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ABSTRACT:
This paper presents a new dataset that harmonizes and integrates survey data spanning more 
than 50 countries over four decades to measure preferences for redistribution by income groups 
via group-level latent variable models.  For OECD countries included in that dataset, we explore 
the effects of group-level preferences on three policy outcomes: welfare-state generosity, social 
spending in percent of GDP and redistribution via taxes and transfers.  We find some evidence 
that policy responds less to the preferences of poor citizens than to middle-income and af-
fluent citizens, but we do not find any evidence of a systematic bias in favor of affluent citizens 
relative to middle-income citizens (or vice-versa).  The lack of overall policy responsiveness to 
public preferences measured in this manner is the most striking finding that emerges from our 
exploratory analysis.
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1. Introduction

A growing body of literature demonstrates how government policy in different policy
areas tends to be more responsive to the preferences of affluent citizens than to
the preferences of low-income citizens and that this holds not only for the US
(Bartels 2008; Gilens 2012; Hayes 2013; Rigby and Wright 2013; Gilens and Page
2014) but also for many other liberal democracies, including countries with a more
equal distribution of disposable income (Donnelly and Lefkofridi 2014; Peters and
Ensink 2015; Bartels 2017; Elsässer et al. 2018; Persson and Gilljam 2018). Yet,
the growing literature has also produced skepticism as to whether this unequal
representation is real and whether the more affluent indeed ultimately see policy
aligning with their preference more often than other groups (Soroka and Wlezien
2008; Enns 2015; Branham et al. 2017). Notably, even within the (admittedly large)
policy domain of redistributive politics, the cross-country comparative literature has
produced conflicting findings. While Peters and Ensink (2015) and Schakel et al.
(2020) combine different cross-country surveys with data on social spending and
welfare generosity to show that welfare policy around the world is more responsive to
the interests of the more affluent (see also Bartels 2017), Elkjær and Iversen (2020)
combine ISSP survey data with social expenditure data from the OECD to argue
and show that in the long run, it is the middle class that is primarily being catered
to in social spending policy.1 Yet other studies conclude that adjudicating between
the responsiveness to different income groups is difficult in the realm of redistributive
policy (Donnelly and Lefkofridi 2014)

Against this conflicting state of findings in the literature, this paper seeks to
enhance our understanding of the relative influence of different income groups in
redistributive policy-making and policy outcomes across the world. In particular,
we seek to advance the literature in two ways. First, to enlarge the scope of
previous studies of unequal responsiveness, we have harmonized and integrated survey
data spanning more than 50 countries and four decades to measure preferences for
redistribution by income groups via group-level latent variable models. In these
models, we distinguish three equally sized income groups: the low-, middle- and
high-income terciles or, for short, L, M and H that ultimately make up the electorate
and for which we have clear expectations regarding responsiveness in an idealized
“equal” or “unbiased” democracy. Second, we combine this preference data with

1They attribute findings that high-income interests dominate policy-making to short-term fluctua-
tions in policy (i.e. policy changes), whereas in the long run, policy levels are responsive to the
interest of middle-class voters (see below).
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high-quality data on redistributive policy ranging from policy output as in Schakel
et al. (2020) over spending patterns as intermediate policy outcomes as in Peters and
Ensink (2015) and Elkjær and Iversen (2020) to redistributive outcomes capturing
inequality and redistribution more generally (Donnelly and Lefkofridi 2014), thereby
undertaking a more comprehensive answer to the question of “Who gets what, when
and how?” (Laswell 1936) when it comes to redistribution.

2. Theoretical Background

As mentioned above, we have reason to believe that policy-makers across the globe
are more responsive to the interests of more affluent groups in society compared
to the interests of lower- and potentially middle-income citizens. Research in the
US (most prominently Bartels 2008; Gilens 2012; Gilens and Page 2014) has used
survey-based measures of broad ideological orientations by income as well as specific
positions on policy issues to demonstrate this type of inequality in representation in
the voting behavior of legislators, as well as eventual policy outputs. While earlier
research has mainly analyzed state-level representation (Bartels 2008; Flavin 2012;
Hayes 2013; Rigby and Wright 2013) or the national level (Gilens 2012), newer
research by Tausanovitch (2016) and Becher and Stegmueller (2021) uses high-quality
district-level data on voter preferences with regard to specific policies to show how
US House members are on average more responsive to the interests of their high-
income constituents. Other authors have used designs similar to Gilens (2012) to
establish inequality in representation in countries such as Germany (Elsässer et al.
2018), Switzerland (Stadelmann et al. 2015), the Netherlands (Schakel 2019) or
Sweden (Persson and Gilljam 2018), with similar conclusions drawn despite the
vastly different political contexts compared to the US. Finally, some authors have
taken up a comparative perspective to assess unequal responsiveness across different
countries (Donnelly and Lefkofridi 2014; Peters and Ensink 2015; Bartels 2017).
Drawing on these findings and focusing on the domain of redistributive politics, we
postulate:

H1: Redistributive policy outputs and outcomes respond more strongly to the
interests of high-income citizens compared to low-income citizens.

We here distinguish between policy outputs and policy outcomes to reflect
the dependent variables used in our analysis below. More fundamentally, however,
this distinction allows for a more comprehensive understanding of the relevance of
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inequalities in representation. While for instance the generosity of the welfare state
measured using among other indicators income replacement rates or coverage rates of
social insurance as analyzed by Schakel et al. (2020) is under relatively direct control
of policy-makers, the same is not necessarily true for policy outcomes. For instance,
spending on redistributive policies such as unemployment and active labor-market
programs analyzed by Peters and Ensink (2015) and Elkjær and Iversen (2020)
under any given welfare regime is on the one hand crucial to understand actual
redistribution. On the other hand, it also depends on the macro-economic situation
as it rises and falls somewhat mechanistically in response to unemployment and
macro-economic shocks. Thus, controlling for such “automatic stabilizers” (Bartels
2017) is of great importance in the analyses conducted below (see also Pontusson and
Weisstanner 2018: 36). Yet, spending levels alone also represent only an incomplete
account of redistributive policy-making and thus also redistributive outcomes. Not
only does the extent to which social spending is targeted towards lower incomes
and hence the degree of redistribution resulting from similar spending levels vary
across countries (Beramendi and Rehm 2016), but governments might also use the
domain of tax policy to achieve a more equal distribution of incomes (Milanovic
2000). Thus, by additionally focusing on summary measures of redistribution that
compare the income distribution before and after taxes and transfers (see below), we
gain a summary measure of the different policies states might adopt to make the
distribution of income more (or less) equal. In addition, by focusing on outcomes
that individuals should ultimately care about – thus accounting for the notion that
individuals do not care about expenditure in itself as stressed by Schakel et al.
(2020) based on Esping-Andersen (1990) – we also implicitly account for the various
constraints policy-makers face, be it in terms of direct constraints such as the budget
(Tober and Busemeyer 2019) or in terms of more general limitations in changing or
correcting market outcomes.

As mentioned above, we focus on redistributive politics as it is not only a
relatively salient issue in most political systems, but because it is an issue where
citizen preferences have long been theorized to be a more or less direct function of
one’s position in the income distribution that is in turn directly affected by changes
to redistributive policies (Meltzer and Richard 1981; Iversen and Soskice 2006).
Hence, we can expect meaningful and systematic variation of preferences by income,
which is not necessarily true for other issue domains, but which is a pre-condition of
inequality in representation (Soroka and Wlezien 2008). As commonly noted, unequal
representation by income obviously presupposes that preferences differ significantly
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across income groups (Soroka and Wlezien 2008; Gilens 2012; Gilens and Page 2014;
Branham et al. 2017). Even if policy-makers were to disproportionately respond to
the preferences of the affluent, as long as these preferences are an almost perfect
proxy of the preferences of the entire electorate, low-income individuals might be
very well represented by “coincidence” (Enns 2015).

In our hypothesis, we are agnostic about the determinants of the proposed
unequal representation. Scholars studying the US focusing on the resources and
mobilization potential of different groups have argued that the ability to donate to
candidates, especially in the absence of strict campaign finance regulations (Ellis
2012; Flavin 2015; Leighley and Oser 2018) serves as a pathway for the more affluent
to gain disproportionate access. Other contributions see disparities in electoral and
non-electoral participation between high- and low-income groups as a reason for the
preferences of the former being more accessible to legislators and ultimately more
relevant for their re-election (Franko et al. 2016; Peters and Ensink 2015). Also,
the declining rates at which legislators or members of government have lower-class
backgrounds (Alexiadou 2019; Carnes 2013; Carnes and Lupu 2015) – i.e. an increase
in descriptive misrepresentation – might ultimately also lead to substantial policy
misrepresentation if legislators are motivated by their own preferences or if the
problems and preferences of less affluent citizens are less easily accessible to them.2

The extent to which these different mechanisms apply in different polities might
vary, but together with the growing body of literature demonstrating inequalities
in representation within quite different political systems leads us to believe in a
somewhat universal pattern of unequal representation favoring more affluent parts of
the income distribution.

An important distinction not made explicitly in the formulation of the above
hypothesis touches upon the type of representation that is being invoked. In particular,
it is unclear whether we refer to policy outcomes in an absolute sense (e.g., a given
level of spending) or relative to the status quo (e.g., changes in spending). These
distinctions ultimately affect not only the formulation of statistical models, but our
understanding of policy representation more generally. Both types have previously
been used in the literature. While Peters and Ensink (2015) use levels of spending,
Bartels (2017) and Schakel et al. (2020) base their discussion on changes in spending
and welfare state generosity levels respectively. Elkjær and Iversen (2020) in turn
argue in their analysis of social spending levels that a focus on changes in spending

2See also Broockman and Skovron (2018), who demonstrate a pervasive perceptual bias of US
legislators towards the conservative parts of their constituencies.
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produces misleading results that seemingly indicate a dominance of individuals
with higher incomes. Namely, they argue that the short-run spending preferences
of higher-income citizens are more closely aligned with the Neo-Keynesian policy
proposals of macro-economic policy-makers in response to the state of the economy,
whereas those with lower incomes more often tend to adopt a “household” view on
spending, thus embracing pro-cyclical spending. Therefore, short-term changes in
spending will be more closely aligned with (changes in) the short-term preferences
of the more affluent. Yet, in terms of absolute levels of spending - which due to
the slow-moving nature of politics also represent the long-run - policy is argued and
shown to respond to and reflect the preferences of the middle class, consistent with
canonical models of redistribution (Meltzer and Richard 1981; Iversen and Soskice
2006).3

We think that linking findings and theories about the feedback from policy and
the macro-economy to preferences (cf. Gingrich and Ansell 2012; Wlezien 1995; Soroka
and Wlezien 2005; Kelly and Enns 2010) and their implications for empirical models
of redistribution as done by Elkjær and Iversen (2020) is important. Yet, we disagree
with their focus on long-run levels of spending for several reasons. First, citizens
and policy-makers alike are constrained by the status quo. For any given legislator
or government, changing policies requires effort and resources. Moreover, checks
and balances in their various forms force legislators to cooperate and compromise
in crafting policies, especially in a policy area where the livelihood of some citizens
crucially depends on policies. Finally, any policy changes eventually adopted likely
take time to materialize, often stretching beyond the time horizon of policy-makers
that are at least partly motivated by staying in office come election day. Thus, not
only can changes in policies be expected to occur at the margin (i.e. the setting of
policy instruments such as wage replacement levels) rather than as a complete revamp
of any given policy domain, but they will also have unfolded a limited impact when

3Note that two caveats apply to their arguments. First, and rather curiously, the assumption that
economic policy-makers and those with higher incomes share preferences (higher congruence)
and therefore policy ultimately ends up where it would have if higher-income groups made policy
directly does seemingly not constitute representation or responsiveness to them, despite electoral
turnover that results in having like-minded politicians taking office being a key mechanism of
representation (Griffin and Newman 2005). Second, their objections are based on theoretical
arguments pertaining to spending, whereas the literature linking specific policies (i.e. individual
bills) to suitable survey items gauging preferences for them (Gilens 2012; Elsässer et al. 2018;
Persson and Gilljam 2018; Schakel et al. 2020; Becher and Stegmueller 2021; Stadelmann et al.
2015) are not limited to decisions about spending, but to political representation in policy
domains across the board. Finally, Kelly and Enns (2010: 865f) have shown that while the
broad policy preferences of the US electorate indeed respond to macro-economic changes, the
responses are remarkably similar across income groups.
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time comes for citizens to step to the ballot box. For this reason, dynamic models
of representation (Stimson et al. 1995) as well as the famous “thermostatic” model
of representation (Wlezien 1995) both stress the incremental and change-focused
nature of political representation (cf. also Kelly 2005: 873f).

Citizens on the other hand, can also be assumed to be focused on the status quo
and likely or unlikely incremental deviations from it. The model of party competition
of Grofman (1985) already incorporates the notion that rational voters understand
legislators’ limited (but potentially varying) ability to change the status quo and
explicitly account for it in their voting decisions. Thus, they conceive of politics as a
struggle to pull the status quo more or less in any direction. Correspondingly, changes
in spending have been shown predict subsequent changes in spending preferences
as predicted by the “thermostatic” model of representation (Wlezien 1995; Soroka
and Wlezien 2005). Moreover, as argued and shown by Gingrich and Ansell (2012)
given that institutional regimes in the domain of redistributive policies such as
health insurance, pension systems and unemployment insurance affect the everyday
livelihood of citizens as well as the different labor market and life risks they are facing,
the status quo of redistributive policy can serve as a substantial anchor to preferences,
a perspective that is also consistent with boundedly rational citizens engaging
in "satisficing" (Simon 1955; Simon 1956) rather than displaying full-information
rationality with regard to the numerous policy alternatives in redistributive politics.
Thus, our preferred specifications capture the change in policy as a function of citizen
preferences. Naturally, the question of examining change as opposed to levels of
policies is ultimately an empirical one that also depends on the types of variables
used to gauge citizen preferences, an issue discussed and accounted for by Elkjær and
Iversen (2020) and revisited below. Thus, we estimate our empirical statistical models
below using both, specification capturing policy changes, as well as specifications
capturing policy levels.

3. Our approach

Based on the theoretical discussion above, we model redistributive policy outputs and
outcomes as a function of the preferences of different income groups. As mentioned
above, redistributive outcomes are unlikely to change radically from one year to
another. We thus expect differences between countries to outweigh the incremental
changes within countries by far. Consistent with this “stickiness” of policy and
the expected lag with which policy changes affect policy outcomes, we rely on the
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following basic model specification to explain how redistributive outcomes r (as
measured using welfare generosity indices, Gini coefficients and social spending, see
below) in country i = 1, . . . , I change from year t = 1, . . . , T to t+ 2:

∆rit = rit+2 − rit = α0 + βhphit + βmpmit + βlplit + ρrit
+ xitγ + ∆xitλ+ εit

In the above model that partially mirrors an error correction type of model
(De Boef and Keele 2008: 190), phit, pmit and plit denote the redistribution preference
level of the more affluent, the middle-income group and the lower income citizens
in a given country i in year t as measured using cross-country comparative survey
series (see below). Hence, we model the degree to which redistributive outcomes r
change over a span of two years as a function of measured preference levels.4

In this model, we control for a range of potential confounders xit that affect
redistributive outcomes and could also simultaneously affect preferences. These are
broad-economic conditions meant to capture the state of the economy that also
include so-called “automatic stabilizers” (Bartels 2017) like unemployment that
have a rather mechanistic effect on redistributive policies (see below). In addition,
and as mentioned above, broad economic conditions have been argued to affect the
preferences lower-income citizens and higher-income citizens in different fashions.
If more affluent citizens generally show more anti-cyclic or Keynesian preferences
compared to less affluent citizens and countries generally followed Keynesian policy
(but not necessarily as a response to high-income preferences) as argued by Elkjær
and Iversen (2020) (see however Kelly and Enns 2010: 865f.), a spurious relationship
between preferences of the affluent and policy responses would arise. Conversely, their
theoretical arguments imply that controlling for the macro-economic situation (which
jointly predicts preferences and policy-response), there are no further differences in
the relationship between the preferences of the affluent compared to the remaining
electorate. We include the levels of these covariates as well as their changes over two
years to capture movements in policy outcomes unrelated to changes in preferences
or responsiveness. In sum, by controlling for mechanistic or automatic responses to
macro-economic conditions in both policy and possibly also preferences, we seek to
capture the residual amount of policy responsiveness to different income groups.

4Note that it would be desirable to include changes in preferences alongside their levels to arrive
at a complete error-correction specification that distinguishes long-term and short-term impacts
of preferences, this is not easily possible in our application. The “time series” of preferences that
we estimate below have many gaps, as the countries in our analysis are typically observed every
second to third year only or feature even longer periods without a preference measure available.
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In addition to these substantial variables, all models include period dummies for
different decades. Doing so is important to guard against potential shocks that affect
all countries simultaneously in terms of redistributive outcomes but might affect only
a certain income group in terms of their preferences. To enhance interpretation, our
empirical models below use mean-centered and standardized versions of all non-binary
covariates. Furthermore, all reported results use panel-clustered standard errors
robust to heteroscedasticity and serial correlation (Arellano 1987). The models are
estimated in R via the plm-package (Croissant and Millo 2008; Millo 2017).

In addition to this baseline-specification, we also report models that capture
redistributive outcomes rit+2 in levels rather than changes and that include country-
fixed effects, a model closer to the preferred specification of Elkjær and Iversen (2020).
These models drop lagged levels of the dependent variable. We again use the two-year
lead of our dependent variable to account for the slow-moving nature of redistributive
policies. The models with country-fixed effects capture time-stable omitted variables
that might simultaneously influence the extent of redistribution rit+2 of a country
for all years t and the preferences of the three income groups. By exploiting only
the (potentially very low) within-country variation in the redistributive outcomes
and citizen preferences by income group, these models feature a comparatively
weaker exogeneity assumption. Namely, instead of having to assume that there are
generally no unobserved confounders of the relationship between preferences and
policy (changes), they assume that there are no omitted time-varying confounders
that simultaneously influence citizens’ preferences for redistribution and actual
redistributive outcomes. Substantively, exploring models in levels vis-à-vis models
in changes also allows us to explore whether the different models give substantively
different answers, as suggested by Elkjær and Iversen (2020). Namely, their results
suggest a (presumably spurious) over-representation of high incomes when (short-
term) changes in spending are modeled, whereas models in levels generally suggest a
dominance of middle-class interests in the long run.

An important aspect of the models is the specification of our preferred models
with preferences for all three income groups and the definition of these groups. We
include the preferences of all three groups in the income distribution, as not doing
so might lead to an omitted variable bias. Suppose that legislators respond to the
middle-income group alone (maybe because it contains the median voter, cf. Downs
1957; Iversen and Soskice 2006), but that the preferences of either the low- or high-
income groups are on average more consistently aligned with the preferences of the
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middle group i.e. a better proxy of them.5 Depending on the precise configuration, a
model not including the preferences of all income groups as in some of the models
presented by Schakel et al. (2020) (see also Peters and Ensink 2015) could thus falsely
indicate the dominance of that group vis-à-vis the group that is less consistently
aligned with a dominant, but omitted group (cf. Donnelly and Lefkofridi 2014: 21).
Since we are not interested in the degree of such "coincidental representation" (Enns
2015), but rather in whose preferences actually count, including all three groups is
crucial, even when the ultimate interest (as in H1) lies in comparing the relative
influence of high- versus low-income groups.6

Related, we assume that the different groups for which we measure preferences
have the same size in the population, thus reflecting thirds of the income distribution
and that the scale on which we measure preferences is the same for all income groups.
Irrespective of the precise specification used, the expectation is thus that if there are
no omitted confounders and the relative influence of the three income groups was
the same (thus implying an "ideal" or "unbiased" democracy in which policy respond
to all groups equally) that the three slope estimates for the income-group-specific
preferences βh, βm, and βl would be equal. Yet, given the established findings of
unequal responsiveness (that we also expect here) in which legislators respond more
to the preferences of the affluent compared to the preferences of the middle- and
low-income groups would in contrast imply βh > βl and potentially βh > βm. We
are thus primarily interested in the relative sizes of βh, βm, and βl. The absolute
levels of these coefficients, in contrast, are of no particular interest, as redistributive
outcomes rit and preferences phit,pmit and plit are not assumed to be measured
on the same scale. Many studies of unequal representation follow the approach
proposed by Gilens (2012) and use predicted preferences at the 50% income quantile
as well as the 10% and the 90% quantile as the basis for determining the relative
power of groups (Schakel et al. 2020; Elkjær and Iversen 2020; Elsässer et al. 2018;
Persson and Gilljam 2018). In conjunction with the issue of omitted groups, doing
so raises the question of the expected model results under a null hypothesis of equal
representation. In particular, assume that predicted median preferences are generally
more similar and more highly correlated with average preferences between the 10%

5Note that it here is the correlation of preferences between groups that matters, not their relative
distance.

6That being said, including all three income groups cannot guard us against the type of coincidental
representation described by Elkjær and Iversen (2020) in which more affluent individuals tend
to agree with policy experts that are actually decisive in policy-making. Note however that
across policy issues in the US, preferences of the affluent are not more systematically related to
interest group preferences than for the average citizen Gilens and Page (2014: 571f.).
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and the 90% income quantile than preferences at the 10% and 90% quantiles.7 In
this scenario, median preferences will be representative or indicative of a much
larger share of the electorate than preferences at the top and bottom ends of the
income distribution. Correspondingly an estimated configuration with βh > βm as
shown in many of the aforementioned contributions would indeed indicate unequal
responsiveness favoring higher incomes. Conversely, a pattern with βm > βh alone is
not sufficient to demonstrate the supremacy of the middle class suggested by Elkjær
and Iversen (2020) as it would be expected even under equal representation. To
avoid these problems, we follow Bartels (2017) and Becher and Stegmueller (2021)
and seek to measure preferences for the bottom, middle and top income thirds in
any given country and any given year.

An important point to note is that due policy-outcomes and outputs being
on a different scale compared to the preference measure employed below, the β-
slopes above represent the degree to which policy is responsive to the preferences of
different groups, which does not necessarily imply that policy outputs or outcomes
are congruent with citizens preferences, i.e. that this responsiveness leads to better
representation (Lax and Phillips 2012; Lax et al. 2017; Simonovits et al. 2019).8

While we cannot easily measure redistributive outcomes and preferences on the same
scale, we need to make sure that the measurements we use for redistribution and
redistributive preferences match in terms of their content validity. In what follows,
we rely on a broad notion of redistribution and assume that citizens do not care
about individual policy instruments themselves, but rather about the extent to which

7In the data used by Elkjær and Iversen (2020), predicted preferences at the 10% and the 90%
quantile on average correlate at .89 and .87 with the other deciles, whereas median preferences
on average correlate at .95 with all other groups.

8A theoretically very attractive alternative to the described setup would measure preferences and
policy outcomes on the same scale by using citizen support for specific policy proposals (binary
or dichotomized) that can be compared to legislative votes on or policy adoption of the same
proposals (Matsusaka 2010; Gilens 2012; Lloren and Wüest 2016; Leighley and Oser 2018; Becher
and Stegmueller 2021). However, specific policies are typically not debated simultaneously in
many countries (unlike for instance national bills in the US House districts) and corresponding
items are not included in cross-country comparative questions. Even if they were, the availability
of citizen preferences and policy adoption/legislator votes does not automatically imply that
congruence and thus the degree of representation in an absolute sense can be measured. Rather,
since citizens are not generally knowledgeable about many policies (Lupia 2016) and survey item
texts necessarily do not include full policy proposals, citizens’ responses to such questions could
easily be contaminated in a systematic fashion by subtle details of question text, directionality
of the question and by response sets/biases induced by acquiescence or non-attitude (Beyer and
Hänni 2018). Thus, the measurement of citizen-legislator or citizen-policy congruence is difficult
to achieve even with supposedly well-suited data sets (see also Hill and Huber 2019). For the
same reasons, counting “policy wins” by groups based on majority cutoffs (cf. Branham et al.
2017) could easily lead to biased measures of (equality of) representation if such response biases
are present, even if the bias is equally pronounced across groups.
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market outcomes and risks are compensated overall via redistribution and the cost
associated with this. As a consequence, we rely on an inclusive measurement strategy
to elicit group-level preferences relying on many different survey items and also use
broad summary measures of redistributive policy outputs and outcomes as well.

4. Measuring Redistributive Politics

We rely on three different measures of redistributive policy as our dependent variables,
covering direct policy outputs, intermediate policy outcomes and overall policy
outcomes. These are presented here in turn.

4.1. Policy Output: Welfare State Generosity Index

To measure policy outputs, we follow Schakel et al. (2020) and rely on the Comparative
Welfare State Entitlement database 2 (CWED, Scruggs 2014; Scruggs et al. 2017).
This data set aggregates a host of different indicators of the generosity of the welfare
state in the policy areas of sickness insurance, unemployment insurance and pension,
such as coverage rates, wage replacement rates, qualification periods and so on.
Moreover, these different indicators are aggregated to domain-specific as well as an
overall welfare generosity index. Consistent with the notion of capturing redistributive
policy broadly and with the fact that a large part of redistributive policy takes the
form of social insurance (Iversen and Soskice 2001; Moene and Wallerstein 2001),
we take the overall Welfare Generosity Index as our dependent variable. This also
resonates with our broad measurement strategy for redistribution preferences, that
unlike in Schakel et al. (2020) does not distinguish between different policy domains.
Higher values indicate a more generous welfare state.

A disadvantage of the CWED is its somewhat limited coverage in comparison to
our other dependent variables. While it includes 33 countries and most of the period
following WWII, its coverage ends in 2011, thus effectively censoring our sample
in 2009 due to the two-year lead required to compute changes of this variable as
described above. Moreover, for a significant number of country-years, especially in
Eastern Europe, only some of the indicators are available and the overall welfare
generosity index is missing. An advantage of the CWED is the fact that it summarizes
policy outputs, which should be under the most direct control of policy-makers and
thus be a crucial component in responsiveness relationships running from public
preferences to policy.
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4.2. Intermediate Policy Outcome: Social Spending

The welfare generosity index described above heavily relies on the notion of social
insurance to characterize the welfare state. Social insurance and wage replacement
policies are indeed important elements of redistributive policy making (Iversen and
Soskice 2001; Moene and Wallerstein 2001), especially when for instance unemploy-
ment risks are concentrated among lower-income groups (cf. Cusack et al. 2006;
Rehm et al. 2012). Yet, redistributive policies may extend beyond policies of wage
replacement. As a second dependent variable, we thus follow Elkjær and Iversen
(2020) and use general government social spending as a share of GDP.9 This data is
obtained from the OECD Social Expenditure database (OECD 2019), which covers
36 countries, starting in 1980. For countries and country-years not covered by the
OECD, we supplement this data with data contained in the Comparative Political
Data set (Armingeon et al. 2018), which is based on Eurostat’s database of govern-
ment expenditure by function of government. In comparison to the welfare generosity
index employed above, this variable does not only have a better country-year coverage
in conjunction with the survey data used to measure public preferences, but also
incorporates policies not covered by it, i.e. policies that go beyond sickness insurance
and wage replacement for the unemployed.

4.3. Final Policy Outcome: Total redistribution

As mentioned above, spending on social causes and transfers is but one way govern-
ments can achieve a more equal distribution of income, whose effect on the actual
income distribution might vary with different spending schemes. To capture the
overall effect of government action towards reducing inequality, we here rely on the
OECD Income distribution database (IDD, OECD 2020), which provides different
detailed indicators of income inequality and covers 44 countries, some starting as
early as 1974. We here utilize the well-known GINI coefficients to assess (changes
in) inequality. In particular, the IDD data contains Gini coefficients calculated for
market income, i.e. income before taxes are collected and transfers are undertaken,
as well as for the distribution of disposable income after taxes and transfers are
applied. For any given country-year, the difference between the two represents the
degree to which the entirety of government tax and transfers policies (intentionally or
not) lead to less (or more) inequality. By assessing the overall effects of government
policy on the income distribution as a whole, we can thus gain a very comprehensive

9We aggregate public and mandatory private social spending.



4. Measuring Redistributive Politics 13

picture of government-driven redistribution and its impact (cf. Kelly 2005: 871f).
Following Donnelly and Lefkofridi (2014), we use relative redistribution for each
country-year as our third dependent variable:

rit = 100 ∗Gmarket;it −Gdisp;it

Gmarket;it

where G denotes the Gini coefficient calculated for the respective definition. The
resulting comprehensive measure of redistributive policy outcomes matches also
matches most closely with inclusive measurement strategy for public opinion.

We use relative rather than absolute redistribution as the latter is more likely
to be contaminated by changes in the macro-economic situation. In particular, the
absolute extent of redistribution might increase markedly during economic downturns
when increasing unemployment diminishes many households’ market income entirely
that is subsequently substituted by some kind of pre-existing benefit scheme, without
any deliberate change in redistributive policies taking place. Such “automatic
stabilizers” Bartels (2017) thus rather reflect the changing effects of features built
into existing policies. In addition, relative redistribution should account for the fact
that when market inequality is high, achieving an absolute decrease in inequality
through policy-making is comparatively straightforward compared to contexts that are
very egalitarian to begin with. A caveat with regard to this third dependent variable
that while it is certainly a comprehensive measure, it is comparatively distant from
the sphere of politics, as it depends on numerous intervening variables or "automatic
equalizers" (Pontusson and Weisstanner 2018). Hence, overall responsiveness might
be somewhat blurred using this indicator.

In sum, using the three different dependent variables, we hope to measure
redistributive policy in a broad fashion, ranging from policy outputs to policy
outcomes. While the different measures have specific strengths and weaknesses,
we need to stress that our theoretical expectation about the responsiveness to
high-income groups relative to those with lower incomes is constant across all
three measures and all three of them have been used in the past to assess unequal
responsiveness.

4.4. Measuring Group-Level Preferences for Redistribution

Establishing a common measurement for public preferences across countries is more
challenging than doing the same for redistributive outcomes for several reasons.
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While there is an abundance of surveys capturing support for redistribution and
redistributive policies in some fashion, this does not imply a straightforward com-
parable measurement for it. While some survey series such as the International
Social Survey Program (ISSP) have consistently asked specific items relating to
redistribution in multiple waves/modules, other surveys such as the European Social
Survey or the European Values Study have used different, albeit sometimes similar
items to capture the respondents’ redistribution affinity. Thus, there is no single
"gold standard" item for capturing redistribution preferences.10 While this points to
using multiple items in the measurement, the questionnaire overlap between different
survey series is typically too low to use such "bridging" items across surveys as has
for instance been done using various waves of the US Cooperative Congressional
Election Study Tausanovitch and Warshaw (2013) Luckily, recent advances made in
the estimation of aggregate-level opinion allow tackling these problems (Caughey
et al. 2019; Caughey and Warshaw 2015; Claassen 2019; McGann 2014; Zhou 2019;
Solt 2020). Rather than estimating individual-level opinions from survey data and
subsequently aggregating them to the national, sub-national or group level, these
approaches generally use survey data to estimate opinions at the group-level directly
and employ some form of shrinkage to account for lower sub-national or group-level
sample size. Caughey and Warshaw (2015) and Caughey et al. (2019) for instance
extend the group-level Item Response Theory model for marginal counts of survey
responses (Mislevy 1983) to measure preferences of broad demographic groups nested
in geographic clusters over time (see also Solt 2020). The resulting estimates can
then be used in a post-stratification step to measure national-level opinion, or used
directly if the groups used during estimation correspond to the groups of interest
(Caughey et al. 2019).

Since our interest lies in group-level preferences, we here use a similar strategy
and estimate public opinion as a latent variable at the level of income groups via
a simple linear latent factor model bearing some similarity to the model used by
Voeten and Brewer (2006).11 The model captures the mean response Y of income

10Some studies have used similar, albeit not identical items coupled with a binarization scheme
to measure redistribution preferences across different survey series such as the ISSP and the
European Social Survey (Lupu and Pontusson 2011; Van Heuvelen 2017). Note that even if a
"gold standard" item did exist, the reliability of such single items is typically low and suffers
if, for example, the positioning of items within surveys varies or differences are introduced by
translation. For example, using bilingual populations, Pérez and Tavits (2019) demonstrate
how the (randomized) application of survey questionnaires in languages that differ in whether
their grammatical structure require strong gendering or not does influence the elicited attitudes
towards gender equality.

11We opt for a simple linear model specification, although it would have been desirable to use an
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group g ∈ [l,m, h] in country i and year t to a redistributive policy-related survey
item j:12

Ygctj = aj + b× θgct + εgctj

θgct = θgc + τgct

εgctj ∼ N(0, σ2
j )

θgc ∼ N(0, σ2
θgc

)

τgct = N(0, 1)

where a and b are factor intercepts and loadings respectively. The latter account for
the fact that not all items are equally reliable indicators for redistributive preferences,
but might instead be influenced more or less by nuisance dimensions. As discussed
above, the groups used in our applications represent thirds of the income distribution,
as delineated using the (weighted) quantiles of the survey-specific income scale.13

The country-group random effects θgc are introduced to shrink uncertain estimates for
country-years for which only few or only less reliable items are available towards the
over-time mean for that particular country-income group.14 We estimate the above
model using the Bayesian NUTS algorithm implemented in Stan (Carpenter et al.
2017).15 In the analysis, we use posterior mean estimates for the country-specific
latent variable estimates θgct as our final measurement.

We apply this group-level measurement strategy to a comprehensive survey
database compiled for the purpose of this study intended to maximize the coverage of
our data. Each of the surveys includes at least one, but typically two or more items

IRT-type of model specification that is based on a plausible individual-level response model
such as the models of Caughey et al. (2019) (see also Solt 2020). However, the estimation of the
respective models was too time-consuming in this application. However, as shown by McGann
(2014: 124f/128) using marginals for binary or dichotomized survey items, the results obtained
from IRT-type models versus linear models are rather similar.

12Where available, we use survey weights to calculate the group-specific mean responses.
13Note that surveys in our application do not only differ in terms of the number of income bands

provided, but also with regard to whether they ask for household (mostly) or individual income
(few), income before or after taxes (or not specifying which) or use a relative income scale rather
than actual income bands.

14Unlike Caughey and Warshaw (2015) and Caughey et al. (2019) we chose a country-group effects
rather than a dynamic shrinkage structure for the latent trait θgct as our survey data covers a
considerable number of countries with only two or three observed years that are comparatively
far apart time-wise, such that there are few adjacent years on which to draw for the shrinkage.

15Following Caughey et al. (2019), we constrain the loading parameters β to be positive and use
weakly-informative priors during the estimation and estimate the model using six chains with
6000 iterations each, of which 4000 were discarded as warm-up. Using this setup, the model
converged easily and provided for a sufficiently large effective number of iterations for posterior
inference.
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broadly related to preferences for redistribution, social spending and redistributive
policies, i.e. items that could serve as the manifest indicators for what is a complex
latent orientation. Specifically, we use data from the ISSP (Role of Government I-V;
Social inequality I-IV; see ISSP 1986; ISSP 1992; ISSP 1999; ISSP 2008; ISSP 2018;
ISSP 1989; ISSP 1994; ISSP 2002; ISSP 2017), the World Values Surveys (waves 1-6,
see Inglehart et al. 2018), the European Values Study (EVS 2015), the International
Social Justice Project 1991 and 1996 (Wegener 2002), the European Social Survey
(rounds 1-8, see ESS 2002; ESS 2004; ESS 2006; ESS 2008; ESS 2010; ESS 2012;
ESS 2014; ESS 2016), the Post-Communist Publics Studies I and II (Rotman et
al. 2004), several waves of the Eurobarometer and Candidate Barometer Surveys
(Eurobarometers 52.1 1999; 56.1 2001; 72.1 2009; 74.1 2010 and Candidate Barometer
2002 wave 1, see EU-Commission 2012a; EU-Commission 2012b; EU-Commission
2012c; EU-Commission 2013; Commission 2016), module 4 of the Comparative Study
of electoral systems (The Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 2018), as well as
the 2008, 2010 and 2012 waves of the Americas Barometer (LAPOP 2008; LAPOP
2010; LAPOP 2012).

For each survey, we classify respondents as falling into country-specific (weighted)
tercile groups of the income distribution, representing the income groups referenced
throughout this paper.16 We then coded all items potentially tapping into respondents’
16Instead of simply or solely relying on weighted quantiles of the empirical income distribution with

the often coarse income categories for any given sample, we use a hybrid approach to derive
these tercile groups. We start by calculating weighted quantiles to delineate income groups,
relying on the simple definition of selecting the lowest value for which at least 33% (66%) of
observations (in the weighted distribution) lie below that value as the last category falling in
the first (second) tercile group. In some cases where the empirical values cluster in certain
categories (i.e. the data contains many ties due to a low number of categories or respondents
rounding their response to convenient values when presented with an open response option), the
threshold category will contain a large share of respondents and assigning it to for example the
first tercile can result in quite drastic deviation of the group’s eventual size from its nominal size
(if say the threshold category takes the first group from 32% to 43% of the cumulative income
distribution). To try and circumvent this problem, we calculate another version of the grouping
into tercile groups that uses binning algorithms generating an income group classification that
most closely resembles the target quantiles. More specifically, we used the R-package cutr (Fabri
2019) available from github (https://github.com/moodymudskipper/cutr) and modified the
code to allow for the usage of weights in the optimization and the penalization of deviations
from the quantile thresholds (instead of group sizes). For income questions with no more than 40
categories, we apply this method directly. Out of the two resulting groupings, we then opt for the
one that most closely approximates the desired tercile groups in terms of the weighted income
distribution. Now for income distributions with more than 40 distinct values, the brute-force
algorithm checking every possible binning quickly becomes computationally prohibitive. To still
be able to use the algorithm described above, we introduce an intermediate step in which we
try to reduce the number of categories beforehand (note that the weighted quantiles for the
affected samples are still based on the original income distribution). Namely, we start from the
least populated category out of all categories containing less than 1% of observations (in the
weighted distribution) and group them with their smallest neighboring category, recalculate the

https://github.com/moodymudskipper/cutr
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redistribution preferences, harmonized the coding of (near-)identical items used
in different surveys and calculate simple (weighted) averages with higher values
indicating preferences for more redistribution/income equality. Our database covers
around 1.27 million respondents with non-missing income data in 121 countries17 and
37 years starting in 1981, resulting in 821 country-years. Altogether, we identified
115 items potentially tapping into preferences for redistribution.

Several things can be noted regarding the seemingly large number of items.
First, many of the items covered are relatively similar and differ only slightly in terms
of their wording or the number of categories. For example, the different surveys
we coded contained eight different variants of an item asking respondents for their
agreement to whether incomes should be made more equal (or that the government
should make incomes more equal).18 Likewise, there are five different variants of items
asking whether respondents agree that income differences are somehow necessary
for individual effort and a prospering economy. Despite these differences in item
wording, etc. a respondent favorable of redistribution and aiming for an egalitarian
society should agree to all variants of the former set of items and generally show less
agreement to all variants of the later item. Thus, the number of concepts invoked in
these different items is much lower than their nominal count.

Second, we deliberately opted for an inclusive measurement strategy. Hence,

category shares and repeat this merging until either a) no groups containing less than 1% of
the observations are left or b) the number of categories has been reduced to 40. We then apply
the binning algorithm as before. Finally, out of the two possible groupings (weighted quantiles
vs. algorithm-based with prior reduction of categories) we again select the one that minimizes
deviations to the desired tercile groups. For income distributions for which the number of
income categories cannot be reduced to 40 this way, we simply use the weighted quantiles.

17This includes sub-national entities like Hong-Kong with multiple stand-alone surveys conducted
in them. Where possible, we aggregate sub-national entities/regions like Northern Ireland vs.
Great Britain and East Germany vs- West Germany with separate samples to the country
level using appropriate weights to account for disproportionate sample sizes relative to the
population. Likewise, observations of countries that eventually dissolved into two (or more)
separate countries (e.g. Czechoslovakia in 1992 and before) are (where possible) treated as
separate shortly before the official dissolution already.

18These are the following: 10-category self-placement on “Income should be made more equal” vs
“There should be greater incentives for individual effort” (EVS and WVS, with a four-category
variant used in India); 5-category placement on “The government should take measures to
reduce differences in income levels” (ESS and CSES Module IV); 4-category agree-disagree
item for “Incomes should be more equal among members of society” (WVS sample in Hong
Kong); 4-category response to “On the whole, do you think it should be or should not be the
governments responsibility to: Reduce income differences between the rich and poor” (ISSP
Role of Government and Post-Communist Publics Study); 5-category agree-disagree scale on “It
is the responsibility of the government to reduce the differences in income between people with
high incomes and those with low incomes." (ISSP Role of Government and Social Inequality)
and a 7-category agree-disagree scale for “The (COUNTRY) government should implement
strong policies to reduce income inequality between the rich and the poor. To what extent do
you agree or disagree with this statement” (Americas Barometer Surveys).
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apart from items relating directly to income inequality as an outcome, we also
respondents’ spending preferences in the domains of social welfare, healthcare,
retirement pensions, unemployment benefits as well as items asking respondents
whether they think that providing health care, jobs for the unemployed, housing and
education for the poor, etc. is the government’s responsibility. Moreover, we cover
preferences regarding progressiveness of taxation and trade-offs between levels of
social welfare benefits and public debt. As a last major group, we include several
items about beliefs about the adverse effects of income inequality and normative
statements about it (e.g., income inequality considered as being "too high"). This is
consistent with our broad dependent variable and the notion of citizens’ that care
about policy ends (redistributive outcomes) more than about policy means (the
myriad of pathways that lead to these outcomes).

In the analysis below, we rely on a subset of this database. Namely, we drop
items where polarization across income groups was very low on average, items that
were observed in less than 10 country years and some items that proved very noisy
in the scaling procedure used below. This left us with 66 items and we include only
country-years for which at least two of these 66 items are observed and excluded
countries where this yields only a single country-year observation. This leaves us
with a data set spanning 1.03 million respondents clustered in 89 countries and 649
country-years. A full list of the 66 items and the years and surveys in which they
appear is given in the Table in Section A.1 in the Appendix.

Naturally, any given survey typically contains but a handful of these 66 items
at best and only few items are contained in many surveys and could thus serve as a
simple "bridge" to alone establish a common latent scale across surveys if that scale
was to be estimated at the individual level (cf. Tausanovitch and Warshaw 2013).
However, at the level of income groups, we frequently observe the same groups (e.g.,
upper income third) in two different surveys conducted in the same year and the
same country. Hence, assuming that whether a respondent participates in one versus
the other survey is independent of her redistribution preferences, the group-level
response patterns for that country-year-group bridge the item sets used in both
surveys.19 Such group-level bridging observations are relatively common in our data,

19This is akin to using bridging legislators in the study of state legislatures vis-à-vis congress (Shor
et al. 2010). To give a more precise example, we assume for instance that whether a respondent
in the lower income tercile in e.g. Bulgaria in 1999 participates in the 3rd EVS wave, the ISSP
Social Inequality round III or the 2nd wave of the Post-Communist Public study is independent
of her redistributive preferences. Note that this does not preclude the possibility that her overall
affinity to participate in surveys is related to her redistribution preferences.
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as 162 out of the 649 available country-years are covered by more than one survey.20

Figure 1 displays the bridging relationships between different survey series in our
data that are induced by either items common to both survey series or country-years
covered simultaneously by both. None of the constituting data sets remain isolated
and most display multiple bridging relationships.

One might wonder whether the large number and variety of items capture
redistribution preferences adequately or whether the estimates are at risk of being
"hijacked" by nuisance dimensions. In particular, Caughey et al. (2019), who use many
of the same data sets employed here distinguish an "absolute economic conservativism"
and a "relative economic conservativism" dimension in their analysis, attributing
items analyzed here to only one of the two dimensions. This distinction is based on
whether an item is asked in absolute terms (e.g., "Government should ensure that the
wealth of the country is redistributed in a fair way to all citizens", Eurobarometer
72.1 2009) or relative to the status quo of inequality or policy in the country ("The
government should take measures to reduce differences in income levels", European
Social Surveys) and somewhat mirrors the concern of Elkjær and Iversen (2020)
discussed above regarding the analysis of changes versus levels of social spending.
Yet, as shown in Section B in the Appendix, the items included in the different
surveys typically display a pattern that can reasonably be treated as uni-dimensional,
both at the individual and at the group level.21

Figure 2 displays the empirical cumulative distribution of the preference estimates
derived from our scaling model for the middle-income group (solid black line and

20Note that the sample of 649 country years that we use for the estimation of group-level preferences
is much a larger than the sample of country-years that we are able to analyze subsequently due
to missing values on the covariates and especially the independent variable. However, we keep
as many country years as possible in the analysis in order to a) have more data available for the
estimation of the loading and intercept parameters and b) to maximize the number of bridging
observations in the data.

21Another distinction that has been made by Cavaillé and Trump (2014) is between a “redistribution
to”-dimension of welfare and redistribution preferences from a “redistribution from”-dimension,
which are empirically only weakly correlated and of which only the latter is polarized by income.
However, the survey items included here generally avoid items tapping into the deservingness of
welfare recipients, the social distance to them or the reasons for their economic hardship that
are used as indicators for the “redistribution to”-dimension. Note however that many of the
surveys covered include a set of items that Cavaillé and Trump (2014) group as constituting
a separate “government role”-dimension in the international data (see also Breznau 2019).
However, that dimension - unlike the “redistribution to”-dimension – is strongly correlated
with the redistribution-from dimension. Also note that Caughey et al. (2019) also group the
"government responsibility" items together as general items about respondent’s desire for the
government to redistribute to estimate their more general absolute economic conservativism
dimension. After all, at least in the ISSP role of Government modules, these items are part of
the same item battery with similar question wording.
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Figure 1: Bridging Relationships in Survey Data

Note: Bridging relations between survey series in the survey dataset used for estimation of preference
variables. Each node represents a survey (series) and the lines different bridging connections between
them. Red lines denote bridging via items that are included in both surveys, gray lines indicate
group-level bridging occurrences, i.e. country-years where the three income groups are observed in
two different surveys. Survey acronyms: AB = Americas Barometer; CB = Candidate Barometer;
CSES = Comparative Study of Electoral Systems; EB = Eurobarometer; ESS = European Social
Survey; EVS = European Values Survey; ISJP = International Social Justice Project; ISSP =
International Social Survey Programme; PCP = Post-Communist Publics Study; WVS = World
Values Survey



4. Measuring Redistributive Politics 21

dots), alongside the estimates of the corresponding country-year for the low-income
group (solid green line and squares) and the high-income groups (solid red line and
triangles). Hence the estimates on the same position on the x-axis belong to the same
country-year. As can be seen, for the vast majority of country-years, the three income
groups have the expected ordering in which support for redistribution decreases
moving from the lower income group to higher income groups (see also Figure 3
in the Appendix). What is more, across country-years, preferences are very highly
correlated. The smoothed curves for low-incomes (green line) and high incomes
(red line) run almost parallel to the smoothed curve for capturing middle-income
preferences (solid black line). Indeed, the correlation amounts to .976 (.973) for
the low (high) and the middle-income group. Even within countries over time, this
correlation amounts to .863 (.834). Correlations of preferences across groups of
similar magnitudes have been identified in prior research across different issues in a
given country (Gilens 2012; Persson and Gilljam 2018; Schakel 2019), in cross-country
comparative settings for single issues (Bartels 2017; Elkjær and Iversen 2020), as
well as for single issues within countries over time (Soroka and Wlezien 2008). These
might easily lead to a high degree of multi-collinearity in empirical models pitting
groups against each other, such that distinguishing relative group influence becomes
challenging. Going beyond the statistical problems associated with this, it raises
the question of whether any differences in responsiveness among groups ultimately
imply differences in substantive representation (Enns 2015; Branham et al. 2017). In
any case, the high correlation of preferences needs to be taken into consideration in
evaluating the results below.

Table 9 in the Appendix contains list of country-years included in our analysis for
each of the dependent variables employed. By relying on a multi-item measurement
strategy exploiting group-level bridging, we are able to realize considerably larger
data sets in the analysis compared to prior research using any of our dependent
variables. Altogether, our analysis draws on around 390 different country-years in 40
different countries.22

22Note that we restrict our analysis to country-years in which the respective country was judged as
being "free" based on the data provided by freedomhouse.org, as we have stronger expectations
for responsiveness for well-functioning democracies.
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Figure 2: Distribution of Estimated Preference Scores

Note: Estimated mean preference of the different income groups (y-axis) by quantile value (x-axis)
of middle-income group for that particular year. The black dots denote the posterior mean estimate
for the middle-income preference in a given country-year, whereas the red (green) triangles (squares)
depict the preference estimate for the high (low) income group for that specific country-year.
Country-years appearing in any one of the analyses below used. Coloured lines represent loess fits.
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4.5. Further Data and Control Variables

As indicated above, controlling for the macro-economic situation is of paramount
importance when changes in redistributive policy are analyzed. Not only may a
large part of the response to macro-economic shocks in spending or redistribution
more generally result from existing and built-in "automatic stabilizers" (Bartels
2017) that respond to economic shocks without any active policy intervention, but
rather macro-economic conditions might independently affect citizen preferences
and provoke policy reforms as suggested by Elkjær and Iversen (2020). To account
for this possibility, we here control for six broad macro-economic and demographic
indicators.

First, we capture the macro-economic situation by including real GDP growth
and GDP per capita (in 2010 international $) to capture contexts that might trigger
a Keynesian policy response. Going further, we control for the unemployment rate,
which under a given generosity of benefits should be an important predictor of social
spending and redistribution (as the number of households with zero or very small
market income rises in unemployment).

Second, we include the old age dependency ratio in the population as well as the
employment to population ratio for those aged 15 and above. Together, these figures
gauge the extent to which the adult population is economically active going beyond
what can be captured by the unemployment rate alone. Intuitively, the less people
are unemployed, in retirement age or not actively looking for employment for other
reasons, the lower the baseline level of redistribution required to provide all households
with a at least a minimum standard of living.23 As another control variable, we
include a dummy capturing years in which a respective country was part of the
Euro-Zone. As argued by Tober and Busemeyer (2019), membership in the Euro-Zone
implies adherence to formal and informal fiscal principles regarding debts and deficits,
thereby potentially limiting the extent of (re-)distributive spending that is possible
without additional taxation. Extending this notion further, we also control for the
level of general government debt24 Finally, for models capturing relative redistribution

23We downloaded the data automatically from the servers of the World Bank using the wbstats
package in R (Piburn 2018). For unemployment rates and employment-to-population ratios,
we use ILO estimates and replace missings with national estimates where applicable. Further
missings are reduced by replacing relying on data from the Penn World Tables (Feenstra et al.
2015), the Comparative Political Data set (Armingeon et al. 2018) or the IMF World Economic
Outlook (April 2020 edition).

24We combine estimates from the IMF government finance statistics (downloaded via the IMF
API), the Global debt database (Mbaye et al. 2018) and the Historical Public Debt database
(Abbas et al. 2010; Abbas et al. 2011). Where necessary, we supplement missings with values
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based on the OECD database, we control for the Gini-coefficient of market incomes
before taxes and transfers used in the calculation of relative redistribution.

Table 10 in the Appendix contains descriptive statistics for the variables included
in our analysis. As anticipated from the slow-moving nature of policy and associated
outcomes and as already observed for our preference variables, variation within
countries over time is much smaller than across countries for not only our dependent
variables and most of the control variables, but also for our preference variable
estimates.

5. Results

5.1. Replicating Prior Results

Before turning to the results of our preferred model specifications, Table 1 displays a
set of models that replicate the main models displayed by Elkjær and Iversen (2020)
and Schakel et al. (2020), using the dependent variable and specification preferred
by them, but estimated using our preference measures. For each model, we present
results based on all country-years for which we have data as well as for the subset of
country-years also appearing in the respective studies.25 Hence, the first set of models
follows Schakel et al. (2020) and models either overall welfare generosity or generosity
of unemployment insurance, pensions and sickness insurance (i.e. the sub-indices
in the CWED data) in a pooled model with a dummy control for policy area and
country-level random effects. The dependent variable(s) are average changes from t
to t+4 and the models include only the high- and low-income group’s preferences.26

The second set of models follows Elkjær and Iversen (2020) and captures social
spending as a share of GDP in the current year (with or without country-fixed effects).
It does not include further control variables. Instead of Prais-Winsten models, we
here use simple OLS models, but present Prais-Winsten model in Table 12 in the
Appendix. As can be seen, the patterns found in both papers generally replicate
using our data, despite the somewhat different measurement approach and the larger
samples used in our analysis. Hence, the results seem to indicate a dominance of
the interest of middle-incomes relative to both high and low incomes in the models

from the Comparative Political data set where necessary (Armingeon et al. 2018)
25For the analysis conducted by Schakel et al. (2020), we have data for the same country-years.

For the replication of Elkjær and Iversen (2020), our sample does not contain country-years
covered only by the ISSP Environment modules.

26This variable is calculated by averaging the percentage change in each of the four years following
the survey year relative to that survey year.
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following Elkjær and Iversen (2020) when we look at the models without fixed effects
(see also Model (3) in Table 11 and Model (4) in Table 12 in the Appendix). For the
models following Schakel et al. (2020) that use welfare generosity as the dependent
variable, the results seemingly imply higher responsiveness to high-income interests
compared to low-income interests. Thus, our measurement approach more or less
replicates previous findings, but has the advantage of a larger coverage country- and
time-wise.

5.2. Main Results

We now turn to Table 2 and to models in our preferred specification, i.e. models
in changes from the year of the survey to two years afterwards including all three
income groups. For the sake of illustration, we also include models with either only
middle-income preferences or with low- and high-income preferences. The most
striking result in Table 2 is the absence of robust responsiveness across dependent
variables and models. For the CWED welfare generosity index, Model (1) with
only middle-income preferences as a proxy for median or overall public preferences
suggests some overall responsiveness. Maybe unsurprisingly, the model with only
low- and high-income preferences for this policy output measure also displays similar
patterns to the ones in Table 1. Yet, when all three income groups are considered
simultaneously, policy is not estimated to change significantly in response to either
of them. Thus, instead of a dominant group, this result suggests that the policy
responds to overall public opinion (see Model (1)). Model (3) in that table even
suggests an implausible negative responsiveness to the low-income groups. Comparing
the estimates across Models (1) to (3), it is certainly true that the inclusion of all
three income groups leads to a substantial problem of multi-collinearity, as evidenced
by the large increase in standard errors in Model (3) compared to models with only
the middle-income group or only the low-income and high-income groups included.
Yet, we wish to stress again that without including all three income groups, little can
be learned about the relative strength of the included groups. Hence, rather than a
purely statistical problem, our inability to make out a less or more powerful income
group irrespective of the substantively larger sample size compared to Schakel et al.
(2020) is a substantive problem.

For the policy outcome variables, social spending and relative redistribution,
the absence of statistically detectable responsiveness is even more dire. Despite the
larger sample sizes, we do not observe any policy responsiveness whatsoever even
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when only the preferences of the middle-income group are used as a proxy for overall
public opinion (Models 4 and 7). The coefficients for the middle-income group are
substantively small and far from statistical significance. Thus, when policy outcomes
are considered, we replicate the findings of Donnelly and Lefkofridi (2014), who find
no overall responsiveness in redistributive policy-making (for a similar finding with
regard to responsiveness of party positions, see O’Grady and Abou-Chadi 2019).
Furthermore, when either the low- or high-income preferences or all three groups are
included, none of the models suggest statistically significant responsiveness to any
of the three groups such that we cannot distinguish the relative responsiveness to
different groups. In particular, we do not see a pattern constituting evidence for our
hypotheses of unequal representation, i.e. an over-representation of high incomes as
hypothesized in H1.

What is noteworthy, however, is that high incomes are not estimated dominant
despite the concerns about models in changes and cyclical preference patterns as
potentially inducing a pro-affluent bias in estimation raised by Elkjær and Iversen
(2020). Rather, once we control for "automatic stabilizers" (Bartels 2017) or the
macro-economic situation more generally, we do not detect any group being dominant
vis-à-vis the others.27 In addition, the results in Table 2 suggest little overall
responsiveness save for the welfare generosity variable, which is consistent with the
notion that the link between preferences and policy output is more direct than for
policy outcomes.

Table 3 replicates the models from Table 2, but instead of changes from t to t+2,
it uses levels at t+2 as the dependent variable and controls for country-fixed effects.
These models likewise do not suggest meaningful representation. While coefficient
estimates are somewhat higher, possibly owing to the relatively small within-country
variance of our preference estimates (see Table 10 in the Appendix), there again
is no robust pattern of responsiveness across models and dependent variables. In
particular and in contrast to Elkjær and Iversen (2020), the models do not generally
suggest a dominance of middle class preferences. We only produce corresponding

27Note that unlike the results obtained by Elkjær and Iversen (2020), we do not find consistent
evidence for a dominance of middle incomes when we run a model with only group preferences
and decade dummies as predictors for the same sample (results not shown) or when we use an
equation in levels, but include neither a lagged dependent variable nor country-fixed effects (see
Table 11 in the Appendix). In addition, Table 12 in the Appendix presents models that use
Prais-Winsten regressions to account for serial correlation in the outcomes of interest. These
models likewise do not indicate a consistent dominance of the middle-income groups and in
addition also display the unanticipated patterns of "perverse representation", i.e. negative and
significant coefficients for preferences of certain groups.
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patterns when we drop country-fixed effects (see Table 11 in the Appendix) or use
Prais-Winsten regression models to control for auto-correlated errors (see Table 12 in
the Appendix). Yet, even in those specifications, a dominance of M is not consistently
estimated across dependent variables. Even more worrisome, the models in Table
3 (as well as the alternative specifications in Tables 11 and 12 in the Appendix)
frequently yield negative coefficient estimates, i.e. suggest that policy responds to
preferences by moving into the opposite direction. Some of these coefficients even
reach statistical significance.

Note that these implausible patterns are not attributable to multi-collinearity
alone, as they arise even in models that only include the middle-income group (Models
4 and 7, for a similar result, see Peters and Ensink 2015: 589). As already discussed
with regard to the models presented in Table 2, the "perverse representation" (Bartels
2017) implied by this is theoretically most implausible and should make us skeptical
of the model results. Note however, that we are not the first to find such patterns.
Rather, similar patterns with negative coefficients (significant and insignificant) are
frequently observed in models of (unequal) representation pitting different parts of
the electorate against each other, where it is often the low-income group exhibiting
it (Bartels 2017: tables 5 to 11; Erikson and Bhatti 2011: table 3; Stadelmann et al.
2015: table 2; Ura and Ellis 2008: table 4; Donnelly and Lefkofridi 2014: table 4;
Hayes 2013: tables 1 and 2; Rigby and Wright 2013: table 1; Elkjær and Iversen
2020: table 3). Hence, not only do our models yield inconclusive results, but rather
they reveal a pattern that is theoretically puzzling and not yet explained in the
literature.28

In sum, in the specifications that we argue to be most relevant to our analysis

28Gilens (2012: 253-258) draws on Achen (1985) to argue that such negative coefficients represent
an artifact that can arise as a function of highly correlated variables (preferences) in conjunction
with correlated measurement errors, in this case stemming from the fact that preferences across
income groups are derived from the same survey item. Moreover, in the case of the regression-
based approach towards imputing preferences used by Gilens (2012) and others, correlated errors
might arise from the dependence of the estimates on the same predictive model. Note however
that he - consistent with an under-representation of low incomes - mistakenly claims that these
occur for the regressor with the smallest true relationship to the dependent variable, whereas
Achen (1985) shows that the corresponding biases affect the least reliably measured collinear
regressor. Precisely for the low-income group, this less reliable measurement could stem from the
combination of a lower variance of true underlying preferences in conjunction with measurement
errors that are nearly identical across income groups. While correlated measurement errors are
likely in a cross-country comparative setting due to differences in the status quo of politics and
due to differential item functioning (Stegmueller 2011), the multi-item measurement strategy in
this paper is explicitly used to mitigate problems of measurement error stemming from single
items (Ansolabehere et al. 2008). Also note that negative coefficients does arise even in models
containing only one of the groups (see Table 3).
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based on the incremental nature of policy-making and its anchoring to the status
quo, we cannot identify groups that are significantly more or less influential and
can hence not adjudicate between the conflicting findings in the literature. Unlike
Schakel et al. (2020) we cannot confirm our hypothesis of a dominance of high-income
groups in policy-making once we include middle-income preferences into our models.
Yet, we conversely do not see compelling evidence of a middle-class supremacy, be it
in our preferred specification in changes, or in a fixed effects specification as used by
Elkjær and Iversen (2020). Furthermore, even alternative model specifications that
do not account for unobserved heterogeneity do not yield a consistent picture of one
group being dominant. Given these puzzling findings, the remainder of this section
uses a series of alternative model specifications and measurements to demonstrate
that our results are not limited to the precise specifications presented above and the
measurements they employ but are rather reflective of a more general inability to
gauge the relative influence of different groups.

5.3. Further Tests

Redistribution and the Working-Age Population

In the above results, we opted for a comprehensive analysis using summary measures
of welfare generosity, social spending and redistribution that pooled all forms of
social policy, spending and redistribution. In particular, our measures all include
redistributive policy aiming at providing old-age individuals with adequate standards
of living. However, it can be argued that including old-age pension systems in our
analysis might bias our findings against identifying meaningful responsiveness. The
public and legislators might be less willing to implement even incremental changes
to pension policy (Breunig and Busemeyer 2012: 926) as doing so would violate
a "generational contract" or invalidate long-term contributions made by old-age
households in the past. Moreover old-age households may not simply react to for
instance cutbacks in pension systems by increasing their market activity and can
also not retroactively switch to private pension plans. In addition, to the extent that
redistribution preferences are informed by changing macro-economic conditions (cf.
Kelly and Enns 2010; Elkjær and Iversen 2020), the link to redistributive outcomes
crafted in response to them might be blurred by including the elderly as pension
income is generally less affected by these conditions (Pontusson and Weisstanner
2018: 38).
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For these reasons, we replicate the models from Table 2 with our dependent
variables applied to working-age redistributive policy. For the CWED generosity
measures, we hence use the sum of the sub-indices for sickness insurance and
unemployment insurance generosity. For social spending, we exclude spending
on old-age pensions and survivors’ benefits. Finally, for our measure of relative
redistribution, we rely on figures calculated for households with at least one working-
age member. As can be seen from the results presented in Table 4, our inability to
detect overall responsiveness or differences across income groups is not a function
of our comprehensive definition of redistributive policy. Rather, the models yield
similarly inconclusive results.

Reducing Collinearity: Extreme Income Groups

As discussed above, we rely on thirds of the income distribution as our group structure
for conceptual and statistical reasons. However, doing so might lead to an unduly
high collinearity in our estimated preference measures that is not a function of actual
preference similarity or collinearity for several reasons. First, many surveys contain
only relatively coarse income bands and/or do not make a clear distinction as to
whether the income asked about is income before or after taxes. Some even ask
for relative income only, giving no monetary income bands, others use individual
rather than household income. Finally, not many surveys contain detailed measures
of household size that would allow to set a monetary income value in relation to the
number of people depending on it. As a result, our income groups might contain
a certain degree of miss-classification, which in turn increases the similarity of the
preferences measured in each of the three groups in a given country-year. To alleviate
this problem and to increase comparability to approaches following Gilens (2012)
that use preferences at the 10 and 90 percent quantile, Table 5 replicates the models
from Table 2 using preference estimates for the three income groups obtained for
more "extreme" incomes, namely those below the 10% quantile, between the 45%
and 55% quantiles and those above the 90% quantile.29 This way, we hope to
minimize classification errors as we can be more sure to select actually wealthy versus
middle-income versus low-income households.30

29For this procedure, we use the same hybrid binning approach described above.
30The correlation of the estimated preferences is indeed reduced somewhat in the resulting estimates,

but remains high, amounting to .92 (.92) between the middle-income group and the low-income
(high-income) group



5. Results 33

Ta
bl
e
4:

M
od

el
R
es
ul
ts

fo
r
M
od

el
s
in

C
ha

ng
es
,f
or

W
or
ki
ng

-A
ge

D
ep

en
de
nt

Va
ria

bl
es

N
on

el
de
rl
y
G
en
er
os
it
y

N
on

el
de
rl
y
Sp

en
di
ng

N
on

el
de
rl
y
R
ed
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(C
ha

ng
e
to

t+
2)

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

(9
)

C
on

st
an

t
.6
00

∗
∗

.8
50

∗
∗

∗
.8
50

∗
∗

∗
.7
54

∗
∗

∗
.6
90

∗
∗

.6
89

∗
∗

2.
95
5∗

∗
∗

3.
08
1∗

∗
∗

3.
10
2∗

∗
∗

(.
25
7)

(.
32
1)

(.
32
7)

(.
25
5)

(.
27
0)

(.
26
9)

(.
69
7)

(.
77
8)

(.
79

3)
L
ow

-I
nc
om

e
P
re
f.

−
.2
43

−
.2
36

.0
11

−
.0
15

−
.3
89

−
.9
87

(.
32
1)

(.
36
8)

(.
19
3)

(.
24
2)

(.
71
5)

(1
.0
41
)

M
id
dl
e-
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

.1
54

∗
∗

−
.0
12

−
.1
11

∗
.0
44

−
.0
48

1.
02
4

(.
06
7)

(.
39
0)

(.
06
7)

(.
27
1)

(.
25
9)

(.
92
5)

H
ig
h-
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

.3
10

.3
15

−
.1
15

−
.1
35

.1
91

−
.2
63

(.
22
5)

(.
31
4)

(.
14
3)

(.
19
7)

(.
54
1)

(.
53
8)

N
17
8

17
8

17
8

33
4

33
4

33
4

19
0

19
0

19
0

R
2

.1
60

.1
74

.1
74

.5
53

.5
53

.5
53

.5
09

.5
10

.5
13

A
dj
us
te
d
R

2
.0
82

.0
92

.0
86

.5
30

.5
29

.5
28

.4
61

.4
59

.4
59

∗
p

<
.1
;

∗
∗
p

<
.0
5;

∗
∗

∗
p

<
.0
1

N
ot
e:
Pa

ne
l-C

lu
st
er
ed

st
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

ba
se
d
on

A
re
lla

no
(1
98
7)

in
pa

re
nt
he
se
s.

Va
lu
es

ro
un

de
d
to

th
e
th
ird

in
te
ge
r.

N
on

-b
in
ar
y
co
va
ria

te
s

st
an

da
rd
iz
ed

an
d
m
ea
n-
ce
nt
er
ed

.
C
on

tr
ol
s
no

t
sh
ow

n:
G
D
P

gr
ow

th
,E

m
pl
oy
m
en
t
to

Po
pu

la
tio

n
R
at
e,

O
ld

ag
e
de

pe
nd

en
cy

ra
tio

,G
D
P

pe
r
ca
pi
ta
,

G
en

er
al

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
de
bt

as
%

of
G
D
P,

de
ca
de

du
m
m
ie
s
an

d
a
du

m
m
y
fo
r
Eu

ro
-Z
on

e
m
em

be
rs
hi
p.

M
od

el
s
fo
r
R
el
at
iv
e
re
di
st
rib

ut
io
n
al
so

co
nt
ro
l

fo
r
M
ar
ke
t
In
eq
ua

lit
y
G
in
i.
M
od

el
s
al
so

in
cl
ud

e
ch
an

ge
s
fr
om

t
to

t+
2
of

th
es
e
va
ria

bl
es
.



5. Results 34

As anticipated, the standard errors are generally smaller in Table 5 compared
to the results in Table 2. Yet, as can be seen, using more extreme income groups
nevertheless does not lead to more systematic results that would suggest strong
overall representation or a detectable imbalance across income groups. While the
coefficients associated with high incomes in the model for Welfare generosity that
includes all income groups (Model 3) reaches significance, this pattern does not hold
for the other dependent variables. Rather, the same models for social spending and
relative redistribution yield negative coefficients for that group. In sum, a reduction
in multi-collinearity does not remedy the substantive problem of adjudicating between
responsiveness to the different income groups.

Accounting for Correlated Measurement Error

As discussed above (see footnote 28) and in Gilens (2012: 253-258), the fact that our
preference estimates are derived from the application of the same survey items to
different income groups may induce correlated measurement errors, especially in a
cross-country comparative setting where subtle differences in translation, etc. affect
all individuals in a given country-year (cf. also Stegmueller 2011). Given that such
correlated measurement error might induce spurious negative coefficients (Achen
1985), i.e. might be responsible for patterns of seemingly "perverse" representation
(Gilens 2012), we try to account for this possibility in the context of our simple
factor measurement model. Namely, we introduce a slight modification of our model
based on Solt (2020) and Claassen (2019). Using the same linear latent factor model
for the observed group-specific item means, we introduce a country-by-item random
effect that allows for differential item functioning in which the item difficulty or
intercept of items asked multiple times in the same country over time is allowed
to vary across countries. Thereby, we should be able to account for cross-country
differences affecting all income groups in a given country that are merely a function
of differences in the understanding of individual items. While not all items are asked
multiple times in every country (i.e some items are of a "one-shot" nature and only
appear in a single survey round for a given country), a model accounting for this
possibility should still be able to reduce overall measurement error and to tackle
the concerns raised by Gilens (2012). In addition, slightly more than half of the
unique country-item combinations in our data occur more than once, thus providing
a suitable data source for the model in question.

A caveat to note in the application of the results is that they may only control
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for factors that are constant within items and countries over time (item-country
intercetps, Claassen 2019: 5). Additional measurement error affecting all groups
simultaneously that is not constant within items and countries over time, in contrast,
is not accounted for. Table 6 displays the models from Table 2 that try to account
for persistent country-item biases. By and large, these results are equivalent to the
results in Table 2 and thus do not help to adjudicate between responsiveness to
different groups.

Alternative Ways of Adjudicating between High and Low Incomes

As demonstrated in the previous analyses, determining the responsiveness to one
group vis-à-vis the other income groups is difficult. Furthermore, the above results
indicate that responsiveness, if anything, occurs with regard to the electorate as a
whole. Nevertheless, it could be the case that conditional on overall or median public
opinion, one group may be able to nudge public opinion in its preferred direction.
Schakel et al. (2020) propose one way of testing for this possibility. Namely, they
include models that condition on median preference (our in our case: the middle-
income group) and additionally include the difference of high-income minus low-
income preferences as a predictor. The logic behind their model is intuitive. Positive
coefficients on the difference variable indicate that after accounting for responsiveness
to overall opinion, high incomes exert additional influence to an extent greater than
low-income preferences (as positive values indicate higher demand for redistribution
in the high-income group) and vice versa. Moreover while the preference difference
between high-income groups and low-income groups covaries with overall or middle-
income group preferences (see Figure 3 in the Appendix) such that it is larger in
contexts where citizens are overall less supportive of redistribution, this correlation
is modest and multi-collinearity is much less of a problem in these models.

We thus replicate and extend this model specification to the additional dependent
variables, the resulting models are presented in Table 7. However, we would like to
caution readers about a potentially problematic aspect of these models not discussed
by Schakel et al. (2020). Namely, the difference variable calculated in the manner
described above might lead to a biased estimate of the relative influence of the
two underlying groups as a difference between two variables will display a higher
(absolute) correlation with the constituting variable that has a larger variance.31

31As an extreme example, consider two normally distributed variables, one with a standard
deviation 10 times larger than the other. The absolute correlation between the difference and
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Hence, even if preferences are measured on the same scale and responsiveness to
both groups is the same - a situation under which we would like the model to yield
zero estimates - we can expect a bias towards the group whose preferences display
larger variance. In our data (as in the data of Elkjær and Iversen 2020; Schakel et al.
2020), preferences of the high-income group are more variable than the preferences
of those with lower incomes (see Table 10). We can thus a priori expect the model
to slightly favor high-income interests over low-income interests even in the absence
of any substantial difference in responsiveness to these groups. We include the
middle-income group in all of these models, as polarization between income groups
is larger in contexts where overall preferences are less supportive of redistribution, as
evidenced by Figure 3 in the Appendix.

Yet, as can be seen, despite the a-priori bias in favor of the high-income group,
the models do not consistently suggest this group to be dominant. While the model
for the CWED welfare generosity replicates the results of Schakel et al. (2020) - i.e. a
seeming dominance of the high-income groups - a similar pattern is not consistently
found for the other variables. While a somewhat similar pattern is estimated in the
model using social spending as the dependent variable and including fixed effects - a
model which also yields an implausible negative coefficient for the middle-income
group - the remaining models do not suggest a strong bias in favor of the high-income
groups. On the other hand, none of the models suggest a responsiveness biased to
low incomes.

5.4. Summary of Results

As has become clear in the the above results, adjudicating between the responsiveness
to different income groups is difficult using our data and methodological approach.
Despite a comparatively large sample size and a comprehensive approach with
regard to measuring both citizen preferences and policy, many of the results above

the first variable, will be around .95, but only around .30 for the second variable. As a less
extreme example, we can turn to simulations based on our data. Namely, we take the sample
of country-years used in the models using welfare generosity as the dependent variable and
simulate new values for the dependent variable using a model with all three income groups
included (i.e. Model (3) in Table 2), but assume that the effect of each group’s preferences is
the same as the effect estimated for the middle-income group in Model (1) of Table 2. We thus
assume equal representation. We then generate 1000 different data sets with the same values for
the independent variables, but new simulated dependent variables and the same specification as
in Model (1) of Table 6. On average, the coefficient on the difference variable in the resulting
models is positive and amounts to around 30% of the (simulated) responsiveness coefficient for
that group, despite low and high incomes being equally powerful in this simulated example.
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were deemed inconclusive or varied strongly across models. Yet, before drawing a
conclusion, we would like to point to some regularities that can be identified despite
the concerns.

First, implausible negative coefficients estimated for the preferences of one group
are observed across quite different model specifications and all dependent variables.
Moreover, they are estimated for all of the income groups. Altogether, this represents
a puzzle that needs further study, as it cannot easily be explained by theoretical
models. While these also might represent a statistical anomaly resulting from
multi-collinearity and possibly correlated measurement errors, purely methodological
approaches designed to circumvent to alleviate the problem alone were not successful.

Second, despite these somewhat volatile results across model specifications, we
wish to stress that there are nevertheless common elements linking all models. In
particular and with regard to our hypothesis postulating an over-representation
of high-income interests relative to low-income interests, it is important to note
while some of the model results would imply disproportionate responsiveness to
high-incomes or in some cases middle incomes, none of the models yielded a positive
and significant responsiveness coefficient estimate for the group of low-income citizens.
Rather, the low-income group across models was the group whose preferences most
often yielded negative coefficients, which in addition most frequently were estimated
significant, irrespective of whether equations are specified in levels or in changes.
While we maintain that it remains very difficult to adjudicate between the respon-
siveness to different groups and that demonstrating overall responsiveness is difficult,
the results do not provide evidence for any substantial positive responsiveness to the
low-income group.

Third, comparing the low- and the high-income group across model specifications
does not suggest any dominance for one group versus the other such that the results
do not provide evidence for either a "Subversion of Democracy" or a "Middle-Class
Supremacy" (Elkjær and Iversen 2020).

6. Conclusion

This paper set out to reconcile two seemingly conflicting recent findings in the
cross-country comparative literature on unequal representation. While Schakel
et al. (2020) conclude that welfare policy is dis-proportionally responsive to the
preferences of higher income groups in society. Elkjær and Iversen (2020) argue that
such findings are generally driven by an incidence of congruence in the short-term
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budget preferences of high-income groups and policy experts, without any substantive
responsiveness taking place. Rather, policy in the long run mainly responds to middle
class interests.

Against the background of these seemingly conflicting findings, we intended to
provide a more comprehensive analysis of the state of representation of different
income groups in redistributive policy that a) examines both policy output and
policy outcomes and that b) covers a more comprehensive sample of countries and
years. To achieve the latter goal, we use a global, harmonized database of survey
items tapping into preferences for income equality, redistribution and social spending
and aggregate them using factor-analytic models for group-level policy preferences,
thereby linking surveys with little to no overlap in their questionnaires, reducing the
relative impact of measurement error stemming from single-item analyses used in
previous research and putting the preferences of groups across countries and time on
a comparable scale.

Yet, despite the increased and supposedly less error-prone measurement strategy
and our comprehensive approach to measuring redistributive policy, we were not able
to reconcile the conflicting findings discussed above. While both the findings of the
above papers can be replicated using their original specification and data source, our
analysis used a variety of model specifications and alternative dependent variables to
show that these results are rather sensitive to these changes. Importantly, our results
indicate that the findings are not robust to "sensible" changes, i.e. changes to model
specifications, dependent variables and measurement strategies for which we have a
priori no strong reason that would lead us to prefer one over the other. In sum, despite
focusing on redistributive politics as a key dimension of conflict between income
groups (Soroka and Wlezien 2008) and thus a likely case of potential inequalities
in representation, our findings mirror the results of Donnelly and Lefkofridi (2014),
as we also find no consistent overall responsiveness to public preferences (cf. also
O’Grady and Abou-Chadi 2019) and no consistent bias in favor of any one group.
The only somewhat consistent pattern is the absence of meaningful responsiveness
to the interests of low-income groups across all the models and data sets featured in
our analysis.

Yet, the results also highlighted particular problems in the analysis of unequal
responsiveness that stem from the close correlation of redistributive preferences in
different income groups across countries. Going forward, we believe that comparative
research on inequality in representation needs to overcome statistical/methodological
and conceptual hurdles. As for the methodological challenges, research strategies need
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to able to distinguish between the highly correlated preferences across income groups
and correlation induced by measurement errors affecting all groups simultaneously.
Recent research on aggregating public opinion across time and space has equipped
researchers with the necessary tools to do so (Claassen 2019; McGann 2014; Caughey
and Warshaw 2015; Caughey et al. 2019; Solt 2020). Yet, at we believe that the
leverage gained from more encompassing and less error-prone measurements and
larger sample sizes alone is not sufficient. Rather, on a conceptual level, research
needs to accommodate theoretical models that help make sense of a priori implausible
findings such as "perverse representation" where policy responds negatively to shifts in
public opinion. On that account, we applaud Elkjær and Iversen (2020) for discussing
ways in which income groups react differently to macro-economic conditions and
linking this theory to eventual model specifications (see also Kelly and Enns 2010).
We believe that future research needs to be extended in that direction.
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A. Additional Information and Models

A.1. Items used to Measure Group-Level Preferences

Description Survey Year

Placement on "Income should be made more equal"
versus "There should be greater incentives for indi-
vidual effort" (or similar, 10 categories)

WVS III, WVS IV, EVS 4,
WVS VI, WVS II, EVS 2, EVS
3, WVS V

1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007,
2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013,
2014

The government should take measures to reduce dif-
ferences in income levels (5 categories)

ESS 6, CSES 4, ESS 3, ESS 4,
ESS 5, ESS 8, ESS 1, ESS 2,
ESS 7, ISSP RG V

2002, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009,
2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015,
2016, 2017

It is reponsibility of the government to reduce the dif-
ferences in income between people with high incomes
and those with low incomes. (5 categories)

ISSP SI IV, ISSP RG I, ISSP SI
I, ISSP SI II, EB.52.1, ISSP SI
III, EB.56.1, ISSP RG II, ISSP
RG III, CB 2002.1, WVS IV

1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1990, 1991,
1992, 1993, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2008, 2009,
2010, 2011

On the whole, do you think it should be or should not
be the governments responsibility to: Reduce income
differences between the rich and poor (4 categories)

ISSP RG I, ISSP RG II, ISSP
RG III, ISSP RG IV, ISSP RG
V, PCP I, PCP II

1985, 1986, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

Which of these two statements comes closest to your
own opinion? A. I find that both freedom and equal-
ity are important. But if I were to choose one or the
other, I would consider personal freedom more impor-
tant, that is, everyone can live in freedom and develop
without hinderance. B. Certainly both freedom and
equality are important. But if I were to choose one
or the other, I would consider equality more impor-
tant, that is, that nobody is underprivileged and that
social class differences are not so strong.

EVS 4, WVS II, EVS 2, EVS 3,
PCP II

1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, 2008, 2009

And now, could you please tell me which type of so-
ciety this country you think this country SHOULD
aim to be in the future. For each pair of statements,
would you prefer being closer to the first or to the sec-
ond alternative? 1) an egalitarian society where gap
between rich and poor is small, regardless of achieve-
ment 2) a competitive society, where wealth is dis-
tributed according to one’s achievements?

WVS IV 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003

Please tell me for each of the following things how
essential you think it is as a characteristic of democ-
racy. Use this scale where 1 means “not at all an
essential characteristic of democracy” and 10 means
it definitely is “an essential characteristic of democ-
racy”: People receive state aid for unemployment.

WVS VI, WVS V 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010,
2011, 2012, 2013, 2014

Please tell me for each of the following things how
essential you think it is as a characteristic of democ-
racy. Use this scale where 1 means “not at all an
essential characteristic of democracy” and 10 means
it definitely is “an essential characteristic of democ-
racy”: The state makes people’s incomes equal.

WVS VI 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014

Please tell me for each of the following things how
essential you think it is as a characteristic of democ-
racy. Use this scale where 1 means “not at all an
essential characteristic of democracy” and 10 means
it definitely is “an essential characteristic of democ-
racy”: Governments tax the rich and subsidize the
poor

WVS VI, WVS V 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010,
2011, 2012, 2013, 2014

Suppose the level of taxation in country stays the
same as it is now. Should the government: 0 = spend
less than now on social services, so that the national
deficit or debt can be reduced 1 = spend the same
amount as now on social services even if this means
the national deficit or debt stays as it is

ISSP RG III 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998



A. Additional Information and Models 44

Please show how much you agree or disagree with this
statement. The government should provide everyone
with a guaranteed basic income (5 categories)

ISSP SI I, ISSP SI II, EB.56.1 1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993, 2001

Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with
each statement. The government should guarantee
everyone a minimum standard of living. (5 categories)

ISJP 1, ISJP 2 1991, 1992, 1995, 1996

Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with
each statement. The government should place an up-
per limit on the amount of money any one person can
make. (5 categories)

ISJP 1, ISJP 2 1991, 1992, 1995, 1996

Please tell me how much you agree with this state-
ment. The fairest way of distributing wealth and in-
come would be to give everyone equal shares. (5 cat-
egories)

ISJP 1, ISJP 2 1991, 1992, 1995, 1996

Please tell me how much you agree with this state-
ment. The most important thing is that people get
what they need, even if this means allocating money
from those who have earned more than they need. (5
categories)

ISJP 1, ISJP 2 1991, 1992, 1995, 1996

Please say how much you agree or disagree with each
of the following statements. Large differences in peo-
ple’s incomes are acceptable to properly reward dif-
ferences in talents and efforts. (5 categories)

ESS 4, ESS 8 2008, 2009, 2011, 2016, 2017

Please say how much you agree or disagree with each
of the following statements. For a society to be fair,
differences in people’s standard of living should be
small. (5 categories)

ESS 4, ESS 8 2008, 2009, 2011, 2016, 2017

Please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much responsi-
bility you think governments should have. 0 means
it should not be governments responsibility at all and
10 means it should be entirely governments responsi-
bility. Provide paid leave from work for people who
temporarily have to care for sick family members? (11
categories)

ESS 4 2008, 2009, 2011

Some people say that higher earners should get more
benefit when they are temporarily unemployed be-
cause they paid more in tax, whilst others think that
lower earners should get more because they are in
greater need. Using this card, please tell me which
of the three statements you agree with most? 0 =
higher earners should get more in benefit. 1 = high
and low earners same amount benefit 2 = lower earn-
ers should get more in benefit

ESS 4 2008, 2009, 2011

Using this card, please say how much you agree or
disagree with each of the following statements about
people in [country]. There are insufficient benefits in
[country] to help the people who are in real need. (5
categories)

ESS 4 2008, 2009, 2011

Please tell me how much you agree with the follow-
ing statement. ’The government should do more to
prevent people falling into poverty’. (5 categories)

ESS 5 2010, 2011, 2013

And still thinking generally rather than about [coun-
try], how important do you think it is for democracy
in general... ...that the government takes measures to
reduce differences in income levels? (11 categories)

ESS 6 2012, 2013

Now imagine there is a fixed amount of money that
can be spent on tackling unemployment. Would you
be against or in favour of the government spending
more on education and training programs for the un-
employed at the cost of reducing unemployment ben-
efit? (4 categories)

ESS 8 2016, 2017

Considering the money people earn from their work,
do you think that there should be 0 = large differences
1 = some differences 2 = no differences

PCP I, PCP II 1990, 1991, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001

Which of the following statements do you agree with
more? 1 - Citizens should pay for their own medical
care and medicine. 2 - The government should cover
the costs of cizitens medical care and medicine.

PCP I, PCP II 1990, 1991, 1992, 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001
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Which of the following statements do you agree with
more? 1 - Instead of depending so much on the govern-
ment, people should learn to take care of themselves.
2 - The government doesn’t do enough to protect peo-
ple from economic difficulties.

PCP I, PCP II 1990, 1991, 1992, 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements. In (NATION-
ALITY) society, the rich get richer and the poor get
poorer (5 categories)

EB.52.1, EB.56.1, CB 2002.1 1999, 2001, 2002

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements. Wide differ-
ences in income are not good for (NATIONALITY)
society (5 categories)

EB.52.1, CB 2002.1 1999, 2002

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements. The govern-
ment has to guarantee the same opportunities (educa-
tion, health, etc.) for everyone (5 categories)

EB.52.1, CB 2002.1 1999, 2002

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements. The govern-
ment should spend more on social welfare (5 cate-
gories)

EB.52.1, CB 2002.1 1999, 2002

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements. There is not
enough government support for poor or socially ex-
cluded people (5 categories)

EB.52.1, CB 2002.1 1999, 2002

For each of the following statements, please tell me
whether you agree or disagree. The Government
should ensure that the wealth of the country is re-
distributed in a fair way to all citizens. (4 categories)

EB 72.1, EB 74.1 2009, 2010

For each of the following statements, please telle me
whether you agree or disagree. People who are well-
off should pay higher taxes so the Government has
more means to fight poverty (4 categories)

EB 72.1, EB 74.1 2009, 2010

Individuals should take more responsibility for pro-
viding for themselves vs The state should take more
responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for
(10 categories)

WVS III, WVS IV, EVS 4,
WVS VI, WVS II, EVS 2, EVS
3, WVS V

1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007,
2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013,
2014

And which of these two statements comes closest to
your view? 1. The Government should take more
responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for
2. It depends (SPONTANEOUS) 3. People should
take more responsibility to provide for themselves (3
categories)

EB 72.1, EB 74.1 2009, 2010

On the whole, do you think it should be or should
not be the governments responsibility to: provide a
decent standard of living for the old (4 categories)

ISSP RG I, ISSP RG II, ISSP
RG III, ISSP RG IV, ISSP RG
V, PCP I, PCP II

1985, 1986, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

Now Id like you to tell me your views on various issues.
How would you place your views on this scale? Each
individual shoul be responsible for arranging his or
her own pension vs the state should be responsible
for everyone’s pension (10 categories)

EVS 3 1999, 2000, 2001

Please tell me on a scale of 0-10 how much responsi-
bility you think governments should have. 0 means it
should not be governments’ responsibility at all and
10 means it should be entirely governments’ responsi-
bility. Ensure a reasonable standard of living for the
old? (11 categories)

ESS 3, ESS 4, ESS 8 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2016,
2017

How would you place your views on this scale? The
individual should be responsible for arranging his or
her own housing vs the state should be responsible for
everyone’s housing (10 categories)

EVS 3 1999, 2000, 2001

How much do you agree with the following statement?
The government should provide decent housing for all
who cannot afford it (5 categories)

EB.56.1 2001

On the whole, do you think it should be or not be the
governments responsibility to provide decent housing
for those who cant afford it? (4 categories)

ISSP RG III, ISSP RG IV, ISSP
RG V

1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2005, 2006,
2007, 2008, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018
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In order to be considered just, what should a society
provide? Please tell me for each statement if it is
important or unimportant to you. Eliminating big
inequalities in income between citizens (5 categories)

EVS 3 1999, 2000, 2001

Please put the items on this card into three groups ac-
cording to their importance in life. In the first group,
please put the most important items, into the second
the rather important ones and into the third group
those, which are not important): "There should be
no big income differences" (PCP) (3 categories)

PCP II 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001

Do you think that people with high incomes should
pay a larger share of their income in taxes than those
with low incomes, the same share or a smaller share
(5 categories)

ISSP SI IV, ISSP SI I, ISSP SI
II, ISSP SI III

1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, 2008, 2009, 2010,
2011

Some people think those with high income should pay
a larger proportion (percentage) of their earnings in
taxes than those who earn low incomes. Other peo-
ple think that those with high income and those with
low inocme should pay the same proportion (percent-
age) of their earning in taxes. Do yo tink those with
high incomes should pay a much smaller-much larger
proportion (5 categories)

ISSP RG I, ISSP RG II 1985, 1986, 1990, 1991

On the whole, do you think it should be or should
not be the governments responsibility to: Provide a
job for everyone who wants one (4 categories)

ISSP RG I, ISSP RG II, ISSP
RG III, ISSP RG IV, ISSP RG
V, PCP I, PCP II

1985, 1986, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with
each statement. The government should provide a job
for everyone who wants one. (5 categories)

ISSP SI I, ISSP SI II, EB.56.1,
ISJP 1, ISJP 2

1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1995,
1996, 2001

People think differently on what steps should be taken
to help solving social and economic problems in (OUR
COUNTRY). I’m going to read you two contradictory
statements on this topic. Please tell me which one
comes closest to your view. 1. It is primarily up to the
Government to provide jobs for the unemployed 2. It
depends (SPONTANEOUS) 3. Providing jobs should
rest primarily on private companies and markets in
general

EB 72.1, EB 74.1 2009, 2010

Please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much responsi-
bility you think governments should have. 0 means it
should not be governments’ responsibility at all and
10 means it should be entirely governments’ responsi-
bility. To ensure a job for everyone who wants one?
(11 categories)

ESS 4 2008, 2009, 2011

On the whole, do you think it should be or should not
be the governments responsibility to: provide health
care for the sick (4 categories)

ISSP RG I, ISSP RG II, ISSP
RG III, ISSP RG IV, ISSP RG
V, PCP I, PCP II

1985, 1986, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

Please show how much you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements: The government
should provide a decent standard of living for the un-
employed (5 categories)

ISSP SI IV, ISSP SI I, ISSP SI
II, EB.56.1

1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993, 2001,
2008, 2009, 2010, 2011

On the whole, do you think it should be or should not
be the governments responsibility to: provide a decent
standard of living for the unemployed (4 categories)

ISSP RG I, ISSP RG II, ISSP
RG III, ISSP RG IV, ISSP RG
V, PCP I, PCP II

1985, 1986, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much responsi-
bility you think governments should have. 0 means it
should not be governments’ responsibility at all and
10 means it should be entirely governments’ responsi-
bility. To ensure a reasonable standard of living for
the unemployed? (11 categories)

ESS 4, ESS 8 2008, 2009, 2011, 2016, 2017

Please show how much you agree or disagree with
this statement. The government should provide more
chances for children from poor families to go to uni-
versity (5 categories)

ISSP SI I, ISSP SI II 1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993

On the whole, do you think it should be or not be
the governments responsibility to give financial help
to university students from low-income families (4 cat-
egories)

ISSP RG III, ISSP RG IV, ISSP
RG V

1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2005, 2006,
2007, 2008, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018



A. Additional Information and Models 47

Some people earn a lot of money while others do not
earn very much at all. In order to get people to work
hard, do you think large differences in pay are neces-
sary or not necessary? (4 categories)

ISSP SI I, ISSP SI II 1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993

For each of the following statements, please tell me
whether you agree or disagree: Income inequalities are
necessary for economic development (4 categories)

EB 72.1, EB 74.1 2009, 2010

Tell me to what extent you agree or disagree with
this statement: It is all right if businessmen make
good profits because everyone benefits in the end. (5
categories)

ISJP 1, ISJP 2 1991, 1992, 1995, 1996

Please show how much you agree or disagree with each
statement. Differences in income in country are too
large. (5 categories)

ISSP SI IV, ISSP SI I, ISSP
SI II, EB.52.1, ISSP SI III,
EB.56.1, CB 2002.1

1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2008, 2009,
2010, 2011

For each of the following statements, please tell me
whether you agree or disagree. Nowadays in (OUR
COUNTRY) income differences between people are
far too large. (4 categories)

EB 72.1, EB 74.1 2009, 2010

What do you think about the difference in incomes
people have in COUNTRY [EG,WG: in your part
of COUNTRY]? Are the differences much too large,
somewhat too large, about right, somewhat too small,
or much too small? (5 vategories)

ISJP 1, ISJP 2 1991, 1992, 1995, 1996

Which of the following statements do you agree with
more? 1 - There should be no limits on the amount of
money one is able to earn. 2 - It is necessary to place
limits on the amount of money that one can earn (3
categories)

PCP II 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001

Generally, how would you describe taxes in country?
(We mean all taxes together, including national insur-
ance/social security), income tax, VAT/Sales tax and
all the rest.) First, for those with high incomes, are
taxes too high or too low? (5 categories)

ISSP SI IV, ISSP SI I, ISSP SI
II, ISSP RG III, ISSP RG IV,
ISSP RG V

1987, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 2005, 2006, 2007,
2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

Listed below are various areas of government spening.
Please show whether you would like to see more or less
government spening in each area. Remember that if
you say "much more", it might require a tax increase
to pay for it. More or less government spending for:
unemployment benefits (5 categories)

ISSP RG I, CSES 4, ISSP RG
II, ISSP RG III, ISSP RG IV,
ISSP RG V

1985, 1986, 1990, 1991, 1995, 1996,
1997, 1998, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008,
2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

Listed below are various areas of government spening.
Please show whether you would like to see more or less
government spening in each area. Remember that if
you say "much more", it might require a tax increase
to pay for it. More or less government spending for:
old age pensions (5 categories)

CSES 4, ISSP RG I, ISSP RG
II, ISSP RG III, ISSP RG IV,
ISSP RG V

1985, 1986, 1990, 1991, 1995, 1996,
1997, 1998, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008,
2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018

Thinking about public expenditure on WELFARE
BENEFITS, should there be much more than now,
somewhat more than now, the same as now, somewhat
less than now, or much less than now? (5 categories)

CSES 4 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016

Note: Survey acronyms acronyms used are as folllos: AB = Americas Barometer; CB = Candidate
Barometer; CSES = Comparative Study of Electoral Systems; EB = Eurobarometer; ESS =
European Social Survey; EVS = European Values Survey; ISJP = International Social Justice
Project; ISSP = International Social Survey Programme; PCP = Post-Communist Publics Study;
WVS = World Values Survey
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Figure 3: Middle-Income Preferences and High-Low-Income Polarization

Note: Figure depicts the quantile value of the middle-income preference estimate (x-axis) against
the difference of high-income preferences minus low-income preferences for a given country-year
(y-axis). Dots are individual country-years, the solid line is the loess fit. Country-years appearing
in any one of the analyses displayed.



A. Additional Information and Models 49

Table 9: Country-Years covered in Analysis
Country Year
AT 1986b; 1988b; 1990ab; 1993ab; 1999ab; 2000ab; 2001ab; 2007abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac; 2016a

AU 1986ab; 1987ab; 1990ab; 1993ab; 1995ab; 1997ab; 2000ab; 2005ab; 2007ab; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2013a; 2016c

BE 1990ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2006abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2016a

BG 2006ac; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac; 2015c

CA 1990abc; 1992abc; 1996abc; 2000abc; 2006abc; 2011ac; 2015ac

CH 1996ab; 1998ab; 1999ab; 2006abc; 2007abc; 2008abc; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2016a

CL 1990a; 1996a; 2000a; 2006a; 2009ac; 2011ac

CY 2002a; 2006a; 2008a; 2009a; 2010a; 2011a; 2012a

CZ 1995a; 1996a; 1998a; 1999a; 2001a; 2002ac; 2006ac; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac; 2016a

DE 1985ab; 1987ab; 1990ab; 1991ab; 1992ab; 1996ab; 1997ab; 1999ab; 2000ab; 2001ab; 2006ab; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac;
2012ac; 2013ac; 2016a

DK 1990ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2006abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2013ac; 2016a

EE 1999a; 2001a; 2002a; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2016a

ES 1990ab; 1995ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2000ab; 2001ab; 2006ab; 2007abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac; 2016a

FI 1990abc; 1996abc; 1999abc; 2000abc; 2001abc; 2005abc; 2006abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2015ac; 2016a

FR 1990ab; 1997ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2006ab; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2013ac; 2016a

GB 1985ab; 1987ab; 1990ab; 1991ab; 1992ab; 1996ab; 1999abc; 2001abc; 2005abc; 2006abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac;
2015ac; 2016a

GR 1999ab; 2001ab; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac; 2015ac

HR 2008a; 2009a; 2011a

HU 1999a; 2002a; 2006ac; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2016a

IE 1990ab; 1991ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2005abc; 2007abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac

IL 1996a; 1999a; 2001a; 2007a; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2013ac; 2016c

IS 1999a; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2013ac

IT 1985ab; 1987ab; 1990ab; 1992ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2005ab; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac

JP 1990ab; 1991ab; 1995ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2000ab; 2005ab; 2006ab; 2009a; 2010a; 2013a

KR 1990a; 1996a; 2001a; 2005a; 2006ac; 2009ac; 2010ac

LT 1997a; 1999a; 2001a; 2002a; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2013ac; 2016a

LU 1999a; 2001a; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac

LV 1998a; 1999a; 2002a; 2007ac; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2014ac; 2016a

MT 1999a; 2002a; 2008a; 2009a; 2010a

MX 2000a; 2005a

NL 1987ab; 1990ab; 1991ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2006abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2016a

NO 1990ab; 1992ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2006ab; 2007ab; 2008abc; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2013ac; 2016a

NZ 1992ab; 1997ab; 1998ab; 1999ab; 2004ab; 2006ab; 2009a; 2011a

PL 1991a; 1992a; 1997a; 1999a; 2000a; 2002a; 2005ac; 2006ac; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2016a

PT 1990a; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2006abc; 2007abc; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2013ac; 2015ac

RO 2002a; 2005a; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2014c

SE 1990ab; 1991ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2001ab; 2006ab; 2008abc; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2014ac; 2016a

SI 1995a; 1998a; 1999a; 2002a; 2005ac; 2006ac; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2015ac; 2016a

SK 1998a; 1999a; 2001a; 2002a; 2007ac; 2008ac; 2009ac; 2010ac; 2012ac; 2016a

US 1985ab; 1987ab; 1990ab; 1991ab; 1992ab; 1995ab; 1996ab; 1999ab; 2000ab; 2006ab; 2010ac; 2011ac; 2012ac; 2016a

Note: Table displays the Country-years covered in the analyses using the different dependent
variables. Cases enter in the analyses if they have data for our preference estimate, the levels of the
dependent variable and the control variables at t and t+2. Furthermore, we limit our analyses to
country-years observed at least twice under the above restrictions.

a Country-year used in Analysis of OECD Social Spending
b Country-year used in Analysis of CWED Welfare Generosity
c Country-year used in Analysis of OECD relative redistribution



A. Additional Information and Models 50

Ta
bl
e
10
:D

es
cr
ip
tiv

e
St
at
ist

ic
s

V
ar
ia
bl
e

M
ea
n

SD
W
it
hi
n
C
ou

nt
ry

SD
25
%

75
%

M
in

M
ax

M
id
dl
e-
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

-0
.1
84

0.
88
0

0.
26
7

-0
.6
82

0.
51
1

-2
.5
02

1.
48
2

L
ow

-I
nc
om

e
P
re
f.

0.
21
8

0.
76
8

0.
26
7

-0
.2
76

0.
81
7

-1
.6
35

1.
72
3

H
ig
h-
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

-0
.7
79

1.
00
7

0.
27
2

-1
.4
39

0.
01
5

-3
.3
26

1.
34
4

O
E
C
D

So
ci
al

Sp
en
di
ng

(s
ha

re
of

G
D
P
)

20
.6
57

5.
25
0

2.
39
7

17
.0
87

24
.2
91

2.
91
2

32
.1
15

C
W
E
D

W
el
fa
re

G
en
er
os
it
y

31
.5
53

6.
64
0

1.
50
4

26
.2
00

36
.2
50

19
.9
00

45
.7
00

O
E
C
D

R
el
at
iv
e
R
ed
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n

35
.5
61

8.
87
2

1.
93
6

30
.4
00

42
.4
25

6.
17
5

53
.8
14

G
D
P

gr
ow

th
2.
02
6

3.
37
5

3.
18
1

0.
82
3

3.
93
3

-1
4.
83
9

10
.8
32

O
ld
ag
e
D
ep

en
de
nc
y
R
at
io

22
.5
71

4.
84
1

2.
56
8

19
.1
38

25
.9
11

7.
54
8

39
.5
86

D
eb
t

56
.4
49

34
.6
78

17
.4
74

33
.5
60

71
.5
74

4.
50
4

23
2.
46
9

E
m
pl
oy

m
en
t
to

p
op

ul
at
io
n
ra
ti
o

54
.9
63

6.
16
1

2.
60
6

50
.6
30

59
.0
80

38
.0
10

75
.5
50

G
D
P

p
er

C
ap

it
a

33
80
2.
46
6

19
27
4.
45
3

50
46
.5
13

18
20
1.
13
1

44
39
3.
62
6

55
10
.6
18

10
85
77
.3
51

G
in
i
M
ar
ke
t
In
eq
ua

li
ty

47
.3
43

4.
75
8

1.
48
5

44
.1
25

50
.7
00

33
.0
00

57
.9
00

E
ur
oz
on

e-
M
em

b
er
sh
ip

0.
32
7

0.
47
0

0.
30
1

0.
00
0

1.
00
0

0.
00
0

1.
00
0

N
ot
e:

Ta
bl
e
di
sp
la
ys

th
e
de

sc
rip

tiv
e
st
at
ist

ic
s
fo
r
th
e
de

pe
nd

en
t
va
ria

bl
es
,p

re
fe
re
nc

e
va
ria

bl
es

an
d
co
nt
ro
l

va
ria

bl
es

in
th
e
su
bs
am

pl
es

an
al
yz
ed

fo
r
th
e
co
un

tr
y-
ye
ar
s
ap

pe
ar
in
g
in

ei
th
er

on
e
of

th
e
an

al
ys
es

us
in
g

W
el
fa
re

G
en

er
os
ity

,O
EC

D
So

ci
al

Sp
en

di
ng

or
R
el
at
iv
e
R
ed

ist
rib

ut
io
n
(a
ll
ho

us
eh

ol
ds
)
as

th
e
de

pe
nd

en
t

va
ria

bl
e



A. Additional Information and Models 51

Ta
bl
e
11
:M

od
el

R
es
ul
ts

fo
r
M
od

el
s
in

Le
ve
ls

at
t+

2
w
ith

ou
t
Fi
xe
d
eff

ec
ts

W
el
fa
re

G
en
er
os
it
y

N
on

el
de
rl
y
G
en
er
os
it
y

So
ci
al

Sp
en
di
ng

N
on

el
de
rl
y
Sp

en
di
ng

R
el
at
iv
e
R
ed
is
t

N
on

el
de
rl
y
R
ed
is
t

(L
ev
el
s
at

t+
2)

(L
ev
el
s
at

t+
2)

(L
ev
el
s
at

t+
2)

(L
ev
el
s
at

t+
2)

(L
ev
el
s
at

t+
2)

(L
ev
el
s
at

t+
2)

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

C
on

st
an

t
34
.2
20

∗
∗

∗
20
.2
99

∗
∗

∗
18
.3
34

∗
∗

∗
8.
71
2∗

∗
∗

32
.0
81

∗
∗

∗
26
.3
27

∗
∗

∗

(2
.3
87
)

(2
.1
71
)

(2
.2
95
)

(1
.4
72
)

(5
.7
03
)

(5
.8
22
)

L
ow

-I
nc
om

e
P
re
f.

−
2.
86
8

−
.0
82

−
2.
25
1

.7
89

5.
07
6

2.
90
0

(3
.2
11
)

(2
.7
30
)

(1
.7
58
)

(1
.5
68
)

(5
.4
20
)

(5
.5
67
)

M
id
dl
e-
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

6.
82
3∗

∗
3.
30
9

4.
73
6∗

∗
1.
91
7

7.
59
6

6.
69
2

(3
.4
41
)

(3
.2
14
)

(1
.9
48
)

(1
.6
73
)

(4
.9
04
)

(4
.5
88
)

H
ig
h-
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

−
1.
56
2

−
1.
95
8

−
2.
75
3∗

−
2.
85
4∗

∗
∗

−
10
.9
09

∗
∗

−
8.
47
5∗

∗

(2
.1
71
)

(1
.4
37
)

(1
.5
42
)

(.
95
8)

(4
.2
72
)

(4
.0
17
)

N
15
6

17
8

39
1

33
4

19
0

19
0

R
2

.5
97

.6
36

.5
67

.4
89

.3
68

.3
22

A
dj
us
te
d
R

2
.5
66

.6
12

.5
54

.4
70

.3
25

.2
76

∗
p

<
.1
;

∗
∗
p

<
.0
5;

∗
∗

∗
p

<
.0
1

N
ot
e:

Pa
ne

l-C
lu
st
er
ed

st
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

ba
se
d
on

A
re
lla

no
(1
98
7)

in
pa

re
nt
he

se
s.

Va
lu
es

ro
un

de
d
to

th
e
th
ird

in
te
ge
r.

N
on

-b
in
ar
y
co
va
ria

te
s
st
an

da
rd
iz
ed

an
d
m
ea
n-
ce
nt
er
ed

.
C
on

tr
ol
s
no

t
sh
ow

n:
G
D
P

gr
ow

th
,E

m
pl
oy
m
en
t

to
Po

pu
la
tio

n
R
at
e,

O
ld

ag
e
de

pe
nd

en
cy

ra
tio

,G
D
P

pe
r
ca
pi
ta
,G

en
er
al

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
de

bt
as

%
of

G
D
P,

de
ca
de

du
m
m
ie
s
an

d
a
du

m
m
y
fo
r
Eu

ro
-Z
on

e
m
em

be
rs
hi
p.

M
od

el
s
fo
r
R
el
at
iv
e
re
di
st
rib

ut
io
n
al
so

co
nt
ro
lf
or

M
ar
ke
t

In
eq
ua

lit
y
G
in
i.



A. Additional Information and Models 52

Ta
bl
e
12
:M

od
el

R
es
ul
ts

fo
r
Pr

ai
s-
W

in
st
en

R
eg
re
ss
io
ns

of
Po

lic
y
le
ve
la

t
t

W
el
fa
re

G
en
er
os
it
y

W
el
fa
re

G
en
er
os
it
y

O
E
C
D

So
ci
al

Sp
en
di
ng

O
E
C
D

So
ci
al

Sp
en
di
ng

O
E
C
D

R
el
at
iv
e
R
ed
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n

O
E
C
D

R
el
at
iv
e
R
ed
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

L
ev
el
s
at

t
L
ev
el
s
at

t,
F
E

L
ev
el
s
at

t
L
ev
el
s
at

t,
F
E

L
ev
el
s
at

t
L
ev
el
s
at

t,
F
E

L
ow

In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

-4
.6
45

∗
-1
.6
35

∗
-0
.3
20

-0
.2
55

0.
90
6

1.
55
6

(2
.7
66
)

(0
.9
81
)

(1
.1
14
)

(0
.7
06
)

(2
.4
25
)

(0
.9
70
)

M
id
dl
e
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

11
.6
44

∗
∗

∗
1.
31
3

2.
96
1∗

∗
0.
77
9

3.
88
6

-1
.2
69

(2
.6
70
)

(1
.0
09
)

(1
.2
19
)

(0
.7
64
)

(2
.8
58
)

(1
.0
54
)

H
ig
h
In
co
m
e
P
re
f.

-4
.6
59

∗
∗

∗
-0
.4
60

-2
.8
01

∗
∗

∗
-0
.8
66

-3
.5
17

∗
0.
11
7

(1
.6
99
)

(0
.7
48
)

(0
.8
52
)

(0
.6
08
)

(2
.0
02
)

(0
.8
25
)

C
on

st
an

t
29
.2
80

∗
∗

∗
32
.1
04

∗
∗

∗
16
.5
98

∗
∗

∗
23
.2
80

∗
∗

∗
36
.0
26

∗
∗

∗
45
.0
23

∗
∗

∗

(2
.2
38
)

(0
.7
43
)

(1
.5
20
)

(0
.8
20
)

(3
.1
11
)

(0
.9
39
)

N
15
6

15
6

39
1

39
1

19
0

19
0

R
2

0.
71
6

0.
96
6

0.
64
1

0.
88
4

0.
68
4

0.
96
0

N
ot
e:

M
od

el
di
sp
la
ys

re
su
lts

of
P
ra
is-

W
in
st
en

R
eg
re
ss
io
n

an
al
ys
is

re
pl
ic
at
in
g

th
e

M
od

el
s

in
E
lk
jæ

r
an

d
Iv
er
se
n

(2
02
0)
.

H
et
er
os
ke
da

st
ic
ity

-r
ob

us
t
st
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

in
pa

re
nt
he

se
s.

A
ll
m
od

el
s
in
cl
ud

e
de
ca
de

du
m
m
ie
s.

va
lu
es

ro
un

de
d
to

th
e
th
ird

in
-

te
ge
r



B. Dimensionality of the Survey Data 53

B. Dimensionality of the Survey Data
We here rely on a simple test to analyze the dimensionality of the response patterns
to the items used in our analysis. To do so, we separately analyze all survey data
sets that contain at least six of the items covered by our measurement approach
and subject each to two factor analyses. The first one is run at the individual level
(across all countries in the respective survey), the second one is performed after
calculating means by country, age categories (<25,25-64,65+, not available in all
surveys), gender (2 categories) and the three income groups utilized in our analysis.32.
We extract the Eigenvalues for the individual-level and the group-level analyses and
display them in Figure 4. Following the famous Kaiser (1960) criterion for all surveys
suggests that at both levels, only the first factor has an eigenvalue greater than one
and hence explains more of the variance than that of a single item. Hence, most of
the surveys can reasonably be approximated by a uni-dimensional model. In almost
every case, the eigenvalue for the second factor is well below the threshold of one.
However, Figure 4 also suggests that the first factor typically captures only a smart
part of the variation and hence only provides a somewhat limited summary of the
data. This is especially true at the individual-level, whereas the group-level analysis
yields somewhat higher eigenvalues. Hence, we can conclude that a uni-dimensional
approximation to the survey data is typically plausible and that at the group-level,
such a uni-dimensional approximation in addition summarizes a large portion of the
variation in the raw survey data.

32We only apply this second factor analysis to group-level data sets that contain more than 100
observations.
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Figure 4: Eigenvalues of Factors Extracted from Individual Surveys

Note: Depicts the Eigenvalues of factors extracted by applying factor analysis to the individual
surveys used in our analysis, either at the individual level (black solid dots and lines) or at the
group-level using averages for the groups mentioned in Section B. Horizontal solid line marks
and Eigenvalue of 1, the threshold used by the Kaiser (1960) criterion. Survey acronyms: AB
= Americas Barometer; CB = Candidate Barometer; CSES = Comparative Study of Electoral
Systems; EB = Eurobarometer; ESS = European Social Survey; EVS = European Values Survey;
ISJP = International Social Justice Project; ISSP = International Social Survey Programme; PCP
= Post-Communist Publics Study; WVS = World Values Survey
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