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Overview 



Research question 

 

Do migrants adapt their redistribution preferences to a 

new institutional context or do they hold on to attitudes 

shaped in their country of origin? 
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Theoretical framework 

1. Theory of acculturation 

2. Electoral and political consequences of resistance to 

cultural patterns in the host country 
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Theoretical framework 

Acculturation is the adoption of the cultural norms and 

behavioral patterns of the “core culture” (Gordon 1964). 

Gordon differentiated between acculturation and structural 

assimilation (incorporation into primary relations). 

Changes in external individual traits (language, clothing) 

take less time while intrinsic (values, norms, believes) take 

longer. 
 

Acculturation is “progressive adoption of elements of a 

foreign culture (ideas, words, values, norms, behavior, 

institutions) by persons, groups or classes of a given 

culture” (the International organization for migration, 

2004) 
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Theoretical framework 

 

Four outcomes of acculturation process (Berry 2003) 
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Theoretical framework 

Electoral and political consequences 

1. McCormick (1974) associated migrants’ attitudes to the US 

government in 19th century with the attitudes in the country of 

origin. 

2. Benson (1966) studies voting behavior of Dutch immigrants 

in the US and came to the conclusion that they reproduce the 

same patterns as citizens of Netherlands. 

3. Lipset and Marks (2000) traced the rise of American socialist 

movements during the first third of 20th century towards 

massive immigration from Germany, where socialist 

movements were very strong at the time.  
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Previous findings  

Alesina and Fuchs-Schündeln (2007) assessed adaptation of East 

Germans to new institutional arrangements after the reunification and 

proposed  that this process would take about 20-40 years (one or two 

generations). 

Ockenfels and Weimann (1999) identified an effect of environment on 

behavioral patterns of eastern and western Germans. In contrast to 

expectations, eastern Germans, who had shaped their values and 

attitudes during Communism, demonstrated more selfish behavior 

compared to western Germans.  

The effects of culture were traced by Luttmer and Singhal (2011). They 

suggested associating migrants’ preferences for redistribution with 

averaged preferences for redistribution in their country of origin. They 

ascertained that migrants from countries where the preferences for 

redistribution are more explicit tend to express more pro-redistribution 

preferences.  
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Luttmer, E. F. P., and M. Singhal. 2011. “Culture, 

Context, and the Taste for Redistribution.” American 

Economic Journal: Economic Policy 3 (1): 157–79.  

There is a strong effect of culture of origin on the 

redistribution preferences of individual immigrants.  
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Luttmer and Singhal (2011).  

However, there are some issues  

1. the sensitivity of data to temporal changes and 

sample 

2. the problem of self-selection into migration  

3. a large proportion of European migration takes place 

within similar cultural, language or welfare areas 

4. what stands behind culture measured as 

redistribution preferences in countries of origin?  
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Luttmer and Singhal (2011):  

critical remarks and new hypothesis   

There is a question whether migrants in the subsample 

are randomly distributed to this group.  

In this concern I’m going first to discuss the problem of 

self-selection into migration and then self-selection 

into a country of migration and compare preferences 

for redistribution of European and Non-European 

migrants. 

The other matter is the question about the key finding of 

Lutmer and Singhal: “culture” of country of birth has an 

effect on individual redistribution preferences.  
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Self-selection into migration: 
self-interest explanations 

Migrants are not a random sample (Borjas 1988; Bianchi 2013) 
 

A long discussion about incentives for migration was traced by 

Kauppinen and Poutvaara (2012): 

• economic advantages (Hicks 1932),  

• increase in social capital (Sjaastad 1962) and  

• amount of public goods (Tiebout 1956)  
 

Nakosteen and Zimmer (1980, 841): migrants “seek to maximize the 

present value of net gains resulting from locational change”. 

Particularly income differentials and net of mobility costs are 

identified as the key incentives for migration.  

12 



Self-selection into migration: 
other explanations 

 

The long list of utilitarian reasons for migration may be 

supplemented by individual peculiarities: abilities, a 

readiness to take risks and search for new experience 

(Fouarge and Ester 2007).  
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Reasons for immigration  
(cited on the report of The European Foundation for the Improvement 

of Living and Working Conditions “Factors determining international 

and regional migration in Europe” (Fouarge and Ester 2007)) 
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Hypothesis 1 

 

 

H1. Control for individual openness to change values 

maximizes the effect of average redistribution 

preferences in the country of birth on migrant 

redistribution preferences. 
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Self-selection into a country of 

immigration 

Immigration “often involves a loss of established social 

networks of family and friends, and the challenge of 

integration into a new job, a different social security 

system and a new social environment, often with the 

need to learn a new language” (Krieger 2006, 2). 
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Self-selection into a country of 

immigration 

        Obstacles for immigration  
(cited on the report of The European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions “Long 

distance mobility within the EU: considering the Lisbon Agenda and Transitional Arrangements” (Krieger 2006, 8)) 
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Self-selection into a country of 

immigration 

Yet when opting for immigration Europeans can 

minimize these costs by  

• choosing nearby countries (it makes distance from 

family and friends shorter), 

• countries where people speak the same or similar 

language (it equalizes migrants with natives in terms 

of employment and makes adaptation easier) and  

• maybe even countries with alike social security 

system (it allows to have more predictable 

environment).  

In many cases these factors overlap each other.  
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Migration flows in Europe 
The size of the nodes is proportional 

to the number of emigrants 



Migration flows in Europe 
The size of the nodes is proportional 

to the number of immigrants 



Migration flows in Europe 
The size of the nodes is proportional 

to the number of immigrants. N>30 



Migration flows of Sweden 
The size of the nodes is proportional 

to the number of immigrants. N>30 



Migration flows of Russia 
The size of the nodes is proportional 

to the number of immigrants. N>30 



Migration flows of France 
The size of the nodes is proportional 

to the number of immigrants. N>30 



Migration flows of Germany 
The size of the nodes is proportional 

to the number of immigrants. N>20 



Demand for redistribution across 

Europe.  
The size of the nodes is proportional to the average 

demand in the country 



Migration flows between countries 

with different demand for 

redistribution. The size of the nodes is 

proportional to the average demand in the country 
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Migration flows between countries 
with different demand for 
redistribution. The size of the nodes is 

proportional to the average demand in the country. 

30<N<400 
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Migration flows of Sweden.  
The size of the nodes is proportional to the average 

demand in the country. 30<N 
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Migration flows of the UK.  
The size of the nodes is proportional to the average 

demand in the country. 30<N<400 
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Migration flows of the UK.  
The size of the nodes is proportional to the average 

demand in the country. 30<N<400 
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Migration flows of Germany.  
The size of the nodes is proportional to the average 

demand in the country. 30<N<400 
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Migration flows of Austria.  
The size of the nodes is proportional to the average 

demand in the country. 30<N<400 
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Migration flows of Russia.  
The size of the nodes is proportional to the average 

demand in the country. 30<N<400 



Self-selection into a country of 

immigration 

European migration flows are geographically clustered: 

a great share of migrants have moved to neighboring 

countries, where they meet no or little complications in 

terms of language or to a similar welfare regime. 
 

The possible solution to this issue is to include non-

European migrants to the sample. Tendency to migrate 

to the countries where official language is similar to the 

official language of sending countries still remains. But 

other biases like distance from family, labour market or 

welfare regime will be minimized.    
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Hypothesis 2 

H2. An extension of the migrant subsample to 

include non-European migrants increases the 

effect of average redistribution preferences. 
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What is “culture”? 

Inglehart and Welzel considered cultural change of societies 

through change of dominant values (2005). I will follow 

this approximation and try to answer a question “do values 

stand behind the “culture” of redistribution?”. As they have 

shown redistribution preferences (“Government should take 

more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for”) 

have strong negative association  with self-expression and 

positive correlation with survival values (Inglehart and 

Welzel 2005, 55). It gives us a reason to think that 

redistribution preferences in a country may be a product of 

dominant values. 
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Hypothesis 3 

H3. The effect of aggregate preferences for 

redistribution in the country of origin vanishes if 

aggregate values are considered. 

38 



 

Research design 
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Data 

• European Social Survey cumulative data set, N=278756.  

• Six rounds: ESS’1 (2002-2003), ESS’2 (2004-2005), ESS’3 

(2006-2007), ESS’4 (2008-2009), ESS’5 (2010-2011), ESS’6 

(2012-2013).  

• 32 countries which participated at least in two rounds of the 

survey.  

• Observations with missing values for redistribution preferences, 

country of birth, country of residence, gender and age, and if age 

was under 18 y.o. were dropped.  

• Final sample size is 273909: 250071 natives, 12924 migrants 

from the countries included into ESS cumulative data set, 10914 

other migrants. 
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4 stages of the research 

• Stage 1: Replication of LS model on extended ESS data 

set 

• Stage 2: Replication LS model on subsamples of both 

European and non-European immigrants 

• Stage 3: Control for self-selection into migration by 

means of human values 

• Stage 4: Approaching the question: “What is “culture”?” 
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Demand for redistribution  

The demand for redistribution is measured by means of the 

question: 

 “Using this card, please say to what extent you agree or disagree with 

each of the following statements. The government should take 

measures to reduce differences in income levels”.  

A five-point scale was suggested to give an answer: 1 “agree 

strongly”, 2 “agree”, 3 “neither agree nor disagree”, 4 “disagree”, 5 

“disagree strongly”. I have reversed the scale for my analysis to 

simplify interpretation of the results. 
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Stage 1 

I will replicate the LS model at first and then add observations collected 

during the subsequent three rounds of ESS (ESS04-ESS06). 

  

𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 +  𝛽2𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 + 𝜀𝑖 

𝑅𝑃𝑖 –is immigrant i’s redistribution preferences 

𝑅𝑃𝑜 – is the average redistribution preferences among natives in the country 

of origin of immigrant i 

𝑋𝑖 - is a vector of individual characteristics. The LS model assumes several 

specifications with different variations of the vector components.  

𝜃𝑑 –  is a fixed effect for the country of destination of immigrant i, 

encompassing both institutional and cultural characteristics in the country of 

destination. 

𝜀𝑖 – is the error term 
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Stage 1 
Specifications for Xi: 
 • Baseline model with fewer controls: logged GDP per capita averaged for 2002-2013 for 

the country of birth, age, gender, education (broad classification: low, secondary, higher), 

partner’s education (broad classification), marital status, feeling about household income, 

main sources of income, logged household size, paid work during last 7 days, children in 

household, experience of long-term unemployment, living in a metropolitan area, 

dummies for ESS rounds, dummies for missing repressors. 

• Baseline model: specification 1 plus squared age divided for 100, ever had a paid job, 

partner has paid work, a dummy for linguistic minority (respondent’s primary language 

spoken at home is spoken by less than 30 percent of the native population), tenure in 

country, religion. Another two measures of linguistic minority were also tested: 

respondent’s primary language spoken at home is spoken by less than 10 and 50 percent 

of the native population. 

• Baseline model with more controls: specification 2 plus dummy for R is a citizen of a 

country, R voted in last national elections, a dummy for attending religious services at 

least once a month. 

• Comprehensive controls: specification 3 plus dummies for regions in all the countries, 

GINI in a country of birth (for the last available year), main activity for the last 7 days, 

membership of a trade union or similar, mother’s educational attainment, father’s 

educational attainment, industry of R's employment, R’s occupation. 

 

44 



 
Stage 2 

I substitute average demand for redistribution in the country of origin with 

average demand for redistribution calculated on ISSP data to include non-

European migrants in the subsample.  

There is a discrepancy in the sets of countries participating in both surveys. 

We lose migrants from 7 countries: Belgium, Estonia, Greece, Iceland, 

Luxemburg, Turkey and Ukraine.  

We do get data on migrants from 13 non-European countries: Australia, 

Canada, Chile, Dominican Republic, Japan, New Zealand, Philippines, 

South Africa, South Korea, Taiwan, USA, Uruguay and Venezuela.  

This substitution makes the sample more heterogeneous and allows partial 

correction for self-selection into the country of migration because of 

territorial proximity.  

Here, I run the same analysis as in stage 1. 45 



 
Stage 3 

I introduce to the LS model individual values to control for self-

selection into migration and then run all the specifications described 

above.  

The critical assumption here is that values are shaped during the 

formative age and do not substantially change afterwards (Inglehart 

and Baker 2000).  

  

𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2𝑂𝐶𝑖 +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 + 𝜀𝑖 

𝑂𝐶𝑖 – R’s i openness to change values 
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Stage 4 

One by one, I will include in the LS model a list of values averaged for countries of birth and 
then will run these models using all the specifications indicated in stage 1. 

 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝑂𝐶𝑜) +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖  

𝑂𝐶𝑜 – average scores for openness to change values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝐶𝑂𝑜) +𝛽3𝑋𝑖 +𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖 

𝐶𝑂𝑜 – average scores for conservation values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝑆𝐸𝑜) +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖  

𝑆𝐸𝑜 – average scores for self-enhancement values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝑆𝑇𝑜) +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖 

𝑆𝑇𝑜 – average scores for self-transcendence values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝑆𝐸𝑥𝑜) +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖  

𝑆𝐸𝑥𝑜 – average scores for self-expression values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝑃𝑀𝑜) +𝛽3𝑋𝑖 +𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖 

𝑃𝑀𝑜 – average scores for post-materialist values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑜) +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖  

𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑜 – average scores for emancipative values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝐴𝑢𝑡𝑜) +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖 

𝐴𝑢𝑡𝑜 – average scores for autonomy values in i’s country of birth 
𝑅𝑃𝑖 = 𝛽1  𝑅𝑃𝑜 + 𝛽2(𝑉𝑜𝑜) +  𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝜃𝑑 +  𝜀𝑖 

𝑉𝑜𝑜 – average scores for voice index in i’s country of birth 
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Main results 
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Stage 1 

Replication of LS model on extended 

ESS data set 
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Immigrant preferences for redistribution 
by preferences in country of birth, 
extended ESS data set (ESS’1-ESS’6)  
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Immigrant preferences for redistribution 
by preferences in country of birth (ESS’1-
ESS’3) (Luttmer and Singhal 2011, 159) 
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Predictors of preference for redistribution. Baseline 

model with fewer controls  

(Source: ESS 2002-2013, cumulative data set) 

tages of the research 
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Stage 2 

Replication LS model on subsamples of both 

European and non-European immigrants 
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Wording of the questions  

• Redistribution preferences is a key measure used by Luttmer and Singhal and as well in 

my previous analysis: ““Using this card, please say to what extent you agree or disagree 

with each of the following statements. The government should take measures to reduce 

differences in income levels” (ESS’1-ESS’06, 5 point reversed scale).   

• Government responsibility is measured by agreement with statement “The government 

should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for” (WVS’2-WVS’6, 

10 point reversed scale, where 1 means “People should take more responsibility to 

provide for themselves”). I have calculated weighted country means for natives using 

design weights to correct for possible misbalance in the design of the sample (under or 

over representation of different social groups).  

• Reduce differences between rich and poor is measured by the question “On the whole, 

do you think it should or should not be the government's responsibility to reduce income 

differences between the rich and the poor” (ISSP, four point reversed scale: 1=definitely 

should not be, 4= definitely should be). 

• Reduce income differences. The wording is  “What is your opinion of the following 

statement: “It is the responsibility of the government to reduce the differences in income 

between people with high incomes and those with low incomes ”. (ISSP, five point 

reversed scale: 1= “Agree strongly”, 5= “Disagree strongly”). 
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Correlation between average demands for 

redistribution in birth country calculated for 

immigrants from ESS countries and other 

measures of redistribution preferences 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
(1). A mean redistribution preferences 

by birth country (ESS 1-6, 
weighted) 1 

(2). A mean demand for government 
responsibility by birth country 
(WVS 2-6, weighted) 0,60 1 

(3). Government should reduce 
differences between rich and poor 
(ISSP, QoG) 0,84* 0,55 0,42 1 

(4). Government should reduce 
income differences (ISSP, QoG) 0,8* 0,58 0,45 0,84* 
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Immigrant preferences for redistribution by 

preferences in country of birth measured by  ISSP 

proxies ( “Reduce difference between rich and 

poor”) 
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Immigrant preferences for redistribution by 

preferences in country of birth measured by  ISSP 

proxies ( “Reduce income differences”) 
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Immigrant preferences for redistribution 

by preferences in country of birth 

measured by “government responsibility” 

(WVS) 
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Predictors of preference for redistribution for 

ESS country migrants and other migrants. 

Baseline model with fewer controls (Source: 

ESS 2002-2013, cumulative data set) 
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Robustness check  

(Source: ESS 2002-2013, cumulative data set) 
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Stage 3 

Control for self-selection into migration by means 

of human values 
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Effect of birth country culture on 

immigrants’ preferences for redistribution in 

residence country. Controls for self-selection 

into migration by means of individual values 
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Stage 4 

Approaching the question: “What is “culture”?” 
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Correlation between two measures 
of redistribution preferences and 
different measures of values on 
country level 
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Effect of birth country culture on 

immigrants’ preferences for redistribution in 

residence country. Controls for averaged 

Schwartz’s values in the country of birth 
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Effect of culture in a country of birth and 

values on immigrants’ preferences for 

redistribution in residence country. 

Inglehart and Welzel’s set of values 
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Conclusion 
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Conclusion 

• Relationship between individual preferences and average preferences 

in countries of birth are positive, strong and robust to rich controls of 

economic factors.  

• Contrary to expectations, the effect of culture did not become 

stronger when non-European migrants were introduced into the 

sample, rather it decreased slightly to 0.21. However, it remained 

strong and significant.  

• Again, the effect did not become stronger, but was still robust in 

terms of most of the specifications.  

• However, the effect of culture vanished (became insignificant) when 

comprehensive controls were applied together with openness to 

change values. 

• In the final stage of my research, I made an attempt to extract 

aggregated values from the “culture” in the country of birth. 

Nonetheless, the “culture” appeared to be robust to all the controls. 73 



Thank you! 
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Why people ask for 
redistribution? 

• From Romer (1975) and Meltzer and Richard (1981): 

individual's economic interest in redistribution 

• Corneo (2001): “homo oeconomicus effect” 

• Lipset (1963) discussed effect of believes, achievement and 

equality in particular, on political redistribution.   

• M. Jæger (2013) analyzed macroeconomic predictors of the 

demand for redistribution : unemployment levels and total 

social expenditures positively correlate to the demand for 

redistribution while economic growth (measured in the change 

of GDP) as well as income inequality (GINI) – negatively.  
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