full–time student).

Age. In years.

Voted. Dummy variable from the following question: “With regard to the most recent

national elections, which statement is true for you?” Respondents could choose from

the following categories: (0) You were not registered or you were too young to vote,

(1) You voted in the elections, (2) You decided not to vote, (3) You could not find

the polling station, (4) You were prevented from voting, (5) You did not have time

to vote, (6) Did not vote for some other reason. To ensure comparability of this

variable with that from other surveys, this is recoded to a dummy variable where (0)

Did not Vote; (1) Voted.

Prospective Party Vote. Prospective vote choice from the question “If a presidential

election were held tomorrow, which partys candidate would you vote for?” Original

party codes are preserved, but non party responses are recoded as missing (would

not vote, other, refused to answer, don’t know).

Ethnic Identity Primarily coded into the Fearon (2003) ethnic categories from the

question “What is your tribe? You know, your ethnic or cultural group.” For

certain cases, this is supplemented by the interviewer supplied response to region

(for example, residents of Zanzibar and Pemba Islands in Tanzania) or race (whites

in Zimbabwe).

Income or Consumption Additive scale composed of the sums of the scale responses

from five questions examining material consumption patterns in the previous year,

taken from the following question: “Over the past year, how often, if ever, have you

or anyone in your family gone without: (1) Enough food to eat; (2) Enough clean

water for home use; (3) Medicines or medical treatment; (4) Enough fuel to cook
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your food; (5) A cash income.” For each of these five questions, respondents are

provided a five point scale to rate the level of deprivation of the particular response

item, which are reversed so that less deprivation is given a higher value: (4) Never,

(3) Just once or twice, (2) Several times, (1) Many times, (0) Always. “Don’t Know”

or “Refused to answer” are coded as missing. Scale is calculated by adding together

the values, giving a possible range between zero and twenty, and is only calculated

if responses are not missing for all five questions.

A.2 ArabBarometer

Tessler, Mark, Amaney Jamal, Abdallah Bedaida, Mhammed Abderebbi, Khalil

Shikaki, Fares Braizat, and Ghanim An-Najar. (2007). Arab-Barometer: Public

Opinion Survey Conducted in Algeria, Morocco, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Pales-

tine, and Yemen.

Government Redistribution. Four point Likert scale from the question: “How well

or badly would you say the current government is handling the following matters:

Narrowing the gap between rich and poor?” (3) Very Bad, (2) Bad, (1) Good,

(0) Very Good. Don’t Knows, Can’t Choose and Refused are recoded as missing.

Respondents were also given the option “This is not government’s responsibility”,

an option chosen by 3.5% of all respondents. To preserve comparability with other

questions on redistribution in other surveys, these responses were recoded as missing.

A.3 AsianBarometer

Data analyzed in this dissertation were collected by the Asian Barometer Project

(2005-2008), which was co-directed by Professors Fu Hu and Yun-han Chu and re-

ceived major funding support from Taiwans Ministry of Education, Academia Sinica

and National Taiwan University. The Asian Barometer Project Office (www.asianbarometer.org)

is solely responsible for the data distribution. The author appreciates the assistance
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in providing data by the institutes and individuals aforementioned. The views ex-

pressed herein are the author’s own.

Government Redistribution. Four point Likert scale from the question: “In order

to preserve social justice, the government should prevent the gap between rich and

poor from growing any larger.” (3) Strongly Agree, (2) Somewhat Agree, (1) Some-

what Disagree, (0) Strongly Disagree. Don’t Knows, Can’t Choose and Refused are

recoded as missing.

A.4 Chinese Household Income Project (CHIP)

Shi, Li. Chinese Household Income Project, 2002 [Computer file]. ICPSR21741-

v1. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research

[distributor], 2009-08-14.

Happiness. Five point Likert scale from the question: “Generally speaking, do

you feel happy?” Very Happy (4), Happy (3), So-so (2), Not very happy (1), Not

happy at all (0). Available in Rural, Urban, and Migrant surveys.

Why Unhappy. Follow up question if respondent indicated they were either ‘not

very happy’ or ‘not happy at all.’ Low Income (1), Future is unstable (2), Poor

Health (3), Family Conflicts (4), Personal Reasons (5), Other (6).

Fairness of Income Distribution. Four point Likert scale from the question: “Do

you think the current situation on income distribution is fair? (Countrywide)” Very

unfair (3), Not very fair (2), Fair (1), Very fair (0). Available only in Urban survey.

Satisfaction with Household Income. Five point Likert scale from the question:

“Are you satisfied with the income of your household?” Very Satisfied (4), Satisfied

(3), So-so (2), Not very satisfied (1), Not satisfied at all (0). Available only in Rural

survey.

Perception of Inequality Growth. Four point Likert scale examining agreement

with the statement: “Recently the income gap is enlarging” Strongly agree (3), Agree
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(2), Disagree (1), Strongly disagree (0). Available only in Rural survey.

Welfare Provision. Four point Likert scale examining agreement with the state-

ment: “The government should work harder to provide for the well–being of the

people.” Strongly agree (3), Agree (2), Disagree (1), Strongly disagree (0). Avail-

able only in Rural survey.

Acquaintance in the City. Dummy variable in response to the question: “Do you

have relatives, family members or friends who live in the county seat or larger city?”

(1) Yes, (0) No. Available only in Rural survey.

Household income. Continuous variable: Total sum of all yearly income in 2001

in RMB, including salaries, rents, investments and government transfers.

Gender. Dummy variable: (1) Female, (0) Male.

Ethnic Minority. Dummy variable. (1) Non-Han, (2) Han.

Age. In years.

Unemployed. Dummy variable taken from the following question: “What is your

current employment status?” (1) Unemployed or waiting for a job. (0) Other re-

sponse (Working, retired, full–time homemaker, disabled, full–time student).

Marital Status. Dummy variable from a question on relationship status: (1)

Currently married, (0) Not currently married (includes never married, divorced, and

widowed).

Party Member. Dummy variable: (1) Current Communist Party member, (0)

Not a Party member.

Years of Education. Continuous: Education in years.

A.5 European Social Survey

ESS Round 4: European Social Survey Round 4 Data (2008). Data file edition 4.0.

Norwegian Social Science Data Services, Norway Data Archive and distributor of

ESS data.
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Government Redistribution. Five point Likert scale from the question: “The gov-

ernment should take measures to reduce differences in income levels.” (4) Agree

Strongly, (3) Agree, (2) Neither Agree nor Disagree, (1) Disagree, (0) Disagree

Strongly. Don’t Knows recoded as missing. To make this variable of government

redistribution comparable to the four point scale used in other surveys, this measure

is multiplied by 0.75.

Urban. Dummy variable recoded from a five–point response to the question “Which

phrase on this card best describes the area where you live”: (1) Urban: “A Big City;

The suburbs or outskirts of a big city; A town or a small city.” (0) Rural: “A country

village; A farm or home in the countryside.” Don’t know is recoded as missing.

Years of Education. Continuous: Education in years.

Gender. Dummy variable: (1) Female, (0) Male.

Age. In years.

Married. Dummy variable taken from the question: “Could I ask about your current

legal marital status? Which of the descriptions on this card applies to you?”. (1)

Legally Married, or in a civil partnership (0) Separated, Divorced, Widowed, Never

married or entered into a civil partnership.

Religiously Active. Dummy variable taken from the question: “Apart from special

occasions such as weddings and funerals, about how often do you attend religious

services nowadays?” (1) At least once a month; (0) Less than once a month.

Interest in Politics : Four point Likert scale from the question: “How interested

would you say you are in politics?” (4) Very interested; (3) Quite interested, (1)

Hardly interested, (0) Not at all interested. Don’t Know is recoded as missing.

Unemployed. Dummy variable taken from the following question: “Which of these

descriptions applies to what you have been doing for the last 7 days?” (1) Unem-

ployed and actively looking for a job. (0) Other response (In paid work, student,

doing housework, looking after children, sick or disabled, unemployed but not ac-
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tively looking for a job.).

Voted. Dummy variable taken from the question: “Some people dont vote nowadays

for one reason or another. Did you vote in the last [country] national8 election in

[month/year]?” (1) Yes; (0) No.

Party ID. Taken from the question “Is there a particular political party you feel

closer to than all the other parties? Which one?” This nominal variable preserves

the original coding.

Retrospective Party Vote. “Which party did you vote for in that [most recent] elec-

tion?” Original coding is preserved.

Ethnic Identity. Coded according to the Fearon (2003) classification scheme. This

is primarily coded from the question “What language or languages do you speak

most often at home?” Respondents could specify up to two languages. This coding

was sometimes supplemented with the variables “What country were you born in?”

and “What country were your parents born in?” for certain immigrant groups –

for example, an individual living in Germany was coded as Turkish if either they

were born in Turkey, or both of their parents were born in Turkey (but not if they

were born in Germany, and one of their parents was born in Turkey). Sometimes

religious affiliation was also used to supplement – for example, Pomaks in Bulgaria

were coded using language and religion (Pomaks are Bulgarian speaking Muslims).

Finally, the region of the respondent was occasionally used – for example, Scots and

Welsh in Great Britain were coded according to region rather than language. All

coding decisions of ethnicity for the ESS are available on request.

Relative Household Income. Taken from a household income variable asking re-

spondents to place themselves into predetermined income deciles from the following

question: “Using this card, please tell me which letter describes your household’s

total income, after tax and compulsory deductions, from all sources?” Deciles are

converted to relative income by first taking the average of the top and bottom values
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of the decile (for example, if the decile is a range between $15,000 and $20,000 a year,

the respondent is scored as having an income of $17,500). Top categories are given a

value of 1.5 times the top category (eg. more than $50,000 would become $75,000).

Relative income is then calculated by dividing the respondents income score by the

weighted average for the country.

A.6 ISSP

ISSP Research Group, International Social Survey Programme (ISSP): Role of Gov-

ernment IV. Distributor: GESIS Cologne Germany ZA4850, Data Version 2.0.0.

Government Redistribution. Four point Likert scale from the question: “On the

whole, do you think it should or should not be the government’s responsibility to

reduce income differences between the rich and the poor?” (3) Definitely Should be,

(2) Probably should be, (1) Probably should not be, (0) Definitely should not be.

“No Answer” and “Can’t Choose” are recoded as missing.

Urban. Question phrasing is idiosyncratic to each country, or sometimes taken from

an alternative question on community size. For this variable I use the harmonized

“urbrural” variable, which gives five possible categories: (1) Urban: “A Big City;

The suburbs or outskirts of a big city; A town or a small city.” (0) Rural: “A country

village; A farm or home in the countryside.” Don’t know is recoded as missing.

Years of Education. Continuous: Education in years.

Gender. Dummy variable: (1) Female, (0) Male.

Interest in Politics : Five point Likert scale from the question: “How interested would

you say you personally are in politics?” (4) Very interested, (3) Fairly interested, (2)

Somewhat interested, (1) Not very interested, (0) Not at all interested. Don’t Know

is recoded as missing.

Unemployed. Question phrasing is idiosyncratic to each country, but usually asks

current employment status (1) Currently looking for a job. (0) Other response (work-
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ing, student, doing housework, sick or disabled, doesn’t work and is not looking for

a job.).

Partisanship. Questions of partisanship in the ISSP range from prospective and

retrospective vote choice, as well as partisan affiliation, and are country-specific.

Original codings for this ordinal measure are preserved.

Relative Household Income. Question phrasing and measurement of household in-

come is idiosyncratic to each country. For some countries, the source variable of

household income is continuous, while for others it is categorical. When categorical,

relative income is calculate by first taking the average of the top and bottom values

of the quantile (for example, if the decile is a range between $15,000 and $20,000 a

year, the respondent is scored as having an income of $17,500). Top categories are

given a value of 1.5 times the top category (eg. more than $50,000 would become

$75,000). Relative income is then calculated by dividing the respondents income

score by the weighted average for the country. When continuous, relative income is

calculated by dividing respondents stated household income by the weighted average

for the country.

A.7 Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP)

I thank the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) and its major support-

ers (the United States Agency for International Development, the United Nations

Development Program, the Inter-American Development Bank, and Vanderbilt Uni-

versity) for making the data available.

Government Redistribution. Seven point Likert scale from the question: “The

government should take strong policies to reduce inequality between the rich and the

poor. How much do you agree or disagree with this statement?” (6) Strongly Agree,

(0) Strongly Disagree. Don’t Knows recoded as missing. To make this variable of

government redistribution comparable to the four point scale used in other surveys,
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this measure is multiplied by 0.5.

Urban. Dummy variable completed by the interviewer: “Urban or Rural Primary

Cluster.”: (1) Urban, (0) Rural.

Age. In years.

Years of Education. Continuous: Education in years.

Gender. Dummy variable: (1) Female, (0) Male.

Interest in Politics : Four point Likert scale from the question: “How much interest

do you have in politics?” (4) A lot; (2) Some, (1) Little, (0) None. Don’t Know is

recoded as missing.

Unemployed. Dummy variable taken from the question: “How do you mainly spend

your time?” (1) Actively looking for a job. (0) Other response (working, student,

doing housework, sick or disabled, doesn’t work and is not looking for a job.).

Married. Dummy variable taken from the question: “What is your marital status?”.

(1) Legally Married, or in a civil partnership (0) Separated, Divorced, Widowed,

Never married or entered into a civil partnership.

Religiously Active. Dummy variable adapted from the question: “Do you attend

religious services.....?” (1) At least once a month; (0) Less than once a month.

Voted. Did you vote in the last general elections of [year]? (1) Yes; (2) No.

Party ID. Response to the question “Which political party do you identify with?”

Original codings are preserved. In the United States and Canada, the question on

partisanship is retrospective vote choice: “What party did you vote for in the last

election?”.

Ethnic Identity. Coded according to the Fearon (2003) ethnicity categories. In most

countries, (other than the United States and Canada), a country specific question

was asked with preset ethnic categories. For example, in Bolivia, respondents were

asked “Do you consider yourself white, mestizo, indigenous, Black or Afro-Bolivian,

Mulatto or something else?” Occasionally religion was used (eg. Jews in Argentina).
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Relative Household Income. Taken from a household income variable asking respon-

dents to place themselves into predetermined income categories from the following

question: “Into which of the following income ranges does the total monthly income

of this household fit, including remittances from abroad and the income of all the

working adults and children? ” Quantiles are converted to relative income by first

taking the average of the top and bottom values of the quantile (for example, if the

decile is a range between $15,000 and $20,000 a year, the respondent is scored as

having an income of $17,500). Top categories are given a value of 1.5 times the top

category (eg. more than $50,000 would become $75,000). Relative income is then

calculated by dividing the respondents income score by the weighted average for the

country.

A.8 Latinobarómetro

Latinobarometro Corporation, 2009-07-21, ”Latinobarometro / Latinobarometer Data

Files”, http://hdl.handle.net/1902.29/10528 Latinobarometro Corporation [Distrib-

utor] V1 [Version]

Fairness of the Income Distribution. Four point Likert scale in response to the

question: “How fair do you think income distribution is in [country]?” (3) Very

Unfair; (2) Unfair; (1) Fair; (0) Very Fair.

Prospective Vote Choice. Nominal variable taken from the question “If elections were

held this Sunday, which party would you vote for?” Original coding is preserved,

although don’t knows and refused are recoded as missing.

A.9 Rural to Urban Migration in Indonesia

Meng, Xin and Christopher Manning, Budy Resosudarmo, Paul Frijters and Yu

Hong. Rural to Urban Migration in Indonesia. Research School of Economics, Aus-

tralian National University.
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Income Compared to City Residents. Five point Likert scale from the question “Ac-

cording to you, how does the average income of your family compare with average

city incomes?” (5) Much Less; (4) Less; (3) Same; (2) Higher; (1) Much Higer.

Life Satisfaction. Four point Likert scale from the question “After considering all

aspects of life, do you feel fulfilled?” (3) Very Fulfilled; (2) Quite Fulfilled; (1) Rather

fulfilled; (0) Not Fulfilled.

Migration Period. Dummy variable taken from a question asking “In what year did

you leave your village for the first time?” (1) if migration was 1999 or later; (0) if

migration was before 1999.

Household Income. Continuous variable taken from a detailed income survey sum-

ming various sources of income.

Age. Continuous in years.

Gender. (1) Female; (0) Male.

Education. Eight point scale from the question “What is the highest level of ed-

ucation you have completed?” (7) Graduate Degree; (6) Bachelor Degree; (5) 1,

2 or 3 year postsecondary diploma. (4) High School; (3) Junior High School; (2)

Elementary; (1) Elementary Incomplete; (0) Did not go to school.

Health Status. Five point Likert scale from the question “What is your current health

status?” (5) Very Bad; (4) Bad; (3) Average; (2) Good; (1) Very Good.

Household Size. Number of individuals living in the household.

A.10 World Values Survey

World Values Survey 1981-2008 Official Aggregate v.20090901, 2009. World Values

Survey Association (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Aggregate File Producer: ASEP/JDS,

Madrid.

Preference for Equality. 10 point scale indicating preference for one of the following:

(10) Incomes should be made more equal; (1) We need larger income differences as
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incentives.

Years of Education. Continuous: Education in years.

Interest in Politics : Four point Likert scale from the question: “How much interest

do you have in politics?” (3) Very Interested; (2) Somewhat interested; (1) Not very

interested; (0) Not at all interested.

Age. In years.

Gender. Dummy variable: (1) Female, (0) Male.

Married. Dummy variable taken from the question: “What is your marital status?”.

(1) Legally Married, or in a civil partnership (0) Separated, Divorced, Widowed,

Never married or entered into a civil partnership.

Urban. Dummy variable completed by the interviewer: “Urban or Rural Primary

Cluster.”: (1) Urban, (0) Rural.

Unemployed. Dummy variable taken from the question: “What is your employment

status?” (1) Actively looking for a job. (0) Other response (working, student, doing

housework, sick or disabled, doesn’t work and is not looking for a job.).

Religiously Active. Dummy variable adapted from the question: “How often do you

attend religious services?” (1) At least once a month; (0) Less than once a month.

Prospective Party Choice Response to the question “Which political party would you

vote for?” Original codings are preserved.

Relative Household Income. Taken from a country specific household income vari-

able. Quantiles are converted to relative income by first taking the average of the

top and bottom values of the quantile (for example, if the decile is a range be-

tween $15,000 and $20,000 a year, the respondent is scored as having an income of

$17,500). Top categories are given a value of 1.5 times the top category (eg. more

than $50,000 would become $75,000). Relative income is then calculated by dividing

the respondents income score by the weighted average for the country.
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A.11 Cross–National Indicators

GDP per capita at PPP. From the World Bank.

Gini Coefficient. From the World Bank. Missing years are imputed by using the

average of the first available year prior and after the missing year, weighted by the

length of the gap. (For example, if the Gini Coefficient was listed as 30 in 1990, and

40 in 2000 with missing values for years 1991 to 1999, the imputed gini coefficient

would be 31 in 1991, 32 in 1992 and so forth).

Urban Percentage of the Population. The proportion of the population in the country

residing in urban areas. From the World Bank.

Polity2. Level of democracy/autocracy in a country. Ranges from -10 (full autocracy)

to +10 (full democracy).
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Appendix B

Appendix B: Supplemental Analyses
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Table B.1: Income and Support for Redistribution HLM: Using Cosalpo Scores

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pooled LAPOP ESS Afro

Individual FE
Relative Income 0.0212 0.0234 -0.00283 -0.0191���

(0.0185) (0.0210) (0.0399) (0.00449)
CoSalPo X Income -0.498��� -0.364�� -0.531��� 0.0304

(0.0883) (0.132) (0.151) (0.0262)
Urban -0.00577

(0.0134)
Yrs. Educ. -0.00719��� 0.00114 -0.0134��� 0.00721���

(0.00189) (0.00231) (0.00231) (0.00216)
Female 0.0483��� 0.00209 0.0753��� -0.0113

(0.00968) (0.0172) (0.00992) (0.0220)
Pol. Interest 0.00322 -0.00186 -0.0134

(0.00365) (0.00482) (0.00873)
Unem 0.0507� 0.00976 0.0543� 0.0270

(0.0200) (0.0287) (0.0258) (0.0274)
Age 0.00131�� -0.000344 0.00199��� 0.00164�

(0.000403) (0.000418) (0.000564) (0.000661)
Constant 2.628��� 2.232��� 2.682��� 3.069���

(0.199) (0.626) (0.213) (0.431)
Country FE
GDPPC at PPP -0.00892�� -0.0186 -0.00474� -0.00334

(0.00339) (0.0134) (0.00209) (0.0420)
Gini 0.0572 -0.138 0.957 -0.362

(0.437) (1.624) (0.512) (0.777)
CoSalPo 0.0724 0.122 -0.00926 0.475

(0.238) (0.524) (0.192) (0.935)
% Urban -0.294 0.498 -0.740�� -1.350�

(0.411) (0.668) (0.276) (0.571)
Random Variances
Individual Level 0.224��� 0.255��� 0.130��� 0.207���

(0.0297) (0.0665) (0.0198) (0.0461)
Country Level 0.774��� 0.796��� 0.726��� 0.838���

(0.0169) (0.0261) (0.0154) (0.0323)
N 76240 29151 42940 15035
Countries 53 21 28 12

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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Table B.2: Urban Development and Redist Support: Country Level with 1% and
10% Depreciation Rates

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All - 1% All - 10% Developing - 1% Developing - 10%

GDPPC at PPP -0.00681 -0.00794 -0.0272 -0.0305�

(0.00468) (0.00417) (0.0151) (0.0148)
Gini -0.00221 -0.00194 -0.00304 -0.000724

(0.00399) (0.00384) (0.00485) (0.00473)
% Urban 0.00232 0.00148 0.00857� 0.00770�

(0.00191) (0.00195) (0.00359) (0.00351)
Urbanization Stock -0.0165� -0.0658�� -0.0249�� -0.0892��

(0.00646) (0.0230) (0.00792) (0.0289)
Dem. Stock -0.000774 -0.00191 -0.00156 -0.00388

(0.000617) (0.00203) (0.000879) (0.00273)
Urb. X Dem. Stock 0.00169 0.00720� 0.00288 0.00952

(0.00101) (0.00336) (0.00143) (0.00480)
Cleavage Score -2.714��� -2.549��� -3.827�� -3.460��

(0.537) (0.535) (1.201) (1.166)
Constant 2.606��� 2.642��� 2.597��� 2.560���

(0.219) (0.203) (0.272) (0.251)
N 68 68 40 40

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001

203



Table B.3: Urban Development and Redist Support HLM: Using 1% Depreciation
Stock

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
All Developing LAPOP Afro ESS

Individual FE
Urban 0.0973� 0.148�� 0.0225 0.192��� -0.0308

(0.0429) (0.0451) (0.105) (0.0497) (0.101)
Urb*%Urban -0.167� -0.276��� -0.0575 -0.348��� 0.0254

(0.0672) (0.0790) (0.165) (0.0914) (0.136)
Yrs. Educ. -0.00918��� -0.00267 -0.00160 0.00773��� -0.0132���

(0.00201) (0.00201) (0.00248) (0.00233) (0.00218)
Female 0.0449��� 0.00182 -0.00574 -0.0180 0.0783���

(0.00964) (0.0101) (0.0120) (0.0169) (0.00976)
Interest in Politics -0.00875� -0.00530 0.0118 -0.0208�� -0.00207

(0.00380) (0.00440) (0.00613) (0.00651) (0.00494)
Unemployed 0.0664��� 0.0360� 0.00835 0.0399 0.0514�

(0.0152) (0.0160) (0.0389) (0.0217) (0.0258)
Age 0.00182��� 0.00136� -0.000258 0.00126� 0.00197���

(0.000406) (0.000642) (0.000460) (0.000537) (0.000550)
Relative Income -0.0129 -0.0183��� -0.129���

(0.0101) (0.00245) (0.0208)
Constant 2.450��� 2.359��� 3.503��� 2.678��� 2.929���

(0.171) (0.202) (1.003) (0.295) (0.213)
Country Level FE
GDPPC at PPP -0.00505 -0.0273� -0.0361� -0.108��� -0.0119��

(0.00384) (0.0110) (0.0159) (0.0276) (0.00370)
Gini -0.0759 -0.0359 -2.777 0.121 0.599

(0.307) (0.347) (1.532) (0.545) (0.465)
Cleavage Score -2.619��� -3.220� -8.028��� -5.574��� -1.221�

(0.459) (1.287) (2.002) (1.527) (0.544)
% Urban 0.311 0.914��� 1.339 1.850��� -0.821��

(0.196) (0.266) (0.741) (0.552) (0.258)
Urbanization Stock -0.0162�� -0.0238��� 0.00273 -0.0447��� 0.0000982

(0.00511) (0.00578) (0.0156) (0.00778) (0.00835)
Dem. Stock -0.000747 -0.00171�� -0.00167 -0.00285��� 0.00130��

(0.000503) (0.000594) (0.00171) (0.000849) (0.000489)
Urb. X Dem. Stock 0.0000621� 0.000111�� 0.0000465 0.000265��� -0.0000387

(0.0000302) (0.0000368) (0.0000937) (0.0000490) (0.0000425)
Random Variances
Individual SD 0.198��� 0.199��� 0.163��� 0.142��� 0.111���

(0.0174) (0.0190) (0.0240) (0.0324) (0.0160)
Country SD 0.790��� 0.804��� 0.771��� 0.833��� 0.727���

(0.0159) (0.0172) (0.0282) (0.0258) (0.0154)
N 107976 66625 20999 22570 42783
Countries 68 45 16 18 28

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001

204



Table B.4: Urban Development and Redist Support HLM: Using 10% Depreciation
Stock

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
All Developing LAPOP Afro ESS

Individual FE
Urban 0.0972� 0.148�� 0.0234 0.192��� -0.0309

(0.0430) (0.0451) (0.105) (0.0495) (0.101)
Urb. X %Urb -0.167� -0.275��� -0.0588 -0.350��� 0.0258

(0.0672) (0.0791) (0.166) (0.0910) (0.136)
Yrs. Educ -0.00917��� -0.00266 -0.00162 0.00774��� -0.0132���

(0.00201) (0.00201) (0.00248) (0.00233) (0.00218)
Female 0.0449��� 0.00183 -0.00576 -0.0179 0.0783���

(0.00964) (0.0101) (0.0120) (0.0169) (0.00977)
Pol. Interest -0.00877� -0.00530 0.0118 -0.0208�� -0.00205

(0.00381) (0.00440) (0.00614) (0.00651) (0.00494)
Unemployed 0.0664��� 0.0359� 0.00817 0.0394 0.0514�

(0.0152) (0.0159) (0.0388) (0.0216) (0.0258)
Age 0.00182��� 0.00136� -0.000262 0.00126� 0.00197���

(0.000406) (0.000642) (0.000461) (0.000538) (0.000549)
Relative Income -0.0129 -0.0183��� -0.129���

(0.0101) (0.00244) (0.0208)
Constant 2.500��� 2.387��� 2.770�� 2.777��� 2.567���

(0.167) (0.208) (1.068) (0.216) (0.202)
Country FE
GDPPC at PPP -0.00626� -0.0233� -0.0407� -0.0798 -0.00845��

(0.00309) (0.0101) (0.0169) (0.0415) (0.00317)
Gini -0.0695 0.0219 -2.206 0.220 0.450

(0.317) (0.375) (1.395) (0.542) (0.487)
Cleavage Score -2.441��� -2.745� -8.313��� -4.900��� -1.406��

(0.459) (1.312) (2.334) (1.479) (0.546)
% Urban 0.231 0.698� 1.579� 1.617�� -0.578�

(0.221) (0.280) (0.764) (0.581) (0.244)
Urbanization Stock -0.0627�� -0.0733��� 0.0404 -0.178��� 0.0409

(0.0197) (0.0213) (0.0661) (0.0409) (0.0391)
Dem. Stock -0.00177 -0.00248 0.00152 -0.00833� 0.00442�

(0.00162) (0.00181) (0.00713) (0.00390) (0.00195)
Urban X Dem. Stock 0.000681� 0.000658 -0.000285 0.00228� -0.000536

(0.000271) (0.000363) (0.000899) (0.00101) (0.000480)
Random Variances
Individual SD 0.198��� 0.203��� 0.175��� 0.158��� 0.120���

(0.0171) (0.0189) (0.0282) (0.0316) (0.0171)
Country SD 0.790��� 0.804��� 0.771��� 0.833��� 0.727���

(0.0159) (0.0172) (0.0282) (0.0258) (0.0154)
N 107976 66625 20999 22570 42783
Countries 68 45 16 18 28

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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Table B.5: CHIP Mediation Analysis Indirect Coefficients

(1)
gapgrow satinc compwide govresp

knowmigrant 0.00607 -0.00323 0.0287��� 0.0341��

(0.35) (-0.11) (3.62) (3.04)
female -0.0118 0.0368 -0.0223� 0.0138

(-0.57) (1.07) (-2.32) (1.02)
minority -0.231��� -0.0904� 0.0295� 0.0386�

(-9.14) (-2.15) (2.51) (2.31)
age 0.0193� 0.0956��� -0.00977� 0.00393

(2.26) (6.73) (-2.47) (0.70)
unem 0.0969 -0.00846 -0.0385 0.00566

(1.09) (-0.06) (-0.93) (0.10)
married 0.0130 -0.00823 -0.0548�� -0.0198

(0.32) (-0.12) (-2.93) (-0.75)
communist -0.00680 0.160��� 0.0507��� 0.0158

(-0.29) (4.12) (4.68) (1.03)
educyrs 0.00381 0.0116� 0.00634��� 0.00513�

(1.08) (1.97) (3.87) (2.21)
inc -0.0280�� 0.226��� 0.0122�� 0.00990

(-2.81) (13.59) (2.64) (1.49)
gapgrow 0.115���

(14.83)
satinc -0.0296���

(-6.36)
compwide 0.0375�

(2.25)
Constant 2.343��� 1.243��� 0.141��� 2.522���

(36.63) (11.65) (4.75) (54.49)
r2 0.0133 0.0405 0.0149 0.0404
chi2 97.04 303.5 108.9 303.0
p 6.25e-17 4.74e-60 2.49e-19 1.08e-57

t statistics in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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Table B.6: Ethnicity and Support for Redistribution HLM: Baseline Models

(1) (2)
Baseline Model Interaction

Individual Level FE
Group Status -0.209�� -0.419���

(0.0760) (0.108)
Relative Income -0.000206 -0.000205

(0.000168) (0.000168)
Yrs. Educ. -0.00809��� -0.00812���

(0.00206) (0.00205)
Female 0.0397��� 0.0397���

(0.00945) (0.00944)
Unemployed 0.0626��� 0.0626���

(0.0164) (0.0163)
Age 0.00154��� 0.00156���

(0.000427) (0.000425)
Group Status X BGI 2.781�

(1.155)
Constant 2.628��� 2.838���

(0.193) (0.210)
Country Level FE
GDPPC at PPP -0.00703� -0.00705�

(0.00313) (0.00313)
Gini -0.00402 -0.00402

(0.00305) (0.00306)
% Urban 0.00347 0.00350

(0.00198) (0.00198)
Cleavage Score -2.400��� -2.409���

(0.503) (0.503)
BGI -0.499 -3.316�

(0.856) (1.503)
Random Variances
Individual Level SD 0.208��� 0.208���

(0.0219) (0.0218)
Country Level SD 0.779��� 0.779���

(0.0170) (0.0170)
N 98337 98337
Countries 56 56

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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Table B.7: Ethnicity and Support for Redistribution HLM: Interactions with Parti-
san Cleavages

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pooled LAPOP Afro ESS

Individual FE
relinc -0.000201 -0.0286�� -0.214��� -0.0000689

(0.000160) (0.0104) (0.0275) (0.0000967)
grpstatus 0.116 0.0886 -0.818 0.658���

(0.152) (0.177) (0.854) (0.148)
cosalpo 3econ 0.774 1.369 -6.877 3.451���

(0.804) (0.827) (4.337) (0.598)
c.grpstatusc.cosalpo 3econ -1.415 -1.245 7.668 -4.013���

(0.877) (1.092) (4.328) (0.598)
educyrs -0.00728��� 0.00131 0.00574� -0.0210���

(0.00220) (0.00196) (0.00227) (0.00262)
female 0.0392��� 0.00144 0.0236 0.0913���

(0.00919) (0.00999) (0.0174) (0.00946)
unem 0.0594��� 0.0295 0.0379 0.110���

(0.0179) (0.0232) (0.0317) (0.0315)
age 0.00145��� 0.000217 0.00150� 0.00274���

(0.000397) (0.000318) (0.000729) (0.000673)
gdppcppp -0.00914�� -0.0252�� -0.00190 -0.00397

(0.00338) (0.00949) (0.0665) (0.00277)
ungini imp -0.00278 0.00137 -0.00643 0.00893

(0.00325) (0.0118) (0.0132) (0.00668)
urbpopperc 0.00213 0.00681 -0.0139 -0.00809�

(0.00256) (0.00446) (0.0108) (0.00335)
bgi -0.378 -1.599� -0.886 -0.811

(0.604) (0.631) (6.627) (1.503)
cons 2.375��� 2.043��� 4.035��� 2.131���

(0.240) (0.419) (1.055) (0.289)
lns1 1 1
cons 0.209��� 0.170��� 0.228��� 0.136���

(0.0258) (0.0409) (0.0722) (0.0215)
lnsig e
cons 0.773��� 0.783��� 0.817��� 0.741���

(0.0162) (0.0258) (0.0490) (0.0185)
N 101903 53550 9213 39140
Countries 54 21 9 24

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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Table B.8: Ethnicity and Support for Redistribution HLM: Three Way Interactions
with Cosalpo

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pooled LAPOP Afro ESS

govredist 4
grpstatus -0.314 -0.262 -0.295 -0.355

(0.226) (0.232) (1.370) (0.371)
cosalpo 3econ 0.125 1.734 -1.456 -0.275

(1.082) (0.895) (10.28) (1.771)
c.grpstatusc.cosalpo 3econ -1.249 -1.907 -2.419 -0.610

(1.019) (1.111) (7.343) (1.694)
bgi -10.59� -9.116� 2.053 -17.69��

(4.324) (3.885) (32.67) (6.387)
c.grpstatusc.bgi 7.515� 6.238 -10.99 14.46��

(3.603) (3.481) (31.36) (4.957)
c.cosalpo 3econc.bgi 31.43 16.94 -154.1 65.05�

(19.03) (16.55) (191.9) (31.82)
c.grpstatusc.cosalpo 3econc.bgi -18.27 -10.66 243.4 -53.96�

(15.39) (14.74) (150.1) (25.65)
relinc -0.000199 -0.0285�� -0.214��� -0.0000681

(0.000160) (0.0103) (0.0275) (0.0000973)
educyrs -0.00724�� 0.00127 0.00570� -0.0209���

(0.00221) (0.00197) (0.00231) (0.00262)
female 0.0389��� 0.00115 0.0225 0.0911���

(0.00919) (0.00997) (0.0180) (0.00943)
unem 0.0581��� 0.0293 0.0381 0.112���

(0.0176) (0.0230) (0.0317) (0.0314)
age 0.00149��� 0.000282 0.00144� 0.00273���

(0.000393) (0.000323) (0.000733) (0.000672)
gdppcppp -0.00898�� -0.0245� 0.0658 -0.00445

(0.00307) (0.00970) (0.130) (0.00271)
ungini imp -0.00283 0.00162 -0.0118 0.00804

(0.00306) (0.0118) (0.0181) (0.00671)
urbpopperc 0.00243 0.00701 -0.0257 -0.00780�

(0.00248) (0.00447) (0.0196) (0.00331)
cons 2.887��� 2.417��� 4.410 3.240���

(0.319) (0.516) (2.275) (0.472)
lns1 1 1
cons 0.207��� 0.170��� 0.225��� 0.134���

(0.0268) (0.0414) (0.0748) (0.0210)
lnsig e
cons 0.773��� 0.782��� 0.817��� 0.741���

(0.0161) (0.0255) (0.0489) (0.0185)
N 101903 53550 9213 39140
Countries 54 21 9 24

Standard errors in parentheses
� p   0.05, �� p   0.01, ��� p   0.001
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