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Many assumptions exist regarding the relationship between such socio-economic factors as age, income and education and political participation.  In an attempt to test the veracity of these widely held assumptions, this study examines the relationship between socio-economic factors of age, marital status, education, income and citizenship and political participation utilizing the International Social Justice Project, 1991 dataset.  The datasets includes responses from a range of countries with similar industrial development, potentially leading to conclusions that are generalizable beyond the individual state.

Democratic governance assumes the participation of the populace.  The willingness of citizens to participate in the process of governance is an essential component of democracy.  However, people do not always choose to participate in the political process.  The question of who participates in politics, and what factors encourage greater political participation have fascinated scholars.  A tradition of research indicates that socioeconomic factors have a strong relationship to political participation.  This study utilizes the International Social Justice Project, 1991 dataset to test the relationship between socioeconomic factors and political participation in advanced industrial nations.

Questions concerning political participation are addressed early and frequently in academic literature.  While political participation has been commented on in literature since 1840, one of the earliest examinations of the role of social factors in political participation was written in 1917 by A.K. Rogers.  The article, “Class Consciousness,” discusses the effect of class on political participation, particularly on voting.  From this foundation, research has continued examining the nature of political participation in different nations and regions, as well as the effect of different social factors on political participation.  Cohen, Vigoda and Samorly state:
Two approaches have dominated the literature on political participation. The first is the sociological, which has concentrated traditionally on structural-objective variables in its attempts to explain the determinants of political participation. In this framework, the role of socioeconomic status (SES) has been emphasized as the most important determinant of political participation. The findings yielded by this approach have shown that political participation is significantly higher among citizens with high SES than among those with low SES (e.g., Milbrath & Goel 1977; Peterson 1990; Verba &Nie 1972; Verba et al. 1995). The second approach is psychological, and concentrates on personal attitudinal variables such as locus of control and political efficacy as determinants of political participation (e.g., Carmines 1992; Krampen 1991; Sabucedo & Cramer 1991; Sears 1987). (Cohen, Vigoda and Samorly 2001)
Both approaches have had significant influence on the study of political participation, though the sociological approach has dominated.
Scholars have continuously looked to socioeconomic factors to explain political participation.  Studies have highlighted the factors of age (Nachmias 1977), sex (Conway, Steuernagel and Ahern 1997; Edme 2004), occupation (Greenberg, Grunberg and Daniel 1996; Rogers, Bultena and Barb 1975; Sobel 1993) and membership in organizations (Rogers, Bultena and Barb 1975).  Some studies have attempted to study multiple socioeconomic factors in a single context, focusing on factors rather than on region (Burn and Konrad 1987; Leighley 1993; Zukin 2006; Booth 1979).  Another line of investigation has been to assess regions and nations, assessing the nature of political participation in these areas.  Research has focused on Europe (Flanz 1983; Odmalm 2005), Latin America (Booth and Seligson 1978 - 1979), Mexico (Brischetto and de la Garza 1983), the USSR (Friedgut 1979), Italy (Galli and Prandi 1970), the United States of America (Morrison 2003; Ramakrishnan 2005), Buenos Aires (Sabato 2001), and China (Townsend 1967), to name only a few examples.  Research also briefly extended into systemic explanations of political participation as exemplified by the work of Donald E. Schulz and Jan S. Admas on the influence of regime type on political participation (1981).  This research emphasis flared only briefly before most studies returned to assessing individual rather than systemic factors and political participation.
Political Participation theory posits that there is a predictive relationship between socioeconomic status and political participation, which may or may not be mediated by personal/psychological factors (Cohen, Vigoda and Samorly 2001).  For the purposes of this study I am going to set aside the question of psychological factors.  Far too often, questions of political participation are isolated to one nation or geographic region.  This is the hole in the research that this study attempts to fill.  By utilizing a multinational dataset which uses systemic factors rather than geographic location for choosing participant nations, this study can draw generalizations about political participations in industrialized nations, rather than in Europe or the United States.  This is a step toward formulating a more parsimonious, generalizable theory of political participation.
The concepts key to understanding this relationship are socioeconomic status and political participation.  Winkler, Judd and Kelman define socioeconomic status in their 1981 article on political participation.  “The social circumstances that shape the participatory input stem from the socioeconomic backgrounds of individuals in society and include such variables as education, age, income, and sex” (Winkler, Judd and Kelman 1981, 140).  Like most definitions of socioeconomic status, this only includes a small number of examples of the items that could be included.  While demographic characteristics such as age, ethnicity and sex are obvious, attitudinal attributes can also be aggregated as a part of the socioeconomic status variable.  This lack of clear definition and the differences in the use of the term socioeconomic status lead to the need to break this concept into its component parts and test each independently.
 Political Participation, on the other hand, has been much more clearly defined.  Cohen, Vigoda and Samorly utilize a combination of definitions proposed by Verba et al.
Verba, Nie, and Kim (1971): "Political participation is the means by which the interests, desires and demands of the ordinary citizen are communicated . . . All those activities by private citizens that are more or less directly aimed at influencing the selection of governmental personnel and/or the decisions that they make" (p. 9). A more recent definition by Verba et al. (1995) refers to "activity that has the intent or effect of influencing governmental action--either directly by affecting the making or implementation of public policy or indirectly by influencing the selection of people who make those policies" (p. 38). (Cohen, Vigado & Samorly 2001)

The focus here is on action as well as intent.  Political participation requires both the desire to effect the government, and an action that has been taken.  
In order to draw conclusions on differing social factors, I am separating various socioeconomic factors into different tests.  This results in the following five hypotheses to be tested:

H1: The higher an individual’s annual income, the higher an individual’s level of political participation.
H2: Membership in a religious organization indicates a higher level of political participation.
H3: The higher the level of an individual’s education, the higher an individual’s level of political participation.
H4: The older an individual is, the higher an individual’s level of political participation.
H5: Marriage increases an individual’s level of political participation.

These hypotheses attempt to encompass a range of factors commonly considered related to political particpation.  By isolating each element separately, the relative as well as absolute influence of each factor can be assessed independent of other influences.  I have also included a variable for each of the countries that participated in the study in attempt to control for national effects.    If the results were a result of the systems of the nations chosen to participate, the study would have little explanatory power.  The nationality of the respondents must be accounted for in order to consider the results of the study generalizable.
The primary question I hope to answer is, Are the effects of social factors on voting constant among countries with similar levels of development?  The answer to this question incorporates the assumptions of previous research on voter turnout with data collected from a range of countries in order to draw new conclusions concerning the transferability of assumptions regarding voter behavior.  The dataset utilized in this study, the International Social Justice Project, 1991, includes data on income, religion, education, occupation, age and marital status, all factors believed to have an influence on voter turnout (International Social Justice Project (ISJP) 1993).  Accordingly, to determine if each of these factors has an influence, and how great it is, this study will test for a significant connection between each variable and voter turnout.  However, because this dataset has information for only one year, it is not possible to draw causal conclusions.  Showing that a relationship exists is an initial step to showing a causal relationship.

The International Social Justice Project 2001 is a collaborative effort to study popular perceptions of social justice in advanced industrial nations (International Social Justice Project (ISJP) 1993).  The countries involved in the study are Bulgaria, East Germany, West Germany, Estonia, Great Britain, Hungary, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Russia, Slovenia, and the United States.  Italy was invited to participate in the study, but no survey information was received for this country.  The population of the survey is all persons in participating countries 18 years and older.  The sampling strategy varied by country, but all were designed to ensure a random, representative sample of the population of the country (International Social Justice Project (ISJP) 1993).


For the purpose of this study, political participation has been operationalized as an individual’s reported political behavior.  The unit of analysis is each respondent’s score on an index of actions. The actions which constitute political participation are signing a petition, participating in a boycott, attending a protest demonstration or rally, attending a public meeting, joining an unofficial strike, blocking traffic, writing to a newspaper, writing to a government leader, refusing to pay rent or taxes, occupying a building, and voting.  Additionally, I included sympathizing with a party as political participation, because to answer this question affirmatively, the individual must have thought about the positions, and is likely to defend that party in conversation, which constitutes an action.  Political party sympathy is a proxy for potential political participation.  The index of these responses is coded 0 for no and 1 for yes, to reach a score ranging from 0 to 11 for political participation.  The higher the score, the more politically active the respondent is.

Due to the limitations of the data available, several of the independent variables are operationalized as dichotomous.  The non-dichotomous variables are interval variables, utilizing the categories in the dataset.  Marriage is a dichotomous variable which reduces the respondents’ marital status to simply married or not married, without differentiating between single, cohabitating, divorced or widowed status.  Because a universal factor of religious affiliation was not created, the religious identification of the respondents varies from country to country.  In order to measure religious identification as a factor, I converted the data into the dichotomous variable church, with 0 for no religious affiliation, and 1 for religious affiliation.  In order to measure the effect of age on political participation, I use the survey response for age of respondent, which is coded into a scale thus:

1) < 26 years
2) 26-35 years
3) 36-45 years
4) 46-55 years
5) 56-65 years
6) 66-75 years
7) 76 years or more
8) 98. DK
9) 99. NA

Categories 8 and 9 were removed from the data set, as these responses do not provide information regarding the respondents.  These answers were a severely small portion of the responses, as the majority of respondents were able to provide information regarding their age.  The measurement for education is similar.  I recoded the variable EDUC from the data set to education, again removing the DK and NA categories from the list.  Aside from these changes, the scores reflect this scale:

1) LEVEL la: Less than general (primary) formal education

2) LEVEL lb: General (primary) formal education

3) LEVEL lc: General (primary) formal education and basic vocational training

4) LEVEL 2a and 2b: Medium vocational training and medium formal education

5) LEVEL 3a: Secondary formal education (Abitur, Maturitas)

6) LEVEL 3b: Lower tertiary (vocational) training

7) LEVEL 3c: Higher tertiary (vocational) training

8) DK

9) NA

Removing categories 8 and 9 from the analysis does not have a significant effect on the reliability of the data, as the omitted responses are a very few cases.  The measurement for income is the raw scores given by respondents as their income received after taxes in 1990.  The scores reported in the survey have an upper ceiling of $999,995; respondents whose income is higher than this value are included in the frequency for 999995.  Again, I converted the dataset variable IncomJC to remove the scores for DK, NA, and Inappropriate, recoding these categories as missing information.  The resulting variable, income, ranges from 0 to 999995.    The twelve variables that account for respondent nationality are all dichotomous variables separating the citizens of each nation from all other respondents.  Using the survey response for national citizenship, for each country respondents from the country are coded as 1, all other respondents 0.  Descriptive statistics for the variables are included in Appendix 1.

Each hypothesis was modeled independently and tested, as well as in conjunction with the other variables.  In the model incorporating all the variables, control variables for national citizenship were also incorporated.  Each of these models was regressed utilizing OLS regression to discern the relationship between the dependent variable and independent variables.

The results of the regression of the independent variables on political participation were quite interesting.  Each of the variables proved to have some effect on the likelihood of individuals to participate in politics.  However, the variables chosen were non-exhaustive, yielding only a portion of the information needed to determine political participation.


Age explains very little of the variation of political participation, only .6%.  The model of the relationship between age and participation is:
Participation = 8.727 + .097*age

Due to the categorization of age, a 1 point increase in age is the equivalent of a 10 year increase in age – from 26 to 36, 36 to 46, and so on.  Therefore, for every ten year increase in age, there is a .097 increase in the level of political participation.  There is a significant relationship between age and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.  However, despite its statistical significance, the increase accounted for is miniscule.

Marriage explains none of the variation of political participation independently.  This is unexpected, because there is such a strong correlation between age and voting in some countries (such as the United States).  The model for this relationship is:


Participation = 9.021 + .051*marriage

The model indicates that being married indicates a .051 increase in the level of political participation, but this effect is insignificant.  The relationship is also insignificant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is accepted.  There is no relationship between marriage and political participation.

Church membership explains a small amount of the variation in political participation, .3%.  The model of the relationship between church membership and political participation is:


Participation = 8.918 + .233*church

Church membership accounts for a .233 increase in the level of political participation.  There is a significant relationship between church membership and political participation.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.

Income explains 3.8% of variation in political participation.  The relationship is inverse; participation declines as income increases.  Independently income explains significantly more variation in political participation than church membership, marital status or age.  The model of the relationship between income and political participation is:


Participation = 9.204 - .00003039*income

Every one dollar increase in income accounts for a miniscule decrease in the level of participation.  However, the differences between income levels are usually measured in thousands of dollars.  To look at this relationship from a slightly different perspective, for every one thousand dollar increase in income, there is a .03039 increase in the level of political participation.  There is a significant relationship between income and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.

Education explains 7.9% of the variation in public participation.  Independently it explains the greatest amount of variation of any of the variables chosen.  The model of the relationship between education and political participation is:


Participation = 10.484 – .346*education

Every one level increase in education completed accounts for a .346 decrease in the level of political participation.  This is interesting, because the opposite relationship would be expected.  There is a significant relationship between education and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.

The variables for the countries can be examined as a group.  The percentage of variation explained by each country is listed in Table 5.  The values range from .2% to 7.2%.  Citizenship in the United States explains almost as much variation as the most explanatory independent variable, education.  The models that explain the relationships between the independent country variables and political participation are:
1) Participation = 8.991 + 1.101*Estonia
2) Participation = 9.076 – .328*Czechoslovakia
3) Participation = 8.971 + 1.053*Slovenia
4) Participation = 8.947 + 1.073*Russia
5) Participation = 9.218 – 2.015*United States
6) Participation = 9.094 – .529*Great Britain

7) Participation = 8.940 + 1.279*Poland
8) Participation = 9.102 – .473*the Netherlands
9) Participation = 9.047 + .154*Japan
10) Participation = 8.980 + 1.290*Hungary
11) Participation = 9.142 – .836*West Germany
12) Participation = 9.109 – .936*East Germany

13) Participation = 9.087 – .405*Bulgaria
Table 5. Percent Variation Explained by Country Variables
	Country
	% variation 

explained

	Estonia
	1.6

	Czechoslovakia
	.2

	Slovenia
	1.9

	Russia
	2.5

	United States
	7.2

	Great Britain
	.5

	Poland
	3.2

	The Netherlands
	.5

	Japan
	.000

	Hungary
	2.2

	West Germany
	1.6

	East Germany
	1.2

	Bulgaria
	.3


National citizenship proved to be a significant factor in the variation in political participation regardless of the country considered.  Estonian citizenship accounts for a 1.101 point increase in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between Estonian citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.
  Czechoslovakian citizenship accounts for a .328 point decrease in political participation. There is a significant relationship between Czechoslovakian citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.    Slovenian citizenship accounts for a 1.053 point increase in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between Slovenian citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.   Russian citizenship accounts for a 1.073 point increase in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between Russian citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.  United States citizenship accounts for a 2.015 point decrease in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between age and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.  British citizenship explains a .529 point decrease in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between British citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.    Polish citizenship accounts for a 1.279 point increase in political participation. There is a significant relationship between British citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.  Dutch citizenship explains a .473 point decrease in political participation. There is a significant relationship between Dutch citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.  Japanese citizenship accounts for a .154 point increase in political participation. There is a significant relationship between Japanese citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected. Hungarian citizenship accounts for a 1.290 point increase in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between Hungarian citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected. West German citizenship accounts for a .836 point decrease in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between West German citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.   East German citizenship explains a .936 point decrease in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between East German citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.  Bulgarian citizenship accounts for a .405 point decrease in political participation.  There is a significant relationship between Bulgarian citizenship and political participation; the f score obtained greatly exceeds fcritical.  The relationship is significant at the 95% level, so the null hypothesis is rejected.
After considering each of the variables independently for their effect on political participation, I examined their combined influence on political participation.  Japanese citizenship is excluded from the model to provide a citizenship baseline.  Using the operationalized variables, I formulated a linear model where:


Participation = 11.375 +.014*age +.075*church +.011*marriage - .279*education - .000003*income – .390*Bulgaria – 1.208*East Germany – 1.135*West Germany + .719*Hungary– .557*The Netherlands +.632*Poland – .887*Great Britain – 1.919*United States+.713*Russia+.468*Slovenia – .601*Czechoslovakia + .814*Estonia

This model explains 27.5% of variation in political participation (R2 = .275).  While this leaves a significant portion of the variation unexplained, it is a large enough proportion to justify this investigation.  There is a lack of similar studies to compare these results to, because the majority of studies focus either on a single country or region.  This study is unique because the countries chosen share a similar level of industrial development and are chosen from throughout Europe and North America.

 For every year of age, there is .014 increase in the level of participation.  Age is statistically insignificant at the 95% level.  Church membership accounts for a .075 increase in the level of participation holding other considered variables constant, and is significant at the 95% level.  Being married is associated with a .011 increase in the level of participation holding other considered variables constant.  Marital status is insignificant at the 95% level.  For every level of education completed, there is a .279 decrease in the level of participation holding constant for other considered variables.  Education is significant at the 95% level.  For every dollar increase in the level of income, there is an extremely small decrease in the level of political participation (.000003) holding constant for other considered variables.  Income is significant at the 95% level.  The results of the citizenship control variables are diverse.  For Hungary, Poland, Russia, Slovenia and Estonia, citizenship is indicative of an increase in participation holding constant for other considered variables.  For all other countries, citizenship is associated with a decrease in participation holding constant for other considered variables, the largest associated with being a US citizen.  The relationship between citizenship and political participation for each country is significant at the 95% level.  


When considered together, the impact of each of the individual independent variables changes.  The beta scores are presented ranked from highest to lowest in Table 6.  The highest beta score is for United States citizenship, indicating that this has the highest correlation to political participation.  The lowest beta score is for marriage, indicating a negligible link between being married and political participation.  The most explanatory socioeconomic factor aside from citizenship is education, indicating that a person’s level of academic achievement is indicative of political participation, but in an inverse relationship.  


Considering the importance of citizenship in this equation, the question of the importance of the socioeconomic variables without the citizenship variables becomes relevant.  Relying simply on the socioeconomic variables, the simplified model becomes:

Participation = 10.408 -.007*age +.143*church +.120*marriage - .333*education - .000011*income

The simplified model has a lesser model fit, explaining only 10.1% of the variance in political participation.  This is a sufficient decrease in explanatory power to indicate that there is some attribute that is being accounted for in the citizenship dummy variables, though there is no theoretical indication of what that factor might be.  Further research comparing the rates of political participation in similar countries is necessary to begin to draw conclusions concerning the role citizenship plays, or what attribute it proxies for in this investigation.
Table 6. Beta Score
	United States
	-.262

	Education
	-.231

	West Germany
	-.164

	East Germany
	-.145

	Great Britain
	-.113

	Russia
	.108

	Poland
	.094

	Estonia
	.093

	Hungary
	.087

	The Netherlands
	-.082

	Czechoslovakia
	-.079

	Slovenia
	.065

	Bulgaria
	-.053

	Income
	-.035

	Church
	.018

	Age
	.011

	Marriage
	.003


The question of who will and who will not participate in politics may not be answerable.  The closest we may be able to come to predicting which individuals are likely to participate is to determine the impact of certain factors on the likelihood for and level of political participation.  This study has been an attempt to draw generalizable results for citizens of advanced industrial nations by utilizing data from a range of such countries.  Perhaps the most important result is that citizenship has a significant effect on political participation.  This would indicate that despite our hopes, factors of political participation are inextricably bound with citizenship and thus not generalizable across countries. These results are only preliminary, however, and additional testing needs to be done to confirm or negate these conclusions.  A sample including non-Western states would be useful in the attempt to glean more information about citizenship, as the presence study of only Western states in this study begs the question concerning the effect of citizenship in non-Western states on participation. Additionally, the difference between the percentages of variation explained indicates that citizenship cannot be overlooked in analysis of political participation.

The results indicate that education has the strongest influence on political participation, but it is inverse to the hypothesis proposed in this study.  The results show that education causes a reduction in political participation.  Further studies that explore this relationship more fully would be necessary to understand the nature of the relationship.
Age and income also both have an inverse relationship to political participation than the ones proposed here.  The older an individual is, the less likely they are to participate in political activities.  This might be due to the nature of the political activities assessed in the index of political participation, and the inclusion of a large number of new democracies.  Older citizens in regimes that only recently became democratic would have had substantially fewer opportunities to engage in political activities.  Further study utilizing data obtained more recently will perhaps show a change in the nature of this relationship.
Marriage and Church membership both have a small but significant impact on political participation.  These results validate the hypotheses proposed here, that marriage increases political participation and religious affiliation increases political participation.  Further research could improve upon these results by analyzing the variations between marital status and religious affiliation beyond the dichotomous level.  For instance, do widows participate more than divorcees?  Do Muslims have higher levels of participation than Christians?  These questions and others like them are interesting, but simply unanswerable for this study.
A concern that has arisen from these findings is model specification.  I am not confident that a linear model is correct for estimating the relationship between the multitudes of variables considered.  Further, the index created of political is useful in allowing an OLS regression to be performed, but logit or probit tests addressing each component of political participation would be helpful, as some forms of political participation may have an impact on the influence of the dependent variables.  These are both methodological concerns which deserve more attention in future studies.

The results of this study have fallen short of my hopes, but have shown support for the theory that socioeconomic factors can predict political participation.  Interestingly, the factors that we might consider most important to increasing political participation, education and income, actually decrease political participation.  This result might be explained by incorporating cost-benefit calculus, as has been applied to the economics of voting.  This would be an interesting extension of political participation theory, and lead to suggestive implications for the development of political participation.
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Appendix 1

For dichotomous variables, the only descriptive statistic of interest is mode, which indicates whether the majority of respondents do or do not share this characteristic.  The details of the modes for dichotomous variables are in Table 1.  The modes indicate that the majority of respondents are married and are affiliated with a religious group.  Additionally, as would be expected, the modes indicate that no one country accounts for the majority of respondents, which is confirmed by the author’s description of the survey respondent selection.

Table 1: Dichotomous Variables

	Variable
	Mode

	Marriage
	1

	Church
	1

	Bulgaria
	0

	East Germany
	0

	West Germany
	0

	Estonia
	0

	Great Britain
	0

	Hungary
	0

	Japan
	0

	The Netherlands
	0

	Poland
	0

	Russia
	0

	Slovenia
	0

	The United States
	0
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Several descriptive statistics regarding age are informative regarding the sample.  The descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 2.  The mean and median are close in value, indicating that the distribution is close to the normal distribution.  The mode indicates that the majority of respondents are between the ages of 26 and 35 years of age.  The deviation from the standard distribution is to the right, indicated by the difference between the mean and the mode.  The range is from 1 to 7, indicating that every category is represented in the dataset.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics, Age

	Mean
	3.3997

	Median
	3.00

	Mode
	2.00

	Range
	6.00

	Minimum
	1.00

	Maximum
	7.00


As is the case for age, multiple statistics reveal information regarding the sample concerning education.  These descriptive statistics are reported in Table 3.  The mean and median are extremely close in value, indicating possibly that the distribution is close to the normal distribution.  This is confirmed by the graph of the frequency distribution.  The mode indicates that the majority of respondents have what the authors of the survey refer to as “Medium vocational training and medium formal education” (International Social Justice Project (ISJP) 1993).  What little skewedness exists is to the right, indicated by the difference between the mean and the median.  The range is from 1 – 7, indicating that all categories are represented in the sample.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics, education

	Mean
	4.0816

	Median
	4.0000

	Mode
	4.00

	Range
	6.00

	Minimum
	1.00

	Maximum
	7.00
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Descriptive statistics for income are reported in Table 4.  The significant difference between the mean and the median indicates that this distribution is skewed significantly to the right, with a small number of scores on the far right side raising the mean above the median.  The mode indicates that the majority of respondents earned $6000, which is very close to the mean.  The range is from $1 - $585000, indicating the extremes of income discrepancy.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics, income

	Mean
	6189.70

	Median
	2500.00

	Mode
	6000.00

	Range
	584999

	Minimum
	1

	Maximum
	585000


� (International Social Justice Project (ISJP) 1993)


� (International Social Justice Project (ISJP) 1993)





