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Abstract 

This paper presents an empirical investigation about the effect of increasing 
economic inequality on some aspects of the quality of democracy. The main novelty 
of the paper lies in its methodology: it applies to a single country (instead of a pool 
of countries) - the UK - in a long-run perspective. Using survey data, we select three 
questions and check whether an increase in inequality alters the answers to these 
questions, subject to other control variables. Another novelty is the use of several 
measures of inequality (rather than the usual GINI only) both for disentangling what 
happens in the different parts of income distribution and for avoiding the 
dependence of the results on the choice of the indicator. Moreover, using a 
multilevel modelling, we also hinge upon an income segmentation environment in 
order to test the reaction of different social groups. The main finding is that a higher 
level of income inequality impacts negatively on citizens’ satisfaction with 
democracy and positively on their attitude towards discussion. The dissatisfaction is 
more relevant for the lower quintiles, while the involvement in political discussion 
is U-shaped. Finally, voting turns out to be an option for the riches only. 
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1   Introduction 

In the majority of OECD countries – notably in the English speaking group – income 

inequality sharply increased in the two decades between 1980s and 1990s. Moreover, 

the temporal profile through the XXth century of the income share before taxes of top 

1 per cent in the US, the UK, Canada, Australia, New Zealand and Ireland is U-

shaped, with the rising section appearing after the 1970s (while the continental Europe 

- precisely France, Germany, Netherlands, and Switzerland - exhibits an L-shaped 

form). The increase in inequality in the majority of western economies and the huge 

disproportion between the top and the remaining of the distribution started recently to 

be recognized as a likely social problem.  

The intergenerational transmission of inequality may be a trap for the younger 

people with possible consequences on the economic growth of a country; when social 

distances increase, social stratification becomes more remarkable leading potentially 

to social exclusion through differences in consumption, health and housing conditions, 

access to education and to labour market, and in the social-relation network. A 

harmful environment for the attractiveness of the democratic institutions to their 

citizens might easily develop since an unequal distribution can generate frustration and 

can reduce the sense of community and legitimacy leading to a subtle deterioration of 

democracy. 

The difficulties to a correct functioning of democracy when population is not 

substantially uniformed by income and wealth are widely dealt with in the political 

science (and also sociology) literature.1 Recently, an increasing body of research - 

summarized in Andersen et al. [2] – indicates the detrimental effects of inequality on 

                                                           
1 Karl [11]; Bermeo [5]; Bartels [4]; Thorbecke and Charumilind [23]; Mueller [14]; Bollen 

and Jackman [7]; Boix [6]. 
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some characteristics considered vital to democracy, with important consequences for the 

legitimacy of political governance. The movements of de-democratization can well 

occur within the most-democratic regime through a failure in the proper functioning of 

institutions (Savoia et al., [16]) whose persistence – highly probable for path 

dependency reasons - would eventually lead to an estrangement from participation. The 

trend of de-participation leaves empty spaces that may well lead to a power centred 

more and more on the interest of the few: an oligarchic power (Winters [24]).  

However, the quantitative literature concerning the effects of inequality on 

democracy has been traditionally very scant and mainly concerned with the 

democratization process with a focus on an array of countries without distinguishing 

among developed, underdeveloped or in transition economies.2   

Our paper joins the very few contributions3 which aim at evaluating the quality 

of a full democracy while departing at the same time from the existing literature which 

performs cross-country analysis. We agree with the statement - based on a wide 

empirical evidence - that ‘… inequality is determined by factors which differ 

substantially across countries’ (Li et al. [13], p.27): income inequality depends on the 

country-specific socio-politico-economic framework, which is sluggish to change, and 

it reflects the fact that the main drivers of income inequality (changes in demography 

and living arrangements, labour market trends and government re-distribution) have 

varied sensibly across OECD countries: “no single story holds for all” (OECD [15], p. 

292). How could the effect on democracy - intended as citizens’ reaction vis-à-vis 

institutions - be the same?4  

                                                           
2  See Thorbecke and Charumilind [23] and Atkinson and Brandolini [3] for reviews. 
3  Sunde et al. [22]; Solt [19] and [20]; Anderson and Beramendi [2]. 
4  The GINI research  www.gini-research.org  – a recent  European funded project – shows 
very clearly how differently the countries react to the same stimulus. For the issues discussed 
in our paper, see Andersen et al. [1]. 
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This paper concentrates on only one well-grounded democratic country with a 

rich advanced economy, on which a time-series analysis for the last thirty years 

through the pooling of cross-section survey-data for the period 1974-2009 is 

performed. The country chosen is the UK on the basis of the following criteria: i) 

though both the US and the UK have experienced an exacerbation in inequality, the 

income composition at the very top is less earnings- than wealth-based in the UK, 

making the fashionable top-incomes problem less relevant; ii) UK is a country with a 

higher taxation level and a greater redistribution than the US; iii) UK is the country 

that invented the modern Welfare State and is a country with an historical level of 

inequality much lower than the U.S.  

We first test how inequality impacts on citizens’ satisfaction. Then, we inquire 

about the citizen’s reaction towards two of the main characteristics of political life: 

participating in discussion and voting. We do not limit ourselves to the Gini index as 

“the” indicator of inequality. We use several additional indicators aiming at 

disentangling what happens in the different parts of the income distribution and at 

avoiding the dependence of the results on the choice of a specific indicator. We 

implement also the factorial analysis building (and using) the latent construct of  

inequality.  

Though apparently similar, our current contribution differs substantially from 

two previous versions (Soci et al. [17] and Soci et al. [18]) in so far as i) we use 

multilevel modelling to cope with the problem of nested micro-macro data; ii) we 

concentrate exclusively on an income segmentation by quintiles since we aim at 

testing whether different social groups react differently to the inequality issue.  
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The paper is organized as follows: the data and their sources, the variables and 

the models are illustrated; the results of the empirical investigation are provided and 

commented. Concluding remarks briefly summarize the findings. 

2   Data sources and variables 

The surveys used are 1) the Eurobarometer Survey for the indicators of the “quality of 

democracy”, which collects data since 1974 and 2) the Family Expenditure Survey 

(FES) and Family Resources Survey (FRS) for computing indices of inequality of 

household equivalent disposable income for the period 1971-2009.5  

2.1  Dependent variables 

Our indicators of “quality of democracy” are:  

1. Democracy-Satisfaction, measured on an ordinal scale and corresponding to the 

question: “on the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied or 

not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in your country?” 

2. Political Discussion, an ordinal variable answering the question: “when you get 

together with friends, would you say you discuss political matters frequently, 

occasionally or never?”  

3. Participation into Elections. This variable is built from the question: “if there were 

a general election tomorrow, which party would you support?” We treated “I would 

not vote” or “I would spoil or blank my vote” as a non-participation decision and any 

other answer as a participation decision independently on the party chosen.  

Few words on these questions. The first – as far as we know never used in this 

kind of studies – was selected as a useful approximation of the concept of 

responsiveness, in the Diamond and Morlino [9] suggestion. The second and the 

                                                           
5 See [17] for a detailed list of all the supporting information about data collection.  
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third recall Solt [19] and [20], with the substantial difference of focussing on the 

intention today to participate in hypothetical tomorrow-elections -  which suits better 

our research purposes - instead of looking at the voting behaviour in the last election.  

2.2.   Independent variables 

Inequality indices 

Different indicators can tell a different story on inequality: should they show 

different trends, findings might be entirely due to the index choice. Thus, ten distinct 

inequality indices have been computed using the above mentioned British household 

budget/expenditure surveys.  

In addition to the well-known Gini index, we computed the P90/P10 and 

P90/P50 interdecile ratios, the share of the top 1%, 5% and 10%, and the share of the 

bottom 1%, 5% and 10%. Finally, we computed the Foster-Wolfson polarization 

index, which is ‘… a Gini-like index measure of bipolarization based on the 

curve...[that] indicates how far each population percentile’s income is from the 

median income’.6  

Thanks to the high correlation of all these inequality indices we can use factor 

analysis finding and measuring the latent variable lying behind, which, duly 

                                                           
6 Lambert [12], p.241. Though the original paper by Foster and Wolfson dates 1992 it has 
been published only in 2010, as Lambert 2010 extensively tells. The index is based on the 
principle that polarization depends on the distance of incomes from the median. After having 
ordered incomes from the lowest to the highest one a curve is calculated, which represents 
the distance (normalized on the median) of the incomes from the median. As for the Lorenz 
curve, cumulative distributions are then calculated, getting a figure symmetrical with respect 
to the median. “In this paper we propose a range-free approach to measuring the middle-
class and polarization… The approach yield two polarization curves which like the Lorenz 
curve in inequality analysis, signals unambiguous increases in polarization”, J. E. Foster and 
M. Wolfson [10], p.247.  
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standardized, will be our main variable of inequality – simply named “Inequality” 

hereafter - leaning on the other inequality indices for comparison only.7  

Control variables 

Personal and household characteristics were considered as control variables.  

First of all, we consider household income because, though moral aversion to 

inequality may theoretically be distributed roughly uniformly across income levels, it 

may reasonably be argued that a growing inequality let the riches be better off than 

the poor and, therefore, that the actual attitude is likely to differ for persons lying in 

different portions of income distribution. There are two possible ways of analysing 

this aspect: either considering income as a continuous control variable or segmenting 

the population by income portions. Though similar, the implicit research questions 

do differ in so far as the firs implies a linear dependence from income whilst the 

second propose a non-linear one, which is more interesting from a sociological point 

of view. Moreover, it has the advantage of making the model more flexible, as 

individuals in different income groups are allowed to react differently to the 

explanatory variables. Thus, we chose to adopt here just this second one.8   

A set of personal characteristics have been added: age, education (university 

and secondary degree vs. lower educational level), gender (male vs. female), marital 

status (married vs. other status such as being single, divorced or widow). 

Additionally, we included information on occupational status: self-employed or 

entrepreneur, manager, white collar, manual worker, retired from work, unemployed, 

each vs. the group of non-active population. A dummy variable captures differences 

between individuals living in an urban area vs. individuals living in a rural area. Also 

                                                           
7 For all the technical details see a previous version of this paper: Soci et al. [17] 
8 Income level as a continuous variable was used in [17] 
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a time trend and a dummy for the two parts of the UK where the person interviewed 

lives (Great Britain vs. Northern Ireland) have been included.  

3   The models 

We estimated three distinct equations, one for each dependent variable. Due to the 

nature of data, ordered logit models were used for Democracy-Satisfaction and 

Political Discussion whilst Participation into Elections was treated with a logit 

model. In particular, Democracy-Satisfaction is an ordinal variable, taking values 1 

to 4 while Political Discussion takes values 1 to 3. Finally, Participation into 

Elections is a binary variable equal to 1 if the interviewee would vote if there were a 

general election on the following day, and 0 if he would not vote/would blank or 

spoil his vote/would definitely not vote.  

Given the two-level nature of data - individuals i (first level) grouped in 

different years of observations j (second level) - the multilevel modelling with the 

HLM software seemed to be the most appropriate procedure.9 Thus, the equations 

contain, besides the common residual error at the individual level ije , a specific error 

term at the year level 0ju , representing the models’ random parameter.  

The three estimated models are:  

ij0jij1300j02ij120

ij110ij100ij90ij80ij70ij60

ij50ij40ij30ij20ij100j01ij

euGBβyearβurbanβ

unemployedβretiredβmanualβrwhitecollaβmanagerβedselfemployβ

secondaryβuniversityβmarriedβmaleβageβinequalityβonsatisfacti

++++

++++++

++++++=
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++++

++++++

++++++=

 

                                                           
9 In fact, whilst inequality does not change across individuals, all other variables are 
individual-specific, revealing  two  nested levels:  individuals and years. Ignoring this feature  
would  violates the assumption of independent errors.  
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ij0jij1300j02ij120

ij110ij100ij90ij80ij70ij60

ij50ij40ij30ij20ij100j0100ij

euGBβyearβurbanβ

unemployedβretiredβmanualβrwhitecollaβmanagerβedselfemployβ

secondaryβuniversityβmarriedβmaleβageβinequalityββvote

++++

++++++

+++++++=
 

4   Results 

Since our modelling framework is a non-linear model -  specifically, a logit (both 

ordered and non-ordered) model - the coefficients are informative only in terms of 

sign and statistical significance and they cannot be read quantitatively. This is why 

we calculate the odds ratios (see Cameron and Trivedi [8]). Moreover, we will 

comment the statistically significant coefficients only. 

4.1   Democracy-Satisfaction 

The results for the Democracy-Satisfaction model are presented in Table 1. The 

effect of the variable Inequality is negative at every income-interval, it decreases in 

absolute value from the poorest to the richest group and it is significant everywhere 

except for the richest group: that is, the frustrating effect of income inequality is 

particularly felt by the less rich. 

As far as the odds-ratios are concerned, for a one unit increase in inequality the 

odds of being very satisfied versus the combined lower categories (fairly satisfied, 

not very satisfied and not at all satisfied) range from 0.667 to 0.806 times lower 

through quintiles, holding constant the other variables of the model. Likewise, given 

a precise assumption of the ordered logit model, for a one unit increase in inequality, 

the odds of being very satisfied and fairly satisfied versus not very satisfied and not 

at all satisfied, range from 0.667 to 0.806 times lower, as it is for the odds of being 

very satisfied, fairly satisfied and not very satisfied versus not at all satisfied. 

For the sake of brevity we limit our comment on controls to the coefficients 

only. Age, secondary education, being unemployed, time trend and living in Great 

Britain are significant almost everywhere, whilst male-gender, marital status, 
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university degree, having a good job and living in an urban area are not everywhere  

significant (being more likely significant in the higher quintiles, except for university 

degree and the urban area). Whilst the reading of education is simple – it helps in 

evaluating democracy and its virtues – age and location require some conjecturing: 

perhaps ageing people become wiser, or more indulgent, or more tolerant, and living 

in Great Britain vs. living in Northern Ireland allows more to disregard social 

conflicts? Yet a less precise picture comes from the various employment positions: 

the unemployed people - who represent less-protected categories – react uniformly in 

a negative way, whilst the manual workers respond only in the two higher quintiles, 

as if it were their relative position what matters. Similarly, the self-employed and the 

managers react only where they exist: the highest quintile.  

4.2   Political Discussion 

As regards Political Discussion, Table 2 shows that it is positively and significantly 

affected by an increase in inequality with a U-shaped profile: the effect of the 

variable Inequality for every income-interval is positive and significant – except for 

the fourth - and higher for the poorest and the richest quintile. Perhaps both groups 

discuss more than the others since they are particularly concerned with their position: 

the very poor need to improve their living condition and the very rich need to 

preserve it.  

As for the odds-ratio, for a one unit increase in inequality the odds of 

discussing frequently about politics versus discussing occasionally or never are 

distributed along a U-shape, as the odds of discussing frequently or occasionally 

about politics versus never discussing, and they range from 1.365 for the first quintile 

to 1.309 for the fifth through the bottom value of 1.160 for the fourth. Relying on the 

result for Democracy-Satisfaction, the discontent about the quality of democracy 
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induced by an increase in inequality does not turn into any reduction in political 

participation. On the contrary, it appears nourishing a more lively Political 

Discussion.  

Further, ageing, being male, being well educated, living in an urban area and 

living in Great Britain, all increase the frequency of talking about politics, with 

different and not uniform degrees of significance Here again we might say that 

experience and social status helps in being more involved with the surrounding 

world, while the gender-result affirms that it is not in women habits to talk about 

politics. The time trend has a negative coefficient, implying that Political Discussion 

today is not as frequent as it was in the past. The occupational status variables 

suggest that people in every category but manual workers talk significantly – though 

not for every quintile – more about politics than the non-actives.  

4.3   Participation into Elections 

Table 3 shows the results for the third model: the decision of voting if there 

were a general election tomorrow. The effect of Inequality on Participation into 

Elections is positive and significant only for the fifth income quintile: the very 

riches. Do the poorest people and the “middle class” think there is no possibility of 

changing their condition with elections, while the top-class intends to defend its 

positions? Furthermore, given a one unit increase in inequality the odds of 

Participation into Elections for the fifth quintile – the only one significant – is 1.563  

In addition, ageing, and living in GB increase the electoral participation with 

statistical significance in every quintile. For the other controls, results are generally 

spotty with no clear pattern except for the fact that, on average, the richest quintiles 

react more relatively to the lower ones.  
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4.4   Controlling for alternative indices of inequality 

Tables 4-6 show the regressions run with the ten additional inequality indices 

in place of Inequality. The general pattern found with Inequality is confirmed for the 

first two questions, except when the extreme income-shares are used as indicators, 

whilst more exceptions are present in the third one.  

In particular, for Democracy-Satisfaction the top 1% share does not have any 

effect on any income quintile, the top 5% and 10% shares negatively affect only the 

two poorer quintiles, whilst the bottom 1% share affects positively and significantly 

every single group, as if people would be aware of inequality as a problem for 

democracy only when it hits the poor.  

As for Political Discussion, once the other indices are used the pattern does not 

change generally. The coefficients related to the top 1% and top 5% shares confirm 

that the effect of inequality is higher for the poorest and the richest quintiles, with no 

statistically significant effect for the intermediate quintiles. On the contrary, when 

the share of bottom 1% is the variable for inequality the effect is higher for the first 

and third quintile, not for the richest any longer: the very poor are even more sensible 

to their position whilst the very rich do not need reacting since their position is 

unaffected by the change in inequality.  

In the case of Participation into Elections, the adoption of the other indicators 

brings to the surface a partially different picture. Whilst the positive and significant 

effect is confirmed for the richest quintile when using Gini, Foster-Wolfson, the 

90/50 interdecile ratio, and the top 5% (and the absence of any effect with every 

indicator is confirmed too), additional significance emerges for the third quintile with 

respect to Gini, Foster-Wolfson, the 90/10 interdecile ratio, and bottom 5% and 10%.  

In other words, whatever is the signal of inequality, “the middle class” worries about.   
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5   Concluding remarks 

As far as we know, this paper is the first one relating income inequality - measured 

through a wide array of indicators - to some aspects of the quality of  democracy in 

an advanced-economy and rooted-democracy country, in a long-run perspective. 

We tested the impact of inequality on three (possible) indicators of the quality 

of democracy: citizens’ satisfaction and citizens’ attitude to participation in the two 

aspects of political discussion and intention to voting.  

The hypothesis that growing inequality has effect on the perception of the 

quality of democracy is highly confirmed - no matter how inequality is measured – 

for the first two indicators of the quality of democracy. Our findings reveal that 

inequality decreases citizens’ satisfaction and stimulates their participation.  

Though a positive reaction to a discontent is one of the two possible outcomes 

debated in the political theory, (Solt [20], p.48-9) a rationale for an opposite result 

with very similar data and method (ibidem) has to be provided. We maintain that this 

difference is due to our focus on a single country only with a fully rooted democracy 

in a long-run perspective rather than on a pool of countries on different stages of 

democracy. Therefore, the problem we are facing is the effect of the persistence of 

dissatisfaction – the long-run effect of the degree of inequality – and how the citizens 

react as a strategy to cope with inequality rather than their reaction to the 

dissatisfaction as such. Whilst the latter might easily result in  a renounce to any 

participation, the first requires some action. However, voting – which is one ot the 

two actions for participation – does not seem to be affected at all contrarily to Solt 

[21] results in testing Schattschneid’s hypothesis. In reality, his finding that “the 

pattern of electoral participation ….. indicate that where the rich are richer they 

dominate politics to a greater degree than where income is distributed more equally” 
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[p.298] can well be intended as “growing inequality affects significantly the richest 

quintile”, which is our result.  

Lastly, though this paper focusses on the effects of inequality on (still rough 

indicators of) democracy, some side-results of a more sociological nature are 

worthwhile noticing. All the three variables – Democracy-Satisfaction, Political 

Discussion and Participation into Elections – seem to be positively linked to age, 

and education. Having an employment position vs the control group of the non-

actives concurs - though differently through the three questions – to form an opinion 

about democracy and a female gender detachment from Political Discussion 

emerges. Living in Great Britain instead of Northern Ireland seems to provide a more 

reactive attitude towards institutions, and living in an urban location plays a positive 

role for participation and a negative role for democracy satisfaction, which is in line 

with the opportunities and the shortcomings that an urban area offers.  
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(0.0027) (0.0025) (0.0022) (0.0021) (0.0036) 
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(0.0485) (0.0643) (0.0476) (0.0455) (0.0603) 
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Education: secondary 0.1509** 1.1629 0.3061*** 1.3582 0.2286*** 1.2568 0.3228*** 1.3810 0.1434** 1.1542 
(0.0680) (0.0571) (0.0859) (0.0567) (0.0620) 

Self-employed/entrepr. 0.0381 1.0388 -0.0856 0.9180 0.0922 1.0965 -0.0975 0.9071 -0.2628** 0.7689 
(0.1721) (0.1055) (0.1350) (0.1148) (0.1219) 

Manager 0.0682 1.0706 0.3870 1.4725 0.0521 1.0535 0.0584 1.0601 -0.1901** 0.8268 
(0.3651) (0.3552) (0.1454) (0.0969) (0.0895) 

White collar 0.2131 1.2375 0.2090** 1.2325 -0.0756 0.9272 0.0705 1.0730 -0.1365 0.8724 
(0.1571) (0.0870) (0.0939) (0.0594) (0.0934) 

Manual worker -0.1085 0.8972 0.0173 1.0174 -0.1084 0.8973 -0.1565* 0.8551 -0.4012*** 0.6695 
(0.1053) (0.0796) (0.0722) (0.0851) (0.1198) 

Retired from work 0.0711 1.0737 0.0776 1.0807 0.1899** 1.2091 0.0355 1.0361 -0.0117 0.9884 
(0.0639) (0.0911) (0.0919) (0.1351) (0.2058) 

Unemployed -0.3853*** 0.6803 -0.3041** 0.7378 -0.3437** 0.7092 -0.5201** 0.5945 -0.3144* 0.7302 
(0.0951) (0.1217) (0.1624) (0.2086) (0.1836) 

Urban -0.1571** 0.8546 -0.0676 0.9347 -0.1156** 0.8908 -0.0296 0.9708 -0.0975 0.9071 
(0.0745) (0.0645) (0.0527) (0.0611) (0.0734) 

Year 0.0609*** 1.0628 0.0502*** 1.0515 0.0328* 1.0334 0.0254** 1.0257 0.0167 1.0168 
(0.0138) (0.012) (0.0176) (0.0107) (0.0196) 

Great Britain 0.5858*** 1.7964 0.7199*** 2.0543 0.9794*** 2.6629 1.1551*** 3.1742 1.2766*** 3.5843 
(0.1037) (0.0938) (0.0764) (0.093) (0.0890) 

Threshold 1 1.1187*** 3.0610 1.0101*** 2.7458 1.0213*** 2.7769 0.8774*** 2.4047 1.1979*** 3.3132 
(0.0829) (0.1073) (0.1265) (0.1283) (0.1239) 

Threshold 2 -1.5169*** 0.2194 -1.5841*** 0.2051 -1.6291*** 0.1961 -1.7100*** 0.1809 -1.6729*** 0.1877 
(0.0377) (0.0489) (0.0429) (0.0438) (0.0496) 

Threshold 3 -3.8464*** 0.0214 -4.1594*** 0.0156 -4.3812*** 0.0125 -4.5178*** 0.0109 -4.4836*** 0.0113 
(0.0845) (0.0730) (0.0913) (0.0810) (0.0662) 

Note: robust standard errors in parentheses;  
Source: elaborations on Eurobarometer data; 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 
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Table 2   Model on Political Discussion  
First quintile Second quintile Third quintile Fourth quintile Fifth quintile 
Coefficient     OR Coefficient     OR Coefficient     OR Coefficient     OR Coefficient      OR 

Inequality 0.3113*** 1.3651 0.2052*** 1.2278 0.1718** 1.1875 0.1480 1.1595 0.2695*** 1.3093 
(0.0684) (0.0567) (0.0751) (0.1024) (0.069) 

Age 0.0061*** 1.0061 0.0121*** 1.0122 0.0209*** 1.0211 0.0196*** 1.0198 0.0189*** 1.0191 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.0024) (0.0024) (0.0029) 

Male 0.3231*** 1.3815 0.2942*** 1.3420 0.4668*** 1.5948 0.3881*** 1.4742 0.3865*** 1.4718 
(0.0632) (0.0556) (0.0614) (0.0713) (0.0403) 

Married 0.0404 1.0412 0.0139 1.0140 -0.1179 0.8888 0.0269 1.0272 0.1322 1.1413 
(0.0497) (0.0494) (0.061) (0.0609) (0.0867) 

Education: University 1.0662*** 2.9043 1.0294*** 2.7993 0.8814*** 2.4142 0.9192*** 2.5073 0.8526*** 2.3457 
(0.1253) (0.0899) (0.0961) (0.0785) (0.0861) 

Education: secondary 0.2371*** 1.2675 0.1934*** 1.2134 0.1850*** 1.2032 0.2214*** 1.2478 0.2498*** 1.2838 
(0.0633) (0.0697) (0.0512) (0.0588) (0.0625) 

Self-employed/entrepr. 0.7704*** 2.1607 0.5707*** 1.7695 0.3655*** 1.4412 0.2863*** 1.3315 0.2964*** 1.3450 
(0.1742) (0.1175) (0.1205) (0.0926) (0.0806) 

Manager 0.7001*** 2.0140 0.6996*** 2.0130 0.4140*** 1.5129 0.4114*** 1.5089 0.3810*** 1.4638 
(0.1619) (0.165) (0.1552) (0.1054) (0.0672) 

White collar 0.2640** 1.3021 0.3850*** 1.4697 0.2817*** 1.3253 0.1949*** 1.2152 0.2186*** 1.2443 
(0.113) (0.0804) (0.0713) (0.0698) (0.0582) 

Manual worker 0.0452 1.0462 0.0383 1.0390 -0.0382 0.9626 0.0086 1.0086 -0.1870** 0.8294 
(0.0858) (0.0828) (0.0862) (0.0951) (0.0815) 

Retired from work 0.1496** 1.1613 0.3195*** 1.3765 -0.0054 0.9946 0.0340 1.0346 -0.1346 0.8740 
(0.0686) (0.0905) (0.1044) (0.0975) (0.1629) 

Unemployed 0.2485** 1.2822 0.2582** 1.2946 0.1041 1.1097 0.0627 1.0647 0.3131 1.3676 
(0.0966) (0.1118) (0.1238) (0.18) (0.2073) 

Urban 0.0389 1.0396 0.0177 1.0178 0.1577*** 1.1708 0.1350*** 1.1445 0.1680*** 1.1830 
(0.0504) (0.0474) (0.0502) (0.0512) (0.0514) 

Year -0.0428*** 0.9581 -0.0443*** 0.9566 -0.0372*** 0.9635 -0.0399*** 0.9609 -0.0419*** 0.9589 
(0.0098) (0.0065) (0.0089) (0.011) (0.0081) 

Great Britain 0.1917 1.2113 0.2987** 1.3482 0.0396 1.0404 0.1836** 1.2016 0.1997*** 1.2210 
(0.1195) (0.1253) (0.0749) (0.085) (0.0755) 

Threshold 1 -0.4277*** 0.6520 -0.3195** 0.7265 0.1790 1.1960 0.1452 1.1563 0.2695** 1.3093 
(0.1205) (0.1382) (0.1346) (0.1119) (0.1125) 

Threshold 2 -2.2404*** 0.1064 -2.4233*** 0.0886 -2.7022*** 0.0671 -2.7582*** 0.0634 -2.9498*** 0.0523 
(0.0474) (0.0463) (0.0418) (0.0433) (0.0415) 

Note: robust standard errors in parentheses;  
Source: elaborations on Eurobarometer data; 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 
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Table 3   Model on Participation into Elections  
First quintile Second quintile Third quintile Fourth quintile Fifth quintile 
Coefficient     OR Coefficient      OR Coefficient     OR Coefficient     OR Coefficient      OR 

Inequality 0.1376 1.1475 0.0423 1.0432 0.3649 1.4404 0.0025 1.0025 0.4466* 1.5630 
(0.1524) (0.1527) (0.2267) (0.2274) (0.2409) 

Age 0.0249*** 1.0252 0.0141*** 1.0142 0.0209*** 1.0211 0.0428*** 1.0437 0.0200** 1.0202 
(0.0048) (0.0055) (0.0061) (0.0079) (0.0093) 

Male 0.2072** 1.2303 -0.1493 0.8613 -0.0594 0.9423 0.1568 1.1698 -0.1210 0.8860 
(0.095) (0.1454) (0.1869) (0.1509) (0.1398) 

Married 0.1608* 1.1744 0.1560 1.1688 0.1232 1.1312 0.0203 1.0205 0.3939** 1.4827 
(0.0957) (0.1437) (0.1408) (0.1461) (0.1875) 

Education: University 0.0535 1.0550 0.4779 1.6127 0.5339* 1.7056 0.8676*** 2.3812 0.0070 1.0071 
(0.3161) (0.4005) (0.3012) (0.1931) (0.2035) 

Education: secondary 0.1117 1.1182 0.3723** 1.4511 -0.1490 0.8616 0.5864*** 1.7974 0.0922 1.0965 
(0.1263) (0.16) (0.1472) (0.1318) (0.2025) 

Self-employed/entrepr. 0.7332 2.0818 -0.3197 0.7264 -0.2248 0.7987 -0.6789*** 0.5072 0.0768 1.0798 
(0.4907) (0.2655) (0.2757) (0.24) (0.2523) 

Manager 0.7306 2.0764 0.1312 1.1402 0.1269 1.1353 -0.2877 0.7500 0.3412 1.4066 
(1.088) (0.2748) (0.3609) (0.3256) (0.2424) 

White collar 0.2760 1.3178 0.2201 1.2462 -0.0201 0.9801 -0.3378 0.7134 0.3147 1.3699 
(0.3725) (0.266) (0.2027) (0.2181) (0.2638) 

Manual worker -0.2831* 0.7535 -0.0859 0.9177 -0.0432 0.9577 -0.4386** 0.6450 -0.2619 0.7696 
(0.1723) (0.1688) (0.2213) (0.2228) (0.2552) 

Retired from work -0.2590* 0.7718 0.5809* 1.7876 0.0694 1.0719 -0.4069 0.6657 -0.2186 0.8036 
(0.1395) (0.2993) (0.3104) (0.4242) (0.6321) 

Unemployed -0.1716 0.8423 -0.1757 0.8388 0.2857 1.3307 -0.3722 0.6892 0.2381 1.2689 
(0.1571) (0.2065) (0.4304) (0.4225) (0.5591) 

Urban 0.0691 1.0716 -0.0289 0.9715 -0.1607 0.8515 0.0580 1.0597 0.2343* 1.2640 
(0.116) (0.1427) (0.1143) (0.1324) (0.1256) 

Year -0.0270 0.9733 -0.0637*** 0.9383 -0.0775** 0.9254 -0.0407 0.9601 -0.0909*** 0.9131 
(0.018) (0.0193) (0.0281) (0.027) (0.0278) 

Great Britain 0.8903*** 2.4359 0.8706*** 2.3882 0.6701*** 1.9544 1.0631*** 2.8953 0.9589*** 2.6089 
(0.153) (0.2526) (0.2354) (0.2199) (0.2894) 

Constant 1.7914*** 5.9976 1.6999*** 5.4733 2.2212*** 9.2182 1.7599*** 5.8120 1.5508*** 4.7154 
(0.2442) (0.3495) (0.2988) (0.3721) (0.4518) 

Note: robust standard errors in parentheses;  
Source: elaborations on Eurobarometer data; 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 
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Table 4   Estimated coefficients of the 11 inequality indices in the model for Democracy-Satisfaction  
  First quintile Second quintile Third quintile Fourth quintile Fifth quintile 

nequality -0.4052*** -0.3213*** -0.2684** -0.2155** -0.1090 

 (0.0948) (0.0924) (0.1286) (0.0965) (0.1557) 

Gini coefficient  -10.4846*** -8.1306*** -6.8784** -5.2843** -2.0806 

 (2.3957) (3.416) (3.2081) (2.4195) (3.7712) 

Foster-Wolfson index -13.0712*** -10.8035*** -9.4852*** -7.3318*** -2.6033 

 (2.0210) (2.8135) (2.9055) (2.1919) (3.5903) 

Interdecile ratio P90/P10  -0.6292*** -0.5475*** -0.4365** -0.3778*** -0.1351 

 (0.1264) (0.1489) (0.1662) (0.1285) (0.2002) 

Interdecile ratio P90/P50 -2.5699*** -2.3642*** -1.9289** -1.4864** -0.2344 

 (0.6277) (0.6704) (0.8914) (0.5519) (0.9562) 

Share top 1%  -0.1321 3.2163 -0.8989 0.3489 -4.4451 

 (6.4393) (6.5367) (5.3276) (4.8494) (6.6583) 

Share top 5%  -9.4409** -5.8943 -6.5215 -4.6154 -3.9633 

 (4.2765) (4.0651) (4.6706) (3.8485) (6.4718) 

Share top 10%  -11.0026*** -8.1591** -7.8442 -5.5631 -3.339 

 (3.6839) (3.2207) (4.6571) (3.6034) (5.9356) 

Share bottom 1%  1049.118*** 1040.656*** 732.4777** 592.7567** 835.2238*** 

 (275.4962) (302.9828) (336.7107) (233.4842) (271.4911) 

Share bottom 5%  149.7139*** 128.7182*** 85.2547* 86.2913*** 44.2677 

 (30.1146) (32.4746) (41.3197) (26.9074) (47.1958) 

Share bottom 10%  64.4791*** 53.7472*** 38.3158** 35.9484*** 13.3053 

 (12.4107) (14.049) (17.6065) (12.3108) (20.2952) 

Note: robust standard errors in parentheses; Source: elaborations on Eurobarometer data 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 
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Table 5   Estimated coefficients of the 11 inequality indices in the model for Political Discussion  
  First quintile Second quintile Third quintile Fourth quintile Fifth quintile 

Inequality 0.3113*** 0.2052*** 0.1718** 0.1480 0.2695*** 
 (0.0684) (0.0567) (0.0751) (0.1024) (0.069) 
Gini coefficient  7.8559*** 5.2792*** 4.0607** 3.7320 6.4975*** 
 (1.7018) (1.4099) (1.7983) (2.5035) (1.6878) 
Foster-Wolfson index 8.2584*** 6.6918*** 4.931** 6.0593** 7.2334*** 
 (1.8886) (1.9318) (1.8198) (2.5521) (1.7913) 
Interdecile ratio P90/P10  0.4449*** 0.3686*** 0.2659*** 0.3192** 0.4324*** 
 (0.1076) (0.1077) (0.0906) (0.1355) (0.0966) 
Interdecile ratio P90/P50 1.8232*** 1.7384*** 1.0200** 1.6124** 1.8087*** 
 (0.4386) (0.4227) (0.4808) (0.6669) (0.4669) 
Share top 1%  8.3172 0.4911 3.1862 -1.5853 7.2318** 
 (5.1505) (5.0767) (3.4191) (4.8007) (3.1409) 
Share top 5%  10.1868*** 4.5994 4.9127 2.4771 8.7862*** 
 (3.2525) (3.1783) (3.1063) (4.0143) (2.6255) 
Share top 10%  10.1110*** 5.7066** 5.0403* 4.0368 8.8840*** 
 (2.6020) (2.3401) (2.8466) (3.6924) (2.5320) 
Share bottom 1%  -584.1090** -278.036 -579.908** -14.6348 -396.8390 
 (268.9187) (202.6712) (222.6938) (286.5772) (237.2749) 
Share bottom 5%  -104.083*** -75.6796*** -68.9461** -49.6271 -92.3705*** 
 (29.4671) (23.4544) (27.7648) (39.3339) (26.0679) 
Share bottom 10%  -46.0382*** -33.6021*** -27.2845** -22.6102 -39.6474*** 
 (11.8501) (9.9643) (10.4843) (15.1791) (10.5343) 

Note: robust standard errors in parentheses; Source: elaborations on Eurobarometer data 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 
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Table 6  Estimated coefficients of the 11 inequality indices in the model for Participation into Elections  
  First quintile Second quintile Third quintile Fourth quintile Fifth quintile 
Inequality 0.1376 0.0423 0.3649 0.0025 0.4466* 
 (0.1524) (0.1527) (0.2267) (0.2274) (0.2409) 
Gini coefficient  3.7160 1.1465 9.6220* 0.3912 11.1202* 
 (3.7054) (3.7813) (5.544) (5.5429) (5.8352) 
Foster-Wolfson index 4.3726 -0.8657 12.0757** 0.1954 9.5290* 
 (3.6639) (3.6649) (5.4820) (5.1753) (5.0811) 
Interdecile ratio P90/P10  0.1370 -0.1435 0.5629* 0.0565 0.4636 
 (0.2082) (0.1913) (0.2892) (0.3417) (0.3600) 
Interdecile ratio P90/P50 0.9853 -0.0679 2.3738 0.0741 3.0607** 
 (1.0534) (0.8841) (1.6651) (1.2839) (1.3948) 
Share top 1%  -1.0189 5.1598 0.4430 -6.0495 20.4946 
 (9.0422) (6.5608) (12.2994) (11.0356) (12.979) 
Share top 5%  2.5125 3.5546 8.0252 -1.7456 19.0384* 
 (7.2378) (5.7985) (10.16) (9.3746) (9.8366) 
Share top 10%  3.4772 2.8177 9.5685 -1.4722 17.50659 
 (6.2671) (5.4232) (9.0942) (8.4885) (8.8804) 
Share bottom 1%  -174.6790 131.0803 -646.0850 109.7529 -673.3740 
 (337.0295) (453.5161) (523.5281) (481.7807) (786.3407) 
Share bottom 5%  -66.0742 -6.7567 -161.2840** -32.9140 -115.1250 
 (50.4140) (57.1440) (74.3488) (78.6234) (102.3866) 
Share bottom 10%  -22.7012 3.2086 -64.6461** -13.7201 -46.3410 
 (20.8642) (22.1872) (30.1163) (35.0654) (41.4427) 

Note: robust standard errors in parentheses; Source: elaborations on Eurobarometer data 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 

 


