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Dois grandes tipos de consequências políticas:

1. Estabilidade da democracia.
• Estabilidade democrática é afectada por desigualdade?
• Consequências para apoio popular à democracia.

2. Qualidade da democracia. Efeitos na:
• Participação eleitoral.
• Polarização ideológica.
• Captura económica das políticas públicas.



1. Estabilidade democrática: ideias 
contraditórias.

• Democracia gera pressões para redistribuição; para as elites dominantes, 
desigualdade aumenta custos de redistribuição em relação aos custos da 
represssão (Boix 2003; Acemoglu & Robinson 2005).

• Democracia protege contratos e direitos de propriedade; para as elites 
dominantes, desigualdade aumenta este valor da democracia (Ansell & Samuels 
2010 e 2015).

• Democracia redistribui, mas protegendo interesses de classe média
instruída; e desigualdade não é incompatível com esses interesses (Iverson & 
Soskice 2019).



1. Estabilidade democrática: resultados.



1. Estabilidade democrática: resultados.

All over the place.

• Efeitos nulos, positivos e negativos.

• Problemas:
- Maus/poucos dados históricos sobre desigualdade.
- Que desigualdade? Entre lares/indivíduos; pobreza/privação 

absoluta; distribuição funcional de rendimentos; riqueza vs. rendimento.
- A variável dependente: resultados mudam de acordo com 

indicadores/definições de democracia (Ludders e Lust 2018).



1. Apoio popular à democracia.

• Muitos estudos mostram uma correlação negativa entre desigualdade
e atitudes pró-democráticas (Krieckhaus et al. 2014).

• Meu estudo com Besir Ceka: desigualdade aumenta gap entre ricos e 
pobres no apoio à democracia liberal (Ceka & Magalhães 2020).



1. Em democracias, relação 
entre rendimento e apoio à 
democracia é positiva.

2. Em autocracias, relação entre 
rendimento e apoio à 
democracia é negativa.

3. Magnitude do efeito 
rendimento em ambas as 
direcções aumenta com 
desigualdade.



2. Qualidade da democracia: Participação.

• Pobres votam menos que ricos.

• Desigualdade económica amplifica este gap.



ORI GIN AL PA PER

Does Economic Inequality Depress Electoral
Participation? Testing the Schattschneider Hypothesis

Frederick Solt

Published online: 21 January 2010
! Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2010

Abstract Nearly a half-century ago, E.E. Schattschneider wrote that the high
abstention and large differences between the rates of electoral participation of richer
and poorer citizens found in the United States were caused by high levels of economic
inequality. Despite increasing inequality and stagnant or declining voting rates since
then, Schattschneider’s hypothesis remains largely untested. This article takes
advantage of the variation in inequality across states and over time to remedy this
oversight. Using a multilevel analysis that combines aspects of state context with
individual survey responses in 144 gubernatorial elections, it finds that citizens of
states with greater income inequality are less likely to vote and that income
inequality increases income bias in the electorate, lending empirical support to
Schattschneider’s argument.

Keywords Electoral participation ! Economic inequality ! Income bias !
Gubernatorial elections

Introduction

Two characteristics are well-known to mark electoral participation in the United
States: high rates of abstention and large differences between the rates of participation
of richer and poorer citizens. Nearly a half-century ago, E.E. Schattschneider (1960)
wrote that low participation and high income bias were the result of sharp economic
inequality. As the rich grow richer relative to their fellow citizens, he argued, they
consequently grow better able to define the alternatives that are considered within the
political system and exclude matters of importance to poor citizens. Poorer citizens,
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Figure 1 displays the results. This probability falls approximately 20 percentage
points, plus or minus about 9 points, as inequality increases from its minimum to its
maximum observed value.12 The size of this decline is roughly the same as the
difference in estimated rates of voting between otherwise-typical college graduates
and high school dropouts. It is nearly twice the size of the estimated difference in
the probability of voting between the least and most ethnically diverse states
(11 ± 10 percentage points), and considerably larger than the estimated difference
between elections held concurrently with presidential races and those held at
midterm (14 ± 3 points) when all other variables are held constant at their medians.
Economic inequality appears to powerfully depress participation in elections.13

As shown in Fig. 2, greater inequality also increases the bias in the electorate
towards those with higher incomes. At the lowest observed level of income
inequality, otherwise typical citizens in the wealthiest quintile are estimated to be
about 14% more likely to vote, give or take 2%, than typical citizens in the poorest

Fig. 1 Predicted probability of voting by level of income inequality. Dashed lines represent the bounds
of the 95% confidence interval. All other variables held constant at median values. Source: Model 1,
Table 1

Footnote 11 continued
presidential term, without any ballot initiatives, 29 days after registration closed, in a non-southern state
where there was a 27.7% chance that any two individuals are of different racial or ethnic backgrounds and
17.6% of nonfarm workers were union members, and its margin of victory was 11.4%.
12 This 95% confidence interval and those for all other quantities of interest were approximated by
generating 1,000 values for each of the model parameters from their estimated distributions and using
these values to simulate the distribution of the statistic in question (see King et al. 2000). These
simulations were performed with Stata 9.2.
13 Although not presented in full here, separate analyses of gubernatorial elections in presidential years
and those held in off-years yielded substantively similar results. For elections held at mid-term, inequality
was estimated to reduce the probability of voting for a typical citizen by 17 percentage points, ±11
points, over its observed range when all other variables are held constant at their median values. When the
36 elections held concurrently with presidential contests were considered separately, inequality was
estimated to reduce this probability of voting by 14 ± 13 percentage points.
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quintile.14 Increasing inequality to its highest observed level increases income bias
considerably; in such circumstances, the otherwise-typical affluent citizen is 24%
more likely to vote than the otherwise-typical poor one, ±4%.15

Discussion and Conclusion

Schattschneider argued that inequality in economic resources, by leading the
political agenda to be dominated by the issues that divide more affluent citizens to
the exclusion of those that poorer citizens would like debated, works to depress
participation in elections. This process, he contended, particularly discourages
participation among the poor and therefore leads to an electorate that is more biased
by income. This study tests these insights, complementing the many works that have
determined the importance of individual economic resources to the decision to vote
by bringing into consideration the context of inequality in which these resources are
used. Examining participation in gubernatorial elections across states and over time,
it establishes that the context of income inequality powerfully affects both the
likelihood that a potential voter actually goes to the polls and the degree of income
bias found in the electorate. The high levels of income inequality found in the

Fig. 2 Estimated income bias by level of income inequality. Dashed lines represent the bounds of the
95% confidence interval. All other variables held constant at median values. Source: Model 1, Table 1

14 These estimates were generated by assuming median values for all of the other variables in the model
except household income. Because household income is related to household income quintile by
definition, the mean score of household income within each quintile was used in the simulations.
Additional simulations using the overall median household income, however, produced substantively
similar results.
15 When analyzed separately, income bias in midterm gubernatorial elections was estimated to increase
from 13% (±3%) to 20% (±4%) over the range of inequality observed in those contests; the income bias
in participation in the elections for governor with concurrent presidential races was estimated to increase
from 16% (±4%) to 27% (±8%).
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2. Qualidade da democracia: Polarização.

• Quanto mais estratificado o rendimento, mais divergentes os
interesses das bases partidárias dos partidos.

• Partidos reflectem esse divergência afastando-se ideologicamente.







2. Qualidade da democracia: Captura.

• Desigualdade aumenta interesse em/capacidade de mais ricos
capturarem o processo político

• Difícil de medir e avaliar. Mas…
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QSFGFSFODFT PO FBDI JTTVF BSFB� 8F QPTU�TUSBUJGZ UIF FMJUF TBNQMFT VTJOH EBUB PO
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Buckley!v.!Valeo (424 US 1 [1976]). Rather, it re! ects the rising wealth of the super-(424 US 1 [1976]). Rather, it re! ects the rising wealth of the super-
rich and an increased willingness to spend large sums on elections.rich and an increased willingness to spend large sums on elections.

One stark indication of increased willingness to spend comes from a compar-One stark indication of increased willingness to spend comes from a compar-
ison of the largest individual contributors in federal elections over time. In 1980, ison of the largest individual contributors in federal elections over time. In 1980, 
the top contributor was Cecil R. Haden, owner of the tugboat operator Bay-Houston the top contributor was Cecil R. Haden, owner of the tugboat operator Bay-Houston 
Towing, who gave $1.72"million (in 2012 dollars), nearly six"times the amount given Towing, who gave $1.72"million (in 2012 dollars), nearly six"times the amount given 
by the next largest contributor. In 2012, the two"largest donors were Sheldon and by the next largest contributor. In 2012, the two"largest donors were Sheldon and 
Miriam Adelson, who gave $56.8" million and $46.6" million, respectively. Other Miriam Adelson, who gave $56.8" million and $46.6" million, respectively. Other 
members of the Forbes" 400 accompany the Adelsons; 388" current members are members of the Forbes" 400 accompany the Adelsons; 388" current members are 
on record as having made political contributions. They account for 40 of the on record as having made political contributions. They account for 40 of the 

Figure 5
Concentration of Income and Campaign Contributions in the Top 0.01 Percent of 
Households and Voting Age Population

Source: For income data, Piketty and Saez (2013).
Notes: The dark line tracks the share of campaign contributions in all federal elections donated by the 
top 0.01" percent of the voting age population. The number of donors included in the 0.01" percent 
share of voting age population grew from 16,444 in 1980 to 24,092 in 2012. During the same period, the 
minimum amount given to be included in the top 0.01"percent grew in real terms from $5,616 to $25,000 
(in"2012 dollars). The shaded line tracks the share of total income (including capital gains) received 
by the top 0.01"percent of households. The # gure includes individual contributions to Super PACs and 
527"organizations but excludes contributions to nondisclosing 501c(4) organizations, which are recorded 
to have spent approximately $143"million in 2010 and $318"million in 2012, much of which was raised 
from wealthy individuals. Were it possible to include contributions to nondisclosing 501c(4)’s, the trend 
line would likely be 1–2"percentage points higher in 2010 and 2012.
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DD uring the past two! generations, democratic forms have coexisted with uring the past two! generations, democratic forms have coexisted with 
massive increases in economic inequality in the United States and many massive increases in economic inequality in the United States and many 
other advanced democracies. Moreover, these new inequalities have other advanced democracies. Moreover, these new inequalities have 

primarily bene" ted the top 1!percent and even the top .01!percent. These groups primarily bene" ted the top 1!percent and even the top .01!percent. These groups 
seem suf" ciently small that economic inequality could be held in check by political seem suf" ciently small that economic inequality could be held in check by political 
equality in the form of “one person, one vote.”equality in the form of “one person, one vote.”

Indeed, the notion that inequality should be at least partially self-correcting Indeed, the notion that inequality should be at least partially self-correcting 
in a democracy has a long pedigree in economic theory. In the canonical model of in a democracy has a long pedigree in economic theory. In the canonical model of 
Meltzer and Richard (1981), increased inequality (in the form of median incomes Meltzer and Richard (1981), increased inequality (in the form of median incomes 
falling relative to average incomes) leads the median voter to demand more redistri-falling relative to average incomes) leads the median voter to demand more redistri-
bution, so that politics should limit after-tax and -transfer inequality. Redistribution bution, so that politics should limit after-tax and -transfer inequality. Redistribution 
is limited, however, by the consequences of how the higher rates of taxation reduce is limited, however, by the consequences of how the higher rates of taxation reduce 
labor supply. A stripped-down version of this model, with similar implications, is labor supply. A stripped-down version of this model, with similar implications, is 
the model developed by Bolton and Roland (1999), where redistribution is limited the model developed by Bolton and Roland (1999), where redistribution is limited 
through deadweight loss in taxation. These early approaches (see also Romer 1975) through deadweight loss in taxation. These early approaches (see also Romer 1975) 
assume that politics is majoritarian, equal (one! person, one! vote) and with full assume that politics is majoritarian, equal (one! person, one! vote) and with full 
participation (all economic agents vote).participation (all economic agents vote).

Why Hasn’t Democracy Slowed Rising 
Inequality?

! ! Adam Bonica is Assistant Professor of Political Science, Stanford University, Stanford, Adam Bonica is Assistant Professor of Political Science, Stanford University, Stanford, 
California. Nolan McCarty is Susan Dod Brown Professor of Politics and Public Affairs, California. Nolan McCarty is Susan Dod Brown Professor of Politics and Public Affairs, 
Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey. Keith T. Poole is Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey. Keith T. Poole is 
Philip H. Alston Jr. Distinguished Professor of Political Science, University of Georgia, Philip H. Alston Jr. Distinguished Professor of Political Science, University of Georgia, 
Athens, Georgia. Howard Rosenthal is Professor of Politics, New York University, New York Athens, Georgia. Howard Rosenthal is Professor of Politics, New York University, New York 
City, New York. Their email addresses are bonica@stanford.edu, nmccarty@princeton.edu, City, New York. Their email addresses are bonica@stanford.edu, nmccarty@princeton.edu, 
ktpoole@uga.edu, and howardrosenthal@nyu.edu.ktpoole@uga.edu, and howardrosenthal@nyu.edu.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.27.3.103 doi=10.1257/jep.27.3.103
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Ideias principais

1. Não sabemos se, como e que tipo de desigualdade afecta 
capacidade de sobrevivência de regimes democráticos. 

2. Possível que relação relevante seja entre desigualdade horizontal
(Stewart 2001) e estabilidade de regimes (sobreposição entre 
desigualdade económica e grupos sociais relevantes — étnicos, 
religiosos, por exemplo).



Ideias principais

3. Indicações de que desigualdade afecta certas qualidades da 
democracia:

3.1 Aumento da polarização ideológica.

3.2 Diminuição da participação eleitoral entre os mais pobres.

3.3 Aumento da capacidade de influência dos mais ricos nas 
políticas públicas.



Obrigado.


