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Different beliefs about the fairness of social competition and what determines
income inequality influence the redistributive policy chosen in a society. But the
composition of income in equilibrium depends on tax policies. We show how the
interaction between social beliefs and welfare policies may lead to multiple equilibria or multiple steady states. If a society believes that individual effort determines
income, and that all have a right to enjoy the fruits of their effort, it will choose low
redistribution and low taxes. In equilibrium, effort will be high and the role of luck
will be limited, in which case market outcomes will be relatively fair and social
beliefs will be self-fulfilled. If, instead, a society believes that luck, birth, connections, and/or corruption determine wealth, it will levy high taxes, thus distorting
allocations and making these beliefs self-sustained as well. These insights may help
explain the cross-country variation in perceptions about income inequality and
choices of redistributive policies. (JEL D31, E62, H2, P16)

Pre-tax inequality is higher in the United
States than in continental West European countries (“Europe” hereafter). For example, the
Gini coefficient in the pre-tax income distribution in the United States is 38.5, while in Europe
it is 29.1. Nevertheless, redistributive policies
are more extensive in Europe, where the income
tax structure is more progressive and the overall
size of government is about 50 percent larger
(that is, about 30 versus 45 percent of GDP).
The largest difference is indeed in transfers and
other social benefits, where Europeans spend
about twice as much as Americans. Moreover,
the public budget is only one of the means to

support the poor; an important dimension of
redistribution is legislation, and in particular the
regulation of labor and product markets, which
are much more intrusive in Europe than in the
United States.1
The coexistence of high pre-tax inequality
and low redistribution is prima facia inconsistent with both the Meltzer-Richard paradigm of
redistribution and the Mirrlees paradigm of social insurance. The difference in political support for redistribution appears, rather, to reflect
a difference in social perceptions regarding the
fairness of market outcomes and the underlying
sources of income inequality. Americans believe that poverty is due to bad choices or lack
of effort; Europeans view poverty as a trap from
which it is hard to escape. Americans perceive
wealth and success as the outcome of individual
talent, effort, and entrepreneurship; Europeans
attribute a larger role to luck, corruption, and
connections. According to the World Values
Survey, 60 percent of Americans versus 29 percent of Europeans believe that the poor could
become rich if they just tried hard enough; and
a larger proportion of Europeans than Americans believe that luck and connections, rather
than hard work, determine economic success.
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1
Alesina and Edward L. Glaeser (2004) document extensively the sharp differences in redistribution between the
United States and Europe.
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FIGURE 1
Note: Reproduced from Alesina et al. (2001). This scatterplot illustrates the positive crosscountry correlation between the percentage of GDP allocated to social spending and the
fraction of respondents to the World Value Survey who believe that luck determines income.

The effect of social beliefs about how fair
market outcomes are on actual policy choices is
not limited to a comparison of the United States
and Europe. Figure 1 shows a strong positive
correlation between a country’s GDP share of
social spending and its belief that luck and
connections determine income. This correlation
is easy to interpret if political outcomes reflect a
desire for social fairness. But, why do different
counties have such different perceptions about
market outcomes? Who is right, the Americans
who think that effort determines success, or the
Europeans who think that it is mostly luck?
In this paper, we show that it is consistent
with equilibrium behavior that luck is more
important in one place and effort more important in another place, even if there are no intrinsic differences in economic fundamentals
between the two places and no distortions in
people’s beliefs. Both Americans and Europeans can thus be correct in their perception of the
sources of income inequality. The key element
in our analysis is the idea of “social justice” or
“fairness.” With these terms we capture a social
preference for reducing the degree of inequality
induced by luck and unworthy activities, while

rewarding individual talent and effort. Since the
society cannot identify the component of an
individual’s income that is due to luck and
unworthy activities (the “noise” in the income
distribution) or the component that is due to
talent and effort (the “signal”), the socially optimal level of redistribution is decreasing in the
“signal-to-noise ratio” in the income distribution (the ratio of justifiable to unjustifiable inequality). Higher taxation, on the other hand,
distorts private incentives and leads to lower
effort and investment. As a result, the equilibrium signal-to-noise ratio in the income distribution is itself decreasing in the level of
redistribution.
This interaction between the level of redistribution and the composition of inequality may
lead to multiple equilibria. In the one equilibrium, taxes are higher, individuals invest and
work less, and inequality is lower; but a relatively large share of total income is due to luck,
which in turn makes high redistribution socially
desirable. In the other equilibrium, taxes are
lower, individuals invest and work more, and
inequality is higher; but a larger fraction of
income is due to effort rather than luck, which
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in turn sustains the lower tax rates as an
equilibrium.
We should be clear from the outset that we do
not mean to argue that “fundamentals” between
Europe and the United States are identical, or
that the multiplicity of equilibria we identify in
our benchmark model is the only source of the
politico-economic differences on the two sides
of the Atlantic. Our multiple-equilibria mechanism should be interpreted more generally as a
propagation mechanism that can help explain
large and persistent differences in social outcomes on the basis of small differences in underlying fundamentals, initial conditions, or
shocks.
How the different historical experiences of
the two places (which by now are largely hardwired in the different cultures) may explain the
different attitudes and policies toward inequality is indeed at the heart of our argument. In a
dynamic variant of our model, we consider the
implications of the fact that wealth is transmitted from one generation to the next through
bequests or other sorts of parental investment.
The distribution of wealth in one generation
now depends not only on the contribution of
effort and luck in that generation, but also on
the contribution of effort and luck in all previous generations. As a result, how fair the wealth
distribution is in one period, and therefore what
the optimal redistributive policy is in that period, depends on the history of policies and
outcomes in all past periods. We conclude that
the differences in perceptions, attitudes, and
policies toward inequality (or more generally
toward the market mechanism) across the two
sides of the Atlantic may partly be understood
on the basis of different initial conditions and
different historical coincidences.
Following John Rawls (1971) and James
Mirrlees (1971), fairness has been modeled as a
demand for insurance. The standard paradigm
does not, however, incorporate a distinction between justifiable and unjustifiable inequality,
which is the heart of our approach.2 Other papers have discussed multiple equilibria in related models. In Thomas Piketty (1995),
multiple beliefs are possible because agents
2
We bypass, however, the deeper question of why some
sources of inequality are considered justifiable and others
are not; see the concluding remark in Section V and footnote 28.
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form their beliefs only on the basis of their
personal experience and cannot learn the true
costs and benefits of redistribution. In Roland
Benabou (2000), multiplicity originates in imperfect credit and insurance markets. Finally, in
Benabou and Jean Tirole (2005), multiple beliefs are possible because agents find it optimal
to bias their own perception of the truth deliberately so as to offset another bias, namely
procrastination. In our paper, instead, multiplicity originates merely in the social desire to
implement fair economic outcomes and survives even when beliefs are fully unbiased,
agents know the truth, and there are no important differences in capital markets or other economic fundamentals.
The paper is organized as follows. Section I
reviews some evidence on fairness and redistribution, which motivates our modelling approach. Section II introduces the basic static
model. Section III analyzes the interaction of
economic and voting choices and derives the
two regimes as multiple static equilibria. Section IV introduces intergenerational links and
derives the two regimes as multiple steady
states. Section V concludes. All proofs are in
the Appendix.
I. Fairness and Redistribution: A Few Facts

Our crucial assumption is that agents expect
society to reward individual effort and hard
work and the government to intervene and correct market outcomes to the extent that outcomes are driven by luck. The available
empirical evidence is supportive of this
assumption.3
A. Fairness and Preferences for
Redistribution
Figure 1, which is reproduced from Alesina
et al. (2001), illustrates the strong positive correlation between the share of social spending
over GDP and the percentage of respondents to
the World Values Survey who think that income
is determined mostly by luck. As Table 1
shows, this correlation is robust to controlling

3
Complementary is also the evidence that fairness concerns affect labor relations. See, e.g., Julio J. Rotemberg
(2002) and the references cited therein.
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TABLE 1—THE EFFECT

OF THE

BELIEF THAT LUCK DETERMINES INCOME
SOCIAL SPENDING

ON

Dependent variable: Social spending as percent of GDP
1
2
3
Mean belief that luck
determines income
Gini coefficient

32.728***
(2.925)

32.272***
(3.064)
⫺0.306*
(1.724)

⫺6.950***
(3.887)
⫺9.244***
(6.684)
⫺3.088
(0.590)
29
0.431

⫺4.323
(1.472)
⫺6.075**
(2.153)
7.907
(1.396)
26
0.494

GDP per capita
Majoritarian

36.430***
(3.305)
⫺0.238*
(1.739)
3.148
(1.348)
0.493
(0.184)

Presidential
Latin America
Asia
Constant
Observations
Adjusted R-squared

⫺2.992
(0.941)
⫺0.808
(0.142)
⫺25.207
(1.152)
26
0.495

963

AGGREGATE

4
31.782**
(2.521)
⫺0.115
(0.613)
4.754
(1.548)
0.031
(0.011)
⫺4.24
(1.392)
0.413
(0.098)
4.657
(0.618)
⫺41.401
(1.425)
26
0.496

Sources: Total social spending is social spending as a percentage of GDP, from Persson and
Tabellini (2003); original source: IMF. Majoritarian, presidential, and age structure are from
Persson and Tabellini (2002). Ethnic fractionalization is from Alesina et al. (2001). Mean
belief that luck determines income is constructed using World Value Survey data for 1981–
1997 from the Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan. This variable corresponds to the response to the following question: “In the long run, hard work usually brings
a better life. Or, hard work does not generally bring success; it’s more a matter of luck and
connections.” The answers are coded 1 to 10. We recoded on a scale 0 to 1, with 1 indicating
the strongest belief in luck. We report OLS estimates, with robust t statistics in parentheses
(* significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent).

for the Gini coefficient, per capita GDP, and
continent dummies. It is also robust to controlling for two political variables, the nature of the
electoral system and presidential versus parliamentary systems of government, which may
influence the size of transfers, as argued by
Torsten Persson and Guido Tabellini (2003).4
The impact of fairness perceptions is evident,
not only in aggregate outcomes, but also in
individual attitudes. The World Values Survey
asks the respondent whether he identifies himself as being on the left of the political spectrum. We take this “leftist political orientation”
4
The correlation loses some significance if one controls
for the population share of the old, because the size of
pensions depends heavily on this variable. The pension
system, however, is much more redistributive in Europe
than in the United States (Alesina and Glaeser, 2004). Also,
the correlation between transfer payments and beliefs in
luck remains very strong once we exclude pensions. More
details are available in the working paper version of the
paper.

as a proxy for favoring redistribution and government intervention. We then regress it against
the individual’s belief about what determines
income together with a series of individual- and
country-specific controls. As Table 2 shows, we
find the belief that luck determines income has
a strong and significant effect on the probability
of being leftist.5
Further evidence is provided by Christina
Fong (2001), Giacomo Corneo and Hans Peter
Gruner (2002), and Alesina and Eliana La Ferrara (2005). Using the General Social Survey
for the United States, the latter study finds that
individuals who think that income is determined
by luck, connections, and family history rather
than individual effort, education, and ability, are
much more favorable to redistribution, even after controlling for an exhaustive set of other
individual characteristics.
5

Table 2 reports OLS estimates; Probit gives similar
results.
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TABLE 2—THE EFFECT

OF THE

BELIEF THAT LUCK DETERMINES INCOME
POLITICAL ORIENTATION

Dependent variable: Being left on the political spectrum
1
2
Individual belief that
luck determines income
Gini coefficient
Income
Years of education
City population
White
Married
No. of children
Female
US resident
Age group 18–24
Age group 25–34
Age group 35–44
Age group 45–54
Age group 55–64
Constant
Observations
R-squared

0.541***
(3.69)
⫺0.01***
(7.20)
⫺0.004***
(3.79)
0.01***
(7.43)
0.036
(4.83)
⫺0.026***
(3.22)
⫺0.009***
(3.63)
⫺0.044***
(6.93)
⫺0.125***
(12.14)
0.11***
(6.19)
0.131***
(11.73)
0.126***
(12.03)
0.085***
(7.98)
0.039***
(3.55)
0.347***
(16.15)
20269
0.03

⫺0.009***
(3.31)
⫺0.002
(0.74)
0.01***
(4.29)
0.051***
(3.13)
⫺0.03***
(2.97)
⫺0.01***
(3.09)
⫺0.043***
(3.43)
⫺0.096***
(3.31)
0.078***
(3.41)
0.116***
(7.23)
0.117***
(8.96)
0.081***
(6.37)
0.038***
(3.25)
0.045
(0.62)
16478
0.03
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3
0.607***
(3.78)
⫺0.627***
(1.93)
⫺0.009***
(3.88)
0.000
(0.07)
0.009***
(4.40)
0.033**
(2.11)
⫺0.032***
(3.11)
⫺0.013***
(3.59)
⫺0.039***
(3.39)
⫺0.051
(1.37)
0.007***
(3.11)
0.114***
(7.00)
0.12***
(9.27)
0.08***
(6.03)
0.037***
(3.00)
0.218
(1.64)
14998
0.04

Sources: The dependent variable is constructed using data from the World Value Survey. It is
a 0-to-1 indicator for whether the respondent classifies himself/herself as being on the left of
the political spectrum. The question is formulated as follows: “In political matters, people talk
of left and right. How would you place your views on this scale, generally speaking?” The
respondent is given a scale 1 to 10, 1 being the most leftist. We classified leftist anyone who
answered with a score of 5 or below. All other individual characteristics are also from World
Value Survey. We report OLS estimates, with t statistics in parentheses (* significant at 10
percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent).

B. Experimental Evidence
Ernst Fehr and Klaus Schmidt (2003) provide
an extensive review of the experimental evidence on altruism, reciprocity, and fairness. In
dictator games, people give a small portion of
their endowment to others, even though they
could keep it all. In ultimatum games, people
are ready to suffer a monetary loss just to punish
behavior that is considered “unfair.” In gift exchange games, on the other hand, people are

willing to suffer a loss in order to reward actions
that they perceive as generous or fair. Finally, in
public good games, cooperators tend to punish
free riders. These findings are quite robust to
changes in the size of monetary stakes or the
background of players. In short, there is a lot of
experimental evidence suggesting that people
have an innate desire for fairness and are ready
to punish unfair behavior. What is more, the
existing evidence rejects the hypothesis that altruism merely takes the form of absolute
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inequity aversion. People instead appear to desire equality relative to some reference point,
namely what they consider to be “fair” payoffs.
Further support in favor of our concept of
fairness is provided by the evidence that experimental outcomes are sensitive to whether initial endowments are assigned randomly or as a
function of previous achievement. In ultimatum
games, Elizabeth Hoffman and Matthew L.
Spitzer (1985) and Hoffman et al. (1996) find
that proposers are more likely to make unequal
offers, and respondents are less likely to reject
unequal offers, when the proposers have outscored the respondents in a preceding trivia
quiz, and even more if they have been explicitly
told that they have “earned” their roles in the
ultimatum game on the basis of their preceding
performance. In double auction games, Sheryl
Ball et al. (2001) report a similar sensitivity of
the division of surplus between buyers and sellers on whether market status is random or
earned. Finally, in a public good game where
groups of people with unequal endowments
vote over two alternative contribution schemes,
Jeremy Clark (1998) finds that members of a
group are more likely to vote for the scheme
that effectively redistributes less from the rich
to the poor members of the same group, when
initial endowments depend on previous relative
performance in a general-knowledge quiz rather
than having been randomly assigned.
Psychologists, sociologists, and political scientists have also stressed the importance of a
sense of fairness in people’s private, social, and
political life. People enjoy great satisfaction
when they know (or believe) that they live in a
just world, where hard work and good behavior
ultimately pay off.6 In short, it is a fundamental
conviction that one should get what one deserves and, conversely, that one should deserve
whatever one gets.
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tive activity, which can be interpreted as labor
supply, accumulation of physical or human capital, entrepreneurship, etc. The tax and redistributive policy is set in the middle of their lives.7
A. Income, Redistribution, and Budgets
Total pre-tax life-cycle income ( yi) is the
combined outcome of inherent talent ( Ai), investment during the first period of life (ki),
effort during the second period of life (ei), and
“noise” (i):
(1)

y i ⫽ A i 关 ␣ k i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲e i 兴 ⫹  i .

␣ 僆 (0, 1) is a technological constant which
parametrizes the share of income that is sunk
when the tax rate is set. Both Ai and i are i.i.d.
across agents. We interpret i either as pure
random luck, or as the effect of socially unworthy activities, such as corruption, rent seeking,
political subversion, and theft.
The government imposes a flat-rate tax on
income and then redistributes the collected
taxes in a lump-sum manner across agents. Individual i’s budget is thus given by
(2)

c i ⫽ 共1 ⫺  兲y i ⫹ G,

whereas the government budget is G ⫽ y . ci
denotes consumption (also disposable income),
 is the rate of income taxation, G is the lumpsum transfer, and y ⬅ 兰i yi is the average income
in the population. This linear redistributive
scheme is widely used in the literature following Thomas Romer (1975) and Allan H. Meltzer
and Scott F. Richard (1981) because it is the
simplest one to model. We conjecture that the
qualitative nature of our results is not unduly
sensitive to the precise nature of this scheme.8
B. Preferences

II. The Basic Model

Individual preferences are given by
Consider a static economy with a large number (a measure-one continuum) of agents, indexed by i 僆 [0, 1]. Agents live for two periods
and, in each period of life, engage in a produc-

(3)
7

6
The desire for a just world is so strong that people may
actually distort their perception or interpretation of reality;
see Melvin J. Lerner (1982) and Benabou and Tirole (2005).

Ui ⫽ ui ⫺ ␥⍀

The assumption that an effort/investment choice precedes
the policy choice is made only to ensure that part of agents’
wealth is fixed when the policy is chosen; this assumption is
relaxed in the dynamic extension of Section IV.
8
See footnote 11 and the concluding remark in Section V.
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where ui represents the private utility from own
consumption, investment, and effort choices, ⍀
represents the common disutility generated by
unfair social outcomes (to be defined below),
and ␥ ⱖ 0 parametrizes the strength of the
social demand for fairness. To simplify, we let
(4)

u i ⫽ V i 共c i , k i , e i 兲
⫽ ci ⫺

1
关 ␣ k 2i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲e 2i 兴.
2␤i

The first term represents the utility of consumption (ci), the second the costs of first-period
investment (ki) and second-period effort (ei).
The coefficients ␣/2 and (1 ⫺ ␣)/2 are merely a
normalization. Finally, ␤i is i.i.d. across agents
and parametrizes the willingness to postpone
consumption and work hard: a low ␤i captures
impatience or laziness, a high ␤i captures “love
for work.”9
C. Fairness
Following the evidence in Section I that people share a common conviction that one should
get what one deserves, and deserve what one
gets, we define our measure of social injustice
as
(5)

⍀⫽

冕

共u i ⫺ û i 兲 2

i

where ui denotes the actual level of utility and ûi
denotes the “fair” level of utility. The latter is
defined as the utility the agent deserves on the
basis of his talent and effort, namely ûi ⫽ Vi(ĉi ,
ki , ei), where
(6)

ĉ i ⫽ ŷ i ⫽ A i 关 ␣ k i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲e i 兴

represent the “fair” levels of consumption and
income. Similarly, the residual yi ⫺ ŷi ⫽ i
measures the “unfair” component of income.

9
If agents suffered from procrastination and hyperbolic
discounting, ␤i could also be interpreted as the degree of
self control, although in that case we would need to distinguish between ex ante and ex post preferences. For an
elegant model where the anticipation of procrastination affects also the choice of “ideology,” see Benabou and Tirole
(2005).
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D. Policy and Equilibrium
Because fairness is a public good, it is not
essential for our results how exactly individual
preferences are aggregated into political choices
about redistribution: no matter what the weight
of different agents in the political process, the
concern for fairness will always be reflected in
political choices. To be consistent with the related literature, we assume that the preferences
of the government coincide with those of the
median voter.10
DEFINITION: An equilibrium is a tax rate 
and a collection of individual plans {ki ,
ei}i 僆 [0,1] such that (i) the plan (ki , ei) maximizes
the utility of agent i for every i, and (ii) the tax
rate  maximizes the utility of the median agent.
Note that the heterogeneity in the population
is defined by the distribution of ( Ai , i , ␤i). For
future reference, we let ␦i ⬅ A2i ␤i and assume
that Cov(␦i , i) ⫽ 0 and that i has zero mean
and median. We also denote 2␦ ⬅ Var(␦i), 2 ⬅
Var(i), and ⌬ ⬅ ␦m ⫺ ␦ ⱖ 0, where ␦m and ␦
are the median and the mean of ␦i. An economy
is thus parametrized by E ⬅ (⌬, ␥, ␣, ␦, ).
⌬ and ␥, in particular, parametrize the two
sources of support for redistribution in our
model: one is the standard “selfish” redistribution as in Meltzer and Richard (1981), which
arises if and only if ⌬ ⬎ 0; another is the
“altruistic” redistribution originating in the desire to correct for the effect of luck on income,
which arises if and only if ␥ ⬎ 0.
III. Equilibrium Analysis

A. Fairness and the Signal-to-Noise Ratio
Because utility is quasi-linear in consumption,
ui ⫺ ûi ⫽ ci ⫺ ĉi for every i, and therefore ⍀ ⫽
Var(ci ⫺ ĉi), where Var denotes variance in the
cross section of the population. Combining this
with (2), (6), and the property that yi ⫺ ŷi is
independent of ŷ (which will turn out to be true in
equilibrium since i is independent of ␦i), we
10
As shown in the Appendix, maxi{␦i} ⱕ 2␦ actually
suffices for preferences to be single-picked in  and thus for
the median-voter theorem to apply.
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obtain social injustice as a weighted average of the
“variance decomposition” of income inequality:

the latter by . (Of course, e ⫽  in equilibrium.) The first-order conditions then imply

⍀ ⫽  2 Var共ŷi 兲 ⫹ 共1 ⫺ 兲2Var共yi ⫺ ŷi 兲.

(10)

In the absence of government intervention, the
above would reduce to ⍀ ⫽ 兰i ( yi ⫺ ŷi)2, thus
measuring how unfair the pre-tax income distribution is; in the presence of government intervention, ⍀ measures how unfair economic
outcomes remain after redistribution.
Note that the weights of the variances in (7)
depend on the level of redistribution (). If
minimizing ⍀ were the only policy goal, taxation were not distortionary, and the income distribution were exogenous, the equilibrium tax
rate would be given simply by:

and

1⫺
Var共ŷi 兲
⫽
.

Var共yi ⫺ ŷi 兲

(12)

(7)

(8)

The right-hand side represents a signal-to-noise
ratio in the pre-tax income distribution: the signal is the fair component of income, and the
noise is the effect of luck. As the goal of redistribution is to correct for the effect of luck on
income, the optimal tax rate is decreasing in this
signal-to-noise ratio.11
This signal-to-noise ratio, however, is endogenous in equilibrium. To compute it, consider
the investment and effort choices of agent i.
Substituting (1) and (2) into (4), we have
(9)

u i ⫽ 共1 ⫺  兲A i 关 ␣ k i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲e i 兴
⫹G⫺

1
关␣k2i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲e2i 兴.
2␤i

11
The implicit assumption that justifies the restriction of
policy to a linear income/wealth tax is that the government
cannot tell apart the fruits of talent and effort from the effect
of luck: ( Ai , ␤i , i , ki , ei) are private information to agent i.
Therefore, the society would face a signal-extraction problem like the one identified above even if it could use a
general nonlinear redistributive scheme.

k i ⫽ 共1 ⫺  e 兲 ␤ i A i

e i ⫽ 共1 ⫺  兲 ␤ i A i .
Next, substituting into (6) gives
(11)

ŷ i ⫽ 关1 ⫺ ␣ e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲  兴 ␦ i

where ␦i ⬅ ␤i A2i . Combining the above with yi ⫺
ŷi ⫽ i , we conclude the equilibrium signal-tonoise ratio in the income distribution is

␦2
Var共ŷi 兲
⫽ 关1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲兴2 2
Var共yi ⫺ ŷi 兲


where 2␦ ⬅ Var(␦i) ⬅ Var(␤i A2i ) and 2 ⬅
Var(i). Hence, heterogeneity in talent or willingness to work increases the signal, whereas
luck increases the noise. Most importantly, the
signal-to-noise ratio is itself decreasing in the
tax rate, reflecting the distortionary effects of
taxation.
B. Optimal Policy
The optimal policy maximizes the utility of
the median voter. Assuming that luck has zero
mean and median, the median voter, denoted by
i ⫽ m, is an agent with characteristics ␦m ⫽
median(␦i) and m ⫽ 0. Letting ⌬ ⬅ ␦ ⫺ ␦m and
normalizing ␦m ⫽ 2, the utility of the median
voter in equilibrium reduces to12
(13)

Recall that agents choose ei after the policy is
set, but ki before. First-period investment is thus
a function of the anticipated tax rate and is sunk
when the actual tax rate is chosen. To distinguish the anticipated tax rate from the realized
one, we henceforth denote the former by e and
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U m ⫽ 共1 ⫺ ␣ e2 兲 ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲  2
⫹ 关1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲兴⌬ ⫺ ␥⍀.

The first and second terms in (13) capture the
welfare losses due to the distortion of firstperiod investment and second-period effort, respectively. The third term measures the net
transfer the median voter enjoys from the tax
system, reflecting the fact that a positive tax rate
effectively redistributes from the mean to the
median of the income distribution. This term
12

See the Appendix for the derivation of (13).
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introduces a “selfish” motive for redistribution,
as in Meltzer and Richard (1981).
The last term instead captures the “altruistic”
motive originating in the social concern for
fairness. From (7) and (11), the equilibrium
value of ⍀ is
(14)

⍀ ⫽  2 关1 ⫺ ␣ e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲  兴 2  ␦2
⫹ 共1 ⫺ 兲22

where 2␦ ⫽ Var(␦i) and 2 ⫽ Var(i). Note that
⍀ depends on both e and . The negative
dependence on e reflects the fact that the anticipation of high taxation, by distorting firstperiod incentives, results in a large relative
contribution of luck to income. The dependence
on  reflects not only a similar distortion of
second-period incentives, but also the property
that, keeping the pre-tax income distribution
constant, more redistribution may correct for
the effect of luck, thus obtaining a fairer distribution of after-tax disposable income.13
LEMMA 1: When the ex ante anticipated policy is e, the ex post optimal policy is
(15)

f共  e ; E) ⬅ arg min 僆 关0,1兴 兵共1 ⫺ ␣兲2
⫹ 2共1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲兲2␥␦2

⫹共1 ⫺ 兲2␥2 ⫺关1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲兴⌬其.
If ␥ ⫽ 0, then f ⫽ 0 if ⌬ ⫽ 0, f ⬎ 0 and
⭸f/⭸⌬ ⬎ 0 ⬎ ⭸f/⭸e if ⌬ ⬎ 0, and ⭸f/⭸␦ ⫽
⭸f/⭸ ⫽ 0 in either case.
If, instead, ␥ ⬎ 0, then f ⬎ 0 and ⭸f/⭸ ⬎ 0
necessarily, whereas there exists ˆ e ⬎ 0 such
that ⭸f/⭸␦ ⬍ 0 and ⭸f/⭸⌬ ⬎ 0, if and only if
e ⬍ ˆ e, where the threshold ˆ e is increasing in
␥2 and reaches 1 at ␥2 ⫽ 1 ⫺ ␣. Finally,
␣ ⬎ 1/3 and ␥ ⬎ ⌬/(2 ⫺ 3(1 ⫺ ␣)) suffice for
⭸f/⭸e ⬎ 1 for all e ⬍ ˜ e and some ˜ e ⬎ 0.
The intuition of these results is simple. If
there is neither a concern for fairness (␥ ⫽ 0),
nor a difference between the mean and the me13
Note that e is taken as given when  is set, reflecting
the fact that the agents’ first-period investments are sunk. In
other words, the government lacks commitment. In Sections
III D and IV, we explain why commitment is inessential
once intergenerational links are introduced.
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dian of the income distribution (⌬ ⫽ 0), the
optimal tax is zero, as redistribution has only
costs and no benefits from the perspective of the
median voter. When the median is poorer than
the mean (⌬ ⬎ 0), the Meltzer-Richard effect
kicks in, implying that the optimal tax rate is
positive and increasing in ⌬. Nevertheless, as
long as the there is no demand for fairness (␥ ⫽
0), the optimal tax remains independent of the
sources of income inequality. Moreover, the ex
post optimal policy is decreasing in the ex ante
anticipated policy, as a higher distortion of firstperiod incentives reduces the income difference
between the mean and the median, and therefore
also reduces the benefit of redistribution from
the perspective of the median voter.
Things are quite different in the presence of a
demand for fairness (␥ ⬎ 0). The society then
seeks a positive level of redistribution in order
to correct for the undesirable effect of luck on
income inequality. As a result, the optimal tax is
positive even if the median and the mean of the
population coincide (⌬ ⫽ 0). The optimal tax
then trades less efficiency for more fairness. As
 increases, more of the observed income inequality originates in luck, which implies a
higher optimal tax rate. The opposite consideration holds for higher ␦, as this implies a larger
relative contribution of ability and effort in income inequality. Finally, the relationship between e and  is generally nonmonotonic. To
understand this nonmonotonicity, note that an
increase in e has an unambiguous adverse effect on the fairness of the income distribution,
as it distorts first-period incentives. An increase
in , instead, has two opposing effects. On the
one hand, as in the case of e, a higher  reduces
the “fair” component of income variation because it distorts second-period incentives. On
the other hand, a higher  redistributes more
from the poor to the rich and may thus “correct”
for the effect of luck. When e is small, the
second effect dominates:  increases with e in
order to expand redistribution and thus “correct”
for the relatively larger effect of luck. When, instead, e is high, the first effect dominates:  falls
with e in order to encourage more effort and thus
“substitute” for the adverse effect of a higher e.
C. Multiple Equilibria
In equilibrium, expectations must be validated
and therefore e ⫽ . The equilibrium set thus
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FIGURE 2
Notes: The figure depicts the relation between the tax rate that agents anticipate ex ante
(horizontal axis), and the tax rate that the society finds optimal ex post (vertical axis). The
solid curve represents an economy where the effect of luck is moderate as compared to talent
and effort. An equilibrium corresponds to any intersection of this curve with the 45-degree
line. There are two stable equilibria, one with low taxation, high inequality, and low injustice
(US), and one with high taxation, low inequality, and high injustice (EU). The lower dashed
line represents an economy where the effect of luck is very small, in which case only the
low-tax regime survives. Finally, the upper dashed line represents an economy where luck
dominates, in which case only the high-tax regime survives.

coincides with the fixed points of f. If there is no
demand for fairness, f is decreasing in , implying
that the equilibrium is unique, as in the standard
Meltzer-Richard framework. But if the demand
for fairness is sufficiently high, the complementarity between the optimal level of taxation and the
equilibrium signal-to-noise ratio in the income
distribution can sustain multiple equilibria.
THEOREM 1: An equilibrium always exists
and corresponds to any fixed point of f, where f
is given by (15).
If ␥ ⫽ 0, the equilibrium is necessarily
unique. The tax rate is  僆 [0, 1), increasing in
⌬, and independent of ␦ and .
If ␥ ⬎ 0, there (robustly) exist multiple
equilibria in some economies. In any stable
equilibrium, 14 the tax rate is  僆 (0, 1),
14
Stability is defined in the usual manner. Let f (n) be the
n-th iteration of the best response: f (1) ⫽ f and f (n ⫹ 1) ⫽ f (n)
ⴰ f for any n ⱖ 1. An equilibrium point  ⫽ f() is locally

always increasing in , and, at least for
(   ,  ␦ , ⌬) sufficiently low, also decreasing
in ␦ and increasing in ⌬. The equilibrium
with the lowest tax is the one with the highest
inequality but also the highest signal-to-noise
ratio.
The possibility of multiple equilibria is illustrated in Figure 2. The solid curve, which intersects three times with the 45° line, depicts the
best-response function f for particular parameter
values.15 The two extreme intersection points
(US and EU) represent stable equilibria, while
the middle one represents an unstable equilib-

stable if and only if, for some  ⬎ 0 and any x 僆 ( ⫺ ,  ⫹
), limn 3 ⬁ f (n)(x) ⫽ . Given differentiability,  is locally
stable if f ⬘() 僆 (⫺1, ⫹1) and unstable if f ⬘() ⰻ [⫺1, ⫹1].
15
The example is only illustrative and claims no quantitative value; it assumes ␣ ⫽ 0.5, ⌬ ⫽ 0, ␥ ⫽ 1, ␦ ⫽ 2.5,
and  ⫽ 1.
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rium.16 In point EU, the anticipation of high
taxes induces agents to exert little effort in the
first period. This, in turn, implies that the bulk
of income heterogeneity is due to luck and
makes it ex post optimal for society to undertake large redistributive programs, thus vindicating initial expectations. In point US, instead,
the anticipation of low taxes induces agents to
exert high effort and implies that income variation is mostly the outcome of heterogeneity in
talent and effort, which in turn makes low redistribution self-sustained in the political process. What is more, the level of inequality (as
measured by the total variance of income) is
lowest in EU, but the decomposition of inequality (as measured by the signal-to-noise ratio) is
fairest in US, which explains why more inequality may be consistent with lower taxes.
The assumption that a fraction of income is
sunk when the tax is set (␣ ⬎ 0) is essential for
the existence of multiple equilibria: if ␣ were
zero, the income distribution would be independent of the anticipated tax, and therefore the
equilibrium would be unique.17 On the other
hand, ␣ ⬍ 1 is not essential and only ensures
that agents internalize part of the distortionary
costs of taxation when voting on the tax rate.
Indeed, an extreme but particularly simple version of our result holds when ␣ ⫽ 1 and ⌬ ⬎
0.18 If ␥ ⫽ 0, the unique equilibrium is  ⫽ 1,
because the median voter sees a positive benefit
and a zero cost in raising  as long as e ⬍ 1. If
␥ ⬎ 0, the fixed-point relation  ⫽ f() reduces
to

冉

(16) 共1 ⫺  兲  (1 ⫺  ) ⫺

冊

 2 ⫹ ⌬/(2 ␥ )
⫽ 0.
 ␦2

In this case,  ⫽ 1 remains an equilibrium,
because e ⫽ 1 implies that all income inequality is the outcome of luck and makes full redistribution optimal from a fairness perspective as
well. Moreover, if (2 ⫹ ⌬/(2␥))/2␦ ⬎ 1/4,
there is no other equilibrium. If, however,
(2 ⫹ ⌬/(2␥))/2␦ ⬍ 1/4, there is in addition
16
Because f() ⫽  is a cubic equation in our model,
multiplicity always takes the form of three equilibria (except for degenerate cases of two solutions).
17
In the dynamic model of the next section, ␣ ⬎ 0 will
mean that part of the agents’ wealth is determined by their
family history.
18
We thank a referee for highlighting this example.
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another stable equilibrium, corresponding to the
lowest solution of (16). This equilibrium is the
analogue of US in Figure 2 and is such that  is
increasing in  and decreasing in ␦ (reflecting
the effect of fairness), as well as increasing in ⌬
(reflecting the standard Meltzer-Richard effect).
The assumption ␣ ⬍ 1 thus implies only that
EU does not take the extreme form  ⫽ 1.
Numerical simulations then suggest that the USand EU-type equilibria coexist as long as ␥ is
sufficiently high and  is neither too large nor
too small relative to ␦. Instead, only the hightax regime survives when the effect of luck is
sufficiently strong relative to the effect of talent
and effort in shaping the income distribution
(high ); and only the low-tax regime survives
if there is either little demand for fairness (low
␥) or little noise to correct (low ). These
situations are illustrated, respectively, by the
upper and lower dashed lines in Figure 2. Finally, the existence of multiple equilibria does
not rely on whether there is a standard MeltzerRichard motive for redistribution in addition to
the fairness motive, although ceteris paribus a
higher ⌬ makes it more likely that only the
high-tax regime survives.
D. Comments
The critical features of the model that generate equilibrium multiplicity are (a) that the optimal tax rate is decreasing in the signal-to-noise
ratio and (b) that the equilibrium signal-to-noise
ratio is in turn decreasing in the tax rate. To
deliver the second feature, we have chosen a
simple specification for income in which “luck”
enters additively and thus does not interact with
effort or investment. Nevertheless, this simplification is not essential per se. What is essential
is that higher taxes, by distorting effort and
investment, result in a reduction in the level of
justifiable inequality relative to the level of unjustifiable inequality. For this to be true, it is
necessary and sufficient that higher taxes reduce
the fair component of income more than the
unfair component, which we believe to be a
plausible scenario.19 Note also that, in our
19
In Alesina and Angeletos (forthcoming), we investigate a
different model in which unfair income originates in rent
seeking and corruption. Higher taxes and bigger governments
may then reduce the signal-to-noise ratio, not only because
they distort effort, but also because they increase rent seeking.
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model, the role of heterogeneity in Ai and/or ␤i
is to generate endogenous variation in the “fair”
level of income. Endogenizing the concept of
fairness, and understanding why societies consider some sources of inequality justifiable and
others unfair, is an exciting direction for future
research, but it is beyond the scope of this paper.
The pure Meltzer-Richard model predicts that
greater inequality is correlated with more redistribution. Pure inequality aversion would predict a
similar positive correlation. The evidence, however, suggests a negative or null correlation between inequality and redistributive effort (e.g.,
Roberto Perotti, 1996; Alesina et al., 2001). Our
model can deliver such a negative correlation even
after controlling for exogenous fundamentals: in
the example of Figure 2, US has both a lower 
and a higher Var( yi) than EU, simply because
lower taxes generate higher— but also more justifiable—levels of inequality.
The prediction that higher redistribution should
be correlated with higher belief that income inequality is unfair is clearly consistent with the
evidence discussed in Section I. But what about
the prediction that higher tax distortions should be
correlated with lower levels of effort and investment? As we noted before, tax distortions are
much higher in Europe; the income tax is much
more progressive and the total tax burden is about
50 percent higher than in the United States. At the
same time, hours worked are much lower in Europe. In 2001, the average worked time per employee was about 1,200 hours in Europe as
compared to 1,600 in the United States. Given the
lower labor participation rate in Europe, the difference becomes even more striking when measured per person rather than per employee.
Prescott (2004) computes an effective marginal
tax on labor income that properly accounts for
consumption taxes and social security contributions. He finds this to be about 50 percent lower in
the United States than in France and Germany,
and argues that this difference can explain a large
fraction of the difference in labor supply across
the two continents. Consistent with a distortionary
effect of government intervention is also the
observation that growth rates and various measures of investment in intangible capital are
higher in the United States.20 In short, relative

20

For example, the United States spends 2.8 percent of
GDP in R&D, while the 15 E.U. countries spend 1.9 percent
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to Europeans, Americans are taxed less, work
more, invest more in intangible capital, and
obtain higher rewards.21
The two equilibria in Figure 2 can easily be
ranked from the perspective of the median voter: the one with lower taxes is superior. This is
both because there are fewer distortions, more
investment, and more aggregate income, and
because income inequality originates relatively
more in ability than in luck. Poorer agents,
however, may prefer the high-tax equilibrium,
as it redistributes more from the rich to the
poor. Also, the high-tax equilibrium provides
more insurance against the risk of being born
with little talent or willingness to work and may
be preferred behind the “veil of ignorance” (that
is, before the idiosyncratic shocks are realized).
Finally, it is of course unrealistic to think
that an economy could “jump” from one regime to another by simply revising equilibrium expectations from one day to another. In
the next section, we consider a dynamic variant of our model, in which history determines
what beliefs the society holds and what redistributive policies it selects. The two regimes
then reemerge as multiple steady states along
a unique equilibrium path. Similarly, whereas
only the low-tax regime would survive in the
static economy if the society could credibly
commit to its tax policies before agents make
their early-in-life investment choices, such
commitment has little bite in the dynamic
economy, where the wealth distribution is
largely determined by policies and outcomes
from earlier generations.

(OECD data, 2001). Moreover, the fraction of this investment that is private (not government sponsored) is double in
the United States. The percentage of college-educated individuals is 37.3 in the United States as compared to 18.8 in
Europe (OECD data, 2001, individuals between the age of
25 and 64). This difference is even more striking if one
considers that, in most European countries, college education is publicly provided and largely financed by general
government revenues.
21
In addition to these measurable effects of taxation and
regulation, there may be other, more subtle disincentive
effects of the welfare state; these may involve changes in
social norms that disengage individuals from market activities, as argued by Assar Lindbeck et al. (1999) in theory
and by Lindbeck et al. (1994) as an explanation of the
effects of the welfare state in Sweden.
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IV. Intergenerational Links and History
Dependence

One important determinant of wealth and
success in life is being born into a wealthy
family. To explore this issue, we now introduce
intergenerational wealth transfers and parental
investment (e.g., bequests, education, status,
etc.) that link individual income to family history.22 Since we now wish to concentrate on the
effect of history rather than on self-fulfilling
expectations, we abstract from investment
choices made within a generation before the tax
is set. The optimal policy is then uniquely determined in any given generation, but it depends
on the decomposition of wealth in all previous
generations.
A. The Environment
The economy is populated by a sequence of
nonoverlapping generations, indexed by t 僆
{... , ⫺1, 0, 1, ...}. Each generation lives for one
period. Within each generation, there is a single
effort choice and it takes place after the tax is
voted on. Parents enjoy utility for leaving a
bequest to their children; by “bequest” we mean
not only monetary transfers, but also all other
sorts of parental investment.23
Pre-tax wealth is the outcome of talent and
effort, random luck, and parental investment:
(17)

y it ⫽ A it e it ⫹  it ⫹ k it ⫺ 1

where kit ⫺ 1 now represents the bequest or other
parental investment received by the previous
generation. Ait continues to denote innate talent
and it the luck or other unworthy income
within the life of the agent. The individual’s
budget constraint, on the other hand, is given by
(18)

c it ⫹ k it ⫽ w it ⬅ 共1 ⫺  t 兲y it ⫹ G t

where cit denotes own consumption, kit is the

22
For a recent discussion on the intergenerational transfer of wealth and its effect on entrepreneurship, see
Francesco Caselli and Nicola Gennaioli (2003).
23
This is of course a shortcut, which is easier to model
than adding the utility function of the children into that of
the parents. It also rules out the dependence of political
decisions in one generation on expectations about political
decisions in future generations.
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bequest left to the next generation, wit denotes
disposable wealth, t is the tax rate, Gt ⫽ ty t is
the lump-sum transfer, and y t ⬅ 兰i yit is mean
income in generation t.
Individual preferences are again Uit ⫽ uit ⫺
␥⍀t, but the private utility is now
(19)

u it ⫽ V it 共c it , k it , e it 兲
⫽

1
共c 兲 1 ⫺ ␣ 共k it 兲 ␣
共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲 1 ⫺ ␣ ␣ ␣ it
⫺

1
共e 兲2.
␤it it

The first term in (19) represents the utility from
own consumption and bequests, whereas the
second term is the disutility of effort. For simplicity, we have assumed a Cobb-Douglas aggregator over consumption and bequests, with
␣ 僆 (0, 1) now parametrizing to the fraction of
wealth allocated to bequests. The constant
1/((1 ⫺ ␣)1 ⫺ ␣␣␣) is an innocuous normalization, and ␤it denotes again willingness to work.
We assume that ␦it ⬅ ␤it( Ait)2 and it are i.i.d.
across agents but fully persistent over time.
Finally, social injustice is again the distance
between actual and fair utility in any given
generation:
(20)

⍀t ⬅

冕

共u it ⫺ û it 兲 2

i

where uit ⫽ Vit(cit, kit, eit) and ûit ⫽ Vit(ĉit, k̂it,
eit). The fair levels of consumption and bequests
(ĉit, k̂it) are defined below.
B. History and Fairness
Household i in generation t chooses consumption, bequest, and effort (cit, kit, eit) so as to
maximize its utility subject to its budget constraint, taking political and social outcomes (t,
⍀t) as given. It follows that the optimal consumption and bequests are
(21)

c it ⫽ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲w it

and

kit ⫽ ␣wit .

Utility thus reduces to uit ⫽ wit ⫺ eit/(2␤it),
which in turn implies that the optimal level of
effort is eit ⫽ (1 ⫺ t) Ait␤it.
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Since wealth in one generation depends on
bequests and parental investment from the previous generation, which in turn depend on
wealth in the previous generation, the wealth of
any given individual depends on the contribution of talent and effort and the realization of
luck, not only during a person’s own lifetime,
but also along his whole family tree. We thus
need to adjust our measures of fair outcomes for
the propagation of luck through intergenerational transfers. Assuming that bequests and
parental investments are considered fair only to
the extent that they reflect effort and talent, not
pure luck, we define fair outcomes as the luckfree counterparts of consumption, bequests, and
wealth: ĉit ⫽ (1 ⫺ ␣)ŷit, k̂it ⫽ (1 ⫺ ␣)ŷit, and
ŵit ⫽ ŷit ⫽ Aiteit ⫹ k̂it ⫺ 1. Iterating the latter
backward, we infer that the fair level of wealth
is given by the cumulative effect of talent
and effort throughout the individual’s family
history:24
(22)

ŵ it ⫽ ŷ it ⫽

冘␣

s⫺t

A is e is .

sⱕt

shown in the Appendix, the signal-to-noise ratio
in turn depends on the policies chosen by all
past generations. In particular, a society that has
a history of high distortions will tend to have
inherited a rather unfair wealth distribution,
which makes it more likely that it favors aggressive redistribution in the present.25 High
levels of taxation and redistribution can thus be
self-reproducing, opening the door to multiple
steady states.
C. Multiple Steady States
We look for fixed points such that, if s ⫽ 
for all generations s ⱕ t ⫺ 1, then t ⫽  is
optimal for generation t. We first characterize
the optimal policy for a given stationary history.
LEMMA 2: When all past generations have
chosen , the optimal tax for the current generation is ⬘ ⫽ (; E), where
 (  ; E) ⬅ arg min

t 僆 关0,1兴

Similarly, the residual between actual and fair
wealth, wit ⫺ ŵit, captures the cumulative effect
of luck and redistribution.
Consider next the interaction between redistribution and fairness. Note that uit ⫺ ûit ⫽
wit ⫺ ŵit and therefore ⍀t ⫽ Var(wit ⫺ ŵit), or
equivalently
(23)

⍀ t ⫽  2t Var共ŷit 兲 ⫹ 共1 ⫺ t 兲2Var共yit ⫺ ŷit 兲

⫹

24

We assume that the parents are fully entitled to make
different transfers to their children deriving from different
levels of effort. The society, however, may not want to keep
children responsible for their parents’ laziness and lack of
talent. There may then be a conflict between what is fair
vis-à-vis parents and what is fair vis-à-vis children. In the
working-paper version of this article, we considered a simple extension in which, from a fairness perspective, children
were entitled only to a fraction  of their parents’ justifiable
bequests. The multiplicity survives for  sufficiently high.

再

冋

1 2
 ⫺ t (1 ⫺ t)
2 t

册

␣(1 ⫺ )
(1 ⫺ ) ⌬
1 ⫺ ␣(1 ⫺ )

冋

⫹ ␥(1 ⫺ t)2 1 ⫹

冋

⫹ ␥ (1 ⫺ t)t ⫺

册

␣(1 ⫺ ) 2 2

1 ⫺ ␣(1 ⫺ ) 
␣(1 ⫺ )
1 ⫺ ␣(1 ⫺ )

⫻ (1 ⫺ t)(1 ⫺ )

⫹ 2t 共1 ⫺ t 兲Cov共ŷit , yit ⫺ ŷit 兲.
Apart from the covariance term, this is identical
to the corresponding expression (7) in the
benchmark model. Thus once again the optimal
tax rate is bound to decrease with the signal-tonoise ratio in the pre-tax wealth distribution. As
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⫹

册冎

␣
(1 ⫺ )2 ␦2 .
1⫺␣

Comparing the above with Lemma 1, we see
that, apart from the fact that  now represents
the best reaction against the historical policies
rather than against same-period market expectations,  has similar properties with f in the
static model. In particular,  is increasing in ⌬,

25
There is an offsetting effect, however, namely that
higher taxation in the past has already partly corrected for
the impact of past luck, which explains why the impact of
past policies on the signal-to-noise ratio is nonmonotonic in
general.

974

THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC REVIEW

reflecting the Meltzer-Richard effect.26 Moreover, when ␥ ⫽ 0,  is decreasing in , for a
higher tax in the past means lower wealth inequality in the present and therefore a weaker
Meltzer-Richard motive for redistribution. By
implication,  has a unique fixed point when
␥ ⫽ 0. When, instead, ␥ ⬎ 0,  can be increasing in , for higher tax distortions in the past
imply more unfair wealth distribution in the
present. As a result,  can have multiple fixed
points when ␥ ⬎ 0.
THEOREM 2: If ␥ ⫽ 0, there exists a unique
steady state. If, instead, ␥ ⬎ 0, there robustly
exist multiple steady states.
The multiple equilibria of our benchmark
model can thus be reinterpreted as multiple
steady states of the dynamic model. Like in the
static model, multiple steady states exist only
when the social desire for fairness is sufficiently
high. The one steady state (US) is then characterized by persistently lower taxation, lower distortions, and fairer outcomes, but the other (EU)
might be preferred behind the veil of ignorance.
But unlike the static model, it is different initial
conditions or different shocks, not different
self-fulfilling expectations, that explain which
regime an economy rests on. We conclude that
different historical experiences may have led
different societies to different steady states, in
which different social beliefs and political outcomes are self-reproducing.
V. Conclusion

The heart of our results is the politicoeconomic complementarity introduced by the
view that “people should get what they deserve
and deserve what they get.” The possibility of
multiple equilibria or multiple steady states was
only an extreme manifestation of this complementarity. More generally, a demand for fairness introduces persistence in social beliefs and
political choices. This also suggests that reforms of the welfare state and the regulatory
system may need to be large and persistent to be
politically sustainable. In practice, this means

26
Note, however, that the Meltzer-Richard motive now
applies to redistribution of both contemporaneous income
and inherited bequests.
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that policymakers need to persuade their electorates that, although such reforms may generate rather unfair outcomes in the short run, they
will ultimately ensure both more efficient and
fairer outcomes for future generations.
Although we focused on income taxation, the
demand for fairness may have similar implications for a broader spectrum of policy choices,
such as the inheritance tax, the public provision
of education, or the regulation of product and
labor markets. For example, if a society perceives differences in wealth and family backgrounds largely as the effect of luck and
connections, it may consider the “death tax”
quite fair, and may also find it desirable,
albeit costly, to limit the options for private
education.
Our analysis thus sheds some light on why
differences in attitudes toward the market mechanism are so rooted in American and European
cultures. In Europe, opportunities for wealth
and success have been severely restrained by
class differences at least since medieval times.27
At the time of the extension of the franchise, the
distribution of income was perceived as unfair
because it was generated more by birth and
nobility than by ability and effort. The “invisible hand” has frequently favored the lucky and
privileged rather than the talented and hardworking. Europeans have thus favored aggressive redistributive policies and other forms of
government intervention. In the “land of opportunity,” on the other hand, the perception was
that those who were wealthy and successful had
“made it” on their own. Americans have thus
chosen strong property protection, limited regulation, and low redistribution, which in turn
have resulted in fewer distortions, more efficient market outcomes, and a smaller effect of
“luck.” Today, the “self-made man” remains
very much an American “icon”; and Americans
remain more averse to government intervention
than Europeans.
Of course, this is only part of the story. Was
slavery a justifiable source of inequality in the
United States? And is the sustained income
differential between whites and blacks a fair
27
Marx and Engels had already identified the lack of a
feudal period as one of the reasons why in the United States
it would have been much harder to create a Communist
party committed to wealth expropriation. See Alesina and
Glaeser (2004) for more discussion.
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outcome? Probably not. Also, part of the reason
why the median in the United States believes
that the poor deserve to be poor may be that the
median tends to be white and the poor tend to be
black. And there is certainly much to the point
that Americans overestimate social mobility,
while Europeans underestimate it, and that
some of the welfare programs in Europe, such
as in public education or public health, may
actually help reduce the effect of luck. An important question thus remains as to whether
different beliefs reflect different facts or simply
different ideologies and stereotypes.
Finally, the definition of fairness in this paper
was embedded in individual preferences. An
important question is where such preferences
originate, and why societies consider particular
sources of income “fair” and others “unfair.”
One may think of such preferences for fairness
as a metaphor for a social norm that supports a
socially preferable outcome. This seems particularly valid if one interprets “luck” as the effect
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of corruption, rent seeking, theft, and the like—
activities that involve private but no social benefits and may thus be naturally treated by
society as “unjust.” Alternatively, one may follow the Mirrlees paradigm and model fairness
as social insurance. Since taxing luck or rentseeking may involve no or little efficiency costs
as compared to taxing productive effort, the
optimal level of redistribution is again likely to
decrease with the signal-to-noise ratio in the
income distribution.28 We leave these issues
open for future research.

28
Amador et al. (2004) consider a Mirrlees-type model
with two types of privately observed idiosyncratic shocks,
one which is desirable to insure (“taste shocks”) and another
which is undesirable to insure (“self-control shocks”). Although their environment is very different from ours, one of
their findings is reassuring: in simulations, the optimal level
of redistribution tends to decrease with the variance of taste
shocks relative to the variance of self-control shocks.

APPENDIX
PROOF OF LEMMA 1: Conditions (2), (10), and (11) imply that, in equilibrium, the level
of consumption and the cost of investment and effort for agent i are
c i ⫽ 共1 ⫺  兲y i ⫹  y ⫽ 关1 ⫺ ␣ e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲  兴关 ␦ i ⫹  共 ␦ ⫺ ␦ i 兲兴 ⫹ 关  i ⫹  共  ⫺  i 兲兴,
1
1
关 ␣ k 2i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲e 2i 兴 ⫽ 关 ␣ 共1 ⫺  e 兲 2 ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ␣ 兲共1 ⫺  兲 2 兴 ␦ i .
2␤i
2
Combining, we infer that the equilibrium utility of agent i is
(24) Ui ⫽ 关1 ⫺ ␣e2 ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲2兴

␦i
⫹ 关1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲兴共␦ ⫺ ␦i 兲 ⫹ 关i ⫹ 共 ⫺ i 兲兴 ⫺ ␥⍀,
2

with ⍀ as in (14). It follows that
⭸ 2U i
⫽ ⫺共1 ⫺ ␣兲共2␦ ⫺ ␦i 兲 ⫺ 2␥兵␦2关1 ⫺ 2 共1 ⫺ ␣兲 ⫺ ␣e 兴2 ⫹ 2 其.
⭸2
Therefore 2␦ ⬎ max{␦i} suffices for preferences to be single-picked in  for all agents, in which case
the median voter theorem applies. In any event, we assume that the policy maximizes the utility of
the median voter. Evaluating (24) for i ⫽ m, using m ⫽ 0, ⌬ ⫽ ␦ ⫺ ␦m, and the normalization ␦m ⫽
2, gives (13). Next, define W(, e) ⫽ (1 ⫺ ␣2e ) ⫺ Um, or equivalently
W共, e 兲 ⫽ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲2 ⫹ 2关1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲兴2␥␦2 ⫹ 共1 ⫺ 兲2␥2 ⫺ 关1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 共1 ⫺ ␣兲兴⌬.
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Define also H(  ,  e ) ⫽ ⭸W/⭸  . Letting f(  e ) ⫽ arg min 僆 [0,1] W(  ,  e ) gives (15). Note that W
is strictly convex, since ⭸ 2 W/⭸  2 ⫽ 2(1 ⫺ ␣ )(1 ⫹ ⌬) ⫹ 2 ␥ {  2␦ [1 ⫺ 2  (1 ⫺ ␣ ) ⫺ ␣ e ] 2 ⫹
 2 } ⬎ 0. By implication, the first-order condition is both necessary and sufficient, in which case
 ⫽ f(  e ) is the unique solution to H(  ,  e ) ⫽ 0.
If ␥ ⫽ ⌬ ⫽ 0, it is immediate that f(e) ⫽ 0 for all e 僆 [0, 1]. But if ␥ ⬎ 0 and/or ⌬ ⬎ 0, H(0,
e) ⫽ ⫺2␥2 ⫺ ⌬(1 ⫺ ␣e) ⬍ 0, which ensures f(e) ⬎ 0 for all e 僆 [0, 1]. Moreover, if ⌬ ⬎ 0
but ␥ ⫽ 0, the first-order condition gives f(e) ⫽ ⌬(1 ⫺ ␣e)/(2(1 ⫹ ⌬)) and therefore ⭸f/⭸e ⬍ 0,
⭸f/⭸⌬ ⬎ 0, and ⭸f/⭸␦ ⫽ ⭸f/⭸ ⫽ 0.
For ␥ ⬎ 0, the solution can be analyzed using the Implicit Function Theorem. By the second-order
condition, ⭸H/⭸ ⫽ ⭸2W/⭸2 ⬎ 0. Next, it is easy to check that ⭸H/⭸ ⫽ ⫺2(1 ⫺ ), ⭸H/⭸␦ ⫽
2␥2␦[1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ (1 ⫺ ␣)][1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 2(1 ⫺ ␣)], and ⭸H/⭸⌬ ⫽ ⫺[1 ⫺ ␣e ⫺ 2(1 ⫺ ␣)]. It follows
that ⭸f/⭸ ⬎ 0 necessarily. On the other hand, ⭸f/⭸␦ ⬍ 0 N ⭸f/⭸⌬ ⬎ 0 N  ⬍ (1 ⫺ ␣e)/2(1 ⫺
␣). Let
h共  e 兲 ⬅ H

冉

冊

1 ⫺ ␣ e
1
, e ⫽
兵关1 ⫺ ␣ ⫺ 共1 ⫺ 2 ␣ 兲 ␥ 2 兴 ⫺ ␣ 关1 ⫺ ␣ ⫹ ␥ 2 兴  e 其
2(1 ⫺ ␣ )
1⫺␣

and note that  ⬍ (1 ⫺ ␣e)/2(1 ⫺ ␣) if and only if h(e) ⬎ 0. Since h⬘(e) ⬍ 0, there exist a unique
ˆ e such that h(e) ⬎ 0 if and only if e ⬍ ˆ e; this threshold is ˆ e ⫽ (1 ⫺ ␣ ⫺ (1 ⫺ 2␣)␥2 )/(␣(1 ⫺
␣ ⫹ ␥2 )). We conclude that ⭸f/⭸␦ ⬍ 0 and ⭸f/⭸⌬ if and only if e ⬍ ˆ e, where ˆ e is decreasing
in ␥2 and satisfies ˆ e ⱖ 1, if and only if ␥2 ⱕ 1 ⫺ ␣. Finally, ⭸H/⭸e兩e ⫽ 0 ⫽ ⫺␥␣2␦{[2 ⫺ 3(1 ⫺
␣)] ⫺ ⌬/␥}. It follows that ␣ ⬎ 1/3 and ␥ ⬎ ⌬/[2 ⫺ 3(1 ⫺ ␣)] suffice for ⭸H/⭸e兩e ⫽ 0 ⬍ 0, in which
case f ⬘(0) ⬎ 0; that is, f is initially increasing in e.
PROOF OF THEOREM 1: That f has at least one fixed point follows immediately from
the fact that f is bounded and continuous. First, note that  ⫽ e ⫽ 1 implies (⭸W/⭸) ⫽
(1 ⫺ ␣)(2 ⫹ ⌬) and thus, for any ⌬ ⱖ 0, f(1) ⬍ 1 if and only if ␣ ⬍ 1. Therefore,
␣ ⬍ 1 is necessary and sufficient for  ⫽ 1 not to be a fixed point. Next, note that
Lemma 1 established that f is nonincreasing in  for either ␥ ⫽ 0 or ␣ ⫽ 0. It follows
that f has a unique fixed point whenever ␥ ⫽ 0 or ␣ ⫽ 0, and by continuity also when ␥
or ␣ are sufficiently close to zero. For ␥ and ␣ sufficiently high, on the other hand, f is
increasing over some portions, which opens the door to multiple fixed points. An example
of an economy with multiple fixed points is given by Figure 2 in the main text (that is,
by ␣ ⫽ 0.5, ⌬ ⫽ 0, ␥ ⫽ 1, ␦ ⫽ 2.5,  ⫽ 1). Since all three fixed points in this
example are nonsingular (in the sense that f⬘() ⫽ 1) and since f is continuous in E ⫽ (␣,
⌬, ␥, , ), there is an open set of E for which f() ⫽  admits multiple fixed points,
which proves that multiplicity emerges robustly in some economies. Finally, the comparative
statics of the equilibria with respect to ␦ and  follow directly from the comparative
statics of f (see Lemma 1 again), whereas the equilibrium level and the decomposition of
inequality are given by Var( yi) ⫽ (1 ⫺ )22␦ ⫹ 2 and Var( ŷi)/Var( yi ⫺ ŷi) ⫽ (1 ⫺
)22␦/2 , which clearly are both decreasing in .
PROOF OF LEMMA 2 AND THEOREM 2: Iterating (17) and (21), after-tax wealth in
period t reduces to
(25)

w it ⫽

冘␣

t⫺s

共1 ⫺ ˜ s ⫹ 1,t ⫺ 1 兲关共1 ⫺  s 兲共 A is e is ⫹  is 兲 ⫹ G s 兴

sⱕt

where ˜ s,t ⬅ 1 ⫺ 兿jt ⫽ s (1 ⫺ j) denotes the cumulative tax rate between periods s and t (with the
convention that ˜ s,t ⫽ 0 for s ⬎ t). Combining with (22), the residual between actual and fair wealth
reduces to
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w it ⫺ ŵ it ⫽

冘␣

t⫺s
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关共1 ⫺ ˜ s,t ⫺ 1 兲  is ⫺ ˜ s,t ⫺ 1 A is e is ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ˜ s ⫹ 1,t ⫺ 1 兲G s 兴.

sⱕt

Next, note that yit ⫽ Aiteit ⫹ it ⫹ ␣wit ⫺ 1, ŷit ⫽ Aiteit ⫹ ␣ŵit ⫺ 1, and therefore yit ⫺ ŷit ⫽ it ⫹
␣(wit ⫺ 1 ⫺ ŵit). Using (25) and (26) for t ⫺ 1, and substituting eis ⫽ (1 ⫺ s) Ais␤is, we get
y it ⫺ ŷ it ⫽  i ⫹ ␣

冘

␣ t ⫺ 1⫺s 关共1 ⫺ ˜ s,t ⫺ 2 兲  i ⫺ ˜ s,t ⫺ 2 共1 ⫺  s 兲 ␦ i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ ˜ s ⫹ 1,t ⫺ 2 兲G s 兴.

sⱕt⫺1

Using the above and (22) to compute Var( yit ⫺ ŷit) and Var( ŷit), we conclude that the equilibrium
signal-to-noise ratio is given by

(27)

共 ¥ ␣s ⫺ t共1 ⫺ s 兲兲2␦2
sⱕt
Var共 ŷit 兲
⫽
Var共 yit ⫺ ŷit 兲 共 ¥ ␣t ⫺ s共1 ⫺ ˜ s,t ⫺ 1 兲兲22 ⫹ 共 ¥ ␣t ⫺ s˜ s,t ⫺ 2 共1 ⫺ s 兲兲2␦2
sⱕt

s ⱕ t⫺1

where ˜ s,t ⬅ 1 ⫺ 兿jt ⫽ s (1 ⫺ j) denotes the cumulative tax rate between periods s and t (with the
convention that ˜ s,t ⫽ 0 for s ⬎ t). Note that the above depends on s for every s ⱕ t, which proves
the claim in the main text that how fair the wealth distribution is in generation t depends not only
on the policies chosen by the same generation, but also on the policies chosen by all past generations.
Next, consider a stationary history s ⫽  for all s ⱕ t ⫺ 1. It follows that, for all s ⱕ t ⫺ 1, wis ⫽
wi , where
w i ⫽ 共1 ⫺  兲 y i ⫹ G ⫽ 共1 ⫺  兲 2 ␦ i ⫹ 共1 ⫺  兲  i ⫹ 共1 ⫺  兲 ␣ w i ⫹ G
or equivalently
wi ⫽

1
共共1 ⫺  兲 2 ␦ i ⫹ G ⫹ 共1 ⫺  兲  i 兲.
1 ⫺ ␣ 共1 ⫺  兲

Similarly, for s ⱕ t ⫺ 1, ŵis ⫽ ŵi ⫽ (1 ⫺ )␦i/(1 ⫺ ␣). In period t, on the other hand,
w it ⫽ 共1 ⫺  t 兲 2 ␦ i ⫹ 共1 ⫺  t 兲  i ⫹ 共1 ⫺  t 兲 ␣ w i ⫹ G

(28)

and similarly ŵit ⫽ (1 ⫺ t)␦i ⫹ ␣ŵi. It follows that
w it ⫺ ŵ it ⫽ ⫺共1 ⫺ t 兲t␦i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ t 兲i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ t 兲␣wi ⫺ ␣ŵi ⫹ Gt

再

⫽ ⫺(1 ⫺ t)t ⫹

再

冎

␣
␣
(1 ⫺ ) ␦i
(1 ⫺ t)(1 ⫺ )2 ⫺
1 ⫺ ␣(1 ⫺ )
1⫺␣

⫹ (1 ⫺ t) ⫹ (1 ⫺ t)

冎

␣
1
(1 ⫺ ) i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ t 兲␣
G ⫹ Gt
1 ⫺ ␣(1 ⫺ )
1 ⫺ ␣共1 ⫺ 兲

and therefore ⍀t ⫽ Var(wit ⫺ ŵit) reduces to
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再
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冎

2
␣
␣
(1 ⫺  )  ␦2
(1 ⫺  t )(1 ⫺  ) 2 ⫹
1 ⫺ ␣ (1 ⫺  )
1⫺␣

⫹ 共1 ⫺  t 兲 1 ⫹

冎

2
␣ (1 ⫺  )
 2 .
1 ⫺ ␣ (1 ⫺  )

The private utility of an agent, on the other hand, can be computed as follows. Noting that and y ⫽
w and using Gt ⫽ t[(1 ⫺ t)␦ ⫹ ␣w ] into (28) gives
(30)

w it ⫽ 共1 ⫺  t 兲 ␦ i ⫹ 共1 ⫺  t 兲  i ⫹ ␣ w i ⫹  t 共1 ⫺  t 兲共 ␦ ⫺ ␦ i 兲 ⫹  t ␣ 共w ⫺ w i 兲.

Similarly, wi ⫽ (1 ⫺ )␦i ⫹ (1 ⫺ )i ⫹ ␣wi ⫹  (1 ⫺ )(␦ ⫺ ␦i) ⫹ ␣(w ⫺ wi) and therefore w
⫽ (1 ⫺ )␦/(1 ⫺ ␣) and
w ⫺ w i ⫽

1
关共1 ⫺  兲 2 共 ␦ ⫺ ␦ i 兲 ⫺ 共1 ⫺  兲  i 兴.
1 ⫺ ␣ 共1 ⫺  兲

Substituting the above into (30), we get
wit ⫽ 共1 ⫺ t 兲␦i ⫹ 共1 ⫺ t 兲i ⫹ ␣wi ⫹ t 共1 ⫺ t 兲共␦ ⫺ ␦i 兲 ⫹ t

␣共1 ⫺ 兲
关共1 ⫺ 兲共␦ ⫺ ␦i 兲 ⫺ i 兴.
1 ⫺ ␣共1 ⫺ 兲

Combining this with uit ⫽ wit ⫺ e2it/2, we conclude that
u it ⫽

1
1
␦ i ⫹ ␣ w i ⫹ 共1 ⫺  t 兲  i ⫺  2t ␦ i ⫹  t 共1 ⫺  t 兲共 ␦ ⫺ ␦ i 兲
2
2
⫹ t

␣共1 ⫺ 兲
关共1 ⫺ 兲共␦ ⫺ ␦i 兲 ⫺ i 兴.
1 ⫺ ␣共1 ⫺ 兲

Noting that the first two terms do not depend on t and evaluating the above at ␦i ⫽ ␦m and i ⫽
0, we infer that the private utility of the median voter reduces to

(31)

冋

册

␣(1 ⫺ )
1
u mt ⫽ ⫺ 2t ⫹ t (1 ⫺ t) ⫹
(1 ⫺ ) ⌬
2
1 ⫺ ␣(1 ⫺ )

where we normalized ␦m ⫽ 1 and let ⌬ ⫽ ␦ ⫺ ␦m. Combining (29) and (31) gives the definition of
 and completes the proof of Lemma 2.
Finally, to prove Theorem 2, note the following. When ␥ ⫽ 0, the best-response function 
reduces to

冋

 共  兲 ⫽ arg min兵⫺umt其 ⫽ ⫺ 1 ⫹
t

册

␣(1 ⫺ )2
⌬
1 ⫺ ␣(1 ⫺ ) 1 ⫹ 2⌬

which is clearly decreasing in . Hence,  has a unique fixed point if ␥ ⫽ 0. If, instead, ␥ ⬎ 0, there
are open sets of E for which  has multiple fixed points: one robust example is given by ␣ ⫽ 0.5,
⌬ ⫽ 0.15, ␥ ⫽ 0.39, ␦ ⫽ 2,  ⫽ 0.75.

VOL. 95 NO. 4

ALESINA AND ANGELETOS: FAIRNESS AND REDISTRIBUTION

REFERENCES
Acemoglu, Daron. “Cross-Country Inequality

Trends.” Economic Journal, 2003, 113(485),
pp. 121– 49.
Alesina, Alberto and Angeletos, George-Marios.

“Corruption, Inequality and Fairness.” Journal of Monetary Economics (forthcoming).
Alesina, Alberto and Glaeser, Edward L. Fighting poverty in the US and Europe: A world of
difference. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2004.
Alesina, Alberto; Glaeser, Edward L. and Sacerdote, Bruce. “Why Doesn’t the United States

Have a European-Style Welfare State?”
Brookings Papers on Economic Activity,
2001, (2), pp. 187–254.
Alesina, Alberto and La Ferrara, Eliana. “Preferences for Redistribution in the Land of Opportunities.” Journal of Public Economics,
2005, 89(5), pp. 897–931.
Amador, Manuel; Angeletos, George-Marios
and Werning, Ivan. “Redistribution and

Corrective Taxation.” Unpublished Paper,
2004.
Ball, Sheryl; Eckel, Catherine; Grossman, Philip
J. and Zane, William. “Status in Markets.”

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 2001,
116(1), pp. 161– 88.
Benabou, Roland. “Unequal Societies: Income
Distribution and the Social Contract.” American Economic Review, 2000, 90(1), pp. 96 –
129.
Benabou, Roland and Tirole, Jean. “Belief in a
Just World and Redistributive Politics.”
National Bureau of Economic Research,
Inc., NBER Working Papers: No. 11208,
2005.
Caselli, Francesco and Gennaioli, Nicola. “Dynastic Management.” Center for Economic Policy Research, CEPR Discussion Papers: No.
3767, 2003.
Clark, Jeremy. “Fairness in Public Good Provision: An Investigation of Preferences for
Equality and Proportionality.” Canadian
Journal of Economics, 1998, 31(3), pp. 708 –
29.
Corneo, Giacomo and Gruner, Hans Peter. “Individual Preferences for Political Redistribution.” Journal of Public Economics, 2002,
83(1), pp. 83–107.
Fehr, Ernst and Schmidt, Klaus. “Theories of
Fairness and Reciprocity—Evidence and

979

Economic Applications,” in Mathias Dewatripont, Lars P. Hansen, and Stephen J. Turnovsky, eds., Advances in economics and
econometrics: Theory and applications, Vol.
1. Eighth World Congress of the Econometric
Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003, ch. 6.
Fong, Christina. “Social Preferences, SelfInterest, and the Demand for Redistribution.” Journal of Public Economics, 2001,
82(2), pp. 225– 46.
Hoffman, Elizabeth; McCabe, Kevin A. and
Smith, Vernon L. “On Expectations and the

Monetary Stakes in Ultimatum Games.” International Journal of Game Theory, 1996,
25(3), pp. 289 –301.
Hoffman, Elizabeth and Spitzer, Matthew L. “Entitlements, Rights, and Fairness: An Experimental Examination of Subjects’ Concepts of
Distributive Justice.” Journal of Legal Studies, 1985, 14(2), pp. 259 –97.
Lerner, Melvin J. The belief in a just world: A
fundamental delusion. New York: Plenum
Press, 1982.
Lindbeck, Assar; Molander, Per; Persson, Torsten; Petterson, Olef; Swendenberg, Brigitta
and Thygesen, Niels. Turning Sweden around.

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1994.
Lindbeck, Assar; Nyberg, Sten and Weibull,
Jorgen W. “Social Norms and Economic

Incentives in the Welfare State.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 1999, 114(1), pp.
1–35.
Meltzer, Allan H. and Richard, Scott F. “A Rational Theory of the Size of Government.”
Journal of Political Economy, 1981, 89(5),
pp. 914 –27.
Mirrlees, James. “An Exploration in the Theory of Optimal Income Taxation.” Review
of Economic Studies, 1971, 38, pp. 175–
208.
Perotti, Roberto. “Growth, Income Distribution,
and Democracy: What the Data Say.” Journal of Economic Growth, 1996, 1(2), pp.
149 – 87.
Persson, Torsten and Tabellini, Guido. The economic effects of constitutions. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 2003.
Piketty, Thomas. “Social Mobility and Redistributive Politics.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 1995, 110(3), pp. 551– 84.
Prescott, Edward C. “Why Do Americans Work
So Much More Than Europeans?” Federal

980

THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC REVIEW

Reserve Bank of Minneapolis Quarterly Review, 2004, 28(1), pp. 2–13.
Rawls, John. The theory of justice. Harvard:
Harvard University Press, 1971.
Romer, Thomas. “Individual Welfare, Majority
Voting, and the Properties of a Linear Income

SEPTEMBER 2005

Tax.” Journal of Public Economics, 1975,
4(2), pp. 163– 85.
Rotemberg, Julio J. “Altruism, Reciprocity and Cooperation in the Workplace.” Harvard University, Business, Government and International
Economy Working Paper: No. 03-021, 2002.

This article has been cited by:
1. Matthew N. Murray, Langchuan Peng, Rudy Santore. 2018. How does inequality aversion affect inequality
and redistribution?. The Journal of Economic Inequality 16:4, 507-525. [Crossref]
2. Vincenzo Carrieri, Andrew M. Jones. 2018. Inequality of opportunity in health: A decomposition-based
approach. Health Economics 27:12, 1981-1995. [Crossref]
3. Jana Friedrichsen, Tobias König, Renke Schmacker. 2018. Social image concerns and welfare take-up.
Journal of Public Economics 168, 174-192. [Crossref]
4. Efraín García-Sánchez, Guillermo B. Willis, Rosa Rodríguez-Bailón, Jorge Palacio Sañudo, Jean David
Polo, Erico Rentería Pérez. 2018. Perceptions of Economic Inequality and Support for Redistribution: The
role of Existential and Utopian Standards. Social Justice Research 95. . [Crossref]
5. Richard Cookson, Shehzad Ali, Aki Tsuchiya, Miqdad Asaria. 2018. E-learning and health inequality
aversion: A questionnaire experiment. Health Economics 27:11, 1754-1771. [Crossref]
6. Philipp Lergetporer, Guido Schwerdt, Katharina Werner, Martin R. West, Ludger Woessmann. 2018.
How information affects support for education spending: Evidence from survey experiments in Germany
and the United States. Journal of Public Economics 167, 138-157. [Crossref]
7. Christopher Roth, Johannes Wohlfart. 2018. Experienced inequality and preferences for redistribution.
Journal of Public Economics 167, 251-262. [Crossref]
8. Fabian Paetzel, Rupert Sausgruber. 2018. Cognitive ability and in-group bias: An experimental study.
Journal of Public Economics 167, 280-292. [Crossref]
9. Angélica Sánchez, Thomas Goda. 2018. Corruption and the ‘Paradox of Redistribution’. Social Indicators
Research 140:2, 675-693. [Crossref]
10. Sjoerd Beugelsdijk, Mariko J. Klasing, Petros Milionis. 2018. Value Diversity and Regional Economic
Development. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 64. . [Crossref]
11. Maurizio Bussolo, Iván Torre, Esther Bartl, Ada Ferrer-i-Carbonell, Anna Giolbas, Bingjie Hu, Jonathan
George Karver, Mathilde Lebrand. The Social Contract: Do Distributional Tensions Matter? 175-200.
[Crossref]
12. Oldrich Bubak. 2018. Perceptions of meritocracy. Asian Journal of Comparative Politics 30,
205789111880606. [Crossref]
13. Linna Martén. 2018. Demand for Redistribution: Individuals’ Responses to Economic Setbacks. The
Scandinavian Journal of Economics 95. . [Crossref]
14. Milan Zafirovski. 2018. Exploitation in contemporary societies: An exploratory comparative analysis. The
Social Science Journal . [Crossref]
15. William F. Arsenio. 2018. The Wealth of Nations: International Judgments Regarding Actual and Ideal
Resource Distributions. Current Directions in Psychological Science 27:5, 357-362. [Crossref]
16. Natalia Jiménez-Jiménez, Elena Molis, Ángel Solano-García. 2018. The effect of initial inequality on
meritocracy: A voting experiment on tax redistribution. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization .
[Crossref]
17. Joan Costa-Font. 2018. The future of welfare in a global Europe Edited by BerndMarin Abingdon:
Routledge, 2015. ISBN 978-1-472-46308-1; £83 (pbk). Social Policy & Administration 52:5, 1173-1174.
[Crossref]
18. Florian Dorn, Christoph Schinke. 2018. Top income shares in OECD countries: The role of government
ideology and globalisation. The World Economy 41:9, 2491-2527. [Crossref]
19. Adriana Lleras-Muney. 2018. Mind the Gap: A Review of The Health Gap: The Challenge of an Unequal
World by Sir Michael Marmot. Journal of Economic Literature 56:3, 1080-1101. [Abstract] [View PDF
article] [PDF with links]

20. Marc Fleurbaey, François Maniquet. 2018. Optimal Income Taxation Theory and Principles of Fairness.
Journal of Economic Literature 56:3, 1029-1079. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
21. Matteo Assandri, Anna Maffioletti, Massimiliano Piacenza, Gilberto Turati. 2018. Risk Attitudes and
Preferences for Redistribution: New Evidence from the Lab. CESifo Economic Studies 64:3, 489-515.
[Crossref]

22. Gerald Eisenkopf. 2018. Unequal Incentives and Perceived Fairness in Groups. Games 9:3, 71. [Crossref]
23. Andres Drenik, Ricardo Perez-Truglia. 2018. Sympathy for the diligent and the demand for workfare.
Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 153, 77-102. [Crossref]
24. Martin Groß, Volker Lang. 2018. Warum Bürger gegen die Erhebung von Erbschaftssteuern sind – auch
wenn sie keine zahlen müssen: Ergebnisse einer Vignettenstudie. Zeitschrift für Soziologie 47:3, 200-217.
[Crossref]
25. Alessandra Bonfiglioli, Gino Gancia. 2018. Heterogeneity, selection and labor market disparities. Review
of Economic Dynamics . [Crossref]
26. Carola Conces Binder. 2018. Redistribution and the Individualism–Collectivism Dimension of Culture.
Social Indicators Research 95. . [Crossref]
27. Ivana Katic, Paul Ingram. 2018. Income Inequality and Subjective Well-Being: Toward an Understanding
of the Relationship and Its Mechanisms. Business & Society 57:6, 1010-1044. [Crossref]
28. Gautam Nair. 2018. Misperceptions of Relative Affluence and Support for International Redistribution.
The Journal of Politics 80:3, 815-830. [Crossref]
29. Marius R. Busemeyer, Philipp Lergetporer, Ludger Woessmann. 2018. Public opinion and the political
economy of educational reforms: A survey. European Journal of Political Economy 53, 161-185. [Crossref]
30. Han Il Chang, Christopher T. Dawes, Tim Johnson. 2018. POLITICAL INEQUALITY,
CENTRALIZED SANCTIONING INSTITUTIONS, AND THE MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC
GOODS. Bulletin of Economic Research 70:3, 251-268. [Crossref]
31. Emily A Thorson, Michael Serazio. 2018. Sports Fandom and Political Attitudes. Public Opinion Quarterly
82:2, 391-403. [Crossref]
32. Christian Pfarr, Andreas Schmid, Morten Raun Mørkbak. 2018. Modelling Heterogeneous Preferences
for Income Redistribution-An Application of Continuous and Discrete Distributions. Review of Income
and Wealth 64:2, 270-294. [Crossref]
33. Duk Gyoo Kim. 2018. Positional concern and low demand for redistribution of the poor. European Journal
of Political Economy . [Crossref]
34. Matthew Dimick, David Rueda, Daniel Stegmueller. 2018. Models of Other-Regarding Preferences,
Inequality, and Redistribution. Annual Review of Political Science 21:1, 441-460. [Crossref]
35. Mohamad Mazboudi, Iftekhar Hasan. 2018. Secrecy, information shocks, and corporate investment:
Evidence from European Union countries. Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions and
Money 54, 166-176. [Crossref]
36. Hien Thuc Pham, Fabrizio Carmignani, Parvinder Kler. 2018. Thrift culture and the size of government.
Economic Modelling 70, 571-578. [Crossref]
37. Roland Bénabou. 2018. Comment. NBER Macroeconomics Annual 32:1, 394-406. [Crossref]
38. Niklas Harring. 2018. Trust and state intervention: Results from a Swedish survey on environmental policy
support. Environmental Science & Policy 82, 1-8. [Crossref]
39. Alexandra Avdeenko. 2018. Long-term evidence of retrospective voting: A natural experiment from the
German Democratic Republic. European Economic Review 103, 83-107. [Crossref]
40. Benjamin Schalembier. 2018. An Evaluation of Common Explanations for the Impact of Income Inequality
on Life Satisfaction. Journal of Happiness Studies 65. . [Crossref]

41. Vladimir Gimpelson, Daniel Treisman. 2018. Misperceiving inequality. Economics & Politics 30:1, 27-54.
[Crossref]
42. Martin Abraham, Kerstin Lorek, Friedemann Richter, Matthias Wrede. 2018. Breaking the norms:
When is evading inheritance taxes socially acceptable?. European Journal of Political Economy 52, 85-102.
[Crossref]
43. Hanna Lierse. 2018. Why is There Not More Demand for Redistribution? Cross-National Evidence for
the Role of Social Justice Beliefs. International Journal of Public Opinion Research 95. . [Crossref]
44. Gilles Le Garrec. 2018. Fairness, social norms and the cultural demand for redistribution. Social Choice
and Welfare 50:2, 191-212. [Crossref]
45. Alberto Alesina, Stefanie Stantcheva, Edoardo Teso. 2018. Intergenerational Mobility and Preferences for
Redistribution. American Economic Review 108:2, 521-554. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
46. Vivian Ho. 2018. Refinement of the Affordable Care Act. Annual Review of Medicine 69:1, 19-28. [Crossref]
47. Gilles Saint-Paul. 2018. The Possibility of Ideological Bias in Structural Macroeconomic Models. American
Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 10:1, 216-241. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
48. András Simonovits. Introductory Tax Models 25-40. [Crossref]
49. Seung Jin Baek. 119. [Crossref]
50. Hugo Viciana, Antonio Gaitán, Fernando Aguiar. 2018. To kill a bee: The aptness and moralistic heuristics
of reactive attitudes. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 41. . [Crossref]
51. Milan Zafirovski. Wealth 1-18. [Crossref]
52. Jennifer Oser, Marc Hooghe. 2017. Give Me Your Tired, Your Poor? Support for Social Citizenship Rights
in the United States and Europe. Sociological Perspectives 073112141769730. [Crossref]
53. Laura K. Gee, Marco Migueis, Sahar Parsa. 2017. Redistributive choices and increasing income inequality:
experimental evidence for income as a signal of deservingness. Experimental Economics 20:4, 894-923.
[Crossref]
54. Erik Schokkaert, Tom Truyts. 2017. Preferences for redistribution and social structure. Social Choice and
Welfare 49:3-4, 545-576. [Crossref]
55. Weihua An, Maoliang Ye. 2017. Mind the gap: Disparity in redistributive preference between political
elites and the public in China. European Journal of Political Economy 50, 75-91. [Crossref]
56. Roberta Dessi, Xiaojian Zhao. 2017. Overconfidence, Stability and Investments. Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization . [Crossref]
57. Sebastiano Bavetta, Paolo Li Donni, Maria Marino. 2017. An Empirical Analysis of the Determinants of
Perceived Inequality. Review of Income and Wealth 95. . [Crossref]
58. Roger D. Congleton, Alberto Batinti, Rinaldo Pietratonio. 2017. The Electoral Politics and the Evolution
of Complex Healthcare Systems. Kyklos 70:4, 483-510. [Crossref]
59. Joseph McMurray. 2017. Ideology as Opinion: A Spatial Model of Common-Value Elections. American
Economic Journal: Microeconomics 9:4, 108-140. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
60. Arpita Chatterjee. 2017. Endogenous comparative advantage, gains from trade and symmetry-breaking.
Journal of International Economics 109, 102-115. [Crossref]
61. Raymond Fisman, Pamela Jakiela, Shachar Kariv. 2017. Distributional preferences and political behavior.
Journal of Public Economics 155, 1-10. [Crossref]
62. Katelyn Finley. 2017. Shifts in Eastern Europeans’ support for income redistribution 1992–2009. East
European Politics 33:4, 536-558. [Crossref]
63. Nailya Ordabayeva, Daniel Fernandes. 2017. Similarity focus and support for redistribution. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology 72, 67-74. [Crossref]
64. Paolo Brunori. 2017. The Perception of Inequality of Opportunity in Europe. Review of Income and Wealth
63:3, 464-491. [Crossref]

65. Kristy Jones. 2017. Paternalism and Ethnicity in Giving. Economic Record 93:302, 420-433. [Crossref]
66. Michael C. Horowitz, Paul Poast, Allan C. Stam. 2017. Domestic Signaling of Commitment Credibility.
Journal of Conflict Resolution 61:8, 1682-1710. [Crossref]
67. Quynh Nguyen. 2017. “Mind the Gap?” Rising income inequality and individual trade policy preferences.
European Journal of Political Economy . [Crossref]
68. Daniel Sznycer, Maria Florencia Lopez Seal, Aaron Sell, Julian Lim, Roni Porat, Shaul Shalvi, Eran
Halperin, Leda Cosmides, John Tooby. 2017. Support for redistribution is shaped by compassion, envy,
and self-interest, but not a taste for fairness. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 8, 201703801.
[Crossref]
69. Alexander W. Cappelen, Trond Halvorsen, Erik Ø. Sørensen, Bertil Tungodden. 2017. Face-saving or
fair-minded: What motivates moral behavior?. Journal of the European Economic Association 15:3, 540-557.
[Crossref]
70. Boris Nikolaev, Christopher Boudreaux, Rauf Salahodjaev. 2017. Are individualistic societies less equal?
Evidence from the parasite stress theory of values. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 138, 30-49.
[Crossref]
71. Bernhard Kittel, Georg Kanitsar, Stefan Traub. 2017. Knowledge, power, and self-interest. Journal of Public
Economics 150, 39-52. [Crossref]
72. Eiji Yamamura. 2017. Effect of Historical Educational Level on Perceived Inequality, Preference for
Redistribution and Progressive Taxation. International Economic Journal 1, 1-15. [Crossref]
73. Nita Rudra, Jennifer Tobin. 2017. When Does Globalization Help the Poor?. Annual Review of Political
Science 20:1, 287-307. [Crossref]
74. Mounir Karadja, Johanna Mollerstrom, David Seim. 2017. Richer (and Holier) Than Thou? The Effect
of Relative Income Improvements on Demand for Redistribution. The Review of Economics and Statistics
99:2, 201-212. [Crossref]
75. Kangoh Lee, Quazi Shahriar. 2017. Fairness, One's Source of Income, and Others' Decisions: An
Ultimatum Game Experiment. Managerial and Decision Economics 38:3, 423-431. [Crossref]
76. Gustav Tinghög, David Andersson, Daniel Västfjäll. 2017. Are Individuals Luck Egalitarians? – An
Experiment on the Influence of Brute and Option Luck on Social Preferences. Frontiers in Psychology 8. .
[Crossref]
77. Andrew Hussey, Michael Jetter. 2017. Long term trends in fair and unfair inequality in the United States.
Applied Economics 49:12, 1147-1163. [Crossref]
78. Yunhao Dai, Dongmin Kong, Jin Xu. 2017. Does fairness breed efficiency? Pay gap and firm productivity
in China. International Review of Economics & Finance 48, 406-422. [Crossref]
79. Christiane Gross, Kerstin Lorek, Friedemann Richter. 2017. Attitudes towards inheritance taxation –
results from a survey experiment. The Journal of Economic Inequality 15:1, 93-112. [Crossref]
80. 김김김, KWONHYEOKYONG. 2017. House and the Welfare State : Assets, Debts, and Attitudes toward
Welfare Policy. Korean Political Science Review 51:1, 261-285. [Crossref]
81. Dominik Doll, Eberhard Feess, Alwine Mohnen. 2017. Ability, Team Composition, and Moral Hazard:
Evidence from the Laboratory. Schmalenbach Business Review 18:1, 49-70. [Crossref]
82. Mirco Tonin, Michael Vlassopoulos. 2017. Sharing one’s fortune? An experimental study on earned income
and giving. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics 66, 112-118. [Crossref]
83. HANS PITLIK, MARTIN RODE. 2017. Individualistic values, institutional trust, and interventionist
attitudes. Journal of Institutional Economics 80, 1-24. [Crossref]
84. Neil Munro. 2017. Predictors of Support for State Social Welfare Provision in Russia and China. EuropeAsia Studies 69:1, 53-75. [Crossref]
85. John Nadeau, Donald Lord. 2017. Justice motivation and place image influences on volunteer tourism:
perceptions, responses, and deliberations. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing 1. [Crossref]

86. Masao Ogaki, Saori C. Tanaka. Culture and Identity 143-171. [Crossref]
87. Ernesto Calvo, Lorena Moscovich. 2017. Inequality, Protests, and the Progressive Allocation of Cash
Transfers in the Argentine Provinces. Latin American Politics and Society 59:02, 3-26. [Crossref]
88. Cameron Ballard-Rosa, Lucy Martin, Kenneth Scheve. 2017. The Structure of American Income Tax
Policy Preferences. The Journal of Politics 79:1, 1-16. [Crossref]
89. Xavier Ramos, Dirk Van de gaer. 2016. APPROACHES TO INEQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY:
PRINCIPLES, MEASURES AND EVIDENCE. Journal of Economic Surveys 30:5, 855-883. [Crossref]
90. Soomi Lee. 2016. Hopeless future and the desire for welfare expansion: Testing the prospect of upward
mobility hypothesis in South Korea. The Social Science Journal 53:4, 545-554. [Crossref]
91. Xiaobo Lü, Kenneth Scheve. 2016. Self-Centered Inequity Aversion and the Mass Politics of Taxation.
Comparative Political Studies 49:14, 1965-1997. [Crossref]
92. Roberto Antonietti, Francesco Farina, Fulvio Fontini. 2016. A Rational Explanation for the Redistribution
Paradox. Theory and Empirical Evidence. Scottish Journal of Political Economy 63:5, 539-555. [Crossref]
93. Roel Beetsma, Alex Cukierman, Massimo Giuliodori. 2016. Political Economy of Redistribution in the
United States in the Aftermath of World War II—Evidence and Theory. American Economic Journal:
Economic Policy 8:4, 1-40. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
94. Lars J. Lefgren, David P. Sims, Olga B. Stoddard. 2016. Effort, luck, and voting for redistribution. Journal
of Public Economics 143, 89-97. [Crossref]
95. Semra Ozdemir, F. Reed Johnson, Dale Whittington. 2016. Process, Ideology, and Willingness to Pay for
Reducing Childhood Poverty. Journal of Benefit-Cost Analysis 1-27. [Crossref]
96. Erling Barth, Karl Ove Moene. 2016. THE EQUALITY MULTIPLIER: HOW WAGE
COMPRESSION AND WELFARE EMPOWERMENT INTERACT. Journal of the European Economic
Association 14:5, 1011-1037. [Crossref]
97. Meir Statman. 2016. Culture in Preferences for Income Equality and Safety Nets. Journal of Behavioral
Finance 17:4, 382-388. [Crossref]
98. Eunju Chi, Hyeok Yong Kwon. 2016. The trust-eroding effect of perceived inequality: Evidence from East
Asian new democracies. The Social Science Journal 53:3, 318-328. [Crossref]
99. Pedro Forquesato. 2016. Social norms of work ethic and incentives in organizations. Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization 128, 231-250. [Crossref]
100. Andrea Bigano, Aleksander Śniegocki, Jacopo Zotti. 2016. Policies for a More Dematerialized EU
Economy. Theoretical Underpinnings, Political Context and Expected Feasibility. Sustainability 8:8, 717.
[Crossref]
101. Yong Tao. 2016. Spontaneous economic order. Journal of Evolutionary Economics 26:3, 467-500. [Crossref]
102. Mauricio Bucca. 2016. Merit and blame in unequal societies: Explaining Latin Americans’ beliefs about
wealth and poverty. Research in Social Stratification and Mobility 44, 98-112. [Crossref]
103. Paul Dou, Cameron Truong, Madhu Veeraraghavan. 2016. Individualism, Uncertainty Avoidance, and
Earnings Momentum in International Markets. Contemporary Accounting Research 33:2, 851-881.
[Crossref]
104. Lionel Page, Daniel G. Goldstein. 2016. Subjective beliefs about the income distribution and preferences
for redistribution. Social Choice and Welfare 47:1, 25-61. [Crossref]
105. Yann Algan, Pierre Cahuc, Marc Sangnier. 2016. Trust and the Welfare State: The Twin Peaks Curve.
The Economic Journal 126:593, 861-883. [Crossref]
106. Luděk Kouba. 2016. A Survey: Theory of Control and Welfare State Attitudes. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences 220, 210-216. [Crossref]

107. Eiji Yamamura. 2016. SOCIAL CONFLICT AND REDISTRIBUTIVE PREFERENCES AMONG
RICH AND POOR: TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF ACEMOGLU AND ROBINSON. Journal
of Applied Economics 19:1, 41-63. [Crossref]
108. Marlies Ahlert, Christian Pfarr. 2016. Attitudes of Germans towards distributive issues in the German
health system. The European Journal of Health Economics 17:4, 471-496. [Crossref]

109. Paolo E. Giordani, Michele Ruta. 2016. Self-confirming immigration policy. Oxford Economic Papers 68:2,
361-378. [Crossref]
110. Yongzheng Liu. 2016. Do government preferences matter for tax competition?. International Tax and
Public Finance 23:2, 343-367. [Crossref]
111. Lingsheng Meng, Binzhen Wu, Zhaoguo Zhan. 2016. Linear regression with an estimated regressor:
applications to aggregate indicators of economic development. Empirical Economics 50:2, 299-316.
[Crossref]
112. Yasmín Salazar Méndez, Fábio D. Waltenberg. 2016. Aversão à desigualdade e preferências por
redistribuição: A percepção de mobilidade econômica as afeta no Brasil?. Estudos Econômicos (São Paulo)
46:1, 91-125. [Crossref]
113. Florence Bouvet, Sharmila King. 2016. Income inequality and election outcomes in OECD countries: New
evidence following the Great Recession of 2008–2009. Electoral Studies 41, 70-79. [Crossref]
114. Renzo Carriero. 2016. More Inequality, Fewer Class Differences: The Paradox of Attitudes to
Redistribution Across European Countries. Comparative Sociology 15:1, 112-139. [Crossref]
115. Felix Kölle, Dirk Sliwka, Nannan Zhou. 2016. Heterogeneity, inequity aversion, and group performance.
Social Choice and Welfare 46:2, 263-286. [Crossref]
116. Bruno Deffains, Romain Espinosa, Christian Thöni. 2016. Political self-serving bias and redistribution.
Journal of Public Economics 134, 67-74. [Crossref]
117. Emmanuel Saez, Stefanie Stantcheva. 2016. Generalized Social Marginal Welfare Weights for Optimal Tax
Theory. American Economic Review 106:1, 24-45. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
118. Alexander W. Schmidt-Catran. 2016. Economic inequality and public demand for redistribution:
combining cross-sectional and longitudinal evidence. Socio-Economic Review 14:1, 119-140. [Crossref]
119. Alberto Alesina, Paola Giuliano. 2015. Culture and Institutions. Journal of Economic Literature 53:4,
898-944. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
120. Erwin Ooghe, Andreas Peichl. 2015. Fair and Efficient Taxation under Partial Control. The Economic
Journal 125:589, 2024-2051. [Crossref]
121. Guglielmo Barone, Sauro Mocetti. 2015. INEQUALITY AND TRUST: NEW EVIDENCE FROM
PANEL DATA. Economic Inquiry n/a-n/a. [Crossref]
122. Dane M. Christensen, Dan S. Dhaliwal, Steven Boivie, Scott D. Graffin. 2015. Top management
conservatism and corporate risk strategies: Evidence from managers' personal political orientation and
corporate tax avoidance. Strategic Management Journal 36:12, 1918-1938. [Crossref]
123. Javier Olivera. 2015. Preferences for redistribution in Europe. IZA Journal of European Labor Studies 4:1. .
[Crossref]
124. Fuhai Hong. 2015. International Environmental Agreements with reference points. Journal of Behavioral
and Experimental Economics 59, 68-73. [Crossref]
125. Jan Schnellenbach, Christian Schubert. 2015. Behavioral political economy: A survey. European Journal
of Political Economy 40, 395-417. [Crossref]
126. Giacomo Corneo, Frank Neher. 2015. Democratic redistribution and rule of the majority. European Journal
of Political Economy 40, 96-109. [Crossref]
127. Tanja Hennighausen. 2015. Exposure to television and individual beliefs: Evidence from a natural
experiment. Journal of Comparative Economics 43:4, 956-980. [Crossref]

128. Johanna Mollerstrom, Bjørn-Atle Reme, Erik Ø. Sørensen. 2015. Luck, choice and responsibility — An
experimental study of fairness views. Journal of Public Economics 131, 33-40. [Crossref]
129. Alexander W. Cappelen, Knut Nygaard, Erik Ø. Sørensen, Bertil Tungodden. 2015. Social Preferences
in the Lab: A Comparison of Students and a Representative Population. The Scandinavian Journal of
Economics 117:4, 1306-1326. [Crossref]
130. Milan Zafirovski. 2015. Toward Economic Sociology/Socio-Economics? Sociological Components in
Contemporary Economics and Implications for Sociology. The American Sociologist . [Crossref]
131. Douglas H. Frank, Klaus Wertenbroch, William W. Maddux. 2015. Performance pay or redistribution?
Cultural differences in just-world beliefs and preferences for wage inequality. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes 130, 160-170. [Crossref]
132. Rael J. Dawtry, Robbie M. Sutton, Chris G. Sibley. 2015. Why Wealthier People Think People Are
Wealthier, and Why It Matters. Psychological Science 26:9, 1389-1400. [Crossref]
133. Alberto Alesina, Yann Algan, Pierre Cahuc, Paola Giuliano. 2015. FAMILY VALUES AND THE
REGULATION OF LABOR. Journal of the European Economic Association 13:4, 599-630. [Crossref]
134. Robert Andersen, Josh Curtis. 2015. Social Class, Economic Inequality, and the Convergence of Policy
Preferences: Evidence from 24 Modern Democracies. Canadian Review of Sociology/Revue canadienne de
sociologie 52:3, 266-288. [Crossref]
135. Tanja Hennighausen, Friedrich Heinemann. 2015. Don't Tax Me? Determinants of Individual Attitudes
Toward Progressive Taxation. German Economic Review 16:3, 255-289. [Crossref]
136. Andrew Dabalen, Rasyad A. Parinduri, Saumik Paul. 2015. The effects of the intensity, timing and
persistence of personal history of mobility on support for redistribution in transition countries. Economics
of Transition 23:3, 565-595. [Crossref]
137. Gilad Be’ery, Pazit Ben-Nun Bloom. 2015. God and the Welfare State - Substitutes or Complements? An
Experimental Test of the Effect of Belief in God's Control. PLOS ONE 10:6, e0128858. [Crossref]
138. Gilat Levy, Ronny Razin. 2015. Preferences over Equality in the Presence of Costly Income Sorting.
American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 7:2, 308-337. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
139. Xiaohuan Lan, Ben G. Li. 2015. The Economics of Nationalism. American Economic Journal: Economic
Policy 7:2, 294-325. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
140. Mathieu Couttenier, Marc Sangnier. 2015. Living in the Garden of Eden: Mineral resources and
preferences for redistribution. Journal of Comparative Economics 43:2, 243-256. [Crossref]
141. Ilyana Kuziemko, Michael I. Norton, Emmanuel Saez, Stefanie Stantcheva. 2015. How Elastic Are
Preferences for Redistribution? Evidence from Randomized Survey Experiments. American Economic
Review 105:4, 1478-1508. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
142. Benjamin B. Lockwood, Matthew Weinzierl. 2015. De Gustibus non est Taxandum: Heterogeneity in
preferences and optimal redistribution. Journal of Public Economics 124, 74-80. [Crossref]
143. Karen van Hedel, Mauricio Avendano, Lisa F. Berkman, Matthias Bopp, Patrick Deboosere, Olle
Lundberg, Pekka Martikainen, Gwenn Menvielle, Frank J. van Lenthe, Johan P. Mackenbach. 2015. The
Contribution of National Disparities to International Differences in Mortality Between the United States
and 7 European Countries. American Journal of Public Health 105:4, e112-e119. [Crossref]
144. Hung-Lin Tao. 2015. Multiple Earnings Comparisons and Subjective Earnings Fairness: A Cross-Country
Study. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics . [Crossref]
145. N. Fuchs-Schundeln, M. Schundeln. 2015. On the endogeneity of political preferences: Evidence from
individual experience with democracy. Science 347:6226, 1145-1148. [Crossref]
146. Richard M. Bird, Eric M. Zolt. 2015. Fiscal Contracting in Latin America. World Development 67,
323-335. [Crossref]
147. Noah Carl. 2015. Does intelligence have a U-shaped relationship with leftism?. Intelligence 49, 159-170.
[Crossref]

148. Pietro Ortoleva, Erik Snowberg. 2015. Overconfidence in Political Behavior. American Economic Review
105:2, 504-535. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
149. Sjoerd Beugelsdijk, Robbert Maseland, Marjolijn Onrust, André van Hoorn, Arjen Slangen. 2015. Cultural
distance in international business and management: from mean-based to variance-based measures. The
International Journal of Human Resource Management 26:2, 165-191. [Crossref]
150. Bernhard Kittel, Fabian Paetzel, Stefan Traub. 2015. Competition, Income Distribution, and the Middle
Class: An Experimental Study. Journal of Applied Mathematics 2015, 1-15. [Crossref]
151. Anthony Sealey, Robert Andersen. 2015. Income Inequality and Popular Support for Redistributive Policies
in Canada, 1993–2008. Canadian Public Policy 1:-1, 1-14. [Crossref]
152. Christian Daude, Hamlet Gutiérrez, Ángel Melguizo. Political Attitudes of the Middle Class: The Case
of Fiscal Policy 186-203. [Crossref]
153. J. L. Farmer. 2015. County-Nonprofit Service Arrangements: The Roles of Federal and State Fiscal
Involvement. Publius: The Journal of Federalism 45:1, 117-138. [Crossref]
154. John E. Roemer, Alain Trannoy. Equality of Opportunity 217-300. [Crossref]
155. Daron Acemoglu, Suresh Naidu, Pascual Restrepo, James A. Robinson. Democracy, Redistribution, and
Inequality 1885-1966. [Crossref]
156. Ryan Kornhauser. 2015. Economic individualism and punitive attitudes: A cross-national analysis.
Punishment & Society 17:1, 27-53. [Crossref]
157. Graziella Moraes Silva, Matias López. 2015. "BRAZILIAN PEOPLE" IN THE EYES OF ELITES:
REPERTOIRES AND SYMBOLIC BOUNDARIES OF INEQUALITY. Sociologia & Antropologia 5:1,
157-182. [Crossref]
158. Michael Firth, Xianjie He, Oliver M. Rui, Tusheng Xiao. 2014. Paragon or pariah? The consequences of
being conspicuously rich in China's new economy. Journal of Corporate Finance 29, 430-448. [Crossref]
159. Milan Zafirovski. 2014. Rational Choice Requiem: The Decline of an Economic Paradigm and its
Implications for Sociology. The American Sociologist 45:4, 432-452. [Crossref]
160. Kadri Lühiste. 2014. Social Protection and Satisfaction with Democracy: A Multi-level Analysis. Political
Studies 62:4, 784-803. [Crossref]
161. Johanna Mollerstrom, David Seim. 2014. Cognitive Ability and the Demand for Redistribution. PLoS
ONE 9:10, e109955. [Crossref]
162. William R. Kerr. 2014. Income inequality and social preferences for redistribution and compensation
differentials. Journal of Monetary Economics 66, 62-78. [Crossref]
163. Xiaobo Lü. 2014. Does Changing Economic Well-Being Shape Resentment About Inequality in China?.
Studies in Comparative International Development 49:3, 300-320. [Crossref]
164. Ruben Durante, Louis Putterman, Joël van der Weele. 2014. PREFERENCES FOR REDISTRIBUTION
AND PERCEPTION OF FAIRNESS: AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY. Journal of the European
Economic Association 12:4, 1059-1086. [Crossref]
165. Alexandru Cojocaru. 2014. Fairness and inequality tolerance: Evidence from the Life in Transition Survey.
Journal of Comparative Economics 42:3, 590-608. [Crossref]
166. Alessandra Cassar, Giovanna d’Adda, Pauline Grosjean. 2014. Institutional Quality, Culture, and Norms
of Cooperation: Evidence from Behavioral Field Experiments. The Journal of Law and Economics 57:3,
821-863. [Crossref]
167. Judith Niehues, Andreas Peichl. 2014. Upper bounds of inequality of opportunity: theory and evidence for
Germany and the US. Social Choice and Welfare 43:1, 73-99. [Crossref]
168. Denis Hilton, Laetitia Charalambides, Christophe Demarque, Laurent Waroquier, Charles Raux. 2014.
A tax can nudge: The impact of an environmentally motivated bonus/malus fiscal system on transport
preferences. Journal of Economic Psychology 42, 17-27. [Crossref]

169. Jan-Emmanuel De Neve. 2014. Ideological change and the economics of voting behavior in the US, 1920–
2008. Electoral Studies 34, 27-38. [Crossref]
170. 김김김, 김김김. 2014. Partisan Politics and Welfare Expenditures in South Korean Local Governments. Korean
Political Science Review 48:2, 57-78. [Crossref]
171. Tom Karp. 2014. Leaders need to develop their willpower. Journal of Management Development 33:3,
150-163. [Crossref]
172. RICHARD C. BARNETT, JOYDEEP BHATTACHARYA, HELLE BUNZEL. 2014. VOTING
FOR INCOME-IMMISERIZING REDISTRIBUTION IN THE MELTZER-RICHARD MODEL.
Economic Inquiry 52:2, 682-695. [Crossref]
173. Malte Luebker. 2014. Income Inequality, Redistribution, and Poverty: Contrasting Rational Choice and
Behavioral Perspectives. Review of Income and Wealth 60:1, 133-154. [Crossref]
174. Alexandru Cojocaru. 2014. Prospects of upward mobility and preferences for redistribution: Evidence from
the Life in Transition Survey. European Journal of Political Economy . [Crossref]
175. John A Bishop, Haiyong Liu, Zichong Qu. 2014. Individual Perceptions of Distributional Fairness in
China. Comparative Economic Studies 56:1, 25-41. [Crossref]
176. Joan Costa-Font, Frank Cowell. 2014. SOCIAL IDENTITY AND REDISTRIBUTIVE
PREFERENCES: A SURVEY. Journal of Economic Surveys n/a-n/a. [Crossref]
177. JUSTIN B. BULLOCK, JEFFREY B. WENGER, VICKY M. WILKINS. 2014. Attitudes About Hard
Work: A Global Perspective on the Beliefs of Government Employees. International Public Management
Journal 17:1, 25-44. [Crossref]
178. Yoshio Itaba. What Do People Think about Basic Income in Japan? 171-195. [Crossref]
179. Jean-Baptiste Michau. 2013. UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND CULTURAL
TRANSMISSION: THEORY AND APPLICATION TO EUROPEAN UNEMPLOYMENT. Journal
of the European Economic Association 11:6, 1320-1347. [Crossref]
180. M. R. Busemeyer. 2013. Education Funding and Individual Preferences for Redistribution. European
Sociological Review 29:6, 1122-1133. [Crossref]
181. Giacomo Corneo. 2013. Work norms, social insurance and the allocation of talent. Journal of Public
Economics 107, 79-92. [Crossref]
182. Hyejin Ku, Timothy C. Salmon. 2013. Procedural fairness and the tolerance for income inequality.
European Economic Review 64, 111-128. [Crossref]
183. Gilles Saint-Paul. 2013. ECONOMIC SCIENCE AND POLITICAL INFLUENCE. Journal of the
European Economic Association 11:5, 1004-1031. [Crossref]
184. Emma M. Iglesias, J. Atilano Pena López, José Manuel Sánchez Sántos. 2013. Evolution over time of
the determinants of preferences for redistribution and the support for the welfare state. Applied Economics
45:30, 4260-4274. [Crossref]
185. Gerald Eisenkopf, Urs Fischbacher, Franziska Föllmi-Heusi. 2013. Unequal opportunities and distributive
justice. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 93, 51-61. [Crossref]
186. Luca Bossi, Gulcin Gumus. 2013. INCOME INEQUALITY, MOBILITY, AND THE WELFARE
STATE: A POLITICAL ECONOMY MODEL. Macroeconomic Dynamics 17:06, 1198-1226. [Crossref]
187. Béla Janky, Dániel Varga. 2013. The poverty-assistance paradox. Economics Letters 120:3, 447-449.
[Crossref]
188. Andrew C. Pickering, James Rockey. 2013. Ideology and the size of US state government. Public Choice
156:3-4, 443-465. [Crossref]
189. Eiji Yamamura. 2013. Trust in government and its effect on preferences for income redistribution and
perceived tax burden. Economics of Governance . [Crossref]

190. Maria Grazia Pittau, Riccardo Massari, Roberto Zelli. 2013. Hierarchical Modelling of Disparities in
Preferences for Redistribution*. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 75:4, 556-584. [Crossref]
191. Alisa DiCaprio. 2013. The Demand Side of Social Protection: Lessons from Cambodia’s Labor Rights
Experience. World Development 48, 108-119. [Crossref]
192. D. Stegmueller. 2013. Modeling Dynamic Preferences: A Bayesian Robust Dynamic Latent Ordered Probit
Model. Political Analysis 21:3, 314-333. [Crossref]
193. Jungho Roh. 2013. Concern about the rise of lazy welfare queens? An empirical explanation of the
underdevelopment of the redistributive welfare system in South Korea. The Social Science Journal .
[Crossref]
194. Erik Lindqvist, Robert Östling. 2013. Identity and redistribution. Public Choice 155:3-4, 469-491.
[Crossref]
195. Anil Duman. 2013. Beliefs, Economic Volatility, and Redistributive Preferences Across Developing
Countries. The Developing Economies 51:2, 203-218. [Crossref]
196. Alejandro Esteller-Moré. 2013. Trust in the Justice Administration: Is it Dependent on the Economic
Cycle and on Decentralization?. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy 31:3, 506-521.
[Crossref]
197. Loukas Balafoutas, Martin G. Kocher, Louis Putterman, Matthias Sutter. 2013. Equality, equity and
incentives: An experiment. European Economic Review 60, 32-51. [Crossref]
198. Kate Yeong-Tsyr Wang, Chack-Kie Wong, Kwong-Leung Tang. 2013. Citizens' attitudes towards
economic insecurity and government after the 2007 financial tsunami: A Hong Kong and Taiwan
comparison. International Journal of Social Welfare 22:2, 152-163. [Crossref]
199. Timo Tammi. 2013. Dictator game giving and norms of redistribution: Does giving in the dictator game
parallel with the supporting of income redistribution in the field?. The Journal of Socio-Economics 43,
44-48. [Crossref]
200. Elvire Guillaud. 2013. Preferences for redistribution: an empirical analysis over 33 countries. The Journal
of Economic Inequality 11:1, 57-78. [Crossref]
201. Steffen Osterloh, Friedrich Heinemann. 2013. The political economy of corporate tax harmonization —
Why do European politicians (dis)like minimum tax rates?. European Journal of Political Economy 29,
18-37. [Crossref]
202. Alberto Alesina,, George-Marios Angeletos,, Guido Cozzi. 2013. Fairness and Redistribution: Reply.
American Economic Review 103:1, 554-561. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
203. Rafael Di Tella,, Juan Dubra. 2013. Fairness and Redistribution: Comment. American Economic Review
103:1, 549-553. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
204. Lee J. Alston, Marcus Andre Melo, Bernardo Mueller, Carlos Pereira. 2013. Changing social contracts:
Beliefs and dissipative inclusion in Brazil. Journal of Comparative Economics 41:1, 48-65. [Crossref]
205. Guillermo Cruces, Ricardo Perez-Truglia, Martin Tetaz. 2013. Biased perceptions of income distribution
and preferences for redistribution: Evidence from a survey experiment. Journal of Public Economics 98,
100-112. [Crossref]
206. E. Guillaud, N. Sauger. 2013. Redistribution, Tax Policy and the Vote: The 2012 French Presidential
Election. Parliamentary Affairs 66:1, 87-105. [Crossref]
207. Francesco Forte. 2012. The New Macro Political Economy of Alberto Alesina. Atlantic Economic Journal
40:4, 417-428. [Crossref]
208. Eiji Yamamura. 2012. Social capital, household income, and preferences for income redistribution. European
Journal of Political Economy 28:4, 498-511. [Crossref]
209. Alberto Alesina, Guido Cozzi, Noemi Mantovan. 2012. The Evolution of Ideology, Fairness and
Redistribution. The Economic Journal 122:565, 1244-1261. [Crossref]

210. 김김김, 김김김. 2012. An Empirical Study on Public Service Recruitment System and Public Sector Corruption.
KDI Journal of Economic Policy 34:4, 157-188. [Crossref]
211. Justin Esarey, Tim Salmon, Charles Barrilleaux. 2012. Social Insurance and Income Redistribution in a
Laboratory Experiment. Political Research Quarterly 65:3, 685-698. [Crossref]
212. Rüya Gökhan Koçer, Herman G. van de Werfhorst. 2012. Does education affect opinions on economic
inequality? A joint mean and dispersion analysis. Acta Sociologica 55:3, 251-272. [Crossref]
213. Paolo Pinotti. 2012. Trust, Regulation and Market Failures. Review of Economics and Statistics 94:3,
650-658. [Crossref]
214. Andreas P. Kyriacou. 2012. Beliefs about the determinants of success and employment protection. Economics
Letters 116:1, 31-33. [Crossref]
215. Andreas Kuhn. 2012. Inequality Perceptions, Distributional Norms, and Redistributive Preferences in East
and West Germany. German Economic Review n/a-n/a. [Crossref]
216. Andy Sumner. 2012. From Deprivation to Distribution: Is Global Poverty Becoming A Matter of National
Inequality?. IDS Working Papers 2012:394, 1-36. [Crossref]
217. Tommaso Gabrieli. 2012. Inequality, Intergenerational Mobility and Redistributive Policies under
Endogenous Information. The Journal of Economic Asymmetries 9:1, 23-49. [Crossref]
218. Tobias Koenig, Andreas Wagener. 2012. Tax structure and government expenditures with tax equity
concerns. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization . [Crossref]
219. PHILIPP REHM, JACOB S. HACKER, MARK SCHLESINGER. 2012. Insecure Alliances: Risk,
Inequality, and Support for the Welfare State. American Political Science Review 106:02, 386-406. [Crossref]
220. Ngo Van Long, Frank Stähler. 2012. Should the Good and the Selfish be Taxed Differently?*. The
Scandinavian Journal of Economics no-no. [Crossref]
221. Roland Iwan Luttens, Marie-Anne Valfort. 2012. Voting for Redistribution under Desert-Sensitive
Altruism*. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics no-no. [Crossref]
222. Thomas Cornelissen, Oliver Himmler, Tobias Koenig. 2012. Fairness spillovers—The case of taxation.
Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization . [Crossref]
223. Nisvan Erkal,, Lata Gangadharan,, Nikos Nikiforakis. 2011. Relative Earnings and Giving in a Real-Effort
Experiment. American Economic Review 101:7, 3330-3348. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
224. Tilman Klumpp, Xuejuan Su. 2011. A theory of perceived discrimination. Economic Theory . [Crossref]
225. Beatrix Eugster, Rafael Lalive, Andreas Steinhauer, Josef Zweimüller. 2011. The Demand for Social
Insurance: Does Culture Matter?. The Economic Journal 121:556, F413-F448. [Crossref]
226. Joel Shapiro, Stephen Wu. 2011. Fatalism and savings. The Journal of Socio-Economics 40:5, 645-651.
[Crossref]
227. Antonio Cabrales, Rosemarie Nagel, José V. Rodríguez Mora. 2011. It is Hobbes, not Rousseau: an
experiment on voting and redistribution. Experimental Economics . [Crossref]
228. FRANCISCO H. G. FERREIRA, JÉRÉMIE GIGNOUX. 2011. THE MEASUREMENT OF
INEQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY: THEORY AND AN APPLICATION TO LATIN AMERICA.
Review of Income and Wealth no-no. [Crossref]
229. Ryo Arawatari, Tetsuo Ono. 2011. Retirement and social security: the roles of self-fulfilling expectations
and educational investments. Economics of Governance . [Crossref]
230. Barry Bozeman, Catherine P. Slade, Paul Hirsch. 2011. Inequity in the distribution of science and
technology outcomes: a conceptual model. Policy Sciences . [Crossref]
231. Marius R. Busemeyer, Maria Alejandra Cattaneo, Stefan C. Wolter. 2011. Individual policy preferences for
vocational versus academic education: Microlevel evidence for the case of Switzerland. Journal of European
Social Policy 21:3, 253-273. [Crossref]

232. Vesna Stavrevska. 2011. The efficiency wages perspective to wage rigidity in the open economy: a survey.
International Journal of Manpower 32:3, 273-299. [Crossref]
233. Andreas Kuhn. 2011. In the eye of the beholder: Subjective inequality measures and individuals' assessment
of market justice. European Journal of Political Economy . [Crossref]
234. Loukas Karabarbounis. 2011. One Dollar, One Vote. The Economic Journal 121:553, 621-651. [Crossref]
235. Jeffrey Grogger, Gordon H. Hanson. 2011. Income maximization and the selection and sorting of
international migrants. Journal of Development Economics 95:1, 42-57. [Crossref]
236. I. Neustadt. 2011. Do Religious Beliefs Explain Preferences for Income Redistribution? Experimental
Evidence. CESifo Economic Studies . [Crossref]
237. Nobuyuki Hanaki, Alan Kirman, Matteo Marsili. 2011. Born under a lucky star?. Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization 77:3, 382-392. [Crossref]
238. Erzo F. P. Luttmer,, Monica Singhal. 2011. Culture, Context, and the Taste for Redistribution. American
Economic Journal: Economic Policy 3:1, 157-179. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
239. Carola Frydman, Raven S. Molloy. 2011. Does tax policy affect executive compensation? Evidence from
postwar tax reforms. Journal of Public Economics . [Crossref]
240. Philippe Aghion, Yann Algan, Pierre Cahuc. 2011. CIVIL SOCIETY AND THE STATE: THE
INTERPLAY BETWEEN COOPERATION AND MINIMUM WAGE REGULATION. Journal of the
European Economic Association 9:1, 3-42. [Crossref]
241. Andreas Georgiadis, Alan Manning. 2011. Spend it like Beckham? Inequality and redistribution in the
UK, 1983–2004. Public Choice . [Crossref]
242. Raquel Fernández. Does Culture Matter? 481-510. [Crossref]
243. Loukas Balafoutas. 2011. How much income redistribution? An explanation based on vote-buying
and corruption. Public Choice 146:1-2, 185-203. [Crossref]
244. Michal Wiktor Krawczyk. 2011. A model of procedural and distributive fairness. Theory and Decision 70:1,
111-128. [Crossref]
245. Alberto Alesina, Paola Giuliano. Preferences for Redistribution 93-131. [Crossref]
246. Alberto Bisin, Thierry Verdier. The Economics of Cultural Transmission and Socialization 339-416.
[Crossref]
247. Armando Barrientos, Daniel Neff. 2011. Attitudes to Chronic Poverty in the ‘Global Village’. Social
Indicators Research 100:1, 101-114. [Crossref]
248. Michael I. Norton, Dan Ariely. 2011. Building a Better America—One Wealth Quintile at a Time.
Perspectives on Psychological Science 6:1, 9-12. [Crossref]
249. Jayce L. Farmer. 2011. County Government Choices for Redistributive Services. Urban Affairs Review 47:1,
60-83. [Crossref]
250. Olivier Bargain, Claire Keane. 2010. Tax-Benefit-revealed Redistributive Preferences Over Time: Ireland
1987-2005. LABOUR 24, 141-167. [Crossref]
251. Rüya Gökhan Koçer, Herman Werfhorst. 2010. Education systems and the formation of societal consensus
on justice. Quality & Quantity . [Crossref]
252. Kenneth Scheve, David Stasavage. 2010. The Conscription of Wealth: Mass Warfare and the Demand for
Progressive Taxation. International Organization 64:04, 529-561. [Crossref]
253. Friedrich Heinemann, Eckhard Janeba. 2010. Viewing Tax Policy Through Party-Colored Glasses: What
German Politicians Believe. German Economic Review no-no. [Crossref]
254. Andrew Pickering, James Rockey. 2010. Ideology and the Growth of Government. Review of Economics
and Statistics 110510162004036. [Crossref]
255. Christina M. Fong, Erzo F.P. Luttmer. 2010. Do fairness and race matter in generosity? Evidence from a
nationally representative charity experiment. Journal of Public Economics . [Crossref]

256. Friedrich Heinemann. 2010. Economic crisis and morale. European Journal of Law and Economics .
[Crossref]
257. Michelle L. Dion, Vicki Birchfield. 2010. Economic Development, Income Inequality, and Preferences for
Redistribution1. International Studies Quarterly 54:2, 315-334. [Crossref]
258. Olof Johansson-Stenman, James Konow. 2010. Fair Air: Distributive Justice and Environmental
Economics. Environmental and Resource Economics 46:2, 147-166. [Crossref]
259. Christine Grüning, Wolfgang Peters. 2010. Can Justice and Fairness Enlarge International Environmental
Agreements?. Games 1:2, 137-158. [Crossref]
260. Laurence Jacquet, Dirk Van de gaer. 2010. A comparison of optimal tax policies when compensation or
responsibility matter김. Journal of Public Economics . [Crossref]
261. Andreas Kuhn. 2010. Demand for redistribution, support for the welfare state, and party identification in
Austria. Empirica 37:2, 215-236. [Crossref]
262. Russell Smyth, Vinod Mishra, Xiaolei Qian. 2010. Knowing One’s Lot in Life Versus Climbing the Social
Ladder: The Formation of Redistributive Preferences in Urban China. Social Indicators Research 96:2,
275-293. [Crossref]
263. JUKKA PIRTTILÃ, ROOPE UUSITALO. 2010. A âLeaky Bucketâ in the Real World: Estimating
Inequality Aversion using Survey Data. Economica 77:305, 60-76. [Crossref]
264. Petrik Runst. 2010. Schutzian Methodology as a Progressive Research Agenda Commentary on Lester
Embree's “Economics in the Context of Alfred Schütz's Theory of Science. Schutzian Research. A Yearbook
of Worldly Phenomenology and Qualitative Social Science 2:-1, 155-163. [Crossref]
265. Irena Grosfeld, Claudia Senik. 2010. The emerging aversion to inequality. Economics of Transition 18:1,
1-26. [Crossref]
266. Shekhar Aiyar, Rodney Ramcharan. 2010. What Can International Cricket Teach Us About the Role of
Luck in Labor Markets?. IMF Working Papers 10:225, 1. [Crossref]
267. Drew Fudenberg, David K. Levine. 2009. Self-confirming equilibrium and the Lucas critique. Journal of
Economic Theory 144:6, 2354-2371. [Crossref]
268. ROLAND HODLER. 2009. Redistribution and Inequality in a Heterogeneous Society. Economica 76:304,
704-718. [Crossref]
269. G. D. Libecap. 2009. Chinatown Revisited: Owens Valley and Los Angeles--Bargaining Costs and Fairness
Perceptions of the First Major Water Rights Exchange. Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization 25:2,
311-338. [Crossref]
270. Drew Fudenberg, David K. Levine. 2009. Learning and Equilibrium. Annual Review of Economics 1:1,
385-420. [Crossref]
271. Philipp Rehm. 2009. Risks and Redistribution. Comparative Political Studies 42:7, 855-881. [Crossref]
272. Alexander W. Cappelen, Bertil Tungodden. 2009. Rewarding effort. Economic Theory 39:3, 425-441.
[Crossref]
273. R SMYTH, J QIAN. 2009. Corruption and left-wing beliefs in a post-socialist transition economy:
Evidence from China's ‘harmonious society’. Economics Letters 102:1, 42-44. [Crossref]
274. Mai B. Phan. 2008. We're All in This Together: Context, Contacts, and Social Trust in Canada. Analyses
of Social Issues and Public Policy 8:1, 23-51. [Crossref]
275. Christian Bjørnskov. 2008. The growth–inequality association: Government ideology matters. Journal of
Development Economics 87:2, 300-308. [Crossref]
276. CLAUDIA SENIK. 2008. Ambition and Jealousy: Income Interactions in the âOldâ Europe versus the
âNewâ Europe and the United States. Economica 75:299, 495-513. [Crossref]
277. Guido Tabellini. 2008. The Scope of Cooperation: Values and Incentives *. Quarterly Journal of Economics
123:3, 905-950. [Crossref]

278. François Bourguignon, Francisco H. G. Ferreira, Phillippe G. Leite. 2008. Beyond Oaxaca–Blinder:
Accounting for differences in household income distributions. The Journal of Economic Inequality 6:2,
117-148. [Crossref]
279. J. Atsu. Amegashie. 2008. Incomplete property rights, redistribution, and welfare. Social Choice and Welfare
30:4, 685-699. [Crossref]
280. Roland Bénabou. 2008. Joseph Schumpeter Lecture Ideology. Journal of the European Economic Association
6:2-3, 321-352. [Crossref]
281. Roberto Artoni, Alessandra Casarico. Insurance, Redistribution and the Welfare State: Economic Theory
and International Comparisons 95-125. [Crossref]
282. K WERTENBROCH, J VOSGERAU, S BRUYNEEL. 2008. Free will, temptation, and self-control: We
must believe in free will, we have no choice (Isaac B. Singer). Journal of Consumer Psychology 18:1, 27-33.
[Crossref]
283. YOUNGSE KIM. 2007. OPTIMAL TAXATION AND POLITICAL EQUILIBRIUM WITH
FAIRNESS CONSIDERATION. The Manchester School 75:6, 767-788. [Crossref]
284. Milan Zafirovski. 2007. ‘Neo-Feudalism’ in America? Conservatism in Relation to European Feudalism.
International Review of Sociology 17:3, 393-427. [Crossref]
285. Alberto Alesina, Nicola Fuchs-Schündeln. 2007. Good-Bye Lenin (or Not?): The Effect of Communism
on People's Preferences. American Economic Review 97:4, 1507-1528. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF
with links]
286. Keith Blackburn, Gonzalo F. Forgues-Puccio. 2007. Distribution and development in a model of
misgovernance. European Economic Review 51:6, 1534-1563. [Crossref]
287. Christina M. Fong. 2007. Evidence from an Experiment on Charity to Welfare Recipients: Reciprocity,
Altruism and the Empathic Responsiveness Hypothesis. The Economic Journal 117:522, 1008-1024.
[Crossref]
288. Gary D. Libecap. 2007. The Assignment of Property Rights on the Western Frontier: Lessons for
Contemporary Environmental and Resource Policy. The Journal of Economic History 67:02. . [Crossref]
289. Rafael Di Tella, Sebastian Galiani, Ernesto Schargrodsky. 2007. The Formation of Beliefs: Evidence from
the Allocation of Land Titles to Squatters*. Quarterly Journal of Economics 122:1, 209-241. [Crossref]
290. Lars Osberg, Timothy Smeeding. 2006. “Fair” Inequality? Attitudes toward Pay Differentials: The United
States in Comparative Perspective. American Sociological Review 71:3, 450-473. [Crossref]
291. Luigi Guiso, Paola Sapienza, Luigi Zingales. 2006. Does Culture Affect Economic Outcomes?. Journal of
Economic Perspectives 20:2, 23-48. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
292. François Bourguignon, Francisco H. G. Ferreira, Michael Walton. 2006. Equity, efficiency and inequality
traps: A research agenda. The Journal of Economic Inequality 5:2, 235. [Crossref]
293. Roland Bénabou. Inequality, Technology and the Social Contract 1595-1638. [Crossref]
294. Ingvild Almås. Equalizing income versus equalizing opportunity:a comparison of the United States and
Germany 129-156. [Crossref]

