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second-generation immigrants in the United States.23  These results also provide evidence against 

the selective migration and slow updating hypotheses, since the samples consist of individuals 

born in their country of residence.   

We also examine heterogeneity in the effect of culture for second-generation immigrants 

(Table 7).  The patterns for linguistic minority, ethnic minority, immigrant group density, and 

fraction ethnic minority and fraction immigrant in the residence country all mirror those for first-

generation immigrants, although the effects are not generally statistically significant.24  The 

notable exception to this pattern is the presence of children in the household (row 1).  For first-

generation immigrants, this is associated with a significantly larger effect of culture; for second-

generation immigrants, it is associated with a significantly smaller effect.  It may be that first-

generation immigrants make a strong effort to pass along culture to their children, but 

assimilation of second generation immigrants (who are likely to be married to natives) is 

accelerated by having children. 

 

5. Conclusion 

 By studying immigrants, we are able to credibly disentangle cultural determinants of 

preferences for redistribution from economic and institutional determinants.  We find that 

individuals’ preferences for redistribution are strongly affected by preferences in their countries 

of birth: the average preference for income redistribution in the culture where an immigrant is 

raised continues to have an effect once they emigrate.  This effect is highly statistically 

significant, economically important, and robust to rich controls for economic factors and to the 

                                                
23 See, e.g., Bisin and Verdier (2008) for a brief and lucid overview of models and evidence of cultural transmission.  
Guiso et al. (2008) present evidence of cultural effects persisting over a period of well over 500 years. 
24 The effects for age (closest proxy for tenure), citizenship, and voting in the last election are not reported but the 
patterns are also similar to those for first-generation immigrants. 
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choice of sample and specification.  Our results show that these cultural influences also affect 

real behaviors, such as voting.  Cultural determinants of preferences for redistribution appear to 

be strongly persistent across generations.  We also find that the cultural effect is stronger for 

immigrants who are less politically or socially assimilated into the destination country and for 

immigrants who migrate to more diverse destination countries. 

 At a fundamental level, this paper provides evidence on the nature of preferences for 

redistribution.  We find that these preferences cannot be fully explained by economic self-

interest or by economic, political, or social aspects of the current environment, since individual 

preferences continue to be influenced by country of origin even in a common environment.  We 

take this as evidence that culture is an important determinant of preferences for redistribution.  

At a more applied level, this finding has three important implications.  First, it suggests that 

culture may be an important factor in explaining the large observed differences in systems of 

redistribution across countries.  Second, it implies persistence in preferences for redistribution.  

This persistence means that in settings with multiple equilibria for the amount of redistribution 

(e.g., as in Piketty 1995), we are unlikely to observe a sudden shift from one equilibrium to 

another, which underscores the importance of those factors that determine the selection of the 

initial equilibrium.  Third, while our primary focus is on using immigrants as a mechanism to 

identify the effects of culture, our findings shed light on the political economy of immigration 

policy because the cultural values that immigrants bring along can shape the social policies of 

their destination countries well into the future. Even if the immigrants themselves have little 

effect on current policy (e.g., because they are not allowed to vote), the transmission of their 

cultural values to their children can affect future policy and have a lasting impact. 
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 Figure 1:  Immigrant Preferences for Redistribution by Preferences in Country of Birth 
 

 
 

Note: Immigrant preference for redistribution in country of residence is measured in deviation from the mean preference of natives in the country of residence.  It is then 
averaged over all countries in which immigrants from a given birth country currently reside.  Thus, the country labels indicate countries of birth.  The size of each circle is 
proportional to the number of immigrants from the indicated country in the ESS dataset.  The regression line has a slope of 0.30 with a standard error of 0.08.  The adjusted R2 
equals 0.40.  
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Table 1: Immigration Flows within ESS Sample Countries 
 Immigration Flows by Birth Country  Immigration Flows by Country of Destination 

Country: 

Number of 
Immigrants from  

Birth Country  

Distinct 
Destination 
Countries 

Most Prevalent 
Destination 

Country 

Number 
Immigrating to 
Most Prevalent 

Country  

Number of 
Immigrants in  

Destination 
Country 

Distinct Birth 
Countries 

Most Prevalent 
Birth  

Country 

Number 
Immigrating from 

Most Prevalent 
Country 

Austria 100 13 Switzerland 54  335 23 Germany 115 
Belgium 165 18 Luxembourg 93  274 19 France 66 
Bulgaria+* 60 15 Greece 18  10 4 Romania 4 
Cyprus+* 13 4 Greece 6  27 9 Greece 14 
Czech Rep.# 126 14 Slovakia 56  124 8 Slovakia 92 
Denmark 78 11 Norway 33  88 21 Germany 15 
Estonia+ 27 6 Finland 13  576 6 Russia 487 
Finland 158 9 Sweden 131  93 12 Sweden 49 
France 404 20 Luxembourg 126  169 19 Portugal 46 
Germany 740 28 Switzerland 213  433 27 Poland 99 
Great Britain 471 19 Ireland 315  163 23 Ireland 60 
Greece# 54 16 Cyprus 14  171 19 Germany 50 
Hungary 91 17 Austria 26  67 6 Romania 49 
Iceland+# 13 5 Denmark 5  9 3 Denmark 5 
Ireland 72 8 Great Britain 60  384 15 Great Britain 315 
Israel*# 9 8 Netherlands 2  282 17 Romania 69 
Italy# 387 16 Switzerland 140  35 13 Switzerland 7 
Latvia+* 22 8 Estonia 6  141 5 Russia 117 
Luxembourg# 8 4 Belgium 4  701 21 Portugal 252 
Netherlands 160 15 Belgium 53  177 22 Turkey 42 
Norway 43 10 Sweden 27  169 20 Sweden 34 
Poland 296 22 Germany 99  43 8 Germany 27 
Portugal 367 9 Luxembourg 252  69 11 France 37 
Romania+* 238 22 Israel 69  1 1 Ukraine 1 
Russia+* 1142 24 Estonia 487  55 5 Ukraine 47 
Spain 108 16 Switzerland 27  102 18 Romania 20 
Slovakia+ 123 11 Czech Rep. 92  76 6 Czech Rep. 56 
Slovenia 21 7 Austria 9  47 8 Germany 19 
Sweden 117 12 Finland 49  321 24 Finland 131 
Switzerland 45 12 Italy 7  719 25 Germany 213 
Turkey+# 321 14 Germany 88  14 5 Bulgaria 8 
Ukraine+ 270 19 Estonia 76  374 9 Russia 348 
Note: + indicates that the survey was not fielded in the first round of the ESS in that country. * indicates that the survey was not fielded in the second round of the ESS in that 
country. # indicates that the survey was not fielded in the third round of the ESS in that country. 
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Table 2: Predictors of Preferences for Redistribution 
     Dependent Variable: Subjective Preference for 

Income Redistribution Immigrants  Immigrants – Controls Only  Natives – Controls Only 
 Coefficient  (S.E.)  Coefficient  (S.E.)  Coefficient  (S.E.) 

         

Birth country redistribution preferences  0.364*** (0.089)       
Birth country log GDP per capita     0.190*** (0.064)       
Age   0.004** (0.002)  0.004** (0.002)  0.003***   (0.001) 
Female   0.091*** (0.030)  0.087** (0.032)  0.126*** (0.017) 
Own Low education    0.050 (0.056)  0.067 (0.059)  0.058*** (0.016) 
Own High education     -0.088*** (0.026)  -0.096*** (0.027)  -0.161*** (0.019) 
Spouse Low Education 0.059** (0.028) 0 0.073** (0.030)  0.056*** (0.012) 
Spouse High Education -0.163*** (0.040)  -0.160*** (0.037)  -0.107*** (0.019) 
Divorced or separated   0.084 (0.100)  0.090 (0.100)  0.090***   (0.013) 
Widowed   0.017 (0.071)  0.020 (0.072)  -0.003 (0.019) 
Never married    0.082 (0.064)  0.092 (0.064)  0.052***   (0.014) 
Log household income -0.059* (0.030)  -0.062* (0.031)  -0.089***   (0.012) 
Primary Income Source:         

Self-Employed  -0.206*** (0.051)     -0.206*** (0.054)  -0.179***   (0.025) 
Pension   0.051 (0.037)  0.046 (0.036)  -0.007  (0.019) 
Unemployment benefits   0.164* (0.088)  0.161* (0.084)  0.107*** (0.038) 
Social benefits   0.249*** (0.090)  0.234** (0.094)  0.113** (0.040) 
Investment   -0.360** (0.164)  -0.340* (0.169)  -0.389*** (0.059) 
Other  -0.213  (0.141)  -0.224 (0.146)  -0.116*** (0.033) 

Log household size   0.017  (0.026)  0.012 (0.024)  0.038*** (0.009) 
Paid work last week   0.000  (0.033)  0.004 (0.033)  0.006 (0.011) 
Has a child in the household    0.066*  (0.038)  0.075* (0.038)  0.008 (0.010) 
Ever unemployed for more than 12 months    0.142***  (0.038)  0.138*** (0.035)  0.135*** (0.024) 
Lives in metropolitan area   0.014  (0.041)  0.019 (0.043)  -0.037** (0.018) 
ESS Round 2   -0.003  (0.039)  -0.002 (0.038)  0.030 (0.023) 
ESS Round 3 0.111** (0.051)  0.109** (0.049)  0.085*** (0.026) 
Residence country dummies (32) Yes  Yes  Yes 
N 6249  6249  118323 
Adjusted R2 0.1061   0.1000  0.1324 

Note: Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering by birth country are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** 1 percent. The dependent variable is 
subjective support for income redistribution.  Birth country redistribution preferences are measured as the mean subjective preference for redistribution among natives in the 
immigrant’s country of birth.  Log GDP per capita is measured in purchasing power parity US dollars. Low education includes the two categories “Not completed primary 
education” and “Primary or first stage of basic.”  Secondary education is the omitted category and corresponds to the category “Lower secondary or second stage of basic.” High 
education includes the following four categories: “Upper secondary,” “Post-secondary, non-tertiary,” “First stage of tertiary,” and “Second stage of tertiary.” The omitted marital 
category is “Married.” The omitted income source is “Salary and wages.”  (Unreported) dummies are included for missing regressors. 
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Table 3: Effect of Birth Country Culture on Immigrants’ Preferences for Redistribution 
in Residence Country 

Dependent Variable: Subjective Preference 
for Income Redistribution  
 
Specification: 

Coefficient on 
Birth Country  
Redistribution 

Preferences (S.E.) Adjusted R2 N 
     

1. Country dummies as only controls 0.264*** (0.092) 0.0701 6249 
     

2. Baseline, but fewer controls 0.364*** (0.089) 0.1061 6249 
     

3. Baseline  0.341*** (0.084) 0.1101  6249 
     

4. Baseline, but more controls 0.339*** (0.082) 0.1101    6249 
     

5. Baseline, but interacting a cubic in log 
household income with country dummies 0.321*** (0.079) 0.1151 6249 

     

6. Comprehensive controls  0.289*** (0.070) 0.1324 6249 
Note:  Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering by birth country are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 
percent; *** 1 percent. (Unreported) dummies are included for missing regressors.  The baseline regression with fewer controls 
corresponds to Column 1 of Table 2. The baseline regression adds several controls: We include more detailed controls for own 
education (“not completed primary education,” “primary or first stage of basic,” “lower secondary or second stage of basic,” 
“upper secondary,” “post-secondary, non-tertiary,” “first stage of tertiary,” and “second stage of tertiary”); 3rd order polynomials 
in the log of household income and household size; a quadratic term for age; indicators for whether the spouse is currently 
working and whether the respondent has ever had a paid job; a dummy for linguistic minority coded as 1 if the respondent’s 
primary language spoken at home is spoken at home by less than 30% of the native population; a set of five 0/1 dummies to 
express the length of time a respondent has lived in the residence country; and a set of eight 0/1 dummies to express religious 
affiliation. The regression with more controls (row 4) adds a dummy equal to 1 if the respondent attends religious services once a 
month or more, a dummy equal to 1 if the respondent voted in the last national election, and a dummy equal to 1 if the respondent 
is a citizen of the residence country.  Row 6 includes all of the controls in rows 4 and 5 and adds the following additional 
controls: the Gini coefficient of the birth country (from the UN-WIDER database), a set of eight 0/1 dummies for main activity 
over the last week, three 0/1 dummies to indicate union membership, ten occupational categories, sixteen industry categories, 
mother’s and father’s education (defined as in Table 2), and a full set of dummies for within-residence country region.    
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Table 4: Which First-Generation Immigrants Are Most Influenced by Their Birth Country? 
   Dependent Variable: Subjective Preference for 

Income Redistribution    
 
Specification: 

Coefficient on birth 
country preference 

for income 
redistribution 

(S.E.) 
p-value Adjusted R2 N 

1. By tenure     
Has lived in the country for ≤20 years 0.482*** (0.132) 0.1108 6249 
Has lived in the country for >20 years 0.261*** (0.073)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.033   
     

2. By citizenship     
Non-citizen in residence country 0.416*** (0.114) 0.1107 6249 
Citizen in residence country 0.271*** (0.071)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.112   
     

3. By voting     
Non-voter in previous national election 0.419*** (0.097) 0.1107 6249 
Voted in previous national election 0.244*** (0.083)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.026   
     

4. By children in the household     
Does not have children in the household 0.278***  (0.080) 0.1104 6249 
Has children in the household 0.434*** (0.096)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.006   
     

5. By linguistic minority     
Speaks dominant language at home 0.282*** (0.075) 0.1106 6249 
Speaks minority language at home 0.482*** (0.148)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.130   
     

6. By fraction ethnic minority of immigrant group     
Fraction below median 0.305*** (0.100) 0.1106 6249 
Fraction above median 0.509*** (0.151)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.219   
     

7. By population fraction of immigrant group     
Fraction below median 0.192** (0.087) 0.1131 6249 
Fraction above median 0.683***  (0.105)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.000   
     

8. By fraction ethnic minority in residence country     
Fraction below median 0.139 (0.090) 0.1131 6249 
Fraction above median 0.573*** (0.101)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.001   
     

9. By fraction immigrant in residence country     
Fraction below median 0.207* (0.105) 0.1112 6249 
Fraction above median 0.474*** (0.087)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.020   
Note:  Robust standard errors are adjusted for clustering by birth country. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** 1 
percent. All regressions include the same control variables as the baseline regression reported in row 3 of Table 3. Immigrant 
groups are defined both by country of birth and by country of residence. Thus, the population fraction of immigrant group is 
measured as the ratio of immigrants from a particular birth country to the total population in their country of residence. In rows 6 
through 9, the median is taken over all immigrants from ESS countries in the ESS data set. A language is defined as dominant if 
more than 30% of the native population speaks it as a primary language in the home.   
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Table 5: Effect of Birth Country Culture on Immigrants’ Voting Behavior 

Dependent Variable: 

Coefficient on 
Birth Country  
Redistribution 

Preferences (S.E.) Adjusted R2 N 
1. Subjective preference for income redistribution 

using sample for which voting data is available 0.184** (0.090) 0.1123 2328 
     

2. Redistribution preferences of the party for which 
the person voted 0.105***  (0.033) 0.5233 2328 

     

3. Subjective preference for income redistribution 
using sample for which Beck data is available 0.181* (0.106) 0.1103 1622 

     

4. Left-right party scale using Beck database 0.253** (0.116) 0.1638 1622 
Note:  Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering by birth country are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 
percent; *** 1 percent. All regressions include the same control variables as the baseline regression reported in row 3 of Table 3.  
In the first two regressions, the sample is restricted to immigrant respondents who voted in the previous national election and 
reported the party for which they voted.  Political party redistribution preferences is the mean preference for income 
redistribution among natives voting for the political party for which the respondent voted. In the second two regressions, the 
sample is restricted to immigrant respondents who voted for a political party that is coded as left, right, or center in the Beck 
database. The Beck database from the World Bank codes the three largest government political parties and the largest opposition 
party as left, right, center, or NA. The left-right party scale codes “Right” parties as 1, “Center” parties as 2, and “Left” parties as 
3.  The Beck data were supplemented with data from the Huber-Inglehart (1995) classification of party politics.  These data were 
the basis of many of the Beck classifications but include parties not coded in the Beck database.  Huber-Inglehart classifies 
parties on a 1-10 left-right scale.  Based on the Beck cutoffs, we define parties scored less than 5 as left, those from 5-6 as center, 
and those above 6 as right.  We also added cases where we were able to discern the party match from other sources with 
confidence; these were generally parties where the left-right classification was clear, but the party was not a main government or 
opposition party and therefore not included in the Beck database.  All party classifications were made prior to running the 
empirical analyses. 
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Table 6: The Effect of Parental Birth Country Culture on Second-Generation Immigrants 

Dependent Variable: Subjective Preference  
for Income Redistribution 
 
 
 

Coefficient on 
Parental Birth 

Country 
Redistribution 

Preferences  (S.E.) 
Adjusted 

R2 N 
     

1. Parental birth country preferences for income redistribution 0.230**  (0.088) 0.1219 4632 
     

2. Parental birth country preferences for income redistribution  0.171* (0.098) 0.1218 4632 
     

Interaction on parental birth country preference and both 
parents emigrating from the same country 0.173 (0.151)   

     

3. Mother’s birth country preferences for income redistribution    0.164** (0.069) 0.1356 2916 
     

4. Father’s birth country preferences for income redistribution 0.117 (0.092) 0.1203 2944 
Note:  Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering by birth country are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 
percent; *** 1 percent.  All regressions include the same control variables as the baseline regression reported in row 3 of Table 3. 
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Table 7: Which Second-Generation Immigrants Are Most Influenced by Their Parental Birth Country? 
   Dependent Variable: Subjective Preference for 

Income Redistribution    
 
 
Specification: 

Coefficient on 
parental birth 

country preference 
for income 

redistribution 

 
(S.E.) 

p-value Adjusted R2 N 
     

1. By children in the household     
Does not have children in the household 0.309*** (0.103) 0.1220 4632 
Has children in the household 0.121 (0.091)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.039   
     

2. By linguistic minority     
Speaks dominant language at home 0.222***  (0.090) 0.1225 4632 
Speaks minority language at home 0.360 (0.215)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.531   
     

3. By fraction ethnic minority of immigrant group     
Fraction below median 0.148 (0.118) 0.1226 4632 
Fraction above median 0.576*** (0.154)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.027   
     

4. By population fraction of immigrant group     
Fraction below median 0.210** (0.099) 0.1220 4632 
Fraction above median 0.307 (0.200)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.671   
     

5. By fraction ethnic minority in residence country     
Fraction below median 0.198 (0.119) 0.1217 4632 
Fraction above median 0.272 (0.125)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.662   
     

6. By fraction immigrant in residence country     
Fraction below median 0.193*  (0.106) 0.1229 4632 
Fraction above median 0.285** (0.129)   

    P-value on test of equal coefficients  0.544   
Note:  Robust standard errors are adjusted for clustering by birth country. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** 1 
percent. All regressions include the same control variables as the baseline regression reported in row 3 of Table 3. Second-
generation immigrant groups are defined both by country of birth of the immigrant parent and by country of residence.  Thus, the 
population fraction of immigrant group is measured as the ratio of second-generation immigrants from a particular birth country 
to the total population in their country of residence. In rows 3 through 6, the median is taken over all second-generation 
immigrants from ESS countries in the ESS data set. A language is defined as dominant if more than 30% of the native population 
speaks it as a primary language in the home.   
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Online Appendix 

 
 

Appendix Table A1: Summary Statistics 
Variable Mean S.D. Min. Max N 
Preferences for Income Redistribution       
Individual preference for income redistribution  3.82 1.06 1 5 6249 
Mean preference for income redistribution in 

birth country  3.92 0.325 3.01 4.45 6249 

Political party redistribution preferences 3.83 0.431 1 5 2328 
Beck Score of Party 2.06 0.953 1 3 1622 
Demographics and Other Characteristics      
Age         50.01 16.98 18 96 6241 
Female        0.567 0.496 0 1 6245 
Own Low education 0.312 0.464 0 1 6184 
Own Secondary education  0.312 0.463 0 1 6184 
Own High education  0.376 0.484 0 1 6184 
Spouse Low education 0.316 0.465 0 1 3937 
Spouse Secondary education  0.319 0.466 0 1 3937 
Spouse High education  0.365 0.482 0 1 3937 
Married       0.587 0.492 0 1 6219 
Divorced or separated  0.121 0.326 0 1 6219 
Widowed 0.113 0.317 0 1 6219 
Never married       0.180 0.384 0 1 6219 
Log household income 9.704 1.256 6.80 12.39 4906 
Primary Income Source:      

Wages and salary       0.589 0.492 0 1 6145 
Self-employed 0.062 0.240 0 1 6145 
Pensions 0.275 0.447 0 1 6145 
Unemployment       0.025 0.156 0 1 6145 
Social benefits   0.030 0.170 0 1 6145 
Investments 0.007 0.082 0 1 6145 
Other       0.013 0.112 0 1 6145 

Log household size 0.834 0.548 0 2.48 6246 
Paid work last week 0.545 0.498 0 1 6202 
Has a child in the household  0.430 0.495 0 1 6226 
Ever been unemployed for more than 12 months 0.123 0.329 0 1 6201 
Citizen of residence country 0.559 0.497 0 1 6239 
Has lived in residence country for more than 20 
years  0.629 0.483 0 1 6183 

Lives in metropolitan area 0.403 0.491 0 1 6223 
Linguistic minority 0.432 0.495 0 1 6232 
Voted in last national election 0.463 0.499 0 1 6166 
Immigrant birth country density above median 0.499 0.500 0 1 6249 
Born in an Eastern Bloc country 0.387 0.487 0 1 6249 
Log GDP per capita in birth country       9.69 0.583 8.58 10.99 6249 
ESS Wave 2       0.369 0.483 0 1 6249 
ESS Wave 3 0.310 0.463 0 1 6249 

Note: Subjective support for income redistribution is the level of agreement with the statement “the government should take 
measures to reduce differences in income levels.” Their responses are coded on a five point scale with 1 being “disagree 
strongly” and 5 being “agree strongly.”  Political party redistribution preferences is the mean preference for income redistribution 
among natives voting for the political party for which the respondent voted. The Beck database from the World Bank codes the 
three largest government political parties and the largest opposition party as left, right, center, or NA. Low education includes the 
two categories “Not completed primary education” and “Primary of first stage of basic.”  Secondary education is the omitted 
category and corresponds to the category “Lower secondary or second stage of basic.” High education includes the following 
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four categories: “Upper secondary,” “Post-secondary, non-tertiary,” “First stage of tertiary,” and “Second stage of tertiary.”  A 
language is defined as minority if less than 30% of the native population speaks it as a primary language in the home. Immigrant 
population is the density of immigrants from a particular birth country. Former Eastern Bloc countries included in the ESS are 
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Ukraine.  Log GDP per 
capita is measured in purchasing power parity US dollars. Household income refers to total net income from all sources.  Income 
is coded in a series of income ranges.  We define income as the midpoint of the relevant range for each household.  If a 
household’s income fell in the category income<X, where X is the lowest income level given, we define income as 0.5X.  If a 
household’s income fell in the category income>Y, where Y is the highest income level given, we define income=2Y.  If income 
distributions are Pareto distributions, then for parameter α, E(income | income>Y) = αY.  Empirically, income does appear to 
follow a Pareto distribution, and we take α = 2 following Saez (Review of Economic Studies, 2001). 
 
 
 

 
Appendix Table A2: Robustness to Sample Selection and Specification 

    

Dependent Variable:  
Subjective Preference  
for Income Redistribution 
 
Specification: 

Coefficient on 
Birth Country 
Redistribution 

Preferences  (S.E.) Adjusted R2 N 
     

  1. Baseline  0.341*** (0.084) 0.1101    6249 
     

  2. Omitting the two highest and two lowest 
preference birth countries (Denmark, the 
Netherlands, Bulgaria and Greece) 

0.383*** (0.101) 0.1068 5897 

     

  3. Omitting former Eastern Bloc birth countries  0.334***  (0.080)  0.1049 3833 
     

  4. ESS Round 1 0.316** (0.118) 0.1026 2005 
     

  5. ESS Round 2 0.442***  (0.056) 0.1152 2306 
     

  6. ESS Round 3 0.252* (0.134) 0.1204 1938 
     

  7. Only countries represented in all ESS rounds 0.270** (0.097) 0.0930 2521 
     

  8. Only EU-15 countries 0.225** (0.085) 0.1108 2416 
     

  9. Omitting observations with missing income or 
demographic information 0.308***  (0.078) 0.1179 4774 

     

10. Ordered probit 0.361***  (0.087) 0.0491 6248 
     

11. Weighted by design weights 0.361*** (0.097) 0.1135 6249 
     

12. Adding birth country × wave fixed effects 0.350*** (0.086) 0.1133 6249 
Note:  Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering by birth country are in parentheses. Significance levels: * 10 percent; ** 5 
percent; *** 1 percent.  All regressions include the same control variables as the baseline regression reported in row 3 of Table 3. 
Denmark and the Netherlands are the two birth countries with the lowest mean preference for redistribution; Bulgaria and Greece 
are the countries with the highest mean preference.  Former Eastern Bloc countries included in the ESS are Bulgaria, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Ukraine.  Countries in each of the three 
rounds and those represented in all rounds are shown in Table 1. Design weights correct for the probability of sampling within a 
country but do not adjust for differences in population across countries. 
 
 




