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Abstract 

This paper investigates the determinants of the preferences of redistribution 
in Cyprus using two complementary surveys the European Social Survey 
and the World Values Survey. The importance of this study stems from the 
implications of the recent economic crisis on the size of the redistributive 
government and the rising income inequality. Our findings suggest that 
current income and perceptions about fairness play a major role in 
determining the preferences for redistribution in Cyprus. 
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ΠΕΡΙΛΗΨΗ 

Αυτή η εργασία διερευνά τους προσδιοριστικούς παράγοντες των προτιμήσεων 
της αναδιανομής του εισοδήματος στην Κύπρο χρησιμοποιώντας δύο βάσεις 
δεδομένων: την Παγκόσμια Έρευνα Αξιών (World Values Survey, WVS) και την 
Ευρωπαϊκή Κοινωνική Έρευνα (European Social Survey, ESS). Η σημασία 
αυτής της μελέτης πηγάζει από τις συνέπειες της πρόσφατης οικονομικής κρίσης 
σχετικά με το μέγεθος του αναδιανεμητικού χαρακτήρα της κυβέρνησης και την 
αύξηση της οικονομικής ανισότητας. Τα ευρήματά μας υποδηλώνουν ότι το 
τρέχον εισόδημα και οι αντιλήψεις για τη δικαιοσύνη στην επίτευξη οικονομικών 
αποτελεσμάτων διαδραματίζουν σημαντικό ρόλο στον καθορισμό των 
προτιμήσεων για την αναδιανομή του εισοδήματος στην Κύπρο.  



 

 



1 Introduction

In this paper we study the determinants of the preferences for redistribution in Cyprus,

which is a key feature of a welfare state. The size of the redistributive government depends

on the demand for redistribution, that is, the willingness of individuals to tax the rich more

heavily and transfer resources to the poor.

The recent economic crisis in Cyprus has provided challenges to the public provision of

redistribution and as a result, in an effort to reduce its public debt, Cyprus has engaged in

fiscal austerity to shrink the size of the government by slashing spending and deregulating

the economy. Many argue that this has had an impact on both direct and indirect

redistribution including taxes and transfers, social insurance, education finance, and labor

market regulation. Figures 1 and 2 summarize the size of the redistributive government in

Cyprus. The general government expenditure as a percentage share of GDP is 49.3% in 2014

just below the Euro area average and up by about 19% since 2013. This increase reflects the

large contraction of the Cyprus economy rather than an increase in the size of government

expenditure. On average the government expenditure in Cyprus for the period 2005-2014

is 41.4% well below the euro area average. Interestingly, the share of social transfers as a

percentage share of total expenditure in 2014 is only 30% compared to the euro area average

35.2%.

There is also a debate among policy makers about whether income inequality has

increased recently. Figure 3 shows the gini coefficient for period 2005-2014, which shows

a secular trend in inequality after about 2010. In fact, early models of preferences for

redistribution emphasize the role of the position of the individual in the income distribution.

For example, Meltzer and Richard (1981) argue that in majority ruling societies where the
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decisive voter is the voter with the median income and that the median voter’s cost of

taxation is proportional to her own income while the benefits are proportional to the mean

income, poor people have an incentive to vote for more redistribution. Thus, the Meltzer-

Richard model predicts that more inequality will lead to more redistribution and hence, larger

government. However, the empirical evidence for the Meltzer-Richard hypothesis is mixed

mainly due to the fact that the preferences for redistribution is a much more complicated

object, which is not well captured by the median voter assumption. In a recent survey,

Alesina and Giuliano (2011) discuss a number of alternative mechanisms.

A leading mechanism that influences an individual’s preferences for redistribution is

intergenerational mobility. While a priori everyone in a society maximizes the same objective

function, individuals have different preferences for redistribution due to different past

experiences in dynastic income mobility in the presence of costly information about the

relative role of their effort (Piketty (1995)). Alternatively, preferences towards redistributive

politics depend on the prospects of upward mobility (POUM hypothesis) rather than past

experiences (Bénabou and Ok (2001)). In this case poorer than average individuals may

share the same preferences as the rich and therefore, willing to vote with them if they

believe that they will become richer than average in the future. Thus, variations in the

prospect of upward mobility can explain the alignment of preferences of individuals across

economic classes.1

Another important channel is the importance of beliefs about the fairness of social

competition (Alesina and Angeletos (2005)). The degree of redistribution depends on

how a society perceives the relative roles of individual effort and luck in determining

economic outcomes. If a society believes that individual effort determines income then

it will choose low redistribution and low taxes. In contrast, if a society believes that

1Alesina and La Ferrara (2005) provide some empirical evidence to support this hypothesis.
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economic outcomes are primarily determined by luck, connections, and corruption then,

it will demand high redistribution and high taxes. Interestingly, individuals can even

find it optimal to hold biased beliefs about social justice in order to influence the

incentives of their children (Bénabou and Tirole (2006)). Other channels that influence

the preferences for redistribution include indoctrination (e.g., Alesina and Fuchs-Schuendeln

(2007)), macroeconomic shocks (e.g., Giuliano and Spilimbergo (2013))), the structure and

family organization (Alesina and Giuliano (2010)), public values (e.g., Corneo and Gruner

(2002)), “vicious cycle” as the inequality reduces social preferences about redistributive

equality (Kerr (2014)), and loss aversion (e.g., Charité, Fisman, and Kuziemko (2014)).

We find strong evidence that current income and perceptions about fairness play a major

role in determining the preferences for redistribution in Cyprus. More precisely, we find

that richer individuals or individuals who believe in a fair society prefer less redistribution.

However, we find that individuals who believe that hard work is more important in order

to succeed in life demand more redistribution. There is also some weaker evidence about

the roles of education and self-employment. The results appear to be robust to model

uncertainty with respect to the choice of determinants of the preferences for redistribution

including interaction effects.

The rest of the paper proceed as follows. In the next section, we describe the data we

use. Section 3 describes our results and section 4 briefly concludes.

2 Data

In order to study the determinants of the preferences for redistribution we use two databases:

the European Social Survey (ESS) and the World Values Survey (WVS). ESS is a cross-
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country survey, conducted every two years across Europe since 2001. Cyprus participated in

2006, 2008, 2010 and 2012 rounds. We did not use the 2008 round due to data availability.

WVS is a world wide cross-country survey, covering 6 waves: 1981-1984, 1990-94, 1995-98,

1999-04, 2005-09 and 2010-14. Cyprus participated in the last two waves. Our effective

pooled EVS and WVS samples include 1519 and 1767 individuals, respectively. Table 1

presents summary statistics for the pooled data. A detailed description of the variables and

their sources is given in Table A1 of the Appendix.

We measure the preferences for redistribution in the WVS using two alternative

measures: “Public provision” and “Reduction of inequality”. Individuals were asked to place

their views on a scale from 1 to 10. Public provision is equal to 1 if the respondent answers

that “people should take more responsibility to provide for themselves” and 10 if the answer

is “the government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for”.

Reduction of inequality is equal to 1 if the answer is “we need larger income differences as

incentives for individual effort” and it is equal to 10 if the answer is “incomes should be

made more equal”. In the case of the ESS we use a question, which is similar to the WVS

measure “Reduction of inequality”. The variable takes values 1 if the respondent strongly

disagrees with the view that “the government should take measures to reduce differences in

income levels” and 5 if strongly agrees with it. In Figure 4, we show the average preferences

for redistribution for 32 European countries. Cyprus is above the average, indicating that

Cypriots, prefer more redistribution than the average European.

We now discuss the explanatory variables of the preferences for redistribution. The

first set of regressors aims at capturing the role of individual characteristics. We include

gender, age effects, and employment characteristics. Alesina and Fuchs-Schuendeln (2007)

argue that an individual who is a recipient of a transfer program, such as unemployment

compensation, will favor more redistribution. Guillaud (2013) and Olivera (2015) provide
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evidence that self-employed individuals are less risk averse and hence, they do not favor

redistribution. In contrast, union members are typically more risk-averse individuals and

favor redistribution. Therefore, we include an unemployment dummy, union member dummy,

and a self-employed dummy. In the ESS sample the variation of the union member dummy

is very small and we did not include it in the analysis.

Next, we control for income, which is measured by the individual’s subjective household

income measured in the scale 1 for the lowest income bracket to 10 for the highest

bracket. According to Meltzer-Richards median voter hypothesis we would expect richer

individuals to demand less redistribution, which implies a negative relationship between

income and support for redistribution. In fact, there is a broad empirical consensus

that wealthier individuals prefer less redistribution (e.g., Corneo and Gruner (2002),

Alesina and La Ferrara (2005),Alesina and Fuchs-Schuendeln (2007)). However, as argued

by Alesina and Giuliano (2011) the finding that income is a strong determinant of preferences

for redistribution does not necessarily constitute an empirical validation of the median voter

hypothesis.

In addition to income, we control for education (e.g., Alesina and La Ferrara (2005)).

Education (controlling for income) can capture some aspects of mobility due to higher

education or it may bias people in favor of more pro-redistributive views as a result of left-

wing ideology. In both WVS and ESS, we proxy education using a variable that measures

individual’s highest level of completed education. In the ESS sample, education takes values

from 1 for less than lower secondary education to 5 for completed tertiary education. In

the WVS sample, education takes values from 1 for inadequately completed elementary

education to 8 for university with degree, higher education or upper-level tertiary certificate.

As argued by Bénabou and Ok (2001), the prospects of upward mobility (POUM
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hypothesis) play a major role in shaping the preferences for redistribution. We measure

mobility using the difference in the years of education between the individual and her father

and the difference between the individual and her mother. Unfortunately, these variables

are not available for the WVS sample. The prospects of upward mobility are also related

to the history of misfortune in the recent past (Giuliano and Spilimbergo (2013)). Negative

shocks in life can change people’s views of redistribution by making them more risk-averse,

less optimistic about their prospects of upward mobility and as a result they demand less

redistribution. In the WVS survey, we measure personal misfortune using the question that

asks if the respondent has ever been divorced.

The role of fairness and the perception of whether inequality emerges from efforts

and ability of different individuals or luck, connections, perhaps corruption has also been

associated with the preferences for redistribution (Alesina and Angeletos (2005)). We proxy

these beliefs using the variable “Work versus luck”, which is based on the question “Does

hard work usually bring a better life or hard work does not generally bring success-it is more

a matter of luck and connections?” The variable is equal to 0 if the answer is “hard work

usually brings a better life” and 10 if it is “hard work does not generally bring success”.

Unfortunately, this question is only available for the EVS sample. That is, why also use the

variable “Fairness”, which is available for both samples. Fairness is based on the question

“Do you think most people would try to take advantage of you if they got a chance, or would

they try to be fair?” and captures the extent to which one believes that playing by the rules

is associated with success. The variable is equal to 0 if the answer is “Most people would

try to take advantage of me” and 10 if it is “Most people would try to be fair”.

Another important determinant of the preferences for redistribution is political ideology.

Several studies provide evidence that a left wing individual prefers more redistribution

(e.g., Alesina and Fuchs-Schuendeln (2007), Cojocaru (2014), Olivera (2015))). As argued
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by Alesina and Giuliano (2011) a “libertarian” believes that the income distribution is

determined by the market and no redistribution of any kind from the government is needed,

while a “communist” believes that government ought to equalize income through tax and

transfers. We measure political ideology using the individual’s position on the political “left”

and “right” scale taking values from 0 for left-wing to 10 for right-wing in ESS and from 1

for left-wing to 10 for right-wing in the WVS.

The structure of the family and family ties can influence the preferences for

redistribution. For example, societies with close family ties will tend to rely less on the market

and government for social insurance (Alesina and Giuliano (2010)). This view is consistent

with the empirical findings that married prefer less redistribution (e.g., Alesina and Giuliano

(2011)). The organization of the family can also affect the demand for redistributive policies

indirectly via its impact on ideology (Todd (1985), Alesina and Giuliano (2011)). More

precisely, the nature of the hierarchal relations between parents and children can influence

the degree to which a society is willing to accept certain ideologies. To measure the role of

family ties we use a variable that captures the individual’s views about the importance of

family, which is an ordered variable that takes values from 1 for very important to 4 for not

at all important. This variable is only available for the WVS sample. We also use a dummy

variable for marital status (living with a partner).

Last but not least, we consider the role of religiosity and religious affiliation. Religion

can act as a safety net for the individuals against negative shocks, such as sickness and

unemployment (e.g., Scheve and Stasavage (2006)) and as a result individual relies less on

government retributive policies. Others argue that religion makes individuals to become

more altruistic and thus, demanding higher taxes and more transfers to the disadvantaged.

The empirical evidence is generally mixed. In the EVS sample, religiosity takes values from

0 for not at all religious to 10 for very religious. In the WVS sample, we use the individual’s
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views about how important is religion, taking values from 1 for very important to 4 for not

at all important. In the WVS sample, we also control for the religious affiliation of the

individual (Orthodox and Muslim) relative to atheist.2

3 Results

3.1 Main findings

Table 2 presenta our benchmark findings for the preferences for redistribution in Cyprus

based on pooled data for two alternative samples (WVS and EVS) and three alternative

estimation methods: least squares, ordered probit (OP) and ordered logit (OL). Columns

2-4 report the results for the WVS sample using the “Public provision” measure for the

preferences for redistribution, while columns 5-7 report the results for the WVS sample

using the “Reduction in inequality” measure for the preferences for redistribution. The last

3 columns report the results for the EVS sample, which is only available for the variable

“Reduction in inequality”. All models include wave effects and an intercept. Consistent

with the literature, we find that all three estimation yield similar results; see for example,

Alesina and Giuliano (2011), Giuliano and Spilimbergo (2013). Therefore, our discussion

below focuses on the LS results.

There is undoubtedly strong evidence that current income matters for the demand

of redistribution in Cyprus. This evidence is consistent with literature, which finds that

richer individuals are not favorable of redistribution (e.g., Alesina and La Ferrara (2005),

Alesina and Giuliano (2011)). For the variable “Public provision” the coefficient of the

2In the EVS sample, this variable was excluded because it did not have much variation and caused
multicollinearity issues.
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income variable is negative and significant at 1%. For the variable “Reduction in inequality”

is also negative but significant only at 10% and 5% for the WVS and EVS samples,

respectively. In terms of size effects this means that an increase in a standard deviation

of the income variable is associated with a decrease of preference for redistribution of 15%

of a standard deviation of the variable “Public provision”. However, the size of the income

effect is smaller for the demand for redistribution using the variable “reduction of inequality”,

7% for the WVS sample and only 3% for the EVS sample.

In terms of the other individual characteristics we find some weak evidence for the roles

of the variables education, self-employed and marriage. More educated individuals are likely

to oppose to redistributive policies. This can be interpreted as evidence consistent with the

prospects for upward mobility (Bénabou and Ok (2001)). The education variable is negative

and statistically significant at 10% only in the case of “Reduction in inequality”. An increase

in a standard deviation of the education variable is associated with a decrease of preference

for redistribution of 6% and 5% of a standard deviation of this variable for the WVS and

EVS samples, respectively. The self-employed dummy is negative and significant at 10% only

in the case of “Reduction in inequality” with an impact of about 43% for the WVS sample

and 10% for the EVS sample. This is evidence that less risk-averse individuals opposed to

redistributive policies, as suggested by Alesina and La Ferrara (2005) and Guillaud (2013).

Contrary to the self-employed people, married people appear pro-redistribution than single

individuals. The dummy variable married is positive and statistically significant at 10% only

in the case of “Public provision” for the WVS sample with an impact of about 28%.

Next, we consider the role of the prospects for upward mobility (Bénabou and Ok

(2001)). Unfortunately, as discussed in section 2, we can only assess this hypothesis partially

due to data availability. We find that the coefficient of social mobility, measured as the

difference in individual’s schooling and her father schooling, is negative and significant at

9



10%. A one standard deviation increase in social mobility also decreases preferences for

redistribution by 5%. Interestingly, the social mobility measure based on mother’s education

does not play any role.

Finally, we find strong evidence for the role of fairness and perception of whether

inequality emerges from efforts and ability of different individuals or luck. Consistent with

Alesina and La Ferrara (2005) and Alesina and Giuliano (2011) we find that individuals

who believe that the society is fair are associated with less demand for redistribution.

Fairness is statistically significant at 5% with an impact of about 6.5% for both measures

of redistribution. However, we find that individuals who believe that hard work is more

important in order to succeed in life demand more redistribution. This result is the opposite

of that found by Alesina and La Ferrara (2005) in the US. Instead, it is consistent with a

modern version of Weber’s hypothesis of a Protestant work ethic, combined with a charitable

attitude towards the poor (Bjrnskov, Dreher, Fischer, Schnellenbach, and Gehringe (2013)).

More precisely, the Work versus Luck variable is statistically significant at 1% with an impact

of 16% for “Public provision” and 13% for “Reduction in inequality”.

Next, we investigate the robustness of our findings.

3.2 Robustness

In this section, we investigate the sensitivity of our results by considering two different sets

of exercise.3 First, in Table 3 we examine the issue of parameter heterogeneity by looking

into the question of whether the effects of beliefs of fairness and work versus luck exhibit

heterogeneity with respect to the socioeconomic status or ideology of the individual by

3In unreported exercises we also considered wave-by-wave regressions but the findings appeared to be
substantively similar.
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including interaction effects.4 In Model 1 we considered interactions of work versus luck

and fairness with low and high income dummies, in Model 2 we considered interactions with

left-wing and right-wing dummies, and in Model 3 we included both kinds of interactions.

In general, our benchmark findings discussed in the previous section appear to be robust.

There are, however, some interesting additional findings. Rich individuals who believe that

the society is fair appear to be pro-redistribution as opposed to the poor people with the

same beliefs. One interpretation of this result us that rich exhibit altruism if they believe

that the society is fair. Similarly, right-wing individuals who believe that the society is

fair demand more redistribution in the case of the “Reduction in inequality”. Furthermore,

right-wing individuals who believe that luck is more important than hard work in order to

succeed in life demand more redistribution in the case of the “Public provision” variable.

This finding is consistent with the result found by Alesina and La Ferrara (2005) in the US.

Taken together, these results suggest that the perceptions of fairness may alter traditional

positions of rich and right-wing people regarding redistribution.

Second, we explicitly address the issue of model uncertainty using a model averaging

methodology. Model uncertainty is due to the fact that any given theory of the preferences

for redistribution does not logically exclude other theories from also being relevant and

therefore, there is no a priori justification for focusing on a specific subset of determinants.5

An econometrician is faced with an infinite number of modeling choices. One implication

of model uncertainty is that the coefficient estimates of interest can become fragile in

the sense that the estimated effect could change dramatically in magnitude, lose its

statistical significance, or, even switch signs depending on which other (nuisance) variables

are included or excluded in the regression equation. To deal with theory uncertainty

we employ Bayesian Model Averaging (BMA) (Raftery, Madigan, and Hoeting (1997) and

4We also considered sub-sample regressions based on quintile income groups with similar findings.
5Brock and Durlauf (2001) called this problem “theory uncertainty” in the context of growth regressions.
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Hoeting, Madigan, Raftery, and Volinsky (1999)), which constructs estimates that do not

depend on a particular model specification but rather use information from all candidate

models. Put differently, BMA amounts to forming a weighted average of model specific

estimates where the weights are given by the posterior model probabilities that arise from

Bayes theorem.

In particular, we consider two model spaces. A baseline model spaces is based on all

possible combinations of the determinants used in Tables 2. An extended model space adds

to the baseline model space the interaction terms used in Table 3. The BMA posterior mean

is the sum of the posterior means of each model, weighted by their posterior probabilities.

The posterior variance is the sum of the posterior variances of each model, weighted by

their posterior probabilities (within model variance) plus a term indicates how stable the

estimates are across models (variance of model-specific estimates across models). The main

tool of inference in the BMA context is the posterior inclusion probability (PIP) of each

regressor. The PIP of a variable is the sum of the posterior probabilities of the models that

contain the variable.6

Table 4 presents the model averaging results. Our findings suggest that there exists

decisive evidence (with PIP of 100%) for the role of the perception of whether inequality

emerges from efforts and ability or luck, connections, or corruption. The posterior mean

is negative, as in the benchmark model, showing that individuals who believe that luck

brings success in life prefer less redistribution. Additionally, we find that strong support

for the negative role of income variable for the case “Public provision” and “positive”

evidence for the case of “Reduction in inequality” for the ESS sample. Finally, there is

6 In order to conduct inference we follow the Kass and Raftery (1995) rules of thumb for PIP. If PIP¡50%
there is evidence against the effect, if 50%≤ PIP¡75% there is weak evidence for the effect, if 75%≤ PIP¡95%
there is “positive” evidence for the effect, if 95% ≤ PIP < 99% there is strong evidence for the effect and if
PIP≥ 99% there is decisive evidence for the effect.
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also “positive” evidence for the role of education for “Reduction in inequality” in the case of

the ESS sample the only variable that is robust (PIP¿75%) is education. Like the benchmark

results, the posterior mean is negative, indicating that more educated individual prefer less

redistribution. Finally, the interaction effects do not appear robust. The only robust variable

appears to be the interaction of fairness with the right-wing dummy with 92% PIP in the

case of the variable “Reduction in inequality”.

4 Conclusion

In this paper we study the determinants of the preferences of redistribution in Cyprus using

two complementary surveys the European Social Survey and the World Values Survey. We

find evidence that suggests that current income and perceptions about fairness play a major

role in determining the preferences for redistribution in Cyprus. Furthermore, our results

appear robust when we explicitly incorporate model uncertainty into the analysis using

Bayesian Model Averaging. Finally, our results show some evidence of heterogeneity in the

effect of perceptions of fairness, which suggests the need for future work to investigate the

presence of nonlinearities in the preferences for redistribution.
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Figure 1: Government Expenditure in Cyprus
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Figure 2: Social Benefits in Cyprus
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Figure 3: Income Inequality in Cyprus
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Figure 4: Preferences for Redistribution in Cyprus

(a) World Values Survey - Public provision
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(b) World Values Survey - Reduction in inequality
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(c) European Values Survey
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

World Values Survey European Social Survey

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Public provision 6.830 2.842 1 10

Reduce 6.577 2.967 1 10 4.144 0.854 1 5

Age 41.116 16.182 17 91 50.175 16.252 18 103

Female 0.514 0.500 0 1 0.475 0.500 0 1

Unemployed 0.056 0.230 0 1 0.057 0.232 0 1

Union member 0.165 0.371 0 1

Self-Employed 0.095 0.293 0 1 0.172 0.377 0 1

Income 5.551 1.748 1 10 4.888 2.507 1 10

Education 5.380 2.209 1 8 3.082 1.488 1 5

Mobility (Father) 1.382 1.423 -4 4

Mobility (Mother) 1.553 1.404 -3 4

Ever divorced 0.086 0.281 0 1

Fairness 4.537 2.499 1 10 4.288 2.153 0 10

Work versus Luck 4.950 2.930 1 10

Ideology 5.211 2.618 1 10 5.088 2.964 0 10

Importance of family 1.066 0.296 1 4

Married 0.634 0.482 0 1 0.756 0.429 0 1

Religiosity 1.852 0.980 1 4 6.898 2.242 0 10

Orthodox 0.464 0.499 0 1

Muslim 0.475 0.500 0 1

Other religion 0.011 0.106 0 1

Observations 1767 1519

18



Table 2: Preferences for Redistribution
This table presents the baseline results for the determinants of preferences for redistribution in Cyprus based on pooled data from the European Social Survey and the World
Values Survey using three alternative estimation methods: least squares (LS), ordered probit (OP), and ordered logit (OL). ***, **, and * denote significance of the coefficient
at 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

World Values Survey European Social Survey

Public provision Reduction in inequality Reduction in inequality

LS OP OL LS OP OL LS OP OL

Age 0.0190 0.0063 0.0078 0.0094 0.0023 0.0002 0.0068 0.0116 0.0190
(0.026) (0.010) (0.017) (0.027) (0.010) (0.017) (0.009) (0.012) (0.021)

Age square -0.0001 0.0000 -0.0001 -0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0001 -0.0002 -0.0003
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Female 0.1716 0.0482 0.0961 0.0536 0.0255 0.0338 -0.0541 -0.0910 -0.1741 *
(0.136) (0.051) (0.087) (0.138) (0.052) (0.087) (0.046) (0.061) (0.104)

Unemployed 0.3864 0.1558 0.2188 0.4220 0.1759 0.2972 -0.0917 -0.0727 -0.1069
(0.292) (0.112) (0.186) (0.296) (0.113) (0.196) (0.098) (0.130) (0.229)

Union member -0.0444 -0.0169 -0.0410 0.0723 0.0405 0.0341
(0.183) (0.069) (0.116) (0.186) (0.069) (0.116)

Self-Employed -0.2268 -0.1177 -0.2035 -0.4392 * -0.1686 * -0.3365 ** -0.0998 * -0.1224 -0.2075
(0.233) (0.088) (0.147) (0.237) (0.088) (0.150) (0.058) (0.077) (0.132)

Income -0.1479 *** -0.0548 *** -0.0934 *** -0.0716 * -0.0284 * -0.0536 ** -0.0284 ** -0.0369 ** -0.0672 **
(0.040) (0.015) (0.027) (0.041) (0.015) (0.027) (0.012) (0.015) (0.027)

Education 0.0501 0.0183 0.0199 -0.0621 * -0.0241 * -0.0464 * -0.0533 * -0.0615 -0.1076
(0.037) (0.014) (0.024) (0.037) (0.014) (0.024) (0.030) (0.039) (0.069)

Mobility (Father) -0.0500 * -0.0595 * -0.0947
(0.027) (0.036) (0.063)

Mobility (Mother) 0.0495 0.0537 0.0904
(0.032) (0.043) (0.076)

Ever divorced -0.0351 -0.0479 -0.1149
(0.080) (0.106) (0.186)

Fairness -0.0640 ** -0.0270 *** -0.0508 *** -0.0693 ** -0.0270 *** -0.0471 *** -0.0092 -0.0100 -0.0122
(0.027) (0.010) (0.018) (0.027) (0.010) (0.018) (0.010) (0.014) (0.024)

Work versus Luck -0.1629 *** -0.0647 *** -0.1211 *** -0.1290 *** -0.0538 *** -0.0975 ***
(0.023) (0.009) (0.016) (0.023) (0.009) (0.016)

Ideology -0.0020 0.0020 0.0005 0.0244 0.0103 0.0195 -0.0133 * -0.0179 * -0.0272
(0.026) (0.010) (0.017) (0.026) (0.010) (0.017) (0.007) (0.010) (0.017)

Importance of family 0.3217 0.1265 0.2426 -0.2998 -0.0994 -0.1344
(0.227) (0.087) (0.151) (0.231) (0.086) (0.150)

Married 0.2801 * 0.1239 * 0.2431 ** 0.0031 0.0119 0.0555 0.0468 0.0326 0.0580
(0.168) (0.064) (0.107) (0.170) (0.064) (0.108) (0.057) (0.076) (0.132)

Religiosity 0.0175 -0.0119 -0.0316 -0.0241 -0.0136 -0.0346 0.0266 *** 0.0378 *** 0.0638 ***
(0.073) (0.028) (0.046) (0.074) (0.028) (0.047) (0.010) (0.014) (0.024)

Orthodox -0.0473 -0.0343 -0.0644 -0.1775 -0.0331 -0.0936
(0.327) (0.125) (0.207) (0.331) (0.125) (0.206)

Muslim -0.3056 -0.1353 -0.1910 -0.4628 -0.1572 -0.2624
(0.319) (0.122) (0.203) (0.324) (0.122) (0.202)

Other religion -0.6693 -0.2204 -0.3805 -1.2551 * -0.4077 -0.7266 *
(0.691) (0.265) (0.441) (0.701) (0.263) (0.439)

Observations 1767 1767 1767 1767 1767 1767 1519 1519 1519
R

2 0.069 0.120 0.036
Pseudo R

2 0.017 0.019 0.029 0.031 0.015 0.014
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Table 3: Preferences for Redistribution Including Interactions
This table presents results for the determinants of preferences for redistribution in Cyprus based on pooled data from the World Values
Survey using least squares. ***, **, and * denote significance of the coefficient at 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

World Values Survey

Public provision Reduction in inequality

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Age 0.0193 0.0201 0.0203 0.0103 0.0096 0.0107
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.027) (0.027) (0.026)

Age square -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Female 0.1909 0.1928 0.2124 0.0654 0.0669 0.0808
(0.135) (0.136) (0.135) (0.138) (0.137) (0.137)

Unemployed 0.4552 0.3618 0.4320 0.4585 0.4042 0.4431
(0.290) (0.291) (0.290) (0.296) (0.295) (0.295)

Union member -0.0428 -0.0520 -0.0529 0.0794 0.0169 0.0239
(0.182) (0.183) (0.182) (0.186) (0.185) (0.185)

Self-Employed -0.2449 -0.2310 -0.2518 -0.4489* -0.4657** -0.4765**
(0.232) (0.233) (0.232) (0.236) (0.236) (0.236)

Income -0.1630*** -0.1453*** -0.1639*** -0.1114** -0.0733* -0.1212**
(0.049) (0.040) (0.049) (0.050) (0.041) (0.049)

Education 0.0477 0.0541 0.0524 -0.0633* -0.0514 -0.0516
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037)

Fairness -0.0548** -0.0616** -0.0517* -0.0551* -0.1055*** -0.0907***
(0.028) (0.030) (0.031) (0.028) (0.030) (0.031)

Work versus luck -0.1537*** -0.1761*** -0.1672*** -0.1235*** -0.1168*** -0.1114***
(0.024) (0.026) (0.026) (0.024) (0.026) (0.027)

Ideology -0.0056 0.0070 0.0022 0.0227 -0.0386 -0.0415
(0.026) (0.044) (0.044) (0.026) (0.044) (0.044)

Importance of family 0.4018* 0.3286 0.4087* -0.2687 -0.2573 -0.2273
(0.227) (0.227) (0.227) (0.231) (0.230) (0.230)

Married 0.2891* 0.2818* 0.2900* -0.0018 0.0197 0.0133
(0.167) (0.168) (0.167) (0.171) (0.170) (0.170)

Religiosity 0.0096 0.0119 0.0056 -0.0247 -0.0300 -0.0302
(0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074)

Orthodox -0.1225 -0.0287 -0.0983 -0.2260 -0.1309 -0.1773
(0.326) (0.327) (0.326) (0.332) (0.330) (0.331)

Muslim -0.3589 -0.2591 -0.3056 -0.4969 -0.3717 -0.4030
(0.318) (0.320) (0.319) (0.324) (0.323) (0.324)

Other religion -0.9055 -0.6343 -0.8468 -1.3501* -1.1399 -1.2285*
(0.689) (0.693) (0.691) (0.702) (0.701) (0.701)

Fairness × Low income -0.2015** -0.1934** -0.1540* -0.1635**
(0.080) (0.080) (0.081) (0.081)

Fairness × High income 0.3221*** 0.3120*** 0.0579 0.0615
(0.109) (0.109) (0.111) (0.111)

Fairness × Left-wing 0.0607 0.0463 0.0957* 0.0927*
(0.053) (0.053) (0.054) (0.054)

Fairness × Right-wing -0.0784 -0.0628 0.1843*** 0.1920***
(0.063) (0.063) (0.064) (0.064)

Work versus luck × Low income 0.0720 0.0582 -0.0002 -0.0071
(0.066) (0.066) (0.067) (0.067)

Work versus luck × High income -0.4485*** -0.4376*** -0.1153 -0.1067
(0.112) (0.112) (0.114) (0.114)

Work versus luck × Left-wing 0.0043 0.0178 -0.0587 -0.0540
(0.049) (0.049) (0.050) (0.050)

Work versus luck × Right-wing 0.1087** 0.0993* 0.0194 0.0179
(0.053) (0.053) (0.054) (0.054)

Observations 1767 1767 1767 1767 1767 1767
R

2 0.082 0.073 0.086 0.124 0.131 0.135
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Table 4: Preferences for Redistribution: Model Averaging
This table presents model averaging estimates for the determinants of preferences for redistribution in Cyprus based on pooled data from the
European Social Survey (ESS) and the World Values Survey (WVS) based on a Bayesian Model Averaging method. The posterior inclusion
probability (PIP) of a variable is the sum of the posterior probabilities models that include that variable. The posterior mean (PM) is the average
of the partial likelihood coefficient estimates of individual models weighted by posterior probability. Below in parenthesis we report the posterior
standard error, which is the BMA estimate for the standard error taking model uncertainty into account. PMP refers to the posterior model
probability. We consider two model spaces: baseline and extended (baseline plus interactions).

WVS ESS

Public Reduction Reduction
provision in inequality in inequality

Baseline Extended Baseline Exrtended Baseline

PIP PM PIP PM PIP PM PIP PM PIP PM

Age 0.077 0.0006 0.081 0.0006 0.041 0.0002 0.041 0.0002 0.039 0.0000
(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Age square 0.055 0.0000 0.062 0.0000 0.048 0.0000 0.037 0.0000 0.044 0.0000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Female 0.049 0.0074 0.053 0.0085 0.030 0.0025 0.029 0.0030 0.032 -0.0009
(0.044) (0.047) (0.027) (0.029) (0.010)

Unemployed 0.044 0.0150 0.048 0.0178 0.080 0.0379 0.077 0.0356 0.030 -0.0016
(0.093) (0.102) (0.153) (0.148) (0.020)

Union member 0.023 -0.0002 0.020 -0.0003 0.025 0.0019 0.024 0.0005
(0.027) (0.026) (0.031) (0.028)

Self-Employed 0.032 -0.0072 0.042 -0.0107 0.220 -0.1129 0.305 -0.1669 0.095 -0.0093
(0.057) (0.069) (0.238) (0.282) (0.034)

Income 0.980 -0.1485 0.830 -0.1320 0.460 -0.0497 0.506 -0.0668 0.330 -0.0091
(0.043) (0.078) (0.060) (0.076) (0.015)

Education 0.032 0.0007 0.021 0.0003 0.301 -0.0234 0.114 -0.0067 0.774 -0.0455
(0.008) (0.006) (0.040) (0.022) (0.029)

Mobility (Father) 0.159 -0.0067
(0.017)

Mobility (Mother) 0.045 0.0003
(0.008)

Ever divorced 0.028 -0.0010
(0.014)

Fairness 0.257 -0.0159 0.221 -0.0137 0.533 -0.0404 0.774 -0.0714 0.043 -0.0005
(0.030) (0.029) (0.043) (0.046) (0.003)

Work versus Luck 1.000 -0.1575 1.000 -0.1506 1.000 -0.1222 1.000 -0.1217
(0.023) (0.024) (0.023) (0.024)

Ideology 0.023 -0.0001 0.023 -0.0003 0.045 0.0014 0.063 -0.0030 0.143 -0.0020
(0.004) (0.005) (0.008) (0.014) (0.006)

Importance of family 0.048 0.0128 0.052 0.0168 0.053 -0.0143 0.041 -0.0101
(0.075) (0.088) (0.080) (0.067)

Married 0.115 0.0298 0.114 0.0299 0.025 0.0008 0.026 0.0009 0.043 0.0024
(0.095) (0.095) (0.024) (0.024) (0.016)

Religiosity 0.028 -0.0001 0.024 -0.0001 0.034 -0.0024 0.039 -0.0022 0.569 0.0160
(0.012) (0.011) (0.018) (0.018) (0.016)

Orthodox 0.155 0.0436 0.109 0.0279 0.146 0.0416 0.094 0.0230
(0.117) (0.094) (0.115) (0.084)

Muslim 0.199 -0.0598 0.166 -0.0468 0.150 -0.0427 0.122 -0.0314
(0.135) (0.120) (0.116) (0.098)

Other religion 0.034 -0.0187 0.037 -0.0228 0.086 -0.0885 0.066 -0.0622
(0.153) (0.168) (0.344) (0.284)

Fairness × Low income 0.421 -0.0716 0.303 -0.0518
(0.094) (0.088)

Fairness × High income 0.222 0.0565 0.042 -0.0031
(0.120) (0.022)

Fairness × Left-wing 0.062 0.0030 0.201 0.0156
(0.015) (0.035)

Fairness × Right-wing 0.033 -0.0016 0.918 0.1603
(0.016) (0.064)

Work versus Luck × Low income 0.035 0.0016 0.053 -0.0032
(0.017) (0.021)

Work versus Luck × High income 0.674 -0.1950 0.073 -0.0088
(0.172) (0.038)

Work versus Luck × Left-wing 0.039 0.0014 0.037 0.0008
(0.010) (0.010)

Work versus Luck × Right-wing 0.117 0.0083 0.100 0.0101
(0.027) (0.035)
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Table A1: Description of Variables

Variable Description

Public provision People should take more public provision for themselves (1) Vs Government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for (10).
Scale: 1-10

Reduction in inequality WVS: We need larger income differences as incentives for individual effort (1) Vs Incomes should be made more equal (10); ESS: Government should reduce
differences in income levels: Disagree strongly (1) - Agree strongly (5). Scale: WVS:1-10; EVS:1-5

Age Individual’s age.

Female Gender: female. Scale: 0-1

Unemployed Employment status: Unemployed. Scale: 0 or 1

Union member Member of a labor union. Scale: 0 or 1

Self-Employed Employment status: Self employed. Scale: 0-1

Income WVS: Individual’s subjective group of household income in an income scale: Lower step (1) - Highest step (10); ESS: Household’s total net income from all
sources: 1st decile (1) - 10th decile (10). Scale: 1-10

Education WVS: Highest level of completed education: Inadequately completed elementary education (1) - University with degree/Higher education - upper-level
tertiary certificate (8); ESS: Highest level of education: Less than lower secondary education (1) - Tertiary education completed (5). Scale: WVS:1-8;
EVS:1-5

Mobility (Father) Mobility - Difference in years of education (father)

Mobility (Mother) Mobility - Difference in years of education (mother)

Ever divorced Ever been divorced. Scale: 0-1

Fairness Most people would try to take advantage of you if they got a chance (1) Vs or would try to be fair (10). Scale: 1-10

Work versus luck In the long run, hard work usually brings a better life (1) Vs Hard work does not generally bring success-it is more a matter of luck and connections (10).
Scale: 1-10

Ideology Individual’s position on the political “left” and “right” scale: Left (1) - Right (10). Scale: 1-10

Importance of family Individual views of how important is family: Very important (1) - Not at all important (4). Scale: 1-4

Married Marital status: Married. Scale: 0 or 1

Religiosity WVS: Individual views of how important is religion: Very important (1) - Not at all important (4); ESS:Individual’s religiosity: Not at all religious (0) -
Very religious (10). Scale: WVS:1-4; EVS:0-10

Orthodox Religious denomination: Orthodox. Scale: 0 or 1

Muslim Religious denomination: Muslim. Scale: 0 or 1

Other religion Religious denomination: Other. Scale: 0 or 1
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