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BASIC MECHANISMS
Redistributivist models assume that the masses 
want to implement democracy to tax the rich.  

‘From each according to his ability to each 
according to his needs’ 

Elite competition models assume that rising 
economic classes want democracy to stop being 
taxed by the rich! 

‘No taxation without representation’ 



IMPACT OF INEQUALITY
For redistributivists, rising inequality means a richer 
autocratic elite, who are a ‘fatter cow’ for  
redistribution. 

For us, rising land inequality is the same! 

But rising income inequality comes from a growing 
(urban) elite who lack representation. 

The rich bourgeoisie demand protection from 
predation by the state. Inequality produces (partial) 
democratisation.



LINEAR vs. QUADRATIC



PUBLIC SPENDING

Redistributivists: democracy plus inequality 
raises redistribution. 

Elite competition: elites can influence supply 
of public goods. Higher inequality means 
more political influence and more targeted 
‘club goods.’



DATA
We build on Lindert (2004) and collected new data 
on public spending (and taxation) for 62 countries 
from 1870 to 1930. 

Disaggregated into ‘welfare’, pensions, housing, 
and health. Different levels of ‘clubness’ 

Find no evidence of positive effect of inequality and 
democracy. Indeed, we find precisely the reverse! 
Holds up in modern dataset.



TOTAL SPENDING

Both democratization and turnout only 
lead to increased spending at LOW levels 
of income (and land) inequality.



MODERN DATA
Intriguingly the exact same pattern holds when we use 
contemporary data on government consumption. Similar 
finding to Shelton (JPubE, 2007).



DEMOCRATIC SURVIVAL
So much for Ansell & Samuels (2014) - what else do we 
have to say?! 

In recent work we examine solely democracies and look at 
backsliding on formal measures of democracy. 

Use WIID income inequality data, Vanhanen rural inequality 
data, and Davis and Shorrocks wealth inequality data. 

NO EVIDENCE of any relationship between inequality and 
democratic backsliding / survival.
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SUMMING UP

Political scientists have cottage industry claiming inequality 
is ‘bad’ for political representation (Bartels, Gilens, Levitsky 
& Ziblatt). 

This is not the same though as inequality being bad for 
transitions to democracy or the stability of formal 
democratic institutions. Some forms of inequality may 
indeed be GOOD FOR DEMOCRACY. 

Still this is all pretty macro stuff…



2. WEALTH INEQUALITY & 
REDISTRIBUTIVE POLITICS



WHY WEALTH INEQUALITY?

We know a good deal about how income differences affect 
political behaviour. Class voting / retrospective voting. 

We know much less about how differences in wealth at the 
individual and country level affect politics. 

We just saw that income and land inequality matter 
differently in political regimes literature. What about normal 
politics? Both 1st dimension (economic) and 2nd 
dimension (cultural / populist)?



WEALTH vs INCOME

Wealth is much more 
unequally distributed than 
income and often in surprising 
ways.  

Standard cross-national 
income inequality patterns do 
not hold up with wealth.



1ST DIMENSION POLITICS

Our standard hobbyhorse in political behavior. Left-right 
voting along economic lines. 

Generally we expect high-income people to desire lower 
taxes and spending than do low-income people. 

Does this work the same way for wealth? And how would 
we distinguish this from income. 

How can we go about measuring it in surveys? HOUSING



HOUSING & PREFERENCES

LOWER TAXES:  
(a) Direct: land / property / inheritance / capital gains  

(b) Indirect: adopt income tax preferences of high-income 

LOWER SPENDING : 
(a) Reduced eligibility for means-tested benefits  

(b) Reduced willingness to pay taxes for spending  

(c) Reduced demand for social insurance because of ‘private 
insurance’ of nest egg.  



TYPES OF DATA
1. REGIONAL HOUSE PRICES: in many countries 
there is reliable contemporary data at a granular 
level on regional house prices. US has FHA data, 
UK has Land Registry. Allow apples to apples 
comparisons (though with limits). 

2. INDIVIDUAL HOUSE PRICES: of course people 
don’t buy a ‘regional house’. Individual estimates 
tap into these important idiosyncrasies but rely on 
estimate’s accuracy.



BHPS PANEL DATA
Panel dataset of 47,000 individuals in UK from 1991 to 	
2006. Examine effects of both changes and 	 	 	
levels in estimated housing values. 

DV: ∆ in (A) Support for Full Employment 
             (B) Ideology Index 

IV: ∆ in self-estimate of house value in £10K 

TECHNIQUES: 	 (A) Ordered Probit  
                       		 (B) Error Correction Model  
		 	 	 	 	 	 (C) Permanent / Transitory Income  
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WHO IS MOST AFFECTED?

Overall there is a ‘right-wing’ effect on redistributive 
preferences from house price increases? 

But it is substantially stronger among individuals who 
already identify with the political right.  

This result appears in UK, US, and cross-national data. 

Parallel with Margalit (2013) finding that right-wing 
voters change preferences when they lose their jobs. 



ISSP REDISTRIBUTION
The Political Economy of Ownership: Housing Markets and the Welfare State May 2014

FIGURE 2. Attitudes Towards Redistribution from the ISSP 2009
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do not become substantially less supportive of redistri-
bution when they have high levels of equity.

To summarize, the analyses in this section of the ef-
fects of homeownership and house prices on individual
social policy preferences show a powerful negative re-
lationship that previous studies of preferences have not
uncovered. However, we are left with the question as
to whether these preferences matter substantively—do
political parties respond to the shifting views of voters?

HOUSING PRICES AND POLICY OUTCOMES
AT THE MACRO LEVEL

In this section I move from examining how house prices
affect policy preferences to analyzing whether house
price fluctuations alter policy outcomes. In particular,
I investigate whether the pattern of right-wing voters
being most strongly affected by house prices manifests
itself at the national level through the actions of right-
wing parties. The findings in this section strongly sup-
port these conjectures. Even controlling for changes
in standard macroeconomic factors including national
income, price inflation, unemployment, and interest
rates I find powerful effects of house prices on patterns
of government spending. In short, when house prices
are rising, right-wing governments appear to curtail
social spending programs further. I explore this po-
litical effect of the housing cycle using cross-sectional
time-series data for 18 countries from 1975 to 2001.

For the dependent variables in this section, I examine
social spending policies from the OECD Social Spend-
ing dataset from 1980 to 2001, as well as OECD data on
social transfers as compiled by Armingeon et al. (2008)
and data on pensions and unemployment replacement
rates compiled by Scruggs (2004). The variables taken
from the OECD Social Spending dataset are total so-

cial spending as a percentage of GDP, spending on old-
age pensions as a percentage of GDP, and spending
on unemployment benefits as a percentage of GDP.
The total social spending measure includes not only
pensions and unemployment but also survivors’ bene-
fits, incapacity benefits, health spending, family spend-
ing, active labor market programs, and public housing.
The pensions replacement rate is for a retired cou-
ple and the unemployment replacement rate variable
measures the net replacement rate during periods of
unemployment for a solo breadwinner with dependent
family (Scruggs, 2004). These variables have the benefit
of capturing changes in policy generosity that are not
simply functions of the macroeconomic climate but are
direct policy changes. Finally, the social transfers mea-
sure from Armingeon et al. (2008) is defined as social
assistance grants and welfare benefits paid by general
government and has the best availability, dating back
to the 1970s.

For independent variables I focus on the interactive
effect of house price appreciation and partisanship. For
house price appreciation I use the five-year percentage
change in real house prices (i.e., inflation adjusted),
taken from the Bank of International Settlements’
house price data for 18 countries from 1970 to 2001.
These housing data provide a country-specific level of
house prices relative to 1970—note that this implies
that house price levels cannot be usefully compared
cross-sectionally, though changes can, hence my use
of the five-year percentage change.14 The mean of this
variable is 12.8% (a compounded annual rate of around

14 Five-year changes are less volatile than one-year changes and less
likely to cause endogeneity problems. In the supplementary material
I show that changes in house prices are not affected by changes in
social spending or partisanship.

14
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US 2016 ELECTION
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Figure 5: Effect of House Prices on Desire to Cut Spending by Party ID
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3. WEALTH INEQUALITY 
& POPULISM



BREXIT





HOUSE PRICES AS PREDICTOR

Brexit exposed underlying divides across regions and 
demographics that cut across party lines. David 
Goodhart’s ‘Somewheres’ and ‘Anywheres’. Places with 
lower house prices attracted to Brexit. 

I use Land Registry data on the sales price for every real 
estate transaction since 1996 at Local Authority District 
(50,000-250,000 people) and ward level (5-10,000). 

Matched to Remain vote at LAD. Also some ward counts. 

Use British Election Study data to match individuals by 
homeownership status to their LAD and Brexit intention.
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PRICE CHANGES
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90-50 RATIO
Hackney

Oxford

Manchester

Elmbridge

Westminster

Thurrock

Barking

Stoke

Luton

Bexley

20

40

60

80

Re
m

ai
n 

%

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
90-50 LAD House Price Ratio





Figure 8: British Election Study: House Prices, Ownership and Supporting Remain
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cultural life. It is very apparent from Model 1 - a linear random effects model - that
these variables have an extremely strong effect on Brexit vote intention. Moreover,
the apparent effect of homeownership, conditional on house prices, vanishes.

What is going on? Models 2 through 5 help to answer this question. In each case,
the immigration attitudes measure - economic or cultural - is the dependent variable.
Models 2 and 4 use LAD random effects and Models 3 and 5 use LAD fixed effects.
In all four cases we see the result from Table 5 - a positive effect of LAD house prize
for both non-homeowners and homeowners that is particularly strong for the latter
group. Figure 9 demonstrates this effect graphically using the estimates from Model
4, examining views about immigration’s cultural impact.

How should we interpret these findings? The high correlation between immi-
gration attitudes and Brexit vote intention may reflect the fact that both essentially
represent the same underlying set of values. Are these values prior to homeownership
and choice of residential area? This is quite possible, although evidence of sorting
by values in the UK suggests this is rather rare (Kaufmann and Harris, 2015). More

21
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TRUMP VS ROMNEY
CCES 2016 data codes individuals by zip-code.  

Match 5 digit zip-code to Zillow ‘Zestimates’ of single 
family house prices in 2016 and change since 2001. 

Can see effect of ‘place’ at both individual level and 
at more aggregated Congressional District level. 

Lower house price levels produce more relative 
support for Trump. Effect concentrated among more 
conservative voters.
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Figure 2: Effect of Log House Prices on Trump Margin w. State Dummies
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Figure 3: Effect of Log House Prices on Trump Support by Ideology
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DENMARK & SWEDEN

With Frederik Hjorth, Jacob Nyrup, and Martin Vinaes 
Larsen, I use Danish registry data to examine house prices 
and (change in) support for Danish People’s Party at very 
low level of aggregation (precinct). 

Here we examine election to election changes in voting and 
match to local house price changes, using a first difference 
model with precinct fixed effects to capture local trends. 

Also extending this to Sweden (and Finland and Norway)



Ben Ansell, Frederik Hjorth, Jacob Nyrup, Martin Vinæs Larsen
Sheltering Populists House Prices and the Support for Populist Parties



Main Results

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Housing Prices (DKK 10,000) -1.7ú -1.8ú -1.8ú -1.6ú -1.6ú

(0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3)

Labor Market Controls X

Economic Controls X X

Immigration Control X X X

Urbanization Controls X X X X

Year FE X X X X X

Precinct Trend FE X X X X X
Observations 9788 9722 9722 9722 9722
RMSE 2.443 2.438 2.437 2.433 2.429
Standard errors in parentheses. ú p < 0.05.

Ben Ansell, Frederik Hjorth, Jacob Nyrup, Martin Vinæs Larsen
Sheltering Populists House Prices and the Support for Populist Parties

The Crisis Triggers The E�ect
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Ben Ansell, Frederik Hjorth, Jacob Nyrup, Martin Vinæs Larsen
Sheltering Populists House Prices and the Support for Populist Parties
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Norway

Introduction

This analysis is a replica of the analysis above for Sweden (or for Denmark), where
we look at the municipal election returns in the Norwegian Parliamentary elections in
2005, 2009, 2013 and 2017. The dependent variable of interest is percent of votes cast
for the Progress Party in each municipality. This is the lowest level, where it currently
is possible to obtain data for. There are currently 422 municipalities in Norway, but
the number has varied over time and there are plans for more mergers in the near
future. They vary substantially in size, and the smallest (Utsira) has 211 inhabitants,
while the largest (Oslo) has 674,736 inhabitants. The average municipality has 12,566
inhabitants.
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POPULISM & HOUSING
In UK, USA, Denmark and Sweden we consistently see 
relationship between local house prices and support for (or 
opposition to!) populist policies, parties and candidates. 

Is this a new phenomenon? Could be legacy of Great 
Recession. 

Why are economic factors ‘bleeding into’ cultural 
preferences? Similar logic to Fetzer (2018) - locally 
differentiated economic effects connect to open-closed 
politics.


