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Income, Electoral Turnout,
and Partisan Voting in Taiwan

Wen-Chun Chang

Using data drawn from the Taiwan Social Change Survey, I investigate
how citizens' incomes affect turnout and partisan voting. In contrast to
studies of other countries, I find that lower-income voters are not less
likely to turn out in Taiwan. Moreover, although income does not have
strong effects on patterns of partisan voting in Taiwan, there is some ev­
idence that people with income levels just below the middle-income
group are less likely to vote for the left-wing party. KEYWORDS: income,
electoral turnout, partisan voting, Taiwan

RISING INCOME INEQUALITY OVER THE PAST DECADES IN MANY ADVANCED

and newly industrialized democracies has led to many discussions
about political participation across different income groups. Partici­
pation and patterns of partisan voting are critical for shaping redistri­
bution and social policies. Along with the fast-paced development of
globalization and the high-tech knowledge economy, increasing
income inequality seems to result in the political failure to provide
necessary social and welfare assistance to the poor. Despite theoreti­
cal arguments based on the median-voter model (Meltzer and
Richard 1981) predicting a greater degree of redistribution, growing
empirical evidence (Alesina and Glaeser 2004; Corneo and Gruner
2000) suggests that governments in more free-market countries tend
to offer less redistribution. This leads to the importance of under­
standing the pattern of political participation across different income
groups in reflecting their preferences for redistribution.

Previous studies suggest that higher levels of income inequality
are strongly associated with lower electoral turnout and depression of
the political engagements of the poor. For example, several cross­
country studies using data from more than twenty countries, includ­
ing the United States and European countries, show that greater eco-
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nomic inequality leads to greater political disparity between rich and
poor (Bartels 2008; Brady 2004; Dahl 2006; Gilens 2005; Oliver and
Ha 2007; Schattschneider 1960; Solt 2008,2010). In contrast, a few
studies on European, Asian, and Latin American democracies indi­
cate that income inequality does not have a significant impact on
voter turnout (Horn 2011; Stockemer and Scruggs 2012) and that
there is no systematic difference in the effect of income inequality on
electoral turnout between Western and non-Western countries (Stock­
emer and Scruggs 2012).

However, these results mostly take the overall rates of electoral
turnout to reflect citizens' political participation in advanced industri­
alized democracies and little is known about how individuals' politi­
cal participation and partisan voting vary with their economic posi­
tions. In particular, partisan voting (voting for left-wing or right-wing
parties) across different income groups remains largely unexplored
for East Asian newly industrialized democracies. It is possible that
there are important societal differences between advanced Western
democracies and contemporary East Asian democracies that shape
political institutions and people's attitudes toward their democratic
systems (Blais 2006). Thus, the socioeconomic structure and voters'
political behaviors in an East Asian democracy may substantially dif­
fer from those in advanced industrialized democracies.

This study investigates electoral turnout and partisan voting
across different income groups, with data drawn from the 2009 Tai­
wan Social Change Survey (TSCS). I further examine the structural
relationship between political participation and citizens' economic
positions as measured by their income levels relative to the median
income. The results from this study provide further insights into
political participation as well as partisan voting in regard to shaping
the redistribution policies in a newly industrialized democracy when
income inequality continues to rise sharply.

Related Literature
Previous studies have identified several factors for explaining the
cross-country variations in electoral turnout, such as the designs of
political institutions (Gallego, Rico, and Anduiza 2012; Iversen and
Soskice 2006; Norris 2004; Powell 1986), mobilization of political
parties and social groups (Gray and Caul 2000; Radcliff and Davis
2000), political efficacy and trust in government (Dalton 2004), and
partisan effects (Citrin, Schickler, and Sides 2003; Pacek and Rad­
cliff 1995). However, the disparity in electoral participation between
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the rich and the poor has been the central concern among recent stud­
ies on the political outcomes of democratic societies (Anderson and
Beramendi 2012; Bartels 2008; Brady 2004; Galbraith and Hale
2008; Leighly and Nagler 1992; Lijphart 1997; Mahler 2008; Solt
2008, 2010; Soss and Jacob 2009).

Aside from the median-voter model developed by Alan Meltzer
and Scott Richard (1981) predicting that a lower level of median
income relative to the average income leads to a higher level of
redistribution, there are several theoretical arguments to explain the
inequality of political engagement across different income groups.
Relative power theory argues that income inequality leads to a lower
level of political engagement among poor individuals, because the
rich have more money as a source of political power to shape the
political process in their own favor (Bachrach and Baratz 1970;
Gaventa 1980; Goodin and Dryzek 1980; Lukes 2005; Schattschnei­
der 1960). Moreover, resource theory also suggests that" political
engagement requires resources, and wealthy individuals have more
resources to participate in political activities than the poor
(Ansolabehere, de Figueiredo, and Snyder 2003; Verba, Schlozman,
and Brady 1995). This also implies a strong connection between
income inequality and the political inequality between the rich and
the poor. Conflict theory, in contrast, argues that a greater level of
income inequality causes people to participate more in politics since
more inequality causes greater divergences in political preferences
among citizens, especially for the poor and the rich who are the
respective potential beneficiaries and cost-bearers of the redistribu­
tion policies (Brady 2004; Meltzer and Richard 1981; Milanovic
2000; Oliver 2001).

While some empirical studies test theoretical arguments for the
issue of unequal political participation, the literature has not exten­
sively examined the relationship between income, electoral turnout,
and vote choice. Recently, three main theories have emerged to
explain the relationship between income and electoral participation.
Among these arguments, Robert Goodin and John Dryzek (1980)
argue that when economic power is skewed, political "success" is
also likely to be skewed, and this excludes the relatively poor from
political participation. This leaves the political process and outcomes
to be dominated by the competing interests of those who are better
off.

A second view of the electoral effects of inequality takes the
exact opposite position. It suggests that higher social inequality
increases participation, because inequality polarizes the policy pref-
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erences of the poor and the rich, leading both groups to mobilize to
higher degrees (Brady 2004; Oliver and Ha 2007).

Moreover, a third explanation suggests that there is no effect of
inequality on average turnout. Any effects occur only within income
groups in a country, as the relatively rich participate more and the
poor less with higher inequality. This argument suggests that inequal­
ity may impart biases in representation, but should not impact over­
all turnout (Ansolabehere, de Figueiredo, and Snyder 2003).

In contrast, some other studies have emphasized the effect of the
structure of inequality on electoral turnout (Kenworthy and Pontus­
son 2005; Mahler 2008; Galbraith and Hale 2008; Pontusson and
Rueda 2010; Lupu and Pontusson 2011; and Jaime-Castillo 2009).
These studies have found that the most important link between
income inequality and the degree of redistribution can be better
explained by the correlation between electoral turnout and the struc­
ture of inequality characterized by income skew; the interaction
between income inequality and political mobilization of low-income
voters and the likelihood of middle-income voters to ally with low­
income voters are critical factors for supporting redistributive poli­
cies. In particular, Noam Lupu and Jonas Pontusson (2011) show that
when the distance between the middle-income group and the poor is
smaller relative to the distance between the middle and the rich, the
middle-income voters are more likely to support redistributive poli­
cies for the poor. Because, as it is argued, electoral turnout is posi­
tively related to the extent of government redistribution and there is
a strong negative relationship between turnout and the skew of
income distribution, both the median-voter model and the power
resource theory can coexist with theoretical and empirical support.

Despite these significant contributions from the previous litera­
ture, little is known about the variations in political participation and
partisan voting among citizens across different income groups, as
measured by their relative positions along the income spectrum.
Given the possibility that voters with income levels near the median
income are not the main beneficiaries of redistribution, knowing the
preferences and political attitudes of these voters may indeed provide
a complementary explanation for redistributive politics caused by ris­
ing income inequality. Most previous studies on the factors explain­
ing individuals' voting behaviors argue that the economic outcomes
of government policies have strong effects on voters' choices
(Alesina, Londregan, and Rosenthal 1993; Duch and Stevenson
2005; Franko, Tolbert, and Witko 2013; Gerber and Huber 2009;
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Gomez and Wilson 2006; Hibbs 1987; Kayser and Wlezien 2011;
Kramer 1971, 1983; Lewis-Beck 1988), and consequently, high­
income and low-income voters will be affected differently by left­
wing or right-wing government. From the perspective of the redistri­
bution policy, the theories of Meltzer and Richard (1981) and Roland
Benabou (2000) predict that people with incomes below the median
level will be more likely to vote for the left-wing party because they
can benefit from the redistribution policies of the left-wing govern­
ment. However, Michael Lewis-Beck's (1988) study on five Euro­
pean countries shows that there is no significant relationship between
personal economic conditions and vote choice, while some compar­
ative studies, such as David Sanders (1999) and Peter Nannestad and
Martin Paldam (1997), indicate that citizens in certain democracies
are more likely to make their vote choices based on personal eco­
nomic considerations. More recently, Andrew Leigh's (2005) analy­
sis of Australian data shows that poor and younger voters are more
likely to be left-wing; his result is consistent with the argument that
the political outcome under a left-wing government is more favorable
for the poor and younger voters. In addition, Simon Jackman (2003)
finds a nonlinear relationship between electorate median income and
left-wing party support. The mixed evidence on individual vote
choice can partially be explained by the arguments of institutional
arrangements (Powell and Whitten 1993), political culture (Feldman
1982; Kinder and Mebane 1983), voters' intrinsic ideological attach­
ments to political parties (Campbell et al. 1960, 1966), and differ­
ences in political information held by voters (Conover, Feldman, and
Knight 1986; Krause 1997; Weatherford 1983).

Based on the studies at the individual level of Western estab­
lished democracies, the existing literature suggests that citizens with
a higher level of socioeconomic status are more likely to turn out to
vote and have a lower probability of voting for the left-wing party
than those with a lower socioeconomic status in elections (Anderson
and Beramendi 2008, 2012; De Koster, Achterberg, and van der Waal
2013; Leigh 2005; Lewis-Beck and Nadeau 2011; Lewis-Beck,
Nadeau, and Foucault 2013; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). In
contrast, the empirical evidence from comparative studies on estab­
lished and new democracies at the individual level (Gijsberts and
Nieuwbeerta 2000; Gomez and Wilson 2006; Jou 2011; van der
Brug, Franklin, and Taka 2008) indicates that differences in culture,
as well as in historical and institutional contexts, can have strong
influences on citizens' voting behaviors. However, among the vari-
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ables of socioeconomic status, there are mixed results on the rela­
tionship between income and partisan choice. For example, examin­
ing cases from Canada, Hungary, Mexico, and Taiwan with signifi­
cant differences in social and cultural contexts, Brad Gomez and J.
Matthew Wilson (2006) show that cognitive heterogeneity is impor­
tant, while income is insignificant for explaining vote choice in both
established and new democracies. Moreover, comparing four East
Asian democracies (Japan, South Korea, the Philippines, and Taiwan)
with two Western democracies (Australia and New Zealand), Willy
Jou (2011) shows that income is important for explaining partisan
orientation only for New Zealand, not for the Asian democracies.
Given the findings from previous empirical studies using individual­
level data, the relationship between relative income and voting
behavior remains largely unclear.

Taiwan, as an East Asian new democracy, is distinct from West­
ern established democracies as its political system has been recently
transformed from authoritarianism to a multiparty democracy, sub­
sequent to the lifting of martial law in 1987, which allowed for more
intense competition from different political parties. During this
process of democratic solidification, liberalization and globalization
of the economy have caused income inequality to increase, which
might lead to greater disparity between the rich and the poor in polit­
ical representation. These political and economic transformations can
potentially enhance the political interests, political awareness, and
political efficacy of citizens during the process of forming their polit­
ical preferences. The case of Taiwan provides an excellent opportu­
nity for us to further examine the relationship between income and
voting behavior from the perspective of political effects caused by
democratic and economic developments for an East Asian country.
This study will explore not only the relationship between electoral
turnout and relative income, but also whether voters' partisan choices
can be explained by economic position relative to the middle-income
group.

Empirical Framework and Data
Based on the theoretical arguments discussed above, we describe our
empirical framework for estimating the relationship between voting
turnout and relative income as the following equation:
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where Votei is measured as having voted (or partisan voting) in the
previous general election, Yi is individual i's relative family income
(measured as the respondent's family monthly income divided by the
median level of monthly family income, RFYi, or the income per­
centile),~ is a set of control variables including socioeconomic char­
acteristics (gender, age, marital status, education, employment status,
religious affiliation and attendance), and e, is the error term.

This study uses data from the 2009 Taiwan Social Change Sur­
vey (TSCS) to examine the relationships among voting turnout, par­
tisan voting, and income. Since 1984, the TSCS has been conducted
annually, with different main topics, by the Institute of Sociology at
Academia Sinica. Starting in 2002, the TSCS joined the International
Social Survey Programme (ISSP) and became part of an East Asian
survey team that initiated the East Asian Social Survey (EASS) in
2003. The 2009 TSCS was conducted from July 19 to August 23 and
consisted of two modules: Social Inequality and Religion and Cul­
ture. We utilize the Social Inequality Module, which contains infor­
mation about respondents' perceptions on social inequality, attitudes
toward social equality, the importance of various factors being pre­
requisites for success in society, respondents' political participation
and partisanship, along with respondents' socioeconomic characteris­
tics. After excluding the samples of those who were ineligible to vote
or could not remember voting or did not vote in the last presidential
election (held in March 2007), there are 1,637 observations used in
this study. Appendixes 1 and 2 provide the definitions and descriptive
statistics of the variables used in this study. The text of the questions
for constructing the key variables (vote choice, income, and party) is
provided in Appendix 3. The Appendixes offer more details about the
definitions of the variables and how they are constructed according
to the respondents' answers to the questions asked in the TSCS.

The dependent variable Votei takes the value of 1 if the respon­
dent has voted (or partisan choice: voting for the Pan-Blue camp or
the Pan-Green camp') in the previous general election held in Taiwan
(otherwise, Votei == 0). To construct the key variable of income level,
we use four dummy variables of the respondent's family income per­
centiles (20th percentile, 40th percentile, 80th percentile, and 100th
percentile) with the middle-income group as the baseline category
(60th percentile) as well as the value of RFYi , the respondent's fam­
ily monthly income divided by the median level of the monthly fam­
ily income in NT$ (New Taiwan dollars). For defining the dummy
variables of income percentile and calculating the value of RFYi, we
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first conduct the ranking of each respondent's monthly family
income as well as identify the median value of the monthly family
income. With the ranking of the monthly family income, the respon­
dents are divided into five groups of different income percentiles
and, therefore, four dummy variables of income percentiles (20th
percentile, 40th percentile, 80th percentile, and 100th percentile) can
be defined with the 60th percentile (middle-income group) employed
as the baseline reference group. Meanwhile, the value of RFYi for
each respondent also can be calculated.

As shown in Table 1, the turnout rate for the full sample is 83
percent. Among the five income groups, the turnout rate is the lowest
at 79.5 percent for the groups at the 40th income percentile. On aver­
age, high-income people are more likely to vote than are low-income
individuals. Moreover, the mean value of RFY is 1.36, indicating that
the distribution of income is somewhat skewed toward the right with
a higher level of average family income for people positioned above
the median income.

Since we are aiming to examine the relationship between politi­
cal participation reflected by voter turnout and income, it is useful to
have a brief discussion about the differences in partisan choice by
income percentile. Divided into five different income percentiles, as
also shown in Table 1, the Pan-Blue camp traditionally consists of
the right-wing political parties, including the Nationalist Party
(Kuomintang [KMT]), the People First Party (PFP), and the New
Party (NP); the percentage of people voting for the Pan-Blue politi­
cal camp is generally increasing in income percentile after the
income level reaches the 60th income percentile. The percentage of

Table 1 Percentages of Voter Turnout, Partisan Voting, Family Income
(FY), and Relative Family Income (RFY) by Income Percentile

Variable 20th 40th 60th 80th 100th All

Voter turnout 0.81 0.80 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.83
Vote for Blue 0.56 0.55 0.57 0.60 0.60 0.57
Vote for Green 0.24 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.21 0.23
Abstain" 0.20 0.24 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.20
FY (NT$) 18,455 38,394 56,981 85,091 174,174 74,615
RFY 0.34 0.69 1.04 1.55 3.17 1.36

Note: a. Includes those who did not cast a vote or cast an invalid ballot.
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people voting for the Pan-Blue camp is the lowest at 54.7 percent for
the 40th income percentile, but it increases to 57.3 percent, 59.8 per­
cent, and 59.9 percent for the 60th, 80th, and 100th percentiles,
respectively. Not surprisingly, compared with the Pan-Blue camp, the
percentage of people voting for the Pan-Green political camp, which
includes the Democratic Progressive Party (DDP) and Taiwan Soli­
darity Union (TSU), is lower for each of the five income percentiles.
In addition, it also has the lowest percentage at 21.4 percent for the
100th percentile, and it is 24.5 percent for the 20th percentile, 21.7
percent for the 40th percentile, 23.5 percent for the 60th percentile,
and 21.7 percent for the 80th percentile. In contrast, the group at the
40th income percentile has the highest percentage of abstention at
23.6 percent and people at the 80th income percentile are least likely
to abstain with 18.6 percent, while the percentage of abstention is
19.9 percent, 19.2 percent, and 18.7 percent for the 20th, 60th, and
100th income percentiles, respectively.

Considering the relative family income (RFY) for different
income percentiles, the mean value of RFY is 0.34 for the lowest
20th percentile and then it increases gradually. There is a drastic
increase from 1.55 for the 80th percentile to 3.17 for the 100th per­
centile. Apparently, the gap between the percentages of people voting
for the Pan-Blue and Pan-Green camps becomes larger as the income
percentile and the relative family income (RFY) reach higher levels.
Generally speaking, the percentage of people voting for the Pan-Blue
camp increases as the income level rises. However, the percentage of
people voting for the Pan-Green camp does not monotonically
increase as the income level declines, and it has the lowest percent­
age at the 40th income percentile, which is just below the median
income level.

For the lowest 20th income percentile, there is a gap between the
percentages of people voting for the Pan-Blue camp and the Pan­
Green camp at 55.7 percent and 24.5 percent, respectively. However,
this gap is larger for the group at the 40th income percentile with
54.7 percent of people voting for the Pan-Blue camp and 21.7 per­
cent voting for the Pan-Green camp. It appears that the Pan-Green
camp does not win a significant share of votes among people within
the 40th income percentile. This may suggest that people with an
income level close to, but below, the median income are less likely to
vote for the Pan-Green camp. Since the turnout rate is also lowest for
people with an income level at the 40th percentile and it becomes
higher for people with their income levels ranked at the 60th per-
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centile or higher, the dominance of high-income individuals in polit­
ical participation in Taiwan through voting to affect public policies
may well be expected. In other words, as the number of Pan-Blue
supporters increases with the income level while the number of Pan­
Green supporters does not substantially and monotonically increase
as the income level declines, low-income people may be dispropor­
tionately underrepresented in politics.

Empirical Results
To examine the relationships among income, voter turnout, and par­
tisan choice in Taiwan, we conduct multinomial logit estimations,
which consider that every voter has three possible choices in the
election (vote for the Pan-Blue camp, vote for the Pan-Green camp,
or abstain), to determine whether there is a strong relationship
between electoral choice and income. For the sake of simplicity, in
explaining the estimation results, we only report the marginal effects
for the explanatory variables. Tables 2 and 3 present the estimation
results without and with the party identifications (Blue and Green) as
explanatory variables. Excluding party identifications from explana­
tory variables, as shown in Table 2, people at the 40th income per­
centile are 3.6 percent less likely to vote for the Pan-Blue camp than
the group at the 60th income percentile (baseline group), but more
importantly, they are also 4.8 percent more likely to abstain and 1.2
percent less likely to vote for the Pan-Green camp in the election. In
contrast, people at the 80th income percentile are 1.2 percent less
likely to vote for the Pan-Green camp, but only 0.8 percent more
likely to abstain in the election than the group at the 60th income
percentile. When party identification is included as an explanatory
variable, the estimation results further confirm the similar voting
behaviors for the group at the 40th income percentile. As shown in
Table 3, people at the 40th income percentile are 1.9 percent more
likely to vote for the Pan-Blue camp than those at the 60th income
percentile. More importantly, people at the 40th income percentile
are also 4.1 percent more likely to abstain and 6 percent less likely to
vote for the Pan-Green camp in the election. In other words, the 40th
income percentile as the group of people with income ranked just
below the median group (60th income percentile) not only are more
likely to abstain, but are also less likely to vote for the left-wing Pan­
Green camp in the election.
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Table 2 Marginal Effects from Multinomial Logit Estimation:
Income Level Categorized by Income Percentile

Variable

Constant
Gender
Age
Age?
Married
Education
Employed
Buddha
Tao
Folk
Catholic
Protestant
Attend 1
Attend2
Attend3
20th percentile
40th percentile
80th percentile
100th percentile
N 1,637

Vote for Blue
(Vote = 0)

-0.18 (0.14)
-0.08 (0.03)***

0.01 (0.54D-2)
-O.09D-4 (0.05D-3)
-O.28D-2 (0.03)

0.02 (0.38D-2)***
0.02D-2 (0.03)
0.09D-2 (0.04)

-0.13 (0.04)***
-0.06 (0.03)*

0.19 (0.11)*
-0.08 (0.08)
-O.57D-2 (0.03)

0.07 (0.06)
-0.01 (0.07)
-0.07 (0.04)*
-0.04 (0.04)

0.32D-2 (0.04)
-O.47D-2 (0.04)

Abstain
(Vote = 1)

0.04 (0.01)
0.04 (0.02)**

-O.01D-2 (0.42D-2)
-O.04D-3 (0.04D-3)
-0.05 (0.02)**
-O.57D-2 (0.29D-2)*
-0.01 (0.02)
-0.02 (0.03)
-0.01 (0.03)
-O.28D-2 (0.02)
-0.05 (0.08)

0.02 (0.06)
0.01 (0.02)

-0.01 (0.04)
0.06D-2 (0.05)
0.06 (0.03)*
0.05 (0.03)*
0.83D-2 (0.03)

-0.40 (0.03)

Vote for Green
(Vote = 2)

0.13 (0.12)
0.04 (0.02)*

-O.77D-2 (0.45D-2)*
0.53 (0.04D-3)
0.05 (0.03)

-0.01 (0.32D-2)***
0.01 (0.03)
0.02 (0.03)
0.14 (0.03)***
0.06 (0.03)**

-0.14 (0.11)
0.06 (0.07)

-O.42D-2 (0.02)
-0.06 (0.05)

0.01 (0.06)
0.01 (0.03)

-0.01 (0.03)
-0.01 (0.03)

0.87D-2 (0.03)

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < O.Ol.
D-n indicates that the number is multiplied by 1o-n.

According to the estimation results of Tables 2 and 3 using a
multinomial logit model, the predicted probabilities and 95 percent
confidence intervals of voting for Pan-Blue, Pan-Green, and abstain­
ing for different groups of income percentile are calculated and pre­
sented in Figures 1 and 2. Whether or not party identifications are
included, the predicted tendency of voting behaviors for the 40th
income percentile group indicates that the number of Pan-Green sup­
porters does not systematically increase as the income level declines.
Considering the estimated results at conventional p < .05 levels,
income has no statistically significant effect on turnout or vote
choice. It appears that in Taiwan income has little effect. But to the
extent there is a weakly statistically significant effect, it is with
respect to the lower-middle class. It is interesting to note that the
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Table 3 Marginal Effects from Multinomial Logit Estimation: Income Level
Categorized by Income Percentile, Including Party Identification

Variable

Constant
Gender
Age
Age?
Married
Education
Employed
Buddha
Tao
Folk
Catholic
Protestant
Attend1
Attend2
Attend3
20th percentile
40th percentile
80th percentile
1DOth percentile
Blue
Green
N 1,637

Vote for Blue
(Vote = 0)

-D.19 (0.15)
-D.08 (0.03)***

0.01 (0.01)*
-D.05D-3 (0.05D-3)

0.36D-2 (0.03)
0.43D-2 (0.44D-2)
0.03 (0.03)

-D.53D-2 (0.04)
-D.02 (0.05)
-D.02 (0.04)

0.12 (0.13)
-D.10 (0.10)
-D.O1 (0.03)

0.03 (0.07)
0.05 (0.08)

-D.04 (0.05)
0.02 (0.04)
0.01 (0.04)
0.04 (0.05)
0.55 (0.04)***

-D.49 (0.08)***

Abstain
(Vote = 1)

0.06 (0.12)
0.05 (0.02)**

-D.10D-2 (0.48D-2)
-D.03D-3 (0.04D-3)
-D.05 (0.03)*
-D.19D-2 (0.34D-2)
-D.02 (0.02)

0.48D-2 (0.03)
-D.01 (0.04)
-D.01 (0.03)
-D.27D-2 (0.09)

0.07 (0.07)
0.02 (0.02)

-D.O1 (0.05)
-D.01 (0.06)

0.04 (0.04)
0.04 (0.03)
0.01 (0.03)

-D.01 (0.04)
-D.23 (0.03)***

0.06 (0.05)

Vote for Green
(Vote = 2)

0.13 (0.11)
0.03 (0.02)

-D.01 (0.42D-2)**
0.08D-3 (0.04D-3)**
0.05 (0.02)*

-D.24D-2 (0.30D-2)
-D.01 (0.02)

0.05D-2 (0.03)
0.03 (0.03)
0.02 (0.03)

-D.12 (0.10)
0.03 (0.07)

-D.69D-2 (0.02)
-D.02 (0.05)
-D.04 (0.06)

0.10D-2 (0.03)
-D.06 (0.03)*
-D.02 (0.03)
-D.03 (0.03)
-D.31 (0.03)***

0.43 (0.05)***

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
D-n indicates that the number is multiplied by 1o-n.

poor do appear to behave "correctly" but that the lower-middle class
does not; they appear most alienated and do not vote "correctly."

Among the socioeconomic variables, male individuals are less
likely to vote for the Pan-Blue camp, more likely to abstain, and
more likely to vote for the Pan-Green camp than female individuals.
Age has an inverted If-shape relationship with the probability ofvot­
ing for the Pan-Blue camp or for the Pan-Green camp. Married peo­
ple are less likely to abstain than are unmarried individuals, while
education tends to increase the probability of voting for the Pan-Blue
camp and decrease the probabilities of abstention and voting for the
Pan-Green camp. As for the religious variables, Taoists and believers
in folk religions are less likely to vote for the Pan-Blue camp and
more likely to vote for the Pan-Green camp than are nonreligious
people.
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Figure 1 Predicted Probabilities and 95 Percent Confidence Intervals of
Vote Choice by Income Percentile, Without Party Identification
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Figure 2 Predicted Probabilities and 95 Percent Confidence Intervals
of Vote Choice by Income Percentile, with Party Identification
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As a robustness check on the shape of the relations between
income and voting behavior, we also conducted two successive pro­
bit estimations regarding the decision of an individual on whether to
vote and which political camp to support among voters. As shown in
the first two columns of Appendix 4, the coefficient of income vari­
able (RFY), measured as family monthly income divided by median
level of family monthly income, is positively and significantly asso­
ciated with the probability of turning out to vote. This indicates that
an increase in RFY leads to a higher probability of turning out to
vote. In contrast, the probability of voting for the Pan-Green camp
decreases as RFY increases, but the coefficient of RFY is insignifi­
cant. To further examine whether there is a quadratic form of rela­
tionship between income and voting behavior, we also added a
squared term of RFY as an explanatory variable to conduct the esti­
mations. As reported in the third and fourth columns of Appendix 4,
both the RFY and RFy2 have positive coefficients for the probability
of turning out to vote and negative coefficients for voting for the
Pan-Green camp, but the coefficients are insignificant. These results
indicate that there is no quadratic form of the relationship between
income and voting behavior. These tests tend to suggest that an
increase in income leads to a higher probability of turning out to vote
and a lower probability of voting for the Pan-Green camp. As a
result, it is plausible that using dummy variables of different income
percentiles as measures of income levels could appropriately capture
the shape of the relationship between income and voting behavior,
similar to the estimation results reported in Tables 2 and 3.

With four dummy variables of different income percentiles as the
measures of income levels, we also conducted two successive probit
estimations for the probability of turning out to vote and the proba­
bility of voting for the Pan-Green camp among voters. As reported in
Appendix 5, compared with the middle-income group (60th income
percentile), the coefficients of the 20th income percentile and the
40th income percentile are negative and significant for explaining the
probability of turning out to vote. This indicates that people belong­
ing to the groups at the 20th and 40th income percentiles are more
likely to abstain in the election. However, the variables of income
percentiles are insignificant for explaining the probability of voting
for the Pan-Green camp. These outcomes are consistent with the
results from multinomiallogit estimations as reported in Appendixes
6 and 7 with the income level measured as RFY, that is, an individual
with a higher level of RFY is more likely to vote for the Pan-Blue
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camp and less likely to abstain, and income is insignificant for
explaining the probability of voting for the Pan-Green camp. More­
over, using the multinomial logit model, there is no strong evidence
for the existence of a quadratic form of the relationship between
income and voting behavior.

The estimation results of Tables 2 and 3 as well as Appendixes 4,
5, 6, and 7 tend to suggest that people at the 40th income percentile
are more likely to abstain or are less likely to vote for the Pan-Green
camp. This further confirms the nonsystematic relationship between
income and voting behavior. Moreover, people at the 40th income
percentile also appear to be critical in explaining the political dispar­
ity between the poor and the rich because of the effects of their
abstention or the lower probability of voting for the left-wing Pan­
Green camp. In comparing the results from the multinomial logit
estimations with the middle-income percentile (60th percentile), peo­
ple at the 40th income percentile could have a more than 4 percent
higher probability of abstention and a 6 percent lower probability of
voting for the Pan-Green camp.

Consistent with the findings from the previous literature, low­
income people are more likely to abstain in the election than are
high-income individuals; education has a strong positive effect on
voting for the right-wing party (Pan-Blue camp) and leads to a lower
probability of abstention. The results from this study more impor­
tantly provide some distinct findings, suggesting that people with
income levels at the 40th income percentile just below the middle­
income group have a higher tendency to abstain in an election and
probably are also less likely to be left-wing (Pan-Green camp) sup­
porters than people in the middle-income group.

Conclusion
As income inequality continues to rise sharply, political outcomes
that result in redistribution policies to provide a social safety net
have become increasingly important in many countries. It has been
argued in recent studies that the political disparity between the rich
and the poor that grows with income inequality has been the main
reason why policy responses to poor people's needs are lacking
under the political outcomes of many advanced industrialized democ­
racies. However, the effects of citizens' economic positions on elec­
toral turnout as well as partisan voting have not been particularly
emphasized in the literature on the political economy of redistribu-
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tion. The relationships between income, electoral turnout, and vote
choice may be important for explaining the political disparity between
the rich and the poor.

Using data drawn from the 2009 TSCS, this study investigates
how electoral turnout and partisan voting vary with the changes in
citizens' economic positions for a newly industrialized democracy.
Specifically, this study examines the effects of citizens' income lev­
els on electoral turnout as well as partisan voting. It further extends
our understanding about the shape of the relationship between
income and people's electoral participation and vote choice in
reflecting their preferences for governments' redistribution policies.
Distinct from studies of other countries, we find that lower income
voters are not less likely to turnout in Taiwan. Although income does
not have strong effects on patterns of partisan voting in Taiwan, there
is some evidence that people with income levels just below the mid­
dle-income group are less-not more-likely to vote for the left­
wing party. Moreover, gender and religious affiliations are important
factors for explaining electoral turnout and partisan voting.

This study also illustrates some important results distinct from
the previous literature on advanced industrialized democracies. The
empirical results from this study suggest that in Taiwan income has
little effect. But to the extent there is a weakly statistically significant
effect, it is with respect to the lower-middle class. It is interesting to
note that the poor do appear to behave "correctly" but that the lower­
middle class does not; they appear most alienated and do not vote
"correctly." In other words, people in the lowest (20th) income per­
centile are not those who have the lowest turnout and the lowest like­
lihood of voting for the Pan-Blue (right-wing) political camp. Indeed,
people in the 40th income percentile, just below the middle-income
group, are those voters who have the lowest turnout rate and are most
unlikely to vote for the Pan-Green (left-wing) political camp. More­
over, people in the 40th income percentile have the highest likeli­
hood of abstaining in an election. The results from this study provide
some empirical evidence for the differences in political participation
across different income groups as measured by their income levels
relative to the middle-income group. These results contribute to the
literature on the political economy on redistribution for explaining
the political disparity caused by variations in electoral turnout and
partisan voting along the income spectrum. In future research it will
be interesting to further investigate how citizens' perceptions about
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redistribution policies vary with their relative economic positions and
whether this variation leads to changes in political engagements.

Wen-Chun Chang is professor of public finance at the National Taipei Univer­
sity. Chang received his PhD in economics from the University of Maryland,
College Park. His research interests include charitable giving, religious econom­
ics, happiness studies in economics, social capital, and political economy in Tai­
wan. Contact him at wchang@mail.ntpu.edu.tw.

Appendix 1 Definitions of Variables

Variable

Gender

Age
Age2

Married

Education
Employed

Buddha

Tao

Folk

Catholic

Protestant

Attend 1

Attend2

Attend3

RFY

Definition

Gender of the respondent. If male, then Gender = 1; if female, then
Gender = O.

Age of the respondent
Square of age of the respondent
If the respondent is married, then Married = 1; otherwise Married =

O. (baseline category: single, divorced, or widowed)
Years of education
Employment status. If the respondent is employed, then Employed =

1; otherwise Employed =O. (baseline category: unemployed or not
in the labor force)

Religious affiliation. If Buddhist, then Buddha = 1; otherwise
Buddha =o. (baseline category: no religion or others)

Religious affiliation. If Taoist, then Tao = 1; otherwise Tao =o.
(baseline category: no religion or others)

Religious affiliation. If Folk religionist, then Folk = 1;
otherwise Folk = O. (baseline category: no religion or others)

Religious affiliation. If Catholic, then Catholic =1; otherwise
Catholic =O. (baseline category: no religion or others)

Religious affiliation. If Protestant, then Protestant = 1; otherwise
Protestant =O. (baseline category: no religion or others)

How frequently have you participated in religious activities?
If a few times per year, then Attend 1 = 1; otherwise Attend 1 =O.
(baseline category: no attendance)

How frequently have you participated in religious activities? If a few
times per month, then Attend2 = 1; otherwise Attend2 = o.
(baseline category: no attendance)

How frequently have you participated in religious activities? If a few
times per week, then Attend3 = 1; otherwise Attend3 = O.
(baseline category: no attendance)

The level of relative family income measured by the respondent's
family monthly income divided by the median level of monthly
family income.

(continues)
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Appendix 1 Continued

Variable

20th
percentile

40th
percentile

80th
percentile

100th
percentile

Vote

Vote for
Blue
(Green)

Blue

Green

Definition

20th income percentile. If the respondent's family monthly income is
ranked at 20th percentile = 1; otherwise 20th percentile =O.
(baseline category: 60th percentile)

40th income percentile. If the respondent's family monthly income is
ranked at 40th percentile = 1; otherwise 40th percentile = O.
(baseline category: 60th percentile)

80th income percentile. If the respondent's family monthly income is
ranked at 80th percentile = 1; otherwise 80th percentile = O.
(baseline category: 60th percentile)

100th income percentile. If the respondent's family monthly income
is ranked at 100th percentile = 1; otherwise 100th percentile = O.
(baseline category: 60th percentile)

In the probit estimations, if the respondent has voted in the previous
general election, then Vote = 1; otherwise Vote = O. In the
multinomial logit estimations, if the respondent voted for the Pan­
Blue camp, then Vote = 0; if abstained, then Vote = 1; if voted for
the Pan-Green camp, then Vote = 2.

If the respondent voted for the Pan-Blue (Pan-Green) camp in the
previous general election, then Vote for Blue (Vote for Green) = 1;
otherwise Vote for Blue (Vote for Green) =O.

Partisanship. Do you think of yourself as leaning to the Pan-Blue
political camp (Nationalist Party [KMT], People First Party [PFP],
and New Party [NP]) or the Pan-Green political camp (Democratic
Progressive Party [DDP] and Taiwan Solidarity Union [TSU])? If
leaning to Pan-Blue political camp, then Blue = 1; otherwise Blue
= O. (baseline category: no partisanship)

Partisanship. Do you think of yourself as leaning to the Pan-Blue
political camp (Nationalist Party [KMT], People First Party [PFP],
and New Party [NP]) or the Pan-Green political camp (Democratic
Progressive Party [DDP] and Taiwan Solidarity Union [TSU])? If
leaning to Pan-Green political camp, then Green = 1; otherwise
Green = O. (baseline category: no partisanship)
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Appendix 2 Descriptive Statistics

Variable

Gender
Age
Age?
Married
Education
Employed
Buddha
Tao
Folk
Catholic
Protestant
Attend 1
Attend2
Attend3
RFY
Vote
Vote for Blue
Vote for Green
Abstain
N 1,637

Mean

0.53
46.96

2449.44
0.62

11.65
0.63
0.23
0.13
0.30
0.02
0.04
0.27
0.05
0.05
1.36
0.82
0.57
0.23
0.20

S.D.

0.50
15.64

1604.19
0.48
4.58
0.48
0.42
0.34
0.46
0.14
0.20
0.45
0.23
0.22
1.41
0.38
0.49
0.42
0.40

365
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(02) NT$10,000 or less
(04) NT$20,001-NT$30,000
(06) NT$40,001-NT$50,000
(08) NT$60,001-NT$70,000
(10) NT$80,001-NT$90,000
(12) NT$100,001-NT$110,000
(14) NT$120,001-NT$130,000
(16) NT$140,001-NT$150,000
(18) NT$160,001-NT$170,000
(20) NT$180,001-NT$190,000
(22) NT$200,001-NT$300,000
(24) NT$400,001-NT$500,000
(26) More than NT$l ,000,000

366

Appendix 3 Text of the Important Questions in 2009 Taiwan
Social Change Survey

Q: Vote choice
Did you vote in the last presidential election (March 2008)?

(01) Yes, voted for Ma, Ying-jeou and Hsiao, Wan-chang
(02) Yes, voted for Hsieh, Chang-ting and Su, Tseng-chan
(03) Cast an invalid ballot
(04) No
(97) Can't remember
(99) Not eligible to vote

Q: Income
What is your average monthly household income before taxes, including all your

family income (e.g., income from work or part-time jobs, rewards, interest,
bonus or dividends, government subsides, rent and other income, pension,
etc.)?

(01) None
(03) NT$10,001-NT$20,000
(05) NT$30,001-NT$40,000
(07) NT$50,001-NT$60,000
(09) NT$70,001-NT$80,000
(11) NT$90,001-NT$100,000
(13) NT$110,001-NT$120,000
(15) NT$130,001-NT$140,000
(17) NT$150,001-NT$160,000
(19) NT$170,001-NT$180,000
(21) NT$190,001-NT$200,000
(23) NT$300,001-NT$400,000
(25) NT$500,001-NT$1 ,000,000

Q: Party
Among these political parties in Taiwan, the KMT, the DPP, the PFP, the NP, and

the TSU, which one do you support the most?
(01) KMT (Kuomintang)
(02) DPP (Democratic Progressive Party)
(03) PFP (People First Party)
(04) TSU (Taiwan Solidarity Union)
(05) NP (New Party)
(06) Other (please specify) _
(07) None of them
(08) Only support the candidate regardless of his/her political party affiliation
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Appendix 5 Results from Probit Estimations

Vote for Green
Vote (among voters)

Variable Coefficient S.E. Coefficient S.E.

Constant 0.2004 0.0471 0.5285 0.4187
Gender -0.1544** 0.0756 0.2036*** 0.0771
Age 0.0027 0.0162 -0.0294* 0.0164
Age? 0.0001 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002
Married 0.2001** 0.0899 0.1340 0.0949
Education 0.0217* 0.0116 -0.0467*** 0.0114
Employed 0.0644 0.0884 0.0542 0.0901
Buddha 0.0695 0.1111 0.0556 0.1142
Tao 0.0889 0.1275 0.5058*** 0.1241
Folk 0.0132 0.1006 0.2268** 0.1027
Catholic 0.2299 0.3036 -0.4837 0.3350
Protestant -0.1057 0.2301 0.2879 0.2401
Attend 1 -0.0439 0.0883 -0.0051 0.0874
Attend2 0.0380 0.1723 -0.2380 0.1796
Attend3 -0.0002 0.2112 0.0342 0.2107
20th percentile -0.2234* 0.1258 0.1241 0.1246
40th percentile -0.1951 * 0.1171 0.0146 0.1188
80th percentile -0.0371 0.1195 -0.0330 0.1186
100th percentile 0.0247 0.1229 0.0503 0.1217
L-likelihood -735.0318 -759.9848
N 1,637 1,347

Note: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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Appendix 6 Marginal Effects from Multinomial Logit Estimation
(income measured as RFY)

Vote for Blue Abstain Vote for Green
Variable (Vote = 0) (Vote = 1) (Vote = 2)

Constant -0.2066 (0.1366) 0.0741 (0.1021) 0.1325 (0.1155)
Gender -0.0807 (0.0252)*** 0.0383 (0.0188)** 0.0424 (0.0214)**
Age 0.0076 (0.0054) 0.0003 (0.0041) -0.0079 (0.0045)*
Age? -O.ID-4 (0.5D-4) -O.4D-4 (0.4D-4) 0.5D-4 (0.4D-4)
Married 0.0023 (0.0302) -0.0525 (0.0220)** 0.0503 (0.0259)*
Education 0.0155 (0.0038)*** -0.0054 (0.0029)* -0.0102 (0.0031)***
Employed 0.0009 (0.0293) -0.0158 (0.0215) 0.0149 (0.0249)
Buddha 0.0024 (0.0372) -0.0167 (0.0276) 0.0143 (0.0326)
Tao -0.1227 (0.0418)*** -0.0150 (0.0315) 0.1377 (0.0336)***
Folk 0.0573 (0.0336)* -0.0043 (0.0247) 0.0616 (0.0288)**
Catholic 0.1849 (0.1114)* -0.0461 (0.0807) -0.1388 (0.1096)
Protestant -0.0893 (0.0786) 0.0272 (0.0571) 0.0621 (0.0672)
Attend 1 -0.0062 (0.0290) 0.0110 (0.0219) -0.0048 (0.0242)
Attend2 0.0701 (0.0589) -0.0119 (0.0438) -0.0581 (0.0522)
Attend3 -0.0165 (0.0700) 0.0013 (0.0532) 0.0152 (0.0600)
RFY 0.0269 (0.0115)** -0.0228 (0.0103)** -0.0042 (0.0093)
N 1,637

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
D-n indicates that the number is multiplied by 1a-no
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Appendix 7 Marginal Effects from Multinomial Logit Estimation (income
measured as RFY)

Variable
Vote for Blue
(Vote = 0)

Abstain
(Vote = 1)

Vote for Green
(Vote = 2)

Constant
Gender
Age
Age?
Married
Education
Employed
Buddha
Tao
Folk
Catholic
Protestant
Attend1
Attend2
Attend3
RFY
RFy2
N 1,637

-0.1950 (0.1372) 0.0670 (0.1026)
-0.0808 (0.0252)*** 0.0382 (0.0187)**

0.0073 (0.0054) 0.0004 (0.0041)
-O.8D-5 (0.5D-4) -O.4D-4 (0.4D-4)

0.0040 (0.0302) -0.0534 (0.0219)**
0.0160 (0.0038)*** -0.0056 (0.0029)*
0.0036 (0.0295) -0.0171 (0.0216)
0.0016 (0.0372) -0.0162 (0.0274)

-0.1229 (0.0418)*** -0.0148 (0.0313)
-0.0578 (0.0336)* -0.0041 (0.0246)

0.1826 (0.1114)* -0.0450 (0.0803)
-0.0921 (0.0786) 0.0283 (0.0569)
-0.0060 (0.0290) 0.0109 (0.0218)

0.0713 (0.0588) -0.0125 (0.0436)
-0.0149 (0.0699) 0.0008 (0.0530)

0.0015 (0.0234) -0.0137 (0.0213)
0.0022(0.0032) -0.0016 (0.0037)

0.1280 (0.1162)
0.0426 (0.0214)**

-0.0078 (0.0045)*
0.5D-4 (0.4D-4)
0.0493 (0.0260)*

-0.0105 (0.0032)***
0.0135 (0.0251)
0.0147 (0.0326)
0.1377 (0.0336)***
0.0618 (0.0288)**

-0.1377 (0.1096)
0.0638 (0.0673)

-0.0048 (0.0243)
-0.0588 (0.0522)

0.0141 (0.0600)
0.0022 (0.0183)

-0.0005 (0.0020)

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
D-n indicates that the number is multiplied by 10-n•

Note
1. In Taiwan, partisanship is traditionally divided into two political camps:

(1) the (right-wing) Pan-Blue camp (Blue) of the Nationalist Party (Kuomingtang
[KMT]), the People First Party (PFP), the New Party (NP), and (2) the (left­
wing) Pan-Green camp (Green) consisting of the Democratic Progressive Party
(DPP) and the Taiwan Solidarity Union (TSU).
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