Memo for the Reviewers of 

‘Median Voter and Power Resources Revisited:

A Composite Model of Inequality’
Thank you for the opportunity to revise and resubmit the manuscript. I thank the reviewers for their constructive criticisms and helpful suggestions, which provided me a great deal of motivation to revise the manuscript. The comments have been very useful in improving the manuscript. 
In general, the reviewers generally agree that the organization of the paper could be tightened (literature review and conclusion). This is now done in favor of a greater focus on the theoretical section and the discussion of results. I have also put the discussion of control variables back into the manuscript as they might be of interest (pp.18-20). Below I detail my revisions and response to the advice offered by each reviewer. If applicable, the amendments are highlighted in red for the reviewers’ easy reference (except grammatical changes throughout the manuscript).
Reviewer 1
Thank you for your comments and suggestions. I appreciate the reviewer for finding the manuscript interesting and suggesting concrete ways to improve it. By my count there are three major comments, including the exact attribution of the effects, the discussion of my findings, and the relationship between inequality and median preferences. I will respond to each of the reviewer’s comments below.
1. The reviewer is right to point out that the two effects might not be comparable in terms of magnitude. For example, in the analysis of substantive effects in the original manuscript (p.20), the majority of the effects are direct (this section is revised in the current submission). However, even though the indirect effect is weaker does not mean that all of the effects are direct. In fact, the importance of both the direct and indirect channels could be demonstrated by the confirmation of H1 (MMR on left vote) and H2 (MMR and power resources on redistribution). The difference in the size of the effects might have masked the ‘mediation’ we expect to see (on a side note, the inclusion of MMR does indeed make Left Seat less significant; this is not discussed in the manuscript as I am also interested in the Left*Corporatism interaction, which happens to be significant). This again shows the relative strength of the direct channel. In any event, even though I maintain that both channels are significant, the direct effect is obviously much stronger. This is now acknowledged as a limitation in the Discussion section (pp.25-26; together with the substantive significance also highlighted by the reviewer).
2. The reviewer also raised a question regarding the causal effects from power resources (PR) to future income distribution (D_t+1). First, a clarification is in place. With the arrow PR -> D+t+1 in Figure 2 and the tests in Table 3, I do not intend to argue that there is a direct, non-policy related effect from power resources (left party, unions) to income distribution. Instead, it refers to the policy decisions which could affect the distribution of wages. In the power resources literature, two potential effects of PR are highlighted: through increasing the level of redistribution (e.g., transfers) and through improving the distribution of wages (e.g., wage bargaining, labor protection). As the former mechanism of redistribution is arguably more proximate than the latter (involving policies and the market), they are respectively included in the model concurrently (PR -> R) and in the next period (D_t+1). 
In this study, redistribution is measured as the difference between pre- and post-government inequality, instead of any welfare input. Defined this way as the product of wage distribution and policy input, redistribution (at least as defined in this study) should not be expected to lead to a change in future market wage distribution (except when the level of redistribution affects, say, people’s incentives to work). Empirically, this is also the case. If we include Redistribution alongside other variables in H3, it would be insignificant. 
Of course, I recognize that these arguments were not presented clearly, leading to the question raised by the reviewer. Some relevant parts (pp.5-6, 13) are now rewritten in the hope that other readers would not be confused.
3. Next, the reviewer commented on the claims in the manuscript regarding cross-national versus within-country variations. The reviewer rightly pointed out that the tests in the article are based on within-country variations given the use of fixed effects. Although there are some robustness tests and discussions on cross-national variations in the Appendix (such as dropping country fixed effects), they are a far cry from a strong affirmation that my findings apply in a cross-national manner. In fact, it was never my intention to suggest that my results are based on cross-sectional variations (as evidenced by the separate discussion in the Appendix), much less them being attributable to the use of a different measure. What I actually wished to say was that the results here are based on a ‘cross-national’ study (as in including dozens of cases). I apologize for the confusion this caused for the reviewer.
I have now carefully reviewed the entire paper to ensure that no similar references to ‘cross-national variations’ are made. In addition, I have further highlighted this characteristic of fixed effects model in the Research Design section (p.14). The fact that the fixed effects design of this study might have contributed to the different conclusion is also noted in the Discussion section (p.23). 
4. Regarding the substantive effects of the analysis, the reviewer suggested that the standard deviation of MMR change from one year to the next would be a more suitable indicator for the assessment. Indeed, as suspected by the reviewer, the substantive effects do go down once this is done. Reflecting on this (and the fact that it is not easy to say how big the change has to be in order to be regarded as "rather significant substantively"), the part on the interpretation of substantive effects has now been moved to the Discussion section as a limitation (pp.25-26). The estimation has been updated using the figure recommended by the reviewer (a 3-year period is used otherwise the left vote to left seat analysis would not be very meaningful). The change now drops to 0.7. Although it is smaller, the figure is on the same order of magnitude as before. This should not be too surprising as robustness models without fixed effects actually return similar estimates for the main variables as the ones with them as reported in the Appendix (though this is not entirely comparable). The advice of the reviewer is gratefully acknowledged in footnote 16 (p.26). Corresponding changes (removing references to the results being "substantive significant") have also been made throughout the manuscript. 

5. The reviewer’s commented on the insufficient attention paid to the relationship between inequality and median preferences. Given the opposite patterns found in the literature this omission might seem very problematic. In this revision two changes have been made. First, a paragraph has been added to the theoretical section suggesting why the opposite finding is not necessarily a problem for my model (pp.10-11). Following my arguments, the median voter variable is not (only) capturing median preferences, but also the political center of gravity governing the dynamics of party competition. As explained, such findings against the original model do not pose a problem for my arguments. Second, I recognize that many readers would potentially share the reviewer’s opinion. This point is now explicitly discussed as a limitation in the Discussion section (p.25). I highlighted the difference between my model and the original one, and acknowledged that there are still unresolved issues surrounding the model. 
6. The reviewer found the literature review to be too lengthy, a view shared by Reviewer 3. I have revised it to be more concise (pp.4-7). The acronyms in the figures have also been replaced as recommended by the reviewer (p.32, 33). 
Reviewer 2
Thank you for your interest and comments on the manuscript. As suggested by the reviewer, the presentation of the figures and tables is now improved, including the labelling of Figure 3 (p.36) as well as similar figures in the Appendix. I have also included more details to the notes accompanying the tables in addition to the existing ones. As I am not sure what else would the reviewer wish to see in particular, I would be happy to include any further information on the reviewer’s recommendation.
On the other hand, the reviewer also found the conclusion to be too long and repetitive. I have rewritten parts of the conclusion to make it more concise, especially the parts which merely repeat less important information given elsewhere (pp.22-24). The space is freed up to include other points of interest as suggested by other reviewers.
Reviewer 3
Thank you for your comments about the manuscript. I appreciate the reviewer’s suggestions, in particular regarding the framing of my arguments which are very useful. Below I respond to the specific comments in turn.
I fully agree with the reviewer’s comment that the ‘median voter vs. power resources’ is more apparent than real. This incompatible argument is actually taken from some other studies (e.g., Kwon and Pontusson, 2010; Huber and Stephens 2012) and used as one of the rationales for this study. The reviewer also rightly pointed out that their difference lies in the different conception of inequality --- a point which was also pointed out in the original manuscript (footnote 2 & pp.8-9). In fact, as repeatedly mentioned, this paper plans to demonstrate the opposite: the two theories are both viable (thus a composite model). However, reflecting on the reviewer’s comment, I acknowledge that I might have ‘overstated’ the contrast, which is perhaps not commonly shared by a lot of scholars. In this revision, I have now downplayed their contrast and instead focused on the fact that they could both be accommodated, although some references to this are still kept to highlight the inspiration behind the study.
Next, the reviewer took issue with the discussion regarding median voter/Meltzer-Richard (MR) model, as well as the assumptions underlying the model. To start with, I was acutely aware of the framing of the arguments as the more specific MR model rather than the wider ‘median voter’ model. I also perfectly agree with the reviewer that this article is about the reconciliation of the two approaches. In the original manuscript I have tried to make this point clear by putting the MR label early in the abstract and repeatedly throughout the manuscript. Their theoretical and empirical reconciliation has also been a recurring theme. The reason why the ‘median voter’ label is kept in the title is for the general audience who might be less familiar with the MR model. In fact, a lot of studies (especially those from the less political economy-inclined) simply equate the median voter hypothesis with the MR model. In addition, as the median voter measure is after all the key variable taken from the MR side, I find it difficult to be completely avoided. In this revision, I have adjusted some terminologies in order to more accurately describe the exact model under discussion. Whenever it is used, I tried to limit it to instances which do not only apply to the MR model but also the wider median voter framework.
In the same comment, the reviewer also suggested that given the concerns, the manuscript is limited to ‘just another Meltzer-Richard paper’. As reviewed, evidence for the model has been mixed, leading to extended discussion of the underlying assumptions of the model. In my humble opinion, this article contributes by arguing that evidence for the model could be identified by using a different (arguably better) measure and a new perspective. In addition, in response to a comment by another reviewer, two parts have been added in the paper to highlight how the assumptions of the MR model, which are largely untouched in this study, affect my arguments (in Theoretical section and Discussion; pp.10-11, 25). This should also position the article as not only just another MR paper as the new elements (e.g., left parties, party competition dynamics) set it apart from the traditional model. I believe by bringing the two theoretical arguments together, I have made some theoretical contributions beyond simply providing supporting evidence for a theory.
Based on another comment, the length of the literature review has been reduced in the current submission. Potential references which might have misled the reviewer to be about the true purpose of this article have been removed. 
The reviewer wished to see more details regarding the model choice. The dynamic characteristic of the data was actually briefly discussed in the original manuscript (footnote 7, p.14). Based on the reviewer’s comment, I have expanded the discussion and in particular how the residuals affect the analysis (footnote 7, p.14). 
Finally, I apologize for the grammatical mistakes made in the previous submission. I have taken this opportunity to have the manuscript proofread by an English-speaking editor (changes made throughout the manuscript not highlighted). Hopefully in this revision the use of language would no longer distract the audience from reading the manuscript.
