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Abstract

Seminal political economy models from Meltzer and Richard, among oth-
ers, theorize that, in a democracy, more inequality leads to more redistribu-
tion. Unfortunately, most country-level empirical studies find weak support
for this prediction. The analysis improves upon previous tests by combining
four elements: (1) it employs redistribution – measured as the difference be-
tween pre- and post-redistribution inequality as its dependent variable; (2) it
uses an indicator of inequality before tax and transfers as its independent vari-
able; (3) it accounts for country-specific unobserved factors; and (4) contrary
to most tests that are restricted to advanced industrial democracies, it covers
91 developed and developing democracies worldwide. The study finds that,
as expected by political economy models, inequality is associated with more
redistribution.
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Introduction

Recent theories of regime change by Acemoğlu and Robinson, and Boix, among

others, build on the seminal political economy models of Romer, Roberts, and

Meltzer and Richard, which predict that, under a democratic regime, more in-

equality should lead to more redistribution.1 The Romer-Roberts-Meltzer-Richard

(RRMR) model theorizes that as inequality increases, the median voter, which

is pivotal in democratic elections, votes for more redistribution.2 Building on

this prediction, Boix posits that inequality reduces the likelihood of democrati-

zation because it increases redistribution in democracies.3 Using a similar logic,

Acemoğlu and Robinson instead argue that the relationship is inverted U-shaped.4

Not only has the RRMR model influenced the literature on regime change, redis-

tribution, the welfare state and voting behavior, but it also serves as a key building

block for many theories on the effect of inequality on economic growth, corrup-

tion, and violent conflicts and political instability, among other subjects.5 Adam

Przeworski in his 2010 book Democracy and the Limits of Self-Government even refers

to the RRMR model as ”the favorite toy of political economists.”6

Unfortunately, despite playing such a prominent role, the cross-national em-

1Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006; Boix 2003; Meltzer and Richard 1981; Romer 1975; Roberts 1977.

See also Acemoğlu and Robinson 2001; Dunning 2008; Houle 2009; Leventoğlu 2005; Rosendorff

2001; Ziblatt 2008 for other arguments on the effect of inequality on regime change that draw on

these models.

2More precisely, the RRMR model predicts that redistribution is positively related to the mean-

to-median income ratio.

3Boix 2003.

4Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006.

5See, for example, Alesina and Rodrik 1994; Boix 2008; Houle forthcoming; You and Khagram

2005.

6Przeworski 2010, p. 85.
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pirical evidence in favor of the RRMR model is weak. Most studies using country-

level data find either that there is no relationship between inequality and redistri-

bution, or even that inequality is actually associated with less redistribution.7 The

weakness of these findings has prompted some scholars to assert the existence of a

”paradox of redistribution” or a ”Robin Hood paradox.”8 These results cast serious

doubts on the validity of theories derived from the RRMR model. Many scholars,

for instance, have contested the arguments of Acemoğlu and Robinson, Boix and

others because of their reliance on the RRMR framework.9

This paper suggests that there may not be a paradox after all. It first identi-

fies some of the key shortcomings of previous empirical tests, which may, at least

partially, account for the weakness of the results. I then provide a new empirical

analysis of the effect of inequality on redistribution that corrects for these limita-

tions. My sample covers nearly 2,000 country-year observations on 91 democracies

between 1960 and 2007. I find that, consistent with the RRMR model, inequality is

associated with more redistribution.

My empirical analysis improves upon previous ones by combining four ele-

ments. First, unlike many previous tests, I use redistribution rather than social

and welfare spending as my dependent variable. This is an important improve-

ment because social and welfare spending does not necessarily redistribute from

the rich to the poor, which is what the RRMR model is meant to capture.10 Instead,

I employ the indicators of redistribution of Solt, which capture the change between

7For example, Moene and Wallerstein 2001, 2003; Perotti 1996.

8For example, Georgiadis and Manning 2012; Iversen and Soskice 2009; Lindert 2004. It must

be noted that these paradoxes do not only pertain to redistribution but to pro-poor policies more

generally.

9Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006; Boix 2003. See, for example, Ansell and Samuels 2010, 2014;

Kaufman 2009; Knutsen forthcoming; Slater, Smith and Nair 2014.

10Le Grand 1982; Milanovic 2000; Segura-Ubiergo 2007.
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the market (pre-tax and transfers) and net (post-tax and transfers) inequality lev-

els of a country during a given year.11 In other words, they indicate the extent to

which tax and transfers have reduced (or increased) inequality during that year.

Second, I use an indicator of inequality before tax and transfers (market inequal-

ity) as my independent variable. Many previous studies have instead employed

measures that capture inequality after redistribution has already taken place (net

inequality). Third, contrary to most other authors, I account for country-specific

unobserved factors by including country fixed effects. Country-specific factors

could, for example explain both why some countries had low levels of redistribu-

tion in the past – and thus high levels of inequality today – and low levels of re-

distribution today; potentially creating a spurious negative relationship between

inequality and redistribution. Although I find that inequality increases redistribu-

tion even when country fixed effects are omitted, I do find that the magnitude of

the relationship increases when they are included.

Fourth, while most previous tests are restricted to a small number of rich democ-

racies, this paper covers 91 developed and developing democracies worldwide. To

my knowledge, this is the first study to test the effect of market inequality on re-

distribution (rather than social and welfare spending) outside a small number of

(mostly) advanced industrial democracies.12 It is also the first paper to find sup-

port for the RRMR model among a wide sample of developing countries. This

point is particularly important given that many of the applications of the RRMR

model – for example, regarding the effect of inequality on regime transitions – are

most relevant to developing countries.

11Solt 2009, 2014.

12Some studies do cover a few middle income democracies, such as Brazil, however (e.g.,

Scervini 2012).
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Inequality and Redistribution

Theoretical Literature

Canonical political economy models from Romer, Roberts, and Meltzer and Richard

apply the logic of the median voter theorem to the question of redistribution in

democracies.13 The basic model assumes that a proportional income tax is levied

on all citizens. The total amount of taxes paid by an individual is given by the

tax rate – which is the same for all individuals – multiplied by his/her market in-

come; meaning that those with higher market incomes pay more taxes. The funds

emanating from this tax (minus the losses due to the deadweight cost of taxation)

are then redistributed equally to all individuals. The tax rate is selected through

majority voting. Notice that, under the assumption that the average income of all

voters is fixed, the preferred tax rate of any given voter increases as his/her market

income decreases because the amount of taxes that he/she pays diminishes (since

the tax rate is proportional to income) while the amount he/she receives from re-

distribution remains the same (given that the mean income is unchanged).

According to the median voter theorem, the tax rate selected will be that pre-

ferred by the voter with the median income.14 Under the assumption that the dis-

tribution of income is right-skewed, the income of the median voter will be lower

than the mean income of the country. Therefore, as market inequality increases,

the gap between the mean and median incomes should widen, which increases

the preferred redistribution level of the median voter. The central theoretical pre-

diction of the RRMR model is thus that democracies that are unequal – or more

precisely, democracies that have a high mean-to-median income ratio – should re-

13Romer 1975; Roberts 1977; Meltzer and Richard 1981.

14This prediction assumes that voters have single-peaked preferences over redistribution that

depend exclusively on their income.
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distribute more from the rich toward the poor than those that are more equal.

This prediction has played a key role in recent influential theories on democra-

tization and democratic consolidation.15 According to these arguments, inequality,

by increasing redistribution in a democracy, increases both the cost of democracy

for the economic elites and the potential gains of democracy for the masses. Build-

ing on this insight, Boix, for example, argues that inequality reduces the willing-

ness of the ruling elites to concede democracy to the masses.16 He thus predicts

that inequality should lower the probability of democratization.

Acemoğlu and Robinson, for their part, argue that the relationship between in-

equality and democratization is inverted U-shaped.17 On the one hand, when in-

equality is low the population does not demand democracy because, according to

the RRMR model, it would gain little in terms of redistribution. On the other hand,

when inequality is high, the elites repress demands for democracy because, again

following the logic of the RRMR model, unequal democracies redistribute more

than those that are more equal. According to these authors, democracy should

thus be most likely to emerge in countries with intermediate levels of inequality.

Notice that even though the predictions of Acemoğlu and Robinson on the effect

of inequality on democratization differ from those of Boix, both rest on the logic of

the RRMR model.18

Moreover, both Boix, and Acemoğlu and Robinson further theorize that in-

equality harms democratic consolidation by increasing the incentives of the eco-

nomic elites to stage a coup against a democracy in order to limit redistribution.19

15For example, Acemoğlu and Robinson 2001, 2006; Boix 2003; Dunning 2008; Houle 2009; Lev-

entoğlu 2005; Rosendorff 2001; Ziblatt 2008.

16Boix 2003.

17Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006.

18Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006; Boix 2003.

19Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006; Boix 2003.
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Houle provides empirical evidence showing that unequal democracies are indeed

more likely to revert to autocracy than those that are more equal.20 The RRMR

model has also greatly influenced the literature on redistribution, the welfare state,

voting behavior, economic growth, corruption, and political instability, among

other subjects.21

Despite its theoretical elegance, however, the RRMR model relies on several

potentially disputable assumptions.22 Among other things, it assumes (1) that

the selection of redistributive policies is the only electoral issue, and thus that a

voter’s preference is completely determined by his/her income; (2) that the logic

of the median voter theorem, which assumes a majoritarian electoral system, also

applies to democracies with other electoral systems; (3) that politicians are moti-

vated only by the desire to win elections (rather than, for example, implementing

a particular ideology); and (4) that all voters have an equal capacity to influence

policies. Building on this last point, for example, some authors have argued that

inequality can only increase redistribution when the poor actually vote; implying

that the relationship is conditional on turnout.23

Although this paper focuses on the RRMR model, it must be noted that, largely

in response to the weakness of the empirical findings (see below), researchers have

proposed alternative approaches to understand the relationship between inequal-

ity and redistribution. For example, a number of authors argue that individuals

also view redistribution as a form of insurance against future lost of income.24 If

demand for insurance increases with income, this could explain why a poorer me-

20Houle 2009.

21See, for example, Alesina and Rodrik 1994; Boix 2008; Houle forthcoming; You and Khagram

2005.

22See Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005.

23See Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005.

24Iversen and Soskice 2001; Moene and Wallerstein 2001, 2003.
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dian voter may not vote for more redistribution (if redistribution is targeted at the

unemployed); meaning that the relationship between inequality and redistribution

benefiting the unemployed may actually be negative, and that between inequality

and overall redistribution ambiguous.

Moreover, there are other reasons, apart from insurance against lost of income,

why the median voter may become more supportive of redistributive policies as

his/her income increases. This could be the case, for example, if voters are altruis-

tic or simply eager to avoid some of the externalities of poverty, such as crime.25

Other scholars have theorized that countries in which the working class can

be easily mobilized, for example through unions, tend both to have low levels

of pre-redistribution inequality (e.g., because unions can narrow wage disparities

and increase the share of income accruing to laborers) and to redistribute more

heavily from the rich to the poor (e.g., because workers can be mobilized to vote for

the left); suggesting that there is a negative (albeit spurious) relationship between

market inequality and redistribution.26 This approach is often referred to as the

power resource theory.

In addition, Shayo theorizes that individuals are more likely to identify with

groups that have high status than with those with lower status.27 Therefore, mem-

bers of the working class should become less likely to identify with their social

class when inequality increases because its status diminishes. Rather, they iden-

tify more strongly with their nations. According to this view, inequality should be

associated with low levels of redistribution and high levels of nationalism.28

25See Alesina and Giuliano 2009.

26Bradley et al. 2003; Korpi and Palme 2003.

27Shayo 2009.

28Furthermore, Lupu and Pontusson (2011) argue that what is important is not the level of in-

equality but its structure. Their explanation focuses on advanced industrial democracies and as-

sumes that the median voter is a member of the middle class. According to these authors, the
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Other authors have posited that the effect of inequality on redistribution is con-

ditional on other factors. For example, as discussed above, some scholars have

argued that, since the poor are typically less likely to vote, inequality should only

lead to more redistribution when turnout is high.29 Another possibility is that

diversity (e.g., ethnic diversity) within the lower class reduces support for redis-

tribution.30 Alesina, Glaeser and Sacerdote, for example, argue that higher ethnic

diversity within the working class explains why the United States, contrary to most

West European countries, did not create a large welfare state despite being more

unequal.31

Another argument builds on the ’prospect of upward mobility’ (POUM) hy-

pothesis.32 According to this view, the effect of inequality on preferences over

redistribution depends on social mobility. When social mobility is high, members

of the lower class may refrain from soaking the rich, even if inequality is also high,

because they would themselves have to pay high taxes if they were to experience

upward mobility in the future. Finally, De Freitas demonstrates that inequality

may not lead to more redistribution if a significant proportion of the population

works in the informal sector.33 Under such conditions, governments have to rely

on consumption taxes, which tend to be regressive, rather than income taxes.34

median voter becomes more likely to support redistribution when the gap between the income of

the middle class and the lower class is small relative to the distance between the income of the

middle class and the upper class. Although appealing, this explanation may be difficult to apply to

developing countries since the middle class is typically small and the median voter is more likely

to be a member of the lower class.

29See Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005.

30Alesina and Glaeser 2005; Lindqvist and Östling 2013; Shayo 2009.

31Alesina, Glaeser and Sacerdote 2001.

32See Bénabou and Ok 2001.

33De Freitas 2012.

34The empirical analysis below tests the hypotheses that the effect of inequality on redistribu-
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Empirical Literature

As pointed out above, the country-level empirical evidence in favor of the predic-

tion that more inequality leads to more redistribution in democracies is discour-

aging. Table 1 lists some of the main cross-national empirical tests of the effect of

inequality on redistribution.35 Five of the seventeen studies listed in Table 1 find

evidence consistent with the RRMR model. These findings have been largely inter-

preted as implying that the evidence in favor of the RRMR model is weak. In the

words of Lupu and Pontusson, ”the current consensus seems to be that inequality

does not matter for the politics of redistribution.”36 Some scholars have even de-

clared the existence of a ”paradox of redistribution” or a ”Robin Hood paradox.”37

Many of the critics of theories that build on the RRMR framework are based on

the lack of evidence for the RRMR model. This is particularly true for authors that

criticise the models of democratization and democratic consolidation of Acemoğlu

and Robinson, and Boix, among others.38 For example, noting that ”the empirical

tion depends on ethnic diversity or turnout (see Tables A11 and A12 of the online appendix re-

spectively). Unfortunately, the lack of data on social mobility and the size of the informal sector

for a wide range of countries prevents me from testing the latter arguments. My results, which

suggest that inequality is associated with more redistribution, directly contradict the other (non-

conditional) alternative explanations. Therefore, I do not test these theories in further detail.

35Given the large number of studies on the subject, Table 1 only covers studies that have been

published. Moreover, although Table 1 is restricted to cross-national studies using country-year

observations, there are a number of studies looking at the effect of inequality on redistribution

across American states (e.g., Gelman 2008; Ramcharan 2010; Rodrı́guez 1999).

36Lupu and Pontusson 2011, p. 316.

37For example, Georgiadis and Manning 2012; Iversen and Soskice 2009; Lindert 2004.

38Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006; Boix 2003. See, for example, Ansell and Samuels 2010, 2014;

Kaufman 2009; Knutsen forthcoming; Slater, Smith and Nair 2014 for studies that criticize these

models.
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support for [Meltzer and Richard’s] argument remains notably weak”39 Ansell and

Samuels write: ”We call attention to the Meltzer-Richard model’s inability to ex-

plain redistribution in existing democracies because if it cannot accomplish what it

was designed to do, we have little reason to expect it to explain regime change.”40

The weakness of the evidence in favor of the RRMR model thus has profound im-

plications for the study of comparative politics.

Most previous empirical tests of the RRMR model, however, share several lim-

itations, which may, at least partially, account for the weakness of the findings.

First, as shown in Table 1, many studies do not test the effect of inequality on

redistribution but rather on social and welfare spending (e.g., welfare transfers,

unemployment benefits, or expenditure on education or health care). In fact, the

vast majority of the studies that Ansell and Samuels cite to support their claim

that ”the empirical support for [Meltzer and Richard’s] argument remains notably

weak” test the effect of inequality on social and welfare spending, not redistribu-

tion.41

However, as pointed out by Kenworthy and Pontusson, ”Meltzer and Richard

present their model as an explanation of the size of government, but their model

is really meant to explain redistribution.”42 The problem is that social and wel-

fare spending does not necessarily redistribute from the rich to the poor. This is

particularly true in poor countries. In many instances, social transfers, such as

expenditure on higher education, actually benefit mostly the middle or even the

upper class.43 Moreover, social and welfare spending may actually be inefficient

39Ansell and Samuels 2014, p. 5.

40Ansell and Samuels 2014, p. 6.

41Ansell and Samuels 2014, p. 5. See footnote 3, p. 5, in particular.

42Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005, p.456.

43Le Grand 1982; Milanovic 2000; Ross 2006; Segura-Ubiergo 2007.
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at reaching its intended recipients.44 Finally, measures based on spending do not

allow for the possibility that, on balance, redistribution is regressive. The dataset

used in this paper suggests that in some democracies, inequality is indeed higher

after tax and transfers (e.g., see Bulgaria and India in Figure 1).

Therefore, in order to test the RRMR model, one has to use measures of redistri-

bution rather than spending. A number of studies, pioneered by Milanovic, have

used data on market and net inequality from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS)

to construct measures of redistribution.45 Such measures capture the difference be-

tween market and net inequality.46 They thus reveal the extent to which tax and

transfers have reduced (or, in some instances, increased) inequality. Notice that

this type of indicators allows for the possibility of regressive redistribution. This

is the approach that will be followed in the empirical analysis below. However,

unlike previous authors, I rely on the data of Solt rather than the LIS, because the

latter only covers a small group of mostly advanced industrial democracies (see

below).47

To be clear, the relationship between inequality, on the one hand, and social and

welfare spending, on the other hand, is an important field of inquiry. However, it

is not an appropriate test of the RRMR model, since, as suggested by the quote of

Kenworthy and Pontusson, this model is primarily about redistribution from the

rich to the poor not social and welfare spending.48 In fact, as shown in Table 1,

authors that focus on social and welfare spending overwhelmingly find that the

relationship is negative, while those that look at redistribution tend to find that

44See Ross 2006.

45Milanovic 2000. See also Lupu and Pontusson 2011.

46As discussed below, some authors look at the absolute difference and others at the relative

difference.

47Solt 2009, 2014.

48Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005.
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the relationship is either positive or null. This suggests that inequality may have

different effects on social and welfare expenditure than on more direct forms of

redistribution.

Second, several studies use net inequality as their independent variable.49 The

problem is that net inequality measures inequality after redistribution has already

taken place, while the RRMR model is about how inequality in market income

affects redistribution. Not only is such an indicator of little theoretical relevance,

but countries that redistribute heavily will tend to have low net inequality levels,

potentially biasing the results against the RRMR model. The relevant indicator

is the market inequality: inequality before tax and transfers. As shown in Table

1, some studies use inequality datasets that blend together observations on net

inequality with others on market inequality. In addition to the problem raised

above, such studies combine observations that are simply not comparable, further

biasing their results.

Seven of the seventeen studies listed in Table 1 use what I have identified as the

preferred dependent and independent variables.50 Five of these studies find that

inequality increases redistribution, while the two others find that the relationship

is null. Therefore, the paper not only contributes to the literature by providing new

empirical evidence consistent with the RRMR model, but also by showing through

the literature review that studies that use the most suitable research design tend to

find support for the RRMR model.

Third, most previous studies do not account for country-specific unobserved

factors. Only three of the seven studies that employ what I argue are the preferred

dependent and independent variables include country fixed effects in their esti-

49For example, Bassett et al. 1999.

50In Table 1, my preferred dependent and independent variables are ’Difference between market

and net inequality’ and ’Market inequality’ respectively.
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mations. Accounting for country-specific factors, however, is crucial when testing

the effect of inequality on redistribution. One could argue, for example, that the

populations of different countries may have different views over the desirability

of equality.51 We would then expect countries in which equality is not perceived

as particularly important to have higher market inequality levels – for example,

because they are less likely to adopt pro-labor policies – and lower redistribution

levels; potentially creating a spurious negative relationship between market in-

equality and redistribution.

Similarly, given that redistributive policies are relatively sticky, countries that

have redistributed heavily in the past – and thus have low levels of inequality to-

day – should be more likely to redistribute heavily today. As noted by Acemoğlu

and Robinson, for example, ”Although Sweden is an equal country today, what

we are observing is the result of seventy years of aggressive income redistribu-

tion and egalitarian policies (e.g., in the labor market).”52 In fact, previous authors

have found that the evidence in favor of the RRMR model strengthens substan-

tially once one adds country fixed effects.53 Therefore, it does seem that a country

becomes more likely to redistribute toward the poor as it becomes more unequal,

although some unequal countries (e.g., the United States) redistribute less than

other countries that are more equal (e.g., Sweden).

Fourth, the overwhelming majority of studies use a small sample of mostly ad-

vanced industrial democracies. However, many of the applications of the RRMR

model – such as the literature on the effect of inequality on democracy – are more

directly relevant to developing nations. The few studies that examine the relation-

ship beyond advanced industrial democracies do not cover more than 63 countries,

51See Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005; Schwabish, Smeeding and Osberg 2003.

52Acemoğlu and Robinson 2006, p. 113.

53For example, see Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005; Milanovic 2000.

15



many of which are autocracies (for which the median voter theorem is not directly

applicable).54 Crucially, none of the seven studies listed in Table 1 that use what I

have identified as the preferred dependent and independent variables – including

the five studies that find support for the RRMR model – employs a sample of more

than 104 country-year observations on 24 democracies, most of which are from the

developed world. This is because these studies rely on the LIS dataset that cov-

ers very few observations on developing countries. By contrast, this paper covers

nearly 2,000 country-year observations on 91 developing and developed democ-

racies. Therefore, my findings are directly relevant to the literature on inequality

and democracy.

There is also a vast and related literature on the effect of inequality and in-

come on preferences for redistribution. Again, results are inconclusive. A num-

ber of studies find that individuals become more likely to support redistribution

and vote for left-leaning parties when their income decreases or when inequality

increases, while other scholars find no support for such relationships.55 Expla-

nations for these mixed findings build on the alternative approaches discussed

above. While such individual-level analyses are central to the evaluation of the

RRMR model, the empirical analysis below focuses on the country-level relation-

ship between inequality and redistribution. These different approaches should be

viewed as complementary.

54It must be noted, however, that most of these studies replicate their findings using only democ-

racies.

55See Aalberg 2003; Bartels 2008; Brooks and Brady 1999; Dion and Birchfield 2010; Finseraas

2009; Franko et al. 2013; Gelman 2008; Georgiadis and Manning 2012; Kaufman 2009; Kenworthy

and McCall 2008.
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Data

The unit of analysis is the country-year. The main sample is an unbalanced panel

covering 91 democracies between 1960 and 2007. The results are also reproduced

with a restricted sample of more reliable observations, which covers 1,230 country-

year observations on 57 democracies.56 As shown in Table 1, the most comprehen-

sive previous test that uses what I have identified as the preferred dependent and

independent variables covers only 104 observations and 24 democracies.57 There-

fore, even though the restricted sample is much smaller than the extended sample,

it remains substantially larger than that of previous studies. See Section 1 of the

online appendix for further detail on the differences between the two samples (and

why some observations are coded as more reliable than others).

To identify democracies, I rely on the dataset of Boix et al.58 The online ap-

pendix reproduces the main findings with the measures of democracy of Cheibub

et al. (see Table A5) and the Polity score (see Table A6).59 Summary statistics for all

variables included in the analysis are provided in Table A1 of the online appendix.

The online appendix also lists the data sources for all included variables (see Table

A2).

Redistribution: Redistribution, my dependent variable, is measured as the reduc-

tion (or increase) in the Gini coefficient due to tax and transfers within a country

56The restricted sample covers only countries for which Solt has more than three observations

on both net and market inequality. In these cases, the measure of redistribution – which captures

the difference between market and net inequality – is more reliable. See Section 1 of the online

appendix for further detail.

57Scervini 2012.

58Boix et al. 2013.

59Cheibub et al. 2010.
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in a given year. My indicators of redistribution and inequality are taken from the

Gini coefficients dataset of Solt.60 Most Gini coefficient datasets, such as the UNU-

WIDER World Income Inequality Database (WIID), are plagued with problems of

comparability.61 Gini coefficient observations contained in the same datasets are

calculated from national surveys. Different countries use different methods, units

of reference and definitions of income, rendering observations non-comparable

across countries.62

The LIS dataset is one of the few Gini coefficient datasets in which observations

are fully comparable across countries and within countries over time. But, unfor-

tunately its coverage is highly limited. It covers only around 250 country-year

observations, most of which are from advanced industrial countries. Therefore,

this dataset is not suitable to test the basic assumption of the models of democrati-

zation inspired by the RRMR model.

Solt uses the LIS dataset as his gold standard and develops an algorithm to

standardize Gini indexes from other sources.63 The resulting dataset contains mar-

ket and net Gini indexes on 174 countries (including autocracies). Section 1 of the

online appendix provides more detail on the procedure used by Solt to standardize

the data.64

It is important to note that the dataset of Solt does not reach the same level of

comparability as the one of the LIS, although it is much higher than other datasets

with similar coverage.65 This is notably because the standardization process intro-

60Solt 2009, 2014.

61See Galbraith 2012; Houle 2009; Solt 2009.

62See Galbraith 2012; Solt 2009.

63Solt 2009, 2014. Solt (2009, 2014) does not impute missing observations (i.e. those on which no

data source is available).

64Solt 2009, 2014. See also http://myweb.uiowa.edu/fsolt/papers/Solt2014.pdf.

65Solt 2009, 2014.
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duces uncertainty. In order to account for the uncertainty associated with the stan-

dardization process, Solt thus imputes 100 values for each observation.66 As rec-

ommended by Solt, the empirical analysis reported below uses estimations tech-

niques that combine the 100 imputed values and adjust the standard errors to ac-

count for the uncertainty associated with each estimated observation.67

Similarly to the scholars discussed above that employ the LIS, Solt uses the in-

dicators of market and net inequality to construct two measures of redistribution.68

The first is a measure of Absolute Redistribution. It is simply the difference between

the market and net Gini indices:

Absolute Redistributioni,t = Ginimarketi,t −Ginineti,t (1)

where Ginimarketi,t is the market Gini coefficient and Ginineti,t the net Gini coef-

ficient of country i in year t. Higher values are associated with higher levels of

redistribution because tax and transfers have resulted in a larger reduction in the

Gini coefficient.

The second measure of redistribution is termed Relative Redistribution. It is the

percentage change between the pre- and post-tax/transfers Gini coefficients of a

country during a given year:

Relative Redistributioni,t =
Ginimarketi,t −Ginineti,t

Ginimarketi,t

(2)

where Ginimarketi,t is the market Gini coefficient and Ginineti,t the net Gini coeffi-

cient of country i in year t. Relative Redistribution is thus a percentage, whereas Ab-

solute Redistribution must be interpreted in Gini coefficient units. Notice that these

66Solt 2009, 2014.

67Solt 2009, 2014. I employ the ’mi estimate:’ command in Stata.

68Solt 2009, 2014.
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measures may be negative; which would indicate that redistribution is regressive

(i.e inequality is larger after than before tax and transfers).

Kenworthy and Pontusson make the argument that Absolute Redistribution is a

better indicator of redistribution than Relative Redistribution.69 This is because the

latter is not only affected by redistribution but also by the initial level of inequal-

ity (through its denominator). An unequal country will thus have a lower level of

Relative Redistribution than an equal country even if the two countries adopt redis-

tribution policies that result in the same reduction in inequality. Therefore, Relative

Redistribution will tend to give results that are biased against the RRMR model. All

regressions presented in the paper and online appendix are performed with both

measures of redistribution.

There are two limitations with these measures of redistribution that need to be

discussed. First, they do not capture all the policies that governments can use to

redistribute. For example, governments can also redistribute through publicly pro-

vided goods, such as health care and education, and labor regulations.70 However,

as argued above, it is often difficult in practice to determine whether such poli-

cies are unequivocally pro-poor.71 Therefore, this paper examines only one form

of redistribution.

Second, an increase in redistribution, as captured by these measures, does not

necessarily mean that redistribution to the median voter has increased. For exam-

ple, if income is redistributed from the 9th to the 7th income decile, the two mea-

sures of redistribution would increase but the income of the median voter would

remain unchanged. Milanovic addresses this issue by calculating how much each

69Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005.

70Morgan and Kelly 2013.

71Le Grand 1982; Milanovic 2000; Ross 2006; Segura-Ubiergo 2007.

20



income group gains from redistribution.72 Unfortunately, the data required to cal-

culate such measures for countries outside a small group of advanced industrial-

ized countries is simply unavailable. The UNU-WIDER World Income Inequality

Database (WIID), for example, does include income shares data. However, as most

inequality datasets, the observations it contains use different methods, units of ref-

erence and definitions of income, and therefore lack comparability. Moreover, it

does not provide data on both market and net income shares for the same coun-

tries during a given year, which would be necessary to calculate how much each

income group gains from redistribution.

Market Inequality: My independent variable is the market Gini indices of Solt.73

Importantly, this provides a measure of inequality before redistribution has taken

place. One limitation with using this variable, however, is that it may not directly

capture the mean-to-median income ratio. To address this issue, Milanovic uses

the income shares of the bottom 50 percent and 20 percent of the population as his

independent variables.74 Unfortunately, equivalent measures for a wide range of

developing countries are not available. As noted above, there is no comparable

data on income shares covering a large group of developing countries over a long

period of time.

Control Variables Used in the Main Models: The first series of models control

only for the log of income per capita.75 Rich countries have strong states that have

the capacity to redistribute income/wealth efficiently. I expect redistribution to

72Milanovic 2000.

73Solt 2009, 2014.

74Milanovic 2000.

75Taken from Treisman forthcoming.

21



increase with income per capita. The main reason why I start with these simple

models is that there are missing values on the other control variables, which re-

duces the sample size.

The subsequent models include a number of additional control variables. I

control for growth rates76 since one may argue that demand for redistribution in-

creases during economic crises, although the point could also be made that eco-

nomic downturns diminish the capacity (and willingness) to redistribute. More-

over, I control for the proportion of the GDP emanating from natural resources.77

Governments are less dependent on the population for revenues in countries with

significant natural resource wealth. Therefore, I expect them to redistribute less.

As mentioned above, several authors, such as Alesina and Glaeser, theorize

that ethnic diversity reduces redistribution.78 In particular, if a large proportion of

the poor are from an ethnic minority, the rest of the population may be less willing

to redistribute toward them. Therefore, I control for ethnic fractionization.79 I also

control for electoral turnout in the last executive election.80 It is measured as the

proportion of the voting age population that has voted. Electoral turnout has been

found to increase redistribution since the poor are typically less likely to vote.81

Openness may decrease the capacity of the state to adopt heavy taxes because of

competition among countries. So, I add trade openness.82 Previous authors have

shown that countries with large elderly populations redistribute more.83 There-

76Taken from Treisman forthcoming.

77Taken from Haber and Menaldo 2011.

78Alesina and Glaeser 2005.

79Taken from Przeworski et al. 2000.

80Taken from the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance.

81For example, Kenworthy and Pontusson 2005; Larcinese 2007; Mahler 2008; Mahler et al. 2014.

82Taken from the Penn World Tables.

83For example, Bassett et al. 1999.
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fore, I control for the share of the population that is older than 64 years old.84

Previous authors have argued that democracies with proportional representa-

tion (PR) electoral systems redistribute more.85 A similar argument has been made

about democracies with parliamentary systems.86 One may also argue that pres-

idential systems are more likely to lead to divided governments when combined

with PR.87 Given their inherently contentious nature, it seems plausible that di-

vided governments may have more difficulty adopting highly redistributive poli-

cies (e.g., in the form of land redistribution). Therefore, systems that combine pres-

identialism with PR may be particularly unlikely to redistribute heavily. I include

dummy variables for PR systems and presidential systems along with their inter-

action.88 None of the results included in this study depends on the inclusion of

the interaction terms between presidentialism and PR (see Table A10 of the online

appendix).

All models include lagged dependent variables. Results are unchanged if the

lagged dependent variables are omitted (Table A3 of the online appendix). Finally,

all models include year dummy variables.

Control Variables Used in Robustness Tests: Table A8 of the online appendix re-

does the main analysis with additional control variables. First of all, older democ-

racies may have had more time to develop tools to redistribute efficiently. I thus

add the age of the democracy. Moreover, Scheve and Stasavage argue that reli-

gion affects preferences for redistribution.89 Therefore, I include three variables

84Taken from the World Bank.

85For example, Iversen and Soskice 2006.

86For example, Feld and Schnellenbach 2014.

87See Cheibub 2002.

88Taken from Bormann and Golder 2013; Cheibub et al. 2010 respectively.

89Scheve and Stasavage 2006.
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capturing the proportion of the population that is Muslim, Roman Catholic and

Protestant.90 Since it may be more difficult to reduce inequality in countries with

large populations, I control for the log of the total population.91 Finally, although

in the main analysis I control for trade openness, capital openness may also affect

the capacity to tax. In Table A9, I thus control for capital openness.92

Empirical Results

Figure 1 plots the relationship between market inequality and absolute redistri-

bution among democracies in 2007. As shown in the figure, the relationship is

positive although not overwhelmingly strong. Of course, Figure 1 has several

limitations. First, in order to appropriately assess the relationship, one needs to

control for a number of factors. For example, rich developed democracies – that

often have low or intermediate levels of inequality – have stronger states that can

more efficiently redistribute. Therefore, as shown in the figure, Western developed

democracies tend to adopt much higher levels of redistribution than poorer devel-

oping countries. It is thus particularly important to assess the relationship while

controlling for income per capita. Moreover, Figure 1 only looks at the relationship

within a single year.

However, Figure 1 suggests that, at the very least, there is little evidence of a

negative relationship between inequality and redistribution, as reported by many

studies listed in Table 1. Furthermore, Figure 1 illustrates the importance of using

measures of market inequality rather than net inequality. Using net inequality,

for example, would lead us to overstate the true difference in pre-redistribution

90Taken from Przeworski et al. 2000.

91Taken from the World Bank.

92Taken from Freeman and Quinn 2012.
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Figure 1: Market Inequality and Redistribution Across Democracies in 2007

Note: Absolute redistribution is measured as the difference between market and net inequality (see equation 1).

inequality between countries such as Sweden and the United States. As shown in

Figure 1, a large portion of the gap in net inequality between these two countries is

actually due to differences in redistribution levels rather than in market inequality.

As discussed above, country-specific factors are likely to influence both market

inequality and redistribution, potentially creating omitted variable bias. Therefore,

Figure 2 looks at the relationship between market inequality and absolute redistri-

bution over time among a selected number of democracies. I chose democracies

for which a significant number of observations are available and covered all major

geographic regions. In most instances, pre-tax/transfers inequality is associated

with higher levels of redistribution, even though in some cases the relationship is

weak (e.g., India) or negative (e.g., Mexico). This preliminary analysis thus pro-

vides some support for the RRMR model.

Main Analysis

Table 2 gives the estimates of the effect of market inequality on redistribution

among democracies using ordinary least squares estimations with robust standard

errors clustered by country. Table 2 uses the extended sample. As explained above,
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Figure 2: Effect of Market Inequality on Redistribution among Selected Democ-
racies

Note: Absolute redistribution is measured as the difference between market and net inequality (see equation 1).
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Solt provides 100 imputed values for each observation.93 Thus, I employ the com-

mand ’mi estimate:’ in Stata, which combines the imputed values and accounts for

the uncertainty inherent to the imputation process while computing the standard

errors. All models include year dummy variables.

Column 1 shows the results when we only control for the lagged dependent

variable and GDP per capita. As predicted by the RRMR model, more market

inequality is associated with more redistribution among democracies. Column

2 adds the other control variables. The relationship is substantively important

and statistically significant at the one percent level. Increasing the market Gini

coefficient by one unit increases redistribution by 0.096 units.

Column 3 and 4 add country fixed effects.94 Figure 2 has already shown that

there is at least some support for the RRMR model when looking at the relationship

between inequality and redistribution within countries over time. As expected,

when country fixed effects are included, the effect of market inequality on redis-

tribution remains positive and its magnitude (and level of significance) increases.

In column 4, increasing the market Gini index by one unit now increases redis-

tribution by 0.389 units as compared to 0.096 units when country fixed effects are

omitted. These findings suggest that the previous studies that have not accounted

for country-specific unobserved factors substantially underestimate the effect of

inequality on redistribution.

As shown in Figure 1, Western countries redistribute much more than other

democracies. Models 1-4 already control for income per capita, but that may be

insufficient. Therefore, columns 5-8 reproduce columns 1-4 with only non-Western

93Solt 2009, 2014.

94Presidential and PR dummy variables along with ethnic diversity are omitted from these re-

gressions because of limited variation within countries over time.
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countries.95 Again, market inequality is found to increase redistribution. Results

are also unchanged if I exclude OECD countries rather than Western countries

(available upon request).

Models 1-8 of Table 2 use the measure of absolute redistribution (equation 1).

Columns 9-12 redo models 2, 3, 5 and 6 using the relative redistribution measure

(equation 2). As discussed above, the latter indicator makes it more difficult to find

support for a positive relationship between market inequality and redistribution.

However, results are unchanged. In model 9, an increase in the market Gini coef-

ficient by one unit increases redistribution by 0.136 percent. Again, the magnitude

of the effect increases substantially once country fixed effects are added.

Table 3 retests the relationship using the restricted sample, which contains only

the most reliable observations. Although the size of the sample decreases substan-

tially, the findings are unchanged and the substantive effect of market inequal-

ity on redistribution often increases. Again, even though the restricted sample is

smaller than the extended sample, it is still much larger than the most compre-

hensive previous studies. I also reproduce Tables A3-A13 of the online appendix

with only this subset of observations. Again, the effect of market inequality re-

mains positive and statistically significant at least at the five percent level in all

specifications (available upon request).

Robustness Tests

Additional robustness tests are presented in the online appendix. A number of

authors have raised concerns regarding the inclusion of lagged dependent vari-

ables.96 Therefore, Table A3 of the online appendix redoes the main models of

95Western countries are defined as Western Europeans countries, the United States, Canada,

Australia and New Zealand.

96See Achen 2000; Plümper, Troeger, and Manow 2005.
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Table 2 without lagged dependent variables. In all models the relationship is posi-

tive and statistically significant at the one percent level.97

As shown in Figure 1, most of the democracies that redistribute heavily are ei-

ther from the Western world or Eastern Europe. Columns 5-8 and 11-12 of Tables

2 and 3 have already shown that the results are not exclusively driven by Western

advanced democracies. Table A4 of the online appendix demonstrates that the re-

sults are robust when both advanced Western democracies and democracies from

Eastern Europe are omitted. In Tables 2 and 3, I use the measure of democracy of

Boix et al.98 In the online appendix, I redo the main models of Table 2 with the mea-

sures of Cheibub et al. (Table A5) and the Polity score (Table A6).99 As suggested

by the Polity IV Project, countries with Polity scores of at least six are classified as

democracies. In Table A7 of the online appendix, I further show that the results

are not driven by outliers on redistribution or market inequality.

Table A8 of the online appendix demonstrates that the results are robust to the

inclusion of additional controls: total population logged, the age of the democracy,

and the proportion of the population that is Muslim, Roman Catholic, and Protes-

tant. Table A9 shows that the results are also robust to the inclusion of a measure

of capital openness.100 Table A10 shows that the results are unchanged when the

interaction term between PR and presidentialism is omitted.

Finally, to make sure that my results are not affected by multicollinearity, I com-

97I have also redone all the other robustness tests reported in the online appendix (Tables A4-

A12) without lagged dependent variables and the effect of market inequality is positive and statis-

tically significant at the one percent level in all specifications (available upon request).

98Boix et al. 2013.

99Cheibub et al. 2010.

100I do not include capital openness in Table A8 because of the large number of missing values

on that variable. Nonetheless, the results are unchanged when capital openness is included along

with all variables included in Table A8 (available upon request).
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puted the variance inflation factor (VIF) for all variables included in model 2 of

Table 2. None attains a VIF of ten, which is usually the threshold set to detect

whether there is multicollinearity. The variable with the highest VIF is % Elderly

with a VIF of 5.25. The VIF of Market Inequality is only 1.63.

Discussion of the Control Variables

Most control variables are found to have little effect on redistribution. However,

once we omit the lagged dependent variables and the year dummy variables (see

Table A13 of the online appendix), we find that the effect of the control variables is

usually consistent with the findings of previous authors, most of which do not use

lagged dependent variables and year dummy variables. As expected, rich democ-

racies redistribute more. However, once country fixed effects are included, the

relationship vanishes. Moreover, consistent with the previous literature, countries

in with large elderly populations redistribute more.101

As shown in Table A13, ethnically divided democracies redistribute less than

those that are more homogeneous, although the effect is only significant when the

sample is restricted to non-Western countries. This is consistent with the expec-

tations of scholars such as Alesina and Glaeser.102 However, as discussed above,

many authors have argued that the effect of inequality on redistribution weakens

as ethnic diversity increases (i.e. that the relationship is conditional). Therefore,

in Table A11 of the online appendix, I redo the main models of Table 2 with an

interaction term between market inequality and ethnic diversity.103 Results show

101For example, Bassett et al. 1999.

102Alesina and Glaeser 2005.

103This test is admittedly imperfect. The arguments of previous authors suggest that ethnic diver-

sity within the lower class, not ethnic diversity within the whole population, should be associated

with less redistribution. Ethnic diversity may reduce the effect of inequality on redistribution if
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little evidence that the effect of inequality on redistribution diminishes as ethnic

diversity increases.

Electoral turnout is usually associated with more redistribution. This is con-

sistent with the findings of previous authors.104 However, the effect of turnout is

usually weak. It must be noted, though, that the relationship strengthens substan-

tially and becomes statistically significant once the dummy variable for PR – which

itself affects turnout – is dropped and country fixed effects are omitted (available

upon request). Moreover, as for ethnic diversity, many authors actually argue that

the effect of market inequality on redistribution is conditional on electoral turnout.

Again, I test this hypothesis by adding an interaction term between inequality and

turnout (see Table A12 of the online appendix). I find little evidence that the (pos-

itive) effect of inequality on redistribution increases as turnout increases.105

Finally, as shown in Table A13, executive-legislative institutions, captured by

the dummy variable for presidential regimes, and electoral institutions matter for

redistribution. As shown by Feld and Schnellenbach, presidential democracies

redistribute less, on average, than parliamentary democracies.106 Moreover, the ef-

fect of the electoral system is conditional on the executive-legislative institutions.

Parliamentary democracies that have proportional representation (PR) redistribute

the most, while presidential systems with PR usually have the lowest level of redis-

tribution. Presumably, this is because the latter combination is particularly prone

to deadlocks, which prevents the adoption of potentially controversial policies.

members of the ethnic minorities are poor relative to the rest of the population.

104For example, Larcinese 2007; Mahler 2008; Mahler et al. 2014.

105Notice that my results are not consistent with the expectations of the other (non-conditional)

alternative approaches discussed above (e.g., power resource and insurance approaches) since I

find that more inequality is associated with more redistribution. Therefore, I do not test these

alternative approaches more specifically.

106Feld and Schnellenbach 2014.
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Conclusion

Important political science research builds on the prediction of the Romer-Roberts-

Meltzer-Richard (RRMR) model that more inequality leads to more redistribution

in democracies. Unfortunately, cross-national empirical studies using country-

level data have typically failed to find support for this prediction. In this paper,

I retest this relationship using a sample of 91 developed and developing democ-

racies between 1960 and 2007. I show that, consistent with the RRMR model and

in spite of the consensus that prevails among most scholars, more inequality is

associated with more redistribution.

In addition to the limitations on the dependent and independent variables dis-

cussed above, a few caveats are in order before concluding. Although my results

are consistent with the expectations of the RRMR model, additional analyses will

need to be conducted before we can definitively conclude that this model is valid.

First, causal mechanisms other than those proposed by the RRMR model could ex-

plain why inequality is correlated with higher redistribution levels at the country-

level. Further investigation on the mechanisms driving the relationship ought to

be conducted. Second, this paper has tested the RRMR model using country-level

data. This is only one of multiple possible angles that can be used to assess its

validity (albeit a crucial one). Country-level tests need to be combined with those

of authors using individual-level data, for instance. As discussed above, while

some individual-level studies obtain results that are consistent with the RRMR

model107, others do not.108 Third, analyses of the effect of inequality on redistribu-

tion through tax and transfers, such as the one presented in this paper, ought to

be complemented by other analyses that look at the effect of inequality on other

107For example, Bartels 2008; Brooks and Brady 1999; Gelman 2008.

108For example, Kenworthy and McCall 2008.
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forms of pro-poor policies (e.g., labor regulations).109

This paper has nonetheless made a valuable contribution by showing that country-

level evidence is at the very least consistent with the expectations of the RRMR

model. Given the centrality that main theoretical result of the RRMR model plays

in political science and other social sciences, it would be difficult to overstate the

importance of this finding.

109However, as argued above, it is often difficult in practice to identify the policies that are un-

equivocally pro-poor.
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Acemoğlu, Daren, and James A. Robinson. 2001. A Theory of Political Transitions.
American Economic Review 91: 938-63.

Achen, Christopher H. 2000. Why Lagged Dependent Variables Can Suppress the
Explanatory Power of Other Independent Variables. Working Paper. University of
Michigan.

Alesina, Alberto and Dani Rodrik. 1994. Redistributive Politics and Economic
Growth. Quarterly Journal of Economics 109(2): 465-90.

Alesina, Alberto, Arnaud Devleeschauwer, William Easterly, Sergio Kurlat, and
Romain Wacziarg. 2003. Fractionalization. Journal of Economic Growth 8(2): 155-194.

Alesina, Alberto F., and Paola Giuliano. 2009. Preferences for Redistribution. NBER
Working Paper 14825.

Alesina, Alberto, and Edward L. Glaeser. 2004. Fighting Poverty in the U.S. and Eu-
rope: A World of Difference. New York: Oxford University Press.

Alesina, Alberto, Edward Glaeser and Bruce Sacerdote. 2001. Why Doesn’t the US
have a European Style Welfare State? Harvard Institute of Economic Research Dis-
cussion Paper No. 1933.

Ansell, Ben, and David Samuels. 2014. Inequality and Democratization: An Elite-
Competition Approach. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Ansell, Ben, and David Samuels. 2010. Inequality and Democratization: A Con-
tractarian Approach. Comparative Political Studies 20 (10): 1-32.

Atkinson, Anthony B., and Andrea Brandolini. 2001. Promise and Pitfalls in the
use of Secondary Data-Sets: Income Inequality in OECD Countries as a Case Study.
Journal of Economic Litterature. 39(3): 771-799.

Bassett, William F., John P. Burkett, and Louis Putterman. 1999. Income Distribu-
tion, Government Transfers, and the Problem of Unequal Influence. European Jour-
nal of Political Economy 15: 207-228.

Bartels, Larry M. 2008. Unequal Democracy: The Political Economy of the New Guilded
Age. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Bénabou, Roland, and Efe Ok. 2001. Social Mobility and the Demand for Redistri-
bution: The POUM Hypothesis. Quarterly Journal of Economics 116(2): 447-487.

36



Boix, Carles. 2008. Economic Roots of Civil Wars and Revolutions in the Contem-
porary World. World Politics 60 (3): 390-437.

Boix, Carles. 2003. Democracy and Redistribution. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Boix, Carles, Michael K. Miller, and Sebastian Rosato. 2013. A Complete Data Set
of Political Regimes, 1800-2007. Comparative Political Studies 46(12): 1523-1554.

Bormann, Nils-Christian, and Matt Golder. 2013. Democratic Electoral Systems
Around the World, 1946-2011. Electoral Studies 32: 360-369.

Bradley, David, Evelyne Huber, Stephanie Moller, François Nielsen, and John D.
Stephens. 2003. Distribution and Redistribution in Postindustrial Democracies.
World Politics 55(2): 193-228.

Brooks, Clem and David Brady. 1999. Income, Economic Voting and Long-Term
Political Change in the U.S., 1952-1996. Social Forces 77(4): 1339-1375.
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Lindqvist, Erik, and Robert Östling. 2013. Identity and Redistribution. Public Choice
155(3-4): 469-491.

Lupu, Noam, and Jonas Pontusson. 2011. The Structure of Inequality and the Poli-
tics of Redistribution. American Political Science Review 105(2): 316-336.

Mahler, Vincent. 2008. Electoral Turnout and Income Redistribution by the State.
European Journal of Political Research 47: 161-183.

Mahler, Vincent, David K. Jesuit, and Piotr R. Paradowski. 2014. Electoral Turnout
and State Redistribution: A Cross-National Study of Fourteen Developed Coun-
tries. Political Research Quarterly 67(2): 361-373.

Meltzer, Allan H., and Scott F. Richard. 1981. A Rational Theory of the Size of
Government. Journal of Political Economy 89(5):914-927.

Milanovic, Branko. 2000. The Median-Voter Hypothesis, Income Inequality, and
Income Redistribution: An Empirical Test with the Required Data. European Journal
of Political Economy 16: 367-410.

Moene, Karl Ove, and Michael Wallerstein. 2003. Earnings Inequality and Welfare
Spending: A Disaggregated Analysis. World Politics 55(4): 485-516.

Moene, Karl Ove, and Michael Wallerstein. 2001. Inequality, Social Insurance, and
Redistribution. American Political Science Review 95(4): 859-874.

Morgan, Jana and Nathan J. Kelly. 2013. Market Inequality and Redistribution in
Latin America and the Caribbean. The Journal of Politics 75(3): 672-685.

Perotti, Roberto. 1996. Growth, Income Distribution, and Democracy: What the
Data Say. Journal of Economic Growth 1: 149-187.

39



Persson, Torsten, and Guido Tabellini. 2003. The Economic Effects of Constitutions.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
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