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Economic Adversity and Electoral Participation of Vulnerable Socioeconomic Groups

Abstract

Do economic hardships affect electoral participg®idJsing cross-sectional data for 44
countries in Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin Amerioatween 1996 and 2013, we find that
individual-level attributes and structural factstsape voters’ reaction to economic adversity.
This paper presents empirical evidence showing ¢lcahomic downturns affect electoral
participation. However, macroeconomic fluctuationave heterogeneous effects. While
poorer and less educated citizens are more likelyndrease their level of turnout during
periods of economic adversity, the rate of paréitgn of individuals with a higher
socioeconomic status is not affected by economiendiarns. Moreover, we demonstrate that
the negative impact of economic hardships on #eiiood of electoral participation of the
most vulnerable socioeconomic groups is mostly foumncountries that are less inserted into
the global economy and in states that offer wealadfare protections.



1. Introduction

The voluminous literature on economic voting hawshed that economic fluctuations

affect voters’ behavior. Numerous studies show sheport for incumbent parties declines
during economic recessions. Much less is known abimirelation between the economic

conjuncture and electoral participation. The litera has produced conflicting arguments
regarding the impact of the economy on voter tutniouparticular, there is a debate between
scholars who argue that economic hardships molsitzzens to express their grievances at
the polls and other scholars who maintain that @nemic recession depresses electoral
participation. Most previous empirical tests ofsthielationship in cross-national analyses
have produced null findings (Blais & Dobrzynska9&9 Fornos, Power, & Garand, 2004;

Kostadinova & Power, 2007; Lavezzolo, 2008).

Given the lack of scholarly consensus on the wmlghip between economic
hardships and electoral participation at the aggeedevel, this paper uses survey data to
address whether an economic recession prodhe¢srogeneouseffects depending on
citizens’ socioeconomic status and on two struttfmators: welfare spending and the
integration of national economies in the globalresuy. First, we postulate that periods of
economic crisis affect different socio-demograginoups asymmetrically. Young people and
individuals in vulnerable economic conditions areren likely to suffer the negative
consequences of economic downturns. As a resulgrgee that they are the most likely to
become mobilized during bad economic times. Bus #iifect is further conditioned by
welfare spending and globalization. We postulat tihe mobilizing effect of economic
downturns is stronger in countries with low welfapending and less globalized economies.

Using aggregate macroeconomic data and individmedt data from the CSES
(Comparative Study of Electoral Syst¢gmwe estimate a number of hierarchical linear

models and show that economic adversity has hetasagis effects on electoral participation



which are contingent on individual characterist{s®cioeconomic status) and structural
factors (welfare spending and globalization). Thésdings qualify the null findings of
previous cross-national studies. In particular,slvew that macroeconomic fluctuations have
an impact on citizens’ turnout decisions, but tbeynot affect everyone equally.

This paper will proceed as follows. First, we dssthe theoretical importance of this
research question for the study of democratic ssation. Second, we present previous
research on the link between macroeconomic fluciatand electoral participation. Third,
we discuss our theoretical expectations regardig asymmetrical impact of economic
hardships on citizens’ turnout decisions. Fourtte wesent the data and the model
estimation. The following section presents and ulises the statistical results. The final
section concludes and suggests possible avenutstluer research.

2. Economic downturns and democr atic r epresentation

In representative democracies, voting is the mostnaon way for citizens to participate in
politics and influence political outcomes. As peuhtout by Przeworski et al. (1999: 50),
“governments make thousands of decisions that taffielcvidual welfare; citizens have only
one instrument to control these decisions: the .Vdt@wever imperfect, this institutional

method is a critical aspect of democratic repregemt. Through elections, citizens can
signal their preferences and hold governments atable.

In order for elections to function effectively asechanisms of democratic
representation, participation must be widespreat! @reryone’s voice must be heard and
weighed equally (Dahl, 1971). In practice, howevtleere are important disparities in turnout
across various segments of society which worksnagj@qual representation. In particular,
young and poor citizens tend to participate lessthlder, more educated, and wealthier
individuals (Lijphart, 1997; Schlozman, Verba, &adly, 2012). While this was originally

shown in the US context (Brady, Verba, & Schlozma@95; Wolfinger & Rosenstone,



1980), more recent studies have demonstrated sipaliderns of unequal participation in a
variety of other regional contexts (Bratton, Chu,L&gos, 2010; Carreras & Castafeda-
Angarita, 2014; Kuenzi & Lambright, 2011; NorrisQ@2). This is problematic for
democratic representation because politicians tertisregard the voices they do not hear,
and make more determined efforts to representrtexeists and preferences of politically
active citizens (Lijphart, 1997; Lindblom & Woodrs®r) 1993; Nooruddin & Simmons,
2015).

In this paper, we argue and empirically demonstit&i@ economic downturns
alleviate the inequality of electoral participatiowhile people with a low socioeconomic
status are more likely to abstain when the goventnie doing a good job managing the
economy, they significantly increase their leveletdctoral participation when the economy
is tanking. This paper will show that segments afisty that are often unheard are able to
express their grievances and to influence goverhrfemation during critical periods of
economic duress. In other words, we qualify theveational wisdom that the preferences of
the poor and the poorly educated are not propegyesented in representative democracies.
2.1. Previous Resear ch
While the proposition that macroeconomic fluctuasicshape election results is robust and
supported by a voluminous body of research (Duclst&venson, 2008; Lewis-Beck &
Stegmaier, 2000; Stegmaier & Lewis-Beck, 2013), thkationship between economic
conditions and electoral participation is unclead &as received much less attention. The
few studies that have analyzed this question haw@pgsed competing theoretical
expectations and produced mixed findings (BlaisP&)0 Both a “mobilization” and a
“withdrawal” effects are possible. On the one hamthnomic downturns might lead to an

increase in electoral participation by citizens whant to express and redress their



grievances. On the other hand, economic hardshigistralienate individuals and lead them
to withdraw from the political process (Radcliff92; Rosenstone, 1982).

The “withdrawal” hypothesis is based on the arguntbat economic adversity is
stressful, and that citizens who are preoccupidat thieir personal financial situation cannot
spend time and resources thinking about politikfRdsenstone’s (1982: 26) words, “when a
person experiences economic adversity his scasmirees are spent on holding body and
soul together ‘surviving’ rather than on remote @amns like politics.” Moreover, during
periods of economic duress, people might grow esirgly alienated and lose trust in
political institutions. A negative economic perf@nte suggests to the public that
governments are not able to solve problems, whiaghtrlead to a loss of confidence in
representative institutions and an increase in deatic dissatisfaction (Clarke, Dutt, &
Kornberg, 1993; Mishler & Rose, 2001; Van Erkel &vder Meer, 2016). In turn, electoral
participation may decline when citizens becomerdibanted with political institutions and
with democratic performance (Cox, 2003; GronlundS&talda, 2007; Norris, 2002). For
example, Galais and Blais (2014) show evidence ibaple were less inclined to consider
voting as a civic duty following the recent economacession in Spain.

The “mobilization” hypothesis is based on resedhat shows a “negativity” bias in
political perceptions and political behavior (Kahren & Tversky, 1979; Lau, 1982; Soroka,
2014). Lau (1982: 353) defines negativity as tlentency for negative information to have
more weight than equally extreme or equally likplysitive information.” Several studies
have shown that the media gives much more covaagegative economic news than to
positive economic fluctuations (Harrington, 198%thkerington, 1996). The public reacts
asymmetrically to an already biased media contedtta the economy itself (Soroka, 2006).
In other words, citizens become more aware of exondluctuations during an economic

downturn, and may be induced to become more engmgdte political arena in order to



express their grievances and to seek remediesh&ipobor economic performance of the
incumbent government (Burden & Wichowsky, 2014;Kéviarien, & Hooghe, 2015).

These competing theories have been tested seiraed in cross-national analyses of
electoral participation, and the findings are rathexed. Pacek et al. (2009) show that
turnout in post-Communist countries is lower whememployment rates are higher (a
“demobilizing” effect), while Panagopoulos (200&ports that turnout in countries with
compulsory voting systems is higher when GDP groistihower (a “mobilizing” effect).
However, most cross-national studies find no refehip between the macroeconomic
situation in a country and aggregate turnout ratesan analysis of 324 national elections
held in 91 countries, Blais and Dobrzynska (19@®jport a null finding. Their analysis shows
that GNP per capita growth does not explain cr@dmonal differences in electoral
participation. Similarly, Kostadinova (2003), Fosnet al. (2004) and Lavezzolo (2008) find
that the macroeconomic situation does not influenceout in Eastern European and Latin
American elections. In a comprehensive review ef determinants of voter turnout, Blais
(2006: 117) concludes that “there is no clear i@tship between the economic conjuncture
and turnout.”

3. Economic adversity and turnout: theoretical framework

We argue that macroeconomic fluctuations have bgésreous effects on political
engagement depending on citizens’ individual aites and two structural factors: welfare
spending and the integration of a country’s economythe global economy. These
heterogeneous effects have flown under the radaost cross-national studies because those
works assumed that the effect of macroeconomictdatmns on turnout is direct and
unconditional. In fact, most of these previous Esdise aggregate data which does not allow
researchers to explore more subtle relationshipg&ds® economic hardships, contextual

conditions, individual or group characteristicsd golitical engagement.



An economic downturn can have a mobilizing or a deitizing effect depending on
its impact on citizens'motivation to participate in the elections. Previous studiase
identified a number of factors that might lead tdegrease in the propensity to vote during
periods of economic duress. In particular, citizet® cannot identify a viable political party
to express their grievances (e.g. when all goveriparties are seen as responsible for the
crisis) might prefer to abstain during a recesgRowe, 2015; Weschle, 2014). In a similar
vein, citizens who identify with the incumbent pafor have a strong preference for the
incumbent over the opposition) are more likely tastain from the election altogether
(Helgason & Mérola, 2017; Tillman, 2008).

3.1. Individual attributes, economic downturns, and electoral participation

In this paper, we build on this previous researmhtle heterogeneous effects of economic
hardships. But we focus instead on the socioeconattributes and the structural factors that
affect citizens’ electoral engagement during ameauic downturn. Both the withdrawal and
the mobilization hypotheses discussed above asthaheitizens are exposed to the negative
consequences of an economic crisis. However, netyewe suffers equally from a bad
economy. The main theoretical intuition in this ags that an economic downturn should
shape more strongly the electoral participationvofers who are more exposed to its
deleterious effects. Our first task in this sectisntherefore to identify the individual
attributes that make citizens more vulnerable tee@onomic recession. Then, we theorize
about the link between economic vulnerability anec®ral participation during difficult
economic times.

When the economy grows more slowly and the leveumémployment increases,
individuals with lower socioeconomic status are enexposed to external shocks and more
likely to suffer the consequences. Certainly, padbezens are less likely to have accumulated

savings which could help them make ends meet denigds of economic duress. They also



tend to have the most precarious jobs, which carapelly lost during bad economic times.
Another reliable indicator of socioeconomic statithe level of education. In contemporary
societies, diplomas have become a screening daewidecitizens with low education are less
likely to access high-paying jobs and more likelybe unemployed (Bovens & Wille, 2017,

McNamee & Miller, 2009; Wilkinson & Pickett, 2010yWhen individuals who have not

completed secondary school lose their jobs, theyligely to have a harder time finding

another one given their lack of educational quadtions. They are therefore more likely to
struggle during economic recessions. Even when ihmeme and poorly educated

individuals are not directly affected by the ecomofmardships, they are more likely to have
friends and family members who are financiallyisked. In sum, economic crises affect low-
income and low-education groups faster and in rdoaenatic ways.

There is a long body of research showing that th& @and the working classes are
more preoccupied with personal economic concernd ®md to perceive economic
conditions more negatively than the rest of theytaon (Duch, Palmer, & Anderson, 2000;
Rosenstone, 1982; Singer, 2011). These evaluatioriarn affect political attitudes and
political behavior. The level of political suppart individuals with a low socioeconomic
status exhibits more sensitivity to macroeconorhictéiations than the political support of
white-collar workers (Hibbs & Vasilatos, 1982). $lanly, another study finds that working
class citizens in the United States “provide thé& lmf the electoral response to economic
recession” (Weatherford, 1978: 917).

Another group that is disproportionately affecteding periods of economic duress is
the youth. Young adults are the hardest hit wheaumtry undergoes an economic recession.
As pointed out in the 2011 UN World Youth Report012: 17), “during economic
downturns, young people are often the ‘last in’ #reld‘first out’ - the last to be hired, and the

first to be dismissed.” Because they lack the wexperience of older workers, young



individuals have a much harder time finding a sustale income in the formal economy
during economic recessions. As a result, many youatgrs become discouraged and drop
out of the formal job market altogether (UN, 2013imilarly, several studies analyzing the
impact of the recent global financial crisis on §fwuth show that young people are much
more vulnerable to the effects of the crisis. Yoyegple are the most likely to be income-
poor and they are disproportionately vulnerablelapoffs (Junankar, 2014; Marcus &
Gauvrilovic, 2010; Verick, 2009). All this suggeshat negative macroeconomic fluctuations
might produce more anxiety among young voters #mong other age groups.

In sum, we know that low-income, poorly educatedy goung individuals are more
likely to suffer negative consequences (e.g. |dsar tjobs) during periods of economic
duress. But, are these sociodemographic groups mworess likely to vote during an
economic downturn? As we discussed in the prevsaesion, there are competing theories
regarding the impact of a bad economy on electpaticipation. The ‘withdrawal’
hypothesis holds that citizens are demobilizedrduaconomic recessions because they are
preoccupied with providing for their basic needsl alo not want to spend their scarce
resources on remote concerns such as politics (Ruses, 1982). If this argument is correct,
we should see a stronger demobilization effect ajrtbe youth and individuals with a low
socioeconomic status. In fact, while the middlessés and the highly educated segments of
society might survive an economic recession retftiwinscathed, the youth and the poor
might suffer the consequences of macroeconomic tows more rapidly and more acutely.
This discussion yields the following (‘withdrawahypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: Economic downturns lead todecreasein the level of electoral
participation of individuals in a situation of e@mnic vulnerability (young and low SES)

The ‘withdrawal’ hypothesis is not entirely convimg. It is well-known that voting is

the most common and the least demanding politicibma (Dalton, Scarrow, & Cain, 2005;



Milbrath, 1965; Teorell, Sum, & Tobiasen, 2007; Ma&r Schlozman, & Brady, 1995).
Participating in elections requires fewer resoulgeserms of time, economic, and cognitive
resources) than engaging in other political actieugh as contacting politicians or working
for a political party (Burns, Schlozman, & Verbd&0). If voting is a political action that
does not demand many resources, the argumentabdm@ic hardships depress participation
because they reduce available resources is notreong.

We favor a ‘mobilization’ argument which suggestatt on the contrary, citizens vote
more during periods of economic duress because wlay to express their frustration and
sanction the incumbent government. If this hypathés correct, the mobilization effect
should also be particularly strong for individualdio are more exposed to the negative
consequences of an economic downturn. Individuabs situation of economic vulnerability
might have more intense grievances against tharibent government. This, in turn, might
mobilize them to participate in the political areinaboth conventional and unconventional
ways (Kern et al., 2015). This is the second (‘ripéiion’) hypothesis of the paper.

Hypothesis 2: Economic downturns lead to iaoreasein the level of electoral
participation of individuals in a situation of e@nic vulnerability (young and low SES)

3.2. Economic downturns, structural factors, and electoral participation

The hypotheses outlined above assume that thetefédcan economic downturn on the
electoral participation of young and low-SES votéss homogeneous across different
contexts. In this section, we relax this assumptemd argue that the impact of
macroeconomic conditions on electoral participaiefurther conditioned by two structural
factors: welfare spending and the integration cbantry’s economy in the global economy.

We postulate that individuals with a low socioemmic status and young people are
more likely to suffer the negative consequenceanoéconomic downturn when they live in

countries that have less generous welfare protectidvhen welfare spending is low, the
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youth and lower-income groups are not protectedhagéhe effects of economic downturns.
According to Radcliff (1992: 446), “in the abserafesecurity programs, the potential human
costs of poor economic performance are much gréafée therefore expect economic
dislocations to have a stronger mobilizing effectountries with weaker welfare programs
because the stakes of macroeconomic fluctuatiamsnaich higher. This argument is in line
with the theoretical framework developed by Ragsdald Rusk (2017) to explain how the
political and economic environment affects turndutese scholars argue that high levels of
external uncertainty (i.e. economic and politicatises that jar the ordinary course of
events”) lead people who would otherwise abstairpdg more attention to the electoral
contest and vote. Since the stakes are higherithdils want to make sure that they vote for
the candidates or parties that will effectively ed$ the external uncertainty. On the
contrary, economic recessions in countries withexa@veloped welfare programs should not
lead to an increase in the electoral participatanyoung and low-income citizens
(Lavezzolo, 2008; Pacek & Radcliff, 1995; Radclif©92).

A second structural factor that is key in our ttetical framework is exposure to the
world economy (i.e. globalization). We rely mairdy Hellwig’'s arguments regarding the
impact of globalization on the “room to maneuvef’hational governments in the economic
arena (Hellwig, 2015). Hellwig demonstrates thatriare globalized economies voters are
more likely to attribute responsibility for econantiuctuations at home to external economic
shocks. Since they tend not to blame national gowents for economic problems, citizens
in more globalized settings are also less likely seinction incumbents for economic
downturns (Hellwig, 2008, 2015; Hellwig & Samue2§07). This has important implications
for our study because it might affect the motivatio participate in elections during periods
of economic duress. In countries that are less wdgrated into the global economy,

younger and low-SES citizens tend to blame the igoaent for economic hardships and are
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more likely to go to the polls to sanction the pperformance of the incumbent government.
On the contrary, an economic downturn in more dlabd countries should have a much
smaller impact on citizens’ turnout rate. The tle#ioal discussion in this section yields the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3: Economic downturns are more likelyetd to an increase in the level

of electoral participation of individuals in a @tion of economic vulnerability

(young and low SESh countries with low welfare spending.

Hypothesis 4: Economic downturns are more likelyetd to an increase in the level

of electoral participation of individuals in a @tion of economic vulnerability

(young and low SESh countries with less globalized economies.
4. Data and methods
We study the effect of macroeconomic adversity otewvturnout using cross sectional data
for 44 countries in Africa, Asia, Europe, and Lafimerica’ In particular, we examine the
relation between economic hardships and voter tirno presidential and legislative
elections across countries between 1996 and 201@,irevestigate how individual-level
attributes and two structural factors (welfare sjieg and globalization) shape the effect of
economic adversity on electoral participation. Vg ron individual-level and macro-level
data on voting, socio-demographic, and macroeconorariables provided by the
Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES}Y research initiative is coordinated by the
Center for Political Studiesind theGESIS - Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciencexd
brings together first-hand data from election sttegms from around the world. The CSES
dataset offers high-quality information about pakldpinion, vote choice, citizens’ attitudes,
standardized sociodemographic measures, and turflbetdataset also includes information

about macroeconomic performance and human develupaéhe country level. As will be

! The list of countries and elections in the sanmpleresented in Table Al in the online Appendix.
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detailed below, we complement these data withtirtginal and contextual information from
a variety of datasets. To examine our argumentestinate a number of hierarchical linear

models (HLM) to account for the layered structuréhe data.

4.1. Dependent variable: electoral participation

This paper analyzes the effect of fluctuationsaar®mic growth and unemployment on the
individual propensity to participate in electionhe main dependent variable is reported
turnout in the last national elections (presidéndraparliamentary). We use a dichotomous
measure of electoral participation in the lastoral elections (0: no, did not vote; 1: yes, did
vote).

Although over-reporting turnout may be a problenraithberg & Holmberg, 1991,
Swaddle & Heath, 1989), in this article, we folloanventional practice and analyze reported
turnout. Almost all cross-national studies of ebeal participation at the individual level -
including all the works cited in this article - userveys and analyze reported turnout,
because these are the data available. A receny sitidhe determinants of electoral
participation using reported and validated voteaha United States suggests that it is not
problematic to use reported turnout because exganéactors behave similarly in validated
and reported turnout models (Achen & Blais, 2018%ing reported turnout would be
problematic for our purposes if respondents’ iretion to lie about their turnout decisions
varied with macroeconomic fluctuations, but theme @o valid theoretical reasons to support
that possibility.

Validated turnout data only exists for a few elecs in five countries: New Zealand,
Norway, United Kingdom, United States, and Swede€arfy & Brockington, 2005). Un-

fortunately, these national election studies uer@int measures of the key variables in our
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analysis (i.e. education and income) so it was ssjlibe to construct a merged database to
analyze the impact of economic hardships in thesatcies.

4.2. Independent variables

The main independent variable in our analysisgésnomic adversityWe postulate that
periods of economic duress shape the electoratpation of the youth and individuals with
a low socioeconomic status. We measure macroecanituotuations by using two common
indicators: the economic growth rate and changeuriemployment. These data were
obtained from the World Bank Indicators. To elimism@&ndogeneity concerns and to allow
for information processing, the macroeconomic iatics in the model are lagged one year
(Hellwig, 2015; Murillo & Visconti, 2017; Pacek at., 2009). Due to space constraints, we
focus mainly on the results of the unemployment e®d the paper; but the growth models
produce similar results and are discussed briafgection 5.3. below.

The two key contextual predictors in our model ammeasure oflobalizationand a
measure ofvelfare spendingTo capture how inserted a country’s economy ithaglobal
economy, we use Dreher's (2006) index of an ecor®raljective level of exposure to
world markets (KOF index of globalization). Thigioator combines information on foreign
direct investment, foreign trade in goods and sewsyi portfolio investment, and income
payment to foreign nationals. Welfare spendingaistared through a welfare effort variable
which measures social transfers as the after-targain the Gini coefficient (Solt, 2016).

Our model specifications also include a series rafividual-level variables that
comparative political behavior scholars have presip identified as strong predictors of

electoral participation (Carreras & Castafieda-A@a2014). In particular, we focus on the

2 Changein unemployment is a better measure of economitufhtions than thievel of unemployment, and is
often used in empirical analyses of the impact ecrmeconomic changes on political engagement c& vot
choice (Arzheimer & Carter, 2006; Hernandez & Kiie2016; Kern et al., 2015). Using the level of
unemployment is problematic in large cross-naticawahlyses (including observations from differentridio
regions) because differences in measurement anheirsize of the informal sector might complicateedi
comparisons between developed and developing edeaom
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individual factors that shape voters’ resources eapacity to participate in the electoral
process: age, gender (measured as a dummy vawahle value of 1 if the respondent is
male), education (measured as a 1-8 scale whese grimary and 8 is post-graduate),
household income (measured from the lowest houdelmmome quintile to the highest
household income quintile), labor force status (nead as a dummy variable with value of 1
if the respondent is active in the labor markaty aatisfaction with democracy (measured as
a 1-4 scale from not satisfied to very satisfi&d.in the case of the individual propensity to
vote, for these individual level variables we retydata provided by CSES.

Given the structure of our dataset and our mettugilcdl approach, we also include
some country-level and election-level variablesdatrol for relevant contextual factors. For
the country-level of analysis, we control for itstional and economic predictors of voter
turnout. Blais and Dobrzynska (1998) show that dutnis higher in more developed
countries, so we include a logged measure of GDRgata (obtained from the World Bank
indicators). Many institutional factors can alsfiuence electoral participation. In particular,
it is well known that compulsory voting significintncreases electoral participation (Carlin
& Love, 2015; Franklin, 2004; Hirczy, 1994). In omodel, compulsory voting is measured
as a dummy variable coded as 1 if voting is congylsThe information to create this
variable comes from thinternational Institute for Democracy and Electoratsistancs
(IDEA) compulsory voting database. We also evaltlageeffect of democratization on voter
turnout by including a measure of the degree ofa®acy based on the Polity IV index.

For the election-level of analysis, we control @afiferent types of elections. Previous
research suggests that presidential and concusgleations (i.e. when presidential and
legislative contests occur simultaneously) shodsult in higher turnout rates (Carreras,
2018; Fornos et al., 2004). In order to test sutdces, we include in our model two dummy

variables ‘presidential-only elections’ and ‘conmant elections’, and use ‘legislative-only
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elections’ as the excluded baseline category. llyinhe electoral system might also affect
voter turnout (Jackman, 1987; Powell, 1986) so maude a dummy variable coded as 1
where majoritarian electoral systems are in pl&m=ga on electoral systems was extracted

from the database on democratic electoral systenittsbly Bormann and Golder (2013).

4.3. Method

To test our hypotheses, we use a stratified saofpliél countries and estimate a number of
models combining both aggregate and individualllelda (please see Table 1, and Tables
A2 to A7 in the online Appendix). As mentioned abpwur data has a hierarchical or
clustered structure. In the pooled CSES datasegdoh country, there is information from
various elections, and for each election, theiafe@mation on many individuals. Multilevel
models have the advantage that separate residogdorents can be specified at each level,
and therefore, they adjust for the correlationh&fse error components of the various levels
when estimating the coefficients (Gelman & Hill,02Q Steenbergen & Jones, 2002). In
particular, we estimate a number of mixed-effeatsdom intercept model specifications for
binary responses (because voter turnout is codead casnmy variable) in which the first-
level are individual-level predictors, the secoaddl are election-level predictors, and the
third-level are country-level predictors. Randorternept models are helpful for our analysis
because they allow us to estimate separate intsré@peach level of the hierarchy (country-
level and election-level), and consequently, we aasount for country-specific and election-
specific factors that affect voter turnout (Gelm@006; Gelman & Hill, 2007). In these
hierarchical models, the second level captures tcpwharacteristics that change over time,
such as economic conditions, and the third levptwas country factors that remain stable

over time, such as compulsory voting.
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We begin with a non-conditional, mixed-effects kig@ model that evaluates the
“mobilization-withdrawal” hypotheses by testing thessible effects of economic adversity
on the likelihood of voting. In order to evaluatauroconditional hypotheses (i.e.
“mobilization-withdrawal” is conditional on objeeg individual attributes and structural
factors), we estimate a number of conditional éffeenixed-effects logistic regression

models.

5. Findings
5.1. Non-conditional models
We first present the results of non-conditional eledn Table 1. These models estimate the
effect of economic hardships on respondents’ vghiess to vote. The estimates presented in
Table 1 suggest that worsening economic conditdmsnot necessarily trigger electoral
participation. In line with the findings of previsuesearch (Blais & Dobrzynska, 1998;
Fornos et al., 2004), the non-conditional effect efonomic adversity on electoral
participation is almost negligible (the coefficierfor adverse macroeconomic conditions —
economic growth and change in unemployment— arstatistically significant).

[Table 1 here]

The estimated effects of the individual-level valegs are quite consistent with the
expectations of the literature on voter turnoute Estimates presented in Table 1 suggest that
older, more educated, and economically active iddals are more likely to vote. The results
also show that, as predicted by different theorésvoter turnout, satisfaction with
democracy is a positive and significant predictbelectoral participation. At the country-
level, the non-conditional model suggests thatdbgree of democracy and GDP per capita
are not strong predictors of individual willingness vote. In other words, individuals in

richer and more democratic countries are not nacéssmore likely to participate in
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elections. The model presented in Table 1 rathggests that, at the country-level of
analysis, institutional factors are better preditof individual propensity to vote. For
example, in line with the results of previous ségdithe likelihood of voting is significantly
higher in countries where voting is compulsory. the election-level of analysis, our
estimations suggest that individuals are more yikel vote in concurrent elections than in

legislative-only or presidential-only elections.

5.2. Heter ogeneous effects

Our theoretical expectation is that the effect obremic adversity on voter turnout is
conditional on individual-level attributes and tstuctural factors: exposure to globalization
and welfare spending. In particular, we argue thatimpact of macroeconomic downturns
on citizens’ electoral engagement is contingenthamr sociodemographic characteristics. If
periods of economic duress mobilize or demobilin¢eks, the effects should be stronger
among citizens who are more vulnerable to econaaversity (i.e. the youth and individuals
with low socioeconomic status). We start by testihg ‘withdrawal’ and ‘mobilization’
hypotheses focusing on these specific sociodembgrgpoups.

In order to test these conditional hypotheses, stemate multilevel mixed-effects
logistic regression models designed to evaluate hodividuals’ socio-demographic
attributes (age, education, and income) shape thkactoral response to worsening
unemployment. Since we expect that the effect afnemic downturns on electoral
participation is stronger among the most vulnerabl@odemographic categories, our models
include dummy variables to capture these groups ¢ategory 18-24 to capture youth, lower

income quintile to capture low income, and primaducation to capture low educatipn

® The low-education dummy captures the first thretegories of the 1-8 CSES education scale: no forma
education, incomplete primary education, and cotagteémary education.
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rather than continuous variables measuring ageme¢ and education. In the first model
presented in Tables A2-A7 in the Appendix, we ideluinteraction terms between our
measure of change in unemployment and vulneralt®d®mographic categories (youth,
low education, and low income).

In line with our theoretical intuitions, the two-wanteractions (low education¥*in
unemployment, low income& in unemployment) in model 1 in Tables A2-A5 are
statistically significant which suggests that eaoimocrises have a more robust effect on the
decision to turnout of individuals with a low soeemnomic status. By contrast, the two-way
interactions youthA in unemployment are not statistically significant Tables A6-A7.
While the models show that young people are coraldi less likely to vote than other age
groups, this finding is not contingent on the macaemomic situation before an election.

To have a better sense of the magnitude and tketidin of the interactive effects of
economic downturns on turnout, we estimated predicprobabilities of electoral
participation for low-income (education) and higitome (education) respondents. The
predicted probabilities are presented in Figur@s These estimations show that citizens with
a low socioeconomic status are more likely to \etehe level of unemployment increases.
For instance, the predicted probability that cizewith a low level of education vote
increases from 80% when the measure of change amployment is at its mean to 83%
when there is a high increase in the level of udeympent (+2 SD). The size of the effect is
similar in the income models. As expected, the ipted probabilities also reveal that a
change in the level of unemployment does not afieetturnout rate of individuals with a
high-SES status.

[Figure 1 and 2 about here]
In sum, the results of these models suggest thatdseof economic duress have a

mobilization effect among the most vulnerable secamomic groups and no effect on the
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electoral participation of high-SES individuals. Vdéso hypothesized that the effects of
economic downturns on the electoral participatidnvolnerable populations are further

conditioned by structural factors such as the watgn of a country’s economy in the global

economy and welfare spending. In Tables A2 to A& also report the results of hierarchical
models estimating the effect of economic growthttom electoral participation of young and

low-SES individuals given different levels of expos to globalization and different degrees
of welfare protection. These models include thresrunteractions to assess the empirical
validity of these heterogeneous effects.

The results of models 2 and 3 in Tables A2 to Aggest that the effects of economic
adversity on the electoral participation of low-SEfoups are indeed contingent on
globalization and welfare spending. In fact, mokttlee three-way interactive terms are
statistically significant and many of the two-wagnetitutive terms are also statistically
significant. However, interpreting the coefficientsf§ complex interactive models is
challenging and several scholars suggest thatakevilay to observe interactive effects is to
show them graphically presenting marginal effectspeedicted probabilities (Brambor,
Clark, & Golder, 2006; Hanmer & Kalkan, 2013).

Figures 3-4 show the predicted probabilities ottleal participation for low-income
and low-education individuals at different level§ @hange in unemployment, welfare
spending, and exposure to globalization. The ptedicprobabilities reveal that the
mobilizing effect of macroeconomic downturns on éhectoral participation of citizens with
low income and low education is stronger in cowstthat are less exposed to globalization.
In less globalized countries (-1 SD in the KOF glidation index), we see a steep increase
in electoral participation among low-SES voterschuntries more exposed to globalization

(+1 SD in the KOF globalization index), the liner flow-income and low-education
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respondents is almost flat and the confidencevaterare wider. This suggests that economic
downturns do not influence electoral participatiothose contexts.
[Figures 3-4 here]

The predicted probabilities presented in Figuresa@so show that low-SES citizens
are more likely to vote when economic conditions adverse if welfare policies are less
generous. There is a clear increase in the predijstebability that low-income and low-
education citizens vote as unemployment goes woumtries with low welfare spending (-1
SD in welfare effort). By contrast, in generous faed states (+1 SD in welfare effort) an
increase in unemployment has no effect on theilikeld of voting of low-SES citizens.

In line with our theoretical intuitions, an econe@ndownturn does not influence the
level of participation of high-income and well-edted voters. This is true regardless of
contextual factors such as the level of global@aand welfare spending. These null effects
can be observed in Figures A1-A2 in the online Ampe. An implication of the patterns
reported in all these figures is that we shouldeolxs a decrease in the participation gap
between low income (education) and high income cation) citizens in elections that take
place during periods of economic duress in coumttieat are less inserted in the global
economy and have less generous welfare state mosisWe estimated the contrasts
between the predicted probability of voting of lawvcome and high-income citizens in less
globalized settings and in countries with less geme welfare states. These estimations are
reported in Figure 4.The results show that the size of the electorelgiaation gap between
low-income and high-income citizens markedly desesaas unemployment goes up when
elections take place in countries that are not wdigrated into the global economy and in

countries where welfare spending is low. Duringigus of severe economic downturn (+2

* We also made similar estimations contrasting thedipted probability of electoral participation fmfw-
education and high-education voters in non-glokdlizettings and in countries with low welfare spegdThe
results are very similar and are reported in FigABen the online Appendix.
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SD in change in unemployment), the difference ecwlral participation between poor and
wealthy individuals is barely distinguishable frén(i.e. loses statistical significance).

[Figure 5 about here]
5.3. Robustness models
Macroeconomic fluctuations can be measured in rdiffeways. While we use one of the
most standard measures in this paper (change iortbmployment rate), we also replicate
the models in Tables A2-A7 using an alternativadatbr: the GDP growth rate. The results
of these robustness models are presented in TABISL3 and the predicted probabilities
based on these models are shown in Figures A4-AYeionline Appendix.

The results are very similar to the ones repoaieave. First, there is little evidence
suggesting that young voters shift their level &dctoral participation as the economic
situation worsens, regardless of the level of diahton and of how generous the welfare
state is. Second, the two-way interaction terms éalucation*GDP growth in Tables A10-
All are statistically significant suggesting agtiat people who are not well educated are
more likely to vote during periods of economic dis:eOne important difference is that these
models do not show a similar effect for low-incomdividuals (the interaction terms low
income*growth in Tables A8-A9 are not statisticaignificant).

However, the main finding of the paper (i.e. tloat-SES respondents are mobilized
during economic downturns in contexts of low glabation and low welfare spending) is
robust to this alternative way of measuring maocpoemic fluctuations. The predicted
probabilities reported in figures A4-A5 show thawvtincome and low-education voters tend
to vote more during periods of slow or negative G@#Bwth in countries that are not well
integrated into the global economy and in states$ dffer weak welfare provisions. This
effect disappears in highly globalized economied i@nstrong welfare states. The contrasts

of predicted probabilities reported in Figures AB-Again suggest that the gap in electoral
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participation between low-SES and high-SES respaisdenarrows during economic
downturns in countries that are not well integratet the global economy and in states
where welfare spending is low.

In sum, both the “growth” and the “change in uné&yment” models show that the
likelihood of turning out to vote of individuals thi a low socioeconomic status is shaped
more strongly by macroeconomic fluctuations. Bt $ize of these effects is conditioned by
two structural factors: welfare spending and glidagilon. Low-income and less educated
voters are more likely to be mobilized during badreomic times when they live in countries
with low welfare protections and in less globalizeettings. On the contrary, economic
downturns do not have an impact on the electongiggaation of the same sociodemographic
groups in more globalized countries and in geneveelfare states.

6. Concluding remarks

We have shown that the impact of economic hardsiipslectoral participation depends on
individual attributes and structural factors. Irhet words, economic downturns have a
stronger mobilizing effect on voters who are in ituaion of economic and social
vulnerability (in particular people with a low soeconomic status) when they live in
countries that are less globalized (i.e. less tedein global markets) and in states that offer
weaker welfare protections. In those settings, éekscated and lower-income citizens suffer
more acutely from the dislocations generated bg@momic downturn and have a stronger
incentive to sanction national governments for psmmnomic performance.

How do these findings fit into the broader literatwn the link between economic
downturns and electoral participation? As mentiorambve, the existing literature has
produced mixed (but mostly null) findings. Largess-national analyzes have failed to find a
consistent effect of macroeconomic fluctuationsaggregate turnout. This is puzzling from

the perspective of the findings presented in tiigla. Since low-SES voters constitute a
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sizable group in all countries, we should stilldi#e to observe an increase in turnout at the
aggregate level during periods of economic dur€sg possibility is that other groups in
society demobilize during an economic crisis, lagdb null results at the aggregate level. In
fact, the literature has demonstrated that citiaghe identify with the incumbent are less
likely to participate in elections when economimés are bad (Helgason & Mérola, 2017;
Tillman, 2008). It has also been shown that vodeesmore likely to abstain during economic
downturns if they have a hard time identifying tharty responsible for the economic
problems (Rowe, 2015; Weschle, 2014). In parliamgnsystems with multiparty coalitions,
citizens might have a particularly hard time idBmtig who is to blame for an economic
downturn. In sum, there are individual-level andhteatual effects that might offset the
mobilizing effect of economic downturns reportedtins paper. This paper and the recent
literature cited here suggest that the null effactaggregate analyses should be interpreted
cautiously. The lack of correlation between GDPwgloand electoral participation at the
aggregate level might hide sizable effects for ipaldr sociodemographic groups in
particular contexts; and those are the most thieallst interesting questions to address in
future research.

One of the motivations of our paper was to asdessmpact of economic adversity
on the inequality of electoral participation betwedifferent sociodemographic groups.
Although our paper confirms the unequal voice dfedént sociodemographic groups in
contemporary democracies, the findings suggest #wnomic hardships produce a
participatory boost precisely among the segmentsoofety which are often ignored in the
political arena during “normal” times. This is espdly the case when these
sociodemographic groups are not protected by gesexelfare programs and when they live
in countries that are relatively isolated from glblmarkets. We are then less pessimistic

regarding the lack of representation of low-incoar& low-education groups in a wide
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variety of democratic systems. It appears thatetlggeups tend to vote in greater numbers
when it matters most to them.

An unexpected finding in this paper is that ecoraownturns do not lead to an
increase in the level of electoral participatioryoting voters. Why do young citizens remain
demobilized during an economic crisis even in glebalized settings and in countries that
offer only weak welfare protections? We contend th& result may be related to the fact
that younger generations are less likely to becpuoildically active in conventional ways
within formal institutional channels. Previous rasdh has indeed shown that younger
generations are more likely than other age groupsexpress their grievances in
unconventional ways, such as street demonstra{ipaion, 2011; Martin, 2012). While
younger generations tend to distrust electoralipslithey are more ready to confront elites
with demands from below (Dalton & Welzel, 2014).idt therefore possible that, among
young citizens, the participation boost observedngueconomic downturns is expressed
through participation in social movements and stdeenonstrations. These forms of political
engagement allow participants to express theirvgnees in the public arena and to make
direct demands on governmental institutions peszkias ineffective. There is significant
anecdotal evidence showing that young people hawed social movements and mass
demonstrations (such as thelignadosin Spain and the Occupy Wall Street movement in
the United States) as a response to the last giebatsion in 2009. Future research should

address this possibility in a more systematic way.
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TABLES

Table 1. Estimates for mixed-effects (multi-level), logtstand non-conditional models

for voter turnout

1) 2
Voter turnout Voter turnout

b/(se) b/(se)

MACROECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Change in unemployment rate 0.069
(0.28)

Lagged GDP growth -0.004

(0.02)

INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Age (from young to old groups) 0.383*** 0.381***
(0.01) (0.01)

Education (from elementary to postgraduate) 0.198** 0.198***
(0.00) (0.01)

Gender (male = 1) 0.063*** 0.065***
(0.01) (0.01)

In the labor market (yes = 1) 0.094*** 0.090***
(0.02) (0.02)

Satisfaction with democracy (from low to high) 232 0.325***
(0.01) (0.01)

COUNTRY LEVEL

Compulsory voting (yes = 1) 0.645*** 0.645***
(0.24) (0.24)

Level of democracy (Polity IV score) 0.140 0.131
(0.13) (0.13)

GDP per capita (log) -0.015 -0.008
(0.12) (0.12)

ELECTION LEVEL

Concurrent election (yes = 1) 0.852*** 0.858***
(0.28) (0.29)

Presidential elections (yes = 1) 0.738 0.741
(0.50) (0.50)

Majoritarian election (yes = 1) 0.052 0.049
(0.35) (0.35)

Constant -2.508* -2.465*
(1.22) (1.20)

Level two (country) random effects

Estimate -0.579%** -0.587***

Standard error (0.20) (0.20)

Level three (election) random effects

Estimate -0.402%** -0.401***

Standard error (0.10) (0.10)

N 167,285 165,895

p-values * 0.10 ** 0.05 *** 0.01
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FIGURES

Figure 1. Magnitude of the effect of change in unemployn@nelectoral participation (low-
income and high-income individuals)
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confidence intervals.
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Figure 2. Magnitude of the effect of change in unemployn@nelectoral participation (low-
education and high-education individuals)
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Figure 3. Magnitude of the effect of change in unemployn@anthe electoral participation
of low-income individuals
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Figure 4. Magnitude of the effect of change in unemploynanthe electoral participation
of low-education individuals
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Figure 5. Contrasts of predicted probabilities of turnowmparison of low-income (quintile
1) and high-income (quintile 5) respondents
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