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Abstract: This research takes as its predicate the contradiction between
growing survey evidence that Al11ericans are aware of, and bothered bYJ
increasing economic inequalityJ on the one handJ and popular support at
the ballot box for policies and politicians who exacerbate that inequalityJ
on the other. Polls show lopsided nlajorities voicing discontent at the fact
that the wealthiest 1% ofu.s. households now accounts for nlore than one-
fifth of the total annual national inCOl11e. No matter what distributional
l11etric is utilizedJone bottonl-line fact is beyond dispute: over the past 30
yearsJthe (velY) rich have gotten richer-at rates unprecedented since the
Gilded Age-while l11edian household inC011le has relnained stagnant since
the 1970s and actually fallen since the 2008 financial crisis. While survey
data have steadily grown to docll1nent the 111ass publicJs dissatisfaction
with this state ofaffairsJfederal and state electoral outcolnes (in 2010 and
thereafter)J along with fiscal policynlaking traceable to such cases of
collective choiceJreveal a different picture. If l11ajorities ofAl11erican voters
recognize and detest the dil11ensions of curnulative econ0111ic inequalityJ
why does this not translate into perceptible policy-driven behavior at the
ballot box? In this research we report a pair of Q studies tha~ we argueJ
can contribute to a ft"eshened nlethodological perspective on this
conundrum. When the issue ofecononlic inequality is investigated frort} an
intensiveJ Q-nlethodological standpoint that abandons the constricting
logic and dictates of the large-sal11ple surveYJ what we find is a rnore
c0111pelling yet conlplex and al11bivalent understanding of inequality than
has heretofore el11erged ft"oln large-sanlple surveys seeking to calibrate
public senti/llent toward econOl11ic opportunitYJ fairness and inequality in
contenlporary Arner;ca. A concluding discussion underscores the
inlplications of these findings-and the lnethodological alteration
underpinning thenl-for Ifreal-worldJJ pOliCyl11aking and for public opinion
research addressing heightened inequality in the Anlerican econorny.
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The Inequality Conundrum
Among all the puzzles presently vying for the attention of professional
policy-nlakers and acadelllic students of political econolny, none is as
vexing as the "inequality conundrunl." Loosely translated, this phrase
refers to the unsettled state of affairs in econolnic policy created by the
odd coupling over the past three decades of relatively sustained, if not
spectacular, growth in the Anlerican GDP along with a cOlllparably
sustained, arguably spectacular, and definitely silnultaneous increase in
the nation's overall econolllic inequality. The objective economic facts
are indisputable: whether one is focusing on wealth or incolne or on
trends before or after the onset of the Great Recession in 2008 the
verdict is the sallle. Looking at income growth, the top 10/0 of households
has al11assed Inore than 360/0 of the gains over the past 30 years. The
rich, and in particular the very rich, have gotten a lot richer even as
111edian household inconle has renlained stagnant in real terlns since the
early 1970s (Barlett & Steele, 2012; Stiglitz, 2012).

There has been no shortage of efforts to identify the culprits behind
this trend; in fact, a nunlber of the scholarly investigations to appear in
recent years originated under the auspices of the Anlerican Political
Science Association's Task Force on "Anlerican Denl0cracy in an Age of
Inequality" (APSA, 2004). And while it would be unfair to conclude fronl
such investigations that the inequality conundruln has been c0l11pletely
resolved, there can be little doubt that this research has contributed to a
clearer understanding of the role of politics in fostering the inequality
gap in the first place and allowing it to fester in the years since. Worth
noting in this regard are three projects that grew out of the APSA's 2004
task force. These volunles fornl the backdrop for the present research by
reconfiguring and focusing Inore sharply the current crux of the
inequality conundrunl in a lnanner that, we argue, is rooted in
subjectivity spawned by differential understandings al110ng ordinary
citizens toward the objective reality of econolnic inequality. Not
surprisingly perhaps, given the disciplinary affiliation of their authors,
all three of these studies enlphasize the politics of econol11ic inequality.

Winner- Take-All Politics, by Hacker and Pierson (2011) traces the
historical roots of the "New Gilded Age." It begins by considering and
ultinlately dislnissing as innocent the "usual suspects" that are invoked
by discussions of inequality, nanlely foreign trade and financial
globalization, the changing technology of the workplace, and the
acquisition of educational skills confined to the already-wealthy tip
of the social- class pyralnid. Instead, they identify the guilty party
as Anlerican politics. Specifically, the onset of the winner-take-all
econonlY is traced to the early triumph of "organizational warfare"
by business during the last half of Jinll11Y Carter's presidency when both
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houses of Congress were controlled by Democrats. It was then,
according to Hacker and Pierson, that an alnbitious and well­
orchestrated pro-business policy agenda was set for deregulation,
decreased progressivity in the tax code, and diminished policy clout by
labor via Congressional Delnocrats. These initial efforts were fortified by
future administrations, including that of Bill Clinton, to eventually
produce a conlprehensive transforlllation of the policy conunitlllents
(and evasions) of the federal governlnent vis-a-vis the business
community.

In his contribution to this literature, Larry Bartels (2008) draws
upon data extending back to the Trlunan adlninistration and shows that
income inequality has increased substantially during Republican
presidencies and decreased slightly under Delllocratic ones. Moreover,
his analysis denlonstrates that Del110Cratic adnlinistrations have
consistently outperfornled Republicans in presiding over policies that
generate Inore disposable inconle for Iniddle-class and working-poor
families. If, as Bartels denlonstrates, it is true Anlerican families
generally fare better econonlically under Delllocratic presidents, how
then are we to explain the electoral success of Republican presidential
and congressional candidates? Here, Bartels takes issue with the
conventional wisdoln that "Reagan Delllocrats" were persuaded to vote
against their econonlic self-interests due to the influence of social
"wedge issues" such as abortion, gay rights, guns and the like (Frank,
2004). When electoral survey data are divided by incolne into three

. groups (high, middle, and low), a significant relationship materializes
between preference for Republican candidates and social class (as
measured by inconle). That being the case, the fundamental character of

. the inequality conundrunl assunles added lllystery: inasmuch as there
are more non-affluent than affluent Inenlbers of the electorate in
national elections, one would expect-assunling decent turnout rates
across classes-that Democratic candidates would enjoy a persistent
mathenlatical advantage at the polls over their Republican rivals. Yet the
most recent (2010) nlidternl election produced Inore than a 60-seat
pick-up by Republican House candidates along with a wide swath of
victories in gubernatorial and state-legislative races. Moreover, these
gains renlained largely intact in the wake of the 2012 election: to be
sure, Obama won by 4°A> and five nlillion popular votes, and in the
aggregate Democratic House candidates receive"d lllore than a Inillion
lnore votes than Republicans. But congressional redistricting fell prey to
substantial and effective gerrymandering and this, coupled with
increased concentration in large cities of the Delllocratic electorate, led
to a paltry net increase of only seven seats by Delllocrats in the House,
ensuring their status as a nlinority party to the Republicans' thirty-two
seat advantage at least until the 2014 111idternls. The problenl, according
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to Bartels, is not nlerely the Inechanics of gerry111andering in drawing
new congressional districts. It also reflects an ano111aly in the Anlerican
electorate's ability to accurately hold accountable a given set of
incunlbents for the country's econolnic condition. In a word, the
problenl is one of titning. Republican adnlinistrations have been
fortunate enough to reap the benefits of econolnic growth in the Inonths
and year inl111ediately preceding a national election. Since Truman, the
Denlocrats have held the White House during periods when the Inost
robust increases in disposable inC0111e occurred in the second year of a
presidential ternl rather than the third or fourth. Based on Bartels'
account, then, the crucial Anlerican swing-voter suffers from a case of
historical nlyopia.

Finally, Class War? by Page and Jacobs (2009) differs froln the
aforenlentioned VOlU111eS by virtue of its focus on matters of public
opinion toward econolnic inequality and governnlent efforts to 111itigate
it. As such, it draws upon scores of surveys, including one designed by
the authors thenlselves, to paint a composite portrait of Alnericans as
sinlldtaneously supportive of free-111arket capitalism and praglnatic use
of governnlent policies designed to distribute wealth Inore equitably.
Citing poll after poll, they clailn that the evidence is unequivocal: most
Anlericans favor free enterprise and governlnent programs to ensure a
basic threshold of econo111ic equality and opportunity for all. For
example, at every inCOll1e level and in all partisan categories, 111ajorities
support an increase in the Inininlunl wage, greater investnlent in public
education, and wider access to universal health insurance, along with
the use of tax dollars to fund these progranls.

The Anlerican worldview that Page and Jacobs see as supporting
these nleasures they ternl as "conservative egalitarianism"-a cultural
ethos that prizes individualisll1 and self-reliance while supporting the
enact111ent of policies by governlnent to ensure that all Alnericans are
able to pursue these ideals on a level playing field. Here is not the place
to c0111b through the survey data upon which this portrayal of A111erican
public opinion about econonlic inequality is erected. Suffice it to say that
the nleasures for which Page and Jacobs find 111ajority support are
fra111ed as fairly broad principles with little or no provision Inade for the
political or value trade-offs encountered as costs when a respondent is
faced solely with a presunled benefit of a particular (hypothetical) policy
provision. (While it Inay be true that nlost Alnericans would like to see
greater access to universal health insurance, in principle, virtually every
poll that has yet to be reported on the Affordable Care Act since its
passage in 2010 has shown lopsided Inajorities in opposition to it.)
In our view, the problenl with the asseSSlnent of Page and Jacobs is
inherent in the methodology of survey research. Not only is it impossible
to neutralize the effect of question-wording or to randomize the
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influence of respondent "intentionality" in interpreting questions
(Brunner, 1977; Willialns, 1959), but when policies are fralned as
attractive principles in an isolated, decontextualized Inanner as they
typically are in a survey format, the nleaning of these independent
responses-elicited without concern for their effects on other, perhaps
equally attractive but practically il1lplicated policy options-is robbed of
its "political" and, we would argue, its "operant" character. We now turn
to a pair of studies ainled at elucidating this clainl and delnonstrating a
viable methodological alternative.

Study I: Group Identification and Attitudes toward
Inequality

In his efforts to understand how Anlericans think about inequality,
Bartels (2008) clainls that it is unlikely that the Anlerican public reasons
about issues like inequality at a very high level of abstraction. Rather,

[p]olitical scientists have amassed a good deal of evidence
suggesting that ordinary citizens engage in rather little abstract
reasoning in nlost realnls of politics, relying instead on positive or
negative attitudes toward salient social groups to shape their
reactions to specific public policies, political candidates, and
social conditions. (Bartels, 2008, p. 136)
Bartels suggests that particular "salient social groups" that Inight

provide inlportant clues for citizens in forllling their opinions about
inequality would include at least those listed in Table 1, such as
working-class people, nliddle-class people, rich people, big business, and
illegalinll1ligrants. Fronl Bartels' perspective, deterlnining how the
public views these groups is an inlportant step in understanding Inass
public reasoning about inequality. In addition, as Haidt (2012) has
argued, the pattern of one's social-group affiliation reveals a good deal
1110re than heretofore assunled about an individual's overall identity.

To ascertain what the American public thinks about these groups,
Bartels follows generally accepted R-nlethodological protocol. Relying
on the National Election Study for 2004, he calculates the average
"feelings thernl0nleter" scores given by the Alnerican electorate to each
of the groups listed in Table 1. These scores were deterlnined by
presenting each Inenlber of the sanlple (roughly 1100 persons) with a
feelings thernlollleter with which to give a score to each group ranging
fronl 0 to 100, with 0 indicating the respondent feels "cold" toward the
group in question and 100 indicating a "very warlll" feeling. The final
tabulated score for Bartels' purposes was a sample-wide average­
feelings thernlOl1leter score for each of the groups. Bartels proceeds to
consider these averages as "proxy" 111easures of the Anlerican 111ass
public's general sentiments relative to econonlic inequality.
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Based on these data, Bartels asks, "[w]hat, if anything, do these 'feeling
thernl0nleter' ratings suggest about the politics of inequality?" His
response is,

[t]o the extent that people's political views are colored by their
sylnpathy for econonlic classes they are, perhaps surprisingly,
quite likely to side with "poor people" (with an average rating of
73) over "rich people" with an average rating of 60).... Thus,
while ordinary Anlericans Inay hope, and perhaps even expect, to
beconle rich sonleday, in the nleantinle they express rather little
warnlth for those who have already nlade it. (Bartels, 2008, p.
136)
Later, when he conlbines these findings with other data, Bartels

concludes, "[i]n so far as the policy preferences of ordinary citizens are

Middle-class people

Young people

Whites

Poor people

Men

Blacks

Older People

The military

Southerners

Business people

Catholics

Jews

Working-class
People

Women

Hispanic Anlericans

Asian Anlericans
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The overall ranking of the discreet feeling-thermollleter ratings are
listed fronl top to bottonl in Table I, and to Bartels this list indicates that
Anlericans in 2004 felt warnlest toward working-class people and felt
coldest to illegal hnlnigrants.

Table 1: Bartels' Ranking of Groups

Average
Rating
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colored by their class synlpathies, those synlpathies are nlore likely to
reinforce broadly egalitarian values than to negate thelll" (p. 143). The
results of this analysis are thus seen as providing enlpirical support for
Bartels' conclusions about the egalitarian nature of Alllerican public
opinion.

While the Bartels analysis is interesting and appears consistent with
the pro-egalitarian meaning he ascribes to the aggregated ranks, it is
iInportant to relnelllber that each of these groups is rated by each
respondent independently; and as a consequence, the distribution of
ranks is based on averages of these independently rated groups. Despite
Bartels' contention that these data accurately reflect how the American
public feels about these groups relative to one another, not a single
respondent anlong the lllore than a thousand conlpleting the survey was
asked to perfornl the critical operation Bartels is hhllself attributes to
the entire sanlple: nanlely, how each of the respondents felt about these
groups relative to one another. Each survey participant responded
separately to each group-stinlldus, and these individual scores were
tallied and averaged across all respondents irrespective of how each
individual Inay feel-fronl their own internal, subjective perspective­
about each of these groups relative to the others. In addition, Bartels'
analysis does not allow for the discovery of groups of persons who share
sinlilar subjective viewpoints that deviate substantially fro III the
rankings built fronl sanlple-wide l11edian scores.

This, of course, is a situation where the application of Q­
Inethodological procedures is clearly indicated. Rather than leaving to
the investigator the task of retrospectively attributing nleaning
anchored on a ranking exercise that was never actually perfornled by
nlenlbers of the respondent pool, a Q-nlethodological approach eschews
the use of averages altogether and seeks to discover how individuals
rank-order the groups thelllselves, in a self-referent nlanner, according
to the respondent's own personal "feelings thernlollleter." Specifically,
each respondent ranks each of the groups frolll -4 (those toward Wh0111
I feel the "coldest") to +4 (those groups toward which I feel the
"warnlest") in custolnary Q-technique fashion. Three factors elnerged
(see Appendix 1).

Factor I is almost exclusively a group of conservative Republicans
who feel warlnest about conservatives, working people, evangelicals, the
middle class, the 111ilitary, and the Republican Party. They feel coldest
towards liberals, illegal hnnligrants, gay nlen and lesbians, the
Democratic Party, fenlinists, and labor unions.

Factor II, on the other hand, consists ahnost exclusively of felllale
Denlocrats. Not surprisingly, they feel warnlest towards WOlnen, Iniddle­
class people, schoolteachers, working people, young people, and gay
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men and lesbians. People on Factor II display more frigid feelings
towards big business, the Republican Party, southerners, rich people,
bankers, and illegal ilnnligrants.

Factor III represents a second conservative Republican perspective.
These people feel warlnest towards the Republican Party, conservatives,
business people, big business, veterans, and whites. Groups eliciting cold
feelings include Muslhns, people on welfare, illegal inllnigrants,
evangelicals, labor unions, and environnlentalists. The biggest difference
between Factor I and Factor III is found in the latter's relative dislike of
evangelicals (0, -3), and their warnler feelings for business people (+2,
+4), big business (0, +3), and gays and lesbians (-4, +2). At issue, then, in
the differences anl0ng conservatives is the role of social issues. Factor I
is decidedly conservative on such nlatters, whereas Factor III reflects a
nlore nlarket-based, pro-business orientation while adopting a
libertarian stance on social issues.

Focusing on the overall patterns by these three factors, clearly Factor
II reflects a 1110re egalitarian perspective. It is difficult to conclude,
however, that Factors I and III reflect the type of egalitarianism that
Bartels (2008) suggests characterizes the Anlerican public at large. In
addition, recall that Bartels supports his conclusion on Alnerican
egalitalianisnl by noting the higher ranking given to the poor over the
rich. A c0l11parison of how these factors feel about the rich and poor is
presented in Table 2. As indicated, only Factor II feels 1l10re warmly
toward the poor than the rich. This pattern is not replicated for Factors I
and III. Hence, in contrast to Bartels' contention, these two factors side
with the rich over the poor.

Table 2: Bartels Group Qsort Rich vs. Poor

Statements Factor I Factor II Factor III

22. Poor People

23. Rich People

0*

+1*

+2**

-3**

-2*

-1**

*/ndicates level ofstatistical significance *p < .05 **p < .01.

In sunl, the data presented here raise questions about Bartels'
nlethods and, by ilnplication, about the substantive conclusions he
reaches. Gathering data in a large survey and taking independent
nleasures of each individual, abstracting those responses, and averaging
the selected traits Inakes it difficult to ascertain the subjective viewpoint
of individuals. And, in Bartels' case, it leads to some questionable
conclusions. In addition, Bartels' ranking of the groups presented in
Table 1 can be exanlined as if it was a Qsort (Bartels' Qsort), which can
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then be correlated with the factor scores fronl the three factors obtained
in this study. With this procedure, the Bartels Q sort correlates nl0st
strongly (.57, p < .001) with Factor I fron1 the current study. Factor I
represents a conservative Republican perspective that overall is not in
harillony with egalitarian syillpathies, particularly when cOlllpared to
Factor II. Hence focusing on the overall pattern of averaged rankings in
the data used by Bartels produces a substantially different perspective
on the egalitarian nature of A111erican public opinion. But when the Q­
nlethodological alternative to nleasuring the extent to which public
opinion in the United States as a whole rests on egalitarian foundations
is adopted, and the use of survey-wide averages is jettisoned in favor of
individually anchored l11etrics of "group-based affect," the case for a
society-wide en1brace of egalitarian ideals in the political orientations of
Americans generally collapses.

Study II: The Inequality Study-Context, Concourse, and
Q-Sample Design

Finding self-referent stateinents of opinion regarding econonlic
inequality-its pro111inence as a policy challenge, the roots of its
causation, and the nl0st sensible strategies for addressing it-is not
difficult in contenlporary Anlerica. Indeed, in Inany ways inequality
served as the single nl0st inlportant issue in the 2012 presidential
canlpaign between De1110cratic inCU111bent Barack Obalna and
Republican challenger Mitt R0111ney. Also at issue in the continuing post­
election partisan bickering over budget issues are fundalnentally
different understandings of the nature of econonlic fairness and, hence,
of econonlic inequality. These differences have produced prodigious
VOlU111eS of conlnlentary-in op-eds, in a plethora of policy addresses
fronl both sides of the aisle, on talk radio and cable TV shows, and on
internet websites, all of which is accessible as an "Anlerican Inequality
Concourse."

We enlployed Lakoffs (2009) theory of Inoral-Iinguistic fraining
conlbined with an axis dedicated to the nature of the subjective clailn
advanced by each staten1ent to draw a representative Qsalnple fronl the
sources just nlentioned, augnlented by the scholarly voltnnes cited
earlier. The result is a 3 x 3 factorial with the horizontal axis consisting
of the Lakoff value distinctions: (a) progressive, (b) center or null, and
(c) conservative, with the vertical dinlension differentiating between (d)
outright nl0ral affirnlations, (e) criticisnlS or questions posed by
advocates of alternatives, and (f) endorsenlent of specific policy
provisions. With four stateillents in each cell, the Q sanlple had 36 iteins.

Study II Results: Three Faces of Fairness
Twenty-three individuals sorted the stateillents fronl -4 (nlost disagree)



188 Dan B. Thomas and Larry Baas

to +4 (most agree). Since Q sorts were collected during the sUlnlner
months of 2012, when university was not in session, the respondents
consisted of acquaintances of the researchers. They ranged in age
between 19 and 65, and most described thenlselves as either Republican
or Denl0crat. Self-desclibed l110derates fronl both parties are missing
froln our P set, although a slnall nunlber of respondents are found
anl0ng those who eschew partisan identification with either of the two
main parties in favor of the Independent label., though a few preferred
to identify thenlselves as Independents. The sorts were analyzed with
PQMethod (Schmolck & Atkinson, 2002, version 2.31) in various ways,
before we decided on a three-factor solution arrived at through centroid
extraction and judgnlental rotation. This solution nlaxinlized the
loadings of respondents defining a sll1aller, third factor. The labels for
the first two factors are taken froln William Ryan's (1981) classic
explication of two rival notions of equality as these have evolved in
American discourse over the optinlunl quality and quantity of this value
in differing historical contexts. (See Appendix 2 for the factor scores.)

Factor 1: "Fair Shares:" The Intolerable Toll of Inequality
Factor 1 is defined by the Q sorts of eight individuals, one-third of the
respondents in this portion of the research. Four of the eight defining
variates are nlen, and four are wonlen. The ages of these respondents
range fronl 19 to 67; all eight describe thelllselves as liberal Delnocrats.
Though Factor 1 is defined exclusively by individuals sharing the saIne
partisan and ideologicallabe!, alllong the second factor's defining sorts
we find the sole renlaining liberal Denl0cratic participating in this phase
of the research. Finally, even though the respondents in the two phases
of this project were distinct, it is fair to say that the first factor in the
second installnlent of this research bears a strong affinity with the
second factor in the groups study reported above.

The Factor 1 viewpoint is visibly-even viscerally-disturbed by the
degree to which econOlllic inequality has beconle a defining feature of
the nlacro-econonlic landscape in contenlporary America. Its moral
outrage is anchored in a foundational belief captured by statement 19
that "no one should be allowed to slip too far down the econonlic ladder,
especially for reasons beyond his or her contro!," an egalitarian
sentinlent that is either neglected or rejected by the other viewpoints.
Factor 1 does not buy the idea that individuals alone are solely
responsible for their personal success or failure in life and this sets it
apart fronl the subjective elllbrace of "self-reliant individualism" that
pernleates, albeit in varied fornls, the outlooks registered in the other
two factors. Denlocratic politics, in the view of Factor 1, provides a
hopeful yet recently ineffective source of counternleasures to the pitfalls
of unregulated nlarkets. Indeed, Factor1 sees the political process in this
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era as captured and held prisoner to an unfair and unfettered fornl of
capitalisnl in which the wealthy denizens of Corporate Anlerica have
prospered well beyond any sense of proportion at the expense of the
great nlajority of citizens. Unfortunately, in the eyes of Factor 1, the past
thirty years-beginning with Ronald Reagan's victory in the 1980
presidential election-have largely been the story of "a new gilded age"
(Bartels, 2008) in which the progressive nature of the federal inCOllle tax
has steadily (and steeply) eroded. Essentially the same pattern of
deterioration applies to federal regulatory policies, erected during the
New Deal era, which for decades functioned to curb excessive risk and
unhealthy concentration in capital lllarkets, the financial sector and
banking industry.

Beyond the corporate conquests in tax policy and financial
deregulation, which are credited with causal hnportance for the 2008
Ineltdown of the U.s. and global financial Inarkets, Factor 1 is disnlayed
by the persistence of a political-econoillic environlnent in which its
policy preferences are systel1latically delnonized and elinlinated fron1
serious consideration in the governing process. What for decades were
treated as Inainstrealn Ineasures for Inacro-econonlic Illanagenlent are
now pilloried as beyond-the-pale instrtnnents of "European socialislll"
(refer iten1 4) or unlnitigated "class warfare." Factor 1 does not contest
the "class warfare" rhetoric; however, it does regard Republican policies
as responsible for the 30-year war on l1liddle- and working-class
fanlilies. It is a source of deep frustration to Factor 1 that nlany of its
own policy preferences, once enlbraced as central to the Keynesian
consensus that transcended partisan differences through the Illid-1970s,
are not well-covered by today's nledia and, when they are, their
treatlnent feeds a Inistaken view that their pursuit is tantalnount to a
politically nlotivated desire to inflict punishlllent on those industrious
and intelligent enough to reap the fruits of their labors in an innovation­
dependent, free-enterprise econoll1Y. As seen particularly in factor
scores on the negative side of the ledger, egalitarian values are too
often-and too effectively-construed in the public discourse as
politically opportunistic, designed as partisan ploys cynically elnbraced
to serve Den10cratic electoral interests by delllonizing econolnic success,
inflating expectations about the power of public policy to redress to
growing inequality, while seeking uitilllately to enlarge the ranks of
voters loyal to Obalna and fellow Delnocrats. That this view becollles
grist for the canlpaign to discredit welfare-state prograllls as collectively
effective only in cultivating dependency on the part of the poor is the
final straw in the factor's frustration with what it deenls as the unfair
reception given its views by Inainstreanl Inedia and by 1l10derate­
centrist elenlents of the public-at-Iarge.
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Factor 2: "Fair Play:" The Inevitability and Morality of Inequality
Factor 2 is defined by the loadings of eight Qsorts as well, accounting for
another third of the respondents in the second phase of our research.
Like Factor 1, half of these defining Qsorts were frolll ll1en and half were
fronl wonlen. Unlike Factor 1, however, Factor 2's top loaders do not
share the sanle partisan and ideological self-descriptions. To be sure,
nlost are conservative Republicans, a descriptor that accounts for five of
the eight respondents. One of the highest loaded sorts on factor 2 is froln
a self-prociaillled liberal Denlocrat. Another identifies herself as a
nl0derate Republican and, finally, yet another calls herself a 1110derate
Independent. While such delllographic diversity cautions against an
effort to link the second factor in this phase of the research with the
subjectivity of a particular factor in the Study I, it nonetheless seems fair
to say that this is a viewpoint l110re likely to be shared by participants
associated with either the first or third group factor rather than the
second one.

It is clear fronl the factor scores that the idea of fairness enlbraced by
this perspective is fundanlentally at odds with a "Fair Shares"
understanding. Indeed, the "Fair Play" version it sees as foundational
actually requires inequality in econol11ic outconles as an indispensable
elenlent of fairness. For individuals of differing ability and effort to reap
the saIne econolnic rewards would be tantanl0unt to injustice, and it is
this severed link between industriousness and productivity on the one
hand and conllllensurate outcollles, on the other, that Factor 2 finds such
great fault with in the thinking of Factor 1. The first sentence in
statell1ent nunlber 2 nlakes the point Inost succinctly: "The facts of
econonlic inequality do not nlean that life is unfair." Granted, the two
renlaining sentences in this statelnent stop short of "blanling" poor
people for their inability to earn a decent living, but the "softer," nlore
euphelnistic endorsenlent of choice available to all labor-force
participants to trade salary or wages for non-pecuniary, psychic benefits
in career selection is grounds alone for refusing to indict inCOlne
inequality as an unqualified sylnptonl of an unjust socio-econonlic order.

To a degree unseen by other factors, Factor 2 sees the trend toward
increasing inconle inequality as inevitable. The culprits, however, are
not to be found in the ascendance in Alnerican politics over the past
three decades of an unholy alliance between regressive tax policy and a
disnlelnbered regulatory reginle governing the financial sector since the
New Deal. Instead, incolne inequality is considered a natural
concolnitant of the inexorable and conlbined forces of technology and
globalization. As suggested by statelnent 8, it should COllle as no great
surprise that unskilled Alnerican workers have endured chronic
unelllploynlent as their jobs have been outsourced to countries with
wage rates that anlount to only a fraction of forlner labor costs in the



The Econornic Inequality COll11lldrurn 191

pre-globalized nlarket econolny. Not only does Factor 2 see the long­
terln trend toward greater inequality as inevitable, it sees political
efforts to curb this trend as ill-considered and counter-productive (refer
itenlS 3 and 15). Given a choice between nlarkets or politics as Inodes of
collective choice, Factor 2 is predisposed to favor the forlller at every
turn. Governnlent, even when functioning in a denlocratic Inode, is
sinlply ill-equipped to allocate resources-to pick winners and losers­
in a nlanner that approxinlates, let alone Inaxhnizes, efficiency.
Moreover, even in denlocratic governnlents, decision-Inaking power is
concentrated. Markets, by way of contrast, disperse decision-Inaking
authority widely. Instead of vesting power in an inflexible, perennial
corps of bureaucrats, power in nlarket econolllies is decentralized into
the decisions of nlillions of individual consunlers. The latter, by this
understanding, cast ballots in the forln of dollars and, in the process, are
responsible for deterlnining what will be produced, in what quantities,
and at what price. The l11arket thus responds to conSluner deilland as
producers conlpete alnongst one another on price and quality to garner
the tldollar votes" of the Inillions of individual buyers engaged in making
a voluntary exchange for the goods and services they desire with the
dollars they are willing and able to pay. In this l11anner does the market
trump politics as the nlost efficient, and nlost fair, institutional
nlechanisln for deciding who gets what, when, and how. No Inatter how
well-intended governlnent-sponsored efforts to regulate l11arket
mechanisms nlay be, to Illake thelll work 1110re fairly or with greater
stability, inevitably ends up, in this factor's view, as Inaking matters
worse. At a Inininlunl, lllarkets hnpede personal responsibility and self­
reliance; unrestrained, they foster on the part of the unproductive, non­
working segnlents of society a tlculture of dependency" that recycles
frolll one generation to the next rather than shrinking poverty rates and
promulgating a culture-wide revival of the work ethic and its corollary
ethos of individual self-reliance (Murray, 2012).

Finally, the scores for statelnents distinguishing Factor 2 at its
negative end underscore its belief in the persistent reality of the
Anlerican Dreanl. Reports that socio-econonlic Inobility in the United
States now trails that of most DECD countries including the United
Kingdonl notwithstanding, Factor 2 rejects the clahu that children of
parents with luodest nleans are pretty Illuch locked into a future with
few opportunities (tlin the land of the plutocrats") for leveraging talent

. and effort into a nleaningful ascent up the socio-econonlic class ladder.
Moreover, this reality is such that it need not rely for its perpetuation on
elite propagation of Horatio Alger 111ythology to counter accunlulating
evidence that life chances, in general, are now effectively a function of
the class status of one's parents.
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Factor 3: Deferential Individualists, Critics of Class Envy
The third perspective is constructed solely from the Q sorts of two
nlales, one of whonl considers hinlself a conservative Republican who
disapproves of Obanla while the other is a self-identified conservative
Independent who approves of Obanla's perfornlance in office. While
factors defined by so few loadings are rarely preserved for close scrutiny
in Q studies, the decision to retain the third factor in this analysis
assunles that the viewpoint it represents would, with an enlarged P set,
be nlore conlnlonplace than these nUlnbers alone suggest. Moreover,
Factor 3 enlbodies a subjective schelllatic that is readily interpretable,
another reason for incorporating this perspective into our analysis.

Factor 3 in the aggregate has a -0.37 correlation with factor 1, and this
alone suggests that the viewpoint it harbors is hardly upset by the harsh
vicissitudes of inequality now plaguing the U.S. econolllY. In fact, from
Factor 3's standpoint, those who are perturbed by the problem of
increased inequality in the national income distribution are themselves
the problenl, having fallen victinl to their own pessinlisln. Those not
doing as well as they would like are counseled to cheer up and forego
the temptations of class envy; instead of lanlenting their own material
cirCUll1stance vis-a-vis others, they should appreciate the fact that while
their own slice of the econonlic pie lllay not be as large as that of others,
the size of the entire econonlic pie is significantly larger than it was, for
exanlple, in the years before cell-phones and cyberspace.

To be sure, Factor 3 sees injustice in the fact that some professions­
social workers, teachers, and nurses-are underpaid; however, that
reality does not inlply the inverse, nanlely that S0111e professions (or
classes) are over-colllpensated and/or under-taxed. This aversion to
"structural" or "systelnic" thinking is revealed in scores given to
statenlent 20, and is accolllpanied by an ethos of individualism taken to
its attributional, if not logical, extrelne. Rather than all unjust systelTI of
"crony capitalisln" where eCOllOlllic outcollles are systelnatically and
unfairly influenced by two sets of rules-one for the wealthy and
another for the less well-off-the free-Inarket capitalism now operating
in the United States still rewards ability, effort, and risk-taking. Hence
Factor 3 has little problenl with those who succeed (lavishly) in the u.s.
econonlY; indeed, it holds the super-rich in very high esteenl. The same
deference is not extended to those whose skills, motives and choices
conlbine to account for their lower station in the private economy.
Indeed, "losers" in the Alllerican econonlic reahn have no one to blame
but thenlselves, and in this respect Factor 3 denlonstrates close affinities
with Gilens' (2000) account of the dispositional attributions in play
when Alllericans strongly opposed to welfare policies are questioned
about what ultinlately is responsible for poverty in the first place.
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For those disturbed by the depth and breadth of econOlllic inequality
now extant in the United States (that is, those on Factor 1) Factor 3 is
not shy about counseling a change in heart. In its view, the cure for the
subjective downside of class divisions is an attitude adjustment on the
part of those suffering the pangs of class envy. In short, Factor 3's advice
to its working-class peers is to "grin and bear it." "Don't worry," as the
campaign song for George Herbert Walker Bush put it in 1988: "be
happy."

Concluding Discussion: Independence, Interference, and
Entanglement in Calibrating Opinions on Inequality

The impetus for this research, which we have termed the inequality
conundrum, lies at the intersection of objective reality (historic levels of
economic inequality) and hUlnan subjectivity (differential
understandings of the roots of this reality in addition to contrasting
views of the most effective policy course to take in addressing it).
Recent scholarship has reflected and deepened an appreciation for the
iOlportance of politics and public policy vis-a-vis inequality. We now
know, for example, that class differences (Illeasured by siolple SUl11S of
household income) bear a stronger relationship to electoral choice than
at any time since the onset of large-sanlple studies of Alnericans' voting
behavior (Bartels, 2008). We also know that the fortunes of middle­
income and working-class voters have fared better, in terlns of real
disposable income growth and relative tax burdens, under DeOlocratic

. presidencies than under Republicans. Moreover, based on Bartels'
research, we now know that efforts to explain the electoral success of
Republican candidates in the face of evidence that their policies harm
the econonlic self-interests of Inost voters by ascribing the paradox to
the power of "wedge issues" (Frank, 2004) are skating on thin ell1pirical
ice.

Finally, fro III careful and cOl1lprehensive efforts by survey
researchers to plul1lb the depths of public opinion toward policy
measures designed to Initigate or erase altogether escalating
inequality-in enhanced progressivity of the federal inCOlne tax, for
example-solne claiol to know that Al1lericans generally are consistently
more "pro-equality" in their thinking than Coololonly given credit for.
The most forceful statement to this effect is by Page and Jacobs (2009),
whose examination of hundreds of survey itel11S over tiole leads thell1 to
conclude that consistent I1lajorities of Alnericans support policy
measures aimed at ensuring that opportunities for econolnic success are
preserved on a level playing field. The sanle basic I1lessage is embraced
by Bartels (2008) as well, although (as noted above) he qualifies the
claim that Inajorities of Al1le.ricans care about econol1lic inequality with
critical caveats. For instance, huge 111ajorities supported the Bush tax
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cuts and Republican efforts to abolish the estate tax despite the fact that
such actions were contrary to their own economic self-interests. And
nl0re generally, Bartels finds fornlidable shortfalls in the nledian voter's
ability to track econolnic-policy "accountability" in a manner that
synchronizes abstract conlnlitnlents to equality-enhancing measures, as
chronicled in surveys, with partisan affinities or candidate preference in
particular elections. It is to this "problenlatic" feature of scholarship on
the inequality conUndrU111 that the present research is addressed.
Sinlply put, if the portrayals of public opinion toward economic
inequality put fOlward by these scholars were accurate beyond doubt,
aggregate election outconles on the order of what occurred nationally
and within state races in 2010 would be highly unlikely given the well­
chronicled circunlstances of pervasive disparities in incolne and wealth.

At the nlethodological crux of this conundrull1, we believe, is the
principle of conlple111entarity as explicated in the work of quantum
theorists (Aczel, 2001; Clegg, 2006; Gilder, 2008). As Brown and Rhoads
(2010) have noted, conlplelnentarity in physics refers to the fact that the
nlaterial world at the quantunl level displays irresolvable features
(wave-like behavior and particle-like behavior) under different
conditions of nleasurenlent and requires that a cOlnplete understanding
incorporate both. The wave-particle duality ilnplicates 111eaSUreinent
and nlathenlatics: When light passes through a double-slit experimental
apparatus, it displays interference effects that are the signal
characteristic of waves-Le., as long as no effort is Inade to determine
through which slit each photon is passing. If, on the other hand, the
experinlent is set up to trace the route of individual photons-Le., if we
focus on a photon as an individual particle and try to deterlnine whether
it went through slit X or slit V-then interference effects vanish and we
change the probability that the particle will arrive at X or Y. What is
observed is therefore not sinlply a feature of external ·reality, but also
depends on how and what we choose to observe (pp. 5-6).

Brown and Rhoads proceed to delnonstrate that conlplenlentarity is
at issue in the political and social sciences no less than in sub-atonlic
physics. In the course of their analysis, they cite Anastopoulos (2008),
who nlakes the larger point: "The principle of conlplenlentarity is
related to the fact that we observe physical systenls only by interacting
with thenl. The laws of quantunl theory nlake inlpossible the sharp
separation of the aton1ic systenl froll1 the device that 111easures it" (pp.
192-193).

When Bartels (2008) and Page and Jacobs (2009) en1ploy large­
sanlple surveys as "nleans of interacting with" Alnericans-to accurately
calibrate their views of inequality and egalitarianisln-their choice of
methodology presulnes that scores constructed from the sample's
responses are independent for statistical purposes as a precondition for
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their being averaged. Indeed, great effort is expended to lllake certaill
that they nlaintain their independence. In a forlnal testing situation
where, for example, students are taking the ACT or SAT exalu as a
prerequisite for college applications, proctors are present to nlake sure
that none of the individuals cheats by copying froln another's exalll,
which would produce contingent scores. Likewise, when Bartels takes
the average "feeling thernlollleter" score of respondents toward Group
A, it is assumed that the sample-wide ratings of Group A are
independent of (non-contingent upon) the ratings of Group B, C, D, or Z.
It is for this reason that itelllS in a survey questionnaire are often
administered in random order, a precaution taken precisely because of
the need to preserve the independence (non-contingent) character of
individual itenl responses.

When the participants in Study I were asked to rank-order the
groups fronl the data used by Bartels, by way of contrast, an inlportant
transfornlation was introduced into the data Iuatrix under analysis.
Whereas for Bartels, respondents were cases and, accordingly, data­
points XIJ •••J Xn were the scores given as feelings therlllolneter ratings to
each of the N groups, in the Q sorting of the groups along the "cold to
warm" continuulll, the groups themselves become the cases (XIJ •••J Xn)

and the scores (from -4 to +4) are the values awarded to each group
relative to the others by the sallle Q sorter. These scores are necessarily
contingent, as each group is being illlplicitly cOlllpared with all others.
Thus, in the Bartels' groups case, N(N-1)/2 paired comparisons are
Inade, producing a total N of 561. The inlportant point is that the item
scores do not arise as a function of independent judgluents, but as the
result of a complex process that involves Ill0re than even the number of
formal comparisons: the groups in the exercise nlay have nuances and
shadings that the Qsorter ponders back and forth, shifting rankings in
the course of sorting until the final arrangelnent is settled upon. A
statenlent (the stinlulus equivalent to the groups in Study I), as found in
the Qsanlple in Study II, nlay be thought to Illean A or B (or C, D... ), and,
as in quantunl superposition, these different 1l1eaning outcollles may
remain suspended until one of theln eclipses the others (as in the
collapse of the wave packet in a typical quantlull Iuechanics
experiment).

More than contingent, the statenlents in Q are entangled as Brown
and Rhoads (2010) again have delllonstrated. As they point out, a Qsort
is a synthesis of a diverse asselllblage of StilllUli that the Q sorter has
I1lolded into a consistency such that itelll X at +4 lllUSt huply the
opposite meaning of itenl Yat -4; Le., X and Yare entangled in a way that
scale scores for respondents X and Y can never be (except in the case
of cheating or other forln of collaboration) in R luethodology. hllagine
a situation in R nlethodology in which X, Y, and all their salllple-111ates
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were allowed as a group to discuss all of the Inequality Project items
before the survey was adnlinistered to anyone of theln. What could the
results then possibly nlean? Certainly they would no longer constitute a
valid nleasure of individual attitudes toward egalitarianisln. Were Xand
Y entangled in this way, the entire R-Illethodological structure would
collapse. ~ on the other hand, depends on this entanglelnent.

An inlportant illlplication here is that the R-Illethodological reliance
on sample-wide averages can have inadvertent though powerful
interference effects on the phenonlenon investigators seek to calibrate
en route to the separate and over-riding goal of establishing the
statistical incidence of the sallle phenonlenon alnong Illenlbers of a
larger population. Another, albeit related, inlplication is that no Inatter
how carefully individual survey itenlS are crafted, they can never be
rendered inlnlune to the effects of subjective/associational
entanglenlent. This, in fact, is the Illajor nlessage shared by Study I and II
above: The ostensibly independent assignlllent of feelings-thernlolneter
scores to 34 discreet social groups turns out to tap ilnplicitly into an
individual respondent's sense of "tribal identity" (Haidt, 2012) as a
friendly nlelllber of in-groups A, B, and C and as an indifferent or
perhaps even hostile "alien" in relation to out-groups D, E, and F. The
discovery in Study I of factors disclosing three sets of group-based
identity provides powerful evidence on behalf of entanglenlent and, as
such, of the warrantless assunlption of independence in the
nleasurenlent and averaging of feeling-thernlonleter scores toward a
sanlple of groups across the entire sanlple of respondents. Sinlilarly,
Study II denlonstrates that subjective responses to the fact of econolnic
inequality turn on varied yet coherent narratives about the nature of
inequality, its locus at the top of the class pyralnid or, alternatively, at
the bottonl alllong the "deserving" and "undeserving" poverty-stricken
elenlents of the population. And this nlagnitude of conlplexity is reached
short of adding to the nlix any explicit consideration of the 1l10st
pronlising nlanner of nlitigating or addressing inequality as a public
policy issue-in ways that differ radically in substance while at the sanle
time nlanifesting subjective coherence as alternative "fralnes" (Lakoff,
2009) or "associational networks" (Westen, 2007) brought by their
adherents to bear in responding to survey itenlS assu111ed a priori to
have equivalent llleanings to all. At the very least, we can conclude that
such evidence of deep entanglelnent and conlplelnentarity, in turn,
raises serious doubts about the practicality of sillluitaneously capturing
with satisfactory accuracy unanlbiguous attitudinal calibration while
generalizing at a level conlnlensurate with "Anlerican" public opinion.

If, as sonle have suggested (Lane, 1962; Hochschild, 1986; Lakoff,
2009), contenlporary discourse on econonlic inequality inevitably rests
on a subtext of "individual virtue," in which the three subjective faces of
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fairness reported above are tied in powerful yet not well-understood
ways to alternative (and, presumably, prinlitive) senses of what it nleans
to be a good person and to pursue a life of Inoral virtue, such
possibilities delnand a llleasure of scholarly attention conllnensurate
with that given by traditional opinion polls to the prevalence, for
exanlple, of views favoring or opposing the reintroduction of lllore
progressive tax rates quite independently of how such opinions are
entangled with individually-held notions of moral virtue. Indeed, until
the depths of such opinions are well-understood, it is not out of the
question that the full nleaning of the population paralneters disclosed by
polls seeking to measure attitudes toward inequality lllay well renlain
shrouded by a substantial degree of mystification.
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Appendix 1: Factor Scores Bartels Group QSort
Groups Factor Factor Factor

I II III
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Asian American
Big Business
Business People
Blacks
Catholics
Conservatives
Evangelicals
Environnlentalists
Feminists
Hispanic Alnericans
Gay Blen and Lesbians
Illegal Inlnligrants
Jews
Labor Unions
Lawyers
Liberals
Men
Middle Class People
Muslims
Older People

o -1 -2
o -4 3
2 -2 4

-1 1 0
100
4 -2 4
4 -2 -3

-2 2 -3
-3 1 -1
-1 0 -1
-4 3 2
-4 -3 -4
001

-3 0 -3
-2 1 2
-4 2 -1

2 -2 0
341

-2 0 -4
200
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Groups Factor Factor Factor
I II III

21 People on Welfare -2 -1 -4
22 Poor People 0 2 -2
23 Rich People 1 -3 -1
24 Republican Party 3 -4 4
25 Southerners 0 -4 - 2
26 The Military 3 1 2
27 Whites 1 -1 3
28 Women 2 4 2
29 Democratic Party -3 2 -2
30 Veterans 0 -1 3
31 School Teachers 1 4 1
32 Working People 4 3 1
33 Young People -1 3 0
34 Bankers -1 -3 0

Appendix 2: Factor Scores Study II

199

1

2

3

4

5

Statements

Poor kids don't stand a chance in this land of the
plutocrats
The facts of econoJllic inequality do not mean that life is
unfair. Not all people feel Jll0ney is the 1110st il11portant
Jneasure of value. Some people focus on family or
recreation or service to others as keys to a Jlleaningful
life, knowing full well that they won't have huge
incomes.
The profit Illotive creates efficiency in business.
Government, lacking a profit Illotive, is inefficient and
wasteful. Plus, government gets in the way of the
market via regulation, taxation, unionization, and
lawsuits.
Any· reasonable objection to the current level of
inequality and any plans· to claw back some of the ill­
gotten gains is demonized as socialist, a word easy to
use in a country that doesn't know much about what
that means.
The problem is not how I1luch the top earners I1lake but
the wage levels alnong the lower inCOllle groups
coupled with the virtual disappearance of upward
mobility among those born into poverty. Neither of
those issues is attributable to how much the top guys
earn.

1

2

-1

-3

4

o

2

-4

4

4

o

3

3

-1

o

1

2

3
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Statements

6 If children of single parents conlprise the largest
denlographic group beneath the poverty threshold,
aren't we obligated to ask why ulllllarried young people
vvithout resources are having children they can't
support?

7 The growing gap between the very rich and the rest of
Anlericans undenllines confidence in our institutions,
and it goes against one of the core ideals of this country:
if you work hard and play by the rules, you can succeed
and leave a better future for your kids.

8 Growing incolne inequality stenlS fron1 technological
change and globalization. Both trends dalnpen income
at the lower end, as the lesser skilled are forced to
conlpete with international labor forces paid a fraction
of what it takes to nlaintain a Iniddle class living here.

9 Some work hard, nlake sensible choices in life, and
make a lot of money; and some don't. Maybe it's not
ideal, but efforts to alter reality by utopian schemes
don't work, They never have; and they never will.

10 You l11ay recall the board game Monopoly. Everybody
goes broke except for the winner, money stops
circulating except up, and the economy dies.

11 If escalating inequality is "simply an econOlllic reality,"
it seen1S pointless to spend too Inuch energy worrying
about how and why it rises.

12 Incolne inequality is not inherently bad nor all that
excessive. But liberals benefit by claiming it's an evil. In
return, they get an "anny of food stamp voters" at the
polls.

13 The support for pro~wealthy, anti~public policies is
predicated on a Blyth: Better not penalize the rich just
in case I becolne one of theIII someday.

14 Given the gross disparity between wages here and
overseas, it is hard to see how we can get our
threatened lower classes through the harsh
adjustlnents necessitated by globalization, and we can
only hope the dislocations are telnporary.

15 In any conllnercial endeavor, there will be top
executives, Iniddle executives, supervisors, general
workforce and low-end labor. The rate of pay for each is
ultilllately deterlllined by ilnpersonal market forces, i.e.,
conlpetition - far better than governlllent-inlposed pay
rates.

1

-1

3

o

-3

1

-3

-4

-1

o

-2

2

o

1

2

3

-3

-3

o

-4

-1

4

3

4

4

-2

4

-3

-1

1

-2

o

2
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Statements

16 We need jobs. We need health care. We're busy trying to
survive. Debating econonlic policy is a lower priority
when you're trying to cover an underwater mortgage,
put food on the table, pay for gas to get to work, and
hope your kids can get through college without
crippling debt.

17 In big nUlllbers we Alnericans screanled at having to
bailout the banks who turned right back around and
awarded nlillions in BONUSES to the bad actors who
brought the crash of 2008. NO ONE listened. We can't be
blallled for the fact that Washington acts when ordered
by Wall Street not by ordinary voters!

18 How would we achieve something like "sufficient
equality" of income without abandoning capitalisln in
favor of socialism? And who's to say what's "sufficient"?
I am not sure that Congress is an honest broker capable
of making a good decision here.

19 Noone should be allowed to slip too far down the
economic ladder, especially for reasons beyond his or
her control.

20 The problenl is NOT that the wealthy make too much
money. The problenl is that social workers, nurses and
teachers nlake too little l110ney.

21 In econolnic life, private property and conlmercial
c0111petition foster centers of financial and
organizational strength that help citizens forestall
political tyranny.

22 It would be one thing if the riches of those at the top
were the result of greater contributions to society, but
the Great Recession showed otherwise: even bankers
who had led the global economy, as well as their own
firnls, to the brink of ruin, received outsize bonuses.

23 It is not lack of interest or apathy about the econOl11ic
inequality in this country that fuels the silence. It is a
feeling of total powerlessness and despair. What can
any of us who are not power brokers do? How can we
conlbat the feeling that the disparities will continue no
matter what the public sentinlent nlay be?

24 "Restoring fairness to our tax code" is usually liberal
"code" for the governnlent's intention to punish those
who've enjoyed econOlllic success due to their initiative
and work ethic.

25 Lax regulation and oversight have allowed reckless and
predatory financial practices to drive our econolny to
the brink of collapse.
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Statements

Growing inequality is not inevitable. There are market
econonlies that are doing better, both in terms of both
GDP growth and rising living standards for Inost
citizens. SOllle are even reducing inequalities.
Inequality is increasing ahllost everywhere in the
industrialized and postindustrial world, even if the
increase has been llluch greater in the United States. To
understand a global trend, we need a lllore universal
explanation.
It is an outrage that Warren Buffett pays less on his final
dollar than his secretary.
Why does everyone keep looking upwards? Everyone
should just be happy with where they are.
Alllerica's poor and those in the llliddle shouldn't
conlplain. While they nlay be getting a snlaller share of
the pie than they did in the past, the pie is growing so
lnuch, thanks to the contributions of the rich and
superrich, that the size of their slice is actually larger.
The evidence flatly contradicts those who favor tax cuts
for the rich as the job creators. Indeed, Anlerica grew
far faster in the decades after World War II, when it was
growing together, than it has since 1980, when it began
growing apart.
If things are so bad in this econolllY, how conle
corporate profits are at record high levels?
Many so-called "poverty-stricken" Americans have
discovered that it pays better in food stalllps and
benefits to relllain jobless rather than take jobs for low
pay and long hours.
No capitalist econonlY nor genuine delllocracy can
flourish without a strong lniddle class. The capacity to
purchase products gives entrepreneurs incentives to
invest and innovate in producing more and better
goods. The richest 1% can only conSlune a tiny fraction
of what full elnploylllent can produce.
The tendency to think of econOlllic outcollles as natural
and inevitable is politically significant because it
discourages systelllatic critical scrutiny of their causes
and consequences.
Genuine fairness requires considerable inequality in the
distribution of rewards in free-Inarket econolllies; in
fact, a fair llleasure of econonlic inequality is essential in
a systelll governed by "fair play."
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