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Abstract 

Income inequality has risen in parallel with the electoral transformations in advanced democracies 
in recent decades. But how does rising inequality affect the choice between radical right and radical 
left parties of the voters turning their back on mainstream parties? In this paper, we argue that this 
choice depends on the (mis)match between individuals’ relative economic position and where they 
perceive themselves in the social hierarchy. Testing our claims in an empirical analysis of 20 
Western democracies between 1987-2019, we find that rising inequality reduces support for 
mainstream parties and increases support for radical parties in general. However, while radical left 
parties draw support from the most deprived groups, radical right parties attract support from 
voters with higher subjective social status who perceive an increasing mismatch with their 
economic position when income inequality rises. This has important implications for 
understanding the electoral consequences of rising inequality in advanced democracies. 
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Introduction 

Income inequality has risen in many countries since the 1980s, yet the speed, extent and timing of 

the increase has varied considerably across countries and subperiods (Atkinson 2015). At the same 

time, party systems in Western democracies have been transformed by the electoral losses for 

mainstream political parties and corresponding gains for radical ‘anti-system’ parties (Hopkin 

2020). Surprisingly, few studies have addressed the relationship between rising income inequality 

and electoral changes. Existing studies provide only partial explanations, since they treat radical 

parties as uniform categories (Hopkin 2020), focus exclusively on explaining radical right party 

support (Han 2016; Engler and Weisstanner 2020, 2021) or, by using data from European Social 

Survey, cover only a limited time period that does not capture major changes in inequality since 

the 1980s (Rooduijn and Burgoon 2018; Burgoon et al. 2019). What is missing, therefore, is a 

comprehensive account for the claim that rising income inequality matters in explaining 

mainstream party decline, as well as the reasons why some voters turn towards one or the other 

end of political competition as a response to rising inequality. 

This paper contributes to this debate by analysing the impact of rising income inequality on the 

support for mainstream, radical left and radical right parties between 1987 and 2019. Inspired by 

recent work that highlight the role of subjective perceptions of social status for changing voting 

behaviour (Gidron and Hall 2017, 2020), we provide a novel theoretical framework that 

conceptualises the impact of rising inequality in both economic and non-economic terms. We 

argue that the (mis)match between the economic and social position of individuals explains 

whether they turn away from mainstream parties to the radical left or the radical right. Specifically, 

we expect that rising inequality can lead to a widening mismatch among individuals who 
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experience a decline in their relative economic position but seek to maintain their perceived social 

status. Radical right parties, by promoting a notion of social hierarchy based on ethnicity and 

nationality rather than economic criteria, provide an electoral alternative to these individuals who 

feel their status is threatened by rising income inequality. In contrast, low-income voters with low 

subjective social status face no such mismatch when inequality increases, and we expect them to 

support radical left parties that promise to eliminate economic and social inequalities more 

generally. 

We find empirical support for these expectations using a large individual-level dataset 

encompassing 20 rounds from the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), covering 20 

Western democracies between 1987 and 2019. The ISSP, in contrast to alternative cross-national 

surveys, allows us to assess the long-term impact of changes in inequality on groups with varying 

economic and social positions. Our multilevel regression models show that rising income 

inequality is associated with lower mainstream party support and higher support for both radical 

left and radical parties instead. More importantly, we find strong evidence for our claim that the 

(mis)match between economic position (based on income) and social position (based on subjective 

social status) matters in explaining the choice between radical left and radical right parties when 

income inequality rises. Voters with low economic and social positions demand political change 

in economic terms and thus vote for the radical left, while voters concerned about maintaining 

their perceived social status in times of rising inequality support the radical right. 

We contribute to the broader literature on electoral transformations in Western democracies in two 

ways. First, we seek to move beyond the debate whether “economic” or “cultural” factors explain 

populist voting (Norris and Inglehart 2019), instead providing a framework that emphasises the 

inseparable economic and social consequences of rising income inequality (cf. Gidron and Hall 
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2017, 2020; Engler and Weisstanner 2021). Second, we offer an alternative take compared to 

scholars focusing on the occupational transformation of postindustrial labour markets, including 

processes like globalization or technological change, to explain long-term electoral change (Kriesi 

et al. 2008; Kitschelt and Rehm 2015; Oesch 2015; Beramendi et al. 2015). These labour market 

transformations undoubtedly shape political preferences and electoral behaviour, but they also 

affect all advanced economies in a relatively uniform way – whereas there is substantial cross-

national and temporal variation in the dynamics of income inequality (Atkinson 2015; Blanchard 

and Rodrik 2021). More importantly, changes in income inequality can be seen as a broader 

“summary indicator” for the extent to which these various processes of labour market 

transformation have created “winners” and “losers” – again with substantial cross-national 

variation in this outcome over time – in terms of both economic and social position. 

This paper is structured as follows. We first present our theoretical framework of changing voting 

behaviour in times of rising income inequality and then proceed describing our data, the 

operationalization of our key concepts, and our empirical strategy. We present results on the impact 

of rising income inequality on party support among different groups of voters, showing how the 

(mis)match between economic and social position matters for the choice between radical left and 

radical right alternatives. The final section concludes by discussing some further implications of 

our findings. 

Theory 

Our theoretical framework discusses the electoral implications of changes in income inequality on 

voting outcomes for three distinct groups of parties: radical right, radical left, and mainstream 

parties. We define radical right parties as parties with a nativist and authoritarian ideology 
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complemented with a populist discourse that divides society into two groups: ‘the corrupt elite’ 

versus the ‘good people’ (Mudde 2007). Radical left parties are defined as parties that combine an 

anti-establishment discourse with criticism of capitalism and the promotion of strong state 

interventionist policies (March 2011). Finally, we consider mainstream parties as all parties that 

neither belong to the radical right or the radical left. The latter category includes some ambiguous 

cases – for example, green parties – that politicized new issues and have used anti-establishment 

rhetoric at some point in the past. We therefore discuss alternatives to this party classification 

below in the empirical section. Overall, mainstream parties are distinct from both types of radical 

parties by not using anti-establishment rhetoric, while radical left and radical right parties are most 

distinct from each other by proposing radical change in either economic or cultural terms, 

respectively (see Rooduijn et al. 2017).1 

Based on similar party classifications, a growing body of existing literature has already established 

an association between rising income inequality, losses for mainstream parties and gains for radical 

parties (e.g. Burgoon et al. 2019; Hopkin 2020; Dassonneville and Lewis-Beck 2020). On the one 

hand, this association has been attributed to the effects of relative deprivation. Rising income 

inequality creates “left behind” groups, who as a reaction turn their backs from mainstream parties 

to radical parties that promise political change addressing the worries of the deprived groups 

(Elchardus and Spruyt 2012; Han 2016; Spruyt et al. 2016; Burgoon et al. 2019). On the other 

                                                 

1 This is a simplified view of the dominant pattern on average. Of course, radical right parties also take positions on 
the economic dimension – for example, promoting welfare chauvinism – and radical left parties take positions on the 
cultural dimension – for example, promoting the rights of minorities. Their positions on these dimensions are 
nonetheless in line with their overall platform (which is key for our main argument below) meaning that radical left 
parties aim for the abolition of any kind of inequality and radical right parties promote non-economic criteria for social 
hierarchies also when it comes to the welfare state. 
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hand, the association between rising inequality and mainstream party decline could also reflect an 

expression of retrospective voting. Voters perceiving rising income inequality as an undesirable 

economic outcome might punish governing parties (Dassonneville and Lewis-Beck 2020). Radical 

parties benefit from this situation by using anti-establishment rhetoric to portray mainstream 

parties as self-serving elites (Bernhard and Kriesi 2019; Hopkin 2020). 

The association between rising income inequality and mainstream party decline is well-established 

and serves as the starting point for our own theoretical framework. However, the studies cited 

above are not in a good position to explain the direction of change in voting behaviour, that is, the 

choice between different types of radical parties, when individuals are confronted with rising levels 

of inequality. In our view, it is problematic that the dichotomy between mainstream and radical 

parties treats all radical parties as one homogeneous category. Why does the radical right benefit 

if rising income inequality primarily indicates an economic trend? Why does the radical left benefit 

if rising inequality indicates general dissatisfaction and voters from very different socio-economic 

backgrounds become more likely to turn away from mainstream parties? Previous studies have 

answered these questions by considering how individual-level characteristics like education, 

which in turn shape polarizing political attitudes, explain the choice between radical left and 

radical right voting (Rooduijn et al. 2017). But in contrast to the macro trend of rising inequality, 

these variables change slowly at best over time. Therefore, our framework puts the choice between 

radical left and radical right parties in a broader context of explaining change over time. 

Choosing between radical alternatives 

Our theoretical framework conceptualizes rising income inequality as a broader indicator for both 

economic and social change. Rising income inequality indicates that the relative economic position 
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of groups lower down in the income distribution declines compared to groups higher up in the 

distribution. Yet, more broadly, change in income inequality also reflects the outcome of various 

processes of labor market change, including automation, globalization, or financialization, which 

themselves are driven by political and social conditions (Atkinson 2015). As such, rising income 

inequality might not only influence people’s evaluations how their economic position has changed 

– based on their relative income – but also how the evaluation of their social position has changed. 

People’s social position can be captured using the concept of subjective social status (SSS), that 

is, the ‘level of social respect or esteem people believe is accorded them within the social order’ 

(Gidron and Hall 2017: S61). This Weberian notion of status is conceptually distinct from 

economic indicators like income, although it may correlate with them (Chan and Goldthorpe 2007; 

Ridgeway 2014). As income inequality increases, not only might differences in economic 

resources become more visible, but citizens might also perceive a widening of the social hierarchy 

(Schneider 2019; Gidron and Hall 2017, 2020). 

People’s perceived social position might either align with their economic position or be in a 

mismatch with them. Specifically, we distinguish four groups with distinct combinations of 

economic and social position: (1) Low-/middle-income, low-SSS; (2) high-income, low-SSS; (3) 

low-/middle-income, high-SSS; (4) high-income, high-SSS individuals. Based on the existing 

literature, individuals should be more likely to support mainstream parties and less likely to support 

radical parties the higher their income and/or their subjective social status are (Rooduijn and 

Burgoon 2018; Rooduijn et al. 2017; Rovny and Rovny 2017). 

Our interest, however, is in the impact of rising inequality, and how this impact might vary across 

these groups. The two groups with high incomes (“high-income, low SSS” and “high-income, high 
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SSS”) are going to be better off under rising income inequality, and since they were already less 

likely to vote for radical parties in the first place, we do not expect them to be the main drivers of 

radical party support. Instead, we now focus on the two groups with lower- or middle incomes, 

who are worse off in terms of relative economic position when income inequality increases.2 This 

adverse change to their economic position is matched by a low subjective social status in one group 

(“low-/middle-income, low-SSS”), but mismatched by a high subjective social status in the other 

group (“low-/middle-income, high-SSS”). This rising mismatch between economic and social 

position in one group, but not the other, we claim, is crucial to explain the choice between radical 

left and radical right parties. 

Low-/middle-income and low-SSS individuals, whose economic and social position is adversely 

affected by rising income inequality, are likely to support radical left parties. They have stronger 

incentives to do so than voters at the top of the income distribution, because radical left parties 

combine the promise of a strongly redistributive agenda with anti-establishment rhetoric against 

capitalist elites (March 2011; Rooduijn et al. 2017; Burgoon et al. 2019). The same claims for 

equality can also be a helpful remedy to address their low subjective social status, which indicates 

that they are perceiving an inferior standing in the social hierarchy and would benefit from a 

redistribution of power and resources (March and Rommerskirchen 2015). Hence, our first 

                                                 

2 We include both low-income and middle-income individuals in these two groups, because rising inequality might 
leave both parts of the income distribution worse off. There is broad agreement that rising income inequality has 
reduced the relative income position of low-income individuals, but some studies claim that middle-income 
individuals have held up their relative income position over time (Iversen and Soskice 2019: 21-25), while others 
claim that their position has deteriorated (OECD 2019; Nolan and Weisstanner 2021). 
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hypothesis is that rising inequality should reinforce the support for radical left parties among 

individuals with low economic and social positions: 

H1: As income inequality increases, support for radical left parties increases most pronouncedly 

among lower- and middle-income groups with low subjective social status. 

In contrast, rising income inequality can also expose a mismatch between individuals’ economic 

and social position. Rising inequality leaves lower- and middle-income individuals in a worse 

relative economic position. At the same time, rising inequality has not always led to declining 

levels subjective social status (Oesch and Vigna 2020; Nolan and Weisstanner 2020). Rising 

inequality implies a widening of the social hierarchy and increases the potential downfall for many 

individuals. Rather than actual loss of social status, rising inequality therefore can create status 

anxiety and make the threat of status decline salient (Wilkinson and Pickett 2009; Layte and 

Whelan 2014). People with high subjective social status but incomes in the lower parts of the 

distribution might conclude that they are not (in economic terms) where they deserve to be – and 

therefore maintaining their (non-economic) status becomes a key priority. 

We hypothesize that this increasing mismatch between an adversely affected economic position 

and perceived social position due to rising inequality drives support for radical right parties. 

Previous research has already shown that status anxiety is more important in explaining support 

for radical right parties than actual decline (Gidron and Hall 2017, 2020; Kurer 2020; Engler and 

Weisstanner 2021; Carella and Ford 2020). Even though most radical right parties have left the 

‘neoliberal winning formula’ of the past behind (Kitschelt 1995), they do not aim for economic 

equality as the radical left does, but keep an ambiguous profile when it comes to redistribution 

(Rovny 2013; Rathgeb 2021; Busemeyer et al. 2021). 
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Instead, radical right parties promote an alternative notion of social hierarchy that emphasizes non-

economic criteria of social status. This involves above all a strong demarcation between in-groups 

and out-groups (Tajfel and Turner 1979), for example by framing immigrants and ethnic minorities 

as a threat to the traditional order with natives at the top (Mudde 2007). We argue that, by doing 

so, they become more attractive to voters concerned with maintaining their social status in times 

of rising inequality. With their nativist views, radical right parties affirm people in their belief that 

they ‘are better’ than others in a situation of rising inequality where they increasingly fear social 

decline and perceive a mismatch between their subjective social status and their relatively low 

economic stances. This strategy is especially appealing to individuals with lower or middle 

incomes but high levels of subjective social status. This leads to our second hypothesis: 

H2: As income inequality increases, support for radical right parties increases most pronouncedly 

among lower- and middle-income groups with high subjective social status. 

Our argument ignores a third option besides voting for mainstream and radical parties: abstention. 

Voters dissatisfied with rising inequality must decide that it is still worth engaging in electoral 

politics. However, it is likely that rising economic inequality has reinforced political inequality, 

since voter turnout has decreased especially among groups with lower socio-economic resources 

(e.g. Schäfer and Schwander 2019). We acknowledge the important role of vote abstention, but we 

think that accounting for it would reveal even stronger effects of rising income inequality on 

changing electoral behaviour away from mainstream parties. The survey data on which we rely 

does not allow us to account for this development, as we cannot consistently measure vote 

abstention over time. But our robustness tests including information on vote abstention indicate 

that abstention is not a major confounder in our model (see Appendix 4). 
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Data and methods 

Our empirical analysis relies on data from the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) 

between 1987 and 2019. We use the ISSP waves 1987, 1992, 1999, and 2002-2018 (with fieldwork 

in Norway done in 2019), which contain information on party choice/voting, income, subjective 

social status, and standard individual-level characteristics. Our sample consists of 20 established 

Western democracies (Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 

Ireland, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 

United Kingdom, and the US). As discussed below (Appendix 4—Model 4.1), the results are 

substantively unchanged if we exclude Canada and the US as cases with neither radical left nor 

radical right parties in our sample. 

Our three dependent variables are the support for mainstream parties, radical left parties, and 

radical right parties. Our main analyses keep only individuals who express a party preference for 

either of these three categories, that is, we exclude respondents who do not express any party 

preference or indicate that they abstain from elections. The reason for this choice is that the ISSP 

data on vote abstention is not comparable over time, because the ISSP records three different types 

of party support items – which party respondents voted in the last election, vote intention in the 

next election, or which party respondent sympathises with. This still allows valid measures for the 

relative distribution of party preferences, but leads to incomparable levels of vote abstention or no 

party preference. That said, our findings are substantively similar if we keep individuals indicating 

abstention or no party preference in the sample (Appendix 4—Model 4.2), or if we control for the 

type of party support item asked in the ISSP (Appendix 4—Model 4.3). 
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Our classification of radical left and radical right parties follows the definitions by March (2011) 

and Mudde (2007), respectively, that were discussed above. In Appendix 1, we list all radical 

parties covered in the relevant ISSP waves (Rooduijn et al. 2019).3 We consider mainstream parties 

as all parties that neither belong to the radical right or the radical left. We also run all models with 

a more conservative conceptualization of mainstream parties where we do not just make a 

difference between radical and non-radical parties, but in which we exclude green parties and the 

centrist populist party Five Star Movement (Mosca and Tronconi 2019). Both groups of parties do 

not belong to the traditional party families that can be considered mainstream parties (Rooduijn 

and Burgoon 2018: 1731). As discussed below (Appendix 4—Model 4.4), our results remain the 

same. To give a sense of the level and trends of our dependent variables, the share of individuals 

supporting mainstream parties has declined over time (from 90.5% until 2004 to 85.9% after 2005), 

while the share supporting radical left and radical left right parties has increased correspondingly 

(from 5.1% to 6.9% for the radical left; from 4.4% to 7.2% for the radical right). 

Our first main explanatory variable is the change in income inequality. We follow previous studies 

(Han 2016; Rooduijn and Burgoon 2018) and operationalise it using Gini indicators from the 

Standardised World Income Inequality Database (SWIID) (Solt 2016). Since our theoretical 

framework is interested in long-run changes of income inequality, we calculate how the Gini based 

on market income (pre-tax and pre-transfer household income) has changed over a 12-year 

window, following a previous study on inequality changes and radical right voting (Engler and 

                                                 

3 We cross-checked our classification with Rooduijn et al. (2019), who provide a list of radical right and radical left 
parties following the same conceptual definitions, and with Armingeon et al. (2021) and their classification into right 
populist (radical right), left socialist and communist parties (radical left). Our list of radical parties corresponds with 
their classification of the parties covered in the relevant ISSP waves. 
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Weisstanner 2021).4 This long-term operationalisation basically rules out that we capture short-

term fluctuations due to the business cycle, for example. We focus on market incomes in order to 

more closely describe people’s experiences in the labour market. One might argue that rising 

disposable income inequality would be more closely attributable to government actions, but this 

is not clear because governments can also have strong leverage on pre-tax and pre-transfer 

inequality, for example through education spending (Huber and Stephens 2014). Having said that, 

changes in market and disposable income inequality over a 12-year window are strongly correlated 

(r=0.81), and our results are robust to using changes in disposable income inequality as well as to 

using different time windows (Appendix 4—Models 4.5/4.6). 

For our second main explanatory variable, we classify individuals into four groups with distinct 

combinations of income and SSS: (1) Low-/middle-income, low-SSS; (2) high-income, low-SSS; 

(3) low-/middle-income, high-SSS; (4) high-income, high-SSS individuals. As elaborated in the 

theory section, this categorical variable of different status-income groups allows us to classify 

individuals according to their potential (mis)match between the economic and social positions 

when income inequality rises. Another option would be to look at the effects of income and status 

separately, and to calculate a three-way interaction between rising inequality, income, and SSS. 

Appendix 3 shows that our substantive conclusions remain unaltered with using the three-way 

interaction. The same is true for alternative income-status group classifications, i.e. one based on 

a parsimonious three-category income-status classification and the second based on a more 

detailed 15-category classification (three status and five income levels). 

                                                 

4 Specifically, we calculated the change between the average Gini in the first four years (t, t-1, t-2, t-3) and the last 
four years (t-8, t-9, t-10, t-11) of our twelve-year window. 
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Income is measured as equivalised household income, using income midpoints in case of 

categorical income measures. Subjective social status is operationalised using the ‘social ladder’ 

or ‘MacArthur scale’ question, where people mark their perceived position in society from 1 

‘bottom’ to 10 ‘top’. We code the four groups as closely as possible in line with our theoretical 

framework. The first group comprises individuals with low status – that is, status below the 

country-year median – and lower- or middle incomes (bottom 60% of the income distribution). 

The second group comprises individuals with low status and high incomes (top 40% of the income 

distribution). The third group includes individuals with medium-to-high status (status at or above 

the country-year median) and lower/middle incomes. Lastly, the fourth group comprises 

individuals with medium-to-high status and high incomes. 

If our measure is valid, we would expect clear differences between the four groups in terms of 

perceived socio-economic experiences and well-being. Using ISSP 2017 data, Figure 1 confirms 

this. Low-status and lower-middle income respondents rank lowest in terms of life satisfaction and 

easiness to make ends meet. Groups with higher income and/or higher status rank significantly 

higher in these indicators. Our second group – low status and high income – comprises a much 

smaller share of respondents in the sample than the other three groups and has correspondingly 

larger margins of error. It is also important to note that the patterns in well-being perceptions are 

largely independent of individuals’ party preferences. Perceptions of socio-economic experiences 

do not seem to be fundamentally different between different ideological groups. Overall, Figure 1 

indicates that our measure for subjective status (the social ladder question) captures a meaningful 

aspect about perceived position in the hierarchy that is not fully captured by income.  
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Figure 1: Income-status groups and perceptions of socio-economic well-being 

 

Notes: Grey bars indicate group frequencies as a share of overall sample. Correlations from pooled sample without 
control variables estimated with linear regression, with 95% confidence intervals shown. 
Source: ISSP Social Networks and Social Resources 2017. 

 

Models and control variables 

Given the hierarchical structure of our survey dataset, with individuals nested in countries, we 

estimate linear multilevel regression models with random country intercepts. We obtain virtually 

identical estimates with OLS models with country fixed effects (Appendix 4—Model 4.9) or cross-

classified multilevel models with country and year random effects (Appendix 4—Model 4.10). 

Our statistical analysis controls for several individual-level characteristics: education (tertiary=1), 

gender (female=1), age (in years), and respondents’ unemployment status (unemployed=1). We 

also include several macro-level control variables that could represent alternative explanations of 

voting behaviour: national unemployment rates, real GDP growth, trade openness, and 
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upward trend of both income inequality and radical parties’ vote shares. Our final sample after 

accounting for missing values includes 176,318 respondents in 211 country-years. We provide 

descriptive statistics for all variables used in the final sample in Appendix 2. 

Findings  

Table 1 presents the results of multilevel regression models for the support of mainstream parties, 

radical left and radical right parties. Models 1, 3, and 5 show the baseline coefficients for rising 

income inequality and the income-status group indicators. Models 2, 4, and 6 then introduce 

interaction terms between income-status group and change in inequality to test whether the effect 

of rising income inequality differs among the income-status groups. 
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Table 1: Multilevel regression models of support for mainstream, radical left and radical 
right parties 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Main-

stream 
Main-
stream 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
right 

Radical 
right 

Δ Income inequality -0.017*** -0.015*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.013*** 0.010*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
       
Low-status, high income 0.019*** 0.021*** -0.011*** -0.013*** -0.008*** -0.007* 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 
High-status, lower-middle income 0.036*** 0.042*** -0.025*** -0.025*** -0.011*** -0.017*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 
High-status, high income 0.067*** 0.071*** -0.041*** -0.041*** -0.026*** -0.030*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
       
 Δ Income inequality*low-status,  -0.001  0.001  -0.000 
   high income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  -0.004**  -0.000  0.004*** 
   lower-middle income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  -0.003*  -0.000  0.003** 
   high income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
       
Tertiary education 0.031*** 0.031*** 0.020*** 0.020*** -0.051*** -0.050*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Gender (1=female) 0.018*** 0.018*** 0.010*** 0.010*** -0.027*** -0.027*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Age 0.001*** 0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Respondent unemployed -0.018*** -0.018*** 0.014*** 0.014*** 0.004 0.004 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Time counter -0.002*** -0.002*** 0.000* 0.000* 0.002*** 0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
National unemployment rate 0.004*** 0.004*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Real GDP growth 0.002*** 0.002*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Trade openness -0.001*** -0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Immigration inflows -0.017*** -0.017*** -0.019*** -0.019*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Constant 0.922*** 0.918*** 0.053*** 0.053*** 0.026+ 0.030* 
 (0.021) (0.021) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 
Observations 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 
Countries 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Notes: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. 

 

All models show a statistically significant association between rising income inequality and voting. 

The effect size is substantial. In Model 1, mainstream support under stable inequality trends (Gini 

market decline by 0.3 points, the 10th percentile) is 91.9% compared to only 85.5% under rising 
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inequality (Gini market increase by 3.4, 90th percentile). By the same measures for stable and 

rising inequality, predicted support for radical left parties increases from 4.5% to 6.3% (Model 3) 

and support for radical right parties increases from 3.6% to 8.2% (Model 5). In line with our 

theoretical expectations, rising inequality is associated with a lower likelihood of supporting 

mainstream parties and a higher likelihood of supporting radical parties. 

As expected, we also find differences in the voting behaviour of the four income-status groups 

independent of whether income inequality is rising or not. High-income and high-status 

respondents are more likely to vote for mainstream parties than lower/middle-income and/or low-

status respondents. In contrast, lower/middle-income and low-status respondents are more likely 

to vote for radical parties than the other three groups. Most differences between income-status 

groups are statistically significant for both radical left and right parties, although the effect sizes 

are stronger for the radical left. 

The interaction terms in Table 1 between rising inequality and income-status groups are 

statistically significant in the case of radical right parties and mainstream parties. This indicates 

that, as expected, rising inequality does not have a uniform effect among all income-status groups. 

However, the interaction terms are not statistically significant for radical left parties. Before 

discussing the group differences in more detail, however, it is important to mention that the 

marginal effect of rising inequality goes in the same direction for all four income-status groups: 

When income inequality rises, the support for mainstream parties decreases and the support for 

radical parties increases even among respondents with high incomes and high status. Rather than 

punishing mainstream parties for rising income inequality only among individuals that are most 

affected by inequality, we find that rising inequality also affects voting behaviour among 

individuals with higher incomes. 
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To see whether indeed lower- and middle-income groups are the ones that adjust their voting 

behaviour most, and whether status determines the direction of vote change, in Figure 2, we plot 

the predicted probability to support radical left parties (left panel) and radical right parties (right 

panel) when inequality rises (green line) and when it does not (blue line).5 To facilitate the 

interpretation of the results, we show the difference in the predicted probability of each income-

status group with an average voter in the sample.  Figure 2 can thus also be interpreted as showing 

the “socio-economic gradient” in voting for radical left and radical right parties. In the context of 

stable income inequality (blue line), individuals with low status and lower/middle incomes are 

more likely to support radical left and radical right parties than individuals with higher income and 

status. According to our hypotheses, we would expect that the gradient becomes even more 

pronounced for radical left parties when income inequality rises (Hypothesis 1), as particularly 

individuals with low and middle income and low status should have an even higher likelihood of 

voting for radical left parties. Radical right parties, on the other hand, should see the highest 

increase of support among low- and middle-income individuals with high status (Hypothesis 2). 

We only find support for the latter.  

 

                                                 

5 The predicted probabilities for Figure 2 are calculated from Models 4 and 6 in Table 1. 
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Figure 2: The differential impact of rising income inequality: The predicted probability 
(relative to the average voter) to support radical left (left panel) and radical right parties 
(right panel) by income-status group  

 

Notes: Predictive margins with 95% confidence intervals estimated from Models 4 and 6 in Table 1. Values for 
rising/not rising inequality set at 10th and 90th percentile, respectively. 

 

When income inequality rises (Figure 2, green line), the socio-economic gradient for radical left 

voting has not changed. Support for radical left parties is still most pronounced among lower 

status/income groups and least pronounced among high status/income groups. Together with our 

previous findings in Table 1, this indicates rising support for radical left parties among all income-

status groups when income inequality has risen. This fails to confirm hypothesis 1, which expected 

the most pronounced increase in radical left support among voters with low income/status. 

Nonetheless, material considerations still matter for the decision to vote for the radical left when 

income inequality has risen (green line) as they did before (blue line).  
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The pattern is notably different when we look at radical right voting. As we see in the panel on 

the right of Figure 2, the socio-economic gradient has flattened in a context of rising inequality 

(green line). In particular, individuals with lower or middle incomes but high subjective social 

status are now more likely to vote radical right than the average voter. These high-status/low-

income individuals are almost equally likely to vote for radical right parties as low-status 

individuals (who were much more likely to vote radical right before inequality had risen). This 

confirms the expectation formulated in hypothesis 2 that particularly voters concerned about 

keeping their status – who experience a discrepancy between a worsening relative economic 

position and their subjectively perceived social position – are increasingly more responsive to the 

radical right’s message when income inequality rises. 

Robustness tests 

The appendix contains several specifications to probe the robustness of our main findings. 

Appendix 3 replicates the main findings of our analysis with three different income-status 

operationalisations: a three-way interaction between rising inequality, income and status, a 

parsimonious 3-category measure and a detailed 15-category measure. All three measures replicate 

the substantive findings of the main analysis, notably the significant impact of rising inequality on 

radical right support among individuals with high status and lower-middle incomes. 

Appendix 4 presents several additional robustness tests. We show that results are unchanged if we 

exclude Canada and the US, where there have been no radical left/right parties in our sample (Table 

A4, Model 4.1). The results are not driven by vote abstention: we find substantively similar 

associations if we include respondents who abstain or express no party preference (4.2) or, 

relatedly, if we take into account that the ISSP asks different party items by adding a dummy 
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variable for items based on party affiliation rather than voting (4.3). Results are also robust to 

excluding green parties from the category of mainstream parties (4.4). 

Appendix 4 further shows that operationalising rising income inequality based on disposable 

income rather than market income leads to very similar – or even stronger – associations with 

voting (4.5) and our findings are robust to using a shorter window for changes in income inequality, 

namely an 8-year window instead of a 12-year window (4.6). We find similar effects for inequality 

changes at the bottom and the top end of the distribution, although the interaction for radical right 

supporters appears to be driven by top-end inequality changes (4.7/4.8). This actually speaks to 

our claim that it is particularly the felt mismatch between own relative economic position and 

where one ‘should be’ (and others are) in the economic hierarchy that drives radical right voting. 

Finally, OLS fixed effects models (4.9) or cross-classified multilevel models (4.10) instead of 

random-intercept multilevel regressions lead to almost identical coefficient estimates. 

Conclusion 

The past decades have seen significant changes in the political landscapes of Western democracies. 

Support for mainstream parties is in decline, while radical parties have been able to attract more 

and more voters. Technological change, globalization and changing occupational structures have 

likely played an important role in shaping voting behaviour (see e.g. Beramendi et al. 2015). We 

see changes in income inequality as a broader indicator of these socio-economic transformations, 

which, in addition, is also capable to assess how the relative position of individuals in society has 

changed over time. This is important, because only if we take into account that people care not 

only about their relative economic well-being but also about their perceived position in society are 
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we able to understand why some voters see radical left and others radical right parties as valid 

political alternatives.  

Particularly, we argue that when income inequality rises, low- and middle-income individuals with 

low subjective social status are even more likely than before to vote for radical left parties, while 

individuals who consider their position higher up in the social hierarchy are more likely turn out 

to vote for radical right parties. These voters perceive an increasing mismatch between their 

subjective social status and the relative economic position in times of rising inequality. The 

alternative notion of social hierarchy provided by the radical right counters this growing 

discrepancy imposed by a further widening of economic hierarchies. Radical left parties which 

propose the elimination of all kind of social inequalities are more appealing for voters who also 

perceive their social position to be inferior to others, but less so for voters who want to defend 

their social status against their economic decline.   

Our empirical analyses largely supported these expectations. Rising income inequality since the 

1980s is associated with lower support for mainstream parties; the most striking change is found 

among individuals with lower and middle incomes but high subjective status, who are much more 

likely to vote for radical right parties in a context of rising income inequality.  

These findings have important implications. The fight about the question how much inequality is 

acceptable for society has been part of the traditional left-right divide between social democrats, 

conservatives, and liberals for decades (Bobbio 1994). Nonetheless, we find that the increase of 

income inequality of the past decades has led people to leave mainstream politics, and thus has 

substantively changed the political landscape of Western democracies. Our study shows that this 

was to a large extent possible because of voters with higher subjective social status, for whom the 
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elimination of social inequality might still not be the most desired outcome, and for whom the 

radical right’s provision of a non-economic notion of social hierarchy might therefore be a valid 

option in times of relative economic loss.  

The concept of subjective social status is much more complex than just the economic position in 

society and more and more studies found it to be crucial to understand the current political 

developments (e.g. Gidron and Hall 2017, 2020; Kurer 2020; Carella and Ford 2020). Our study 

contributes to this stream of research by showing that it also matters when we try to link 

macroeconomic developments to changing voting behaviour, although in a slightly different way. 

While low-status individuals are more likely to vote for radical right parties in general, they are 

not the ones that adjust their voting behaviour most when inequality rises. This begs the question 

to better understand the group of individuals that are economically under strain, but still consider 

their status to be average to high. Where does the effect of higher status derive from, if not from 

income, gender or education, for which we also controlled for? Is it dependent on other categories 

such as occupation or the circle of friends or is it maybe even a trait independent from simple 

societal categories? Insights from sociological studies or social psychology might help to better 

understand why status matters, and to what extent it can solve the puzzle that occupational and 

socio-economic categories dominant in the previous voting literature often produce a rather mixed 

picture about the supporters of radical right parties.   

Rising income inequality, however, not only has an impact on the vote choice, it can also change 

the supply side. The political platform of radical parties is crucial in our theoretical understanding 

of why voters either chose radical left or radical right parties as a reaction to rising inequality. 

However, when radical parties benefit from rising income inequality, this might also make their 

strategies more attractive for mainstream parties. Tavits and Potter (2015: 745) provide evidence 
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for this claim and show that redistributive and cultural-based claims generally become more salient 

among parties on the left and the right, respectively, in times of rising inequality. Complementing 

our theoretical framework with a more explicit role of party strategies seems a promising avenue 

for further research.  
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 Appendix 1: List of political parties in our sample classified as radical left and radical right 
 Appendix 2: Descriptive statistics 
 Appendix 3: Alternative income-status group measures 
 Appendix 4: Robustness tests 

 

Appendix 1: List of political parties in our sample classified as radical left and 
radical right 

 

Country Radical left Radical right 

Australia - One Nation Party (ONP) 

Austria Communist Party of Austria (KPÖ) Freedom Party of Austria (FPÖ), 
Alliance for the Future of Austria 
(BZÖ) 

Belgium Workers' Party of Belgium (PA – 
PTB) 

Flemish Block (VB), People's Party 
(Pp), National Front (FN) 

Canada - - 

Denmark Socialist Peoples Party (SF), Red-
Green Alliance (En - O) 

Danish Peoples Party (DF) 

Finland Left Alliance (VAS) True Finns (Ps) 

France French Communist Party (PCF), 
Workers' Struggle (LO), Revolutionary 
Communist League (LCR), Left Front 
(FdG) , France unbowed (LFI) 

National Front (FN) 

Germany German Communist Party (DKP), PDS 
| The Left (PDS | Li) 

National Democratic Party (NPD), The 
Republicans (Rep), Alternative for 
Germany (AfD) 

Ireland Sinn Fein (SF), Socialist Party (SP), 
People Before Profit Alliance (PBPA),  

- 

Italy Communist Refoundation Party 
(PRC), Party of the Italian 
Communists (PdCI), Left (S) 

Italian Social Movement (MSI), North 
League (LN) 

Japan Japan Communist Party (JCP) Japan Restoration Party (JReP), Party 
for Future Generations (PFG) 
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Netherlands Socialist Party (SP) Fortuyn List (LPF), Centre Democrats 
(CD), Party for Freedom (PVV), 
(including Verdonks Party) 

New Zealand - New Zealand First Party (NZFP) 

Norway Red Electoral Alliance (RV), Socialist 
Left Party (SV) 

Progress Party (Fr) 

Portugal Bloc of the Left (BE) (including UDP, 
PSR), Unified Democratic Coalition 
(CDU) (including PCP), 
Reorganizative Movement of the Party 
of the Proletariat (MRPP) 

- 

Spain United Left (IU), Galician Nationalist 
Bloc (BNG), Aragonese Council (CA), 
Podemos (P), Basque Country Unite 
(EHB), En Marea (EM) 

- 

Sweden Left Party (Vp) Sweden Democrats (SD) 

Switzerland Swiss Party of Labour (PdA), 
Progressive Organisations of 
Switzerland (POCH) 

National Action -- Swiss Democrats 
(NA | SD), Swiss People's Party (SVP-
UDC), Automobile Party | Freedom 
Party of Switzerland (FPS), Ticino 
League (LdT), Geneva Citizens' 
Movement (MCR) 

United Kingdom - United Kingdom Independence Party 
(UKIP) 

USA - - 
Note: We cross-checked our classification with Rooduijn et al. (2019), who provide a list of radical right and radical 
left parties following the same conceptual definitions, and with Armingeon et al. (2021) and their classification into 
right populist (radical right), left socialist and communist parties (radical left). Our list of radical parties corresponds 
with their classification of the parties covered in the relevant ISSP waves. Party labels drawn from ParlGov 
(www.parlgov.org) 

 

 

 

  



31 

Appendix 2: Descriptive statistics 

Table A2: Descriptive statistics of variables used in the final sample 

Variable N Mean Std.dev. Min Max 

Mainstream party support 176,318 0.87 0.33 0 1 

Radical left support 176,318 0.06 0.24 0 1 

Radical right support 176,318 0.06 0.25 0 1 

Income-status groups (categorical) 176,318 2.78 1.16 1 4 

Δ Market income inequality 176,318 1.44 1.50 -1.75 7.30 

Tertiary education 176,318 0.29 0.45 0 1 

Female respondent 176,318 0.50 0.50 0 1 

Age 176,318 49.4 16.3 18 101 

Unemployed respondent 176,318 0.03 0.18 0 1 

Time counter 176,318 22.0 7.4 1 33 

National unemployment rate 176,318 6.98 3.71 0.79 24.8 

Real GDP growth 176,318 1.74 2.09 -8.27 6.02 

Openness of the economy (% of GDP) 176,318 74.1 33.6 18.3 188.2 

Immigration inflows (share of total population) 176,318 0.80 0.47 0.10 2.09 
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Appendix 3: Alternative income-status group measures 

 

This appendix presents the results using three alternative income-status group measures. 

First, a three-way interaction between changes in income inequality, the five income quintiles (in 

dummies, to treat income as a non-linear variable) and subjective social status (as a continuous 

variable ranging from 0-10). Figure A3a shows few clear differences between rising inequality 

and non-rising inequality for the radical left. But for the radical right, the figure again highlights 

the uptick in radical right support among voters with high SSS and lower-middle incomes (but not 

low income). As Table A3a shows, the interaction term between rising inequality, SSS, and lower-

middle incomes (second quintile) is statistically significant for the radical right. 

Second, a parsimonious 3-category measure distinguishing the following categories: (1) low status 

[all income levels], (2) high status, lower-middle income, and (3) high status, high income. This 

measure is the same as in the main manuscript, but merges the two low-status categories, which 

results in a more balanced distribution of respondents (about a third for each category). 

Finally, a detailed 15-category measure that interacts three levels of status (below-median, 

median, and above-median category) and five income quintiles. 

 

 

Figures A3a and A3b show the key findings of the interaction between inequality and income-

status groups (replicating Figure 2 of the main document). Tables A3a and A3b show the full 

regression results (replicating Table 1 of the main document). 
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Figure A3a: The differential impact of rising income inequality, three-way interaction 

 

 

Note: Values for low/high status set at 4 and 8, respectively. 
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Table A3a: Regression results with three-way interaction 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Main-

stream 
Main-
stream 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
right 

Radical 
right 

Δ Income inequality -0.017*** -0.017*** 0.005*** 0.006* 0.012*** 0.010*** 
 (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) 
       
Low-mid income -0.000 0.009 -0.004* -0.009 0.004* 0.000 
   (ref: low income) (0.002) (0.011) (0.002) (0.008) (0.002) (0.008) 
Mid income 0.010*** -0.013 -0.005** 0.022* -0.005** -0.008 
   (ref: low income) (0.002) (0.012) (0.002) (0.009) (0.002) (0.009) 
Mid-high income 0.024*** -0.011 -0.012*** 0.010 -0.012*** 0.001 
   (ref: low income) (0.003) (0.012) (0.002) (0.009) (0.002) (0.009) 
High income 0.035*** -0.020 -0.021*** 0.016+ -0.014*** 0.004 
   (ref: low income) (0.003) (0.013) (0.002) (0.010) (0.002) (0.010) 
       
Subjective social status 0.013*** 0.010*** -0.009*** -0.006*** -0.004*** -0.004*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) 
       
 Δ Income inequality*  0.005  0.003  -0.009* 
   low-mid income  (0.005)  (0.004)  (0.004) 
 Δ Income inequality*  0.014*  -0.011*  -0.004 
   mid income  (0.006)  (0.004)  (0.004) 
 Δ Income inequality*  -0.005  0.006  -0.001 
   mid-high income  (0.006)  (0.004)  (0.004) 
 Δ Income inequality*  -0.000  0.002  -0.002 
   high income  (0.006)  (0.005)  (0.005) 
       
 Subjective social status*  -0.001  0.000  0.000 
   low-mid income  (0.002)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
 Subjective social status*  0.005*  -0.005***  -0.000 
   mid income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.001) 
 Subjective social status*  0.007***  -0.005**  -0.002 
   mid-high income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Subjective social status*  0.009***  -0.006***  -0.003* 
   high income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
       
 Δ Income inequality*subjective  0.000  -0.000  0.000 
   social status  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.000) 
       
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  -0.002+  -0.000  0.002** 
   low-mid income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  -0.003**  0.002**  0.001 
   mid income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  0.000  -0.001  0.000 
   mid-high income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  -0.000  -0.000  0.001 
   high income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
       
Tertiary education 0.027*** 0.026*** 0.022*** 0.023*** -0.049*** -0.049*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Gender (1=female) 0.019*** 0.019*** 0.009*** 0.009*** -0.028*** -0.028*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Age 0.001*** 0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Respondent unemployed -0.014** -0.016*** 0.012*** 0.013*** 0.002 0.003 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Time counter -0.002*** -0.002*** 0.000** 0.000** 0.002*** 0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
National unemployment rate 0.004*** 0.004*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 
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 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Real GDP growth 0.002*** 0.002*** -0.001*** -0.002*** -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Trade openness -0.001*** -0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Immigration inflows -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.020*** -0.020*** 0.036*** 0.035*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Constant 0.877*** 0.888*** 0.085*** 0.070*** 0.040** 0.044** 
 (0.021) (0.022) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 
Observations 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 
Countries 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Notes: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. 

 

 

 

Figure A3b: The differential impact of rising income inequality, 3-category measure for 
income-status group 
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Table A3b: Regression results with 3-category income-status measure 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Main-

stream 
Main-
stream 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
right 

Radical 
right 

Δ Income inequality -0.017*** -0.015*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.013*** 0.010*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
       
High-status, lower-middle income 0.032*** 0.037*** -0.023*** -0.022*** -0.009*** -0.015*** 
   (ref: low status) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 
High-status, high income 0.062*** 0.066*** -0.038*** -0.038*** -0.024*** -0.028*** 
   (ref: low status) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 
       
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  -0.004**  -0.000  0.004*** 
   lower-middle income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  -0.003*  -0.000  0.003*** 
   high income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
       
Tertiary education 0.032*** 0.031*** 0.019*** 0.019*** -0.051*** -0.051*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Gender (1=female) 0.017*** 0.017*** 0.010*** 0.010*** -0.027*** -0.027*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Age 0.001*** 0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Respondent unemployed -0.020*** -0.020*** 0.015*** 0.015*** 0.004 0.005 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Time counter -0.002*** -0.002*** 0.000* 0.000* 0.002*** 0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
National unemployment rate 0.004*** 0.004*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Real GDP growth 0.002*** 0.002*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Trade openness -0.001*** -0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Immigration inflows -0.017*** -0.017*** -0.019*** -0.019*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Constant 0.927*** 0.924*** 0.050*** 0.049*** 0.024+ 0.028+ 
 (0.021) (0.021) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 
Observations 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 
Countries 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Notes: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. 
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Figure A3c: The differential impact of rising income inequality, 15-category measure for 
income-status group 
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Table A3c: Regression results with 15-category income-status measure 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Main-

stream 
Main-
stream 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
left 

Radical 
right 

Radical 
right 

Δ Income inequality -0.017*** -0.016*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.013*** 0.011*** 
 (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
       
Low status, low-mid income 0.009* 0.008 -0.007** -0.010** -0.002 0.002 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Low status, mid income 0.012** 0.006 -0.005+ 0.000 -0.007* -0.006 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Low status, mid-high income 0.021*** 0.022*** -0.011*** -0.014** -0.010** -0.009* 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.006) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Low status, high income 0.030*** 0.026*** -0.017*** -0.016** -0.012** -0.010+ 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.005) (0.007) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) 
Mid status, low income 0.031*** 0.028*** -0.022*** -0.018*** -0.009** -0.010* 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.006) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Mid status, low-mid income 0.032*** 0.036*** -0.026*** -0.026*** -0.006* -0.010* 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Mid status, mid income 0.047*** 0.054*** -0.029*** -0.028*** -0.018*** -0.025*** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Mid status, mid-high income 0.049*** 0.054*** -0.028*** -0.031*** -0.021*** -0.023*** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Mid status, high income 0.051*** 0.053*** -0.032*** -0.029*** -0.020*** -0.025*** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.006) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
High status, low income 0.042*** 0.037*** -0.025*** -0.022*** -0.016*** -0.016*** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.006) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005) 
High status, low-mid income 0.033*** 0.039*** -0.030*** -0.028*** -0.004 -0.011** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.006) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
High status, mid income 0.050*** 0.057*** -0.033*** -0.033*** -0.016*** -0.023*** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
High status, mid-high income 0.076*** 0.076*** -0.047*** -0.046*** -0.029*** -0.031*** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) 
High status, high income 0.088*** 0.089*** -0.057*** -0.054*** -0.031*** -0.035*** 
   (ref: low status/low income) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 
       
 Δ Income inequality*low status,  0.000  0.002  -0.002 
   low-mid income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*low status,  0.004  -0.004+  -0.000 
   mid income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*low status,  -0.001  0.002  -0.001 
   mid-high income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*low status,  0.003  -0.001  -0.001 
   high income  (0.004)  (0.003)  (0.003) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  0.002  -0.003  0.001 
   low income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  -0.003  0.000  0.003 
   low-mid income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  -0.004+  -0.000  0.005* 
   mid income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  -0.003  0.002  0.001 
   mid-high income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*mid status,  -0.001  -0.002  0.003+ 
   high income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*high status,  0.003  -0.002  -0.001 
   low income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*high status,  -0.004  -0.001  0.005* 
   low-mid income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*high status,  -0.005*  0.000  0.005** 
   mid income  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
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 Δ Income inequality*high status,  -0.000  -0.001  0.001 
   mid-high income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*high status,  -0.001  -0.002  0.002 
   high income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
       
Tertiary education 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.023*** 0.023*** -0.049*** -0.049*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Gender (1=female) 0.019*** 0.019*** 0.009*** 0.009*** -0.028*** -0.028*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Age 0.001*** 0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Respondent unemployed -0.016*** -0.016*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.003 0.003 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Time counter -0.002*** -0.002*** 0.000* 0.000* 0.002*** 0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
National unemployment rate 0.004*** 0.004*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Real GDP growth 0.002*** 0.002*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Trade openness -0.001*** -0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Immigration inflows -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.020*** -0.020*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Constant 0.922*** 0.920*** 0.053*** 0.052*** 0.027+ 0.029* 
 (0.022) (0.022) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) 
Observations 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 
Countries 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Notes: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. 
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Appendix 4: Robustness tests 

 

Table A4: Robustness tests replicating key findings from Model 1 (support for mainstream parties, no interaction), and Model 
6 (radical right parties, interaction) in Table 1 of the main document 

  
Baseline specifications 

(M1 and M6 
in Table 1) 

(4.1) 
Excluding Canada and 

USA (no radical 
parties) 

(4.2) 
Keeping abstention or 
no party preference in 

the sample 

(4.3) 
Control for affiliation 
vs voting (dummy for 

missing data on voting) 

(4.4) 
Excluding green 

parties from 
mainstream category 

 Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Low-status, high income 0.019*** -0.007* 0.021*** -0.008* 0.057*** -0.002 0.019*** -0.007* 0.021*** -0.007* 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
High-status, lower-middle income 0.036*** -0.017*** 0.039*** -0.017*** 0.075*** -0.008*** 0.037*** -0.017*** 0.038*** -0.018*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
High-status, high income 0.067*** -0.030*** 0.071*** -0.031*** 0.133*** -0.016*** 0.067*** -0.030*** 0.072*** -0.032*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
           
Δ Income inequality -0.017*** 0.010*** -0.018*** 0.011*** -0.014*** 0.009*** -0.017*** 0.010*** -0.021*** 0.012*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
           
 Δ Income inequality*low-status,  -0.000  -0.001  -0.001  -0.000  -0.001 
   high income  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.001)  (0.002)  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  0.004***  0.004***  0.003***  0.004***  0.004*** 
   lower-middle income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  0.003**  0.003**  0.002*  0.003**  0.003*** 
   high income  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001) 
Control variables included Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 176,318 176,318 165,666 165,666 222,587 222,587 176,318 176,318 165,383 165,383 
Countries 20 20 18 18 20 20 20 20 20 20 
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Table A4 (continued) 

 (4.5) 
Disposable instead of 

market income 
inequality 

(4.6) 
8-year window Gini 

market income 
inequality change 

(4.7) 
Top-end inequality 
(Δ top 10% income 

share, 12-yr window) 

(4.8) 
Bottom-end inequality 
(Δ bottom 50% income 
share, 12-yr window) 

(4.9) 
Fixed-effects OLS 

models 

 Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Low-status, high income 0.019*** -0.007* 0.019*** -0.007* 0.019*** -0.010*** 0.019*** -0.008*** 0.019*** -0.007* 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) 
High-status, lower-middle income 0.037*** -0.015*** 0.037*** -0.015*** 0.037*** -0.016*** 0.037*** -0.011*** 0.036*** -0.017*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
High-status, high income 0.067*** -0.030*** 0.068*** -0.031*** 0.068*** -0.031*** 0.068*** -0.026*** 0.067*** -0.030*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
           
Δ Income inequality -0.017*** 0.007*** -0.008*** 0.006*** -0.300*** -0.148* 0.566*** -0.525*** -0.017*** 0.010*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.049) (0.063) (0.071) (0.087) (0.001) (0.001) 
           
 Δ Income inequality*low-status,  -0.001  -0.001  0.211+  -0.152  -0.000 
   high income  (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.123)  (0.164)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  0.005***  0.005**  0.430***  0.047  0.004*** 
   lower-middle income  (0.001)  (0.002)  (0.077)  (0.105)  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  0.005***  0.007***  0.529***  0.024  0.003*** 
   high income  (0.001)  (0.002)  (0.078)  (0.106)  (0.001) 
Control variables included Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 176,318 
Countries 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 
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Table A4 (continued) 

 (4.10) 
Cross-classified 
multilevel model 

 Main-
stream 

Radical 
right 

Low-status, high income 0.019*** -0.007* 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.003) (0.003) 
High-status, lower-middle income 0.037*** -0.017*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.002) 
High-status, high income 0.067*** -0.030*** 
   (ref: low status/income) (0.002) (0.002) 
   
Δ Income inequality -0.016*** 0.010*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) 
   
 Δ Income inequality*low-status,  -0.000 
   high income  (0.002) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  0.004*** 
   lower-middle income  (0.001) 
 Δ Income inequality*high-status,  0.003** 
   high income  (0.001) 
Control variables included Yes Yes 
Observations 176,318 176,318 
Countries 20 20 

Notes: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. Models 4.7/4.8: Income share data from WID.world. 

 

 

 


